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Thomas M. Scanlon

Individual Morality and the Morality of Institutions 

Abstract   This paper discusses the relationship between moral philosophy and 
political philosophy. It holds that political philosophy in some way is part of moral 
philosophy as the former deals with the content of moral standards governing 
the relations between individuals and institutions. That would be the purpose 
of the „morality of institutions“, while the so-called „individual morality“ would 
inform the standards applicable to individuals. On the basis of a conception of 
individual morality as it relates to contractualism and a discussion of the morality 
of institutions that closely follows John Rawls’ theory of justice, the paper ad-
dresses the question of the foundations of the obligation to comply with insti-
tution-defined standards that are directed towards individuals. At the end, it 
focuses in particular on the difficulty of rationalizing that obligation in the case 
of unjust institutions.

Keywords: Moral philosophy, political philosophy, institutions, theory of justice, 
John Rawls, duty of compliance

1. Introduction

My topic is the relation between moral philosophy and political philosophy 

– that is to say, the relation between the subject matter of these two enter-

prises. Is political philosophy simply a subfield of moral philosophy? I believe 

that in an important respect it is, but that it is nonetheless marked off as dis-

tinct. As my title indicates, I will take the first fundamental distinction here 

to be that political philosophy is concerned with institutions in a way that the 

rest of moral philosophy – what I will call individual morality – is not.

By individual morality I mean the moral standards that apply to individuals. 

Primarily, this means standards that determining the permissibility, imper-

missibility, and blameworthiness individual actions, but it can also include 

conclusions about values – about the best way to live – that are also com-

monly called moral. Many moral standards apply to us whether or not others 

are generally complying with them. For example, the prohibition against 

the use of deadly force has exceptions – we are permitted to use deadly force 

when we are attacked and this is necessary to preserve our lives. But this 

prohibition (with exceptions) holds whether or not it is being generally 

observed. It would still be wrong for us to attack someone who presented 

no threat to us even if many, or even most people were not observing this 

constraint. But other conclusions about the permissibility of individuals’ 

actions depend on the principles that others are in fact following.
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Suppose, for example, that the general use of products containing a certain 

chemical poses a threat to the health of all of us, and that there is no ambi-

guity about the appropriate remedy, which is simply to stop using such 

products. (I assume that the burden involved in doing this is the same for 

everyone, and I will neglect for the moment effects on the lives of those who 

work in the industry that produces these chemicals and sells products con-

taining them.) If, recognizing this fact, most people have adopted a policy 

of not using these chemicals, then, I believe, it would be wrong for me to go 

on using them. (To put the matter in the terms of my own contractualist 

moral view, a principle permitting people to exempt themselves from this 

established practice is one that could reasonably be rejected.)1

The practice of abstaining from the use of products containing this harmful 

chemical is what I am going to call an institution. An institution exists when 

people are generally not merely conforming to certain standards but see 

these as standards that they should comply with, in part because they believe 

that many others are doing likewise. This is a very abstract conception of an 

institution, but I am going to assume that states, legal systems, universities 

and other things we normally call institutions are institutions in this abstract 

sense, even though they are much more complex than the simple institution 

in my example.

The conclusion I just stated, about the wrongfulness of using products in-

volving the harmful chemical when others are abstaining from such use out 

of recognition of the harms involved, depends on the existence of an institu-

tion in a way that the prohibition on the use of deadly force does not. But it 

is still a conclusion within individual morality. Political philosophy, as I am 

going to understand it, is concerned with moral standards for appraising 

institutions themselves – for example, as just or unjust.2 The conclusions it 

reaches may have implications for what individuals may or should do, but 

these conclusions are not on their face conclusions of this kind. They are, 

rather, conclusions about institutions.

Conclusions arrived at in both of these subjects seem to be moral judgments 

in some broad sense. But what sense is this? This is the first question I want 

to address about the relation between the two subjects: in what sense are 

the questions they both deal with moral questions? My second question con-

cerns the relation between these two subjects: what implications conclusions 

about the morality of institutions have for the permissibility or impermis-

sibility of individual conduct, and whether the content of conclusions about 

the morality of institutions is exhausted by these implications.

1 As presented in What We Owe to Each Other (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press, 1998).

2 These are what John Simmons calls questions about the justification of institutions. 

See Simmons, „Justification and Legitimacy“, Ethics 109 (1999), 739–771.
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2.  Diverse understandings of morality 
(a slight digression)

I believe that the term ‘moral’ is widely used without a clear, shared under-

standing of its content.3 This is true not only in public discourse but also in 

academic discussions. It is generally agreed, I believe, that morality claims 

to be something important – that moral standards are supposed to be ones 

that everyone has good reasons to take seriously as (normally overriding) 

guides to conduct. But even people who believe that moral standards have 

this kind of authority are often quite unclear about what reasons we have 

to follow these standards. And people who are clearer about this often have 

different reasons in mind.

One way to identify the reasons that one takes to support moral requirements 

is to focus on the kind of distress one feels, and takes to be appropriate, when 

one realizes that one has fallen short of the requirements of morality in a 

given case. This is what I call the remorse test. The character of this remorse 

indicates the nature of the reasons one takes to support the standards one has 

violated. Identifying what one takes these reasons to be is, of course only first 

step in the reflective process. One then needs to ask whether they are, in fact, 

good reasons or whether, as Nietzsche would say, they are not good reasons, 

and susceptibility to them is a sickness one should try to transcend.

I believe that this process of reflection uncovers two kinds of diversity. First, 

different people take morality as they understand it to be backed by differ-

ent reasons (in some cases good reasons, in other cases not.) But, second, 

in my own case, the remorse test seems to me to indicate that I take the term 

‘moral’ to apply to standards backed by quite different reasons, and by dif-

ferent good reasons. I conjecture that this is true of other people as well, and 

I want to explore briefly this second form of diversity.

The central component of individual morality as I understand it – what I call 

the morality of what we owe to each other – is something we have reason 

to care about because we have reason to care about our relations with others 

in which justifiability of this kind plays an important role. There is, I believe 

a corresponding version of the morality of institutions, consisting of standards 

that institutions must meet if they are to be justifiable to those to whom they 

claim to apply. Much depends, of course, on the particular form of justification 

that is involved. Roughly put, I take it to be justification in terms of the in-

terests of those who are affected. In what follows I will concentrate on this 

form of individual morality and of the morality of institutions, and it is in 

this sense that I regard them as both forms of morality. Moral wrongs of the 

3 I discuss this diversity of views more fully in „What Is Morality?“ in The Harvard 

Sampler, Jennifer M. Shephard, Stephen M. Koslyn, and Evelyn M. Hammonds, eds. 

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2011) pp. 243–266.
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kind I have in mind are identified by a particular form of remorse: the feeling 

of alienation from others that comes with the realization that one has 

treated them in a way that could not be justified to them, or that one is 

participating with them in an institution that could not be justified to them 

(and even depending on their participation in this institution.)

But failures of this kind are not the only kind of thing that is commonly called 

morally wrong. Various kinds of personal fault, such as failure to work hard, 

or to strive for what is valuable, for example, are also plausibly called moral 

faults even when they do not involve failures in what one owes to others.

In Anna Karenina, Tolstoy describes Levin, returning from a day of mowing 

in the fields with his peasants, as feeling morally superior to his brother, 

who has been lazing at home, reading. When we read this, it makes sense 

to us. But what idea of morality is involved? It might be that Levin feels less 

alienated from his peasants because he has been (at least in a token way) 

sharing their labor. This would be to invoke morality in the narrow sense 

I have described. But when we read the passage we might instead be thinking 

just that it is somehow better to be engaged in good, honest physical labor 

than to be stretched out on the sofa all day with a cigarette and a novel.

The latter idea is a matter of what Bernard Williams, in Ethics and the Limits 

of Philosophy, called ethics – a matter of how best to live – as opposed to 

morality, which is concerned just with our obligations to others. Until Wil-

liams wrote, the terms, ‘morality’ and ‘ethics’ were, at least in most aca-

demic circles, used more or less interchangeably. The fact that a philosophy 

course was called „Ethics“ or „Moral Philosophy“ would not indicate any 

expected difference in content. And one thing about this content is that it 

is unlikely to have anything to with sex. That is to say, although some forms 

of conduct involving sex, such as rape, would be morally wrong in the sense 

dealt with in such a course, this would only be because they were instances 

of more generic wrongs, such as the use of force, violence or deception. Sex 

itself – the number of individuals involved, whether they were men or 

women, the parts of the body used, and so on would be of no moral conse-

quence, in the sense of ‘moral’ that would be discussed.

Out in the world, of course, things are quite different. If you read in the 

newspaper that there is a question about some politician’s morals, you know 

right away that it has to do with sex. And if it is ethics that is mentioned, 

then it probably has to do with money. It seems to me, however, that this 

popular way of understanding the distinction between ethics and morality 

has things importantly backwards. If there is a difference, as Williams sug-

gested, and as I think there is, between questions of obligation and broader 

questions of value about how to live; and if there are moral issues having to 

do with sex that go beyond what we owe to others, as I believe there are, 
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then these issues are matters of ethics rather than morality. They have to do 

with what is worth valuing and how rather than with what is permitted or 

forbidden. This may sound like pedantic terminological housekeeping, but 

it is of genuine importance. It sounds melodramatic to say that many lives 

are spoiled by the widespread confusion on this point, but I believe that that 

is in fact the case. But that is a topic for another lecture.4

I have mentioned sex and hard work as two subjects of moral concern in 

a sense of ‘moral’ that goes beyond what we owe to others. Another is 

loyalty to a cause or institution. Such loyalty, which is plausibly called a 

moral virtue, is not something required by principles specifying what one 

owes to others. It is rather a matter of steadfastness in one’s commitment 

to a cause or institution that is worth caring about. A person who turns 

out to be disloyal is open to criticism, by others who are committed to this 

cause or institution, not only, or mainly, for failure in what he owes to 

them, but also for insufficient commitment to it – to the cause or institution 

in question. And this is a moral failing only insofar as it is worthy of this 

kind of commitment.

My point in this discussion of the diversity of understandings of the term 

‘moral’ is not only that different people seem to use this term with different 

things in mind but also, as I have said, that each of us uses it to refer to what 

I suggest we should see on reflection as a diverse collection of values. When 

we recognize this diversity the question we should address is not „which 

conception captures what morality really is?“ Rather, the questions we should 

ask are: „what are these values, which of them are really worth caring about, 

and how to they fit together?“

Corresponding to this diversity in ways of understanding individual moral-

ity, there is diversity in moral criticisms of institutions. As I have said, the 

institutional morality that I will mainly discuss focuses on the justifiability 

of institutions to individuals, based on their individual claims. But, just as 

there can be criticism of individuals, plausibly called moral, based on their 

responsiveness to particular values other than their obligations to others, 

so also institutions might be criticized on the basis of the valuable ends they 

promote, the kind of individuals they tend to produce, or the kind of lives 

they encourage these individuals to lead.

Rawls puts forward what I am here calling an individualist version of the 

morality of institutions when he says at the outset of A Theory of Justice that 

he is viewing a society as a „cooperative venture for mutual advantage“ 

(Rawls 1999: 4–5) designed to advance the good of the individuals with 

disparate aims and purposes who are taking part in it. A conception of justice, 

4 The title might be, „From a Moral and Ethical Pont of View, Sex Is Like Work“. I leave 

it as a homework problem to figure out why this is so.
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as Rawls understands it, is a set of standards for assessing the claims that such 

individuals may make against a system of cooperation, understood in this way. 

Such a conception establishes what he refers to as the „bonds of civic friend-

ship“ limiting individuals’ pursuit of their disparate aims. This way of under-

standing justice – and what I am calling the morality of institutions – differs 

sharply from the one that would be appropriate for society conceived as a set 

of individuals united in the pursuit of some shared goal or value.

Institutions of the latter kind include universities, political parties and action 

groups, as well as some businesses. We are invited to rely on and support in 

these institutions various ways insofar as they are guided by important 

values. What does it mean for an institution to be guided by values? I take it 

to mean this. Institutions are comprised of individuals to whom they assign 

various roles and responsibilities. To say that an institution is guided by 

certain values is to say that it is so organized that it will be responsive to 

these values if the individuals who are assigned these roles do their assigned 

parts. Whether this happens or not depends on the way in which the institu-

tion is organized, and on what might be called its internal „economy of in-

fluence“ – that is to say, on the pattern of motivations that the individuals 

who take part in it are responsive to.5

So, for example, an airline is guided by the value of passenger safety if it is 

so organized that information about weather conditions and the mechanical 

condition of planes gets to the individuals who make decisions about flights, 

and the individuals who have this role are motivated to make the appropriate 

decisions about whether to fly or not, based on this information. When I decide 

to fly, I trust the airline to be guided by this value.

Similarly, Harvard University purports to be guided by the value of producing 

high-level scholarship and high quality education. It invites people to trust it 

by sending their children to study there and by placing confidence in the re-

search that Harvard produces. It also invites loyalty, that is to say, invites donors 

to see that it is worth supporting, and those of us to work there see that it is 

worth working hard and sacrificing other commitments to do our jobs well. 

Corruption of an institution occurs when the internal economy of influence of 

an institution is such that it does not operate in the way required to be respon-

sive to the values that are supposed to give others reason to care about it.

So understood, corruption, trust, and loyalty are normative notions. That 

is to say, they have to do with what reasons people have to behave in certain 

ways and hold certain attitudes. These notions also sound moral. But in what 

sense are they moral? One moral element is that of honesty – whether in-

stitutions are really doing what they purport to be doing and invite people 

5 See Larry Lessig, Memorandum of October 9, 2009 http://www.ethics.harvard.

edu/images/resources/pdfs/v1.0.pdf.
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to rely on their doing, or whether they are engaging in a form of deception 

that is ruled out by moral standards. This is not, however, the whole of the 

story. If I were to withdraw my trust and loyalty from an institution – 

whether it is an airline, Harvard, or the FDA – I might believe that it had 

been dishonest, by sailing under false colors, but my main underlying reason 

would be not that it had been misleading me but that it was not really respon-

sive to the values in question. This matters to me not only because I object 

to being misled but also because I care about these values. So the main 

normative force of notions of trust, loyalty and corruption in this context 

derives from the particular values that are in question, whether this is per-

sonal safety, intellectual quality, or some other value.

This is parallel to what I said a few moments ago about disloyalty as an in-

dividual failing. If one person who is committed to some cause criticizes 

another for being insufficiently loyal to it, this may involve a charge of „letting 

the rest of us down“ by this lack of commitment. But this is not the main 

thing. The loyalty that is expected (and in this case held to be lacking) is not 

in the first instance a sense of obligation to the rest of us, who are fellow 

devotees of the goal. Loyalty in this case is in the first instance a matter of 

being motivated by commitment to the goal itself.

So the normative force of the relation that exists where there is loyalty and 

trust toward an institution, and lost when this is undermined by corruption 

is, so to speak, vertical. It is a relation between an individual and an institu-

tion, deriving from some value to which that institution is presumed to be 

responsive. This is in contrast to the horizontal moral ties between indi-

viduals who are cooperating members.

3.  A preliminary question about 
the morality of institutions 
and its relation to individual morality

I have so far been concerned with the question, „In what sense of ‘moral’ are 

individual morality and the morality of institutions both about morality?“ 

I have identified one understanding of „morality“ in which this is so. My 

second question about the relation between individual morality and the 

morality of institutions is how moral conclusions of this kind about insti-

tutions lead to moral conclusions about what individuals ought or ought 

not to do, and whether these conclusions about individual morality exhaust 

the normative content of conclusions about the morality of institutions.

I will address these questions within the framework of Rawls’s theory, because 

it offers a fully worked-out account of the relevant notions: of justice as the 

central notion of institutional morality and of the relation between the justice 

of institutions and the duties of individuals. In doing this I do not mean to 

be arguing from authority, presuming the correctness of Rawls’ view. It may 
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be that once we see what conclusions Rawls’ account leads us to we will be 

led to question its basic assumptions and look for an alternative.

Principles of justice, according to Rawls, are standards for assessing indi-

viduals’ claims against their institutions, in particular against what he calls 

the Basic Structure of their society. The role of these principles is to determine 

the validity of demands that those institutions be changed. In what Rawls 

calls a well-ordered society its members share what he calls a sense of justice. 

This means that they agree on principles of justice, and are motivated by 

them. Further, if the society is well-ordered, the citizens believe correctly 

that their institutions satisfy these principles. In the first instance, we can 

think of being motivated by their sense of justice as having a settled ten-

dency to comply with institutions one believes to be just, to demand change 

when one believes institutions are unjust, and to acquiesce in such changes 

when they are demanded by others. This fits with Rawls’s remark about a 

shared sense of justice as an „equilibrating device“. (Rawls 1999: 458) Even 

just institutions, he says, are likely to become unjust as conditions change. 

When this happens, the sense of justice that the citizens of a well-ordered 

society share motivates them to demand, work for and accept changes that 

are required to bring their institutions back to justice.

Our sense of justice is what leads us to feel distress of the kind I described 

in section 2 when we consider the way our unjust institutions treat others, 

who must comply with these institutions in order for them to function and 

to meet our own needs. In Rawls’s words, mentioned above, institutions that 

are not fully just strain the „bonds of civic friendship“, and the distress 

I described is an awareness of this strain.

Distress of this kind is an all too familiar feature of moral and institutional 

life. But what is the practical significance of this distress? Rawls says that it 

motivates us to do what is needed to make our institutions more just: taking 

standards of justice seriously means taking them as action guiding in the voting 

booth, and on other occasions on which one can have an effect on institu-

tional arrangements. The sad fact, however, is that we generally find ourselves 

living under, and depending on, institutions that do not meet standards of 

justice in ways that we ourselves cannot do much, if anything, to change. We 

are trapped, via the institutions within which we live, in a morally unacceptable 

relationship with others who are involved in or affected by those institutions.

It is worth pausing to note the essential role of institutions in this kind of 

distress. If I hear that someone far away is abusing someone else, I may feel 

outrage. But what I am outraged about does not involve me. On the other 

hand, if I learn that an institution on which I rely operates by exploiting 

people somewhere, this does involve me, and occasions the kind of distress 

I am describing, even if I had no role in creating this institution and could 

not do anything to change it.)
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Similar distress may also arise at the level of individual morality. Utilitari-

anism is often criticized as unacceptably demanding. But, taking into account 

the plight of all the people in the world who are in desperate need, and 

whom we could help, it seems likely that any plausible account of individual 

morality will involve standards of individual conduct that we are not in fact 

meeting, and that we are not likely to meet (given our concerns for ourselves 

and those close to us.) If so, then both individual morality and the morality 

of institutions have their painful side.

These may not, however, be separate problems. The requirements of indi-

vidual morality that we are most likely to fall short of in this way – such as 

duties to help the distant, or not so distant, needy – are problems that re-

ally require institutional solutions. So the pain of realizing that one is falling 

short in these ways is really a case of the first kind of distress that I mentioned 

(of participating in institutions that do not meet standards of justice.)

The examples I just referred to involved our relation to poorer people in 

other parts of the world. But the points I have made apply domestically. We 

rely on the poor people in the U.S. who pick our fruit just as much as on the 

poor elsewhere who pick our coffee. So the same problems arise.

Some might say that, insofar as injustice of this kind is something we have 

no way to avoid, distress about it is idle utopian hand-wringing. But it seems 

heartless to dismiss it. I naturally read the moving final paragraph of A Theory 

of Justice as expressing a longing for a condition in which such distress could 

in good conscience be avoided. However eloquent one finds that passage, 

however, one may still wonder whether justice, in the ideal sense with which 

Rawls in concerned, has anything to tell us about how to think about what 

to do in the conditions under which we actually live.

4. Justice and duties to comply with institutions

So far, these are claims only about the motivational role of a sense of justice. 

Nothing has been said about individual morality – about duty or obligation. 

I will now turn to the question of how conclusions about justice or injustice 

lead to conclusions about what individuals ought to do – to the link between 

the morality of institutions and individual morality. In Rawls’ work, this link 

is forged by what he calls the Natural Duty of Justice. This duty, he says, 

„requires us to support and to comply with just institutions that exist and 

apply to us“ and also „constrains us to further just arrangements not yet 

established, at least when this can be done without too much cost to ourselves“. 

(Rawls 1999: 99) I will discuss the two parts of this duty in turn, beginning 

with the duty to comply.

The rationale for this duty might be briefly put by saying that if an institution 

is just, then individuals have no valid reason to object to it or to demand 
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changes. It would seem to follow that they have no justification for failing to do 

what the institution requires of them. (This may seem too quick, but I will explain 

later why I believe it is not.) What Rawls says is that we have a duty to comply 

with institutions that exist, that are just, and that apply to us. In order to un-

derstand what is involved in these three conditions, and the relation between 

them, it will be helpful to return to my example of the harmful chemical.

I said earlier that if most people have adopted a policy of not using these 

chemicals then, I believe, it would be wrong for me to go on using them. 

This conclusion lies within individual morality – it is a conclusion about 

what it is morally permissible for an individual to do. But it depends on a 

conclusion within what I am calling the morality of institutions, since it 

depends on the fact that the practice in question not only exists but also is 

just. But we should pause for a minute to consider what this means. It is 

natural at first to conceive of the justice of an institution in purely distributive 

terms. So, for example, the practice in this example would be unjust if 

(without some further justification) it required only some people to abstain 

from the use of products containing the chemical while allowing others to 

continue doing so. More generally, we might say that a practice is just if it 

distributes benefits and burdens in an equitable manner. This might be correct 

if „benefits“, „burdens“ and „equitable“ are understood in a sufficiently broad 

manner. But putting the matter this way may direct our attention away from 

the question of whether the benefits that the practice brings, however 

evenly they are distributed, are sufficiently important to justify the require-

ments it imposes, even if these are the same for everyone.6

I chose the example of the harmful chemical because I took it to be a case 

in which this requirement of sufficient importance was fulfilled. A clearer, 

or at least more dramatic example would be a system of cooperation for 

maintaining the dikes that keep the sea from washing us all away. A con-

trasting case would be Robert Nozick’s example of the neighborhood public 

address system. (Nozick: 1999: 90–95) Suppose, he says, that there is a 

system of loudspeakers in your neighborhood and some or your neighbors 

get the idea that it would be a nice thing to make use of it for regular pro-

gramming, provided by neighbors who can choose what to do – to report 

news, play music, read poetry or something else. They post a list assigning 

every member a time at which he or she is supposed to do this. After a few 

weeks have gone by, your assigned time arrives. You find that you have 

6 In what follows, I will assume that the benefits in question are benefits to individu-

als, specifically to those participating in the process, although the latter assumption will 

not be crucial. This makes the duty in question a matter of what I called above horizontal 

obligation. It is an interesting question whether and when institutions can be justified 

in the way I am presently considering by the fact that they are needed to promote some 

impersonal value. The idea that coercive institutions, at least, cannot be justified in this 

way would, I suppose, be a generalized form of Mill’s Harm Principle.
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enjoyed the institution very much. Even so, Nozick says, you have no obliga-

tion to take your turn if you do not wish to do so.

Insofar as this is so, I believe, it is so because the benefits that the institution 

provides are not sufficiently important to justify, as it were, conscripting 

all the neighbors to participate. A just institution of this kind would have 

to be voluntary. That is, it would have to allow neighbors to opt out if they 

so choose. Nozick suggests that the practice he describes is just, having in 

mind, I suppose, that it treats all the neighbors equally. But the practice is 

not just if it imposes unjustifiable obligations, and this is what his argument 

calls our attention to.

This brings us to the third condition Rawls states: that the institution applies to 

one. What is it for an institution to apply to someone in the relevant sense? 

Given the prior condition, that the institution is just, I believe we can take this 

to mean simply that the institution claims to apply to one. The question then is 

to whom can an institution justly claim to apply? The answer, I believe, is that 

a just institution can claim to apply only to those whose participation is needed 

in order to provide the benefits in question, and it can claim this only if these 

benefits are sufficiently important to justify the constraint that it involves.

This solidifies what I earlier said might have seemed too quick a move from 

the fact that an institution was just – that no one had a valid complaint 

against it – to the conclusion that people were obligated to comply with it. 

This is a sound move because, as we have just seen, one complaint indi-

viduals might have against an institution is that it could not justly claim to 

apply to them. This explanation may seem to make the move valid by 

trivializing it, or, rather, by simply pushing the question one step back, to 

the question of what an institution must be like in order to be just. None-

theless, reflection on the difference between the case of the harmful 

chemical and Nozick’s public address system seems to me to indicate that 

this is where the question belongs.

5. Unjust institutions

We seem to have reached the conclusion that the justice of an existing insti-

tution is a sufficient condition for there to be a duty to comply with it.7 Is it 

also a necessary condition? Is there no duty to comply with unjust institutions? 

This seemed to be so in the example of the neighborhood public address 

system. But that was a special case, for two reasons: because the injustice 

in question just lay in the absence of an „opt out“ provision, and because the 

benefit at stake was not very weighty. Things would, I think, be different in 

the case of an unjust scheme for maintaining the dikes. Justice does not 

7 In the terms of John Simmons’ paper, cited above, this amounts to the claim that an 

answer to the question of justification also settles the question of legitimacy.
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seem always to completely undermine a duty to comply. Few if any existing 

large scale social institutions (what Rawls calls „basic structures“) are fully 

just, but it does not seem to follow that people have no obligation at all to 

comply with their requirements. So if we say that an institution is legitimate 

if those living under it have a duty to comply with its requirements then 

justice seems to set a higher standard than mere legitimacy.

But legitimacy, understood as an all or nothing affair, is too blunt a concept 

to handle the range of cases we should be interested in. For one thing, duties 

to comply vary, depending on an individual’s position in an institution. If an 

established practice for curbing the use of products containing a harmful 

chemical were unjust, it would not follow that those who were the benefi-

ciaries of this injustice had no duty to comply with the practice. Second, 

even if the injustice of a practice changes the moral situation of those who 

are victims of this injustice, it may not do so simply by removing any duty 

to comply with the requirements of the practice.

This is even clearer in the case of the victims of injustice in actual societies. 

Consider, for example, one of the worst off groups in our society, people 

who are born and live in urban black ghettos.8 These people grow up in 

conditions that present them with very limited opportunities for economic 

advancement, with severely limited political power, and with educational 

opportunities so poor as to make it unlikely that they will overcome these 

conditions. Institutions that avoidably put people in such conditions are 

seriously unjust, but this injustice does not simply undermine the duty of 

these people to obey the law. Its effects are more complex.

We need, then, to look more closely at the ways in which the fact that an in-

stitution is unjust affects the moral situation of those to whom it applies. I will 

approach this question using two strategies more or less simultaneously. The 

first is to consider what the second part of Rawls’ Natural Duty of Justice might 

have to say about such cases. The second, which will be in the background, 

is to ask, as a contractualist, what principles governing the conduct of people 

in unjust institutions would be ones that no one could reasonably reject.

The second part of Rawls’ Natural Duty of Justice „constrains us to further 

just arrangements not yet established, at least when this can be done without 

too much cost to ourselves“. This principle resolves what otherwise might 

have seemed to be a paradox in regard to „institutions not yet established“. 

Consider again the case of the hazardous chemical.9 If a practice of abstaining 

8 What I say about in the following paragraphs is greatly indebted to Tommie Shelby’s 

much fuller discussion in, „Justice, Deviance, and the Dark Ghetto“, Philosophy & Public 

Affairs 35 (2007) 126–160.

9 The institution involved in this example is not a basic structure in Rawls’s sense. I will 

return later to the difference this makes. 
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from the use of products containing this chemical is established, then it is 

wrong for individuals to fail to comply with it. But if the great majority of 

people continue to use these products, despite the known effects, then this 

practice does not exist. Is it still wrong for any one individual to use these 

products? If giving up the products involves some cost, and any single indi-

vidual’s use of the produces does not make a significant difference to the 

health hazard, then there may seem to be a paradox. On the one hand, it 

seems pointless for one individual to give up the products for no significant 

benefit. On the other hand, their general use violates a principle that no one 

could reasonably reject, and is causing serious harms. It therefore seems 

clearly incorrect to say that no one is doing anything wrong by continuing 

this use. So is the principle forbidding such use conditional on its being 

generally complied with, or not? Call this the non-compliance dilemma.

The appearance of a dilemma here depends on considering only two alterna-

tives: compliance and non-compliance. The third alternative is that when 

there is general non-compliance, what non-rejectable principles require is that 

we make known to others our willingness to go along with a principle forbid-

ding the use of these products, and urge upon them the importance of doing 

likewise. This may involve abstaining from the use of the products ourselves, 

to provide an example to others and as a sign of good faith. If a person has 

done this, and general non-compliance persists, then it might not be wrong 

for this person not to comply, if complying has significant personal cost. This 

alternative is expressed by the relevant clause of Rawls’ Natural Duty of Justice.

Turning now to the case of institutions that exist but are unjust, recall that 

principles of justice, as Rawls understands them, are standards for assessing 

basic structures, and in particular for assessing demands for change. Rawls 

describes a shared sense of justice as an „equilibrating“ source of motivation. 

We are now considering principles of justice as a source of justification, 

rather than a sense as (merely) a source of motivation.

Consider first the position of the participants of an unjust institution who 

benefit from the fact that it is unjust. Since the demands for change from 

those whom the institution treats unjustly are valid, it would be wrong for 

the beneficiaries of the injustice to resist the changes demanded. Rawls’ 

Natural Duty goes farther, and requires that they work to promote such 

changes „when this can be done without too much cost“ to themselves. This 

requirement seemed correct in the case of institutions „not yet established“, 

and it seems just as correct in this case. But there is a question how the „costs 

to oneself“ are to be measured. In particular, does the loss of unjustly acquired 

benefits count among these costs? The answer that seems correct, and seems 

to follow from Rawls’s account, is that they do not. Insofar as the demand 

that such benefits not be given is valid (which follows from the fact that the 

are unjust,) how can there be a valid objection to giving them up?
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Turn now to the position of those who, like the ghetto poor discussed in 

Shelby’s paper, are the victims of unjust institutions. These people are, as 

we have said, entitled to demand changes in the institution, to make it more 

just. But these demands will be idle, and have no „equilibrating effect“, 

without some means for making them effective. In the case of an isolated 

practice of the kind I was imagining in my hazardous chemical example, the 

only possible means may be just public expression, backed perhaps by threats 

to withhold compliance. If these expressions are unavailing, then actual 

withdrawal of compliance could be justified as the only effective means of 

bringing change, and it would seem that those who benefit from the injustice 

of the scheme could not complain of the loss of benefits. That is, they could 

not complain about no longer getting the benefits of the institution without 

bearing their share of the costs. But if the number of those treated unjustly 

is large enough that their withdrawal undermines the effectiveness of the 

institution as a protection against the relevant harm, the unjust beneficiaries 

will not be the only ones who suffer. (Or, as in the dike-maintenance case, 

the might suffer greater harm than is justified by the degree of injustice.) 

There is a question, then, of how far non-compliance is justified when it has 

these costs. I do not have a systematic answer to this question. (I doubt that 

there is one.) The point is just that the importance of the benefit an institu-

tion provides, and hence the cost of losing this benefit, is one factor that 

needs to be taken into account in determining whether non-compliance is 

justified, just as it must be taken into account in determining whether indi-

viduals must be given the right to opt out.

Things are different in the case of what Rawls calls a basic structure, which 

includes mechanisms for its own alteration: political procedures for making 

and changing laws and legal institutions for challenging them. In order to be 

just, such institutions must include mechanisms through which demands for 

change can be made effective (mechanisms through which the „equilibrating 

function“ of a shared sense of justice can be realized.)10 Where such mechanisms 

exist, the case that I have just sketched for withholding compliance is undermined.

But such mechanisms do not exist in the case of the ghetto poor in the U.S. As 

Shelby emphasizes, they are politically as well as economically isolated. It is 

unjust that they lack adequate representation, but also that they are stigma-

tized in a way that makes the larger society not inclined to take their complaints 

seriously. Their situation is one of what I will call persistent injustice: serious 

economic injustice coupled with an (unjust) absence of effective political 

means for demanding change. The question is how far victims of persistent 

injustice are released from any duties to comply with an unjust institution.

10 As Charles Beitz argues, one requirement of political equality is that citizens have 

effective political means for protecting themselves against injustice. See his Political 

Equality, pp. 110–114.
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One argument for the permissibility of non-compliance in such a case is the 

argument for civil disobedience as a means for expressing demands of 

justice. As in the case of an unjust practice for avoiding the effects of a 

hazardous chemical, but for different reasons, non-compliance is justified 

as a means of protesting persistent injustice because there are no alternative, 

legal means for expressing demands for change. The classic case for civil 

disobedience sees it as operating by appeal to the sense of justice of those 

in positions of power, in particular to their reluctance to punish violators 

of what they recognize as an unjust law. For the reason mentioned above 

regarding the political isolation of the ghetto poor, this appeal may be less 

effective in the case of economic injustice than against general denial of 

civil rights. If the majority regards ghetto citizens as lazy and immoral, then 

civil disobedience in support of a demand for greater equality of opportu-

nity may be ineffective, because it fails to appeal to the sense of justice of 

the majority.

This brings us to the question of whether what I have called persistent in-

justice undermines the obligation of disadvantaged citizens to comply with 

its laws (quite apart from whether non-compliance is an effective means to 

promote change toward greater justice.) The analogy with a system of co-

operation like the one in the hazardous waste example suggests that this 

might be so. If an institution is persistently unjust, and non-compliance by 

those treated unjustly would not involve unacceptable costs, then the major-

ity could hardly claim that citizens who are the victims of persistent injustice 

would be violating relations of reciprocity by failing to comply with its laws. 

These relations were already being systematically violated by the majority. 

But we need to look more closely at the question of what laws might justifiably 

be violated and why.

Even if ghetto residents had no obligation to comply with every law as such, 

they would still have natural duties to others. It would, for example, still be 

wrong for them to do things that cause pain, injury or death to other indi-

viduals. Many instances of theft may also belong in this category. Even if 

institutions of property are unjust, it is wrong to steal people’s food, or their 

means of livelihood, such as the car they need to get to work.

But many laws do not merely forbid things of this kind. I have in mind laws 

such as such as zoning regulations, drug laws, laws against prostitution, and 

some forms of financial regulation. It is not implausible I believe, to say that 

victims of extreme injustice might be justified in violating some laws of this 

kind (by selling drugs, for example, or defaulting on their credit cards if they 

are charged an unjustifiable rate of interest) when this is necessary to get 

by and to support themselves and their families. (Shelby 2007: 152) It is not 

clear that in violating such laws they would be violating duties of reciprocity 

owed to the rest of us.
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The plausibility of this claim (at least I find it plausible) rests on several factors 

that need to be made explicit. First, there is an appeal to necessity: to the fact 

that these forms of crime may be the only way for ghetto residents to survive 

economically. This factor is present also the familiar example of whether a 

parent could be justified in stealing a drug, needed to save a child’s life, from 

a pharmacist who refused to sell it, or refused to do so at a reasonable price. 

Second, as the word ‘reasonable’ here suggests, there is the question of 

whether crime deprives others of things that they have a just claim to. Some 

of the crimes mentioned are „victimless crimes“. The wrongfulness of violating 

laws proscribing such things (and the permissibility of enforcing them) seems 

to me seriously undermined if the political process through which they are 

enacted is seriously unjust. Even where violating laws involves costs to others, 

if the benefits that would be lost are benefits that are gained only in virtue 

of the unjust nature of the practice, then, as I remarked earlier, it seems to 

follow that the person cannot complain of losing them.

Duties of justice do, however, limit non-compliance in a different way. The 

Natural Duty to promote the existence of just institutions, does, I believe, 

require even victims of injustice not to act in ways that can be foreseen to 

worsen the prospects for improving unjust institutions. So, in Shelby’s words, 

this duty requires them „to not take courses of action that would clearly 

exacerbate the injustice of the system or that would increase the burdens of 

injustice on those in ghetto circumstances or others similarly situated, at 

least not when these negative consequences can be avoided without too 

much self-sacrifice“. (Shelby 2007: 154)

Finally, going beyond the question of obedience to law, and the permissibility 

of enforcement, there is another range of obligations that can be affected 

by injustice, which is the obligations of those treated unjustly to be willing 

to work on the terms made available to them. If they do not owe it to us to 

be willing to cooperate on these terms, then it is unjust to withhold other 

forms of public benefit, such as public assistance, medical care and other 

benefits from those among the poor on the ground that they are refusing to 

do their share.

Returning to our own perspective, rather than that of the disadvantaged, this 

puts a slightly different light on the feeling of being trapped in institutions 

that treat others unjustly. This feeling arose from the observation that it is 

beyond our power to do much to make our institutions fully just. This seems 

true. But if what I have said is correct, then standards of justice have implica-

tions for things that we can do: for example, for the position we should take 

on welfare policy, drug laws, and general issues of law enforcement and in-

carceration. These might at first seem matters of social policy rather than 

fundamental justice. But if what I have been saying is correct then justice has 

something important to say about them.
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I have been investigating the relation between the morality of institutions 

and the morality of individual action. In the last part of my paper I have 

been considering whether the justice of an institution is a necessary condi-

tion for there being a duty to comply with it. If, following Rawls, we think 

of the basic institutions of a society as „schemes of cooperation for mutual 

benefit“, and if we see the duty to comply with such an institution as a duty 

of reciprocity owed to one’s fellow citizens, then it may seem that if a basic 

structure is unjust, at least if it is persistently unjust, then individuals have 

no duty (at least not a duty of reciprocity owed to their fellow citizens) to 

comply with its laws. This seems too stark a conclusion. But I have tried to 

show that the situation is more complicated than this picture would suggest. 

I have tired to explore some of these complexities in the relation between 

conclusions about justice – conclusions in the morality of institutions – and 

conclusions about the morality of individual action.
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To mas M. Sken lon

In di vi du al ni mo ral i mo ral in sti tu ci ja

Ap strakt   U ovom član ku ras pra vlja se o od no su iz me đu mo ral ne i po li tič ke fi lo-
zo fi je. Sma tra se da je po li tič ka fi lo zo fi ja na iz ve stan na čin deo mo ral ne fi lo zo fi je, 
po što se pret hod na ba vi sa dr ža jem mo ral nih stan dar da ko ji ru ko vo de od no si ma 
iz me đu po je di na ca i in sti tu ci ja. To bi bi la svr ha „mo ra la in sti tu ci ja“, dok bi ta ko-
zva ni „in di vi du al ni mo ral“ upu ći vao na stan dar de pri men lji ve na po je din ce. Na 
osno vu kon cep ci je in di vi du al nog mo ra la u od no su na kon trak tu a li zam i ras pra ve 
o mo ra lu in sti tu ci ja ko ja pom no pra ti te o ri ju prav de Džo na Rol sa, u član ku se 
po sta vlja pi ta nje o te me lji ma oba ve ze da se po dr ža va ju in sti tu ci o nal no de fi ni sa ni 
stan dar di upra vlje ni na po je din ce. Na kra ju, čla nak se po seb no usred sre đu je na 
te ško ću ra ci o na li zo va nja te oba ve ze u slu ča ju ne pra ved nih in sti tu ci ja.

Ključ ne re či: mo ral na fi lo zo fi ja, po li tič ka fi lo zo fi ja, in sti tu ci je, te o ri ja prav de, Džon 
Rols, du žnost po dr ža va nja

1. Uvod

Mo ja te ma je od nos iz me đu mo ral ne fi lo zo fi je i po li tič ke fi lo zo fi je – to će 

re ći, od nos iz me đu pred me ta is tra ži va nja tih dva ju po du hva ta. Da li je po-

li tič ka fi lo zo fi ja na pro sto pot po lje mo ral ne fi lo zo fi je? Ve ru jem da u jed nom 

va žnom po gle du ona to je ste, no ipak se po li tič ka fi lo zo fi ja od re đu je kao 

di stinkt na. Ka ko moj na slov na go ve šta va, kao pr vu fun da men tal nu raz li ku 

ov de ću uze ti da se po li tič ka fi lo zo fi ja ba vi in sti tu ci ja ma na na čin na ko ji 

se ve ći deo mo ral ne fi lo zo fi je – ono što ću na zva ti in di vi du al nim mo ra lom 

– ne ba vi.

Pod in di vi du al nim mo ra lom pod ra zu me vam mo ral ne stan dar de ko ji se 

od no se na po je din ce. To, pre vas hod no, pod ra zu me va stan dar de ko ji od-

re đu ju do pu šte nost, ne do pu šte nost i pre ko ra vred nih in di vi du al nih po stu-

pa ka, no oni mo gu uklju či va ti i iz vo đe nje za klju ča ka o vred no sti ma – o 

naj bo ljem na či nu ži vlje nja – ko ji se ta ko đe obič no na zi va ju mo ral nim. 

Mno gi mo ral ni stan dar di va že ći su za nas bez ob zi ra na to da li ih se osta-

li ge ne ral no pri dr ža va ju ili ne pri dr ža va ju. Na pri mer, za bra na upo tre be 

smr to no snog oruž ja ima iz u zet ke – do pu šte no nam je da pri beg ne mo smr-

to no snom oruž ju ka da smo na pad nu ti, što je neo p hod no ka ko bi smo sa-

ču va li svo je ži vo te. No ova op šta za bra na (sa iz u ze ci ma) va ži ne za vi sno 

od to ga da li je se ge ne ral no pri dr ža va mo. Ipak bi bi lo ne is prav no da na-

pad ne mo ne ko ga ko za nas ne pred sta vlja ni ka kvu pret nju, čak i ako se 

mno gi, ili pak ve ći na lju di ne bi pri dr ža va li tog ogra ni če nja. Me đu tim, 

ne ki dru gi za ključ ci o do pu šte no sti in di vi du al nih po stu pa ka za vi se od 

prin ci pa ko je dru gi za pra vo sle de.

   FILOZOFIJA I DRUŠTVO XXVII (1), 2016.
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Pret po sta vi mo, na pri mer, da op šta upo tre ba pro iz vo da ko ji sa dr že iz ve sne 

he mi ka li je pred sta vlja ju pret nju po zdra vlje svih nas, i da ne ma dvo smi sle-

no sti u po gle du od go va ra ju ćeg le ka, ko ji je jed no stav no pre sta nak upo tre be 

ta kvih pro iz vo da. (Pret po sta vljam da je te ret ko ji se pod ra zu me va u či nje nju 

to ga isti za sva ko ga, a za tre nu tak ću pre ne breg nu ti dej stvo na ži vo te onih 

što ra de u in du stri ji ko ja pro iz vo di ta kve he mi ka li je i pro da je pro iz vo de ko-

ji ih sa dr že). Ako je ve ći na lju di, pre po zna ju ći ovu či nje ni cu, usvo ji la po li ti-

ku ne u po tre be tih he mi ka li ja, on da bi, ve ru jem, s mo je stra ne bi lo ne is prav-

no da na sta vim da ih upo tre blja vam. (Da to iz ra zim ter mi ni ma svog 

kon trak tu a li stič kog mo ral nog sta no vi šta, prin cip ko ji lju di ma do pu šta da 

se be iz u zi ma ju iz ove usta no vlje ne prak se je ste prin cip ko ji bi se ra zlo žno 

mo gao od ba ci ti).1

Prak sa uz dr ža va nja od upo tre be pro iz vo da ko ji sa dr že tu štet nu he mi ka li ju 

je ste ono što ću na zva ti in sti tu ci jom. In sti tu ci ja po sto ji ka da se lju di ne sa mo 

ge ne ral no pri la go đa va ju iz ve snim stan dar di ma, već te stan dar de shva ta ju 

kao one ko jih bi tre ba lo da se pri dr ža va ju de li mič no zbog to ga što ve ru ju da 

mno gi dru gi to isto či ne. Ovo je vr lo ap strakt na kon cep ci ja in sti tu ci je, no ja 

ću pret po sta vi ti da dr ža ve, prav ni si ste mi, uni ver zi te ti i dru ga ure đe nja ko-

je obič no na zi va mo in sti tu ci ja ma je su in sti tu ci je u ovom ap strakt nom smi slu, 

iako su umno go me slo že ni je od jed no stav ne in sti tu ci je u mom pri me ru.

Za klju čak ko ji sam upra vo iz neo, o ne is prav no sti upo tre be pro iz vo da ko ji 

sa dr že štet ne he mi ka li je ka da se osta li uz dr ža va ju od ta kve upo tre be kroz 

pre po zna va nje štet nih po sle di ca, za vi si od po sto ja nja in sti tu ci je na na čin 

na ko ji za bra na upo tre be smr to no snog oruž ja ne za vi si. Me đu tim, to je i 

da lje iz vo đe nje za klju ča ka unu tar in di vi du al nog mo ra la. Po li tič ka fi lo zo fi-

ja, ka ko je ja raz u me vam, ba vi se mo ral nim stan dar di ma zbog pro ce nji va-

nja sa mih in sti tu ci ja – na pri mer, kao pra ved nih ili ne pra ved nih.2 Za ključ ci 

do ko jih ona do spe va mo gu ima ti im pli ka ci je po ono što po je din ci mo gu ili 

bi tre ba lo da či ne, no oni po svom iz gle du ni su za ključ ci te vr ste. Oni su pre 

za ključ ci o in sti tu ci ja ma.

Za ključ ci do ko jih se do la zi u obe ove obla sti či ni se da pred sta vlja ju mo ral ne 

su do ve u iz ve snom ši rem smi slu. No ko ji je to smi sao? To je pr vo pi ta nje ko je 

že lim da po sta vim o od no su iz me đu ove dve obla sti: u ko jem smi slu su pi ta nja 

za ko ja se obe obla sti za ni ma ju mo ral na pi ta nja? Mo je dru go pi ta nje ti če se 

od no sa iz me đu te dve obla sti: ka kve im pli ka ci je iz vo đe nje za klju ča ka o mo ra-

lu in sti tu ci ja ima ju po do pu šte nost ili ne do pu šte nost in di vi du al nog po na ša nja, 

te da li se sa dr žaj za klju ča ka o mo ra lu in sti tu ci ja is cr plju je tim im pli ka ci ja ma.

1 Ka ko je iz lo že no u mo joj knji zi Šta du gu je mo jed ni dru gi ma (What We Owe to Each 

Ot her, Cam brid ge, MA: Har vard Uni ver sity Press, 1998).

2 To je ono što Džon Si mons (John Sim mons) na zi va pi ta nji ma o oprav da nju in sti tu-

ci ja. Vi de ti Sim mons, „Ju sti fi ca tion and Le gi ti macy“, Et hics 109 (1999): 739–771.
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2. Raz li či ta shva ta nja mo ra la (ma la di gre si ja)

Sma tram da se ter min „mo ral“ u ve li koj me ri upo tre blja va bez ja snog, za-

jed nič kog shva ta nja nje go vog sa dr ža ja.3 To va ži ne sa mo za jav ni dis kurs, 

već i za aka dem ske ras pra ve. Po sto ji op šta sa gla snost, ve ru jem, da mo ral ni 

zah te vi pred sta vlja ju ne što va žno – da mo ral ni stan dar di tre ba da bu du ta-

kvi da sva ko ima do bre raz lo ge da ih shva ta ozbilj no kao (obič no nad vla da-

va ju će) vo di če za po na ša nje. Me đu tim, čak i lju di ma ko ji sma tra ju da mo-

ral ni stan dar di po se du ju ovu vr stu auto ri te ta če sto ni je sa svim ja sno ka kve 

raz lo ge ima mo da sle di mo te stan dar de. A oni ma ko ji ma je to ja sni je če sto 

ima ju raz li či te raz lo ge na umu.

Je dan na čin da se iden ti fi ku ju raz lo zi ko je shva ta mo kao po dr šku mo ral nim 

zah te vi ma je ste da se usred sre di mo na vr stu ogor če no sti ka kvu ose ća mo, i 

ko ju pri hva ta mo kao pri klad nu, ka da shva ti mo da u ne kom da tom slu ča ju 

ni smo is pu ni li zah te ve mo ral no sti. To je ono što ja na zi vam te stom po ka ja-

nja. Ka rak ter tog po ka ja nja uka zu je na pri ro du raz lo ga ko je shva ta mo kao 

po dr šku stan dar di ma ko je na ru ša va mo. Iden ti fi ko va nje na či na na ko ji shva-

ta mo pri ro du tih raz lo ga pred sta vlja, da bo me, sa mo pr vi ko rak u ovom re-

flek siv nom pro ce su. Po tom mo ra mo da se upi ta mo da li oni, za pra vo, pred-

sta vlja ju do bre ili, pak, ne ta ko do bre raz lo ge, u ko jem bi slu ča ju, ka ko bi 

Ni če re kao, pri jem či vost za njih ozna ča va la bo lest ko ju tre ba pre va zi ći.

Sma tram da ovaj re flek siv ni pro ces ot kri va dve vr ste raz li či to sti. Kao pr vo, 

raz li či ti lju di shva ta ju mo ral, ona ko ka ko ga shva ta ju, kao po dr žan raz li či tim 

raz lo zi ma (u ne kim slu ča je vi ma do brim, u ne kim ne ta ko do brim raz lo zi ma). 

Ali, kao dru go, či ni mi se da u mom pri me ru test po ka ja nja uka zu je na to da 

ter min „mo ral“ shva tam kao da va ži za stan dar de ko je po dr ža va ju sa svim 

raz li či ti raz lo zi, te raz li či ti do bri raz lo zi. Pret po sta vljam da isto va ži i za 

dru ge lju de, pa ukrat ko že lim da is tra žim ovaj dru gi ob lik raz li či to sti.

Sre di šnja kom po nen ta in di vi du al nog mo ra la ona ko ka ko ga ja raz u mem – 

ko ji na zi vam mo ra lom ono ga što du gu je mo jed ni dru gi ma – je ste ne što o 

če mu ima mo raz lo ga da se sta ra mo, za to što ima mo raz lo ge da se sta ra mo 

o vla sti tom od no su pre ma dru gi ma, u ko jem od no su oprav di vost (ju sti fi a-

bi lity) ove vr ste ima va žnu ulo gu. Po sto ji, sma tram, ko re spon di ra ju ća ver-

zi ja mo ra la in sti tu ci ja, ko ja se sa sto ji od stan dar da ko je in sti tu ci je mo ra ju 

da za do vo lje ka ko bi po sta le oprav di ve pred oni ma za ko je se tvr di da va že. 

Mno go to ga za vi si, na rav no, od oso be nog ob li ka oprav da nja ko je se tu pod-

ra zu me va. Gru bo re če no, ta kvo oprav da nje shva tam u ter mi ni ma in te re sa 

onih ko ji su tu uklju če ni. U na stav ku ću se usred sre di ti na ovaj ob lik in di vi-

du al nog mo ra la i mo ra la in sti tu ci ja, i upra vo ću ovom smi slu oba shva ta ti 

3 O toj ra zno vr sno sti shva ta nja pot pu ni je ras pra vljam u „What Is Mo ra lity?“, u The 

Har vard Sam pler, Jen ni fer M. Shep hard, Step hen M. Koslyn, and Evelyn M. Ham monds, 

eds. (Cam brid ge, MA: Har vard Uni ver sity Press, 2011): 243–266.
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kao ob li ke mo ra la. Mo ral ne ne is prav no sti vr ste ko je imam na umu iden ti fi-

ku ju se po mo ću oso be nog ob li ka po ka ja nja: ose ća nja otu đe no sti od dru gih 

ko je na stu pa shva ta njem da smo ih tre ti ra li na na čin ko ji se pred nji ma ne 

bi mo gao oprav da ti, ili da s nji ma uče stvu je mo u ne koj in sti tu ci ji (ko ja pak 

za vi si od nji ho vog uče stvo va nja) ko ja sa pred nji ma ne bi mo gla oprav da ti.

Ali pod ba ci va nja ove vr ste ni su je di na vr sta stva ri ko ja se obič no na zi va mo-

ral no ne is prav nom. Raz li či te vr ste lič nih ma na, kao što su pro pust da se 

na por no ra di ili da se te ži ne če mu vred nom, na pri mer, pla u zi bil no se na zi-

va mo ral nim ma na ma, čak i ka da one ne sa dr že pod ba ci va nja u ono me što 

du gu je mo dru gi ma.

U Ani Ka re nji ni Tol stoj opi su je Lje vi na ka ko se, po po vrat ku s da na ko šnje u 

po lji ma sa svo jim se lja ci ma, ose ća mo ral no nad moć nim u od no su na svog 

bra ta ko ji se, či ta ju ći, iz le ža va u ku ći. Ka da to či ta mo, za nas to ne ma smi sla. 

No ka kva je ide ja mo ra la tu sa dr ža na? Mo že bi ti da Lje vin ose ća da je u ma-

njoj me ri otu đen od svo jih se lja ka zbog to ga što je (ma kar na sli čan na čin) 

de lio nji ho ve mu ke. To bi zna či lo uve sti mo ral u užem smi slu ko ji sam opi-

sao. Me đu tim, dok či ta mo taj ode ljak mo gli bi smo, na pro tiv, po mi sli ti da je 

upra vo ne ka ko bo lje bi ti an ga žo van u do brom, po šte nom fi zič kom ra du ne go 

se po ceo dan te gli ti na di va nu uz ci ga re tu i ro man.

Po to nja ide ja je pi ta nje onog što je Ber nard Vi li jams (Ber nard Wil li ams), u 

Eti ci i gra ni ca ma fi lo zo fi je, na zvao eti kom – pi ta njem o to me ka ko naj bo lje 

ži ve ti – kao su prot sta vlje nu mo ra lu, ko ji se ti če upra vo na ših oba ve za pre ma 

dru gi ma. Sve dok to Vi li jams ni je na pi sao, ter mi ni „mo ral“ i „eti ka“ upo tre-

blja va li su se, ma kar u ve ći ni aka dem skih kru go va, vi še ili ma nje kao me đu-

sob no za men lji vi. Či nje ni ca da je ne ki fi lo zof ski kurs na zvan „eti ka“ ili „fi-

lo zo fi ja mo ra la“ ne bi uka zi vao na bi lo ko ju oče ki va nu raz li ku u sa dr ža ju. 

A jed na stvar u ve zi s tim sa dr ža jem je ste da je ma lo ve ro vat no da on ima 

bi lo ka kve ve ze sa sek som. To će re ći, iako bi ne ki ob li ci po na ša nja ko ji pod-

ra zu me va ju seks, kao što je si lo va nje, bi li mo ral no ne is prav ni u smi slu u 

ko jem bi se ob ra đi va li unu tar ta kvog kur sa, to bi bi lo ta ko sa mo sto ga što bi 

oni pred sta vlja li pri me re op šti jih ne is prav no sti, kao što su pri me na si le, na si-

lje ili pre va ra. Seks sam po se bi – broj uklju če nih in di vi dua, da li su u pi ta nju 

mu škar ci ili že ne, ko ji su de lo vi te la ko ri šće ni, i ta ko da lje – ne bi bio ni od 

ka kvog mo ral nog zna ča ja, u smi slu „mo ra la“ o ko jem bi se ras pra vlja lo.

U sve tu, da bo me, stva ri sto je sa svim dru ga či je. Ako u no vi na ma pro či ta te 

da se do vo di u pi ta nje mo ral ne kog po li ti ča ra, od mah zna te da to ima ve ze 

sa sek som. A ako se po mi nje eti ka, on da to ve ro vat no ima ve ze s nov cem. 

Me đu tim, me ni se či ni da ovaj po pu lar ni na čin raz u me va nja di stink ci je iz-

me đu eti ke i mo ra la zna čaj no una za đu je stva ri. Uko li ko po sto ji ne ka raz li ka, 

ka ko to Vi li jams su ge ri še, i kao što ja mi slim da po sto ji, iz me đu pi ta nja oba-

ve za i ši rih pi ta nja o vred no sti na či na ži vlje nja, te ako po sto je mo ral ni pro-

ble mi, kao što sma tram da po sto je, po ve za ni sa sek som ko ji su s one stra ne 
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ono ga što du gu je mo dru gi ma, on da su ti pro ble mi pre stvar eti ke ne go mo ra-

la. Oni su pre po ve za ni s onim što je pod lo žno vred no va nju i na či nu vred no-

va nja ne go s onim što je do pu šte no ili za bra nje no. Ovo zvu či kao pe dant no 

ter mi no lo ško ga zdo va nje, ali je od istin ske va žno sti. Zvu či me lo dra ma tič no 

re ći da su broj ni ži vo ti osa ka će ni ras pro stra nje nim br ka njem ove raz li ke, ali 

ja sma tram da je upra vo to slu čaj. No to je te ma za ne ko dru go pre da va nje.4

Po me nuo sam seks i na po ran rad kao dva pred me ta mo ral ne za in te re so va-

no sti, u smi slu „mo ra la“ ko ji je s one stra ne ono ga što du gu je mo dru gi ma. 

Još jed na ta kva za in te re so va nost ti če se oda no sti op štem do bru ili in sti tu ci ji. 

Ta kva oda nost, ko ja se pla u zi bil no na zi va mo ral nom vr li nom, ni je ne što što 

zah te va ju prin ci pi ko ji spe ci fi ku ju ono što du gu je mo dru gi ma. To je pre pi-

ta nje po sto ja no sti u pri vr že no sti ne kom op štem do bru ili in sti tu ci ji ko ja je 

vred na sta ra nja. Oso ba za ko ju se is po sta vi da je neo da na pod lo žna je kri ti ci, 

od stra ne onih ko ji su pri vr že ni tom op štem do bru ili in sti tu ci ji, ne sa mo, ili 

ne ma hom, zbog pod ba ci va nja u onom što ona du gu je nji ma, već i zbog ne do-

volj ne pri vr že no sti toj stva ri – op štem do bru ili in sti tu ci ji o ko joj je reč. A to 

je mo ral no pod ba ci va nje sa mo uko li ko je to vred no te vr ste pri vr že no sti.

Mo ja po en ta u ovoj ras pra vi o raz li či to sti raz u me va nja ter mi na „mo ral“ ni je 

sa mo u to me što se či ni da raz li či ti lju di upo tre blja va ju taj ter min s raz li či tim 

stva ri ma na umu, već i u to me što ga, ka ko sam re kao, svi upo tre blja va mo 

da uka že mo na ne što što bi, su ge ri sao sam, tre ba lo da uvi di mo kao ra zno-

vr stan skup vred no sti. Ka da pre po zna mo tu ra zno vr snost, pi ta nje ko je bi 

tre ba lo da po sta vi mo ni je „ko ja kon cep ci ja za hva ta ono što mo ral je ste?“. 

Pi ta nje ko je bi tre ba lo da po sta vi mo pre gla si „ka kve su te vred no sti, ko ja je 

od njih za i sta vred na sta ra nja, i ka ko se one za jed no ukla pa ju?“

Ovoj ra zno vr sno sti u na či ni ma raz u me va nja in di vi du al nog mo ra la ko re-

spon di ra ra zno vr snost u mo ral noj kri ti ci in sti tu ci ja. Kao što sam re kao, in-

sti tu ci o nal ni mo ral o ko jem ću uglav nom ras pra vlja ti usred sre đu je se na 

oprav di vost in sti tu ci ja pred po je din ci ma, a ko ja je za sno va na na nji ho vim 

in di vi du al nim zah te vi ma. Me đu tim, kao što mo že po sto ja ti kri ti ka in di vi dua, 

ko ja se pla u zi bil no na zi va mo ra lom, ko ji je pre za sno van na nji ho voj ose tlji-

vo sti pre ma oso be nim vred no sti ma ne go na nji ho vim oba ve za ma pre ma 

dru gi ma, ta ko se i in sti tu ci je mo gu kri ti ko va ti na osno vu vred nih ci lje va 

ko je one po spe šu ju, vr sti po je di na ca ko je one te že da stvo re, ili vr sti ži vo ta 

na ko ji one pod sti ču te po je din ce da ga vo de.

Na po čet ku Te o ri je prav de Rols (John Rawls) pred la že ono što ja ov de na zi-

vam in di vi du a li stič kom ver zi jom mo ra la in sti tu ci ja, ka da ka že da dru štvo 

shva ta kao „ko o pe ra tiv ni po du hvat na uza jam nu ko rist“ na me njen to me da 

una pre di do bro po je di na ca ko ji u dru štvu uče stvu ju s raz li či tim ci lje vi ma i 

4 Na slov tog pre da va nja mo gao bi da gla si „S mo ral ne i etič ke tač ke gle di šta, seks je 

po put ra da“. Osta vljam kao do ma ći za da tak pro blem da se raz lu či za što je to ta ko.



25

  INSTITUCIONALNI MORAL

svr ha ma. (Rawls 1999: 4–5) Kon cep ci ja prav de, ka ko je Rols raz u me, je ste 

iz ve stan skup stan dar da za pro ce nji va nje zah te va ko je po je din ci mo gu iz-

ne ti pro tiv si ste ma sa rad nje, shva će nog na ovaj na čin. Ta kva kon cep ci ja 

usta no vlja va ono što on na zi va „ve za ma gra đan skog pri ja telj stva“, ko je 

ogra ni ča va ju te žnje po je di na ca ka raz li či tim ci lje vi ma. Ovaj na čin raz u me-

va nja prav de – a što ja na zi vam mo ra lom in sti tu ci ja – oštro se raz li ku je od 

onog ko je bi bi lo pri klad no za dru štvo shva će no kao skup po je di na ca uje di-

nje nih u te žnji ka ne kom za jed nič kom ci lju ili za jed nič koj vred no sti.

In sti tu ci je po to nje vr ste uklju ču ju uni ver zi te te, po li tič ke par ti je i ak ti vi stič-

ke gru pe, kao i po je di ne bi zni se. Po bu đe ni smo da na raz ne na či ne po dr ža-

va mo te in sti tu ci je i da se u njih uzda je mo sve do tle dok se one ru ko vo de 

va žnim vred no sti ma. Šta to zna či da se in sti tu ci ja ru ko vo di vred no sti ma? 

Sma tram da to zna či sle de će. In sti tu ci je se sa sto je od po je di na ca ko ji ma se 

do de lju ju raz ne ulo ge i od go vor no sti. Re ći da se ne ka in sti tu ci ja ru ko vo di 

iz ve snim vred no sti ma zna či re ći da je ona ta ko or ga ni zo va na da će bi ti ose-

tlji va na te vred no sti uko li ko po je din ci ko ji ma su do de lje ne te ulo ge iz vr ša-

va ju svo je do de lje ne za dat ke. Da li se to do ga đa ili ne za vi si od na či na na 

ko ji je ta in sti tu ci ja or ga ni zo va na i od onog što bi se se mo glo na zva ti nje nom 

unu tra šnjom „eko no mi jom uti ca ja“ – to će re ći, od mo ti va cij skog mo de la na 

ko ji po je din ci, što u toj in sti tu ci ji uče stvu ju, re a gu ju.5

Na pri mer, ne ka va zdu ho plov na kom pa ni ja ru ko vo di se vred no šću bez bed-

no sti put ni ka uko li ko je ta ko or ga ni zo va na da in for ma ci je o vre men skim 

pri li ka ma i me ha nič kom sta nju avi o na do spe va ju do po je di na ca ko ji do no se 

od lu ke o le to vi ma, a po je din ci ko ji ima ju tu ulo gu mo ti vi sa ni su da do ne su 

od go va ra ju će od lu ke, za sno va ne na tim in for ma ci ja ma, u ve zi s tim da li 

po le ta ti ili ne. Ka da od lu čim da pu tu jem avi o nom, ve ru jem da se va zdu ho-

plov na kom pa ni ja ru ko vo di tom vred no šću.

Slič no to me, Uni ver zi tet Har vard tvr di da se ru ko vo di vred no šću stva ra nja 

struč no sti na vi so kom ni vou i vi so ko kva li tet nog obra zo va nja. On po zi va 

lju de da mu ve ru ju sla njem de ce da ta mo stu di ra ju i po la ga njem po ve re nja 

u is tra ži va nja ko ja se na Har var du spro vo de. On ta ko đe po zi va na oda nost, 

od no sno po zi va da ro dav ce da uvi de ka ko je on vre dan po dr ške, te nas ko ji 

ta mo ra di mo da je vred no na por nog ra da i žr tvo va nja osta lih oba ve za da 

va lja no oba vlja mo svo je po slo ve. Kva re nje in sti tu ci je na sta je ka da je unu-

tra šnja eko no mi ja uti ca ja in sti tu ci je ta kva da ne funk ci o ni še na na čin ko ji 

zah te va da se bu de ose tljiv na vred no sti ko je dru gi ma tre ba da pru ži raz lo ge 

da se sta ra ju o njoj.

Ta ko shva će ni, kva re nje, po ve re nje i oda nost je su nor ma tiv ni poj mo vi. Od-

no sno, oni mo ra ju bi ti po ve za ni s raz lo zi ma ko je lju di ima ju da se po na ša ju 

5 Vi de ti La rry Les sig, Me mo ran dum of Oc to ber 9, 2009 http://www.et hics.har vard.

edu/ima ges/re so ur ces/pdfs/v1.0.pdf.
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na iz ve sne na či ne i da za u zi ma ju iz ve sne sta vo ve. Ti poj mo vi ta ko đe zvu če 

kao mo ral ni poj mo vi. No u ko jem su smi slu oni mo ral ni? Je dan mo ral ni 

ele ment je ste ele ment po šte nja – da li in sti tu ci je za i sta či ne ono što tvr de da 

či ne i po zi va ju lju de da se uzda ju u nji ho vo či nje nje, ili pak pri be ga va ju iz-

ve snom ob li ku ob ma ne ko ji mo ral ni stan dar di is klju ču ju. To, me đu tim, ni je 

či ta va pri ča. Ako na me ra vam da po vu čem svo je po ve re nje i oda nost ne koj 

in sti tu ci ji – bi la to ne ka va zdu ho plov na kom pa ni ja, Har vard ili FDA (Upra va 

za hra nu i le ko ve)* – mo gao bih po mi sli ti da je ona po sta la ne po šte na, da se 

po ka zu je u la žnom sve tlu, ali moj glav ni, osnov ni raz log ne bi bio taj da me 

je ona ob ma nu la, već da ni je bi la stvar no ose tlji va na vred no sti o ko ji ma je 

reč. To mi je va žno ne sa mo sto ga što se pro ti vim to me da bu dem pre va ren, 

već i sto ga što mi je sta lo do tih vred no sti. Da kle, glav na nor ma tiv na sna ga 

poj mo va po ve re nja, oda no sti i kva re nja u ovom kon tek stu pro iz la zi iz oso-

be nih vred no sti o ko ji ma je reč, bi lo da se ra di o lič noj bez bed no sti, in te lek-

tu al nom kva li te tu ili ne koj dru goj vred no sti.

Ovo se po du da ra s onim što sam ma lo čas re kao o neo da no sti kao in di vi du-

al nom pod ba ci va nju. Uko li ko jed na oso ba ko ja je pri vr že na ne kom op štem 

do bru kri ti ku je dru gu zbog ne do volj ne oda no sti tom op štem do bru, to za 

so bom mo že po vu ći op tu žbu „osta vi ti nas osta le na ce di lu“ tim ne do stat kom 

pri vr že no sti. No to ni je glav na stvar. Oda nost ko ja se oče ku je (a ko ja u ovom 

slu ča ju iz o sta je) ni je pre sve ga ose ćaj oba ve ze pre ma na ma osta li ma, ko ji 

smo sa pri vr že ni ci istom ci lju. Oda nost u ovom slu ča ju je ste pre sve ga bi ti 

mo ti vi san pri vr že no šću sa mom tom ci lju.

Da kle, nor ma tiv na sna ga od no sa ka kvi po sto je ka da ima oda no sti i po ve re-

nja pre ma ne koj in sti tu ci ji, i ko ji se gu be ka da in sti tu ci ja bi va pot ko pa na 

ko rup ci jom, ta ko re ći je ver ti kal na. To je od nos iz me đu po je din ca i in sti tu ci-

je, ko ji pro iz la zi iz ne ke vred no sti za ko ju se pret po sta vlja da je ta in sti tu ci-

ja na nju ose tlji va. To je u su prot no sti sa ho ri zon tal nim mo ral nim ve za ma 

iz me đu po je di na ca ko ji pred sta vlja ju ko o pe ra tiv ne čla no ve.

3.  Pre li mi nar no pi ta nje o mo ra lu in sti tu ci ja 
i nje go vom od no su pre ma in di vi du al nom mo ra lu

Do sad sam se ba vio pi ta njem „U ko jem se smi slu ‘mo ral nog’ in di vi du al ni 

mo ral i mo ral in sti tu ci ja ti ču mo ra la?“ Iden ti fi ko vao sam jed no raz u me va nje 

„mo ra la“ u ko jem je to slu čaj. Mo je dru go pi ta nje o od no su iz me đu in di vi-

du al nog mo ra la i mo ra la in sti tu ci ja gla si ka ko mo ral ni za ključ ci ove vr ste u 

ve zi s in sti tu ci ja ma vo de mo ral nim za ključ ci ma u ve zi s tim šta po je din ci 

tre ba ili ne tre ba da či ne, i da li za ključ ci o in di vi du al nom mo ra lu is cr plju ju 

nor ma tiv ni sa dr žaj za klju ča ka o mo ra lu in sti tu ci ja.

* FDA (Food and Drug Ad mi ni stra tion) je agen ci ja Mi ni star stva za zdrav stve ne i ljud ske 

uslu ge SAD (prim. prev.).
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Ova ću pi ta nja po sta vi ti unu tar okvi ra Rol so ve te o ri je, za to što ona nu di 

pot pu no raz ra đe ni opis re le vant nih poj mo va: poj ma prav de kao sre di šnjeg 

poj ma in sti tu ci o nal nog mo ra la i poj ma od no sa iz me đu prav de in sti tu i ci ja i 

du žno sti po je di na ca. Či ne ći to ne mi slim da ras pra vljam sa sta no vi šta auto-

ri te ta, pret po sta vlja ju ći is prav nost Rol so vog shva ta nja. Mo že bi ti da će mo, 

čim uvi di mo ko jim nas za ključ ci ma Rol sov opis vo di, do ve sti u pi ta nje nje-

go ve osnov ne pret po stav ke i tra ga ti za ne kom al ter na ti vom.

Prin ci pi prav de, pre ma Rol su, pred sta vlja ju stan dar de za pro ce nji va nje zah te-

va po je di na ca pro tiv nji ho vih in sti tu ci ja, na ro či to pro tiv ono ga što on na zi va 

„osnov nom struk tu rom“ nji ho vog dru štva. Ulo ga tih prin ci pa je ste da od re de 

va lja nost zah te va ko ji će pro me ni ti te in sti tu ci je. U ono me što Rols na zi va 

do bro ure đe nim dru štvom nje ni čla no vi de le ono što on na zi va ose ća jem za 

prav du. To zna či da su oni sa gla sni oko prin ci pa prav de i da su nji ma mo ti vi-

sa ni. Na da lje, uko li ko je dru štvo do bro ure đe no, gra đa ni s pra vom ve ru ju da 

nji ho ve in sti tu ci je za do vo lja va ju te prin ci pe. Pre sve ga, mo že mo za mi sli ti nji-

ho vu mo ti vi sa nost ose ća jem za prav du kao ozbilj nu sklo nost po dr ža va nja 

in sti tu ci ja u ko je se ve ru je kao pra ved ne, da zah te va ju pro me nu ka da po ve-

ru ju da su te in sti tu ci je ne pra ved ne, te da pri sta nu na ta kve pro me ne ka da ih 

dru gi zah te va ju. Ovo se ukla pa s Rol so vom opa skom o za jed nič kom ose ća ju 

za prav du kao „urav no te žu ju ćem sred stvu“ (Rawls 1999: 458). Ka ko se pri li-

ke me nja ju, čak će i pra ved ne in sti tu ci je, ka že on, ve ro vat no po sta ti ne pra ved-

ne. Ka da se to do go di, ose ćaj za prav du ko ji gra đa ni ne kog do bro ure đe nog 

dru štva de le mo ti vi še ih da zah te va ju, pri hva ta ju i ra de za pro me ne ko je su 

neo p hod ne ka ko bi se nji ho ve in sti tu ci je vra ti le prav di.

Naš ose ćaj za prav du je ste ono što nas na go ni da ose ti mo ogor če nost, one 

vr ste ko ju sam opi sao u dru gom odelj ku, ka da raz mo tri mo na čin na ko ji 

na še ne pra ved ne in sti tu ci je tre ti ra ju dru ge, ko ji ih mo ra ju po dr ža va ti ka ko 

bi te in sti tu ci je funk ci o ni sa le i za do vo lji le na še po tre be. Re če no Rol so vim 

re či ma ko je sam već na vo dio, in sti tu ci je ko je ni su pot pu no pra ved ne za te žu 

„ve ze gra đan skog pri ja telj stva“, a ogor če nost ko ju sam opi sao je ste svest o 

toj za teg nu to sti.

Ogor če nost ove vr ste isu vi še je do bro po zna ta cr ta mo ral nog i in sti tu ci o nal-

nog ži vo ta. No ka kav je prak tič ni zna čaj ove ogor če no sti? Rols ka že da nas 

ona mo ti vi še da či ni mo ono što je neo p hod no ka ko bi smo na te ra li na še in-

sti tu ci je da bu du pra ved ni je: shva ti ti stan dar de prav de ozbilj no zna či shva-

ti ti ih kao vo di če za de la nje u gla sač kim ka bi na ma, ali i u dru gim pri li ka ma 

u ko ji ma se mo že dej stvo va ti na in sti tu ci o nal na ure đe nja. Tu žna je či nje ni-

ca, me đu tim, da se be ge ne ral no za ti če mo ka ko ži vi mo pod in sti tu ci ja ma, i 

za vi si mo od njih, a ko je ne za do vo lja va ju stan dar de prav de na na či ne ko je 

sa mi ne mo že mo mno go, ako iole, pro me ni ti. Upe tlja ni smo, po sred stvom 

in sti tu ci ja unu tar ko jih ži vi mo, u mo ral no ne pri hva tljiv od nos s dru gi ma 

ko ji su uklju če ni u te in sti tu ci je ili su pod nji ho vim uti ca jem.
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Ni je na od met pri me ti ti su štin sku ulo gu in sti tu ci ja u ovoj vr sti ogor če no sti. 

Ako iz da le ka ču jem da jed na oso ba psu je dru gu, mo gu ose ti ti zgra ža va nje. 

Ali to zbog če ga sam zgro žen ne ti če se me ne. S dru ge stra ne, ako sa znam 

da ne ka in sti tu ci ja u ko ju se uzda jem funk ci o ni še ta ko što ne gde eks plo a ti-

še lju de, to me se ti če i da je po vo da za vr stu ogor če no sti ko ju opi su jem, čak 

i ako ni sam imao ni ka kvu ulo gu u nje nom stva ra nju i ni sam mo gao ni šta 

uči ni ti da je pro me nim.

Slič na ogor če nost mo že na sta ti i na ni vou in di vi du al nog mo ra la. Uti li ta ri zam 

se če sto kri ti ku je kao ne pri hva tlji vo zah te van. Me đu tim, uzev ši u ob zir ne-

pri li ke svih lju di u sve tu ko ji ma je očaj nič ki po treb na po moć i ko ji ma bi smo 

mo gli po mo ći, či ni se ve ro vat nim da će sva ki uver lji vi opis in di vi du al nog 

mo ra la sa dr ža ti stan dar de in di vi du al nog po na ša nja ko je za pra vo ne za do-

vo lja va mo, i ko je ve ro vat no ne će mo za do vo lji ti (s ob zi rom na na šu bri gu o 

se bi i o oni ma ko ji su nam bli ski). Uko li ko je to slu čaj, on da i in di vi du al ni 

mo ral i mo ral in sti tu ci ja ima ju svo ju bol nu stra nu.

Me đu tim, mo že bi ti da ovo ni su odvo je ni pro ble mi. Zah te vi in di vi du al nog 

mo ra la ko je naj ve ro vat ni je ne za do vo lja va mo na ovaj na čin – kao što su du-

žno sti da po ma že mo uda lje nim, ili ne to li ko uda lje nim, si ro ma šni ma – pred-

sta vlja ju pro ble me ko ji za i sta iz i sku ju in sti tu ci o nal na re še nja. Da kle, bol no 

shva ta nje da ne za do vo lja va mo zah te ve na ove na či ne za i sta je pri mer pr ve 

vr ste ogor če no sti ko ju sam po mi njao (uče sto va nja u in sti tu ci ja ma ko je ne 

za do vo lja va ju stan dar de prav de).

Pri me ri ko ji ma sam upra vo pri be gao pod ra zu me va ju naš od nos pre ma si ro-

ma šni ji ma u dru gim de lo vi ma sve ta. Ali po en ta ko ju sam is ta kao va ži i za 

do ma će pri li ke. Osla nja mo se na si ro ma šne lju de u SAD ko ji be ru na še vo će 

baš kao što se osla nja mo na si ro ma šne u dru gim ze mlja ma ko ji be ru na šu 

ka fu. Da kle, iz ra nja ju isti pro ble mi.

Mo glo bi da se ka že da, sve dok ne prav da ove vr ste pred sta vlja ne što što ne 

mo že mo da iz beg ne mo, ogor če nost u ve zi s tim je ste za lud no uto pij sko kr še-

nje ru ku. No či ni se bez du šnim od ba ci ti ga. Dir lji vi po sled nji pa sus Te o ri je 

prav de pri rod no či tam kao da iz ra ža va če žnju za uslo vi ma u ko ji ma bi ta kva 

ogor če nost bez gri že sa ve sti mo gla bi ti iz beg nu ta. Me đu tim, ma ko li ko bio 

re čit taj pa sus, ipak se mo že mo za pi ta ti da li prav da, u ide al nom smi slu za 

ko ji je Rols za in te re so van, ima išta da nam ka že ka ko da mi sli mo u ve zi s 

tim šta či ni ti u uslo vi ma pod ko ji ma ak tu al no ži vi mo.

4. Prav da i du žno sti po dr ža va nja in sti tu ci ja

Ovo su do sad sa mo tvrd nje o mo ti va ci o noj ulo zi ose ća ja za prav du. Ni šta ni je 

re če no o in di vi du al nom mo ra lu – o du žno sti ili oba ve zi. Sa da ću se vra ti ti pi-

ta nju ka ko iz vo đe nje za klju ča ka o prav di ili ne prav di vo di za ključ ci ma o to me 

šta po je din ci tre ba da či ne – ve zi iz me đu mo ra la in sti tu ci ja i in di vi du al nog 
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mo ra la. U Rol so vom de lu ta je ve za sko va na po mo ću ono ga što on na zi va 

„pri rod na du žnost prav de“. Ova du žnost, ka že on, „zah te va od nas da po dr-

ža va mo po sto je će pra ved ne in sti tu ci je ko je va že za nas“ i ta ko đe nas „pri nu-

đu je da una pre đu je mo pra ved na ure đe nja ko ja još ni su usta no vlje na, bar 

ka da se to mo že uči ni ti bez pre ve li kih tro ško va za nas“ (Rawls 1999: 99). 

Ras pra vlja ću re dom o dva de la ove du žno sti, po čev od du žno sti po dr ža va nja.

Za obra zlo že nje ove du žno sti mo glo bi se ukrat ko re ći da, ako je ne ka in sti-

tu ci ja pra ved na, on da po je din ci ne ma ju va ljan raz log da joj se pro ti ve ili da 

zah te va ju pro me ne. Či ni se da bi sle di lo da oni ne ma ju oprav da nje za pro-

pust da uči ne ono što ta in sti tu ci ja od njih zah te va. (Ovo mo že iz gle da ti 

pre br zo, ali ka sni je ću ob ja sni ti za što sma tram da ni je). Rols ka že da ima mo 

du žnost da po dr ža va mo po sto je će, pra ved ne i za nas va že će in sti tu ci je. Ka ko 

bi smo raz u me li šta je sa dr ža no u ova tri uslo va, i šta pod ra zu me va od nos 

iz me đu njih, bi će od po mo ći vra ti ti se mom pri me ru štet ne he mi ka li je.

Ra ni je sam re kao da, ako je ve ći na lju di usvo ji la po li ti ku ne u po tre be tih he mi-

ka li ja, on da bi za me ne, sma tram, bi lo ne is prav no da na sta vim da ih ko ri stim. 

Ovaj za klju čak pri pa da pod ruč ju in di vi du al nog mo ra la – to je za klju čak o to me 

šta je po je din cu mo ral no do pu šte no da či ni. Ali on za vi si od iz vo đe nja za klju-

ča ka unu tar pod ruč ja ko je na zi vam mo ra lom in sti tu ci ja, po što za vi si od či nje-

ni ce da prak sa o ko joj je reč ne sa mo po sto ji već i da je pra ved na. No, pre dah-

ni mo za tre nu tak ka ko bi smo raz mo tri li šta to zna či. Pri rod no je, pre sve ga, 

po i ma ti pra ved nost ne ke in sti tu ci je u či sto di stri bu tiv nim ter mi ni ma. Ta ko, na 

pri mer, prak sa u ovom pri me ru bi la bi ne pra ved na uko li ko bi (bez ne kog da ljeg 

oprav da nja) zah te va la sa mo od ne ko li ci ne lju di da se uz dr ža va ju od upo tre be 

pro iz vo da ko ji sa dr že tu he mi ka li ju, a dru gi ma do pu šta la da na sta ve da to či ne. 

Uop šte ni je, mo gli bi smo re ći da je ne ka prak sa pra ved na ako ras po de lju je 

ko ri sti i te re te na pra vi čan na čin. To bi mo glo bi ti is prav no ako se „ko ri sti“, 

„te re ti“ i „pra vič no“ shva ta ju na do volj no ši rok na čin. Me đu tim, po sta vlja nje 

pi ta nja na ovaj na čin mo že skre nu ti na šu pa žnju s pi ta nja da li su ko ri sti ko je 

ta prak sa do no si, ma ko li ko rav no mer no bi le ras po de lje ne, do volj no va žne da 

oprav da ju zah te ve ko je ona na me će, čak i ako su ti zah te vi isti za sva ko ga.6

Pri mer sa štet nom he mi ka li jom iza brao sam sto ga što ga sma tram pri me rom 

u ko jem je zah tev do volj ne va žno sti is pu njen. Ja sni ji, ili ma kar dra ma tič ni ji 

pri mer bio bi si stem sa rad nje za odr ža va nje na si pa ko ji za dr ža va ju mo re da 

nas pot pu no po pla vi. Su pro tan slu čaj pred sta vljao bi No zi kov (Ro bert No zick) 

6 U ono me što sle di pret po sta vi ću da ko ri sti o ko ji ma je reč je su ko ri sti za po je din ce, 

po go to vo za one ko ji uče stvu ju u tom pro ce su, iako po to nja pret po stav ka ne će bi ti pre-

sud na. Du žnost o ko joj je reč to pre tva ra u stvar ono ga što sam na zvao ho ri zon tal nom 

oba ve zom. In te re sant no je pi ta nje da li i ka da se in sti tu ci je mo gu oprav da ti na na čin 

ko ji sa da raz ma tram, na osno vu či nje ni ce da one iz i sku ju po spe ši va nje ne ke im per so-

nal ne vred no sti. Ide ja da ma kar pri nud ne in sti tu ci je ne mo gu bi ti oprav da ne na taj 

na čin pred sta vlja lo bi, pret po sta vljam, iz ve stan uop šte ni ob lik Mi lo vog prin ci pa šte te.
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pri mer kom šij ske raz gla sne sta ni ce. (No zick: 1999: 90–95) Pret po sta vi mo, 

ka že on, da po sto ji ne ka raz gla sna sta ni ca u va šem kom ši lu ku i da ne ki vaš 

kom ši ja do đe na ide ju da bi bi lo zgod no upo tre bi ti tu sta ni cu za re dov no emi-

to va nje, ko je obez be đu ju kom ši je ka dre da pro be ru šta či ni ti – sa op šta va ti 

ve sti, pu šta ti mu zi ku, či ta ti po e zi ju ili ne što dru go. Ob ja vlju je se li sta ko ja 

sva kom čla nu za jed ni ce od re đu je vre me ka da to tre ba uči ni ti. Po sle ne ko li ko 

sed mi ca do la zi red na vas. Na la zi te da ve o ma uži va te u toj in sti tu ci ji. Čak i da 

je ta ko, ka že No zik, ne ma te oba ve zu da pri hva ti te svoj red ako to ne že li te.

Uko li ko je to slu čaj, to je sto ga što, sma tram, ko ri sti ko je ta in sti tu ci ja pru ža 

ni su do volj no va žne da oprav da ju, ta ko re ći, re gru to va nje či ta vog kom ši lu ka 

da u njoj uče stvu je. Pra ved na in sti tu ci ja ove vr ste mo ra la bi bi ti do bro volj na. 

To jest, ona bi mo ra la da do zvo li kom ši ja ma da od u sta nu uko li ko ta ko od-

lu če. No zik su ge ri še da prak sa ko ju on opi su je je ste pra ved na, ima ju ći na 

umu, pret po sta vljam, da ona sve kom ši je tre ti ra jed na ko. Me đu tim, prak sa 

ni je pra ved na ako na me će neo prav di ve oba ve ze, a nje gov nam ar gu ment 

upra vo na to skre će pa žnju.

To nas do vo di do tre ćeg uslo va ko ji Rols iz no si: da in sti tu ci ja va ži za ne ko ga. 

Šta u re le vant nom smi slu zna či da in sti tu ci ja va ži za ne ko ga? Uzev ši u ob zir 

pr vi uslov, da je ne ka in sti tu ci ja pra ved na, sma tram da mo že mo uze ti da to 

na pro sto zna či da ta in sti tu ci ja zah te va da va ži za ne ko ga. Pi ta nje on da gla-

si za ko ga in sti tu ci ja s pra vom mo že zah te va ti da va ži? Od go vor, sma tram, 

gla si da pra ved na in sti tu ci ja mo že zah te va ti da va ži sa mo za one či je je uče-

stvo va nje neo p hod no ka ko bi se obez be di le ko ri sti o ko ji ma je reč, te da ona 

to mo že zah te va ti sa mo uko li ko su te ko ri sti do volj no va žne da oprav da ju 

ogra ni če nje ko je to za so bom po vla či.

To učvr šću je ono za šta sam ra ni je re kao da mo že pred sta vlja ti pre brz ko rak 

od či nje ni ce da je ne ka in sti tu ci ja pra ved na – da ni ko ne ma va ljan pri go vor 

pro tiv nje – do za ključ ka da su lju di oba ve zni da je po dr ža va ju. To je is pra van 

ko rak za to što, kao što smo upra vo vi de li, pri go vor ko je bi po je din ci mo gli 

da upu te pro tiv ne ke in sti tu ci je gla si da ona ne bi mo gla s pra vom zah te va-

ti da va ži za njih. Mo žda se či ni da ovo ob ja šnje nje pra vi taj ko rak va lja nim 

ti me što ga tri vi ja li zu je, ili pre ti me što ga na pro sto gu ra na zad ka pi ta nju 

ka ko jed na in sti tu ci ja mo ra iz gle da ti da bi bi la pra ved na. Pa ipak, me ni se 

či ni da re flek si ja o ra zli ci iz me đu pri me ra štet ne he mi ka li je i No zi ko vog 

pri me ra raz gla sne sta ni ce uka zu je na me sto ko jem to pi ta nje pri pa da.

5. Ne pra ved ne in sti tu ci je

Iz gle da da smo do spe li do za ključ ka da je pra ved nost ne ke po sto je će in sti-

tu ci je do vo ljan uslov da po sto ji du žnost da se ona po dr ža va.7 Da li je to i 

7 Pre ma na ve de nom član ku Džo na Si mon sa (John Sim mons), to se svo di na tvrd nju 

da od go vor na pi ta nje o oprav da no sti re ša va i pi ta nje o le gi tim no sti.
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nu žan uslov? Ne po sto ji li du žnost da se po dr ža va ju ne pra ved ne in sti tu ci je? 

Či ni se da je to slu čaj u pri me ru kom šij ske raz gla sne sta ni ce. No to je po se-

ban slu čaj, iz dva raz lo ga: po što ne prav da o ko joj je reč upra vo le ži u od su-

stvu od red be „od u sta ja nja“, i po što ko rist tu ni je mno go zna čaj na. Stva ri bi, 

sma tram, sta ja le dru ga či je u slu ča ju ne ke ne pra ved ne she me za odr ža va nje 

na si pa. Ne iz gle da da prav da uvek pot pu no pod ri va du žnost po dr ža va nja. 

Od po sto je će ogrom ne ska le dru štve nih in sti tu ci ja (ono što Rols na zi va 

„osnov nom struk tu rom“) ma lo ili ni ma lo njih je u pot pu no sti pra ved na, ali 

ne či ni se da iz to ga sle di da lju di ne ma ju ni ka kvu oba ve zu da po dr ža va ju 

nji ho ve zah te ve. Da kle, ka da ka že mo da je ne ka in sti tu ci ja le gi tim na uko li-

ko oni ko ji ži ve od nje ima ju du žnost da po dr ža va ju nje ne zah te ve, on da se 

či ni da prav da pred sta vlja je dan vi ši stan dard od pu ke le gi tim no sti.

Me đu tim, le gi tim nost, shva će na kao pi ta nje onog sve ili ni šta, isu vi še je 

otvo ren po jam da bi se no sio s op se gom slu ča je va ko ji bi tre ba lo da nas za ni-

ma ju. Jer, pre sve ga, du žno sti po dr ža va nja se me nja ju, za vi sno od po lo ža ja 

in di vi dua u ne koj in sti tu ci ji. Ako je ne ka usta no vlje na prak sa za ob u zda va-

nje upo tre be pro iz vo da ko ji sa dr že iz ve snu štet nu he mi ka li ju ne pra ved na, 

iz to ga ne sle di da ko ri sni ci te ne prav de ne ma ju ni ka kvu du žnost da po dr-

ža va ju tu prak su. Dru go, čak i ako ne pra ved nost ne ke prak se me nja mo ral-

nu si tu a ci ju žr ta va te ne prav de, mo že bi ti da se ona ne me nja jed no stav nim 

po vla če njem du žno sti po dr ža va nja zah te va te prak se.

Ovo je još ja sni je u slu ča ju žr ta va ne prav de u ak tu el nim dru štvi ma. Raz mo-

tri mo, na pri mer, jed nu od naj lo ši je sto je ćih gru pa u na šem dru štvu, lju de 

ko ji su ro đe ni i ko ji ži ve u grad skim cr nač kim ge to i ma.8 Ti lju di od ra sta ju u 

uslo vi ma ko ji ih iz la žu ve o ma ogra ni če nim šan sa ma za eko nom ski na pre dak, 

uz stro go ogra ni če nu po li tič ku moć i to li ko si ro ma šnim obra zov nim šan sa-

ma da po sta je ma lo ve ro vat no da će oni mo ći da nad vla da ju te uslo ve. In sti-

tu ci je ko je sta vlja ju lju de u ta kve iz be žlji ve uslo ve ozbilj no su ne pra ved ne, 

no ta kva ne prav da ne pod ri va na jed no sta van na čin du žnost tih lju di da se 

po vi nu ju za ko nu. Nje ne po sle di ce su slo že ni je.

Da kle, mo ra mo da po bli že sa gle da mo na či ne na ko ji či nje ni ca da je ne ka 

in sti tu ci ja ne pra ved na uti če na mo ral nu si tu a ci ju onih na se ko je ta in sti tu-

ci ja od no si. Ovom ću pi ta nju pri stu pi ti pri be ga va ju ći, ma nje ili vi še isto vre-

me no, dve ma stra te gi ja ma. Pr vom ću stra te gi jom raz mo tri ti šta bi nam 

dru gi deo Rol so ve „pri rod ne du žno sti prav de“ mo gao re ći o ta kvim slu ča je-

vi ma. Uz po moć dru ge stra te gi je, ko ja će se na la zi ti u po za di ni, pi ta ću se, kao 

kon trak tu a li sta, ko ji bi prin ci pi što upra vlja ju po na ša njem lju di u ne pra ved-

nim in sti tu ci ja ma bi li oni prin ci pi ko je ni ko ne bi mo gao ra zlo žno da od ba ci.

8 Ono što ću re ći u na red nim pa su si ma umno go me du gu jem Šel bi je voj (Tom mie 

Shelby) is crp ni joj ras pra vi u „Ju sti ce, De vi an ce, and the Dark Ghet to“, Phi lo sophy & 

Pu blic Af fa irs 35 (2007): 126–160.
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Dru gi deo Rol so ve „pri rod ne du žno sti prav de“ „pri nu đu je da una pre đu je mo 

pra ved na ure đe nja ko ja još ni su usta no vlje na, bar ka da se to mo že uči ni ti 

bez pre ve li kih tro ško va za nas“. Ovaj prin cip raz re ša va ono što bi ina če mo-

glo iz gle da ti kao pa ra doks u od no su na „in sti tu ci je ko je još ni su usta no vlje-

ne“. Raz mo tri mo opet pri mer opa sne he mi ka li je.9 Ako se usta no vi prak sa 

uz dr ža va nja od upo tre be pro iz vo da ko ji sa dr že tu he mi ka li ju, on da je za 

po je din ce ne is prav no da pod ba ce da je se pri dr ža va ju. Me đu tim, ako ve li ka 

ve ći na lju di na sta vi da upo tre blja va te pro iz vo de, upr kos po zna tim po sle di-

ca ma, on da ta prak sa ne po sto ji. Da li je za bi lo kog po je din ca i da lje ne is-

prav no da ih ko ri sti? Ako od u sta ja nje od ko ri šće nja pro iz vo da za so bom 

po vla či iz ve stan tro šak, a po je di nač na upo tre ba tih pro iz vo da ne ugro ža va 

u zna čaj noj me ri zdra vlje in di vi dua, on da to mo že iz gle da ti kao pa ra doks. 

S jed ne stra ne, či ni se be smi sle nim da se po je di nac li ši tih pro iz vo da a da od 

to ga ne ma ni ka kvu zna čaj nu ko rist. S dru ge stra ne, op šta upo tre ba tih pro-

iz vo da na ru ša va prin cip ko ji ni ko ne bi mo gao ra zlo žno da od ba ci i uzro ku-

je ozbilj ne šte te. Sto ga se či ni ja snim da je ne is prav no re ći da ni ko ne či ni 

ni šta po gre šno na sta vlja ju ći da ih ko ri sti. Da kle, da li je prin cip ko ji za bra-

nju je tu upo tre bu uslo vljen nje go vom op štom po dr škom ili ne? Na zo vi mo 

to di le mom ne-po dr ške.

Po ja vlji va nje di le me ov de za vi si od raz ma tra nja sve ga dve al ter na ti ve: po-

dr ške ili ne po dr ške. Tre ća al ter na ti va se sa sto ji u to me da – ka da po sto ji 

op šta ne po dr ška, a uzev ši u ob zir zah te ve neo d ba ci vih prin ci pa – dru gi ma 

ot kri je mo na šu sprem nost da pri hva ti mo prin cip ko ji za bra nju je upo tre bu 

tih pro iz vo da i da is ti če mo va žnost slič nog po stu pa nja. To mo že pod ra zu-

me va ti da se sa mi uz dr ža va mo od upo tre be tih pro iz vo da, da pru ža mo 

pri mer dru gi ma kao znak iskre no sti. Ako ne ka oso ba ta ko po stu pa, a op šta 

ne po dr ška op sta je, on da mo žda za tu oso bu ni je ne is prav no da se ne pri dr-

ža va tog prin ci pa, uko li ko bi pri dr ža va nje ozna ča va lo zna ča jan lič ni gu bi tak. 

Jed na re le vant na re če ni ca iz Rol so ve „pri rod ne du žno sti prav de“ iz ra ža va 

ovu al ter na ti vu.

Vra ti mo se sa da slu ča ju po sto je ćih a ne pra ved nih in sti tu ci ja, pri se ti mo se da 

prin ci pi prav de, ka ko ih Rols raz u me, pred sta vlja ju stan dar de za pro ce nji-

va nje osnov nih struk tu ra, a na ro či to za pro ce nji va nje zah te va za pro me nom. 

Za jed nič ki ose ćaj za prav du Rols opi su je kao „urav no te žu ju ći“ iz vor mo ti va-

ci je. Pre ne go ose ćaj kao (pro sti) iz vor mo ti va ci je, sa da raz ma tra mo prin ci pe 

prav de kao iz vor oprav da nja.

Raz mo tri mo naj pre po lo žaj uče sni ka ne ke ne pra ved ne in sti tu ci je ko ji iz vla če 

ko rist iz či nje ni ce da je ona ne pra ved na. Po što zah te vi za pro me nom onih 

ko je ta in sti tu ci ja tre ti ra ne pra ved no je su va lja ni, za ko ri sni ke te ne prav de 

9 In sti tu ci ja u ovom pri me ru ne pred sta vlja osnov nu struk tu ru u Rol so vom smi slu. 

Ka sni je ću se vra ti ti toj ra zli ci. 
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bi lo bi ne is prav no da se opi ru zah te va nim pro me na ma. Rol so va „pri rod na 

du žnost“ ide još da lje, te zah te va da ko ri sni ci ra de na to me da po spe še ta kve 

pro me ne „ka da se to mo že uči ni ti bez pre ve li kih tro ško va“ za njih. Či ni se da 

je ovaj zah tev is pra van u slu ča ju in sti tu ci ja „ko je još ni su usta no vlje ne“, a isto 

ta ko i u ovom slu ča ju. Me đu tim, po sta vlja se pi ta nje či me „tro ško ve za nas“ 

tre ba me ri ti. Po go to vo, da li se gu bi tak ne pra ved no ste če nih ko ri sti ra ču na u 

te tro ško ve? Od go vor ko ji iz gle da is pra van, a či ni se da sle di iz Rol so vog opi-

sa, gla si da se ta kav gu bi tak ne ra ču na. Sve dok zah tev da ta kve ko ri sti ne 

tre ba da bu du pru že ne je ste va ljan (što sle di iz či nje ni ce da su one ne pra ved-

ne), ka ko mo že po sto ja ti va li dan pri go vor pro tiv od u sta ja nja od njih?

Vra ti mo se sa da po lo ža ju onih ko ji su, po put si ro ma šnih u ge to i ma o ko ji ma 

se ras pra vlja u Šel bi je vom član ku, žr tve ne pra ved nih in sti tu ci ja. Ti su lju di, 

kao što sam re kao, ovla šće ni da zah te va ju pro me ne u toj in sti tu ci ji ka ko bi 

je na pra vi li pra ved ni jom. No ti će zah te vi bi ti uza lud ni, i ne će ima ti „urav-

no te žu ju će dej stvo“, bez od re đe nih sred sta va ko ji će ih uči ni ti efi ka sni jim. 

U slu ča ju izo lo va ne prak se vr ste ka kvu sam za mi slio u mom pri me ru opa sne 

he mi ka li je, je di no mo gu će sred stvo mo že bi ti tek jav no iz ra ža va nje, mo žda 

po dr ža no pret nja ma us kra ći va nja po dr ške. Ako su ta iz ra ža va nja uza lud na, 

on da bi stvar no us kra ći va nje po dr ške mo glo da se oprav da kao je di no efi-

ka sno sred stvo ko je do no si pro me nu, te se či ni da oni ko ji ima ju ko rist od 

ne pra ved no sti te she me ne bi mo gli da se ža le na gu bi tak ko ri sti. To jest, oni 

ne bi mo gli da se ža le što vi še ne sti ču ko ri sti od te in sti tu ci je, a da ne sno se 

svoj udeo u tim tro ško vi ma. No uko li ko je broj onih ne pra ved no tre ti ra nih 

do volj no ve li ki da nji ho va za dr ška pod ri va efi ka snost te in sti tu ci je u vi du 

za šti te od re le vant ne šte te, ne pra ved ni ko ri sni ci ne će bi ti je di ni ko ji tr pe. 

(Ili, kao u pri me ru odr ža va nja na si pa, mo gli bi pre tr pe ti ve ću šte tu ne go što 

ste pen ne prav de to oprav da va). Po sta vlja se, da kle, pi ta nje u ko joj je me ri 

ne po dr ška oprav da na ka da po vla či ta kve tro ško ve. Ne mam si ste mat ski od-

go vor na to pi ta nje. (Sum njam da uop šte po sto ji ta kav od go vor). Po en ta je 

upra vo u to me da va žnost ko ri sti ko ju ne ka in sti tu ci ja obez be đu je, a otu da 

i tro šak gu bit ka te ko ri sti, je ste fak tor ko ji se mo ra uze ti u ob zir pri od re đi-

va nju da li je ne po dr ška oprav da na, baš kao što se to mo ra uze ti u ob zir pri 

od re đi va nju da li se po je din ci ma mo ra da ti pra vo da od u sta nu.

Stva ri sto je dru ga či je u slu ča ju ono ga što Rols na zi va osnov nom struk tu rom, 

što uklju ču je me ha ni zme sa mo i zme ne: po li tič ke pro ce du re za do no še nje i 

iz me nu za ko na, te prav ne in sti tu ci je za nji ho vo ospo ra va nje. Da bi bi le pra-

ved ne, ta kve in sti tu ci je mo ra ju uklju či va ti me ha ni zme po mo ću ko jih zah te-

vi za pro me nom mo gu bi ti uči nje ni efi ka snim (me ha ni zmi po mo ću ko jih se 

„urav no te žu ju ća funk ci ja“ za jed nič kog ose ća ja za prav du mo že ostva ri ti).10 

10 Kao što Čarls Bajc (Char les Be itz) tvr di, je dan od zah te va za po li tič kom jed na ko šću 

je ste da gra đa ni ima ju efi ka sna po li tič ka sred stva da se za šti te od ne prav de. Vi de ti nje-

go vu knji gu Po li ti cal Equ a lity (1989): 110–114.
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Gde ta kvi me ha ni zmi po sto je, pri mer us kra ći va nja po dr ške ko ji sam ma lo čas 

ski ci rao je osla bljen.

Me đu tim, ta kvi me ha ni zmi ne po sto je u slu ča ju si ro ma šnih u ge to i ma u SAD. 

Kao što Šel bi na gla ša va, oni su i po li tič ki i eko nom ski izo lo va ni. Ne sa mo da 

ne ma ju ade kva tan broj pred stav ni ka, oni su i stig ma ti zo va ni na na čin ko ji 

ve će dru štvo či ni ne sklo nim da ozbilj no shva ti nji ho ve žal be. Nji ho va je si-

tu a ci ja si tu a ci ja ko ju na zi vam is traj nom ne prav dom: ozbilj na eko nom ska 

ne prav da udru že na s od su stvom efi ka snih po li tič kih sred sta va za zah te va nje 

pro me ne. Pi ta nje je u ko joj su me ri žr tve is traj ne ne prav de oslo bo đe ne du-

žno sti da po dr ža va ju ne ku ne pra ved nu in sti tu ci ju.

Je dan ar gu ment u pri log do pu šte no sti ne po dr ške u ta kvom slu ča ju je ste 

ar gu ment u pri log gra đan ske ne po slu šno sti kao sred stva iz ra ža va nja zah te-

va prav de. Kao i u slu ča ju ne pra ved ne prak se iz be ga va nja po sle di ca opa sne 

he mi ka li je, ali iz dru ga či jih raz lo ga, ne po dr ška se oprav da va kao sred stvo 

pro ti vlje nja is traj noj ne prav di, bu du ći da ne po sto ji ni ka kva al ter na ti va, 

prav na sred stva iz ra ža va nja zah te va prav de. Kla sič ni slu čaj za gra đan sku 

ne po slu šnost je ste shva ta nje da ona funk ci o ni še ape lu ju ći na ose ćaj za prav-

du onih što se na la ze u po lo ža ju mo ći, po go to vo na nji ho vo opi ra nje da 

ka zne pre kr ši te lje za ko na ko ji se pre po zna ju kao ne pra ved ni. Iz već na ve-

de nog raz lo ga u ve zi sa po li tič kom izo la ci jom si ro ma šnih u ge to i ma, ovaj 

apel mo že bi ti ma nje efi ka san u slu ča ju eko nom ske ne prav de ne go pro tiv 

op šteg po ri ca nja gra đan skih pra va: ako gra đa ne ge toa ve ći na shva ta kao 

le nje i ne mo ral ne, on da gra đan ska ne po slu šnost mo že bi ti ne e fi ka sna u 

po dr šci zah te vu za ve ćom jed na ko šću šan si, bu du ći da pod ba cu je u ape lo-

va nju na ose ćaj za prav du ve ći ne.

To nas do vo di do pi ta nja da li ono što sam na zvao is traj nom ne prav dom pod-

ri va oba ve zu gra đa na u ne po volj nom po lo ža ju da se po vi nu ju za ko ni ma (sa svim 

odvo je no od pi ta nja da li ne po vi no va nje pred sta vlja efi ka sno sred stvo za po-

spe ši va nje pro me ne u prav cu ve će prav de). Ana lo gi ja sa si ste mom sa rad nje 

po put onog u pri me ru opa snog ot pa da su ge ri še da bi to mo glo bi ti slu čaj. Ako 

je ne ka in sti tu ci ja is traj no ne pra ved na, a ne po vi no va nje onih ne pra ved no 

tre ti ra nih ne bi pod ra zu me va lo ne pri hva tlji ve tro ško ve, on da bi ve ći na te ško 

mo gla da tvr di da bi gra đa ni ko ji su žr tve is traj ne ne prav de na ru ša va li re ci-

pro ci tet ne od no se presta ju ći da se po vi nu ju nje nim za ko ni ma. Te je od no se 

ve ći na već si ste mat ski na ru ši la. Me đu tim, mo ra mo bli že da sa gle da mo pi ta nje 

u ve zi s tim ko ji bi za ko ni mo gli oprav da no da se pre kr še i za što.

Čak i da sta nov ni ci ge toa ne ma ju ni ka kvu oba ve zu da se po vi nu ju sva kom 

za ko nu kao ta kvom, oni bi ipak ima li pri rod ne du žno sti pre ma dru gi ma. 

I da lje bi, na pri mer, bi lo ne is prav no da či ne stva ri ko je na no se bol dru gim 

po je din ci ma ili uzro ku ju nji ho vu po vre du ili smrt. Mno gi pri me ri kra đe ta ko-

đe mo gu spa da ti u ovu ka te go ri ju. Čak i ako su in sti tu ci je svo ji ne ne pra ved ne, 
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ne is prav no je od lju di kra sti hra nu, ili nji ho va sred stva iz dr ža va nja, po put 

auto mo bi la ko ji im je po tre ban da bi se do ve zli do po sla.

Me đu tim, mno gi za ko ni na pro sto ne za bra nju ju stva ri ove vr ste – na umu 

imam za ko ne kao što su pro pi si o po de la ma na zo ne, za ko ne o far ma ce ut-

skim pro iz vo di ma, za ko ne pro tiv pro sti tu ci je, te ne ke vi do ve fi nan sij ske 

re gu la ci je. Sma tram da ni je uver lji vo re ći da bi žr tve kraj nje ne prav de mo gle 

da se oprav da ju kr še ći po je di ne za ko ne ove vr ste (na pri mer, pro da jom le-

ko va ili ne iz mi re njem svo jih nov ča nih oba ve za uko li ko su op te re će ni ne kom 

neo prav da nom ka mat nom sto pom) ka da je to neo p hod no ka ko bi se sna šli 

i zbri nu li se be i svo je po ro di ce. (Shelby 2007: 152) Ni je ja sno da li bi kr še ći 

ta kve za ko ne na ru ša va li du žno sti re ci pro ci te ta ko je du gu ju na ma osta li ma.

Uver lji vost ove tvrd nje (ma kar je ja sma tram uver lji vom) po či va na ne ko li-

ci ni fak to ra ko ji se mo ra ju raz ja sni ti. Pr vo, po sto ji po zi va nje na nu žnost: na 

či nje ni cu da ti vi do vi kri vič nog de la mo gu pred sta vlja ti je di ni na čin za sta-

nov ni ke ge toa da eko nom ski pre ži ve. Ovaj fak tor iz no si i po zna ti pri mer u 

ve zi s tim da li bi ro di telj mo gao da se oprav da što kra de ne ki lek, ko ji je 

neo p ho dan ka ko bi sa ču vao ži vot svog de te ta, od apo te ka ra ko ji od bi ja da 

ga pro da, ili od bi ja da ga pro da po ne koj ra zum noj ce ni. Dru go, kao što reč 

„ra zum no“ ov de su ge ri še, po sto ji pi ta nje u ve zi s tim da li iz ve sno kri vič no 

de lo li ša va dru ge lju de stva ri na ko je oni upra vo pre ten du ju. Po je di ni od 

po me nu tih kri vič nih de la je su „kri vič na de la bez žr ta va“. Ne is prav nost kr-

še nja za ko na ko ji za bra nju ju ta kve stva ri (i do pu šta ju nji ho vu pri me nu) 

iz gle da mi ozbilj no pod ri ve na uko li ko je po li tič ki pro ces po sred stvom ko jeg 

su oni do ne se ni ozbilj no ne pra ve dan. Čak i ka da kr še nje za ko na pod ra zu-

me va tro ško ve za dru ge, ako ko ri sti ko je bi bi le iz gu blje ne je su ko ri sti ko je 

su ste če ne sa mo na osno vu ne pra ved ne pri ro de prak se, on da se či ni da sle-

di, ka ko sam ra ni je na zna čio, da oso ba ne mo že da se ža li na nji hov gu bi tak.

Du žno sti prav de, me đu tim, ogra ni ča va ju ne po dr šku na je dan dru ga či ji na-

čin. Sma tram da „pri rod na du žnost“ da se po spe šu je po sto ja nje pra ved nih 

in sti tu ci ja za i sta zah te va, čak i od žr ta va ne prav de, da se ne po stu pa na na-

či ne za ko je se mo že pred vi de ti da će po gor ša ti iz gle de za po pra vlja nje ne-

pra ved nih in sti tu ci ja. Ta ko, pre ma Šel bi je vim re či ma, ta du žnost zah te va od 

njih „da ne za u zi ma ju prav ce de la nja ko ji bi ja sno po gor ša li ne prav du si ste-

ma ili ko ji bi po ve ća li te re te ne prav de za one u okol no sti ma ge toa ili za 

ne ke dru ge slič no si tu i ra ne, ma kar ne on da ka da se te ne ga tiv ne po sle di ce 

mo gu iz be ći bez pre vi še sa mo žr tvo va nja“ (Shelby 2007: 154).

Ko nač no, ne za vi sno od pi ta nja o po slu šno sti za ko nu i do pu šte no sti pri me ne, 

po sto ji još je dan op seg oba ve za na ko je ne prav da mo že uti ca ti, oba ve ze onih 

ne pra ved no tre ti ra nih da do bro volj no ra de pod ras po lo ži vim uslo vi ma. Ako 

nam oni ne du gu ju to da do bro volj no sa ra đu ju pod ta kvim uslo vi ma, on da 

je ne pra ved no si ro ma šni ma us kra ći va ti dru ge ob li ke jav ne po mo ći, kao što 
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je so ci jal na po moć, zdrav stve na za šti ta i osta le po mo ći na te me lju to ga da 

oni od bi ja ju da oba vlja ju svoj deo po sla.

Vra ća ju ći se vla sti toj per spek ti vi, pre ne go per spek ti vi onih u ne po volj nom 

po lo ža ju, ovo ba ca ma lo dru ga či je sve tlo na ose ća nje upe tlja no sti u in sti tu-

ci ja ma ko je dru ge tre ti ra ju ne pra ved no. Ovo ose ća nje iz ra nja iz zapa ža nja 

da pre va zi la zi na še mo ći da uči ni mo ne što vi še ka ko bi smo svo je in sti tu ci je 

na pra vi li pot pu no pra ved nim. Či ni se da je ta ko. Me đu tim, ako je ono što 

sam re kao is prav no, on da stan dar di prav de ima ju im pli ka ci je po stva ri ko je 

mo že mo da uči ni mo: na pri mer, po po zi ci ju ko ju mo že mo da za u zme mo u 

ve zi s po li ti kom bla go sta nja, za ko ni ma o far ma ce ut skim pro iz vo di ma i op-

štim pi ta nji ma o pri me ni za ko na i hap še nji ma. Is pr va bi mo glo iz gle da ti da 

se ov de ra di o pi ta nji ma so ci jal ne po li ti ke pre ne go o fun da men tal noj prav-

di. No uko li ko je ono što sam go vo rio is prav no, on da prav da ima ne što va žno 

da ka že o tim pi ta nji ma.

Is pi ti vao sam od nos iz me đu mo ra la in sti tu ci ja i mo ra la in di vi du al nog de la-

nja. U po sled njem de lu svog član ka raz ma trao sam da li je pra ved nost ne ke 

in sti tu ci je nu žan uslov za po sto ja nje du žno sti da se ona po dr ža va. Uko li ko, 

sle de ći Rol sa, o osnov nim in sti tu ci ja ma dru štva mi sli mo kao o „she ma ma 

sa rad nje na uza jam nu ko rist“, te uko li ko du žnost da se ne ka ta kva in sti tu-

ci ja po dr ža va shva ta mo kao du žnost re ci pro ci te ta ko ju du gu je mo na šim 

su gra đa ni ma, on da mo že iz gle da ti da ako je osnov na struk tu ra ne pra ved na, 

ma kar ako je is traj no ne pra ved na, on da in di vi due ne ma ju ni ka kvu du žnost 

(ma kar ne du žnost re ci pro ci te ta ko ju du gu ju svo jim su gra đa ni ma) da se 

po vi nu ju nje nim za ko ni ma. Ovo ozgle da kao isu vi še uvr nut za klju čak. No 

na sto jao sam da po ka žem da je si tu a ci ja slo že ni ja ne go što ova sli ka su ge ri še. 

Po ku šao sam da is tra žim ne ke od tih slo že no sti u od no su iz me đu iz vo đe nja 

za klju ča ka o prav di – za klju ča ka unu tar mo ra la in sti tu ci ja – i iz vo đe nja za-

klju ča ka o mo ra lu in di vi du al nog de la nja.

Pre veo Alek san dar Do bri je vić
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Džu dit Ba tler

Ra nji vost i ot por

Ve li ka je čast što sam u Be o gra du i že lim da vam se za hva lim na po zi vu i 

ulo že nom tru du i str plje nju u or ga ni za ci ji ovog do ga đa ja. S va ma že lim da 

raz mo trim od nos iz me đu ra nji vo sti i ot po ra. Stva ri se mo gu po sta vi ti na 

sle de ći na čin: ili smo ra nji vi ili pru ža mo ot por, a ot por ta da pod ra zme va da 

je ra nji vost sa vla da na. Su prot no to me, tvr dim da ot por mo že po slu ži ti to me 

da se ra nji vost mo bi li še, i da uz vra će ni uda rac ili tri jumf u bor bi ne po ni šta-

va ra nji vost. Mo že te se za pi ta ti šta je ov de po sre di, jer ova te ma po kre će 

mno štvo dru gih te ma, od ko jih je jed na sva ka ko da li uče stvu je mo u dru-

štve nim po kre ti ma ko ji se su prot sta vlja ju ugro že no sti (pre ca rity) ko joj smo 

stal no sve iz lo že ni ji. Uz to, ako se su prot sta vlja mo dru štve no uslo vlje noj 

ugro že no sti i ra nji vo sti, da li to zna či da že li mo da po sta ne mo ne ra nji vi i 

bez bed ni u ap so lut nom smi slu? Ako to ni je ono što tvr di mo, ka ko će mo pri-

ći ovim poj mo vi ma da bi smo raz u me li ka ko oni „ra de“ u dru štve nim po kre-

ti ma ko ji se bo re pro tiv sve broj ni jih ob li ka ugro že no sti?

Zna mo da se lju di oku plje ni na uli ci i dru gim jav nim pro sto ri ma, na me sti ma 

gde je i po li ci ja pri sut na, uvek iz la žu ri zi ku od hap še nja, pri tvo ra, ali i di rekt-

nog na si lja, čak i smr ti. Pre ma to me, ka da raz ma tra mo na si lje po li ci je nad 

de mon stran ti ma – a fla gran tan pri mer za to je ubi stvo 43 stu den ta na pro-

te stu u Ajo ci na pi u Mek si ku, sep tem bra 2014. go di ne – ja sno je da lju di ko ji 

se oku plja ju da bi pru ži li ot por ra znim ob li ci ma dr žav ne i eko nom ske mo ći, 

iz la žu sop stve na te la mo gu ćim po vre da ma. Kad to for mu li še mo na ovaj na čin, 

sa svim je ja sno da oku plja nja na jav nim me sti ma uve ća va ju na šu ra nji vost. 

Ali, mo žda bi tre ba lo dru ga či je po sta vi ti ovaj sled ko jim se na ra tiv no struk-

tu ri ra raz u me va nje od no sa iz me đu ra nji vo sti i ot po ra. Ka ko sa da iz gle da, mi 

se pr vo opi re mo, a to nas po tom su o ča va s vla sti tom ra nji vo šću, bi lo u do di-

ru s po li ci jom, bi lo u do di ru s oni ma ko ji se na istom me stu po ja vlju ju da bi 

is ka za li pro ti vlje nje na šem po li tič kom sta vu. Me đu tim, ne tre ba za bo ra vi ti 

da je ra nji vost tu i ra ni je, i pre sva kog či na oku plja nja, što je po seb no ja sno 

u slu ča je vi ma ka da se bu ni mo pro tiv uslo va ži vo ta ko ji ugro ža va ju na še po-

sto ja nje. Sta nje ugro že no sti upu ću je na ra nji vost ko ja pret ho di ra nji vo sti s 

ko jom se lju di, sa svim sli ko vi to, su o ča va ju na uli ci. Uz to, ako tvr di mo da je 

ra nji vost ko ja je uči nak si ro ma štva, ras po se do va no sti (dis pos ses sion), na si lja 

i od su stva bez bed no sti, sve ga onog što ne či ji po lo žaj u sve tu či ni ugro že nim, 

i sa ma uzrok ot po ra, on da se na ra tiv ni sled me nja: pr vo smo ra nji vi, a on da 

tu ra nji vost, bar pri vre me no, sa vla da va mo či no vi ma ot po ra.

Na rav no, bi lo bi va žno usta no vi ti pre ci zni ju ve zu iz me đu ra nji vo sti i ugro že-

no sti (jer ni je reč o is to me). Ali, osvr ni mo se sa da na sna žan pri mer ra nji vo sti 
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i ot po ra in fra struk tu ri ko ja se uru ša va. Ni je po treb no mno go go vo ri ti o to me 

ko li ko ži vljiv ži vot (li va ble li fe) za vi si od in fra struk tu re. Da kle, uko li ko se 

in fra struk tu ra ru ši i ne pre sta je da se uru ša va, ka ko da raz u me mo ta kve 

uslo ve za ži vot? To od če ga za vi si mo za pra vo ni je tu za nas, što zna či da 

osta je mo bez oslon ca. Ka da ne ma mo ni ka kvog uto či šta, on da smo u svoj 

svo joj ra nji vo sti iz lo že ni vre men skim ne pri li ka ma, hlad no ći, vru ći na ma, 

bo le sti ma, a mo žda i gla di i na si lju. To da ka ko ne zna či da kao ži va bi ća ni-

smo bi li ra nji vi i pre, ka da je in fra struk tu ra bi la na svom me stu, ni ti da se 

na ša ra nji vost po ja vlju je tek kad in fra struk tu ra poč ne da se uru ša va. Ka da 

se po ja ve po kre ti pro tiv bes kuć ni štva, ne pri hva tlji vost ta kvog vi da ra nji vo sti 

(u smi slu iz lo že no sti po vre da ma) po sta je sa svim ja sna. No, ti me još ni smo 

do bi li od go vor na sle de ća pi ta nja: da li je ra nji vost i da lje va žan deo ova kvog 

ob li ka ot po ra? Da li je za ot por neo p hod no pre va zi ći ra nji vost, ili mi mo bi-

li še mo svo ju ra nji vost?

Uzmi mo u ob zir da us po sta vlja nje ade kvat ne in fra struk tu re ili spre ča va nje 

nje nog uni šte nja mo že bi ti sâm pod sti caj raz vo ju po kre ta. Mo že mo se pri-

se ti ti ka ko je do to ga do la zi lo u si ro tinj skim na se lji ma u Ju žnoj Afri ci, Ke-

ni ji, Pa ki sta nu, u pri vre me nim sklo ni šti ma iz gra đe nim na gra ni ca ma Evro-

pe, ali i u ve ne cu e lan skim bar ri os, bra zil skim fa ve la ma ili por tu gal skim 

bar ra cas. Te pro sto re na sta nju ju gru pe lju di, me đu ko ji ma su imi gran ti, 

bes prav no use lje ni i/ili Ro mi, ko ji se bo re za te ku ću i či stu vo du, funk ci o-

nal ne to a le te, ne kad i za za tvo re na vra ta na jav nim wc-ima, za po plo ča ne 

uli ce, pla ćen rad i neo p hod ne me re ko je ga pra te.1 Uli ca, uto li ko, ne pred-

sta vlja sa mo ba zu ili plat for mu oda kle se po sta vlja ju po li tič ki zah te vi, ne go 

i in fra struk tur no do bro. Ka da se oku plja mo na jav nim me sti ma da bi smo 

se su prot sta vi li od u zi ma nju jav nih do ba ra, me ra ma šted nje ko je će, na pri-

mer, sre za ti sred stva za obra zo va nje, bi bli o te ke, tran zit ne si ste me i pu te ve, 

shva ta mo da je i sa ma plat for ma za na šu po li ti ku jed na od ta ča ka na po li-

tič koj agen di. Po ne kad do oku plja nja do la zi upra vo da bi se stvo ri la, otvo-

ri la ili odr ža la plat for ma ko ja nam omo gu ća va da se po li tič ki iz ra zi mo. 

Ma te ri jal ni uslo vi go vo ra i oku plja nja te ško se sto ga mo gu odvo ji ti od mo-

ti va ko ji nas na vo de da go vo ri mo i da se oku plja mo. In fra struk tur na do bra 

za ko ja se bo ri mo mo ra ju se pret po sta vi ti. Ako su, me đu tim, in fra struk turni 

uslo vi za po li ti ku kao ta kvi ra zo re ni, ni oku plja nja ko ja od njih za vi se ne 

mo gu bi ti u bo ljem sta nju. U ta kvom tre nut ku, uslov po li tič kog je jed no od 

do ba ra zbog ko jeg se po li tič ko oku plja nje i od i gra va – ta ko mo že mo raz u-

me ti dvo stru ki smi sao poj ma „in fra struk tur no“ u uslo vi ma uru ša va nja 

jav nih do ba ra pri va ti za ci jom, neo li be ra li zmom, ubr za va njem eko nom ske 

ne jed na ko sti, an ti de mo krat skim tak ti ka ma auto ri tar nih vla sti i na sil nim 

spa ja njem in te re sa vla sti i kar te la.2

1 De lo vi ovog tek sta pre u ze ti su i pri la go đe ni iz mo je po sled nje knji ge, No tes To ward 

a Per for ma ti ve The ory of As sembly (Bu tler 2015).

2 O pri va ti za ci ji jav nih do ba ra vi de ti Brown 2015. 
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Prem da je ot por po ne kad zbi lja uzrok ra nji vo sti, kao što je i ra nji vost (u smi-

slu „iz lo že no sti“ ko ju pro iz vo di ugro že nost) po ne kad uzrok ot po ra, ot por 

ne vo di pre va zi la že nju ra nji vo sti. Ona je po ten ci jal no de lo tvor na po kre tač-

ka sna ga u po li tič kim po kre ti ma. Ima ju ći to u vi du, zah tev za in fra struk tu rom 

po sta je zah tev za ne kom vr stom na sta nji vog tla, a nje gov smi sao i sna ga 

do la ze do iz ra ža ja upra vo ka da to tlo poč ne da po pu šta. Zbog to ga se ne 

mo že uze ti zdra vo za go to vo da je uli ca, da upo tre bim iz raz Ha ne Arent 

(Han nah Arendt), pro stor u ko jem se po ja vlju je mo, pro stor po li ti ke, po što 

se, kao što zna mo, sa mo to tlo ne us po sta vlja bez bor be. Arent je bar de li-

mič no u pra vu ka da tvr di da pro stor u ko jem se mo že mo po ja vi ti na sta je u 

tre nut ku ka da po li tič ki de lu je mo. Tu je na de lu ro man tič no shva ta nje ote-

lo vlje nog per for ma tiv nog go vor nog či na, pre ma ko jem pro stor po ja vlji va nja 

po li tič kog na sta je svu da i sva ki put ka da de la mo. To, na rav no, ni je uvek 

tač no – mo že mo po ku ša ti da de lu je mo ko lek tiv no, a da se ti me ne us po stavi 

ni ka kav pro stor po ja vlji va nja. Me di ji su, re ci mo, od sut ni s li ca me sta, ili su 

u igri od re đe ni struk tur ni ob li ci spre ča va nja po ja vlji va nja ova kvih ob li ka 

de lo va nja – pro stor je ogra đen, neo p hod ne su do zvo le, na sna zi su pro pi si 

pro tiv oku plja nja. Ha na Arent oči gled no pret po sta vlja da se ma te ri jal ni 

uslo vi ko ji omo gu ću ju oku plja nje mo gu odvo ji ti od sva kog kon kret nog pro-

sto ra po ja vlji va nja. Ako je, me đu tim, cilj po li ti ke da stvo ri i oču va te uslo ve, 

či ni se da se pro stor po ja vlji va nja ni ka da ne mo že u pot pu no sti odvo ji ti od 

pi ta nja in fra struk tu re i ar hi tek tu re. Arent ni je mo gla uze ti u ob zir ve zu ko-

ja da nas po sto ji iz me đu me di ja i jav ne sfe re, ali mi u in fra struk tu ru mo ra mo 

ubro ja ti i jav ne me di je i raz ne dru ge me dij ske for me po sred stvom i unu tar 

ko jih se sa da us po sta vlja pro stor po ja vlji va nja. To su me di ji ko ji usta no vljuju, 

po sre du ju i nad gle da ju do men jav no sti. Me di ji mo gu da funk ci o ni šu kao 

„in fra struk tur ni oslo nac“ ka da do pi no se raz vo ju so li dar no sti i ka da stva raju 

no ve pro stor no-vre men ske di men zi je jav ne sfe re, pri ka zu ju ći ne sa mo one 

ko ji se vi zu el no mo gu po ja vi ti kao pred sta vlji vi, ne go i one ko ji zbog pri nude, 

stra ha ili iz nu žno sti ži ve iz van do me ta vi zu el nog okvi ra.

Ka kva je ve za iz me đu ova kvog shva ta nja in fra struk tur ne po dr ške po li tič kom 

de lo va nju s jed ne, i ra nji vo sti i ot po ra s dru ge stra ne? Su ge ri sa la sam da 

pro stor po ja vlji va nja i po li ti ke za vi si od in fra struk tu re, te uto li ko i sa mo 

de lo va nje za vi si od in fra struk tur ne po dr ške. Po zna ta nam je ide ja da mo-

žemo bi ti slo bod ni sa mo uko li ko ima mo po dr šku da upra žnja va mo slo bo du. 

Ov de je reč o ma te ri jal nom uslo vu ko ji je sa stav ni deo sa mog či na upra žnja-

va nja slo bo de, od no sno onog što je či ni mo gu ćom. Kad mi sli mo o te le snom 

su bjek tu ko ji ko ri sti svo ju moć go vo ra i kre ta nja u jav nom pro sto ru, moć da 

pre la zi gra ni ce, mi obič no mi sli mo o ne kom ko je već slo bo dan da go vo ri i 

da se kre će, i ko me ne pre ti za tva ra nje, ili de por ta ci ja, ili gu bi tak ži vo ta. 

Ta ko za mi šlje ni su bjekt je ili ob da ren slo bo dom ko ju po se du je kao ka kvu 

in he rent nu moć, ili tu slo bo du ima za to što ži vi u jav nim pro sto ri ma gde 

po sto ji po dr ška da je otvo re no upra žnja va. Sam ter min „mo bi li sa nje“ za vi si 
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od to ga ka ko raz u me mo mo bil nost, ko ja je sa ma po se bi prâvo, i to pra vo 

ko je se ne pod ra zu me va za sva ko ga. Da bi se te lo kre ta lo, neo p hod na je ne-

ka kva po vr ši na po ko joj će se kre ta ti, a i ra zno vr sni teh nič ki ob li ci po dr ške 

bez ko jih kre ta nje ne bi bi lo iz vo di vo, mo ra ju mu bi ti na ras po la ga nju. Uto-

li ko, ploč ni ci i uli ca spa da ju u osnov ne zah te ve te la ka da ono u de lo spro-

vo di svo je pra vo na mo bil nost. Ni ko se ne mo že ni po me ri ti iz van okru že nja 

ko je mu pru ža oslon ce, u šta spa da i niz teh no lo gi ja. Kad to okru že nje poč ne 

da se ras pa da ili kad po sta ne ja sno da vi še ne nu di oslon ce, mi smo na iz ve-

stan na čin pu šte ni da „pad ne mo“, što do vo di u pi ta nje i sa mu na šu spo sob-

nost da spro vo di mo u de lo svo ja osnov na pra va.

I sva ka ko bi smo mo gli na ve sti raz ne na či ne na ko je je ide ja o te lu ko je se 

osla nja, ali de lu je, osla nja i de lu je, im pli cit no ili eks pli cit no u igri u ve li kom 

bro ju po li tič kih po kre ta: bor ba ma za hra nu i uto či šte, za šti tu od na si lja i 

ra za ra nja, pra vo na rad, pri u šti vu zdrav stve nu za šti tu, za šti tu od po li cij ske 

agre si je i pri tva ra nja, od ra ta, od bo le sti, u po kre ti ma pro tiv me ra šted nje i 

uslo va ugro že no sti, auto ri tar nih re ži ma i ne jed na ko sti. Pr va ra van pi ta nja 

od no si se na im pli cit nu ide ju o te lu ka kvu na la zi mo u kon tek stu po li tič kih 

zah te va i mo bi li sa nja oko njih. U dru goj rav ni tre ba po ka za ti da mo bi li sa nje 

pret po sta vlja te lo ko je zah te va oslon ce. Mno štvo jav nih sku po va ko ji oku-

plja ju oso be ko je sma tra ju da je nji hov po lo žaj u sve tu na ne ki na čin ugro žen, 

or ga ni zu je se oko zah te va da se ugro že nost za u sta vi, i taj se zah tev iz vo di 

jav nim iz la ga njem ra nji vo sti zbog in fra struk tu re ko ja se uru ša va. Reč je o 

plu ral nom i per for ma tiv nom te le snom ot po ru ko ji pri ka zu je ka ko dru štve ne 

i eko nom ske me re ko je ra za ra ju ži vo te de lu ju na te la. Me đu tim, pri ka zu-

jući svo ju ugro že nost, ova te la isto vre me no pru ža ju ot por tim mo ći ma; ona 

ote lo vlju ju ot por ko ji po kre će svo je vr sna ra nji vost i ko ji se pro ti vi sta nju 

ugro že no sti. Ka ko, da kle, ov de raz u me mo te lo, a ka ko ovaj ob lik ot po ra?

Ako se za dr ži mo na in di vi du al nom ni vou, mo že mo re ći da sva kom po je di-

nač nom te lu pri pa da pra vo na hra nu i uto či šte, slo bo da kre ta nja i di sa nja i 

za šti ta od na si lja. Prem da ta kav is kaz uop šta va (jer tvr di mo da „sva ko“ te lo 

ima ta pra va), on i par ti ku la ri zu je, jer se te lo raz u me kao za seb no, kao in-

di vi du al no. To za seb no te lo je u bit nom smi slu ob li ko va no nor mom o to me 

šta te la je su i ka ko ih tre ba kon ci pi ra ti. Na pr vi po gled ovom se ne ma šta 

do da ti, ali imaj mo na umu da ide ja po je di nač nog te le snog su bjek ta pra va 

mo že iz o sta vi ti ose ćaj ra nji vo sti, iz lo že no sti, pa čak i za vi sno sti, pret po sta-

vljen sa mim pra vom, ko je ko re spon di ra al ter na tiv nom vi đe nju te la. Dru gim 

re či ma, ako pri hva ti mo da ono što te lo je ste – i to tre ba raz u me ti kao on to-

lo šku tvrd nju – je ste u za vi sno sti od dru gih te la i mre ža po dr ške, on da o 

po je di nač nim te li ma ni je sa svim is prav no mi sli ti kao da su pot pu no za seb na. 

To, na rav no, ne zna či da su te la sto plje na u ne ka kvu amorf nu dru štve nu 

ma su. Ali ako ima mo po te ško će da raz u me mo po li tič ki smi sao ljud skog te la 

u od no si ma ko ji mu omo gu ću ju da ži vi i na pre du je, on da će nam te ško po-

ći za ru kom da ob ja sni mo zbog če ga ho će mo da ostva ri mo po li tič ke ci lje ve 
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do ko jih nam je sta lo. Ti me ne su ge ri šem da su ne ka kon kret na te la za hva-

će na mre ža ma od no sa, već da te lo, upr kos svo jim ja snim gra ni ca ma – ili 

mo žda baš zbog njih – de fi ni šu od no si ko ji mu omo gu ću ju ži vot i de lo va nje. 

Ti od no si ko ji omo gu ću ju ži vot i de lo va nje ta ko đe su od no si ko ji ga i one-

mo gu ću ju. Ne mo že mo, da kle, raz u me ti ra nji vost te la, a da u ob zir ne uzmemo 

dru štve ne i ma te ri jal ne od no sa.

Na ša ra nji vost do la zi i iz sfe re je zi ka. U tom smi slu pi ta nje ko smo, pa čak i 

na ša spo sob nost da pre ži vi mo, za vi se od je zi ka u ko jem se po ja vlju je mo 

(Bu tler 1998: 1–42)0. Ja sna di men zi ja ra nji vo sti oči tu je se u stal noj iz lo že-

no sti mo gu ćim po grd nim na zi vi ma i ra znim dis kur ziv nim ka te go ri ja ma 

ko je nam se do de lju ju u do ba naj ra ni jeg de tinj stva i ka sni je, to kom či ta vog 

ži vo ta. Svi smo to me ne ka da bi li iz lo že ni i to je jed na va žna di men zi ja go-

vor nog či na. Ka da ne što iz go va ra mo, upu šta mo se u go vor ni čin ko jim ne što 

či ni mo i iz la že mo se go vor nom či nu. Uko li ko se ka že da smo ovog ili onog 

rod, da smo pri pad ni ci ove na ci o nal no sti ili one ma nji ne, ti me se pro iz vo di 

spe ci fi čan per for ma tiv ni efe kat, a mi shva ta mo da je od nos pre ma na ma 

sa žet u ne kom ime nu ko je mo žda ni smo zna li ni ti smo ga iza bra li. Mo že mo 

se za pi ta ti, po put ve li ke cr ne fe mi nist ki nje iz 19. ve ka, Su džer ner Trut (So-

jo ur ner Truth), „je sam li ja to ime?“ (Bre zi na 2004). Ka ko mi sli ti o sna zi i 

efek ti ma ime na ko ja do bi ja mo pre ne go što se po ja vi mo u je zi ku kao bi ća 

ko je go vo re, pre no što stek ne mo ka pa ci tet za naš vla sti ti go vor ni čin? Da li 

go vor de lu je na nas pre ne go što i sa mi pro go vo ri mo? I, da ni je de lo vao na 

nas, da ne de lu je ak tiv no na nas, da li bi smo uop šte go vo ri li? Mo žda ovo i 

ni je pu ka stvar sle da: da li go vor na sta vlja da de lu je na nas i u tre nut ku ka da 

i sa mi go vo ri mo, ta ko da mo že mo mi sli ti da de lu je mo, ali smo isto vre me no 

i iz lo že ni de lo va nju?

Iv Sidž vik (Eve Sed gwick) je iz ne la zna čaj ne za ključ ke o od no su per for mansa 

i per for ma tiv no sti, po ka zu ju ći da go vor ni či no vi od stu pa ju od svo jih ci lje va 

i če sto pro iz vo de po sle di ce ko je su bi le sa svim ne na mer ne, a ne ret ko su 

ima le i ne ke pri lič no zgod ne efek te (Sed gwick 2003: 67–92). Na pri mer, 

ne ko se mo že upu sti ti u brač ne od no se i, iz ri ču ći brač nu za kle tvu, pro iz ve sti 

jav no pri zna nje ko je do no si in sti tu ci ja bra ka, što po tom otva ra pro stor za 

ne ku mo gu ću sek su al nost ko ja se od i gra va iz van oči ju jav no sti, po što se ko-

ri sti upra vo pred no sti ma sop stve ne ne-pre po zna to sti. Brač na za kle tva jav no 

pri kri va ob li ke sek su al nog ži vo ta ko ji, ne kad na sre ću, osta ju ne pre po zna ti. 

U ta kvim slu ča je vi ma, brak or ga ni zu je sek su al nost ona ko ka ko se i oče ku je, 

u su pru žnič koj i mo no gam noj for mi, ali pro iz vo di i dru gu zo nu sek su al no sti 

ko ja se de fi ni še upra vo od su stvom otvo re nog pri zna nja u jav noj sfe ri. Sidž vik 

pod vla či smi sao u ko jem go vor ni čin od stu pa od svo jih oči gled nih ci lje va, i 

to „skre ta nje“ je sva ka ko jed no od zna če nja re či qu e er, ko ja se ma nje od no si 

na iden ti tet, a vi še na kre ta nje mi sli i je zi ka su prot no pri hva će nim ob li ci ma 

auto ri te ta, kre ta nje ko je uvek skre će, i ta ko otva ra pro sto re za že lju ko ja ne 

bi uvek bi la otvo re no pri zna ta i pre po zna ta unu tar usta no vlje nih nor mi.
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Dis kur si o ro du pro iz vo de i pu šta ju u op ti caj iz ve sne ide a le o ro du, oni ih 

ge ne ri šu. Ono što po ne kad sma tra mo pri rod nim su šti na ma ili isti na ma za-

pra vo su sa mo ide a li, fan ta zmi ili nor me ko ji se do du še du bo ko i traj no 

uko re nju ju. Ta ko ide a li ko ji su dis kur ziv no pro iz ve de ni – u ovom slu ča ju, 

go vo ri mo o sku pu rod nih ide a la – mo gu osta ti po hra nje ni u ne či jim ge sto-

vi ma i po stup ci ma; mo gu čak po sta ti shva će ni kao su štin ski za na še od re-

đe nje. I uisti nu, po sto ja ne pred sta ve, nor me i ide a li ko ji ima ju moć da 

upra vlja ju na šim rad nja ma, ne mo gu se po vo lji od ba ci ti, a da se pri tom ne 

iz gu bi do ži vljaj o to me ko smo. Po se do va nje su štin skog do ži vlja ja o to me ko 

smo, u iz ve snoj je me ri re zul tat sku pa dru štve nih nor mi. Me đu tim, moj do-

ži vljaj o to me ko sam „u svo joj su šti ni“ ni je pre vo div u ar gu ment o uro đe nim 

raz li ka ma. Ar gu men ti o uro đe no sti u osno vi pro iz vo de je dan ob lik esen ci-

ja li zma. Mo gu će je ima ti do ži vljaj o to me šta je su štin sko za ne či ji ži vot, a 

da se u isti mah ne bu de esen ci ja li sta.

Mo ja dav na šnja for mu la ci ja pre ma ko joj je rod per for ma ti van tu ma če na je na 

dva opreč na na či na: pre ma pr vom tu ma če nju, mi ima mo ra di kal nu mo guć nost 

da bi ra mo svoj rod, dok smo, pre ma dru goj in ter pre at ci ji, pot pu no de ter mi-

ni sa ni rod nim nor ma ma. Ta ko du bo ko in ter pre ta tiv no ra zi la že nje po ka za lo 

je da dvoj nost ko ja se mo ra uze ti u ob zir pri sva kom ob ja šnje nju per for ma tiv-

no sti, ni je bi la do volj no do bro ar ti ku li sa na i shva će na. Ako je zik de lu je na nas 

pre no što mi de lu je mo, i na sta vlja da de lu je u svim in stan ca ma u ko ji ma i 

sa mi de lu je mo, on da o per for ma tiv no sti ro da tre ba da mi sli mo, pr vo, kao o 

„pri pi si va nju ro da“: pod ti me mi slim na sve one si tu a ci je ka da smo, ta ko re ći, 

ime no va ni i rod no pro pi sa ni pre ne go što uop šte raz u me mo ka ko rod ne nor-

me de lu ju i ka ko nas ob li ku ju, i pre ne go što raz vi je mo spo sob nost da re pro-

du ku je mo te nor me na na čin ko ji sa mi bi ra mo. Iz bor, u stva ri, do la zi pri lič no 

ka sno u per for ma tiv nom pro ce su. Dru go, na tra gu Iv Sidž vik, tre ba uz me ti u 

ob zir da se od stu pa nja od nor mi mo gu do go di ti i da se do ga đa ju. Ne što qu e er 

je u sa mom sre di štu rod ne per for ma tiv no sti, ne što što pod se ća na po no vlji vost 

za o kre ta u De ri di nom (Der ri da) ob ja šnje nju ci tat no sti go vor nog či na, što kod 

Sidž vik do bi ja spe ci fič no te le sno i dru štve no zna če nje.

Uzmi mo sto ga da se per for ma tiv nost od no si i na pro ce se ko ji de lu ju na nas 

i na uslo ve mo guć no sti na šeg de lo va nja, kao i to da ne mo že mo raz u me ti 

ka ko per for ma tiv nost ra di ako se u ob zir ne uzmu obe di men zi je. Ka da ka-

že mo da nor me de lu ju na nas, to zna či da smo pod lo žni nji ho vom de lo va nju, 

da smo u svo joj ra nji vo sti od po čet ka iz lo že ni raz li či tim ob li ci ma ime no-

vanja, i to se re gi stru je na stup nju ko ji pret ho di hte nju. Da bi se raz u me lo 

šta zna či da nam je rod pri pi san, mo ra se uze ti u ob zir po lje pri jem či vo sti za 

uti ske, pod lo žno sti i ra nji vo sti ko ju ni smo hte li, kao i iz lo že nost je zi ku pre 

ika kve mo guć no sti for mi ra nja ili iz vo đe nja go vor nog či na. Ta kve nor me 

zah te va ju i usta no vlju ju iz ve sne ob li ke te le sne ra nji vo sti bez ko je nji ho vo 

ope ri sa nje ne bi bi lo mi sli vo. Zbog to ga go vo ri mo o ve li koj ci tat noj sna zi 

rod nih nor mi ka da ih uvo de i pri me nju ju me di cin ske, prav ne i psi hi ja trij ske 
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in sti tu ci je, i zbog to ga se bu ni mo pro tiv pa to lo gi zu ju ćih uči na ka nor mi na 

for mi ra nje i raz u me va nje ro da. Pa ipak, sam taj pro stor u ko jem smo ne če-

mu pod lo žni, u ko jem se uti če na nas, isto vre me no je i pro stor u ko jem se 

mo že do go di ti ne što što je qu e er, što pod sti če od ba ci va nje ili re vi zi ju nor me, 

ili ini ci ra no ve na či ne ar ti ku li sa nja ro da. Prem da nam rod ne nor me pret-

hode i uti ču na nas (to je je dan smi sao nji ho vog de lo va nja), mi smo oba ve-

zni da ih re pro du ku je mo (to je dru gi smi sao nji ho vog de lo va nja). Upra vo 

za to što se u toj sfe ri u ko joj smo pod lo žni uti ca ji ma mo že do go di ti ne što 

ne na me ra va no i neo če ki va no, po sto je rod ne for me ko je pre ki da ju s me ha-

nič kim obra sci ma po na vlja nja, od stu pa ju ći, pre o zna ča va ju ći, a ne kad i sa svim 

na gla še no ki da ju ći te ci tat ne lan ce rod ne nor ma tiv no sti, či me se pra vi pro stor 

za no ve ob li ke rod no od re đe nog ži vo ta. Te o ri ja per for ma tiv no sti ro da, ka ko 

je ja raz u mem, ni ka da ni je pro pi si va la ko ji su rod ni per for man si is prav ni ji 

ili sub ver ziv ni ji, a ko ji su po gre šni i re ak ci o nar ni. Ključ je bio upra vo u po pu-

šta nju pri sil nog sti ska nor mi na rod no od re đe ne ži vo te – što ni je isto što i 

tran scen di ra nje svih nor mi – u svr hu ži vlje nja ži vlji vi jeg ži vo ta.

Tre ba na pra vi ti raz li ku iz me đu dva raz li či ta de lo va nja nor me. U pr vom 

slu ča ju, nor ma je in ter pe la tiv na, i ov de se naj lak še mo že raz u me ti kao čin 

pri pi si va nja ro da. Nas ob li ku ju i struk tu ri ra ju dru štve ne nor me ko je nam 

pret ho de i ko je po sta vlja ju gra ni ce kon tek sti ma u ko ji ma s vre me nom is-

po lja va mo svo ju moć de lo va nja. Ne mo že se re ći da ika da pre va zi la zi mo 

ono što nas je for mi ra lo, ali se po ne kad do go di da skre ne mo sa za da te pu-

ta nje, što zna či da iz me đu de lo va nja i skre ta nja qu e er pu tem po sto ji ne ka kva 

ve za. Ali, po sto ji i dru gi smi sao nor mi, pre ma ko jem one ni su u pot pu noj 

opre ci s na šim do ži vlja jem mo ći de lo va nja: nor me kon sti tu i šu in ter su bjek-

tiv ne i in fra struk tur ne uslo ve ži vlji vog ži vo ta. Te ško se mo že re ći da nam 

je cilj pre va zi la že nje dru štve nih i ma te ri jal nih uslo va ži vo ta – mi u stva ri 

že li mo da oni bu du pra ved ni ji, jed na ko ras po re đe ni i ospo so blja va ju ći. 

Da kle, u kon tek stu ova ko od re đe nih in ter pe la tiv nih i in fra struk tur nih nor-

mi, mi smo te le sna stvo re nja pod lo žna efek ti ma ime na ko ja su nam pri pi-

sa na i za vi sna od struk tu rā ko je nam omo gu ću ju da ži vi mo. Sad, šta god 

da je to što na zi va mo per for ma tiv nom mo ći de lo va nja, ona ne na di la zi ove 

ra ni je i kon sti tu tiv ne di men zi je dru štve ne nor ma tiv no sti. Za to tvr dim da 

per for ma tiv no ob ja šnje nje mo ći de lo va nja mo ra uze ti u ob zir za vi snost i 

ra nji vost. Te le snost ko ja se pret po sta vlja i ro dom i iz vo đe njem, za vi si od 

in sti tu ci o nal nih struk tu ra i ši ro ko po sta vlje nih dru štve nih sve to va. Ne mo-

že mo go vo ri ti o te lu, ne zna ju ći o šta se osla nja to te lo, i ka kav bi mo gao da 

bu de od nos te la pre ma tom oslon cu – ili nje go vom od su stvu. U tom smi slu, 

te lo je pre re la ci ja ne go en ti tet, i ne mo že se pot pu no raz lo ži ti od svo jih 

in fra struk tur nih uslo va i ži vot ne sre di ne. Za vi snost od ljud skih i dru gih 

bi ća i od in fra struk tur nih oslo na ca upu ću je nas na spe ci fič nu ra nji vost ko joj 

smo iz lo že ni ka da ih ne ma, ka da in fra struk tur ni uslo vi ka rak te ri stič ni za 

na še dru štve ne, po li tič ke i eko nom ske ži vo te poč nu da se ras pa da ju, ka da 
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nam se eks pli cit no pre ti ili ka da, u uslo vi ma ko ji pro iz vo de ugro že nost, 

ose ti mo ra di kal no od su stvo oslo na ca.

I stu di je per for man sa i stu di je in va li di te ta (di sa bi lity stu di es) po nu di le su 

iz ra zi to va žan uvid pre ma ko jem sva ko de lo va nje zah te va oslo nac, i da čak 

i ne ki naj pre ci zni ji i na iz gled sa svim spon tan čin im pli cit no za vi si od sta nja 

in fra struk tu re ko ja do slov no po dr ža va i pod u pi re te lo ko je de lu je. Ide ja 

„oslon ca“ ni je bit na sa mo za re kon cep tu a li za ci ju ta kvog te la, ne go i za ši re 

shva će nu po li ti ku mo bil no sti: ona od nas zah te va da pi ta mo ka kvi ar hi tek-

ton ski oslon ci mo ra ju bi ti u igri da bi sva ko upra žnja vao od re đe nu slo bo du 

kre ta nja, neo p hod nu da bi se upra žnja va lo pra vo na jav no oku plja nje. Na 

isti na čin na ko ji tvr di mo da go vor ni čin za vi si od dru štve nih uslo va i kon-

ven ci ja, mo že mo re ći da iz vo đe nje ro da, uop šte uzev, za vi si od in fra struk-

tur nih i dru štve nih uslo va po dr ške. Na taj na čin će mo lak še ob ja sni ti šta u 

na če lu pod ra zu me va da je de lo va nje dru štve no i te le sno uslo vlje no, ali će 

nam to po mo ći i da shva ti mo ri zi ke ko ji ma se iz la žu že ne i tran srod ne oso be 

ka da no ću sa me ho da ju po je di nim uli ca ma u po je di nim de lo vi ma gra da, ili 

ka da se oku plja ju na tr go vi ma i jav nim me sti ma (sek su al no na si lje pri sut no 

na pro te sti ma ja san je pri mer tog ri zi ka).

Ka ko tvr dim u svo joj po sled njoj knji zi (Bu tler 2015: pogl. 5), nad sva kim 

jav nim oku plja njem ši ri se ba uk po li ci je i za tvo ra. Ta ko đe, sva ki trg bar de-

lom de fi ni šu i oni ko ji do tr ga ni ka ko ne mo gu da stig nu; jer su ili za dr ža ni 

na gra ni ci, ili im je us kra će na slo bo da kre ta nja i oku plja nja, ili su uhap še ni 

i le že u pri tvo ru. Uz slo bo du da se oku plja mo uvek je i sa blast pri tvo re nih, 

onih ko ji su tu slo bo du upra žnja va li i zbog to ga za vr ši li u za tvo ru. Istu pa nje 

na jav nim me sti ma s ra di kal nim ili kri tič kim gle di šti ma uvek pra ti ne spo koj 

i an ti ci pa ci ja mo gu ćeg, a ne kad i sa svim iz ve snog pri tvo ra. Ne kad sve sno 

ide mo, ili čak hr li mo ka za tvo ru, po što to pred sta vlja je di ni na čin da se uka-

že na ne za ko ni tost ogra ni ča va nja jav nog oku plja nja i po li tič kog iz ra ža va nja. 

Sve sno iz la ga nje po vre da ma bi lo je ključ no za Gan di je vo (Gand hi) shva ta nje 

ne na sil nog ob li ka gra đan ske ne po slu šno sti (Dal ton 1996: 27–94).

To kom de mon stra ci ja u Ge zi par ku, ne ki od oku plje nih bi li su pri tvo re ni, 

dru gi su pak bi li po vre đe ni. Advo ka ti ko ji su do šli da po mog nu uhap še ni ma 

i sa mi su bi va li hap še ni; ne kad su i le ka ri ko ji su do la zi li da po mog nu po-

vre đe ni ma za vr ša va li s po vre da ma. Pa ipak, no ve gru pe ni su pre sta ja le da 

pri sti žu, stal no su do la zi li no vi ak ti vi sti i ak ti vist ki nje, no vi na ri, zdrav stve ni 

rad ni ci, prav ni ci, či me se mre ža po dr ške stal no ob na vlja la. Ka da je do šlo do 

hap še nja čla ni ca gru pe Pussy Ri ot po sle nji ho vog per for man sa u mo skov-

skom hra mu Hri sta Spa si te lja, iz bi le su de mon stra ci je u ve li kim gra do vi ma 

ši rom sve ta, uz raz ne ob li ke so li dar no sti pre ko in ter ne ta či ji je cilj bio da se 

iz vr ši pri ti sak na vla de i agen ci je za ljud ska pra va, da bi se omo gu ći lo pu-

šta nje uhap še nih i da bi se osu dio tret man po li tič kih za tvor ni ka i za tvo re nica. 

Oba pri me ra, kao i sve mno go ljud ni ji po kret ko ji se bo ri za uki da nje smrt ne 



47

  SA DŽUDIT BATLER O RANJIVOSTI/OTPORU

ka zne, na go ne nas da obra ti mo pa žnju na in sti tu ci ju po li tič kih za tvo re ni ka 

i na za tvor sku in du stri ju ko ja po sta je glo bal ni me ha ni zam za re gu li sa nje 

gra đan skih pra va, gde spa da i pra vo na oku plja nje. Čak tri če tvr ti ne za tvo-

re ni ka u Sje di nje nim Ame rič kim Dr ža va ma ot pa da na crn ce, a go to vo sva ka 

oso ba ko ja je osu đe na na smrt nu ka znu je afro a me rič kog po re kla. An đe la 

Dej vis (An ge la Da vis) tvr di da za tvor u Sje di nje nim Ame rič kim Dr ža va ma 

na se be da nas pre u zi ma ne ka da šnji rad rop stva, jer su spen du je gra đan ska 

pra va tam no pu tih lju di; ova ko, da kle, za tvor po sta je na sta vak rop stva dru gim 

sred stvi ma (Da vis 2003: pogl. 2).

Su ge ri sa la bih da je fe mi ni zam klju čan za mre že so li dar no sti i ot po ra, zbog 

to ga što fe mi ni stič ka kri ti ka de sta bi li zu je upra vo one in sti tu ci je ko je za vi se 

od re pro duk ci je ne jed na ko sti i ne prav de. Fe mi ni zam kri ti ku je prak se i in sti-

tu ci je ko je vr še na si lje nad že na ma i rod nim ma nji na ma, za pra vo, nad svim 

ma nji na ma ko je su na me ti po li ci je sa mo za to što se usu đu ju da se ogla se i 

iz ja sne. Sve do ci smo puč kih po kre ta ko ji se u Fran cu skoj i ne ko li ko is toč no-

e vrop skih ze ma lja po put Polj ske, Ma đar ske i Slo vač ke, or ga ni zo va no su prot-

sta vlja ju „ro du“. Ti po kre ti su u sa ve zni štvu s gru pa ma ko je se bo re pro tiv 

re pro duk tiv nih pra va, pro tiv gej bra ka, pro tiv uki da nja za bra na ko ji ma se 

ogra ni ča va pi sme nost i za po šlja va nje že na i nji ho va slo bo da iz ra ža va nja. 

Ma lo-ma lo sa zna je mo da vla sti na ra znim stra na ma sve ta do vo de u pi ta nje 

osnov ne zah te ve že na i ma njin skih gru pa za jed na ko šću i slo bo dom, po što 

se pro ti ve „op štim nor ma ma“ na ci o nal ne kul tu re, ili po što su im ci lje vi ne iz-

vo di vi i po ka zu ju ko li ko su ne za hval ni onim što su već do bi li, ili po što je to 

što se na zi va slo bo dom i jed na ko šću za pra vo opa sno i pred sta vlja ogro man 

bez bed no sni ri zik po na ci ju, ili po Evro pu, ili po sa mu ci vi li za ci ju. Ru ska vla-

da je op tu ži la Pussy Ri ot da „na pa da du šu čo ve ka“. Te ško da im bor bi ko je bi 

bi le va žni je od onih ko je do vo de u pi ta nje ta ko zva ne „op šte nor me“, pro pi-

tu ju ći či ji ži vo ti ni ka da i ni su bi li uklju če ni u te nor me. Či ji su ži vo ti, u stva ri, 

eks pli cit no is klju če ni iz tih nor mi? Ka kva nor ma ljud skog ogra ni ča va te op šte 

nor me? I u ko joj je me ri ta nor ma mu ška, ili nor ma ra sne pri vi le gi je?

Uka za la sam na to tre ba iz no va pro mi sli ti od nos ljud skog te la i in fra struk ture, 

da bi se mo glo do ve sti u pi ta nje shva ta nje te la kao za seb nog, sin gu lar nog i 

sa mo do volj nog. Pred lo ži la sam da te le snost shva ti mo kao per for ma tiv nu 

i re la ci o nu. Re la ci o nal nost se od no si na za vi snost te la od in fra struk tur nih 

uslo va i na sle đa dis kur sā i in sti tu ci o nal ne mo ći ko ja nam pret ho de i uslo v-

lja va ju na še po sto ja nje. Ta ko đe sma tram da su iz ve sni ide a li ne za vi sno sti 

ma sku li ni stič ki, ili da pri pa da ju ide o lo gi ji ra di kal nog in di vi du a li zma, i da 

fe mi ni stič ka te o ri ja ot kri va ka ko je po ri ca nje za vi sno sti u sa moj sr ži ma sku-

li ni stič ke ili in di vi du a li stič ke ide je te la. Ka da ova ko ne što ka že mo, ti me ne 

go vo ri mo šta žen ska te la je su ili šta mu ška te la je su. Ta kve tvrd nje ne iz no sim. 

Po ka zu jem sa mo da je reč o ne če mu što sma tram ma sku li ni stič kom kon cep-

ci jom te le sno sti i de lo va nja, i tvr dim da to tre ba ak tiv no kri ti ko va ti. Ka da 

go vo rim o za vi sno sti, to se sva ka ko mo že od no si ti na za vi snost od sta ra te lja 
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ili maj ke, ma da ta for ma pri mar ne za vi sno sti ov de ni je od sre di šnjeg zna ča ja. 

Ka da te o rij ski pro mi šlja mo ljud sko te lo kao za vi snost od in fra struk tu re, što u 

svo joj slo že no sti ob u hva ta ži vot nu sre di nu, dru štve ne od no se, mre že po dr ške 

i pot po ru – i što uki da po de lje nost ljud skog te la i ži vo tinj skog i teh nič kog 

sve ta, mi is ti če mo na šu ra nji vost ko ja se po ja ča va ka da se in fra struk tu ra ra-

za ra ili ne sta je, ka da iz o sta nu eko nom ski oslon ci i si gu ran rad za ko ji po sto ji 

ade kvat na na dok na da. Uko li ko za u zme mo ovu per spek ti vu, po ka zu je se da 

ono što nas či ni ra nji vi ma ni je svo di vo na to ka ko se od no si mo jed ni pre ma 

dru gi ma, što spa da u ne pro me nji vu od li ku dru štve nih od no sa. Ra nji vost 

na go ve šta va ši ri plan za vi sno sti i me đu za vi sno sti ko ji do vo di u pi ta nje do mi-

nant no on to lo ško shva ta nje ote lo vlje nog su bjek ta.

Ima, na rav no, vi še raz lo ga da nam se ra nji vost ne do pa da. Naj ve ći deo nas 

že leo bi da bu de ma nje ra njiv u uslo vi ma ko je ni smo iza bra li, a na nas uti ču 

di rekt no, či ne ći nas „ra nji vim“. Pa ipak, to sa mo za se be ne mo že bi ti raz log 

da se te o rij ski ne raz mo tre ob li ci upo tre be ovog poj ma, po seb no ka da zna mo 

da ra nji vost ni je is prav no re du ko va ti na ne što što ne mo že mo zbi lja hte ti. 

U svo jim za ključ nim za pa ža nji ma že lim da do ve dem u pi ta nje shva ta nje 

pre ma ko jem je ra nji vost su prot na ot po ru, šta vi še de lo va nju. Tvr dim, u afir-

ma tiv nom smi slu, da ra nji vost – shva će na, na pri mer, kao na mer na iz lo že nost 

mo ći – ula zi u sâmo zna če nje po li tič kog ot po ra ko ji iz vo de te la. Znam da 

go vor o ra nji vo sti pro iz vo di ot po re ra znih vr sta iz raz lo ga ko je sam upra vo 

po me nu la. Ima onih ko ji se bri nu da će se ra nji vost, čak i ako je sa mo te ma 

ili pro blem za raz mi šlja nje, pred sta vi ti kao pri mar no eg zi sten ci jal no sta nje, 

on to lo ško i kon sti tu tiv no, i da će se ta kva te za na su ka ti o iste hri di kao i njoj 

slič ne, po put eti ke bri ge ili ma ter na li stič kog mi šlje nja. Ima i onih ko ji se 

pri bo ja va ju da će ra nji vost li ši ti fe mi ni zam nje go vih te ko vi na, ako se na bi-

lo ko ji na čin i u bi lo ko joj svo joj ver zi ji do ve de u ve zu s njim, dok će že ne 

po no vo bi ti pri ka za ne kao li še ne mo ći de lo va nja. Da li za o kret ka ra nji vo sti 

zbi lja na sto ji da po no vo uve de te ute me lji vač ke ili esen ci ja li stič ke mo da li-

te te mi šlje nja i vred no va nja u jav ni dis kurs? Da ni je ov de reč o po taj nom 

po ku ša ju da se po no vo pro kri jum ča re pa ra dig me ko je su već iz ve sno vre me 

na po pu stu? Da li ide ja ra nji vo sti šte ti že na ma? Da li je u sa moj osno vi tog 

pi ta nja pret po stav ka da će sva ki ob lik pri stan ka na ra nji vost vo di ti ra nji vo-

sti, ko ja po sta je (a) ute me lju ju ća pre mi sa za po li ti ku (što ona ni je), (b) esen-

ci jal ni iden ti tet (što ona ta ko đe ni je), ili će vo di ti (c) po ve zi va nju že na i 

vik ti mi za ci je (što sma tram da ni je nu žno). Sve te bri ge po la ze od pret po-

stav ke da se ra nji vost ne mo že spo ji ti s ot po rom i dru gim ob li ci ma volj nog 

i od luč nog de lo va nja. Ta pret po stav ka u osno vi je mno gih na ših po li tič kih 

ne spo ra zu ma ko ji po sto je u ve zi sa zna ča jem ovog ter mi na.

Da ka ko, ot por pre ma ra nji vo sti če sto se za sni va na po li tič kim strep nja ma: 

ako se že ne ili ma nji ne eta bli ra ju kao ra nji ve, da li one ti me ho ti mič no ili 

ne ho tič no na sto je da usta no ve za šti ćen sta tus ko ji je otvo ren pre ma pa ter na-

li stič koj mo ći, i ko jim se tra ži za šti ta za ra nji ve, za one ko ji su, po pret po stav ci, 
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sla bi? Da li se dis kur som o ra nji vo sti od ri če po li tič ka moć de lo va nja po tla-

če nih i pri zi va ne ka vr sta pa ter na li zma? Po li tič ki pro blem ko ji po pra vi lu 

is kr sa va u ta kvim ras pra va ma od no si se na pi ta nje da li ra nji vost utvr đu je 

pa ter na li stič ku moć, bu du ći da se u su šti ni pri pi su je sa mo oni ma ko ji su 

iz lo že ni dis kri ma ci ji, eks plo a ta ci ji ili na si lju. Gde je tu moć po tla če nih? I šta 

je s ra nji vo šću sa mih pa ter na li stič kih in sti tu ci ja? Naj zad, ako je njih mo gu-

će ospo ri ti, sru ši ti ili iz no va iz gra di ti na ega li tar nim te me lji ma, on da je i 

sam pa ter na li zam ra njiv, jer se nje go va moć mo že ras to či ti. A ka da po tla če ni 

do vo de do nje go vog ru še nja, zar se oni ti me ne uz di žu u ra van u ko joj vi še 

ni su ra nji vi? Odi sta, da li će mo re ći da se na taj na čin pre va zi la zi ra nji vost, 

da se ne gi ra ka da se pre o bra ti u moć de lo va nja? Ili je ra nji vost i da lje tu, sa mo 

što sa da ima dru ga či ji ob lik?

Naj zad, po sto je i oprav da ni po li tič ki pri go vo ri či nje ni ci da do mi nant ne gru-

pe mo gu da ko ri ste dis kurs „ra nji vo sti“ da bi utvr di le sop stve ne pri vi le gi je. 

Ka da su po če li da gu be ve ćin ski sta tus u Ka li for ni ji, bi lo je be la ca ko ji su 

tvr di li su „ra nji va“ po pu la ci ja. Na ko ji na čin ra nji va? Go vo ri mo li o mul ti na-

ci o nal noj i mul ti ra snoj dr ža vi? Ta kav is kaz je oči to ra si stič ki. U vre me ko lo-

ni za ci je, ko lo ni za to ri su se ja da li zbog svo je „ra nji vo sti“, po što su stal no 

bi li iz lo že ni mo gu ćim na pa di ma onih ko je su ko lo ni zo va li, i na te me lju te 

tvrd nje su oče ki va li sim pa ti je od či ta vog sve ta. Ima i mu ška ra ca ko ji se ža le 

da ih je fe mi ni zam pre tvo rio u „ra nji vu po pu la ci ju“ i da su po sta li „me ta“ 

dis kri mi na ci je. Pred stav ni ci ra znih evrop skih na ci o nal nih iden ti te ta sa da se 

ža le da im „pre te“ mi grant ske za jed ni ce, i ove no ve i one ko je već du go ži ve 

u Evro pi. Vi di mo, da kle, da ter min mo že i da se me nja i – ka ko nam se ne ke, 

pa čak i mno ge nje go ve pro me ne mo žda ne će do pa sti – mo že mo do spe ti u 

si tu a ci ju da se ra di je, iako po ma lo ne spret no, pro ti vi mo ra nji vo sti. To je, 

na rav no, pri lič no čud no re ći, jer ko li ko god se mi pro ti vi li ra nji vo sti, to pro-

ti vlje nje nju ne će za u sta vi ti u na šim te le snim i dru štve nim ži vo ti ma. Za pra-

vo bi baš že sto ko pro ti vlje nje ra nji vo sti mo glo bi ti znak da je ra nji vost ite-

ka ko u igri. To je mi ni mal na isti na ko ja se mo že pri hva ti ti iz psi ho a na li ze. 

Da li nas on da po li tič ki pri go vo ri ko je upu ću je mo ra nji vo sti či ne bu da la ma 

u psi ho a na li tič kom smi slu? Ili da iz o kre ne mo pi ta nje, da li nas pri hva ta nje 

psi ho a na li tič ke afir ma ci je ra nji vo sti či ni sa u če sni ci ma s po li tič kim po zi ci ja ma 

ko je ni ka ko ne odo bra va mo?

Ka da pru ža mo ot por „ra nji vo sti“ u po li tič kom smi slu, to obič no či ni mo za to 

što se be že li mo da vi di mo kao onog ko de lu je, ko ima moć de lo va nja, ko će 

pro iz ve sti bo lje po li tič ke po sle di ce za to što de lu je. Ako ka že mo da se pro ti-

vi mo ra nji vo sti jer že li mo moć de lo va nja, da li to zna či da se be ho će mo da 

vi di mo kao one ko ji je di no de lu ju i ko ji sa mi ni su iz lo že ni de lo va nju? Ka ko 

da se on da od no si mo pre ma onim obla sti ma este ti ke i eti ke ko je pret po sta-

vlja ju da je na ša pri jem či vost za uti ske po ve za na s na šom sprem no šću da na 

njih od go vo ri mo, u zo ni u ko joj svet de lu je na nas re če nim i pri ka za nim, 

onim što ču je mo i onim što nas do ti če? Ako tu sfe ru spo sob no sti da pri ma mo 
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uti sa ke sma tra mo pri mar nom, on da se mo že mo za pi ta ti ka kve aspek te svet 

uti sku je u nas u tre nut ku ka da mi for mi ra mo uti sak o nje mu. Zar ne na la-

zi mo da i mi isto vre me no de lu je mo na svet na iz ve sne na či ne? Zar pro ti vlje-

nje ra nji vo sti ne do vo di u opa snost i niz dru gih sta nja, po put spo sob no sti 

da re a gu je mo, da pri ma mo uti ske, da ne če mu bu de mo pod lo žni; zar se od-

bi ja njem ra nji vo sti ne pro ti vi mo i po vre di vo sti, otvo re no sti, ogor če no sti, 

be su, pa čak i sa mom ot po ru? Ako na me ne ni šta ne de lu je pro tiv mo je vo lje 

ili bez mog pret hod nog zna nja, on da ov de ima mo sa mo su ve re nost, stav 

kon tro le nad svo ji nom ko ju po se du jem i ko ja je sam, jed no na iz gled po sto-

ja no i na se be usre di šte no mi šlje nje „ja“ ko je na sto ji da skri je one bra zde u 

sop stvu ko je se ne mo gu sa vla da ti. Ka kva po li ti ka pod u pi re taj ne po pu stlji vi 

ob lik po ri ca nja? Ni je li upra vo to ma sku li ni stič ko ob ja šnje nje su ve re no sti, 

ko je smo mi, kao fe mi nist ki nje, po zva ne da ogo li mo (Ah med 2014: 133–172)?

Skre nuv ši pa žnju na dvoj nu pri ro du per for ma tiv no sti, su ge ri sa la sam da 

de lu je mo i da se na nas stal no de lu je, zbog če ga se per for ma tiv nost ne mo-

že sve sti na ide ju slo bod nog in di vi du al nog per for man sa. Ime na nam se 

pri pi su ju, a svet u ko ji stu pa mo je svet ka te go ri ja i opi sa ko ji su tu da le ko 

pre no što mi sa mi poč ne mo kri tič ki da ih raz vr sta va mo, i sva ka ko pre ne go 

što pro ba mo da ih pro me ni mo i pri la go di mo. Uto li ko smo, ta ko re ći sa mi 

se bi upr kos, ra nji vi i pod lo žni dis kur si ma ko je ni kad ne bi ra mo. Uz to, po-

sto ji i dvoj ni od nos pre ma ot po ru ko ji nam po ma že da raz u me mo šta je to 

što mi sli mo pod ra nji vo šću. S jed ne stra ne, ot por pre ma ra nji vo sti ima i psi-

hič ke i po li tič ke di men zi je. Psi hič ki ot por ra nji vo sti po či va na že lji da nam 

se dis kurs i moć ni ka da ne na me ću ka ko to sa mi ni smo iza bra li, što utvr đu-

je ide ju o in di vi du al noj su ve re no sti u od no su na for ma tiv ne isto rij ske si le 

ko je de lu ju na na še te le sne ži vo te. S dru ge stra ne, sâmo se zna če nje ra nji-

vo sti me nja ka da ga shva ti mo kao deo prak se po li tič kog ot po ra (Ro se 2013: 

17–38). Jav na oku plja nja ko ji ma od ne dav no sve do či mo po tvr đu ju da po li-

tič ki ot por u te melj nom smi slu za vi si od mo bi li sa nja ra nji vo sti. Ra nji vost se 

ta ko po ja vlju je kao na čin da se u isto vre me bu de i iz lo žen i de la ju ći. Ova kve 

ko lek tiv ne for me ot po ra ima ju sa svim dru ga či ju struk tu ru od ide je po li tič kog 

su bjek ta, či ja se moć de lo va nja us po sta vlja ra za ra njem ra nji vo sti. To je ma-

sku li ni stič ki ideal ko jem se sva ka ko i da lje tre ba su prot sta vlja ti.

Naj zna čaj ni ju kri ti ku upu ću ju oni ko ji tvr de da ra nji vost ne mo že bi ti osno va 

grup ne iden ti fi ka ci je, a da se ti me ne oja ča pa ter na li stič ka moć. Ka da se 

u dis kur su ljud skih pra va i za ko no dav nih re ži ma ne ke gru pe ozna če kao 

„ra nji ve“, one po sta ju post va re ne, po sta ju po de fi ni ci ji „ra nji ve“, fik si ra ne u 

po li tič koj po zi ci ji ne mo ći i od su stva mo ći de lo va nja. Sva se moć pre no si na 

dr ža vu, ne vla di ne or ga ni za ci je i me đu na rod ne in sti tu ci je ko je bi tre ba lo da 

im po nu de za šti tu i da se za lo že za njih. Ta kvi po te zi pot ce nju ju ili efi ka sno 

bri šu mo du se po li tič ke mo ći de lo va nja i ot po ra ko je pro iz vo de te ta ko zva ne 

ra nji ve po pu la ci je. Da bi smo raz u me li ot por ko ji se ja vlja iz van do me na za-

ko na, tre ba lo bi da pro mi šlja mo ka ko ra nji vost i ot por ra de za jed no, što 
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pa ter na li stič ki mo del ne ma na či na da uči ni. U me ri u ko joj je „ra nji vost“ 

pred sta vlji va kao sva či je eg zi sten ci jal no sta nje, bu du ći da smo na pro sto 

pod lo žni ude si ma, bo le sti ma i na pa di ma ko ji la ko i br zo mo gu zbri sa ti na še 

ži vo te, ona je i dru štve no na met nu to sta nje ko jim se ob ja šnja va dis pro por-

ci o nal na iz lo že nost pat nji onih ko ji se, naj ši re re če no, na zi va ju pre ka ri ja tom, 

ko ji ma je pri stup hra ni, kro vu nad gla vom i zdrav stve noj ne zi če sto dra stič-

no ogra ni čen. Pa ipak, za po li tič ko de lo va nje ni je do volj no pri hva ti ti ra nji vost 

i do ći u do dir sa svo jim ose ća nji ma, ili ogo li ti bra zde svo ga sop stva da bi smo 

ta ko lan si ra li ne ki sa svim nov mo dus auten tič no sti, ili za mi sli ti ne ki no vi 

po re dak mo ral nih vred no sti i iz ne nad ne i ras pro stra nje ne pro va le „bri ge“. 

Ne za la žem se za pri me nu auten tič no sti u po li ti ci, jer je ra nji vost ov de i da lje 

u opre ci pre ma mo ći de lo va nja ko ja se po i sto ve ću je sa su ve re nom od bram-

be no šću. „Auten tič na po zi ci ja“ ne uspe va da uvi di ka ko je ra nji vost od po-

čet ka mo ment ot po ra, ne pre stav ši da bu de nje gov sa stav ni deo. Tek kad 

bu de mo raz u me li da ra nji vost i moć de lo va nja ni su bi nar ne su prot no sti, jer 

ra nji vost ula zi u sfe ru mo ći de lo va nja, mo že mo oče ki va ti da se shva ta nje 

oba poj ma pro me ni. Sma tram da je raz la ga nje te bi nar no sti kri tič ki za da tak.

Da re zi mi ra mo, ra nji vost ni je su bjek tiv na pre di spo zi ci ja. Ona upu ću je na ve ze 

pre ma po lju obje ka ta, si la i stra sti ko je de lu ju ili ne ka ko uti ču na nas. Kao 

for ma po ve za no sti s ne čim što ni sam ja sa ma i nad čim ne mo gu pot pu no da 

ovla dam, ra nji vost pred sta vlja od nos ko ji pri pa da neo me đe noj sfe ri u ko joj 

pri jem či vost za uti ske i sprem nost da na njih od go vo ri mo ni su pre ci zno ozna-

če ni u svo joj raz li či to sti, ne raz li ku ju se kao za seb ni mo men ti sle da, i ta ko 

po sta ju osno va za mo bi li sa nje ra nji vo sti ume sto za nje no ra zor no po ri ca nje.

Sve sna sam, na rav no, da sam ter min „ot por“ upo tre bi la na bar dva na či na. 

U pr vom re du, bi lo je re či o ot po ru pre ma ra nji vo sti, ka kav je ka rak te ri sti čan 

za mi šlje nje ko ja se ob li ku je u du hu ovla da va nja. U dru gom smi slu, go vo ri la 

sam o ot po ru kao dru štve noj i po li tič koj for mi ko ja se ob li ku je ra nji vo šću, te 

joj sto ga ni je su prot sta vlje na. Su ge ri sa la sam da ra nji vost po se bi ni je ni sa-

svim pa siv na ni sa svim ak tiv na, već je ne gde na sre di ni, što je kon sti tu tiv na 

od li ka ljud ske ži vo ti nje ko ja de la i iz lo že na je de lo va nju. Po mi šljam na či no-

ve na mer nog iz la ga nja na si lju po li ci je ili voj ske gde te la sme šte na na li ni ji 

pri ma ju udar ce, ili na sto je da za u sta ve na si lje kao ži ve blo ka de ili kor do ni. 

Te le sna ra nji vost se u tim či no vi ma ne na sil nog ot po ra ja vlja kao ono s čim se 

istu pa, što se mo bi li še u svr hu ot po ra. Ta tvrd nja je sva ka ko kon tro verz na, 

jer ovi či no vi mo gu vo di ti sa mo u ni šte nju. Me ne, me đu tim, in te re su ju oni 

ob li ci ne na sil nog ot po ra ko ji mo bi li šu ra nji vost u ci lju afir ma ci je eg zi sten-

ci je, ko ji tra že pra va na jav ni pro stor i jed na kost, i pro ti ve se na si lju po li ci je 

i voj ske. Mo že de lo va ti da je reč o izo lo va nim mo men ti ma ka da gru pa una-

pred od lu ču je da or ga ni zu je blo ka du ili da u slo zi fi zič ki za u sta vi od u zi-

ma nje jav nog pro sto ra ili se od u pre po ku ša ji ma po li ci je da ih s li ca me sta 

uklo ni. To je si gur no tač no, što, re ci mo, po ka zu je pri mer na pa da po li ci je na 

gru pu stu de na ta i pro fe so ra na kam pu su uni ver zi te ta Ber kli 2011. go di ne, 
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u to ku nji ho vog ne na sil nog pro te sta. Raz mo tri mo, me đu tim, či nje ni cu da 

je za tran srod ne oso be i že ne ko je no ću že le da bez bed no ho da ju uli com u 

mno gim de lo vi ma sve ta, sam tre nu tak po ja vlji va nja na uli ci ujed no i sve sno 

pre u zet ri zik da će se iz lo ži ti si li. Po sto je okol no sti u ko ji ma to što i da lje 

ži vi mo, što se kre će mo i di še mo, sa mo po se bi pred sta vlja ob li ke ot po ra. 

Zbog to ga se u Pa le sti ni po ne kad mo gu vi de ti lju di ko ji pro te stu ju s pla ka-

ti ma na ko ji ma pi še „I da lje po sto ji mo!“ To se sva ka ko od no si na gru pe ko je 

iz la ze na uli cu bez pro pi sa nih do zvo la i bez oruž ja da bi se su prot sta vi le 

pri va ti za ci ji ili se bo ri le za de mo kra ti ju. I ma da su te gru pe li še ne prav ne i 

po li cij ske za šti te, one ni su re du ko va ne na „go li ži vot“. Su ve re na moć ne 

od ba cu je su bjekt u do men iz van po li tič kog kao ta kvog. Ali ono što se to kom 

ta kvih si tu a ci ja od i gra va je ste svo je vr sna ob no va puč ke su ve re no sti iz van, i 

pro tiv, uslo va ko je pro pi su ju su ve re nost dr ža ve i sna ge po li ci je, su ve re nost 

ko ja če sto pod ra zu me va usa gla šen i te le sni ob lik ot po ra i iz lo že no sti.

Ra nji vost se mo že ja vi ti u sa mom ot po ru i di rekt no-de mo krat skim ak ci ja ma 

kao na mer no mo bi li sa nje na še te le sne iz lo že no sti. Već sam uka za la na to da 

je tre ba lo uze ti u ob zir dva zna če nja ot po ra: ot por pre ma ra nji vo sti ko ji pri-

pa da pro jek ti ma mi šlje nja i po li ti ka ma ko je se ru ko vo de su ve re no šću, i ot por 

ne pra ved nim i na sil nim re ži mi ma ko ji mo bi li še ra nji vost kao deo sop stve nog 

upra žnja va nja mo ći. Či ni se da se u po li tič kom ži vo tu pr vo do go di ne ka ne-

prav da na ko ju će po tom usle di ti od go vor; ali mo že bi ti da se od go vor od vi-

ja dok se do ga đa sa ma ne prav da, što nam omo gu ća va dru ga či ji pri stup 

pro mi šlja nju isto rij skih do ga đa ja, de lo va nja, stra sti, i ra nji vo sti u for ma ma 

ot po ra. Ako ni smo u sta nju da mi sli mo o ra nji vo sti, ne mo že mo mi sli ti ni o 

ot po ru. Mi sle ći o ot po ru, mi već ukla nja mo ot por pre ma ra nji vo sti upra vo 

da bi smo pru ži li ot por.

Pre ve la s en gle skog Adri a na Za ha ri je vić
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Seminar on Judith Butler’s 
“Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly”
“Lots of consequential movements have started 
in small rooms in hostile environments.”

The seminar “Judith Butler’s Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly” 

was held in Belgrade on November 21st, 2015. The texts assembled in this 

thematic block are the contributions of researchers who kindly answered 

the call to join the conversation about this book. The order of presentations 

respected improvised thematic units. The printed transcription of Judith 

Butler’s answers and comments followed the edited and elaborated contri-

butions of each participant, complemented by their lists of references. Some 

chose to submit their original texts, prepared for the occasion, while others 

were subsequently inspired by the seminar, evoking what they heard and 

read in the meantime.

Sanja Milutinović Bojanić
(CAS SEE, University of Rijeka)
sanja.bojanic@uniri.hr

Nothing less than those evils, which threaten the whole species, can disturb 

the calm sleep of the philosopher, and force him from his bed. One man 

may with impunity murder another under his windows; he has nothing to 

do but clap his hands to his ears, argue a little with himself to hinder 

nature, that startles within him, from identifying him with the unhappy 

sufferer. Savage man wants this admirable talent; and for want of wisdom 

and reason, is always ready foolishly to obey the first whispers of humanity. 

In riots and street-brawls the populace flock together, the prudent man 

sneaks off. They are the dregs of the people, the poor basket and barrow-

women that part the combatants, and hinder gentle folks from cutting one 

another’s throats. (Rousseau, 1994: 112)

Rousseau’s words from A Discourse Upon the Origin and the Foundation of 

the Inequality Among Mankind ring out forcefully and passionately in their 

political incorrectness. What mob, what rabble and barrow-women could 

react more authentically than the prudent man in preventing a massacre? 

Who would even be the “prudent men” of our times? Would they not be 

those Judith Butler calls “discursive strategists” (Butler 2015: 3) who rely 

on modes of public discourse, marketing, and propaganda to decide the 

question of which states and which popular movements will or will not be 

called democratic? It is not that the masses are less prone to violence, nor 

are they free of seeking conflict, yet street clashes and fights remain con-

fined to crime pages of dailies and obscure histories, their larger impact 

blunted. In contrast, the epidemic of violent and cunning strategies aiming 
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to suffocate struggles against inequality is on the rise, its pathways and 

driving forces difficult to map out, pinpoint and contain. Sleeping uneasily, 

Butler has been on the road nearly five years – beginning around the time 

of the Tahrir Square events, having participated in Occupy Wall Street and 

the gatherings at Zuccotti Park, but also in the West Bank where she led a 

seminar at Bir Zeit University and visited a theater in Jenin, to Black Lives 

Matter and Gezi Park protests – noting reasons, posing questions and nego-

tiating, putting up signposts and methods that could potentially describe 

or sketch out reasons that justify not only the purpose of public assembly 

that signifies resistance to inequality (and is this not Rousseau’s motive?), 

but also its place and function in society at large.

Did you notice the interloper there? What is theory doing, what the phi-

losopher? And how can we articulate something that Judith Butler in this 

book names “a performativity of assembly”? What is the context of creation 

of public assemblies? How are they put into action? How is the assembly 

of a people (of the ninety-nine percent) arranged, realized and executed 

(all words under the umbrella of the performative)? Who are the people 

and how is their will expressed? Are we speaking the language of demos 

and democracy? What are modalities of public discourses and how is the 

demarcation line of a people drawn? Before embarking on her argument 

and gradually expanding her premises, Butler writes: “Groups suddenly 

coming together in large numbers can be a source of hope as well as fear, 

and just as there are always good reasons to fear the dangers of mob action, 

there are good grounds for discerning political potential in unpredictable 

assemblies.” (Butler 2015:1) It is difficult to count a group, yet it is ex-

tremely important to collect it, call it together, despite the various de-

nominators of belonging (whether geographic or linguistic), bring them 

together into infrastructures whose public use could guarantee equal rights 

of expression to all.

The first chapters of the book focus on the distinction among kinds and 

forms of assembly that could carry clear political content. Judith Butler 

notes the disagreement between the political forms of democracy and the 

principle of popular sovereignty. Thus Rousseau’s first whispers of humanity 

can be detected in the bodies mobilized in spaces where, exposed and laid 

open, they become clearly vulnerable and precarious. Hence Butler writes: 

“When bodies assemble on the street, in the square, or in other forms of 

public space (including virtual ones), they are exercising a plural and 

performative right to appear, one that asserts and instates the body in the 

midst of the political field, and which, in its expressive and signifying func-

tion, delivers a bodily demand for a more livable set of economic, social 

and political conditions no longer afflicted by induced forms of precarity” 

(Butler 2015: 11). We might recognize such forms of togetherness as being 

in the state of becoming and potential forms of popular sovereignty. However, 
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is any action of the people “democracy in action?” When squares, streets, 

devastated portions of cities, phantom neighborhoods and occupied ter-

ritories experience the mobilization of the vulnerable and exposed, do 

these forms of assembly carry within themselves those “fugitive” moments 

of democracy that on so many occasions Jacques Derrida too named always 

and ever in the future momentum as démocratie à venir? Indeed, fugitive 

moments of democracy are not only transient, since, in the words of Sheldon 

Wolin, “democracy is not about where the political is located but how it is 

experienced” (Wolin 1994: 18). The singular experience of fracture and 

partialness, insufficiency and incompleteness, are manifestations of a bad 

world in which there is no room for content of spontaneously changing 

experience. Such a world necessitates change, because as Butler suggests, 

following Adorno, it is not possible to live the “good life” in a bad world, 

and the imperative ought to be leading a social life “implicating us in a 

larger social, economic, and infrastructural world that exceeds our perspective 

and the situated, first-person modality of ethical questioning.” Butler’s 

book indeed comprises published notes, and not ready made answers; yet in 

moving towards a performative theory of assembly, the author is certainly 

not discouraged by the insufficient vulnerability of ones or the ignorance 

of precarity of the others. 

By briefly looking at the last paragraph from the introduction of the book, 

I would like to draw attention to one such “note.” Namely, the constructive 

concern that groups of people assembling in large numbers could be both 

“a source of hope as well as fear” is precisely the introductory oxymoron 

with which the book strengthens its argumentation, while at the same time 

marking the rhythm in which it builds its sturdy construction. Certainly it 

is a question of measure – measure of vulnerability or precarity that ought 

to alternate and be spread out so that it awakens vulnerability in the in-

transigently strong, yet be a source of strength for the endlessly weak. It 

ought to represent what Butler describes as the “paradoxical condition of a 

form of social solidarity both mournful and joyful.” Flights of hope neces-

sarily replace picks of fear and anxiety, alternating the paradoxical condition 

of action:

Indeed, the very conception of human action as pervasively conditioned 

implies that when we ask the basic ethical and political question, how 

ought I to act, we implicitly reference the conditions of the world that make 

that act possible or, as is increasingly the case under conditions of precar-

ity, that undermine the conditions of acting. What does it mean to act 

together when the conditions for acting together are devastated or falling 

away? Such an impasse can become the paradoxical condition of a form 

of social solidarity both mournful and joyful, a gathering enacted by bodies 

under duress or in the name of duress, where the gathering itself signifies 

persistence and resistance. (Butler 2015: 23)
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Judith Butler
Introductory remarks

First of all, at the very outset, I would like to thank all the people who have 

worked so hard not only to put this wonderful conference together, but to 

make this visit so smooth and interesting and productive for me. So, I really 

thank you all. If I might just say one more thing, I left last night realizing 

that I have not answered Ksenija’s question about reason, feeling, male and 

female, active and passive, how to think those dualities in relation to one 

another. If I may just take a moment to do that, I would feel better and per-

haps Ksenija, if you are there, you will feel better, too.1

I think one of the great contributions of feminist philosophy has been to 

call into question those polarities between reason and feeling, male and 

female, active and passive, and to show that they also tend to hierarchize 

the binary relations that they install. And, of course we are always in a bind 

once we have shown that reason is understood to master feeling or should 

master feeling, just as male should subordinate female, just as activity 

should subordinate passivity. We are always in a bind because the easiest 

strategy is simply to reverse the value given to the dyad and assert the su-

periority of the female, the feeling and the passive. Now, the problem with 

that gesture is really obvious, (there are, after all, many so-called women 

who are not going to like that particular identification), and there is a 

tendency to believe that there are still these discrete, polar opposite differ-

ences between the sexes, rather than to explore the complex continuum 

that gender is. You will note that gender, for me, enters at this moment 

when the dimorphic imaginary of sex is contested. When writing this book 

on assembly, I was most interested in rethinking the difference between 

passivity and activity in light of the problem – and it is a political problem 

– of how and when do people take action, gather or become assembled. It 

is usually in the midst of conditions in which they are undergoing something 

that they did not choose, and which undermines their capacity to choose. 

They are suffering, there is a passive suffering of a condition that is not 

chosen, and yet there is an action that is not just my action or your action, 

but an acting together in the now, right? We are coordinating what is going 

1  Ksenija Forca (Feminist and queer activist, Belgrade) posed the last question during 

the previous night discussion, after the lecture “Vulnerability/Resistance”. Her question 

concerned an analysis of interconnections between binary dichotomies such as mascu-

linity/femininity, irrational/rational, vulnerability/ resistance, active/passive etc. In 

patriarchal (mainstream) discourse and normative societies, femininity, passivity, ir-

rationality and vulnerability are considered worthless and undesirable in constituting 

any (political) subject. Since Judith Butler wrote about these dichotomies and intercon-

nections in her previous work, it would be interesting to see such an analysis, given the 

topic of the book and her lecture in Belgrade.
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to happen even though coordination is not mastery or prediction, so we do 

not know precisely what is going to happen.

One of the questions I am trying to think about is: how do we move beyond 

the temptation to cling to the polar opposite of the passive, the receptive or 

the responsive. When we talk about responsiveness – is that passive, is that 

active, is that exactly both – a mode of being affected and moving toward 

what affects us? Is that a term – responsiveness – that defies the binary op-

position itself? Responsive is already alive, animated, moving in the direction 

toward something else, but also affected by something exterior. It is not a 

passive standstill, it is not a pure being-acted-on. It is being acted on and 

being animated by virtue of being acted on in a certain way. And that being 

or becoming animated, which could bring us into all kinds of philosophical 

discussions about Spinoza, for instance, strikes me as the in-between of the 

active and passive, or calls for a different kind of configuration that moves 

us beyond the opposition itself. And I think that this moving beyond the 

strict polarity of active and passive is true about gender performativity. You 

could say that the theory of gender performativity bears both conventional 

masculine and feminine qualities and even enacts the critique of the binary. 

In other words, if I am being acted upon but also acting, am I being active 

or passive, or in-between, or am I in a historical process that involves all 

kinds of combination? Norms act on us, but one way that they act is by shaping 

the form of our response and appropriation to them. That response and 

appropriation also has the power to reshape that norm, or those norms – the 

ones we never chose. So I guess my interest is not to trans-valuate the binary 

but to move us through it, to show us another kind of possibility outside of 

hierarchy and binary opposition.

Jelena Vasiljević 
(IFDT, University of Belgrade)
jvasiljevic@instifdt.bg.ac.rs

Vulnerability, infrastructure, and (non)violence: 
preliminary thoughts on Judith Butler’s Notes 

Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly 

Judith Butler’s latest book is a profoundly engaging read, tackling many 

contemporary burning issues through highly dense theoretical considera-

tions. Many of its passages made me embark on different and often mutu-

ally unrelated chains of thoughts and associations, but here I will try to 

single out three themes for reflection and to establish some connections 

between them.

One theme that kept emerging as a thread connecting different chapters, 

which I find impossible to ignore, not only in the context of its presence in 



58

 SEMINAR ON JUDITH BUTLER’S „NOTES TOWARD A PERFORMATIVE THEORY OF ASSEMBLY“

the book, but due to its importance for reflecting our contemporary condition 

more generally, is vulnerability. Even though the book offers many important 

insights into the conditions generating unequal distribution of precarity and 

vulnerability – or maybe precisely because it does so – I could not help but 

think of an opposite process actually taking place: the one of the relatively 

even distribution of vulnerability we are starting to experience today. Maybe 

we could claim that this is precisely the reason (or at least one of the reasons) 

vulnerability has become such a widespread notion and framework for think-

ing our present political and social conditions. In my mind this leads to a 

rather pessimistic view: namely, we are overwhelmingly stressing the pre-

carious conditions of our modern lives because of a certain randomness of 

precarity, which hitherto has not been its defining feature. Certain equilib-

rium of the conditions generating vulnerability – modern history has made 

us used to relating vulnerability to certain social classes, ethnic and minor-

ity groups, or regions in the world (“destined” to be politically and socially 

unstable) – has collapsed with neoliberalism and geographical and social 

distribution of vulnerability has become less predictable. And we can already 

see the confusion this insight is creating – just think of some of the reactions 

to paralysis we could find on social media after the recent attacks in Paris 

that went along the lines of “why don’t you mourn Beirut bodies the same 

way you mourn Paris bodies.” Of course this issue is immensely complex, 

polarizing and certainly deserving of a much more serious approach. But the 

point is this: we are moving towards becoming relatively equally vulnerable 

– exposed to uncertainties and failing infrastructures; or at least previously 

reliable geographical and social containers of vulnerability no longer work 

(bodies in Paris can be vulnerable just like bodies in Beirut; bodies of adjunct 

professors are becoming vulnerable just like the bodies of construction work-

ers). Pessimism comes from this insight: we are resenting not precarity as 

such, but the fact that it no longer resides in predictable places, that it could 

affect anyone, even us. This idea should urge us to reconsider our deeply 

embedded hierarchical visions of humanity.

Another matter I want to briefly turn to is already mentioned – infrastructure. 

Even though we are usually lamenting its steady decline and the loss of its 

supportive functions (which we are right to do) – precisely rendering us 

more vulnerable – here I want to remind of its totality, namely to underline 

that infrastructure supports inequalities and distribution of vulnerability as 

well. Many passages in the book indicate precisely this point: the non-pre-

political nature of infrastructure, the way very conditions enabling political 

enactment are political themselves. Infrastructure in not un-biased, it is not 

neutral – it does not only safeguard us against precarity but simultaneously 

(re)produces precarious and vulnerable bodies. (As vulnerability stems from 

relationality; relations are constituted within socio-material contexts [call 

them cultures, societies, groups…]; contexts are only played out through 

concrete infrastructures…). 
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So, finally, for me, the most important question is how to non-ambivalently 

connect and relate to one another: infrastructure, livable life and non-violence 

(as livable life is another important thread in Butler’s book; an ideal and a 

norm that has to depend on supportive infrastructure and on the absence 

of violence). To this we must answer: what is a livable life? It has to be 

saturated with norms, but whose norms? It has to be supported by infra-

structure, which has to be non-exclusive – even though, as it was mentioned, 

infrastructure is political; and does the non-exclusionary political exist?

At the very end, to summarize my thoughts on these matters and worries 

they incite, let me ask another question seemingly unrelated to previous 

concerns: is the life of an untouchable (a Dalit) a livable life? If not, by whose 

standards? The question is not random, as the train of thoughts that led me 

here included the figure of Gandhi (being emblematic in the context of 

Butler’s book because of the argument of non-violence as action), his op-

position to Ambedkar regarding the latter’s fight for the abolition of casts, 

and possible translation (in terms of the Butler’s book) of Gandhi’s response 

to him: the abolition of casts would destroy the infrastructure of the Indian 

society, and that would incite violence.

This historical vignette is invoked as a reminder for all our present and future 

theoretical efforts to preserve and establish infrastructure for enabling liv-

able lives and fighting violence: an argument was raised in the name of 

preventing violence and preserving infrastructure (by a figure who gave 

non-violence his name) to maintain one of the most violent systems of human 

relations this world has ever known. 

Éric Fassin 
(University of Paris 8, LEGS-CNRS, Paris)
eric.fassin@legs.cnrs.fr

It is a pleasure to have one more chance to speak here in Belgrade, all lined 

up for discussion. Not only am I delighted to have yet another opportunity 

to engage Judith Butler’s work, but I am also fascinated by this dispositif 

which reminds me of the pictures of Tito that we glanced at as we made our 

way through the building to this event: indeed, this looks like an intellec-

tual version of the Politburo… though I must add that, in this case, I am not 

worried: our judgment on Butler’s new book will be unanimously positive. 

In order to express my gratitude to the organizers, I shall be brief. 

Let me start with a famous scene from the French Revolution, which may 

truly be called its foundational moment. In 1789, representatives of the 

Estates-General met in a hall, the Jeu de Paume; but they were trapped. The 

King’s men wanted to force them out. Mirabeau’s refusal to have their group 

disbanded before they could draft a constitution transformed their resistance 
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into a historical gesture that shook monarchy and inaugurated a demo-

cratic era: “Go tell your master the King that we are here by the will of the 

people, and that we shall be removed only at the point of bayonets.” This 

became an oath soon to be immortalized in heroic form in an unfinished 

painting by David.

What I want to point out is that this scene conflates two different meanings 

of the French phrase “espace publique.” On the one hand, there is the public 

sphere: these men claim to speak as representatives of the nation as they 

recreated themselves as a National Assembly. On the other hand, there is a 

private space (a “jeu de paume”, that is the king’s tennis court) that becomes 

a public one (the “Jeu de Paume” becoming the house of the people). 

My question is: how are the two meanings, the abstract space of representa-

tion, and the concrete space of location, related in your work? Are the 

metaphorical and the physical meanings conflated, or separate? How are 

they articulated? In order to illustrate my question, let me take two examples 

that I have encountered in my sociological work in the French context. 

One is that of prostitution, or sex-work. The politics of this polemic, at least 

in France, focus on public spaces, if not public squares. The issue is visibility. 

No one is claiming to fight against sex work that takes place in private 

spaces, either in homes or businesses; the problem is street prostitution – and 

in particular the fact that these women congregate publicly in order to avoid 

the perils of isolation (men are left out of the discussion). In the public 

sphere, the whole heated debate turns around public spaces. At the same 

time, these “femmes publiques” (the old word) do not have a voice in the 

public sphere. They are spoken of; but they are never heard. Their physical 

assembly does not give them a representative presence.

The second example is that of the so-called Islamic veil. It is also a question 

of visibility in more ways than one. First, women wearing a veil are accused 

of trying to escape visibility; public visibility is then understood as an essen-

tial component of democratic participation. The justifications for the 2010 

law against the integral veil focused on this type of argument. But second, it 

is their visibility (as much as their invisibility) that is considered problem-

atic: the 2004 law rejected “ostentatious” religious signs in schools. How-

ever, the meaning of “public” changed from 2004 to 2010, from public schools 

to public spaces: while girls leaving secular schools can put their veil back 

on, women wearing an integral veil have to take it off if they want to go into 

streets. But in both cases, just like sex workers, veiled women are spoken of, 

but not heard from in the public polemic that concerns them most.

So, again, is this distinction of any use in your own work? And if so, what is 

the work that this distinction can do for the purposes of “a performative 

theory of assembly”?
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Daša Duhaček 
(Faculty of Political Sciences, Center for Gender and Politics, University of Belgrade)gordana.
duhacek@fpn.bg.ac.rs

Judging (for) the assembly: a commentary on Judith Butler, 
Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly

Judith Butler’s recent book, Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly, 

opens up myriad important questions. This short commentary will focus on 

the possibility of – once again – using Arendt and feminist interpretations 

of her theory. I will resist the temptation to go into any of the other direc-

tions – such as exploring gender which is, in this book, an excellent sum-

mation of a long-term engagement Butler has invested in tackling gender 

trouble/s (Butler 1990, Butler 2004).  The tone of this book may come across 

as “resisting,” or “refusing” Arendt and, in each particular argument, quite 

rightly so (Butler 2015: 60, 75). However, I think there are some possibilities 

in the way Arendt’s political theory may still be further explored; and these 

possibilities are very much in the context of the questions raised here.

One of the points of departure in the book may be called “responsibilization” 

wrestled from under “neoliberalism, and renewed versions of political and 

economic individualism” (Butler 2015:14-15). The category of responsibil-

ity is also Arendt’s focus, addressed as personal responsibility (Arendt 2003), 

but also, significantly, as collective responsibility (Arendt 2003), which in 

her theory has become an emphatically political category. This concept of 

collective responsibility in Arendt’s theory corresponds to Butler’s focus on 

acting in concert, or plural performativity, etc.

Action in Arendt’s theory is a privileged category, however performed only 

in public, and, as Butler reminds us often, notoriously absent from the private 

sphere (Butler 2015: 44). Even if the issue has to some extent been resolved 

(Honig 1992) it is always important to address it, especially concerning the 

legitimate proposal of bridging this gap between private and public, important 

for feminist political theory (Butler 2015: 76).

Butler mentions other gaps/binaries, considering them to be sharply divisive 

and hence problematic if transposed from Arendt’s political theory and 

deployed, as such, in contemporary issues of building the concept of the 

political, notably the “distinction between body and mind” (Butler 2015: 

45), or the problem of separating (the life of) the body from the life of the 

mind (Butler 2015: 203, 205) or, in Arendt’s terms, thinking from acting. 

Butler resolves the public /private gap picturesquely naming it as a “passage 

from private to public” by arguing that “the public is essentially dependent 

on the private” (Butler 2015: 205). Moreover, she convincingly claims that 

the “private is not opposed to the political, but enters into its very definition 
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(…) private sphere becomes the very background of public action.” (Butler 

2015: 205). However, the other binary – mind versus body – equally critical 

for the political, can benefit from further deploying Arendt’s theory.  

In that context, my question concerns the possibility of using the Arendtian 

approach to judgment as a possible link to bridging the above mentioned 

gap (notwithstanding some of the arguments to the contrary, see Villa 1999). 

By focusing on the body (and juxtaposing it to the Arendtian concept of the 

mind), Butler appears to highlight this as a critical opposition. On the other 

hand, while the Arendtian body is laboring, working and finally, according 

to Butler, also acting politically (Arendt, 1958), it should be noted that the 

Arendtian mind is thinking, willing and ultimately judging (Arendt 1977).2  

As is well known, it is the category of judgment which, albeit not finally 

explicated in Arendt’s theory, is designated as an eminently political cate-

gory (Arendt 1989). Consequently, it is my argument that Butler’s analysis 

of the acting in concert, renewed in her interpretation of responsibilization, 

can benefit from an expansion into the inquiry of judgment. 

Butler already addressed the problem of judgment in some of her previous 

work (Butler 2012), but the category of judgment in the text Parting Ways 

is understood as a result, the aim of a process. Judgment is addressed 

within Levinas’ and Benjamin’s concept of judgment and, of course refers 

to Kantian aesthetic judgment. However, there are some restrictions in 

presenting this concept since here it pertains to the judgment as a court 

decision (Butler 2012: 132) or, the “final judgment”, even the “Last Judge-

ment” (Butler, 2012:95). As significant as these points in understanding 

judgment are, it is Butler’s study of the assembly where judgment, as a 

bounded concept, will not suffice and cannot be productively analyzed as 

finite.  The many guises of assembly that Butler considers, such as protests, 

gatherings, vigils, even funerals, where concerted action is taking place, are 

forms of political engagement which require the analysis of the processes 

of judging. Perhaps, these dynamics can then contribute even to redefining 

the concept of the political. On the other hand, as noted, Arendt has indi-

cated and opened up the issue of judgment. Without going into the countless 

interpretations of the category of judgment which dovetailed the original 

unfulfilled promise of the last part of The Life of the Mind (e.g. Beiner 1989) 

let us place it on the theoretical and political agenda once again. 

Here is where Linda Zerilli has seriously moved the debate forward which is 

why her analyses are relevant in feminist theory (Zerilli 2005, Zerilli 2009, 

Zerilli 2011). Devoting a series of texts to unfolding the category of judgment, 

2  Arendt’s last work, Life of the Mind consists of two parts, Thinking and Willing. The 

third part was to be on Judging, but it was never written. Arendt, Hannah (1977) Life 

of the Mind. San Diego: Harcourt Brace & Company.
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she clarifies relevant issues (plurality, validity, imagination, etc.). Contrary 

to the prevailing interpretations of judgment, which perceive it as a cognitive 

closure, Linda Zerilli explicates why validity, as an epistemological criterion, 

cannot be the only politically relevant parameter. Therefore, in the matters 

of assembly or concerted action the ramifications of judgment regarding 

sustaining plurality, or building a community become evident since “the 

practice of political judgment is a way of constructing or discovering com-

munity through articulation of individuality…for this articulation will always 

involve taking the perspective of others into account.” (Zerilli 2005: 159). 

However, it must also be taken into account that “[j]udgment is a way of 

constructing and discovering (the limits of) community,” (Ibid. emphasis 

added) and, we may add, judging becomes irreplaceable in negotiating most 

issues of acceptance and inclusion into the public sphere. When claiming that 

“to be precluded from the space of appearance...” Butler also notes this is an 

exclusion from plurality (Butler 2015: 59). And plurality is the condition of 

(political) action – “the conditio per quam – of all political life” (Arendt 1958: 

7). This again calls for the analysis predicated on the category of judgment. 

Just to illustrate some of the complexities which may need to be addressed 

in this context, for example, Butler asks: “[t]he sphere of politics …is one in 

which there are always more than two subjects at play on the scene. (…) To 

which Other do I respond ethically? Which Other do I put before myself? Or 

do I stand by?” (Butler 2004: 139-140)

To return to the gap which Butler underscores in Arendt’s political theory, 

namely the one between the body and the mind. Zerilli appears to resolve 

the problem by privileging the position of the spectator in the ongoing de-

bate: actor versus spectator. Spectator “sees the play as a whole.” More im-

portantly, Zerilli draws attention to what Arendt clarifies as a politically 

pivotal position: “the judgment of the spectator creates the space …the pub-

lic realm” which is “constituted by the spectators, not by actors” (Arendt 

1989: 63). But, she expands and clarifies her claim, “this spectator sits in 

every actor” (Ibid.). Linda Zerilli highlights the significance of this positioning 

of the actor and the spectator. “This shift in emphasis amounts to a Coper-

nican turn in the relationship of action to judgment: without the judging 

spectators…action would have no meaning…” Judgment is the faculty which 

“allows us to order or make sense of our experience (…) gives coherence 

and meaning” (Zerilli 2005: 160). Nonetheless, questions regarding inter-

pretations of judgment do remain.

In order to underscore this, the claim that the point is in securing the condi-

tions of the process rather than aiming for the result as the criterion “Arendt 

emphasizes judging as an activity, not judgment as the result of an activity…

What we affirm in a political judgment is experienced not as a cognitive 

commitment, but as pleasure, as shared sensitivity. ‘We feel our freedom’ 
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What gives us pleasure is how we judge…in freedom” (Zerilli 2005: 183). This 

is the process of construction, building the political community. 

In her book on the Performative Theory of Assembly Butler develops a strong 

case in defense of the Arendtian argument of the right to have rights, which 

she translates into a current political issue of recognizing the urgency of the 

right to assembly and protest. This can further be unfolded in building a 

passage between spectator and actor, perhaps even discovering that there 

is no gap between mind and body – not even in Arendt’s theory – just the 

unfolding of the complexities of judging processes. These intricacies can 

only multiply in all the pathways which lead from ‘I’ to ‘we’, and spill over 

into the public square of concerted political action.

Erzsébet Barát 
(Department of English Studies, University of Szeged & Department 
of Gender Studies, Central European University, Budapest)

For embedded distinctions of precarity and identity

For this round table, I have decided to reflect in detail on the first chapter 

of Precarious Life, as it is this chapter that speaks most to my scholarly field, 

namely social linguistics, and to my interest in studying the relationship 

between language use, power and ideology. In addition, this is the text I can 

contextualize in Judith Butler’s works in queer theory that develop a discur-

sive approach to gender, some of which I have translated into Hungarian. 

The chapter brings me closest to my interest in and concern about the validity 

of the category of ‘identity’ (Barát 2011, 2015). Therefore, I would like my 

contribution to focus on the differentiation that in my reading Judith Butler 

draws between a politics of precarity as something that is more promising 

for collective political acts of justice vis-a-vis identity politics.

In my understanding, Butler sets out to argue that on occasions of occupa-

tions of public spaces by bodies that are deemed disposable, people come 

together to demand a livable life and, as a corollary to that, a grievable death. 

They demand the very right to appear and thereby say ‘We are still here.’ 

They do not have on these occasions a list of specific demands concerning 

a particular vision of how to make their life more just, more livable because, 

I gather, such an articulation of actual demands would run the risk of engag-

ing in identity politics. At the same time, there is also the assumption that 

making the precarity of life intelligible is not about willing away our onto-

logical vulnerability to others but about making precarity function as a site 

of intervention to keep fear and anxiety from turning into murderous action, 

while identity is seen as an inherently normative and normalizing category 

of (legitimization of) exclusion. Precarity would allow for a broader, by 
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implication non-exclusionary, understanding of ‘demands’. However, it is 

not so much a matter of scale as the reference to a broader/narrower scope 

should imply. This inclusiveness is made possible, paradoxically, by the fact 

that the category of precarity is conceptualized to allow for imagining shar-

ing the demand of livable life in public spaces in the form of a political act 

of plural performativity. Sharing then comes to be precluded in the case of 

political acts by mobilizations around ’identity’ that is said to operate through 

the production and maintenance of normative conceptions of belonging. To 

me, this distinction seems to produce a binary between a sharing that is 

associated with a universally imagined human condition over and against 

the articulations of particular demands. My reflections start precisely with 

how to understand this plurality as the condition of an inclusionary progres-

sive political act that should not hinge on the viability of this binary divide. 

If we accept the ontological premise that utterances (for their intelligibility) 

are structured by plurality, or multiplicity, that is the meaning of any cate-

gory, including identity as well as precarity, is by definition polyvocal or 

dialogic in Bakhtin’s (1975/1982) sense of the term, then all categories are 

informed by this multiple logic. Plurality is integral to all categories as a 

logical contingency. Consequently, the identity of the ‘I’ or ‘us’ is always 

already called into question in and by its differential modes of relating to 

others. Then the task to address to me is not that much to argue that iden-

tity as a category should necessarily fail to furnish what it means to live and 

act ethically together while precarity could deliver this by way of its neces-

sary orientation to inclusion but rather to explore the genealogy of the 

categories themselves; to see whether the current historic conditions of 

social struggle are more favorable towards an understanding of, or prefer-

ence for, precarity over identity. Maybe, what we should study is the reasons 

for ‘precarity’ to seem more of a promising category in contemporary po-

litical thought. Is the concept of precarity more productive because it has 

not become sedimented in the same way or to the same level of ‘obviousness’ 

as ‘identity’ has either in academic or in non-academic discourses of progres-

sive politics to evoke people as a group of belonging.

I believe seeing plurality as a structuring principle of all categories also 

entails the need to differentiate between arbitrariness and contingency, 

between the openness of a category as a matter of logical, epistemological 

likelihood and that of deontic binding of actual political relations of power 

that are to set a limit to the potential, logical plurality of signification. In my 

opinion, it is the paradigm of flexibility embedded within a particular po-

litical context of contingency that may explain why we should like to invest 

in the mobilizing potential of ‘precarity’ over ‘identity’ now and not some 

inherently understood exclusion/inclusion divide. I have come to this un-

derstanding on the basis of Judith Butler’s Bodies That Matter; more spe-

cifically its chapter entitled “Critically Queer.” Her concern in that closing 
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chapter is with the temporality of the term. She sets out to explain the change 

of the meaning of the term from stigma to an affirmative set of meanings, 

from working as the mundane means of discursive regulation of the bound-

aries of legitimate sexuality to the successful resignification of desire as 

liminality (Butler 1993: 230).

In light of her argument there, I would say that our task is now to see 

whether we can argue for the need to overcome the constitutive history of 

injury articulated by interpellations through identity categories under the 

current particular conditions, such as the US practice of indefinite detentions 

in war camps. Our analyses then need to explore if and how identity indeed 

cannot be seen as a useful category of analysis for such political activism as 

‘precarity’; if that is the case because identity has been centralized too much, 

even in political movements that self-identity as progressive, to the point of 

articulating itself as “the obvious center” of political movements for social 

justice. Within such a historically contingent frame, we do not need to exclude 

‘identity’ as inherently normative and take precarity as necessarily of more 

critical and organizing potential any longer. Even if what is at stake in con-

temporary political movements of occupation of public spaces is negotiating 

what counts as livable and grievable life, it is not obvious that it should be 

seen to be more effective through precarity because the latter is not a cat-

egory that could yield an act of identification. As a linguist, I would say that 

within the contemporary political economy of signification, part of the at-

traction of precarity may lie with its more intensified orientation to encoding 

activities and so it can be more easily associated with transformation while 

identity is more readily anchored in nominalization and hence seen as ori-

ented to static, non-dynamic states of being and hence to rigid dispositions 

in political negotiations. This orientation to nominalization can contribute 

to rendering ‘identity’ as if “the” category of mediating the meaning of 

autonomous sociality abstracted away from any actual performances of 

embodiment that are much more readily available for the grammatical 

categories of verbs that are associated with precarious embodiments.

Judith Butler
Responses to Jelena Vasiljević, Éric Fassin, 

Daša Duhaček, Erzsébet Barát

First of all, Jelena, I appreciated very much your remarks, they could in fact 

develop into enormously robust criticisms in time, so I hope you go on to 

read other books as well. Just kidding. There are many important issues here. 

I take it that the pessimistic view that you are offering is one that suspects 

that, in fact, precarity has become increasingly random and that it affects 

people in increasingly random ways that cannot be patterned and predictable. 

And you suggest that perhaps we are not living in a situation of an unequal 
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distribution of vulnerability, but we actually are experiencing randomly in-

duced vulnerability or even an emerging homogenization of vulnerablity. So 

I would just say this: I think there is an interesting debate going on having 

to do with Thomas Piketty’s work, suggesting that in fact we can chart and 

track accelerating inequalities at the economic level and that wealth is being 

accumulated by fewer and fewer people at a greater rate, and poverty is be-

ing expanded at an accelerated rate, and including more and more people. 

One question is this: for those who might understand themselves as middle-

class, or who believed that going to school and getting a job might safeguard 

them from precarity, they are finding that the jobs they are getting are tem-

porary or the debts they are accruing cannot be paid off even with a full 

salary. So, to be salaried is not enough to safeguard against the prospect of 

unpayable debt. I do not want to be too economistic about this – I am not an 

economistic mind – but I do think that the Piketty argument is an interesting 

one, because from the perspective of that group which is trying to ascend to 

the middle class, or which understands itself as functioning within the mid-

dle class presumption – only to find that they lost this job, or that that job 

does not work, or the salary is not ok, or I cannot get a house, or I cannot do 

anything that was part of the traditional promise of middle class employed 

life – from that group’s perspective it does feel random, it can be registered 

as random. Why did I have this job and suddenly I do not? That is random. 

Why did I get this salary only to find that I cannot pay my rent with that sal-

ary? It is random at a certain level because patterns that we expect to replicate 

themselves are breaking down, but it may be that those random patterns can 

be thought about in terms of Piketty’s understanding of economic inequality 

as an effect of randomness that actually belongs to this unfortunately pat-

terned way in which economic inequality is increasing in an unfortunately 

predictable – not totally predictable, but trackable – way. (Jelena Vasiljević 

makes a short intervention to clarify her point)

Right. But would we not protest it if we saw it as not only unequally dis-

tributed but increasingly unequally distributed? In other words, I think there 

is an analysis that could perhaps produce a better informed protest. But 

thank you, I think this is really helpful to think about. I completely agree 

with you that infrastructure can support inequality. That was the problem 

with apartheid; it was the problem with slavery and the caste system, as you 

pointed out. And though I make use of Gandhi occasionally, I am not in any 

way committed to all of Gandhi’s views. I do not accept his views on caste, 

I do not accept his views on women or, indeed, on passivity. No. So, if aboli-

tion of the caste system destroys the infrastructure, is that a bad thing? No, 

it strikes me as a revolution. And sometimes infrastructures need to be de-

stroyed, or brought to a halt, in order for something revolutionary to take 

place. That is perhaps one of the key meanings of the general strike. Maybe 

the category that is missing from this book is revolution. 
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Eric, I appreciate very much your once again letting us imagine L’Assemblée 

nationale trapped in the Jeu de Paume. Really, amazing. Maybe we should 

make distinctions here in Arendt’s work: Espace publique; the space of ap-

pearance and the space of politics. Of course, it becomes confusing because 

Arendt maintains a distinction between the private and the public and, at 

least in The Human Condition, it would seem that it is the public sphere which 

is the presumptive space of politics. And yet, as she describes the space of 

politics we realize that it is effectively disjoined from any particular architec-

ture or infrastructure. It does not have to take place in the square, it does not 

have to be an already established public space. It actually comes into being 

wherever and whenever a group of people get together and act in concert. 

So that is the literal plural performativity of her view. We get together and 

act in concert, and we could be in the Jeu de Paume or we could be in a 

railway station, or we can be in a street or at the border, or any number of 

places. Insofar as we act together we produce a space of politics which reart-

iculates the public in a new way, outside of any established or recognizable 

public space. That seems interesting – of course, I love that idea of hers, it is 

beautiful, it is romantic, I wish it were true, and perhaps it is true in part, for 

we do not know in advance what will become a space of appearance. But in 

fact, I worry about her transcendence of the material conditions of acting, 

the question of support, the question of architecture and infrastructure. So 

that is where I try to re-ground her or at least point out that action always 

needs support. All action needs support, including plural action (plurality 

alone is not sufficient support). It does not need to be a recognized public 

space that would be the support – I think that would be a kind of Bourdieu 

argument, namely, that already existing convention alone supports effective 

action. But still, there must be some kind of structuring of space for that to 

take place even as it can be significantly restructured in and by the action.

The question you raise about “prostitution” is an interesting one. Should 

prostitutes – should sex workers, as some of us would prefer to call them – 

remain invisible, should they remain unrepresented, or should they be in 

fact visible, an acknowledged part of public life, and represented by unions 

and institutions that will make sure that they work safely and with proper 

pensions? I am in favor of that second view. I guess I wanted to point out 

that, at least in France, the question of what is permissible in a public space 

is confused, as you yourself pointed out with the wonderful example of the 

woman who leaves school without the niqab and then puts it on to go home 

and so loses respect and standing in the public sphere, since veiled women 

are not considered to be political subjects in their own right. I recently 

saw under conditions of l’état d’urgence, news programs were interviewing 

the neighbors in Saint-Denis where the most suicide bombing occurred 

and where those responsible for the attacks were living. And this woman 

(a neighbor) was in a full-face veil, and she was giving an interview on 
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the television show. And they wanted her information; they did not say you 

couldn’t appear like this on a television show. And they did not presume she 

was, because veiled, utterly mute. They let her appear, perhaps by accident, 

she had a perfectly interesting set of remarks to make about the people who 

were living there and how much she did not like them. It caused a brief 

debate in public discourse: should she not have been interviewed? Should 

that face not have been broadcast? Well, she is a neighbor, she had things 

to say, and someone thought: let us forget about the niqab, let us hear what 

this woman has to say. I enjoyed that little transgression, it seemed there 

are many inconsistencies on how public space is regulated. Perhaps by 

accident, she was rightly treated as a citizen at that moment.

Daša, thank you for your remarks on Hannah Arendt, I really believe that 

the central question of what concept of judgment should concerted action 

rely upon is an excellent question. I do not have a clear answer to it, but 

I would be most interested in trying to think through Arendt’s writings on 

reflective judgment and aesthetic judgment in Kant in relationship to con-

certed action. If we could put those different strains of Hannah Arendt 

together it would be quite amazing. My worry has always been that the one 

who judges is a more or less free, spontaneous, sovereign, reasonable creature. 

And that is not a “we”, that is not a “plural we” who is exercising judgment 

(or that the “plural we” is sometimes modeled on sovereignty). Especially 

in Arendt’s work on civil disobedience, or when she writes about moral 

responsibility under dictatorship, then we really are holding individuals 

responsible for not simply saying, “I refuse to follow the laws of the Nazi 

regime”. They fail in matters of personal individual judgment. But to think 

judgment in relationship to plurality and to concerted action, I think she did 

not do it. Perhaps I am wrong, but I think it is left to us to do it really. She 

seems to be the person who has gone as far as possible in that way, and 

I would be willing to be led and illuminated. So, thank you very much. 

Zsazsa, I do not know whether you were suggesting that one reason I prefer 

precarity over identity is that precarity allows me to think about livability 

whereas identity would compel me to think about justice. Was that the point 

you were making? Well, I would certainly want to talk about justice, but 

I guess what eludes me is why it is that identity is the link to justice. I do not 

see an immediate link. Maybe I am missing something terribly obvious. It 

seems to me that there are all kinds of ways of asking for justice. We can ask 

for the just distribution of wealth, we can ask for legal justice in relationship 

to atrocities committed, we can ask for a just society in which laws and 

political organization are open and transparent. I am not sure how any of 

those particular versions of justice would rely on identity. Sometimes identity 

claims are about wanting to be recognized. Identity seems more related to 

the question of recognition than to justice, but maybe there is a link there 
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that I am not seeing. But I would hope that I would be able to account for 

demands for justice, as I hope I would be able to account for judgment as a 

kind of plural action. Although it is not what I do here, and that may well 

be a limitation of this book.

I very much appreciate your other point, which is that all identity categories 

are multiply created, multiply determined, which means that they are not 

as identitarian as we might think. So I appreciate that very much: that is a 

very good point. However, your last intervention – that the term precarity 

has not been sedimented in political discourse as much as identity, and in 

that sense it is not yet fully determined, or it provides more openness – is 

interesting. I think that Petar and some others are going to suggest that 

precarity is embedded in fact in forms of paternalism, which I am going to 

wait to respond to. But let me simply say this: I am not choosing to focus on 

the term precarity for arbitrary reasons. I am noticing, of course, that there 

are mobilizations in and around precarity and that this has been a term that 

I understand to be developed to supplement the idea of the proletariat. The 

proletariat is a group of exploited workers, and it seems to me that the pre-

cariat go in and out of work, they cannot even necessarily be understood 

primarily as workers because the status of worker is not fully available to 

them, given the way in which employment has become temporary, or con-

tingent, or retractable. It is not possible to become constituted as proletariat 

political subject with the same consistency and durability. So, I am trying 

to follow these mobilizations, and if that’s “precarity” proves not to be the 

most important political signifier, that is ok. I do not think that it has to be 

one term around which people mobilize. I think there are a number of such 

terms, maybe I would say a family resemblance of signifiers that we might 

be able to collect and think about as mobilizing, having a certain mobilizing 

force of holding out an aspirational possibility. We will come back to this 

once paternalism enters the scene.

Petar Bojanić 
(IFDT, University of Belgrade)
bojanic@instifdt.bg.ac.rs

In my brief remarks, I will try to be as concise as possible. I will try to prob-

lematize what I have read last few days in this book and in Judith Butler’s 

lecture, keeping in mind that I have not been able to, for example, look into 

the functioning of vulnerabilité in Levinas (and how Butler reads him). What 

interests me most of all is what holds us together, what keeps us bound, 

what allows for living or acting together. (And there are myriad responses 

to this question – are we held together by money, interest, crime, collective 

killing, collective intentionality? Is there group or collective consciousness, 

etc.? Also, I am of course interested, along with many others, whether it is 
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really possible to find a different common action beyond the corporation or 

company?) Further, I wonder, are we really held together by these two 

protocols, vulnerability and precarity? If you look at the titles of interviews 

conducted with Butler in Argentina and Brazil from June of this year, you 

will notice an international of those in precarità or precarité or in “precarity” 

(“Somos todos potencialmente precàrion;” “alianca entre os precàrions;” a 

word which functions entirely differently in Romance languages). 

The question from the chapter “Precarious Life and the Ethics of Cohabitation,” 

“What is the relation between precarity and vulnerability?” (109) but also 

Butler’s awareness that there is “the risk of using the term ‘vulnerability’,” 

“There is of course an even more sinister way of wielding both categories of 

precarity and of vulnerability” (143), her various hesitations, etc. – all center 

in Butler’s project to gently modify Hannah Arendt (“I would suggest, when 

vulnerability is itself mobilized, not as an individual strategy, but in concert” 

and “to think vulnerability and agency together” [139], or else “to mobilize 

vulnerability in concert” [140], as well as “mobilizing precarity,” “to show us 

the simultaneity of being precarious and acting”). The biggest problem, it 

seems to me, from the lecture on Vulnerability/Resistance and from the book 

is constructed around paternalistic power. “A most important criticism,” says 

Butler, “emerges from those who argue that vulnerability cannot be the basis 

for group identification without strengthening paternalistic power.” This is 

followed by Butler’s attempt to improvise a swift and effective response. My 

question is how is it possible a priori to cleanse vulnerability or precarity of 

paternalistic histories when they are its integrative part? 

Let me elaborate: the moment of resistance, apart from the group or “mobi-

lizing precarity,” necessarily implies the existence of a strong instance of 

sovereignty. This could be easily shown through a legal history of “precari-

ousness protocol,” which sums up the entire political theology of the Western 

world and Christianity. The word precarity or précaire appears for the first 

time in the 16th century (Levinas, I recall, uses the phrase “ontological precar-

ity” [la précarité ontologique] saying that the face is “precarity more precari-

ous than all precarity” [précarité plus précaire que toute précarité]). It comes 

from Latin legal jargon, precarius, and means “obtained by praying” (prex). 

Surprisingly, this origin is at once juridical and religious (or pseudo-religious). 

This etymology would indicate that all precarity is synonymous with de-

pendence on a curatorial power, regardless of its precise nature, which could 

give us what we ask, or refuse our request, or even withdraw it from us at 

any moment after having given it – whence the idea that anything precarious 

is poorly established and secured. However, this etymology also at once 

signals that human precarity is not exclusively a contemporary issue, nor 

indeed a recent one. By definition, there is precarity wherever there is 

power. To reiterate: “precarity” exists in a place where: (1) there is power 

that can be solicited (asked, begged) for something (usually land or some 
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such benefit), (2) something has been lent or borrowed without a contract 

(a transaction that is not a legal act [acte juridique], not an obligation, but a 

simple fact), (3) it is not a lending or borrowing with a specific date of return 

(commodatum), but the owner decides on their own when the precarious 

[précariste] must return the land (this is called precarium; in Naples, in 1772, 

Giambatisto Vico writes in the margin of his book Il diritto universale about 

the precarium as the origin of the contract; a hundred years prior, Hugo 

Grotius writes about Jews to whom the Roman emperor allowed the conduct 

of public ritual and the following of their own laws based on jus precarium, 

and not on the laws of the empire (non ex lege aliqua imperio addità). Meaning, 

that he could have abolished them whenever he so wished.

It seems entirely clear to me, then, why Abraham insists on purchasing the 

land on which to bury Sarah, and not accept it as a “gift,” and why, on the 

other hand, the various 17th century converts, who abandon Judaism, think 

that precarity is a sign of malediction [la précarité est signe de malédiction]. 

Conversely, a good example that could also be thematized is as follows. If 

the great legacy of the French revolution was to make all work of limited 

duration in order to prevent the risk of slavery and servitude (since, as we 

know, there were no contracts of unlimited duration until the end of the 19th 

century), or if people have consciously accepted precarity as a common 

resistance to becoming individually subjugated, it is uncertain whether in-

equality is thus reduced or even if the master or sovereign is thus lesser. 

Assuming that the goal of resistance is to bring more justice, might we ask, 

does justice reduce vulnerability? Thank you very much.

Katarina Lončarević 
(Faculty of Political Sciences, University of Belgrade)
katarina.loncarevic@fpn.bg.ac.rs

Since I have only five minutes, I cannot discuss all the important topics 

Judith Butler explores in her new book. But I must say that all the issues 

raised in Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly are important for 

us today, for our lives and our struggles against injustice and inequalities 

we face. First, as a feminist, I must say that this book is very important from 

a feminist perspective, because almost all the problems you discuss are 

problems that feminists explore: from subversion of the dichotomy between 

traditionally political and nonpolitical sphere, over the analysis of the con-

cept of the individual, to relationship between “I” and “We” and discussion 

of possibility of joint political action… However, in these few minutes I would 

like to say something about the concept of vulnerability as one of the crucial 

concepts analyzed in the book. It is a very important concept for feminism 

as well, and as you say in chapter four (“Bodily Vulnerability and Coalition 

Politics”) “feminist theorists have for a long time argued that women suffer 
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social vulnerability disproportionately” (Butler 2015: 140). You recognize 

in the book and you said yesterday during the lecture something about the 

dangers of understanding that “women have an unchanging and defining 

vulnerability” (Ibid), because it leads to asking a “paternal authority for 

special … protections”, and at the very same time “affirms that inequality 

of power that situates women in a powerless position” (Ibid: 141). So, I agree 

with you that vulnerability is not totally active or passive, and that vulner-

ability and resistance can and do happen at the same time, and we can see 

that in different feminist claims. 

I am going to use the opportunity that you are here today among us to ask a 

question about something that is absent from the new book (although not 

from your previous work), but it is close to you and your work, namely 

I would like to hear a little bit more about the concept of vulnerability pre-

sented in the theory of your colleague and friend Bracha Ettinger among 

others. Ettinger’s work is not unknown to the wider audience, because she 

was in Belgrade last year as the keynote speaker at the Summer School for 

Sexualities, Cultures and Politics, organized by our colleague Jelisaveta 

Blagojević on behalf of Ipak Center and Faculty of Media and Communications. 

The concept of vulnerability is one of the crucial concepts in your recent 

work (not only in this book) as well as in Ettinger’s work (and not only hers; 

I am using her as an example of a different position from yours). Ettinger 

and you are inspired by, but also very critical of two authors: Arendt and 

Levinas. And both you and Ettinger conceptualize vulnerability in a similar, 

yet different way, in part due to different theoretical frameworks, which, 

I believe, can nevertheless communicate with each other. For both of you, 

the body that is vulnerable is a crucial point, the body is always already 

vulnerable and it is important to recognize the same vulnerability (or po-

tential for vulnerability) of the other. For both of you interdependency is 

important, although you two do not use the same terminology when speaking 

about interdependency, but for both the subject is never alone, never isolated, 

and always dependent on the others.

I believe that the crucial points of disagreement are, first, Ettinger’s invitation 

to return to transubjective precondition of subjectivization (trans-subjectivity 

for Ettinger is co-emergence of I and non-I). And second, while both of you 

speak about vulnerability of the subject, of the body, Ettinger claims the 

recognition of the vulnerability of the other and self-fragilization as a chosen 

position (she believes that self-fragilization is the position upon which you 

can act because one chooses to self-fragilize in an encounter with the other) 

(Ettinger 2006a; 2006b; 2011).

From this point, it seems to me that the differences in your and Ettinger’s 

account of vulnerability can have different ethical and political conse-

quences. And despite the fact that your account of vulnerability is much 
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closer to the account of vulnerability I would embrace, I am asking you to 

explain, from your point of view, differences between these accounts of 

vulnerability, especially because you are reluctant to accept self-fragilization 

as a chosen position.

Brigita Miloš 
(Department of Cultural Studies, Faculty for Humanities, University of Rijeka)
bmilos@ffri.hr

Movements and the Balkans

Judith Butler’s latest book, Notes towards a Performative Theory of Assembly 

was published at approximately the same time as the (European) public 

acknowledgement of the so-called refugee crisis, i.e. the mass arrival of 

people mostly from the Middle East (but also Africa) to Europe. The motivations 

behind their emigration are different (war in Syria, political or economic 

deprivation in Afghanistan, Sudan etc.), but their goal is the same – to reach 

one of Western Europe’s developed countries. A significant part of this moving 

population passes through the geographical region of the Balkans, and it 

did not take long for the media to coin the name “The Balkan Route” (in-

terestingly enough, there has never been “The Italian Route” regardless of 

the fact that Italy has in the last couple of years been the principle entry 

point onto European ground). 

The term ‘route’ evokes the notions of passing through, of mobility or move-

ment. Butler writes: “Mobility is itself a right of the body, but it is also a 

precondition for the exercise of other rights, including the right of assembly 

itself” (Butler 2015: 138). It is exactly this dual nature of mobility/movement 

that seem especially plausible in the context of the “newcomers” passing 

through the Balkans. 

People arriving in Europe – migrants, immigrants, refugees, expatriates, 

emigrants, exiles – share the notion of precarity with the people mentioned 

as examples of assembled action in Butler’s book, as well as vulnerability to 

a great extent. This is especially the case, I believe, due to their absolute 

exposure to others. They move towards and through the Balkans in ac-

cordance with one another, as well as with all the possible support they are 

able to get, often not official, or legal, usually overtly criminal. (What would 

be the right way to update Agamben’s notion of police and humanitarians 

as being the only instances of dealing with the refugees’ needs?)

I am not sure, though, whether it is possible to call their ‘movements’ con-

certed in the same sense as the amassing of undocumented workers, or the 

Occupy movement, or even of the refugee uprisings in refugee camps in 

demand for food, shelter or sanctuary. For it seems that in this particular 

case, the movements within the (refugee) camps differ from ‘bare mobility’ 
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or mobility as a precondition of the right to (political) movement in one 

small but important feature: there is no hint of anything that might point 

towards their engaging in a concerted (cl)aim to make a different societal 

surrounding in the Balkans, for example one that claims the (free) right of 

passage through the area. In other words, it seems that the Balkans is not 

recognized as a place good enough to make a claim for political visibility/

reality. The people who arrive do not intend to occupy the streets or squares 

of the Balkans in revolt because of things of which they are deprived. They 

actually want to pass through the Balkans, preferably as quickly as possible 

in order to reach a different place where, I suppose, they believe their life 

could become a livable one, or even a good one, regardless of the fact that 

practice often shows the opposite. The Balkan Route functions simply as a 

space of traversing, of momentariness; it figures as a space not shaped for 

claiming the right to (make a) movement, but one that could be utilized for 

many purposes with regards to demanding bodies in mobility – taking in-

ventories of life and death, young and old, refugees or immigrants, woman 

and man. Bio-bureaucratization is at the threshold of Europe and for the 

purposes of the systematic and regulated transition of bodies from un-

recognizable “bare life” to “rightless” or “already but not yet” recognized in 

rights, agencies or reality.

Is it the case that a “sedentary” situation of uprisings and demands in the 

(refugee) camps all over Europe exceeds in reality “nomadic” wandering 

through the Balkans? Butler writes: “Those who are excluded from existing 

polities, who belong to no nation-state or other contemporary state formation, 

may be deemed “unreal” only by those who seek to monopolize the terms of 

reality. And yet, even after the public sphere has been defined through their 

exclusion, they act. Whether they are abandoned to precarity or left to die 

through systemic negligence, concerted action still emerges from their acting 

together” (Butler 2015: 80-81). In a certain sense, the “newcomers” take over 

and pass through various areas that in many ways become “public”/politicized 

in a different ways than before, when their bodies were not appearing there 

– for example, the illegal crossing of green borders; pressure on opening the 

‘soft’ ones; and on the other hand putting up barbed wire or building walls 

along state borders… All of these situations are present and connected to the 

fact of passing through, or stopping for the moment of the gathered/arrived 

bodies. This is not an effect of a concerted action of a refugee uprising in 

demand for free passage, but more as a consequence of the (dis)orientation 

of the Balkan political establishment in a situation that shows clearly all the 

dimensions of the inconsistencies of the European political mainstream.

Would, then, the phrase “acting together” be applicable to the fact of an en 

masse arrival of people mostly from the Middle East to Europe? Or is it some 

other form of acting, some form that belongs to a state of affairs that are 

maybe ‘prepolitical’ or some other register of things we do not yet have the 
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language to describe? How should the public claim of those people, consisting 

of being able to live a livable life in the countries that rarely and occasionally 

recognize Middle Eastern lives as grievable, be thought of? 

And in connection to this, is the space/area of the Balkans (traditionally 

treated as an Other of Europe) possible as a space of concerted, public action 

that can bring about “radical democratic change?” Or is it the case that the 

Balkan “saturation in power relations” (Butler 2015: 80) reveals, traditionally 

again, clear-cut “dominant and subjugated forms” (Butler 2015: 80)? For it 

seems that the mere name Balkan Route functions as a performative act, 

which enacts shapes and situates assembled bodies aiming to traverse a 

specific space, as well as those destined to live in this very space. Especially 

regarding the fact that insecurity over the grievability of Balkan lives amounts 

to a certainty over understanding the Balkans as a space that is between 

(European) borderlines.

Judith Butler
Responses to Petar Bojanić, 

Katarina Lončarević and Brigita Miloš

I will try to be brief. These are all, of course, really excellent questions. I find 

myself surprised and pleased by every question I receive in Belgrade, I do 

not know why that is. It is not that I had a different expectation, it is that 

the form of engagement is extremely serious and thoughtful and respectful 

and there is nothing formulaic about it. So I cannot just occupy a role and… 

“oh, that question again,” which is what I am sometimes used to doing.

First of all, let us think a little bit about this extraordinary etymology of precar-

ity that Petar has offered us. I think there are at least two questions raised by 

the etymology. Is it possible to disjoin precarity from the paternalistic tradition 

from which it comes, and is it possible to disjoin precarity from the idea of an 

arbitrary sovereign, which is a very specific kind of paternalism? The figure 

of the arbitrary sovereign who decides when and where and whether the 

precarious must return the land, and in relation to whom the precarious are 

beseeching, begging. I want to suggest is that it is precisely this etymology 

that offers a certain kind of descriptive power. In other words, the term pre-

carity offers by virtue of this etymology a descriptive power for certain kinds 

of relations that we experience in the present. I think one could actually 

read this through the work of Giorgio Agamben in an interesting way, thinking 

about the precarious as bare life, or as a population subject to sovereign 

expulsion or containment or both. But what interests me about the etymology 

provided is that precarity exists where there is a power to whom the precarious 

makes its petition, and that relation is one of abasement; in other words, those 

who are precarious are in the position of living at the whim of a sovereign 

who is under no contractual obligation to engage the precarious in a just or 
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fair way. It is an importantly pre-legal condition of dependency and petition. 

The precarious have to formulate their petition and abase themselves before 

a power that may or may not countenance the request.

So why would such a term be brought forward to describe contemporary 

relations of labor and dispossession? Well, one reason is that labor contracts 

have become a thing of the past, that we are entering again into a situation 

where people are working without a contract, or long-term contracts are 

nullified, or short-term contracts have qualifications built into them that 

give the employer the possibility of ending the contract at will. So, we are 

seeing the destruction of labor unions and syndicalism in various parts of 

the world, and we also see the outsourcing of labor to countries where the 

regulation of labor practices are weak or nullified, so that labor can be ex-

ploited outside of recognizable conventions of contracting, outside of the 

reach of international labor law. It is that outsourcing of labor that has 

produced the contemporary situation of precarity both for those deprived 

of labor, and those employed under conditions in which contracts have been 

decimated. Now, Petar is right to point out that precarity is bound up with 

paternalism and with arbitrary sovereign power, but maybe what we are 

actually seeing is a re-entry of this idea of precarity into the contemporary 

world precisely on the grounds that the idea of reliable labor contracts and 

contractually guaranteed long-term employment have been nearly destroyed 

and we are now falling back into this pre-legal situation, or perhaps a pre-

modern form of legality. If so, then who are the arbitrary sovereigns of our 

contemporary scene? Well, they are corporations, they are sometimes uni-

versities that hire contingent faculty and abandon them before they have a 

chance to achieve security. But they are also financial institutions, and the 

way that finance has entered into the social organization of work. That is 

becoming an increasing norm where I live and where I visit. 

So it is a world of broken contracts and weakened or eviscerated labor unions 

and labor laws. The trans-national labor practices are now ones that can, and 

do, consistently break with internationally regulated labor laws and maybe 

this is what reanimates such a term from the past. Now, when you say that 

the sovereign or the figure of paternal power is integrated into the very 

concept, I do not know. I think we can trace that etymology and that gives 

us many related insights, and we can even say that that etymology illuminates 

the descriptive power of precarity in trying to describe the contemporary 

situation of those who are in and out of labor at the will of supervenient 

powers. However, to mobilize on the basis of that precarity, that is to say, to 

identify as the precarious or to oppose the condition of precarity is to reani-

mate the concept and the virtue of etymology against that etymology. I mean, 

anachronistic terms get reanimated for contemporary reasons and they be-

come redeployed for counter-purposes and the etymology cannot constrain 

those movements n advance. There is nothing about the etymology that can 
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stop that redeployment or reanimation from happening. I love etymologies 

but I am not that much of a Heideggerian that I think they finally control the 

semantic reach of the concept. It was Derrida who raised some of those 

critical questions about the presumptive power of etymology to control the 

semantic reach of the term, was it not? It was iterability that posed the pos-

sibility of a constitutive interruption and deviation of that signifying chain.

Bracha Ettinger’s work – yes – I engaged with in several essays, and she has 

engaged with mine, and she is responsible for alerting me to the importance 

of impressionability, what she calls primary impressions. And for her these 

are often psychic traces that cannot be consciously recuperated, but that leave 

their traces in the visual field in some way. I certainly have cited her before, 

and I have worked on her, I have written essays in her exhibition catalogues, 

and if I did not cite her in this book then that is just an oversight and I will 

correct it in the next edition. I worry that the idea of the matrixial in Ettinger’s 

work gives a kind of primacy to the figure of the mother, and I think that, for 

me, I accept that there is this primary, radically non-volitional dependency, 

but I am not sure we can call this support system, even for the infant – I am 

not sure we can call this entire support system maternal. After all, there is an 

entire adult and institutional world that makes its primary impingements on 

the infant. Now, she might understand me as somehow engaging a rejection 

of the mother. Of course, the mother, if there is mother, plays a very large role, 

but when the maternal becomes the name for the matrix that implies that a 

certain social form is identical with that structural function. The truth is that 

infants are brought into the world under all kinds of conditions, and we have 

to develop several names for those forms. Let us remember as well that mothers 

are also supported, hopefully, by institutions and laws and networks of relations. 

I do not want the maternal to be the name for that that entire problematic of 

support systems. How do we think about hospitals, how do we think about 

healthcare, how do we think about shelter, how do we think about citizenship 

– all those things are there as vital and necessary forms of support for creatures 

defined in part by their dependency on those supports. 

I accept that self-fragilization is an important strategy, if it is a strategy. It 

seems to me that fragility comes upon us non-volitionally, or that it is already 

there prior to any reflexive act of our own; I am not sure it can ever be fully 

marshaled by our deliberate efforts to form a strategy on the basis of that 

fragility. Perhaps fragility shares a family resemblance to vulnerability. 

I think that for Ettinger, self-fragilization becomes an important concept in 

a culture where military aggression and defensiveness have become the 

norm; there is an anti-military ethos in this idea of self-fragilization that I 

respect profoundly, and it is true that it probably would not be my term, but 

it does not mean I do not relate to it, or that I refute it. 

As to the refugee crisis, briefly, I would simply say it is interesting to think 

about when and where refugees do in fact gather – and they are of course 
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compelled to gather at borders that are closed. And in some cases, like Calais 

(before it was forcibly scattered), there are minor polities that emerge in 

the camp, in the refugee camp. Who is going to represent the refugees, who 

is going to devise the strategy, who is going to speak to the NGOs, who is 

going to talk to the security guards, who is going to try to stop the train, who 

is going to get on the train? So, there are informal assemblies, and there are 

some people who are trying to offer informed descriptions about how that 

happens. It is an interesting remark about the Balkans being a country to be 

passed through, but not a destination. Perhaps we have to understand the 

phantasmatic character of the Eurozone, and the tales that are transmitted 

over borders and languages about the safety or possibilities that wait at the 

end of the line. But even as the refugees pass through the Balkans, they 

enact rights of passage, and here I would just go back to the point I mentioned 

yesterday, which is that rights of mobility or capacity for mobility are prior 

to gathering, they are prior to assembly. There has to be an assembling from 

a state of dispersal before there can be an assembly. Although, people can 

assemble as well in motion, in transit, in media res. So, I think there are some 

ways that moving and acting together and even stitching together forms of 

support for chronic forms of abandonment are really crucial. We have all 

followed reports on the sharing of cell phones regarding bus schedules and 

transit routes, blocks, security guards, police, and deportation possibilities. 

It is very interesting to think about the networks of support that take place 

over cell phones, all of them suggest modes of acting, thinking and deliberating 

that are mediated within virtual frameworks of space and time. I think there 

is much more that can be thought about in relationship to those networks, 

how the virtual intersects with embodied life, both its constraints and its 

mobility. There may have to be many people moving for anyone to move, 

and yet the movement of the many is never a single movement. The cell 

phone involves a certain movement, but it is also a crucial technological 

dimension of mobility and the movement. 

Athena Athanasiou 
(Panteion University of Social and Political Sciences, Athens)
athenaathanasiou2@gmail.com

Your book, Judith, asks about the embodied and plural political performativ-

ity of public assembly, especially when freedom of assembly is coming under 

increasing assault, because the very public spaces of assembling and protest-

ing are dispossessed by capitalist forces of corporatization and privatization, 

forces of anti-immigrant securitization and the “constitutive exclusions” by 

which the body politic is established and are at work in the performative 

power of subject formation. In mobilising your unconditional concern with 

conditions and conditionality, you ask who “the people” may be, what counts 

as “public,” and how people come together even when the conditions for 
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their acting together have been devastated. “The people,” you write, “are 

produced by the conditions of possibility of their appearance.” At the same 

time, “ways of avowing and showing certain forms of interdependency stand 

a chance of transforming the field of appearance itself.” The conception of 

“the people” that you develop stands as a critique of both the managerial 

evisceration of political subjectivity and the conception of a total, unified, 

and exclusionary community forming always within existing borders.

Such a gesture allows the conception of “the people” to be critically displaced by 

those who have become rendered invisible and disposable: “those who cannot 

appear, who are constrained from appearing or who operate through virtual 

or digital networks” (8). The book implies a new and radical understanding of 

the public space of appearance essential to politics. I wonder, however, wheth-

er we might read Arendt with Foucault here: “space of appearance” as “trap of 

visibility.” How, in becoming present to one another and in coming together 

in transformative modes of survival and persistence, might we become dispos-

sessed by – and critically displace – the normative premises of “presence?”

One of the most important contributions that this book makes is that it in-

dicates ways in which, in the context of critical practices emerging despite 

and against current regimes of subordination, political subjectivity is not 

enacted as grounded in a pre-existing solid foundation of the (present) self, 

but rather as brought about through collective modes of subjectivation and 

critical de-subjugation – echoing your reading of Foucault’s “What Is Critique?” 

and your emphasis on de-subjugation. So I think the question of “appearance” 

might be fruitfully linked to the question of the specter, as the human whose 

humanity persists in spite of the forces that seek to expropriate its humanness. 

This is a figure that animates the conditions of im/possibility, which make 

performativity political. And it is crucial to the question of what happens 

when “we” come together as sans papier, queer, and unemployed: what 

happens to both the “we” and the “come-together.” I am motivated here by 

Achille Mbembe’s “The Well of Specters” and his analysis of the specter of 

the nègre. So what is spectral about the assembly? And how might it work to 

animate the assembly and unsettle the biopolitical matrix of subjectivation 

and de-subjugation? 

Public assemblies, which have become a defining characteristic of political 

action in this decade, embody not only the struggle in the street but also, 

significantly, the struggle for the street. The intimate connection between 

struggle in the street and for the street gains suggestive resonance as a way of 

reflecting and engaging with forms of political subjectivity that are – or seek 

to become – possible in these times of autarchic governmentality and increasing 

securitization. A question that emerges here is this: how would the conception 

of taking action as taking to the streets shift from the perspective of people in 

the boats in the Mediterranean? What claims to the infrastructural, affective, 
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and institutional conditions for livability are enacted by refugees and un-

documented migrants who pour over European borders or cross the Mediter-

ranean waterways in overcrowded fishing boats demanding the right of life? 

Throughout the book, you give these questions new possibility. With your 

insistence on the concerted actions of the body – in its becoming “at once 

concretely vulnerable, even breakable, and potentially and actively defiant, 

even revolutionary” – you perform for us this possibility.

The book offers us valuable ways to account for the possibility of non-sovereign 

political agency: a notion of agency that is not reducible to an antecedent 

sovereign self, self-willed intentionality and the standards of possessive indi-

vidualism. Instead, it remains immanent to power, socially involved and 

compromised, potent and vulnerable, contingent and indeterminate. Such 

“transient and critical gatherings” implicate the political and affective register 

of social relationality, freedom with others, questions of demarcated matrices 

of recognizability, as well as the gendered, sexual, racial, and economized 

implications of one’s bodily exposure to one another and to embedded power. 

The notion of non-volitional and non-individualistic agency reaches far back 

into your oeuvre. You now return to the theory of performativity, in extending 

its purview beyond speech acts to include embodied forms of coming together, 

in order to dwell on its transformative political implications and unravel them 

more specifically under conditions of precarity and neoliberal dispossession. 

Performativity does not just indicate how we come to act, but also how we are 

differentially affected by discursive and institutional power and how we are 

animated and moved with others and by others in relation to our common 

but differential precarity and in relation to making room for new forms of 

being beside oneself and being-together. The book asks how we might come 

to be asking the question about acting. It does so by taking us beyond satu-

rated, typical debates between Leninist “vanguardism” and late-Autonomist 

“spontaneity”, or those who seek vertical organization and others who under-

score the benefits of activist horizontality and the “commons.”  

The question then becomes: is the assembly a new political institution? Is it 

a provisional figure of struggle? Is it an embodied form of radical democracy? 

Does it seek to describe and build a post-party political formation that differs 

from or rejects a politics of representation? Understanding public assemblies 

as plural forms of performative action brings to the fore the question of how 

different this is from liberal pluralism. I think one possible answer is given 

in the book, when you write: “The point of a democratic politics is not simply 

to extend recognition equally to all of the people, but, rather, to grasp that 

only by changing the relation between the recognizable and unrecognizable 

can (a) equality be understood and pursued and (b) “the people” become 

open to a further elaboration” (5). 

“Popular sovereignty”, as a key term of the democratic lexicon, might produce 

a quandary here. As political subjects are increasingly destituted of their 
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sovereign status, in contexts of desiccated popular sovereignty, is there a 

call for sovereignty to be made or are we in need of alternative conceptual 

and affective devices which would not reiterate founding acts of violence 

implicated in the ethicopolitical genealogy of sovereignty (a genealogy 

premised upon the normative presumptions of the proper subject and the 

proper body politic)? Are we perhaps challenged to account for another 

sovereignty and render it an occasion for a radical politics of resignification? 

Do public assemblies themselves constitute a sovereignty alternative to 

reigning frames of sovereignty? So another (always-open) question that 

emerges for me here is the following: What critical form of politics does 

public assembly embody and enact in the context of dispossessed popular 

sovereignty? To what extent does this plural, transient, and embodied action 

return to safeguard values of liberal democracy that are under attack by 

neoliberal rationality and to what extent does it constitute a critical resigni-

fication of it or even an alternative to it? Is this not about an aporetic work 

of simultaneous safeguarding and critically resignifying democracy?

Finally, one of the most thought-provoking points of this book, for me, is 

the delicate distinction you make, Judith, between non-violent and passive 

resistance. Non-violent resistance, you suggest, “does not just say no to a 

violent world, but crafts the self and its relation to the world in a new way, 

seeking to embody, however provisionally, the alternative for which it strug-

gles.” How would this distinction relate to the political labor of thinking 

vulnerability and agency together and of thinking non-violence as agentive? 

How would it imply an understanding of agency as always already traversed 

by the norms and passions of vulnerability? How would it help unsettle 

reigning notions of the political?

Adriana Zaharijević 
(IFDT, University of Belgrade)
zaharijevic@instifdt.bg.ac.rs

Borrowing the link between academic and activist from Eric Fassin’s lecture3, 

I am now choosing to act in that role, stressing its state of emergency, de-

mobilization, depression and resistance. My question-comment leans specifi-

cally on the fifth chapter of Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly, 

but it is also in conversation with Dispossession and Who Sings the Nation-

State?, notably, two books enacted in feminist dialogue (See: Butler, Atha-

nasiou 2013; Butler, Spivak 2007). The fifth chapter is concerned with the 

freedom of assembly, the right which can never be held alone (Butler 2015: 

186). What interest me about this individual right – which is also almost 

inherently collective – is its exercise within and against the state. Even more 

3  Eric Fassin, ‘Mobilizing Publics. Intellectuals, Activists, and the Political Work of Repre-

sentation’, November, 2015, available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qeb-oEIj1AY.
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precisely, I want to understand consequences of the claim that freedom of 

assembly has to precede and exceed any form of government that confers 

or protects that right of assembly.4

In order to do so I would contextualize this claim in one possible way, and 

with one further claim: it is my wager that this book, which is not on femi-

nism, is more feminist than any other Butler wrote. Thus I wish to link 

feminism, which is in this book a very broad and, I would say, purposefully 

indefinite designation, with what is being termed as popular sovereignty. 

Throughout the book, popular sovereignty is taken as something different 

from state sovereignty. It is sometimes defined as contrary to it, at other 

times as its condition of possibility, and still at others as the power to challenge 

or even topple the state sovereignty. Exercising freedom to assemble in common, 

bodily enacting popular sovereignty, is referred to as an “anarchist interval” 

or “permanent revolution” (Butler 2015: 163). I wonder in what way it also 

has to be thought of as a “feminist interval.”

I am thinking of feminism as a kind of split with the state, or as a perpetual act 

of separating from the state, especially when state acts as (a) the facilitator in 

the expansion of the markets that transforms public entitlements into con-

sumer goods and investment opportunities, (b) as the producer of jettisoned 

lives, and (c) as the instiller of fear through its military might which forecloses 

the possibility of popular assembly. Rallying against life as unlivable – life of 

the human capital, jettisoned life or enclosed life which is privatized by its 

internalization of fear – has to be a deeply feminist concern. Putting livable life 

at the forefront of politics induces skepticism towards the state which acts as 

the deliverer of paternalist power: as the provider of citizenship rights, dif-

ferentially allocated and distributed, and provider of protection which can be 

taken away and withdrawn. Then, can a politics devoid of retrenchment in 

paternalism – which incorporates both market paternalism and military pa-

ternalism – ever be realizable within a model of a nation-state? Can feminism 

ever be pro-state, or when, at what point, in what kind of state (if any), can we 

claim that we are dealing with a feminist-friendly of even feminist state?

Vedran Džihić 
(Austrian Institute for International Affairs, Vienna)
vedran.dzihic@univie.ac.at

Questions and thought on resistance in the periphery

As I understand Judith Butler to be an intensely politically engaged 

thinker my remarks will be guided by a two-fold outing inspired by Butler’s 

4  See also Judith Butler’s Istanbul Lecture: ‘Freedom of Assembly, or Who are the 

People?’ September, 2013, available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yd-7iT2JtXk. 
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lecture and her new book on performative theory of assembly. I am outing 

myself as a frustrated citizen of Bosnia and Herzegovina, or to put it dif-

ferently a citizen of Former Yugoslavia frustrated with being in-between, 

on the periphery and irrelevant, ruled by a nexus of political and eco-

nomic elites, parasiting on the permanent transition to a democracy-era 

characterized by a mixture of authoritarian and patriarchal habitus, neo-

liberal pragmatism and ethno-nationalist ideologies. This is the background 

against which an average citizen in Post-Yugoslav societies in the last 20 

years was put on the margin and reduced to a new transitional precariat, 

sentenced to an “unlivable life” (Butler 2015: 201). Listening to Judith 

Butler speaking here in Serbia, in one of the societies where forms of 

radical solidarity in opposition to political and economic forces are rather 

rare and when showing up on the surface is suppressed, either through 

direct or more frequently subtle repression, I simply have to read her book 

as a deeply political book.

Second, following Adriana Zaharijević’s reading of Butler’s book as a feminist 

one, at the same time inspired by Butler’s narrative on bodily actions and 

performative assembly of bodies as well as her term of vulnerability as a 

part of political resistance, I have to out myself as a feminist utopian urged 

to provide an argumentation able to create a framework to pose one final 

feminist utopian question at the end of my intervention.

My starting question is how much is the newly emerging competitive and 

neoliberal/competitive authoritarianism that I see flourishing in the region 

built upon patriarchal negation and exclusion of the female and all other 

non-heterosexual identities? To recompose my question I argue that there 

is precisely this patriarchal negation and exclusion of the female, and it is 

by the police and prisons (both in the metaphoric and literal sense of the 

word – here following Butler: “All public assembly is haunted by the police 

and the prison“ [185]) that societies of Former Yugoslavia are kept “stable.” 

Besides, I regard the term “stability” as a new paradigm of both the EU and 

the so-called international community when dealing with peripheries and 

so called transitional societies. Former Yugoslav countries outside the EU and 

all other countries encompassed by the EU’s Enlargement and Neighborhood 

Policy belong to this form of periphery.

The second paradigm that has emerged in the region in the last two decades 

of “transitioning to democracy” is described by the term “pragmatic.” 

Only if politicians and citizens behave “pragmatically” and “deliver” in the 

so called “school of democracy” run by the EU and the Internationals5 that 

democracy will start emerging and freedom will prevail. The problem is 

5  See here Boris Buden’s thought on the permanent transition to democracy in his 

book Zonen des Übergangs. Vom Ende des Postkommunismus (2009).
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only that looking at the very bleak results of democratization and authori-

tarian trends in the majority of the countries of Former Yugoslavia in 2016 

we cannot avoid to label the process of transitioning to democracy as failed, 

at least measured against the promises of democracy euphorically formu-

lated at the beginning of the 1990s. This is the moment where we can 

easily expose pragmatism as a cynical and in the end neoliberal ideology 

designed for countries in the periphery to keep them “stable” while ac-

cepting that the political game is dictated by (new) ruling political and 

economic elites.

Pragmatism as a new ideology of the permanent “transitional present” is 

alluding to precarity as used by Butler, since it is drawing a line between the 

few (called pragmatic elites and their clientele) and the masses (deprived, 

being a new precariat). As soon as we accept and adjust to pragmatism we 

immediately reject any kind of progressive political ideology in favor of 

empirical facts and reality, which again is – at least in the region of Former 

Yugoslavia but not only – shaped by the peculiar mixture of neoliberalism, 

nationalism and various forms of authoritarianism.

Here we can think further and extend the argumentation to yet another 

important term from Butler’s thinking, namely freedom understood as a 

term around which we organize our political resistance: “Freedom can only 

be exercised if there is enough support for the exercise of freedom, a material 

condition that enters into the act that it makes possible.”6

The question that arises here is basically how to exercise freedom in spaces 

and political entities on the periphery (like in the case of Post-Yugoslav 

countries) where freedom has been reduced and literally stolen, leading to 

a situation where material conditions for freedom are missing, where free-

dom discursively and in terms of realpolitik was miss-appropriated by 

transitional political and economic elites, or to put it more broadly in the 

sense mentioned above, by neoliberal ethno-nationalist conundrum. So, the 

question is how to reverse and renew the meaning of freedom, and how to 

reclaim democracy, and freedom in the periphery caught in seemingly endless 

transition to democracy?

One possible answer would be the one provided by Wendy Brown in her 

ferocious act to protect the very term of freedom and consequently liberal 

democracy from its (neoliberal) opponents. In one of her interviews prior 

to the publication of her book Undoing Demos. Neoliberalism’s Stealth 

Revolution, she is “in favor of trying to rehabilitate the term (democracy), 

give it substance, reawaken its potential, not only for emancipation and 

6  Judith Butler, Rethinking Vulnerability and Resistance, Manuscript for the Keynote 

lecture given on 20th November 2016 in Belgrade. 
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equality but also for a notion of popular sovereignty”.7 Brown relates the 

process of reawakening the emancipatory potential to struggles by groups 

of citizens (be it in the Arab Spring, Occupy or Gezi-Park movement) fighting 

to „reclaim democracy as something that has to do with more equality than 

it has been used to signify in recent neoliberal decades, and also more 

control by the people.“ (Ibid.) But how to organize the process of reinventing 

and re-energizing democracy as an emancipatory term? And what place to 

find for the people?

As aspects of sudden or provisional assembly are already – without entering 

the debate on self-constitution and struggles over “who we are” – a major new 

formation of the public space able to confront the authoritarian state (regime) 

on the periphery with a quest for freedom, equality and solidarity, for a “life 

as livable.” Here we might think of whether, how and if not why protests in 

Bosnia in February 2014, collective actions on the streets of Skopje recently, 

or many other forms of assemblies in the newly emerging illiberal belt in 

Eastern and Southeastern Europe (including Hungary, Poland, Turkey) are 

able (or made unable) to change the parameters of “life as unlivable.”

Finally, following Adriana Zaharijević’s8 argument that freedom to assemble, 

besides bodily enacting popular sovereignty, also embodies feminist princi-

ples. To bring the argument back to Butler’s book, I am arguing that this 

above mentioned specific form of neoliberal authoritarianism with patriar-

chal negation and exclusion of the female, built upon terms of “stability,” 

“pragmatism” and ethnic nationalism, is preventing new forms of public 

assembly in the region of Former Yugoslavia and keeping the regimes alive. 

If this is right we might argue that precisely feminism can be taken as a key 

to understand and to attack these newly emerging post-transitional illib-

eral/authoritarian regimes. It is – to invert Putin’s words directed against 

Pussy Riot – the feminist fight against the “soul of man” (13) that can attack 

these regimes, both in ideological terms as well as in political terms.

This is precisely the place where we need Butler’s term of “vulnerability,” 

more precisely her affirmative use of vulnerability, “understood as a ‘de-

liberate exposure to power’ as a part of the very meaning of political re-

sistance as an embodied enactment.” (15) Against the concerns that 

“vulnerability is disjoined from resistance, mobilization, and other forms of 

7  See Wendy Brown, Reclaiming Democracy: An Interview with Wendy Brown on Occupy, 

Sovereignty, and Secularism, in Critical Legal Thinking, January 30th 2013, http://critical-

legalthinking.com/2013/01/30/reclaiming-democracy-an-interview-with-wendy-

brown-on-occupy-sovereignty-and-secularism/

Of course, the sense that democracy (and the notion of freedom) needs to be reconstituted 

is widely shared by authors and scholars ranging from Skinner (1998) Runciman (2005), 

Derrida (2006) or Badiou (2006).

8  See Adriana Zaharijević’s contribution in this volume.
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deliberate and agentic politics,” (16), Butler argues that “the very meaning 

of vulnerability changes when it becomes understood as part of the very 

practice of political resistance” and that “we can come to understand bodily 

vulnerability as something that is actually marshaled or mobilized for the 

purposes of resistance.” (18-19)

When we speak about resistance in the periphery characterized by patriarchal 

and patrimonial male structures with male bodies deeply inscribed into the 

authoritarian inner-life of the regime and the “other” in gender terms is 

automatically marginalized and excluded, we have to imagine the resistance 

as a truly feminist endeavor. To put it in Butler’s words,

Feminism is a crucial part of these networks of solidarity and resistance 

precisely because feminist critique destabilizes those institutions that de-

pend on the reproduction of inequality and injustice, and it criticizes those 

institutions and practices that inflict violence on women and gender mi-

norities, and, in fact, all minorities subject to police power for showing up 

and speaking out as they do. (20)

This brings me back to the beginning of my intervention and to the announced 

utopian feminist question: Can a feminist rallying against “life as unlivable” 

be the way out for the peripheral regions in East- and Southeastern Europe, 

more precisely in the Post-Yugoslav realm? Or to put it differently, to argue 

that only a moment where feminism becomes pro-state can be a moment 

where freedom, responsibility and thus democracy will come back to the 

region on a broader scale than in this very room.

Judith Butler
Responses to Athena Athanasiou, 

Adriana Zaharijević, Vedran Džihić

Wonderful. Many important issues raised. First of all, thank you Athena for 

your trenchant comments. It is true that plural action and plurality are not 

quite the same as pluralism, and how to think about differentiating those 

terms is important. I certainly read and engage the work of William Con-

nolly on that topic, interested in the way that “pluralization” works for him, 

but perhaps I also move in a slightly different direction than he does. I agree 

that it is important to think about assembly in ways that are not constrained 

by the accepted parameters of liberal democracy.

In your remarks you also suggest that perhaps something we might call 

humanity is understood as persisting even as the human has fallen into 

crisis, so how are we to think about that? Is there also a resignification of 

the human going on? I am reminded of the importance of resituating hu-

manness and the human animal as one form of creaturely life among others, 

and that this is in part a way of understanding, perhaps developing a different 
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bio-political vocabulary, one that does not disavow the animal in the human, 

the animality of the human, but also the human dimensions of companionate 

species, as Donna Haraway reminds us. But also, perhaps we need another 

name to think about the dignity of this persistence that happens among 

humans who are with cruelty expelled from the human norm by those who 

seek to monopolize its definition in the service of racial projects. Is something 

we might still call humanity that which emerges precisely when the expulsion 

is refused either by those who are expected to execute that strategy or those 

who are subject to the brutality of that effacement. I am certainly not op-

posed to humanity. What would it mean to say that? That would be wrong, 

I certainly defend “the humanities” (in English), that is terribly important, 

although it is always possible to ask, where is humanity in the humanities? 

Let us speculate that humanity traverses and upends the logic of exclusion 

by which the human is produced and sustained. Even so, humanity brings 

with it its own specter, maybe the animal is the specter of humanity, or 

maybe none of us can have humanity without also engaging the spectral 

being of the animal. So, I appreciate the question of specter, since Derrida 

is in the room, and is always in the room when we try to think seriously 

about these issues. So, what is spectral in the assembly? I think that there 

are spectral assemblies in every assembly. I am re-reading now Marx’s 18th 

Brumaire, as a way of trying to think about how the anachronistic reemerges 

in an unexpected and animated form in the present. And of course, to even 

understand Syntagma, Gezi Park, Tahrir, all of these have enormous genealo-

gies which are, I would say, selectively animated in the present, and maybe 

even the Assemblée nationale in the Jeu de Paume is with us as well. The 

question is whether the specter of past assemblies operates as an unfinished 

promise or unfulfilled history, or whether it actually disrupts the historical 

continuum. In the 18th Brumaire, it was generally unexpected that the peo-

ple would miss the monarchic power that they destroyed, and how easy it 

was for them to give up their freedoms to a power who seemed, if only un-

consciously, to be a living substitute for that lost authoritarian ruler. The 

sequence: we have destroyed the monarchy! What have we destroyed! Oh 

look, we have destroyed nothing: the Ruler is back!

As for the politics of representation, I do not, cannot, reject it thoroughly. 

I accept, for instance, parliamentary democracy, even if the parliamentary 

form cannot exhaust all we mean by democracy. All forms of parliamentary 

democracy depend however on what I would call popular sovereignty. But 

popular sovereignty is not distinct from what Sheldon Wolin called the “fugi-

tive” dimension of democracy: it supports and withdraws, it installs and de-

stroys. When it no longer supports the parliamentary democracy that it 

elected, it can withdraw itself and threaten that government with delegitima-

tion even if that government responds to that delegitimation with military 

force. And responding with military force only makes that regime more vul-

nerable to delegitimation; it does not mean that the government necessarily 
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comes down, it can continue. And there are non-military forms of coercion 

that we might think about as well, such as the constraints on information.

So this power to confer or withdraw legitimacy is one that belongs to a people 

quite regardless of whether or not it is recognized by law. It is an extra-legal 

power without which legal powers can only operate without legitimation. 

With this in mind, then, popular sovereignty may well be a term that maintains 

closer allegiances to anarchist moments, ones that we can find implicit in 

every parliamentary democratic form. I am not saying we should be anarchist 

rather than parliamentary democrats, no, I am saying there is an anarchist 

possibility within every parliamentary form; this is surely why so many 

democratic constitutions are so fearful of the mob, so fearful of the crowd, so 

fearful of the popular will, even fearful of its own elections, so that this popular 

moment has to be managed and constrained. In other words, a radically 

democratic potential always needs to be managed by every parliamentary 

democracy, and I think there is a tension there that I would want to preserve 

between the two. I also think, and perhaps this is because I have been thinking 

about the Middle East and Israel/Palestine, that popular sovereignty can be 

divisible. The sovereign is not necessarily a figure of indivisible unity or a 

master figure. I know it is often defined that way, but the definition does not 

help us. Sovereignty can be divisible; it can even be dispersed. I am extremely 

interested in the idea of a dispersed sovereignty. And it might be something 

other than pluralism, it might be a form of cohabiting in ways that acknowledge 

difference but also the obligatory claim cohabitation at the same time.

I also think that without sovereignty, it is very hard to defend the very im-

portant concept of political self-determination that is needed for decoloniza-

tion efforts of all kinds. For example, it is important for Greece, which should 

be able to decide how it pays its debts, and manage its own economic activ-

ity, and surely should not be “owned” by Germany or the Eurozone or the 

World Bank. For Palestine, which has not yet seen the rights of political 

self-determination, for native peoples in Canada, Europe, the US and 

Mexico. Many indigenous movements rely very strongly on the concept of 

political self-determination and I think that that is linked with the idea of 

popular sovereignty, and I am not sure we should – just because sover-

eignty has a bad name – so quickly get rid of it altogether. But let us think 

about what it means or how it can be revised in those particular contexts. I am 

working on non-violence now, and I suppose I am working towards an idea 

of an aggressive non-violent strategy, and maybe I need to disavow passive 

resistance, but I think that there is a way of thinking non-violence as agentive 

and as aggressive, even as it refuses violence. There is another way of thinking 

about non-violence as non-action, and that seems important as well. If a 

strike is a non-action, a not-working, is it for that reason passive? I like to 

think about the emphatic refusal of violence. And maybe I will make an 

argument about that in time.
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It is true that I want to claim that the freedom of assembly precedes and 

exceeds any form of government, and maybe that is an anarchist notion or 

maybe it is a popular democratic notion, or a populist view, I do not know. 

I do think that we would all do well to think about why Ernesto Laclau 

thought that there could be a left populism – maybe that would also be a 

question for Eric Fassin, given his own suggestion that perhaps we cannot 

really work with the idea of “the people” as such. Laclau published a book 

On populist reason making the case for a left populism, asking what makes 

them left and how do they work. Perhaps “the people” is a fiction, but that 

fact alone does not tell us whether it is an enabling or a disabling fiction.

I love it that everybody thinks this is a feminist book. I do not have any 

problem with that. But if it is feminist, it is also queer. Bernice Johnson 

Reagon spoke those beautiful passages on coalitions, emphasizing the dif-

ficulty of staying in coalitions, defining what a coalition is, especially across 

racial boundaries, what a feminist coalition is and can be (See Johnson 

Reagon: 2000). I rely on that enormously, but queer actions, especially 

those mobilized on the issues of HIV and violence, perhaps even before 

Occupy, have been crucial for my understanding of alignments and mobi-

lization, of networks formed across time and space, even between the living 

and the dead. So, if it is going to be feminist, it has to be queer, or feminist/

queer/radical-democratic.

I acknowledge that there has to be a utopian horizon within which we think 

and act. I guess I have come to that conclusion, I did not always think that, 

but I think experimenting with the possible is something we get to do in 

academic life, in universities and art, in our creative and theoretical work, 

and that it is a radical act when the very idea of another future becomes 

impossible to consider. So opening up the horizon of the possible is not a bad 

idea. Some horrible things can enter into the picture, of course – very bad 

possibilities – but also some other kinds of possibilities as well. I mean, this 

is where politics actually involves a kind of crafting, how we think about 

principles that can be crafted into forms of life: less as prescriptive than 

generative principles, considered as a matrix out of which a set of possibilities 

for life might be generated. I know that pragmatism has become a combative 

term, I think that Nancy Fraser has tried to suggest that pragmatism could 

be used for both feminism and for socialism, so maybe we need to consider 

that. But I do not know if feminism is the way out. I know that Butler cannot 

offer the way out. I was always worried that Bosnia became an example in 

US feminism when Catherine MacKinnon claimed that she “represented the 

women of Bosnia.” I thought it was maybe a bad idea for her to say that. 

I think it is a really bad idea for US intellectuals to go touring around the 

world telling people what the way out might be. No. If anything, I come here 

to listen to you and become a slightly more informed and thoughtful person, 

by virtue of your challenges, as a consequence of what you tell me.
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As for Adriana’s question about feminism and the state, I do not have a cat-

egorical view. We can pose the questions abstractly: is there a way to refigure 

the state on feminist principles? Or, must feminism always be an anti-statist 

project? I would agree that feminism should not have as its primary goal 

state-building, but that does not mean that certain feminist principles should 

not organize state policy. Perhaps it is necessary to ask first about the con-

temporary condition of the state, since what we see is the dismantling of 

social democracy and health care, the outsourcing of basic services, and the 

implication of neo-liberal and market rationalities in state structures. If we 

oppose the dismantling of social services, the outsourcing of public goods, 

then do we do that in part on feminist grounds? If so, then we are interested 

in a renewed state structure, but are not in principle opposed to a state.

So, which state are we seeking to be part of, or not part of? Maybe we need a 

radical and feminist critique of neoliberalism and its privatization strategies 

and its market rationality in order to usher in a different set of values that would 

remind us of what the public good is, and of our obligation to preserve the 

public good, which does include various kinds of services from which women 

benefit – which does include education, healthcare and shelter. I am not sure 

what to say there, but my thinking is very dependent on Wendy Brown’s on 

this issue. I heard Vedran’s frustration and his voice, trying to speak, wonder-

ing about what can be said or heard from here, positioned on the periphery. 

I suppose we have to ask whether only the center maintains the conditions for 

freedom, or whether there is, as it were, an assembly among and for the pe-

ripheries. Yes, we are in a small room in a hostile environment, and we do not 

always know how to make change outside of the confines of academic life, but 

apparently the Assemblée nationale was in a small room in a hostile environ-

ment and finally emerged as quite a power. A lot of consequential movements 

have started in small rooms in hostile environments. Sometimes, as Virginia 

Woolf tells us, one needs a small room, a room of one’s own, for the composi-

tion of thought. As Kafka tells us, it turns out that small rooms are adjacent to 

other rooms and corridors, passageways and adjoining buildings, and that 

much depends on how one regards the beginning and end of the spatial infra-

structure that conditions livability. Anyway, thank you all for your difficult and 

important questions, I am most grateful and only sorry that I cannot address 

them all in the way that they surely deserve to be addressed.

Nikola Petković 
(Department of Cultural Studies, Faculty for Humanities, University of Rijeka)
npetkovic@ffri.hr

After the holy trinity of gender, race and class faded away and identity simply 

replaced them by becoming the buzzword of the academe in the ‘90s, two terms 

emerged designating the beginning of the third millennium: uncertainty 
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and precarity. The fact that a fairly recent spell check still underlines precar-

ity as an unknown term confirms its ‘originality’. Since minds are always 

faster than their discursive articulation that uttered words turns into written 

discourse there is nothing wrong with the software-slowness—certainly 

nothing that would question the legitimacy of terminological ‘innovations’. 

Actually, ‘innovation’ might be an inappropriate term here and I suggest to 

replace it by ‘re-contextualization’. Because people lived precarious lives 

filled with uncertainty since the very beginning of time. These two terms 

are today under the spotlights not because of their ‘originality’ or protean 

power of mimicry throughout Western history but because of the very fabric 

of the times we live in. Therefore all the criticisms that this reinvigoration 

of operative terminology suffers being seen as ‘nothing new’ I find rather 

misplaced. In terms of paradigm shift, be it in humanities, social or natural 

sciences, these terms are precisely here as a paradigmatic framework for 

understanding the world while hoping to change it. Since prior to making 

any effort to change the world (even in a utopian way of remodeling it dis-

cursively) we must be sure that we do our best to understand it, and since, 

at the moment, we have no better pair of terms as tools in reading our present, 

I strongly suggest to use them to the best of our abilities. 

Two recent books confirm the importance of the pair: The Cunning of Un-

certainty by Helga Nowotny (2016), and Notes Toward a Performative Theory 

of Assembly by Judith Butler. In this short note toward the re-contextualization 

of operative terminology that opens effective modes in our efforts to under-

stand our present, I will address only Judith Butler’s latest book, while 

seeking for modes of solidarity in the existing context of so-called special 

interest groups targeting particular spheres of interest that harm their very 

core of existence.

And here I speak from my personal experience while living in the US in the 

early ‘90s and witnessing the bracketing of interest among either racial, 

ethnic, religious issues or those of gender or sexual preference. The question 

I have (having in mind the entirety of Butler’s work) is how productive it is 

to think within a respective group, sharing its experience, its vulnerability 

and precarity without making serious efforts to draw a diagonal cut through 

various but mutual sites of vulnerability.

After being asked this question, at the panel in Belgrade, Judith Butler 

recognized many important points, underscoring not only the content but 

also ways of elaborating the manifestations of special interest groups in the 

field. She pointed out that the situation in the US academy in which claims 

of identity are put forward is a very difficult one, while thinking that it does 

sometimes produce an ethnographic shock on the part of those who travel 

to US campuses and see how the logic of political identity gets reproduced 

in ways that are quite antagonistic and that produce rupture time and again.  
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She saw it being tight and said that she was not certain whether or not 

special interests are the best term to talk about dispersing solidarity the way 

I imagined it underscoring that special interest groups is the term that the 

Republican Party uses in order to talk about women – that means half the 

population has “special interests” and it’s not the general will, they make a 

distinction between what is a special interest and who is the general public. 

Anybody who is marked by gender is, Butler said, a “special interest.” But 

still, there is a really big question here how to deal with that marking and 

how it emerges in political discourse. Maybe we could slip forward and re-

member that absolute identification with another, that is, being able to 

completely and utterly take the place of another in whatever it is they have 

suffered, or in whatever it is they struggle for – is not a possibility, and cer-

tainly not a basis of solidarity, it cannot be. Then she pointed out that a 

particular example of comparative genocide studies. They have done some 

really important work about exactly what can be said, how we establish a 

dialogue on atrocity, a dialogue on mass death, how we establish a dialogue 

on the technologies of state-sponsored murder. All those questions are really 

important to think about in common, even though many of us come to these 

issues from very different historical circumstances.

Biljana Kašić 
(Department of Sociology, University of Zadar) 
bi.kasic@unizd.hr

Critical claims and critical ‘eyes’: the people

Reading Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly was certainly an 

exciting theoretical venture. Not only because this book deepened but also 

because it articulated in a fresh and lucid manner Judith Butler’s already 

on-going self-conversation and responses to the key issues of the historical 

present. These issues which include precarity, political agency, vulnerability, 

violence, resistance, dissent, discrimination, responsibility, among others, 

particularly appeared in her books Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning 

and Violence, Frames of War: When is Life Grievable?, and Dispossession: The 

Performative in the Political, written in the form of a dialogue with Athena 

Athanasiou.

In this brief contribution there is no need to give an explanation on why this 

study engages our critical discourse; rather it is about how to utilize it, being 

aware of the limits of our most convinced ways of knowing, articulating and 

acting. In a deliberative gesture of ethical and political reflection that maintains 

both tension and theoretical bonding of respect while performing the realm 

of a new critical activity, Judith Butler allowed for the ‘Performative Theory 

of Assembly’ to take place on the scene, in the auditorium of the Cultural 

Centre in the heart of Belgrade.
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The presence of the constant transposition of the modalities of theme that 

seek the political within a neoliberal contemporaneity and countering it at 

the same time, while aiming to expose through the possibilities of public as-

sembly, or more precisely, through its, as the author says, “responsibilization” 

(Butler 2015: 15), moved my aspiration towards a simple claim for public 

agency. What stands behind this claim and to what does it obligate us?

Apart from various provocative thoughts and convincing arguments on bodily 

and embodied assembly in public spaces that re-configure the political, I will 

draw attention to the potency for the politicality of assembly from a very 

distinct angle. Namely, by referring to the syntagm ‘We are still the people’ 

(Butler 2015: 181) that Butler addressed precisely as a response to a “his-

torical articulation of urgency,” disclosed as a need to oppose the acceleration 

of precarity and economic inequality of humans, I will try to rethink what 

we keep by recreating the exterior of human-ness.

On the one hand, what to connect within providing us the people today, in 

this repetitive claim “We are still the people”, that allows us to think whether 

humanness might be the ultimate bonding, or the condition of being human; 

on the other hand, in which way does this declaration resonate in the formation 

of public assembly by claiming for the shape of human possibility as its con-

dition? In order to see an intrinsic link between these two concerns, one has 

to make an additional effort rather than a switch in perspective.

This so-called phrase ‘We are still the people’ is present in the book even 

when it is not expressly mentioned, through the webs of other thoughts, 

concepts, questions, imaginative positions, always signalizing something 

that goes beyond enunciation itself, or its “vocalized performative” (Butler 

2015: 170). What thus thrilled me at first glance was not the problematic 

we, or even more problematic syntagm ‘we as the people’, or ‘we are the 

people’, rather the unexpected meanings that still implies and creates.

“It can mean, ‘we are still the people’ – therefore, still persisting and not yet 

destroyed” (Butler 2015: 181), as Butler pleads for one of the possible in-

terpretations, by highlighting equality as a matrix of public constituency 

gathered around an assumed yet indefinable “the commons” that is to be 

jointly struggled for. While I must admit the point that embodied equality 

through a public assembly linked to human interdependency and “a fair 

distribution of labour tasks” (ibid.) as an ‘inquiry’ involuntarily implies 

other political claims upon bodily agencies under the conditions of neoliberal 

governing and its reshaping and defracting of the concept of “the commons” 

today, I would argue that this abovementioned syntagm elicits a response 

on another level.

What I found to be most significant is that ‘being still the people’ invokes the 

possibility of enabling and creating a human zone at, paradoxically, the very 
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edge of the human zone itself and despite ethical disputes around human 

subjectivity, political agency and popular sovereignty. Subaltern, subju-

gated, oppressed, marginalized, “banned” as the one Other-ed, or the one 

whose being is “necessary prerequisite exclusion for sovereign inclusion” 

(Nayar 2010: 5) have confronted and occupied our gaze.

Hence at this point we are precisely talking about the condition of governing 

human life as a political subject-citizen as governing life itself that is at the 

present time, according to some decolonial theorists and critical thinkers 

(Mbembe, Beller, Gržinić, Berardi etc.), marked through necropolitical 

practices for the greatest extent. Based rather on the “distribution of death” 

(Mbembe 2003: 24) than on the “fair distribution of labor tasks,” they pro-

duced a capitalization of death since, as Marina Gržinić argued “(…) the 

logic is not the maximum of life but the minimum for living (…)” (2013: 7). 

In the strict sense, it is the logic of how the global capitalist social body is 

organized (Gržinić 2008, internet) and “how racially ontologized hierarchies 

of space” (McIntyre, Nast 2011:1466) in convergence with this expose the 

modes of production of life. 

When the Swiss visual artist Ursula Biemann, for example, in her video essay 

project Performing the Border (2000: 133-144) explored the spaces pro-

vided by the unrestricted movement of capital and labour power within 

neoliberal capitalism, she introduced the notion of “geobodies” as a peculiar 

metaphor for mobile factories that rely on the exploiting regime of women’s 

bodies that serve capital there, especially concentrated on the border and 

around the border. This geobodies trajectory operates very efficiently in 

various countries, increasingly mapping spaces for bare survival both for 

female migrants and local ‘immobile’, subaltern women based on providing 

a bias that enhances cheap and overexploited labour and enforces work 

under slave-like and subhuman conditions, along with exploitation and 

over-subjugation. Migrant women workers from respective ‘marked’ states 

or regions (such as Southeast Asia) have very often lived under border 

conditions and at the border of living bodies whose neo-slavery position 

emerges out of invasive neoliberal strategies that often intersect with “racial-

ized nationalism and disjunctive morale economies based on kinship and 

ethnicity” (Ong 2009: 160). Therefore, “biopolitical otherness,” a term used 

by Aihwa Ong (2009: 161), contains the implications of all these moments 

in their “otherness status,” from precarious non-human status to noncitizen 

one, from colonised body to dehumanised subjectivity.

How can we then make a claim for political acting knowing that any atten-

tiveness to the substantive harms of human discrimination and subjugation 

within the public field cannot be realized if the intentional ignorance of 

human beings, who have been forced to live under extreme conditions and 

substantially de-humanized is at risk? How can we then struggle “for a world 
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in which life becomes livable for those who have not yet been valued as living 

beings?” (Butler 2015: 183). These kinds of questions may leave us in a state 

of human anxiety or caught by ‘ontological’ melancholia.

Or going further, whether the possibility of human assembly in reminding 

us of what ‘still the people’ is, means an ultimate condition of acting as be-

ing, or rather a kind of transformative compassion among humans through 

modes of social reciprocity and recognition, and above all, solidarity (Berlant 

2011: 182). Enrique Dussel, in advocating for the stand that “life is the 

only absolute moment in all ethical and political description” (Dussel 2013), 

starts from a material ethics of the affirmation of life as a form of counter-

acting in favor of those who are poor, oppressed, and hyper-exploited, and 

seemingly, by this, opens up towards an initial proposal of possible engagement. 

However, a new modality of ‘the political’, in order to activate a critical 

positioning and acting, rests on this agonistic ‘burden’ as well on the capacity 

of ‘humanistic resistance’ (Said’s term) that the still enigmatic ‘We are still 

the people’ implies and offers. And as I presume, just as Judith Butler notes 

in this book, on “radical hope.”

Jasmina Husanović 
(Faculty of Philosophy, University of Tuzla) 
jasminamak@gmail.com

I would like to thank the organizers for the opportunity to take part in this 

seminar, since I have had the pleasure to engage closely with Judith Butler’s 

thought in my research, teaching and activism in the past decades. My questions 

and comments concerning Butler’s latest work Notes Toward a Performative 

Theory of Assembly (Butler 2015) stem from the experiences of academic, 

artistic and activist work in Bosnia and Herzegovina where traumatic common 

corporeal injuries and predicaments have been normalized and institutionalized 

for a long time, through the war in the 1990s as well as in the so-called ‘post-

Dayton’ period. For more than two decades the twin logic of ethnonationalist 

and neoliberal governance of affect and abject in Bosnia and Herzegovina has 

resulted in a particular set of ways governing ‘human waste’ through normal-

ized terror (Husanović 2015; 2014a), or „terror as usual“ (Taussig 1992). 

I think it would be very interesting to discuss several issues in Butler’s latest 

book from the perspective that takes into account the lessons of protests and 

plenums in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2014, especially in terms of political 

strategies and infrastructural challenges of direct democracy and social revolt 

as I have analyzed elsewhere (Husanović 2014b).

I was particularly impressed with the insistence in Butler’s book on the 

necessities of producing and reproducing the actual infrastructural condi-

tions for politics – for political expression, subjectivization and action. In 

this sense, I think that such material experiences of precarious subjectivities 
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caught in multiple and complex emergencies affecting our politics, labor 

and thought today must be understood as a matter of engaged political 

enterprise on the battleground for the social body and public good today. 

To play with some metaphors from Pierre Bourdieu’s opus and go beyond 

them (Bourdieu 1990: 3), “a fieldwork in philosophy” today has to be about 

producing knowledge as “a martial art” honed through political antagonization 

and common struggles in new social movements around us. Our battle is 

against the politics of terror which through its “irregular rhythms of numbing 

and shock” constitutes “the apparent normality of the abnormal created by 

the state of emergency” (Taussig 1992: 12). This, however, implies a quantum 

leap in the degrees and forms of creative and risk-taking work to be under-

taken when resisting normalized terror, whilst firmly set on the tracks of 

the politics of hope, solidarity and equality, in the horizon of social change 

and justice.  It is a daunting endeavor to forge, at the very heart of this po-

litical knowledge enterprise, a critical distance from emergency-induced 

hysteria, numbness or acceptance, and against resentment, envy, nostalgia, 

melancholia and despair as predominant affective mechanisms of the cul-

turalized neoliberal governance.

For instance, there is a tendency to interpret the latest events in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, which emerged as an amalgam of performative assemblies 

and street protests spreading from Tuzla throughout the country, as coming 

about suddenly, “out of nowhere,” whereas actually they were the outcome 

of a nexus of long-term emancipatory practices and movements that have 

been nesting in the fields of social activism, critical pedagogies, knowledge 

production and are there for many years. These practices and collectives 

have been questioning and challenging the merging of ethnocorporate and 

neoliberal regimes of power and violence in their particular post-atrocity 

order of governance instituted in Bosnia and Herzegovina for more than 

twenty years, colonizing all spaces of publicity and everyday life. The culture 

of terror, trauma and exception that is embedded in the so-called „transi-

tional justice“ industry exposes political and economic orders where all lives, 

life as a whole, feeds into the “ethnicity incorporated” (Comaroff and Comaroff, 

2009). From what has happened in the social revolt engulfing Bosnia and 

Herzegovina in 2014, and in the period afterwards, there emerges not a 

context-specific, but a common and universalizing imperative everywhere 

in global politics – to create, invent and nurture new modes of struggle 

against inequality and reclaim the tools, or the means of production neces-

sary for such political enterprise. The question of solidarity seems of para-

mount importance here.

In this sense, what strikes me as a particularly significant insight in Butler’s 

latest work is the argument that claims of identification with someone’s 

predicament are not to be equated with solidarity, or what would be politi-

cally productive solidarity (Butler 2015). In addition to this, there is a call 
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there to move away from, and abandon the attempts to generalize or uni-

versalize cultural identifications in political thought and action. In my 

opinion, this directly speaks to the need to turn towards the question of class 

antagonisms, and to take class as a key category of analysis and political 

mobilization. This, of course, includes the sphere of knowledge production, 

which is also marked by class antagonisms and deeply unequal and unjust 

political economies. Speaking about the field of knowledge production 

through the critique of its political economy underneath also equips us to 

go beyond not only this false dichotomy between ‘intellectuals’ and ‘activists’, 

but also those equally false or docile claims that academic work, however 

critical, is enough for the political enterprise we have to engage in current 

political circumstances and our lives. We could witness how the field of 

knowledge production populated with many social actors and their trans-

formative practices in a specific setting can foster promising political inter-

ventions, such as performative assemblies or street protests, by actively 

producing and reproducing the infrastructure, the tools, the means of po-

litical protest in deteriorating circumstances. I would like to place emphasis 

on those particular affective mechanisms which underpin the neoliberal/

ethnonationalist colonial political economies rampant in Bosnia and Herze-

govina, which clearly indicate the collusion and complicity of local and in-

ternational elites and ideological orders they fodder.

Within the constraints of this seminar, I have chosen to pose a couple of 

specific questions concerning the arguments in the book. The first one is 

about the relationship between violence and nonviolence, especially when 

referring to Walter Benjamin’s Critique of Violence (Benjamin 1986).  The 

second one refers to the paradox or crevice between fear and hope.  This is 

something I am quite concerned about, considering that the possibility of 

future performative public assemblies is severely curtailed by the ever-

stronger reorganization and preparation of state orders and their repressive 

forces to contain and prevent civic protest in any shape or form, using increas-

ing levels of violence and inducing and disseminating fear through the social 

fabric and social body. What also concerns me is the saturation of various 

instantiations of socialist, social democratic, radical democratic, as well as 

liberal political scholarship and activism with a series of platitudes, withdrawals 

and complacencies about political organization today, often amounting to 

something that resembles a peculiar solipsism of passion, which deadens the 

potential to think and act politically, which evades the urge to embody pas-

sionate subjectivities collectively. In this sense, it seems to me that the problems 

and weaknesses in the field of knowledge production are largely to do with 

the refusal to engage in actually producing the public space, with its infra-

structure, to orchestrate public resistance, protest and transformation. I think 

we lack enough discussion on how we, as knowledge producers, embody 

individually or collectively the symptoms of alienation on the affective level, 
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through the reproduction of affective bodily states of defeat, depression, 

mistrust, faint-heartedness, cynicism, hopelessness, and so on. Perhaps the 

right slogan at this moment of facing the politics of terror of inequality anew 

is to wish upon ourselves much more of everything that is already too much 

for us, because when things get truly unbearable, radical hope and the drive 

to change such things seem to ground themselves in new and promising forms.

To sum up the questions: How should we position ourselves towards violence 

in the context of bodies occupying public space and claiming public good 

that need to navigate the paradox between fear and hope, through bodily 

vulnerability, especially because the crevice between the two seems to be 

rather difficult to think and act upon? What kind of affective fiber is necessary 

to take on productively those political strategies that blur or displace the 

distinction between violence and nonviolence, and dominant normative 

prescriptions that go along with it?

Judith Butler
Responses to Nikola Petković, 

Biljana Kašić and Jasmina Husanović

Thank you very much. There are again so many important points here, 

and I just want to thank you for elaborating your questions in the ways that 

you have.

The situation in the US academy in which claims of identity are put forward 

is a very difficult one, and I think it does sometimes produce an ethno-

graphic shock on the part of those who travel to US campuses and see how 

the logical political identity gets reproduced in ways that are quite antago-

nistic and that produce rupture time and again. I think that’s right. I don’t 

know if I would call them special interests, I think that’s the term that the 

Republican Party uses in order to talk about women – that means half the 

population has “special interests”, it’s not the general will, they make a 

distinction between what is a special interest and who is the general public. 

Anybody who is marked by gender is a “special interest.” But still, there’s 

a really big question here how to deal with that marking and how does it 

emerge in political discourse. Maybe we could slip forward and remember 

that absolute identification with another, that is, being able to completely 

and utterly take the place of another in whatever it is they have suffered, 

or in whatever it is they struggle for, is not a possibility, and certainly not 

a basis of solidarity, it cannot be. And I think, for instance, comparative 

genocide studies has done some really important work about exactly what 

can be said, how we establish a dialogue on atrocity, a dialogue on mass 

death, how we establish a dialogue on the technologies of state-sponsored 

murder. All those questions are really important to think about in common, 

even though many of us come to these issues from very different historical 
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circumstances. I think that there are better ways of doing that, but something 

like that strikes me as closer to a model of solidarity I’m interested in.

I do think that we are still the people, whoever is standing there or here, 

whoever is part of the larger network of support. There is this deictic moment 

where I’m pointing to those of us who are assembled – whoever we happen 

to be, as if to say, “we have not yet been eradicated.” That does not mean 

that others have not been eradicated, indeed the reason we can say that we 

are still the people is that we know very well that others are no longer the 

people, or that they are dead, or dying, or they are at risk of death, or expelled 

or imprisoned, having lost some substantial access to the rights of citizen-

ship. There is a very important relationship between memorialization and 

assembly that we haven’t really thought about today, but which I know has 

been part of the Women in Black movement. Asserting the grievability of 

lives that have been lost, marking them, naming them in common, is not 

necessarily a monumental form of mourning, but more simply a set of prac-

tices of public acknowledgment that become reiterated throughout public 

space and time – that is a crucial feature of many public assemblies. The 

political power of mourning is evident, in Palestine, where it is sometimes 

difficult to know what is a funeral and what is a protest. And I know that 

this happens in many places, I know that Assad used to, perhaps still does, 

shoot at the Syrian people who gathered to mourn those who were killed 

by his army. He clearly feared the potential of an uprising on the part of 

those who gathered together to mourn. I think that the question of grievabil-

ity and marking grievability is one way to transform the idea of human waste 

into valuable life, or grievable life – livable life is the aspiration of the still 

living, grievable life is the entitlement of the dead, or those who are on the 

way towards death. I think the fact that we are still the people marks the 

fact that we could be destroyed, some of us have been destroyed, and in that 

face of actual destruction we are still here, assembled, but also exposing 

ourselves in a way that every assembly does to the proximate and possible 

force of destruction.

The particular political situation of “transitional justice” is clearly an important 

one, a chance for a “diagonal” or “transversal” analysis that would consider 

post-genocidal, post-dictatorial, and decolonized conditions, but also apart-

heid and occupation (we are not yet post-occupation and on some analyses, 

apartheid continues in new forms). All of these histories are histories of 

enormous state violence. What is the place of critical memory studies in relation 

to the dominant and official versions of history, and even the sorts of narrative 

forms of a life-story required by non-governmental organizations and inter-

national law? Allied with this question is another, namely, what is the spe-

cific harm of normalizing trauma? And what happens under regimes that 

understand themselves as post-atrocity, or that have normalized unspeakable 

losses, or even capitalized on their unspeakability. I have a great deal to learn 
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about how neo-liberalism has entered into the process of “rebuilding” the 

Balkans, and how NGO discourse has imposed a language on trauma that 

effaces those that have emerged from the very people who have undergone 

violence and loss of such magnitude. And I’m interested to hear that there 

are a number of practices, including art practices and critical pedagogy that 

are part of the knowledge production that seeks to interrupt, or call into 

question, the post-atrocity order of government. That seems crucial. And I 

think there is also a way of bringing that forward.

I recently visited the Centro Conti in Buenos Aires where they of course have 

given a great deal of thought to memorializing those who have disappeared 

or explicitly killed. They make a distinction between sensationalist repre-

sentations in museums dedicated to telling and documenting histories of 

violence and those that actually work with a pedagogical aim, and which 

also allow for a spatial organization of memory, such that one can pass in 

and out of the sites of torture and have time for reflection. This latter does 

not “sanitize” but neither does it seek to “retraumatize” or overwhelm those 

who wish to pass through those spaces. I think as well that such sites are 

important not only for the way they memorialize, but also for how they 

teach, and then again for the possibility to emerge with a new view on the 

ethics and politics of non-violence. I’m interested in critical memory studies 

in that respect, but I also think that there are comparative and transna-

tional projects that are dealing with that, in ways that are really important. 

I also agree that fiscal elites and their state allies are very interested in sup-

pressing civilian protest and expanding the military functions of the police. 

It did strike me as quite horrible that the French government, in establishing 

a state of emergency, not only suspended the freedom of assembly, but 

identified the climate change conference as the one in relationship to which 

there shall be no demonstration. So, a very tactical, very political use of the 

state of emergency to quell civilian protest. At the time of this re-editing, 

the Turkish government has instigated legal action against academic in 

Turkey who signed a “peace petition” in an effort to establish a better un-

derstanding with the Kurds. The call to peace has become punishable.

Perhaps I have one last thing to say about depression, melancholy and hope-

lessness – themes that we have spoken about during these days. One of the 

features of neoliberalism that is most nefarious is that we are each held re-

sponsible for the suffering we undergo, we expected to “bounce back” and 

to show a form of resilience that is part of the entrepreneurial spirit of self-

making. This manic imperative corresponds to the classic melancholic and 

depressive position. Mania is the inverse side of melancholia, and so part of 

its own logic. The self-punishing side of melancholia is more well-known: 

one imagines oneself to be the sole source of one’s suffering – one didn’t try 

hard enough to find or keep a job, one didn’t put oneself on the market often 

enough, one didn’t prepare for the market well enough, one didn’t learn how 
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to show or demonstrate one’s capacities, etc. One didn’t sell oneself well 

enough. But I do think that sometimes, when we find ourselves falling into 

complete pessimism, from which we can find no exit, maybe it’s because we 

let our suffering become too private, that we’ve allowed the suffering to 

become too individual, in other words: we follow the neo-liberal imperative 

to produce oneself with very few resources in the midst of devastation. The 

alternative before us would be to identify the common elements and even 

the structuring conditions that reproduce us in our isolated suffering, trying 

to obey a manic imperative we know to be impossible. So, moving out of that 

isolation, I do believe – it may start with commiseration and a sense of relief 

that one is not alone, but it may become something more, a thinking and 

acting in concert articulates a different kind of sociality that may well remind 

us of the limits of individualism and our common power.
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Adriana Zaharijević

In conversation with Judith Butler: 
Binds yet to be settled

Judith Butler is well-known as feminist, gender and queer theorist. She is 

probably the most widely acclaimed woman in philosophy, which was 

recognized not only by her great readership, but also by many awards, such 

as Theodor Adorno Preis awarded to her in 2012. However, Judith Butler 

has not dedicated her work solely to critical theory: she is also a human 

rights activist, and the staunch advocate of anti-war politics, non-violence 

and radical democratic principles.

Butler came to Belgrade as the Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory’s 

honorary guest in November 2015. She gave a lecture on ‘Vulnerability and 

resistance’, followed by an intensive seminar on her newest book, Notes 

toward a Performative Theory of Assembly. On that occasion we began this 

exchange which centred very much on her recent conceptual framework. 

2015 was an important year because it marked the 25th anniversary of the 

publication of Gender Trouble, the book that has most notably changed the 

course of gender and sexuality studies. That book had also had tremendous 

impact on how women’s and gender studies were framed in post-Yugoslav 

region – suffice it to say that it has been translated in Slovenia, Croatia, 

Montenegro and Serbia. The fact that Butler’s work which did not revolve 

around gender has been much less known, prompted this interview to focus 

on politicality of vulnerability, precarity and dispossession, the cornerstones 

of her political and ethical theory. Questions put forward make linkages 

with gender which ‘is still there’; they ask what kind of human can we claim 

to defend in times of post-humanism and relentless production of human 

capital; when freedom, equality and livability work together; and how to 

argue for non-violence and act non-violently in the amidst of so many forms 

of violence. The interview took place immediately after Paris and Beirut 

killings, which was to some extent captured by its tone and by its aspiration 

to understand the limits of what is politically impossible to will. The impos-

sibility of leading a good life in bad life informed Butler’s answers, with her 

constant readiness to make us think and will differently, to make us under-

stand our obligation to co-habit the earth together on terms of equality.

Adriana Zaharijević: „Ethical and political responsibility emerges when a 

sovereign and unitary subject can be effectively challenged“ (Butler 

and Athanasiou 2013: ix), this sentence from Dispossession reminded 
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me – although the terms are different – of the beginning of Gender 

Trouble. Now, 25 years after its publication, how would you explain 

its reverberations in your later work?

Judith Butler: In general, I do not try to connect the earlier work with the 

more recent work. I accept that there are connections, and it seems that you 

just found one. I tend to start again and again, which does not mean that 

each time, I start de novo. Maybe the same issues get raised in different 

contexts – gender, war, precarity, censorship – and they get folded into new 

contexts. But it was never my intention to produce a systematic or inter-

nally coherent system of thought. I continue to think with the resources 

I have. That includes Hegel, for instance, but also feminist theory.

AZ:  However, in Notes toward a Performative Theory of Assembly, you do 

dedicate the whole second chapter to gender. It seems that your earlier 

interest in gender performativity fits perfectly in performative theory 

of assembly.

JB: I do not know if it fits perfectly. It seems to me that Gender Trouble, 

for instance, did not sufficiently think about social and political actions, 

those that emerge from collective movements, and it did not offer a way 

to think about social relations or sociality. The way it was sometimes in-

terpreted as a form of individualism or even neo-liberal individualism was 

a problem for me, and I needed to rethink performativity within plurality. 

Arendt helped me to do that, even though her notions of the social are 

finally not adequate.

AZ:  It may be said that during the last ten years, three notions frame your 

work: precarity, vulnerability, and to a lesser extent dispossession. They 

are obviously different, but are also interlocked. All of them appear as 

double-sensed, with two interdependent valences. How to want one 

and not want the other valence?

JB: Perhaps we can say that these are issues that have to be thought at 

various levels, and that we cannot expect to say „yes“ or „no“ to any of them. 

They are not positions for which one argues only on a normative basis: I say 

„yes“ or „no“ to precarity. We have to find out first what they are, and how 

they operate, and then perhaps we have a better idea of what can be affirmed 

or negated at a normative level. My sense is that the insufficiency of the 

sovereign subject has to be understood in various ways. It is not simply that 

sovereignty is a fantasy that is time and again defeated by a principle of „lack“ 

– that kind of explanation produces a formal solution that is insensitive to 

historical context, or finds in historical context a convenient occasion to assert 

its trans-historical validity. At least with dispossession and vulnerability, the 
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double-edged character of the condition is part of what it is. On the one 

hand, one requires vulnerability but also to be „outside of oneself“, delivered 

over to a world of others, establishing sexual, social, and ethical modes of 

relationality. On the other hand, it is precisely by virtue of this kind of con-

dition that we become subject to exploitation.

Precarity is different, since we have to distinguish between socially induced 

forms of precarity and those that characterize mortal and injure-able exis-

tence, human and creaturely. It is by virtue of the latter that we are eligible 

for forms of suffering. If we live in an area that is flooded, like New Orleans 

was some years ago, and certain populations are quickly moved to safety, 

and other populations are left to die, then we have a natural disaster to 

which we are subject as human creatures, but the way that we undergo that 

natural disaster is determined in part by failed infrastructure, social and 

racial inequality, and a biopolitics of population management. We can 

barely distinguish the two moments as they are lived together, but they do 

become distinct as clearly as we see how the power differential works in 

establishing lives worth saving, and lives not worth saving. The metric of 

valuable life operates throughout.

AZ:  The notion that binds those three terms is certainly the notion of the 

human. You seem to ask the one and the same question for more than 

two decades: what or who counts as human? And, by inference, what 

kind of human is constituted as inhuman or less than human? We now 

know that being human is a cross-over of matrices of possessive indi-

vidualism, phallocentrism (or sexism), colonial expansionism, racial 

hierarchies and heteronormativity. Can this notion of the human ever 

be recovered and recuperated from its genealogies, so contaminated 

with different and overlapping kinds of in-humanness?

JB: This is a good question, an important question. I think we cannot give 

up on the idea of the human. At the same time, we cannot become „human-

ist“ in any of the conventional senses attached to that term. On the one 

hand, the human is crafted through all the norms that you mention and so 

„contaminated“ with forms of power that are objectionable. The human 

works not as a foundation, but as a criterion for recognition. On the other 

hand, precisely because there are those who have not yet been recognized 

as human, or whose recognition would „break“ the category, we have to 

keep it in place precisely to understand its historical changes, and the vector 

of power that works through it. When we claim that certain kinds of violence 

and atrocity are „inhuman“ we are surely saying that we do not want those 

kinds of crimes to be part of what we affirm as the human. So we are im-

plicated in a debate at that moment. Similarly, even as the human/animal 

distinction has been used to establish racial hierarchies among humans, 
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and so requires a critique of „bestialization“, it is also important to count 

humans as one sort of animal, a creature among creatures. These kinds of 

binds are not yet settled.

AZ:  In order to really appreciate interdependency, dispossession and vul-

nerability, to appreciate them as political, we would have to think of 

them outside of the logic of possession. We would also need to think of 

acting as of something other than mastery, and of actor as other than 

sovereign. What is this kind of politics that challenges sovereignty and 

property that I am and that I have? And is there such a politics that can 

effectively bring them to an end?

JB: Oh, „bring them to an end“ – that would be a fine idea, a fine goal! I am 

perhaps too stuck in history to plot a course toward the elimination of the 

property form and the conceits of sovereign possession. Perhaps we have to 

consider those practices that effectively do undermine them, and to build 

those forms of kinship, community, and solidarity that effectively dispute 

the necessity and value of sovereignty and possession. I would like to see 

new ways of thinking about public space and the „commons“ – not so much 

what we „own“ in common, but what we share or circulate in common. This 

happens usually outside of the structure of states, in civil society, or in non-

authorized modes of sociability. But perhaps it is possible to think about a 

different kind of state structure that would divide up or disperse sovereignty. 

I have always thought that was a good model for understanding what a 

bi-national authority might look like in Palestine.

AZ:  Can you tell something more about the non-authorized modes of socia-

bility? In times when the Left opts for much grander solutions, those 

„queer modalities“ of sociability, if I understood you correctly, also came 

under attack as insufficient and fragmentary. How do you assess these 

kinds of critiques?

JB: My sense is that whatever large legal and political efforts are made to 

establish rights or even to establish political parties on the left – and for the 

queer left, in particular – they have to come from popular struggles that 

cannot be fully translated into legal reform or party politics. I think it is 

probably a mistake to think that one has to choose between local movements 

and initiatives and „larger“ structural and institutional political participation. 

They are dependent upon one another, and they constitute different mo-

dalities of the political. If a party loses contact with its „base“ it becomes 

part of a machinery, so it requires the pre- and extra-parliamentary field of 

politics for its own legitimacy. Similarly, if we disregard the need to gain 

significant power, even becoming part of governments, then we really do 

keep ourselves in a mode of self-righteous marginalization. So I guess I refuse 
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the distinction between the „fragmentary“ queer politics and the „mainstream“ 

left – which is usually recruiting LGBT rather than queer. I think the dynamism, 

the antagonism, between them is extremely valuable.

AZ:  You once said that the day of public intellectual is gone (Butler 2012). 

Would you connect this in some way with your understanding of a ne-

cessity to become dispossessed of a sovereign self? What then a public 

intellectual does? Do we need to redefine the term itself?

JB: I think the idea of the „public intellectual“ is an individualist notion. It 

assumes that there are heroic individuals who courageously speak out, who 

engaged in powerful speech and stand for important values, and that they do 

this because of internal conviction or special moral or linguistic capacities. But 

such individuals are shaped and made in the context of informal or formal social 

movements. They are supported by hundreds or thousands of others who are 

„there“ in some sense as those individuals speak. They are not separated from 

the social and historical conditions of their emergence, of their very possibility.

AZ:  Linked to this question: In Dispossession especially, but also after the many 

lectures when you are careful to answer all the questions and to leave room 

for their differences and intonations, there seem to be many „I’m not sure“ 

and „It seems to me“ (rather than I argue, I claim, all those figurative speech 

acts that confirm sovereignty of the author in the contemporary academia, 

in whichever discipline). The process of questioning is obviously not only 

about getting rid of what has been already there in order to give some 

alternative, but positive answer. It is also about not being sure what there 

is to be given as an answer. I was wondering if this has to do only with 

some sort of academic or even philosophical decency, or does it point to 

something else? For example, the possibility of opening up the space for 

something monstrous, both terrifying and incoherent, contrary to seamless: 

full of seams!? (And doing this today, when there are expectations to offer 

ready answers, even more, solutions applicable in different dimensions of 

our everyday struggles, which seems even harder…)

JB: I do not mean to be playful by saying, „I am not sure“ in response to your 

question, but the truth is, I do not always know. Sometimes I only know 

what I am willing to say in the course of saying and revising. I accept the 

idea that sometimes thought is fabricated through speech, and that it is 

only by letting a set of words loose in public that we start to get a sense of 

what they mean. I realize that I sometimes commit myself to more than 

I mean to, and other times I say less about what really matters to me. So I am, 

as it were, in the midst of finding myself in speech with others, and that is 

part of what conversation is. It also gives us perhaps a concrete example of 

what it means to be constituted in the midst of sociality.
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AZ:  When I asked you about the perils of possessive individualism, I omitted 

its contemporary form – what Wendy Brown defines as human capital 

in her new book, Undoing the Demos (2015). This also brings us back to 

the issue of the human in times of neoliberalism, in terms of normalisation 

of poverty and precarity.

JB: Human capital is one way of thinking about the value of the human self. 

Both Wendy Brown and Michel Feher have been tracking the way that „self-

appreciation“ has become a new form of the neo-liberal subject. We are, 

effectively, assets that can be promoted on the market, and market-rational-

ity has suffused our way of thinking both about self and other. This is dif-

ferent from self-ownership, since the self is constantly marketing itself. It 

has become not so much a piece of property, but an assemblage of „assets“ 

that appreciate or depreciate depending on their market value. It is difficult 

to find values that exceed this framework, but part of what I am trying to 

do is to think about how the forms of precarity produced by neo-liberalism 

also have led to new forms of sociality. These would distinct from, and op-

posed to, that neo-liberal form of the subject.

AZ:  This is the proper place to turn to your Notes toward a Performative 

Theory of Assembly. There you argue that precarity becomes „a site of 

alliance“ (Butler 2015: 27)? This point links your earlier preoccupations 

against identity politics and your newer readings of what it means to 

live together, across differences.

JB: Yes, I always thought of „queer“, for example, as a term that designated a 

loose alliance, not a party, not a club, but a network, an emerging and pos-

sibly transient movement. And I learned a great deal from other networks that 

have emerged over time, those against globalization and corporate power, but 

also against racism. I am also interested in what brings people together more 

or less spontaneously. What common indignation? It seems to me that one 

could suffer the condition quite privately. One could assume „responsibility“ 

for one’s debts, or the foreclosure of one’s home. But that would be precisely 

not to have a political understanding of profits, banks, and neo-liberal forms 

of rationality. It is once the structural and shared character of the condition 

comes to the fore that assemblies and alliances become possible.

AZ:  The questions of equality and freedom (and how those two can remain 

together, how not to lose one at the expense of the other) have a promi-

nent place in this book. Freedom, as you define it, is closely related to 

its exercise, something which Foucault also emphasized. But unlike him, 

you claim that freedom does not come from you or me, but „from the 

bond we make at the moment in which we exercise freedom together“, 
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without which, moreover, there is no freedom at all (Butler 2015: 88). 

Can you say something more about that, and also about the intrinsic 

relation between freedom and equality?

JB: It is unclear to me from where freedom comes for Foucault. But it seems 

to be something that emerges in the operation of critique, at the limit of 

regulatory power, or in zones that escape disciplinary power. Maybe as well 

he has an idea of market freedom in his work on neo-liberalism, but that is 

contested among scholars. I do think Hannah Arendt gives us an idea of 

freedom that emerges within politics, and it emerges not from me or from 

you, but from an enacted relationship between us, a relation that is formed 

through action. As much as I like the sociality of that view, I also worry that 

she subscribes to a romantic idea of unconditioned action. Some Arendt 

scholars disagree with me. Still, I think we need to think more strongly about 

the kinds of support called upon in acting together, especially when we live 

in a world in which those very supports are diminishing. The „we“ in Arendt 

is also a function of equality. That is a hopeful yet complicated claim.

AZ:  We may claim that freedom and equality are only important if the lives 

of those who are presumably free and equal also live liveable lives. The 

past struggles which sought to institutionalise equality or freedom differ 

from our own struggles when both of these are in some sense there. And 

yet, the unlivability has not been eradicated or diminished.

JB: It is difficult to introduce the idea of „livability“ into political discourse 

because there is an immediate question about what standards might be 

used to decide whether or not a life is livable. One could just become exas-

perated with this demand for a standard or measure that would help us 

distinguish livable from unlivable lives, and simply rejoin that people are 

quite capable of indicating when life becomes unlivable. Of course, that 

may be true, but it does not suffice as an answer. I think „livability“ has to 

do with having proper support, and that includes the economic condition 

of persisting in life, and in reproducing the material conditions of life. 

Shelter, food, employment all count here. At the same time, certain kinds 

of freedoms, such as assembly, mobility, and expression, are also part of 

livability. It can be unlivable not to be able to speak or to speak out. I don’t 

want „livability“ to be a category that we add to freedom, equality, and 

justice. Perhaps we have to understand that those three important demo-

cratic principles have to be understood concretely in light of the question 

of what makes for a livable life. The latter is a normative conception of what 

is needed to live, and to live with some sense of support and some sense of 

future. The problem is that so many lives are now made unlivable because 

of accelerating inequalities and massive dispossession. These are only two 

conditions among many. But I think we have to ask this question in order 
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to situate the fundamental principles of democracy within social and po-

litical life as it is lived or as it is found to be unlivable.

It is an old philosophical question: is life worth living or is only the good life 

worth living. Now the question may be different: is life worth living when 

it is not livable? Perhaps it is possible to say that some people are alive, but 

wish not to be, or feel that life under certain economic and political con-

ditions is not worth living. Socrates asked that former question, under what 

conditions is life worth living? He distinguished between necessary and 

sufficient conditions. We can reformulate that question now. When people 

begin to feel that they are part of a „dispensable“ population, how do they 

struggle to find and assert the value of their own lives under such conditions? 

How do they assert the equal value and grievability of their lives?

AZ:  You say: „The opposite of precarity is not security“ (and in the light of 

Paris killings this in itself is too important), „but rather the struggle for 

an egalitarian social and political order in which a livable interdepen-

dency becomes possible“ (Butler 2015: 69). What is that order? Does it 

have an already existing name, or do we yet have to invent it? This seems 

very important today, when we witness an almost global mistrust towards 

what is being called (liberal) democracy, in our part of the world insti-

tuted after the fall of real-socialism, but also with the return of various 

Marxist visions of that order.

JB: Maybe there is no name for that order, but we can use this thought, this 

aspiration, this demand, to evaluate the kinds of orders that are presented 

to us. I think there are many reasons to go back to Marx to think about struc-

tural inequality. His early reflections on „life“ are also worth reconsidering. 

And I do not think we can simply dispense with all forms of liberal democracy 

or from its inheritance. These are the resources with which we struggle, so 

the question is, what can and ought to be reanimated from these histories?

AZ:  Revolutions, or some in size smaller, yet revolutionary gatherings at the 

squares, in the streets, in other public spaces, are not only important 

because they may be conducive to a different kind of political and social 

order. The presence of the gathered bodies undoes or at least unsettles 

the division between public/private. As you said, „revolution sometimes 

happens because everyone refuses to go home“ (Butler 2015: 98).

JB: One aspect of the general strike is to stop businesses, to stop the rhythms 

of the day, the ritualistic ways of leaving the home, going to work, and re-

turning to home. Once a condition becomes radically unacceptable, one 

refuses to go to work, but one also refuses to go home. One is, as it were, 

jettisoned into a public sphere, whether it is the square or the internet or 
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some other interstitial space. It is a way that bodies assembled say „no“ but 

also exercise, and demonstrate, their tenacity and demand.

I do think that leaving the house or the shelter for the street is a way of re-

fusing to let political discontent remain private. The street, however, can no 

longer adequately represent the public sphere, and the internet crosses the 

distinction between private and public in some new ways. One can be inside 

and in the world at the same time, and have a political presence that is al-

ternately or simultaneously embodied and virtual. The republican imaginary 

that models the private/public distinction on the difference between household 

and public square does still sometimes hold when people leave their homes 

and populate the street, but none of that „works“ without the media relay, 

the media as the condition of possibility of gathering. And the media is in 

some way neither public nor private, though it articulates that distinction 

anew all the time.

AZ:  Freedom to move, but also to have infrastructure for this movement and 

to not be detained or otherwise prevented from moving, is a precondition 

for freedom of assembly. This freedom is in its own right a precondition 

of politics?

JB: I think this is a freedom that pre-exists the very idea of „rights“. If we 

have a right to assemble, it is because we have a presumed capacity to move 

and gather. The right presupposes a body unconstrained enough, enable 

enough, to move toward other bodies in places that are seen and heard. So 

there is an operative presumption about bodies, movements, and freedom 

that precedes the „right“ to assemble. It is this corporeal presupposition of 

rights discourse that is often missed when rights are considered to be abstract 

and individual. Here, again, Marx continues to help us.

AZ:  „It is not from pervasive love for humanity or a pure desire for peace 

that we strive to live together. We live together because we have no 

choice“ to live otherwise. What we can choose is to live together non-

violently (Butler 2015: 191). I assume that your future work will revolve 

around the issues of non-violence, as a specific way of struggling against 

aggression. What motivates us to preserve the lives of the other? How 

do we work through dependency and aggression?

JB: Yes, this is a large question, one which I am thinking about very often right 

now. I accept the notion that social relations are not simply loving ones, that 

there is aggression within the social bond, and that every social relation con-

tains within it the possibility of destructiveness. It is the late Freud who guides 

me here, but also Melanie Klein. At the same time, there are obligations to 

safeguard one another’s lives even in the midst of very strong destructive 
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impulses. Especially in the Balkans or in other places where there has been 

horrific violence, it is not always easy to step away from violence when there 

is still shock, outrage, the memory of horror, and fear. In Palestine and Israel 

as well, the conflict is overwhelming, but so too is the obligation to live 

together, if not in the same place, then contiguously, and for there to be a 

commitment not only to give up modes of violence, both state and non-state 

violence, but to make that „sacrifice“ into the condition of any possible future. 

Co-habitation is in this way an ethical demand to affirm the equal value of 

lives, the equal grievability of lives, and regardless of whether we love or hate, 

we are obligated to co-habit the earth together on terms of equality. This last 

comes from Hannah Arendt, her argument against Eichmann, an argument, 

we might say, that still functions as a norm and hope for this time.
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Preliminary note

During the panel session „New Perspectives on Debt and Economy“ at the 

conference „Thinking Beyond Capitalism“, held in Belgrade in June 2015, 

the fellows of the Center for Advanced Studies, Southeast Europe, Univer-

sity of Rijeka presented a series of papers. Disciplinarily heterogeneous, the 

texts were unified by the need to think through and examine the central 

topic of the conference and its problem: the complex impasse that cun-

ningly and fiendishly permeates every aspect of our lives, our quotidian, and 

also our future. Precisely for the sake of this future projection of awakening 

from a state of resignation and impotence (crisis or morbid state according 

to Gramsci), the historian Marco Bresciani presented his „Two Historians in 

Front of the Economic Crisis of 2007–2008: E. Hobsbawm and T. Judt. 

Between Marxism and the Legacies of the 20th Century“. Articulating the 

future based on the past, through a rational and reasoned evolutionary 

prism, Mariagrazia Portera wondered „Is Capitalism in Our Genes? Compe-

tition, Cooperation and the Idea of Homo Oeconomicus from an Evolutionary 

Perspective“, while Tamara Caraus’ thinking was directed at a potential 

theoretical vaccinating and acquiring a „Debt Resistance – Beyond or 

Within Capitalism?“. In his text „Denationalization: Neoliberalism after 

Foucault“, Marcello Barison also projected hypothetical grounds of justifi-

cation of obviously devastating neoliberal policies, which, it would appear, 

in their extremes could even attempt to surpass and replace the morbid 

lamenting over the old nation-state, saying that „it will be out of the me-

tastasis of capital that new forms will be born“. Petar Bojanić, one of the 

directors of CAS SEE, in a text coauthored with Sanja Todorović, used mathe-

matical vocabulary and reasoning to attempt to reveal the very possibility 

of conceptually understanding debt. What does it mean to have a debt? What 

is it that is „had“ when one has a debt?

One could say that debt begets an obligation. It initiates binding, a process 

that in time easily leads to objectivization, reification. What is the status of 

this new objectivization? It is not simply a property relation either in the 

legal or cultural sense. Leonhard Euler, the 18th century mathematician, in 

Elements of Algebra writes that „when a man owns nothing and also owes 

50 thalers, certainly he has 50 thalers less than nothing“. Following Euler, 

one who has less than nothing „has“ debt, having something that is not. „If 

such a man were gifted 50 thalers in order to pay off his debt, only then 

would this man „have“ nothing, even though he would be richer than he 
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was“, writes Euler. How can we, precisely and carefully, without resorting to 

utopia or messianism, think and announce something entirely new regarding 

debt, capitalism, and the game of having, having not, and having nothing 

at all? Is it even a question of economy or does it not belong to what Aristo-

tle called chrematisticos (ta chrémata) (when we speak of capitalism, are we 

not referring to the accumulation of goods, accumulation for the sake of 

accumulation, a great reserve and repository, and not simply the economy)? 

According to Lucien Febvre (1939), the word capitalism was „made in 

Germany“ at the turn of the 20th century, and it is truly complicated to de-

termine whether it refers to interest or borrowing money or a money fund 

or money in general. In the first decades of the 21st century, however, the 

epidemic (to remain for now in medical and hygiene metaphors that, in a 

way, ushered the beginning of capitalist discourse) of debt all too easily grips 

even those previously thought immune. Perhaps the answer will not emerge 

from the anticipated direction of the economy and the rationalization of 

debt, but on the contrary, from mechanisms, which above all follow auto-

immune strategies.
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Is Capitalism in Our Genes? 
Competition, Cooperation and the Idea of Homo 
Oeconomicus From An Evolutionary Perspective

Abstract   In the last few years a growing number of academic disciplines in the 
Humanities and Social Sciences have turned to the evolutionary approach: Evo-
lutionary Economics, among these disciplines, is a thriving subfield of Economics, 
which adopts Darwin’s evolutionary ideas and concepts for the understanding 
of economic system and modes of production. Evolutionary hypotheses such as 
the „selfish gene“ idea, the ideas of „inclusive fitness“, „struggle for life“ and 
„survival of the fittest“ may suggest – and have indeed suggested – that humans 
are rational self-interest individuals, doing what they can to increase their own 
reproductive chances or at least the chances of their close relatives („inclusive 
fitness“). To put it differently, evolutionary theory seems to suggest that capitalism 
(in a broad sense) is a system that has co-evolved with humans and best fits our 
evolved psychology. Is this the whole story? Is capitalism „in our genes“? In this 
paper I argue that conclusions such as „we are born to be rational self-interested 
agents“ or „capitalism is encoded in our genome“ are the result of a misleading 
application of Darwin’s evolutionary theory to human socio-economic pro-
cesses, mainly to justify a (Western) society based on selfish principles, but which is 
not naturally selfish in itself. Evolution seems to be the result of cooperative, not 
only (or not mainly) competitive processes, and the model of Homo oeconomicus, 
that is the idea that humans are rational self-interested agents always trying to 
maximize profit, is, also from an bio-evolutionary perspective, nothing more than 
a fictional exercise.

Keywords: Charles Darwin; Survival of the Fittest; Evolutionary Economics; 
Symbiogenesis; Altruism; Cooperation; Elinor Ostrom

Charles Darwin’s The Origin of Species (1859), a book that contributed to 

the revolutionary change of our understanding of the origin of life, of the 

development of species and of the role of humans in the natural world, was 

notoriously inspired, among other sources, by social scientists such as Adam 

Smith and particularly Robert Malthus. In various writings, including the 

famous Essay on the Principle of population as it affects the future improvement 

of society (1798, first edition) Malthus portrayed economic life as a dynamic 

process driven by two fundamental forces, population growth and the „means 

of subsistence“.

Although Darwin’s main concern was a strictly biological one, namely how 

to provide a suitable scientific explanation for the origin and flourishing of 

life on our Earth and its differentiation in species, it took no more than a few 

years for his evolutionary theory to be extended beyond its proper domain 
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in the natural sciences. To cite but an example, the English philosopher and 

sociologist Herbert Spencer, who came to appreciate the power of natural 

selection with the publication of the Origin of Species in 1859, explicitly 

referred to Darwin’s principles of evolution for his psychological/socio-

logical investigations.

However, it is especially in the last three or two decades of the twentieth cen-

tury, as a result of the new interest in the naturalization project in the hu-

manities, that an increasing number of disciplines within the human and the 

social sciences have massively started to turn to evolutionary theory to find 

explanations for various aspects of human behaviour. We count today, then, 

an „Evolutionary Ethics“, an „Evolutionary Epistemology“, an „Evolutionary 

Linguistics“ and, obviously, also an „Evolutionary Economics“, the main topic 

of the present paper. While the project of constructing an evolutionarily inspired 

economic theory has been ostracized during most of the 20th century, interest 

in this endeavour has increased again over the last two-three decades.

1. Evolution and economics

The first use of the term „evolutionary economics“ in English was probably by 

Thorstein Veblen (in 1898), although Veblen’s disciples set quite rapidly this 

Darwinian legacy apart. The term became more widespread with the publica-

tion, in the 80s, of Richard Nelson’s and Sidney Winter’s An Evolutionary 

Theory of Economic Change (1982), where Darwin’s evolutionary theory is used 

as an innovative tool to analyse „a wide range of phenomena associated with 

economic change stemming either from shifts in product demand or factor 

supply conditions, or from innovation on the part of firms“ (Nelson, Winter 

1982: 3). Today Evolutionary Economics is a burgeoning, lively sub-field of 

economic studies, with its own academic journals and centres of research.

Now, in this paper I do not intend to describe extensively or to analyse 

critically the state of the art in contemporary Evolutionary Economics or 

specific aspects or hypotheses within the discipline. My aim is much more 

restricted: I will focus, moving from Darwin’s Origin of Species, on some 

problematical passages, misunderstandings and pitfalls along the path that 

has progressively led to the full application – as it is attested in today’s 

research world – of Darwin’s theory to economics.

In the past years, prominent thinkers have claimed that a number of differ-

ent economic systems (capitalism, socialism, communism and so forth) 

would dominate in what they described as a social version of Darwinian 

evolution. A glance at the main events of recent history confirms that they 

were almost all wrong.

In a nutshell, what I am going to suggest in this paper is that, although motifs 

or themes coming from the fields of the social sciences and economics can 
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indeed be found in abundance in the works of Charles Darwin, the relation-

ship between Darwin’s theory and economic theory has been in the past 

century a history both of intrinsic affinity and of deep misunderstanding. In 

this controversial and complicated story our central concept, the concept of 

capitalism, plays a crucial role.

2. No direction

Let me start with a terminological remark, which I assume my reader is 

already familiar with. The well-known expression „the survival of the fittest“, 

frequently attributed to Darwin, does not stem from Darwin’s works, but 

from Herbert Spencer’s, namely from his Principles of Biology (1864), where 

Spencer used the phrase for the first time.

Among the first supporters of Darwin’s evolutionary theory, Spencer believed 

that, as species compete with one another in the natural world, to get food 

and to escape predators, similarly in the human community different types 

of society compete with one another. Spencer was persuaded that in his own 

epoch two types of societies, the „militant“ and the „industrial“, were com-

peting, and that the industrial society was destined to take over and win.

Along a similar line, the Nobel Prize winning Austrian economist Friedrich 

Hayek presented in his last works (particularly in The Fatal Conceit: the 

Errors of Socialism, published in 1988) an evolutionarily inspired theory, 

suggesting that the human civilization is the result of the emergence and 

spread of the concept and practice of private property, leading to economic 

growth, trade, and eventually to the modern capitalist system, which in 

Hayek’s eyes is an example of spontaneously emerging order. Capitalism is 

the economic system destined to prevail in the history of human civilization 

because, in comparison with any alternative system, it can support a higher 

human population growth rate. Both Spencer and Hayek, inspired by Darwin’s 

theory, argued for the existence of an order, a „fate“, intrinsic to the human 

society and spontaneously leading to the affirmation of the industrial society, 

according to Spencer, and of capitalism, according to Hayek.

Now, my first, general point in this paper is to stress with emphasis that all 

attempts to use Darwin’s evolutionary theory, as it is the case with Spencer 

and Hayek, to identify a „direction“ in the development of economic systems 

are not really Darwinian in their inspiration. The key feature of Darwin’s 

theory is that evolution has no overall direction or, to put it another way, 

that we cannot determine in advance the trajectory that the evolutionary 

process will follow. „Evolution“ doesn’t mean improvement or progress, it 

means just change, and things are largely (although not completely) unpre-

dictable in the way they can change and „evolve“. The evolution of species 

occurs as part of a process of variation and selection according to local-

contingent environmental pressures, and all hypotheses of societies evolving 
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towards a common end-point – capitalism, for instance – involve a basic 

misunderstanding of Darwinian evolution.

3. Evolutionary economics today

As mentioned above, evolutionary economics is today a burgeoning and very 

lively research field, in restless expansion. Simplifying the field for the sake 

of clarity, we can say that there are today two main schools of thought, or 

currents, which have developed largely independently of each other: the 

first current is called generalised Darwinism; the second is its opponent, 

called continuity hypothesis.

In recent years generalised Darwinism has been mainly championed by Geoffrey 

Hodgson, from the University of Herfordshire, and Thorbjorn Knudsen, from 

the University of Southern Denmark, in books and specialised articles (see 

Hodgson, Knudsen 2010; Hodgson 2013). Instead of reasoning in terms of 

analogy, transferring a theory (Darwinian theory), originally emerged 

within the field of biology, into rather different domains such as economics 

or social sciences, Hodgson and Knudsen specify three general principles, 

variation, inheritance (or replication) and selection, and define them in such 

an abstract way that they should no longer be confined to the biological 

domain. They are Darwinian generalized principles: not biological, but onto-

logical principles. Hodgson and Knudsen argue that in any system in which 

these ontological principles are present Darwinian evolution occurs. It was 

just a chance that the first „official“ scientific demonstration of the action 

of these three principles was in the biological field, with the theory of evolu-

tion by means of natural selection (Darwin 1859). According to the generalised 

Darwinism, the degree to which some entities (firms, for instance) are rela-

tively successful leads to the spread or decline of the frequency of their 

properties in the population. The frequency of the properties of successful 

entities tends to increase in the population, while the frequency of the 

properties of less successful entities tends to decrease (Vromen 2008).

The continuity hypothesis, mainly championed by Ulrich Witt (see Witt 2003, 

2008), from the Max Planck Institute of Economics in Jena, Germany, rejects 

the high level of abstraction of generalised Darwinism, claiming that, instead 

of generalising Darwinian principles, so that they can be more easily applied 

to any field or domain of the human activity, we should focus on economics 

and its structural specificities. Moreover, we should take into account what 

evolutionary theory tells us about the adaptive (physical, physiological, 

psychological) modifications that our body and mind have undergone in 

the course of evolution. Indeed, Ulrich Witt and his collaborators argue that 

economic evolution proceeds on the basis of, and is largely influenced by 

the outcomes of, previous processes of biological evolution. For instance, 

drawing on the main tenets and assumptions of contemporary evolutionary 
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psychology, Witt claims that the basic needs, psychological dispositions and 

non-cognitive forms of learning that our ancient human ancestors have 

evolved over the course of their history as a species, still influence the behaviour 

of today’s human beings, actors in the contemporary economic arena.

4. Critical remarks

In this section I would like to raise some critical remarks on the main tenets 

of the two aforementioned schools of thought in Evolutionary Economics, 

particularly on generalized Darwinism.

One should always be cautious in extending principles or assumptions beyond 

the proper domain in which the have originally emerged. This does not 

mean, obviously, that interdisciplinary research programmes are in prin-

ciple impossible or that the trans-disciplinary use of concepts and terms 

should be avoided, but that there are however some methodological issues 

that should be taken into account.

As evolutionary scholar Alex Mesoudi persuasively argued in his book 

Cultural evolution (Mesoudi 2011), cultural evolutionary processes and 

evolutionary processes in biology are not coincident or totally overlapping 

phenomena. While we can certainly claim that cultural evolution follows 

Darwinian principles, in that it exhibits the properties of variation, competi-

tion and inheritance that Darwin described in the Origin of Species, it seems 

that it doesn’t follow neo-Darwinian principles of evolution. According to 

neo-Darwinism, i.e. the „new shape“ that Darwinism assumed after its inte-

gration with Mendelian genetics at the beginning of the twentieth century, 

the genetic inheritance is always particulate and non-Lamarckian, and the 

genetic mutation is blind. Now, cultural traits in humans are not particulate 

and their spread across generations is not totally blind; moreover, they seems 

to follow a Lamarckian or a quasi-Lamarckian way of transmission.

Taking into account these differences between Darwinism and neo-Darwinism, 

one may argues that some cultural phenomena are more Darwinian than 

other, whereas a significant proportion of events and trends within the field 

of human culture is not Darwinian or neo-Darwinian at all. This means, going 

back to Evolutionary Economics, that some economic processes may be truly 

Darwinian in their essence, others only minimally Darwinian and yet others 

not Darwinian at all. The view supported by Hodgson’s and Knudsen’s project 

of generalized Darwinism, in light of the fine distinctions made by Mesoudi 

and other scholars working within the field of cultural evolution, risks to result 

in an oversimplification of Darwinism and its role for human culture.

Moreover, and this is my second remark on generalised Darwinism, in their 

effort to generalise Darwinian principles Hodgson and Knudsen seem to 

refer to a specific (rather partial) „version“ of the evolutionary theory, 
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focused on the concepts of replicator (in the sense of Richard Dawkins’s The 

selfish gene), replication, competition, rivalry, as if they were „the all story“ 

of Darwinism.

In opposition with Hodgson’s and Knudsen’s neo-Darwinism, recent findings 

in evolutionary biology seem to suggest today a progressive shift (or, at least, 

a more accurate focus) from random mutations, competition, and selection, 

towards co-operation, symbiogenesis, regulation, networks, self-organisation. 

I shall come back again to these issues in a later section. For now, let it suffice 

to say that, since the research program in evolutionary biology is currently 

undergoing a reassessment, with traditional principles of neo-Darwinism 

such as blind mutation and „extrapolationism“ being losing significance 

(obviously, without resulting completely irrelevant), generalized Darwinism, 

as a theoretical option and interdisciplinary effort, is probably no longer up 

to date (Kottenbauer 2009).

5. Cooperation

The reader of this paper is probably familiar with the plot and the main 

characters of Oliver Stone’s cult-movie Wall Street (1987), which tells the 

story of Bud Fox (starring Charlie Sheen), a young stockbroker working in 

New York City, and Gordon Gekko, famous, unscrupulous and wealthy Wall 

Street player (starring Michael Douglas). One of the most popular speeches 

of the movie is Gekko’s well-known „Greed is good“ speech, which has become 

a symbol of unrestrained greed in popular culture. Gekko says: „Greed, for 

lack of a better word, is good. Greed is right. Greed works. Greed clarifies, 

cuts through, and captures the essence of the evolutionary spirit. Greed, in all 

of its forms; greed for life, for money, for love, knowledge, has marked the 

upward surge of mankind“ (my emphasis).

I would like to recall your attention to the sentence „Greed [...] clarifies, cuts 

through, and captures the essence of the evolutionary spirit“, which may help 

introduce to the next step of my argument in this paper.

In the years since the publication of Charles Darwin’s Origin of species, also 

because of the massive and sometimes crude extension of Darwin’s evolu-

tionary principles beyond their proper domain in biology, a misleading and 

partial interpretation of Darwin’s theory began spreading, particularly in 

the main-stream and popular culture: the idea of a Darwinian selfish man, 

exclusively driven by an impulse to the maximization of his/her fitness, i.e. 

to the accumulation of resources and goods in competition with the other 

members of the population. More recently, publications such as Richard 

Dawkins’ The selfish gene (1976), that was a best-seller when first published, 

unintendedly turned out to contribute to this distortion. Still today, the 

„version“ of evolutionary theory that seems to be more popular (in the 
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media, in the TV-radio shows and newspapers, and in the mainstream cul-

ture) is focused on selfish, greedy behaviours, supposed to be intrinsic to 

humans, and on the idea that rivalry and greed, to the detriment of the co-

specific competitors, are a natural evolutionary heritage of Homo sapiens. 

In short, and coming closer to the main topic of this paper, Darwin’s theory 

is popularly supposed to claim that neo-liberal capitalism in encoded in our 

genes, is the result of Homo sapiens’ evolutionary history.

Now, in what follows I would like to focus on some recent findings in evo-

lutionary biology that, in the last decades, suggest an alternative scenario: 

not (only) rivalry or competition but (also) co-operation is an important 

principle of evolution. In other words, I would like to contribute to dis-

mantle, as far as possible given the restricted limits of this paper, the mis-

leading idea of a Darwinian greedy man, a Homo oeconomicus fruit of the 

evolutionary history.

6. An alternative story: cooperation and networking

Let me briefly mention some recent research achievements in evolutionary 

biology (with no aim of exhaustiveness), that focus on the role of coopera-

tion and networking in the evolution of human and nonhuman animals:

1) Endosymbiotic theory

According to the so-called endosymbiotic theory, in early evolution eu-

karyotik cells (i.e. cells provided with a nucleus) came into existence because 

archaea-cells imported bacteria and let them become part of their cells. This 

theory, in other words, explains through a phenomenon of cooperation 

(between archaea-cells and bacteria) one of the most ground-breaking innova-

tions in the history of life on our planet, that is the emergence of eukaryotik 

cells. As Lynn Margulis, American biologist who contributed to the endo-

symbiotic theory, famously wrote in her Microcosmos: Four Billion Years of 

Evolution from Our Microbial Ancestors: „The view of evolution as a chronic 

bloody competition among individuals and species, a popular distortion of 

Darwin’s notion of „survival of the fittest“, dissolves before a new view of 

continual cooperation, strong interaction, and mutual dependence among 

life forms. Life did not take over the globe by combat, but by networking. 

Life forms multiplied and complexified by co-opting others, not just by killing 

them (Margulis and Sagan 1986: 14).

2) Multilevel selection and group selection theory

We know today that selfish interests often diverge from group interest; far from 

producing a regulated world, selfish competition leads to „arms races“, en-

couraging behaviours that not only cause harm to the group (in the inter-group 



126

MARIAGRAZIA PORTERA IS CAPITALISM IN OUR GENES?...

competition) but also provide no lasting advantages for individuals. Moving 

from this evidence, in 1999 Elliott Sober and David Sloan Wilson restored 

the hypothesis of group selection and multilevel selection in their book 

Unto Others. The Evolution and Psychology of unselfish behaviour. According 

to the authors, the traits that maximise the advantage of an individual, in 

competition with the members of his/her group, are different from the traits 

required for the group to function as a co-ordinated unit (while competing 

with other groups): „What’s good for my clan is not necessarily good for my 

nation. What’s good for my nation is not necessarily good for the global 

environment or economy“ (Sloan Wilson 2013, on line article; see Sloan 

Wilson 2015). Humans, as a matter of fact, show selfish, competitive and 

even violent behaviours towards the members of other groups, and seem to 

be spontaneously inclined to generous and cooperative behaviours towards 

the members of their own community. Greed, in short, is not (always) good: 

in a context of inter-group competition, a purely greedy and selfish conduct 

would eventually cause harm to the (greedy) individuals themselves.

7.  Competition is the midwife of cooperation; 
cooperation is the midwife of competition

My aim with this paper is not to replace a „greedy“ interpretation of Darwinian 

evolution with a peaceful, harmonious, more comforting one. The truth, as 

for many things, lies always somewhere in the middle. This is also the opinion 

of Samuel Bowles, director of the Behavioural Sciences Program at the 

Santa Fe Institute and professor in the Department of Political Economy at 

the University of Siena, Italy, author of several books and papers on the 

topics of altruism, the emergence of cooperative behaviours in humans, and 

the idea of Homo oeconomicus (the Economic Man, led by purely selfish in-

terests). In a paper published in „Nature“ in 2008, Conflict: altruism’s midwife, 

Bowles argues that altruism and generosity towards the members of the 

same group one belongs to have evolved hand in hand with violent and 

selfish behaviours towards the members of different groups. „Pre-historic burials 

of large numbers of men and women with smashed skulls, broken forearms 

and stone points embedded in their bones – as well as ethno-graphic studies 

of recent hunters and gatherers – strongly suggest that warfare was a leading 

cause of death in many ancestral populations. Yet at the same time, humans 

are unusually cooperative, collaborating with non-kin, for example in hunting 

and sharing food, on a scale unknown in other animals. Paradoxically, the 

grisly evidence of our warlike past may help explain our distinctly cooperative 

nature“ (Bowles 2008: 326).

Going back to our issues in Evolutionary Economics, we may argue from 

this that humans are equipped, as a result of their evolutionary history, to 

behave flexibly and appropriately, i.e. according to the particular circum-

stances they are embedded in. In other words, they are neither evolutionarily 
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predisposed exclusively to „capitalistic“ behaviours, rivalry, or competition, 

nor they have an exclusive „natural“ tendency to cooperation and altruism, 

but can behave either selfishly or generously depending on the context and 

on the particular environmental pressures acting on them. It is up to us to 

„adapt“ these environmental (social, cultural, economic) pressures in order 

to promote a cooperative and pro-social human environment. It’s a question 

of good practices.

8. Good practices for a better (Darwinian) world

In 2006 David Sloan Wilson began using his hometown, Binghamton, in the 

state of New York, as a kind of open air lab for the study of social behaviour in 

everyday life (Binghamton Neighborhood Project, BNP). By means of surveys, 

group activities, workshops and experimental studies, his main aim was to 

enhance pro-social behaviours among young people and adults, and to improve 

the quality of their life and of their social interactions. The most distinctive 

feature of BNP was its strong scientific foundation: scientists had the oppor-

tunity to „see“ Darwin’s evolutionary principles and tenets „in action“, applied 

to social systems, social interactions and inter-human relationships.

The idea at the basis of Sloan Wilson’s research program was the following: 

given that humans’ peculiarity, as we have seen, is to behave flexibly, either 

selfishly or generously depending on the environmental pressures acting on 

them, to modify these pressures (organizing a pro-social environment) may 

ensure an increase of cooperative behaviours and a decrease of greed and 

selfishness among humans. In order to develop the project, scientists worked 

on the mechanisms of human behavioural flexibility, that is on the mecha-

nisms by which individuals calibrate their degree of pro-sociality to their 

social environment throughout their lives (Sloan 2015: 122), and, in light 

of these mechanisms, they tried to ensure conditions as more suitable as 

possible for the development of cooperative social interactions. Sloan Wilson 

and his collaborators found that „people have a snail-like ability to change 

their behaviour in response to the pro-sociality of their social environment, 

regardless of their past experience“ (Sloan Wilson 2015: 123).

American political economist and Nobel Prize winning Elinor Ostrom’s 

analyses of the governance of common pool resources (Ostrom 1990) played 

a significant role in Sloan Wilson’s research programme. As is known, Ostrom 

identified eight principles for the governance and management of common 

goods, i.e. cultural and natural resources accessible to all members of a 

group or community, including water sources, fields, forests and so forth. 

These principles are: 1. Definition of clear boundaries (of the commons); 

2. Rules (for the use of the commons) calibrated to local needs and condi-

tions; 3. Possibility for those affected by the rules to participate in modifying 

the rules; 4. Rule-making rights of community members should be respected 
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by outside authorities; 5. Development of a system, carried out by commu-

nity members, for monitoring members’ behaviour; 6. Use of graduated 

sanctions for rule violators; 7. Low-cost means for dispute resolution; 8. In 

case of large common resources, multi-level organization (for the use of the 

commons), from the lowest level up to the entire system. Just think of a 

common resource, like a forest, an irrigation system or that small green field 

in the middle of your neighbourhood that you (and your neighbours) are 

allowed to use for open air parties and similar activities. Ostrom’s principles 

provide a useful and feasible guide in order to enjoy the commons without 

prevent or undermine other people’s (living in the same area, therefore 

members of the same „group“ you belong to) enjoyment.

As Sloan Wilson remarks, Ostrom’s principles can significantly contribute 

to the construction of pro-social intra-group environments or, to put it an-

other way, following Ostrom’s principles we can promote the emergence of 

altruistic behaviours among the members of the same group, enhance soli-

darity and cooperative practices and contribute to the decrease of selfish or 

greedy attitudes. Environment matters, and it matters exactly because human 

nature is evolutionarily flexible. Ostrom’s principles are a good example of 

how to organize a pro-social „habitat“ for us, behaviourally „malleable“, 

evolutionarily both potential greedy and generous, humans.

9. Conclusions

To conclude, I would like to emphasize the home-take message from my 

short paper: as members of the species Homo sapiens, carefully shaped by 

natural selection over the course of evolutionary time, we are neither neolib-

eral capitalists „by nature“ (selfish, greedy, competitive) – as some interprets 

of Darwin’s works seem still to claim – nor cooperative angels.

To the contrary, evidence shows that, evolutionarily speaking, altruism and 

greed have coexisted in us since the beginning, as two of the multiple facets 

of our intrinsic behavioural flexibility. Good practices for civil participation 

and governance, as those suggested by Ostrom, can contribute to regulate and 

„embed“ human selfish dispositions and to promote cooperative behaviours. 

It is up to us to decide in which direction to tip the scales.
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Mariagracia Portera
Da li nam je kapitalizam u genima? Kompeticija, kooperacija 
i ideja Homo oeconomicusa iz evolucione perspektive
Apstrakt
U po sled njih ne ko li ko go di na sve ve ći broj aka dem skih obla sti u hu ma ni stič kim 
i so ci jal nim na u ka ma usme rio se ka evo lu ci o nom pri stu pu: me đu ovim di sci pli-
na ma, evo lu ci o na eko no mi ja se sna žno raz vi ja kao pod gru pa eko no mi je i pri la-
go di la je Dar vi no ve evo lu ci o ne ide je i poj mo ve raz u me va nju eko nom skih si ste ma 
i na či na pro iz vod nje. Evo lu ci o ne hi po te ze, kao što su ide je „se bič nog ge na“, „in-
klu ziv ne po dob no sti“, „bor be za ži vot“ i „op stan ka naj pri la go đe ni jih“ mo gu da 
su ge ri šu – kao što su i za i sta su ge ri sa le – da su lju di ra ci o nal ni po je din ci vo đe ni 
sa mo in te re som i či ne ono što mo gu da bi po ve ća li svo je vla sti te re pro duk tiv ne 
šan se, ili bar šan se svo jih naj bli žih srod ni ka („in klu ziv na po dob nost“). Dru ga či je 
re če no, či ni se da evo lu ci o na te o ri ja su ge ri še ka ko je ka pi ta li zam (u ši ro kom smi slu) 
si stem ko ji je ko e vo lu i rao sa lju di ma i naj bo lje od go va ra na šoj psi ho lo gi ji na sta-
loj to kom evo lu ci je. Da li je to ce la pri ča? Da li je ka pi ta li zam „u na šim ge ni ma“? 
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U ovom član ku tvr dim da za ključ ci ti pa „ro đe ni smo da bu de mo de lat ni ci vo đe ni 
sa mo in te re som“ ili „ka pi ta li zam je en ko di ran u na šem ge no mu“ je su re zul tat ob-
ma nju ju će pri me ne Dar vi no ve te o ri je evo lu ci je na ljud ske so ci o e ko nom ske pro-
ce se, uglav nom da bi se oprav da lo (za pad no) dru štvo za sno va no na prin ci pi ma 
se bič no sti, ali ko je kao ta kvo ni je pri rod no se bič no. Evo lu ci ja je ste, po sve mu 
su de ći, re zul tat ko o pe ra tiv nih, a ne sa mo (ili ne pre sve ga) kom pe ti tiv nih pro ce sa, 
i mo del Ho mo oeco no mi cu sa, od no sno ide ja da su lju di ra ci o nal ni de lat ni ci vo đe ni 
sa mo in te re som ko ji uvek na sto je da mak si ma li zu ju pro fit ni je, ta ko đe sa bi o e vo-
lu ci o nog sta no vi šta, ni šta dru go no mi sa o na ve žba.

Ključ ne re či: Čarls Dar vin, op sta nak naj pri la go đe ni jih, evo lu ci o na eko no mi ja, 
sim bi o ge ne za, al tru i zam, ko o pe ra ci ja, Eli nor Ostrom
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Realism’s Understanding of Negative Numbers

Abstract   Our topic is the understanding of the nature of negative numbers – the 
entities to which expressions such as ‘-1’ refer. Following Frege, we view positive 
whole numbers as providing the answer to the question „how many?“ In this 
light, how are we to view negative numbers? Both positive and negative numbers 
can be ordered through the relation of larger or smaller. It is then true of all 
negative numbers that they are entities which are (somehow) smaller than zero. 
For many, this has been understood as an ontological paradox: how can something 
be „less than nothing?“
Some propose to avoid the paradox by treating negative numbers as mere façons 
de parler. In this paper, we propose a more realist account, taking as our starting 
point the thesis that there is at least one familiar type of object, the magnitude 
of which can be expressed with negative numbers, namely, debt. How can the 
sense of an expression be ontologically paradoxical, yet the expression itself still 
plausibly refer to a social object such as a debt? Or, put differently, how is it 
possible to be, at the same time, a realist in financial theory and a nominalist in 
mathematical theory? The paper first shows that the paradox arises when the 
two distinct ways in which negative numbers are connected to real objects are 
run together. The first of the two refers to debt only, whereas the second could 
refer to debt, as well as to physical objects. Finally, we claim that a debt is at 
once a specifically social object and part of reality as described by physics.

Keywords: Negative Numbers; Debt; Realism; Magnitude; Object

Introduction

Why should a realist consider the problem of reality of negative numbers? 

Surely, the widespread application of negative numbers in physics ought to 

be enough to justify their reality? Indeed, the indispensability argument, 

first formulated by Euler, is used to show that by being applied in a real 

context (physics), negative numbers have reality themselves. Putnam says 

as much in What is Mathematical Truth?: „Mathematical experience teaches 

us that mathematics is true in a certain interpretation; physical experience 

teaches us that the given interpretation is realistic.“ (Putnam 1975:74)

However, the indispensability argument rests on a specific interpretation of 

negative numbers. Our contention is that there is at least one application of 

negative numbers that is not covered by this interpretation. This application 

is the social object of debt. As a familiar quotidian object, debt provides a 

specific application of negative numbers. However, if we are correct, it also 
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rests on an interpretation of negative numbers that potentially runs into 

ontological problems.

Negative numbers

Negative numbers simply do not have as universal an application as natural 

numbers. Understood naively, natural numbers are understood as answers 

to the question „how much“? Their main property is to denote a quantity of 

something. Zero, here, would denote an absence of something. In other 

words, zero would mean the same as nothing. In this view, negative numbers 

would appear paradoxical, as it would be meaningless to speak of a quantity 

smaller than zero.

Set up this way, as answers to the question „how much“, numbers could be 

added infinitely; subtraction, on the other hand, comes with limits, i.e. pro-

hibitions. If numbers denote an amount of something, and negative numbers 

are paradoxical because denoting something that is „less than nothing“, then 

there has to be a prohibition of subtracting a greater number from a smaller.

However, negative numbers afforded mathematicians the opportunity to 

perform a more universal algebraic operation. They allowed mathematicians 

to perform both addition and subtraction to infinity. Negative numbers was 

for a long time seen as syncategorematic: necessary for the language of 

mathematics, but without real meaning.

In order to avoid an ontological paradox of „less than nothing“ and give real-

ity to negative numbers, beginning in the 13th century, mathematicians re-

sorted to the concept of debt. Indeed, the history of mathematics from the 

Renaissance to the end of the 19th century is partially the history of the attempt 

of geometry and physics to arrive at new interpretations of negative magni-

tudes. Around the same time that Euler offers his indispensability argument, 

a new, geometric interpretation also replaces the „unscientific“ example of 

debt as negative magnitude: the oriented line segment. (Euler 1822: 324)

Such interpretation included direction as an additional determination of a 

given magnitude (force, trajectory, etc.). This meant that negative numbers 

were understood as a quantity with an additional determination (e.g. Bol-

zano). As Carl Friedrich Gauss (1831) puts it in a sentence quoted by Frege 

in §162 of Grundgesetze: „Positive and negative numbers can find application 

only where that which is counted has an opposite, so that thinking them in 

union amounts to annihilation.“ (Frege 2013: 159)

What made this interpretation of negative numbers significant was that it 

allowed for a framework in which they could stand alongside positive whole 

numbers and refer to something existing. The domain in which whole num-

bers (positive, negative, zero) could be applicable, had to be composed of 



133

  NEW PERSPECTIVES ON DEBT AND ECONOMY

two mutually opposed parts. This has been the way physics has understood 

negative numbers and applied them to a wide range of phenomena: coor-

dinates, electric charge, force vectors, temperature scales, etc.

This framework requiring two opposing parts has proved incredibly useful 

for the domain of physics.

In constructing this framework, however, science relegated debt to a secondary, 

unexplained application of negative numbers. Thus, in The Road to Reality, 

Roger Penrose asks: „Negative integers certainly have an extremely valuable 

organizational role, such as with bank balances and other financial transac-

tions. But do they have direct relevance to the physical world?“ (Penrose 

2007: 63) The application of negative numbers in financial theory does not 

conform to the established scientific framework. In debt, negative numbers 

are not understood as a positive quantity with an additional determination. 

Rather they describe a real lack or deficiency. Debt represents a very spe-

cific example of negative numbers that does not fit the concept of negative 

magnitude as it appears in physics.

The application of negative numbers as it appears in debt is not some 

speculative model in mathematical logic. Rather, it is a model emerging 

from a social application of negative numbers. Debt is a real application that 

no one doubts. Yet, as an example of negative magnitudes, the interpretation 

applied in debt still seems somehow less real than the one in physics.

Frege, Dedekind

Both physics and financial theory use the same negative magnitudes. The dif-

ference between the interpretation used in physics, and the one that would have 

to be used for debt is not to be found on the algebraic structure. What, then is 

this difference? The difference is in the way negative numbers are founded 

in order to avoid the paradox of less than nothing. Now, if numbers are 

founded axiomatically, then the entire set of real numbers – positive, negative, 

ration, irrational – is simply given, thus avoiding a paradox. However, such 

founding also tells us nothing about the application of numbers to reality.

On the other hand, if we follow the genetic method of founding negative 

numbers, we encounter two paths. (The genetic method was so called by 

David Hilbert, wishing to distinguish it from his own axiomatic method of 

founding numbers.) Although many mathematicians worked on this problem, 

for the purposes of this paper we will refer to the two genetic methods of 

founding numbers as the Frege method and the Dedekind method, because 

they are the two methods’ most prominent and influential thinkers.

For both Frege and Dedekind what determines the nature of numbers is their 

application. The most basic application of natural numbers is counting. Each 
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begins with this application of numbers and then extends the set of natural 

numbers to reach the set R. Frege begins with children’s, mercantile numbers, 

while Dedekind begins with the scientific application. Frege considers numbers 

as the answer to the question ‘how much’, while what is important for Dede-

kind is their order. For Frege, natural numbers are finite cardinal numbers, 

while for Dedekind, they are finite ordinal numbers. (Dedekind 1969: 2)1

This, we reckon, is the clearest way of showing this specific difference in 

interpretation of negative numbers. Each interpretation will have a corre-

sponding application in reality. One application is particular to physics; the 

other to social practice (financial and banking transactions). If we follow 

the Dedekind method, the appearance of negative numbers presents no 

problem. Dedekind obtained numbers by identifying them with points on a 

real line such as it is given to perception, and then sought logical emancipa-

tion from geometric intuition. If the nature of numbers is to be found in 

recursive progression, then going from 1 to 0 to -1 conforms to their nature. 

This construction of negative numbers as ordered pairs of natural numbers2 

can be found in mathematical literature from van der Vaerden’s Modern 

Algebra, to, for example, Birkhoff and MacLane’s Algebra. In this case, both 

addition and subtraction can be performed without any prohibition.

However, should we follow the Frege method, we run into problems. His 

approach to natural numbers as cardinal (Anzahlen) makes the prohibition 

of subtraction ontological in nature. If numbers are children’s, mercantile 

numbers, and are the answer to the question ‘how much’, then the subtraction 

of greater number from smaller lapses into ontological paradox. Frege himself 

had to split natural numbers from positive whole numbers in order to avoid 

the paradox of ‘less than nothing’. Once split, positive numbers can be re-

garded as inextricably tied to negative numbers. However, this entirely 

transforms the initial set of natural numbers.

It is important to note that the potential paradox, ‘less than nothing’, is not 

simply a matter of naïve understanding. The paradox will present itself 

every time one begins from natural numbers in the way they are understood 

in everyday life, i.e. as the answer to the question ‘how much’. In Nachlaß, 

1 Dedekind’s letter to H. Weber of 24 January 1888 (Dedekind 1969: 488–490). We 

cite this letter in particular because in it Dedekind explicitly points out that he considers 

the ordinal number more original than the cardinal. Considering that we are here in-

terested in Dedekind only to the extent that he represents the position that departs form 

the ordinal number, we are not citing all the places in the more canonical Continuity 

and Irrational Numbers and What Are Numbers and What Should They Be?, although we 

are of course referring to those.

2 The same is true as in the previous footnote. This is an important text for our argument 

because in it Dedekind explicitly constructs the extension of the term number on the 

basis of sequence of natural numbers in the modern way: NxN/~, where ~ is the cor-

responding relation of equivalence between pairs of natural numbers.
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Numbers and Arithmetic (1924–1925), Frege links the failure of his project 

to ground arithmetic with this very starting point – the quotidian use of 

numbers. A better starting point, continues Frege, perhaps with Dedekind 

in mind, is geometry.

Dedekind’s, „geometric“ founding of numbers is indeed the interpretation of 

negative numbers used in physics. But the use of negative numbers in phys-

ics does not express any actual lack or deficiency. Negative charge, negative 

direction on the coordinate system, negative particles – none of these has 

anything to do with insufficiency. They are equally extant as their positive 

counterparts, but with an additional designation of the negative sign.

A negative bank balance, on the other hand, expresses something different. 

In accounting (as a type of financial formal language), a negative magnitude 

is an expression of actual lack. In this, in order for debt to be an expression 

of real absence, it must rely on a different concept of negative magnitude. 

Debt is the only application of negative numbers where they appear as 

truly negative magnitudes. Only in this case is it possible to realize the sub-

traction of greater number from smaller, understood as amount with no 

further determination, without lapsing into ontological paradox. The ques-

tion of the interpretative framework that allows for such application is 

certainly interesting, but beyond the scope of the present article.

Conclusion

At present, it seems to us that the indispensability argument, used to great 

effect in physics, does not cover the interpretation of negative numbers found 

in their application in debt. However, we fail to see why this interpretation 

of negative numbers could not have its reality recognized precisely by its 

successful application in financial theory. It seems to us inconsistent to claim 

that the interpretation of negative numbers as debt is ontologically para-

doxical, while also holding trust in one’s bank and financial transactions. 

A realist would demand to acknowledge the reality of the successful applica-

tion of negative numbers in financial theory or bank transactions. This would 

require the argument of indispensability to broaden its scope to include 

certain kinds of social objects.

The indispensability argument need not be applied exclusively to mathemat-

ics, nor be particularly bound to a given historical moment. Fibonacci intro-

duced negative numbers into mathematics implicitly applying the indis-

pensability argument. Had it been explicitly applied in the 13th century, the 

indispensability argument, as the only grounding for the reality of negative 

numbers, would undoubtedly have had the reality of debt. Euler supported 

the reality of space and time based on their indispensability to Newton’s 

laws. He also attempted to justify the reality of negative magnitudes and 

rescue them from the seeming paradox of being less than nothing. In so 
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doing, he interpreted negative magnitudes as amount of debt. It could be 

easily shown that since then, the basic meaning of debt has not changed. 

Nor indeed the meaning in which negative numbers refer to debt. If there 

were no other way today to show the reality of negative numbers, debt would 

still be a sound basis for the argument of indispensability of negative numbers. 

Such a position would be entirely compatible with realism.
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Razumevanje negativnih brojeva u realizmu
Apstrakt
Na ša te ma je raz u me va nje pri ro de ne ga tiv nih bro je va – en ti te ta na ko je re fe ri šu 
iz ra zi kao što je ‘-1’. Sle de ći Fre gea, mi raz ma tra mo ce le po zi tiv ne bro je ve kao 
one ko ji da ju od go vor na pi ta nje: „ko li ko“? U sve tlu to ga, ka ko bi tre ba lo da raz ma-
tra mo ne ga tiv ne bro je ve? I po zi tiv ni, i ne ga tiv ni bro je vi mo gu bi ti po ni za ni kroz 
re la ci ju ve ćeg ili ma njeg. U tom je slu ča ju isti ni to za sve ne ga tiv ne bro je ve da su 
en ti te ti ko ji su (ne ka ko) ma nji od nu le. Za mno ge, ovo se sma tra lo za on to lo ški 
pa ra doks: ka ko ne što mo že bi ti „ma nje od ni če ga“?
Da bi se iz be gao pa ra doks, ne ki pred la žu da se ne ga tiv ni bro je vi tre ti ra ju kao pu ki 
façons de par ler. U ovom član ku pred la že mo ob ja šnje nje ko je je vi še re a li stič ko, 
pri če mu kao po čet nu tač ku uzi ma mo te zu da po sto ji naj ma nje je dan po zna ti tip 
objek ta či ja ve li či na mo že da se iz ra zi ne ga tiv nim bro je vi ma, a to je dug. Ka ko 
mo že da smi sao iz ra za bu de on to lo ški pa ra dok sa lan, a da ipak iz raz kao ta kav 
pla u zi bil no re fe ri še na so ci jal ni objekt kao što je dug? Ili, dru ga či je re če no, ka ko 
je mo gu će da se bu de isto vre me no re a li sta u fi nan sij skoj te o ri ji i no mi na li sta u 
ma te ma tič koj te o ri ji? Ovaj čla nak po ka zu je, naj pre, da pa ra doks na sta je ka da se 
dva di stinkt na na či na na ko ji su ne ga tiv ni bro je vi po ve za ni sa stvar nim objek ti ma 
uzi ma ju kao ob je di nje ni. Pr vi od na či na re fe ri še sa mo na dug, dok dru gi mo že da 
re fe ri še ka ko na dug, ta ko i na fi zič ke objek te. Na kra ju, tvr di mo da je dug ujed no 
i spe ci fič no dru štve ni objekt, i deo stvar no sti ko ji opi su je fi zi ka.

Ključ ne re či: Ne ga tiv ni bro je vi, dug, re a li zam, mag ni tu da, objekt
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Debt Resistance: Beyond or Within Capitalism?

Abstract   The empirical cases of debt resistance show that the most coherent 
way of resisting debt consists mainly in debt cancelation or a jubilee. But is debt 
cancellation, even on a mass scale, a sufficient form of debt resistance or resistance 
should aim at a deeper restructuring of the economic system that creates in-
debtedness? The aim of this paper is to examine if it is possible to formulate an 
argument for debt resistance to a financial economy that creates debt, instead of 
becoming indebted and then calling for debt forgiveness, jubilee and cancellation. 
In order to arrive at such an argument, this paper analyzes firstly the arguments 
on debt resistance formulated by David Graeber in Debt: the First 5,000 Years 
and by Maurizio Lazzarato in The Making of the Indebted Man: An Essay on the 
Neoliberal Condition, pointing to some common contradictions and shortcomings 
of Graeber’s and Lazzarato’s arguments which make debt foundational and inhibit 
the debt resistance instead of radicalizing it. The paper argues that an emphasis 
on the contingency and contestability of debt enhances resistance to debt and 
resistance to the neoliberal system as such.

Keywords: resistance, debt, neoliberalism, contingency, contestability

During the last two decades, waves of protests targeting capitalism and its 

neoliberal regime have been taking place around the world. The first wave 

of protests against neoliberal globalization, known as anti-globalization 

movements, included Zapatista’s struggles, Seattle 1999, Genoa 2001, Quebec 

City 2001, Porto Alegre 2002 and other protests, most of them taking place 

at the meetings of G8, World Bank, International Monetary Fund, World 

Trade Organization and other corporations and trade agreements. The second 

wave of protests took place after 2008 financial crisis, including the Arab 

Spring, the Indignados in Spain, Greece and other EU countries protesting 

against austerity, unemployment and corrupt governments, and the Occupy 

movement, targeting financial elites, condemning rising inequality, austerity, 

and the general disempowerment of ‘the 99 percent’. Within these two cycles 

of protests, there was a targeting critique of contemporary capitalism and 

financial system, including debt and debt dependency mechanisms.

In the first cycle of protests, there was a broad constellation of struggles 

against paying ‘odious’ national debts to international banks (Pettitfor 2005). 

The most coherent and successful debt resistance within the alter-globaliza-

tion movement is considered Jubilee 2000 – an international coalition move-

ment in over 40 countries that called for cancellation of third world debt by 

the year 2000. The idea of jubilee derives from the biblical Year of Jubilee 

(as explained in Leviticus), that is, the year when those enslaved because of 
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debts are freed, and the lands lost because of debt are returned. The cam-

paign for Jubilee 2000 started in the earlier 1990, but the turning point was 

the demonstration at G8 meeting in Birmingham, UK, in 1998, of 70 000 

protesters from all over the world asking to put debt relief on the agenda of 

the Western governments. By the year 2000, the debt owed by 35 of the 

poorest countries was cancelled as the result of this campaign (Pettitfor 

2005). Later, Jubilee 2000 split into an array of organizations around the 

world carrying forward the debt campaign.1

The most articulated debt resistance movement from the post-2008 cycle of 

protests is Strike Debt! which emerged within the Occupy movement. In the 

final days of the Occupy, a campaign directed at student loans formalized 

their aim into a pledge: „I will stop paying off my student loan debt, if a 

million others will do the same“ (Caffentzis 2014). After several months of 

campaigning, only about 6000 debtors signed the pledge, even though there 

was estimated that were 7 million of invisible others who had defaulted on 

their student loan debts and legally faced problems from their defaulting 

(Caffentzis 2014). This situation posed the problem of how the invisible 

mass of debtors could transform themselves into visible agents. Strike Debt!2 

launched in 2012 aimed to bring about this self-transformation of invisible 

debtors into visible resistors. Its activity is channelled in two directions. The 

first is the researching, writing and distribution of The Debt Resistors’ 

Operations Manual, addressed to individuals, – „You are not a loan!“ – and 

intending to educate and empower them. The manual surveyed all circles 

of the ‘hell of debt’, from credit reporting agencies, to medical debt, house 

debt, car debt, student debt, to debt collection agencies, explaining the 

financial discourse in accessible terms and giving concrete advice how to 

live with debt and how to strike it. Another initiative of Strike Debt! is the 

Rolling Jubilee.3 Like the manual, the Rolling Jubilee exposes and undermines 

the ways that debt works: when a loan is in default, the bank that offered 

the loan is often willing to sell it on a secondary market for 2 to 5 cents on 

the dollar, and most often a collection agency is willing to buy the loan and 

to squeeze as much out of the defaulter as possible. So, the Rolling Jubilee 

raises funds from individual donors, many indebted themselves, to purchase 

defaulted debt and keep it out of the hands of collectors.

As we can see from these empirical cases, the most coherent way of resisting 

debt consists mainly in debt cancelation, that is, a jubilee. But is jubilee a 

sufficient form of debt resistance? Is debt cancellation, even on a mass scale, 

the only aim of debt resistance or it should aim at a deeper restructuring of 

the economic system that creates indebtedness?

1 http://jubileedebt.org.uk/

2 http://strikedebt.org/

3 http://rollingjubilee.org/
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Debt resistance as jubilee is an immemorial ritual: most of the popular insur-

rections in the past centuries have begun with the ritual destruction of the 

debt records-tablets: ‘Cancel the debts and redistribute the land!’ (Graeber 

2011: 8). Canceling debt and cleaning states was done since the pre-biblical 

times, but this did not prevent a new cycle of indebtedness. The idea of 

jubilee was incorporated as well in the invention of modern bankruptcy law 

(Mann 2009). The reformers of the day realised that the practice of imprison-

ing debtors was economically irrational, because it beggared debtors without 

significantly benefiting creditors. Once behind bars, a debtor had no means 

of resuming productive economic life, much less satisfying his debts. Thus, 

cancelling some debts was deemed economically efficient. For capitalism to 

proceed, it was necessary to shift the economic thinking and legal policy 

governing debt from moral questions to instrumental ones (Mann 2009). So, 

in bankruptcy, the debt cancelation is not done necessarily for the benefits 

of debtors, but mainly for creditors and for the sustainability of the system.

The question is then if it is possible to formulate an argument for debt 

resistance to a financial economy that creates debt, instead of becoming 

indebted and then calling for debt forgiveness, jubilee and cancellation. In 

order to arrive at such an argument, this paper will focus not on the analy-

sis of the empirical cases of debt, but on the conditions of possibility of debt 

resistance. The first two sections analyze the arguments on debt resistance 

formulated in two outstanding approaches: Debt: the First 5,000 Years (2011) 

by David Graeber, and The Making of the Indebted Man: An Essay on the 

Neoliberal Condition (2012) by Maurizio Lazzarato. The third section points 

to some common contradictions and shortcomings of Graeber’s and Laz-

zarato’s arguments which make debt foundational and inhibit debt resistance 

instead of radicalizing it. An emphasis on the contingency and contestabil-

ity of debt within the frameworks elaborated by Graeber and Lazzarato 

enhances resistance to debt and to the neoliberal system as such.

I. Resisting debt: Graeber’s perspective
The hidden story of debt

The aim of Graeber’s Debt is to dismantle the claim ‘One always has to pay 

his debts’ as a ‘moral confusion’ and ‘flagrant lie’(Graeber 2011: 391), and 

this sounds as an unmistakable call for debt resistance. The rich argumenta-

tion and illustration with anthropological and historical data cannot be 

resumed here. The aim of this reading is only to see how Graeber’s approach 

enables resistance to debt.

Graber deconstructs two ‘founding myths’, which are as well two ways of 

thinking debt: the myth of barter and the myth of primordiality of debt. 

According to an idealized view of archaic communities, before money systems 

developed, people exchanged goods and services in their own interests. As 
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societies became more complex, barter required multilateral transactions 

to ensure the distribution of a larger number of goods. To simplify the ex-

change process, a neutral and consensual form of exchange was required, 

and in this way money was born. Graeber argues that this is a myth and 

ethnographers have not found any example of a pure barter economy. The 

myth of barter was crucial to the founding of economics as a discipline by 

Adam Smith, who conceived it, on a par with Newtonian physics, as a uni-

verse that functions according to the laws of spontaneous and effective free 

market. In this founding story, debt is abolished from the picture (Graeber 

2011: 21–43). According to the ‘primordial debt’ theories, the community 

promotes an increasing sense of indebtedness to one’s forebears that inten-

sifies over time, until at last one’s ancestors are elevated to the status of gods. 

Human activities become attempts to reduce the sense of debt, the most 

promising being the sacrificial rituals. Later, as history moved forward, 

governments start to tax populations because they were able to appropriate 

the role of guardianship of universal debt. Again, according to Graeber, there 

is insufficient anthropological evidence to support primordial debt theory, 

and it is just a backward projection based on a notion of debt that is only 

made possible with the advent of the modern conception of state, society 

and of societal „duty“, and so on (Graeber 2011: 69). In this context, Graeber 

reads Nietzsche’s description of debt from Genealogy of Morals as a game 

„starting out from ordinary bourgeois assumptions and driving them to a 

place where they can only shock a bourgeois audience“ (Graeber 2011: 79). 

Without doing justice to Nietzsche’s essay, Graeber says that „It’s a worthy 

game“, but one „played entirely within the confines of bourgeois thought“ 

(Graeber 2011: 79). These two myths are for Graeber, „two sides of the same 

coin... It’s only once we can imagine human life as a series of commercial 

transactions that we’re capable of seeing our relation to the universe in terms 

of debt (Graeber 2011: 75).

None of these myths offers a credible explanation and Graeber proposes 

another way of looking at debt. Graeber maps ‘three moral grounds of eco-

nomic relations’: communism, hierarchy, and exchange. Communism is „the 

foundation of all human sociability“, „a recognition of our ultimate inter-

dependence“, a „baseline communism“ (Graeber 2011: 95–98), as in the 

situation when one needs to figure out how to get somewhere and the 

other knows the way. Hierarchy involves at least two parts, where one part 

is considered superior to another, and operates by one side generosity, and 

Graeber illustrates the logic of hierarchy with stories of kings (giving a 

candy to a child also illustrates it). Exchange is all about equivalence: „It’s 

a back-and-forth process involving two sides in which each side gives as 

good as it gets“ (Graeber 2011: 103). The birth of debt takes place in an 

exchange: „A debt is an exchange that has not been brought to completion“ 

(Graeber 2011: 121). Thus, debt presupposes the existence of two free and 
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equal parties. A debt only exists when the debtor is considered able to repay. 

During the time that the debt remains unpaid, the logic of hierarchy takes 

hold. The lack of reciprocity between former equals makes situations of 

unpayable debt difficult and painful: „Since creditor and debtor are ulti-

mately equals, if the debtor cannot do what it takes to restore herself to 

equality, there is obviously something wrong with her; it must be her fault“ 

(Graeber 2011: 121).

In this broken by debt exchange money are born as social currency, that is, 

money that acts ‘to create, maintain, or sever relations between people rather 

than to purchase things’, ‘a way of recognizing the existence of debts that 

cannot possibly be paid’; ‘as a substitute for life’ (Graeber 2011: 159), like 

money presented to the family of a murdered victim so as to prevent a revenge. 

Social currency functions in ‘human economies’, in which human beings are 

„each in a unique nexus of relations“, where „no one could ever be considered 

exactly equivalent to anything or anyone else“ (Graeber 2011: 208).

Money, as token of recognition that one cannot pay a debt, turn into a form 

of payment by which a debt can be extinguished once human economies are 

taken over by commercial ones. To make a person equivalent, for example, 

to a bar of camwood, it takes „an enormous amount of sustained and system-

atic violence“ (Graeber 2011: 160). The growth of a „military–coinage–slave 

complex“ enforced the mercenary armies that cut human beings from their 

social context to work as slaves. The extreme violence led to the rise of great 

empires, the advent of large-scale slavery and the use of coins to pay soldiers. 

As well, the advent of obligation to pay taxes with money required people to 

engage in monetary transactions, which increased debt and slavery. From 

this perspective, Graeber tells the history from around 800 BC to the con-

temporary neoliberalism, showing a „great embarrassing fact that haunts all 

attempts to represent the market as the highest form of human freedom: that 

historically, impersonal commercial markets originated in debt“ (Graeber 

2011: 386). How liberating is this history of debt? How does Graeber’s 

argument empower resistance to debt and to the neoliberal system as such?

A call for jubilee and its limits

Graeber does not aim to construct an agent of resistance to debt, however 

his approach aims explicitly to empower debt resistance. In the last chapter, 

„1971– the Beginning of Something Yet to Be Determined“, Graeber de-

scribes the ascendency of debt in neoliberalism as result of history and as 

an exacerbation of the logic of debt and violence. Thus, the new global cur-

rency is rooted in military power even more firmly than the old was. As well, 

debt peonage continues to be the main principle of recruiting labour globally. 

Further, institutions like IMF, World Bank, and the WTO, similar to the divine 

kings of the ancient Middle East or the religious authorities of the Middle 
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Ages, have not been created to protect debtors, but to enforce the rights of 

creditors. US is a „catastrophic illness“ since borrowing is simply a matter 

of survival.

„We have to begin to free ourselves“, maintains Graeber, and „the first thing 

we need to do is to see ourselves again as historical actors, as people who 

can make a difference in the course of world events“ (Graeber 2011: 383). 

Graeber’s history of debt can indeed be a beginning for freeing ourselves 

from debt. It is liberating to find out that money and debt have „no essence“, 

these are always human arrangements and a matter of political contention. 

It allows us to question the „sacred“ principle that we must all pay our debts. 

Thus, Graeber calls for a „Biblical-style“ Jubilee: „one that would affect both 

international debt and consumer debt… Nothing would be more important 

than to wipe the slate clean for everyone, mark a break with our accustomed 

morality, and start again“ (Graeber 2011: 390–391).

Not paying all our debts is only a half of the change and liberation – ‘new 

ideas’ and alternatives are needed, which will not emerge without jettisoning 

our accustomed categories of thought. Graeber tries himself to jettison 

one – the postulate of the „industrious poor“ who needs access to debt to 

rise out of poverty, which is the keystone for the arguments on democratizing 

debt by channeling the financial flows and credit networks to the „in-

dustrious poor“. This view not only concerns the poverty of some people, 

those who are industrious and do not deserve to be poor, but also is based 

on the underlying assumption that work is by definition virtuous, since 

the ultimate measure of humanity’s success is its ability „to increase the 

overall global output of goods and services by at least 5 percent per year“ 

(Graeber 2011: 390). According to Graber, if humans continue along these 

lines, they will to destroy everything. The question now is how to move 

toward a society where people „can live more by working less“, so Graeber 

puts a good word for the non-industrious poor: „At least they aren’t hurting 

anyone“ (Graeber 2011: 390).

However, how can one resist the logic of debt that functioned so fiercely for 

5000 years? From where will the potential resisters take their strength or 

inspiration to jettison old categories of thought? Although this ‘real’ but 

‘hidden’ history of debt brings new insights and can empower resistance to 

debt, there are some methodological aspects of Graeber’s approach that 

might impede resistance.

Looking for an alternative history of debt, Graeber constructs a meta-nar-

rative. The general objection to grands recits is that although there will always 

be a multiplicity of rival stories that could equally well be told, these will 

have to be suppressed in the name of safeguarding the meta-narrative, this 

is why grand narratives are considered oppressive (Lyotard 1984). Graber’s 
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alternative history of money and market is not immune to this objection, – it 

supresses, for example, the story of market that brought some well-being to 

humans. Graeber’s history of debt ignores this possible criticism as if there 

is an urgent necessity to write a grand narrative of debt, as grand as the 

dominant story it opposes. The story told is a counter-story aiming to dis-

mantle and unmask the mainstream narrative of debt (and of money, finance, 

market, capitalism):

New ideas won’t emerge without the jettisoning of much of our accus-

tomed categories of thought – which have become mostly sheer dead 

weight, if not intrinsic parts of the very apparatus of hopelessness – and 

formulating new ones. This is why I spent so much of this book talking 

about the market, but also about the false choice between state and market 

that so monopolized political ideology for the last centuries that it made 

it difficult to argue about anything else. The real history of markets is 

nothing like what we’re taught to think it is (Graeber 2011: 385).

This statement has all the ingredients of the „false consciousness – ideology 

critique„ approach: „accustomed categories of thought“, „false choice between 

state and market“, „monopolized political ideology“, „real history of market“. 

The dismantling of the idea of growth – „at least 5 percent per year“ – as 

destroying everything is a way of saying that the population and capitalist 

system in general hold desires that are contrary to their own interests, and 

this is an essential feature of false consciousness (Pines 1993; Cooke 2006). 

The rejection of the two myths of origins is as well an unveiling of the mys-

tification in the founding of the market and the science of economy. So, the 

resistance to debt is expected to come from the unveiling of false conscious-

ness, as though once this false belief about debt (and market) is brought to 

consciousness, the debtor will see how absurd and harmful it is, and will act 

and think anew, as though the „real“ story of debt will illuminate the debtor’s 

mind, and he will liberate himself from the trap of the debt and will overturn 

the system. What is wrong with this ‘false consciousness’ approach of debt?

False consciousness, a concept originally developed by Marx and Engels, was 

used by various political thinkers to explain the actions and behaviour of 

different members of society, but mainly of those from lower or subordinate 

classes (Pines 1993). The concept has attracted an array of critiques that have 

severely affected false consciousness’ legitimacy, value, and explanatory 

adequacy. The concept was associated with totalitarian political regimes; in 

addition, the idea that all our beliefs and values are the products of socially 

constructed regimes of truth renders talk of true and false consciousness 

essentially meaningless (Celikates 2006; Cooke 2006). If false consciousness 

and ideology critique are used in the „real“ history of debt, then in order to 

increase their credibility as concepts and methods, they have to be defended 

anew. Otherwise, there is something misleading in the access to the „real“ 

but hidden history of market, which structures our everyday life, but is 
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intangible and inaccessible for the most of us, and which only reveals its con-

ditions of possibility only when „theory and militancy have managed to crack 

into the notorious ‘hidden abode’“ (Toscano 2014). The elitism of this approach 

hardly enhances debt resistance, neither from below nor from above.

There are other aspects in this „real“ story of debt that might undermine its 

emancipatory potential. The transition from human to commercial economies 

sounds deterministic. The „human economy“, containing already the seeds 

for more or less violent exchange, is nevertheless an economy, and the fact 

that it degenerates in commercial economies appear unavoidable. There is 

no guaranty that human economies will not degenerate again if restored, 

let say, in a community of non-industrious poor where every person is in a 

unique set of relationships. Another deterministic aspect of this grand nar-

rative of debt relates to the three moral grounds of economic relation – com-

munism, hierarchy and exchanges – which are very unequal in their capacity 

to determine the course of events. Exchange becomes the dominant ground 

– it is the origin of debt, debt is the origins of money and market, thus, of 

all violence that follows. Exchange takes priority without being balanced by 

communism and hierarchy, which remain in the background as secondary 

grounds. As well, the „real“ story of debt does not resist the retroactive in-

terpretation of debt that it is devoted to overturn and does not escape the 

primordiality of debt thesis that is rejected (Wortham 2013; Toscano 2014). 

In the „real“ story of market and money, debt is the ground of all human 

activity, the basis of social, economic and political life. The humans from 

different anthropological contexts are portrayed as immersed in debt; debt, 

as an incomplete exchange, determining most of their actions. If debt is 

everywhere and everyone is in debt in a human community, then how can one 

resist to debt and indebtedness? Stressing the pervasiveness and ubiquity 

of debt, instead of leading to resistance, can have the adverse effect of „doing 

nothing“ – even IFM economists recognize that „A radical solution for high 

debt is to do nothing at all – just live with it“ (Ostry, Ghosh, and Espinoza 

2015). „Doing nothing“ could „qualify“ as resistance to debt dependency 

mechanism, and concomitantly „do nothing“ has to be a liberation from debt 

and a source of a new ideas.

II. Resisting debt: Lazzarato’s perspective
The ascendance of debt and the indebted man

Lazzarato’s ground-breaking approach of the neoliberal condition is based 

on two hypotheses. The first is that the paradigm and the archetype of the 

social lies not in exchange but in credit. There is no equality of exchange 

underlying social relations, but rather an asymmetry of debt/credit. The 

second hypothesis is that debt represents an economic relationship in-

separable from the production of the debtor subjectivity, since debt is an 
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economic relation which, in order to exist, implies the molding and control 

of subjectivity. Thus, credit and debt and the creditor-debtor relationship 

constitute „specific relations of power that entail specific forms of production 

and control of subjectivity – a particular form of homo economicus, the 

„indebted man“ (Lazzarato 2012: 30).

The concept of the ‘indebted man’ itself is indebted to Nietzsche, Marx, 

Foucault, Deleuze & Guattari. This genealogy gives a philosophical expla-

nation of neoliberalism in terms of specific temporality, subjectivity, and 

existence as such. By asking the governed to promise, that is, to honour their 

debt, neoliberalism exercises „control over the future“, since debt obligations 

allow one to calculate, measure, and establish equivalences between current 

and future behaviour. By this, debt neutralizes time as creation of new pos-

sibilities: „the strange sensation of living in a society without time, without 

possibility, without foreseeable rupture, is debt“ (Lazzarato 2012: 46). The 

genealogy of debt reveals that the creditor-debtor relationship is also an 

ethics, since it presupposes an ethico-political process of constructing a 

subjectivity endowed with a memory, a conscience, and a morality that 

forces the debt to be guarantor of self, both accountable and guilty. In the 

neoliberal condition, this ethical process overlaps with the neoliberal im-

perative to become „human capital“ and „entrepreneur of the self“ (Foucault 

2008). Thus, credit exploits not only social relationships in general, but 

also the uniqueness of existence. The moral judgment on the capacity to pay 

debts or to make use of yourself as a human capital concerns with the 

choices one makes, with existence and its meaning.

Describing the ascendency of debt, Lazzarato argues that the picture of 

neoliberalism today is different from the one announced by the new econ-

omy of the 1980s and 1990s. The motto of neoliberalism „governing as little as 

possible“ gave way to even more authoritarian politics. The governmentality 

is now „governance by debt“ (Lazzarato 2014). The sovereign power of the 

state is neutralized because monetary sovereignty, that is, the power of de-

struction/creation of money is reconfigured. Ratings agencies, financial in-

vestors, and institutions like IMF place financial constraints on state sovereign 

power, undermining it.

Neoliberal condition makes visible three types of debt: private, sovereign, 

and social debt. The private debt through bank loans has now a striking rise 

in the importance for debt-economy. The sovereign or public debt appeared 

since the 1970s, when most states have abdicated control over their central 

banks, which means they can no longer decide to print more money to pay 

for government expenses and so they have to borrow on financial markets 

to fund these costs. Lazzarato introduces the notion of „social debt“ to con-

nect private and public debt, and to stresses that public actors and private 

institutions externalize their risks to the population. For example, when a 



146

TAMARA CARAUS DEBT RESISTANCE: BEYOND OR WITHIN CAPITALISM?

state installs a welfare system, the debts to fund this system are ultimately 

referred back to the population. When a state experiences difficulties in 

funding the welfare system, the austerity measures are supported as well 

by the population. Social rights (unemployment insurance, the minimum 

wage, healthcare, etc.) are transformed into social debt, and beneficiaries 

into debtors whose repayment means adopting prescribed behaviour. Also, 

private debts by banks and large companies can be externalized in the form 

of social debts. When a bank is „too big to fail“ it is saved through the use of 

public money to nationalize their losses: „in a cynical turn, the costs of 

re-establishing this relation of exploitation and domination will have to be 

paid for by its victims“ (2012: 115).

The ascendency of neoliberalism enforces debt subjectivity in new ways. 

Apart from „social subjection“ that controls the subject through the mobili-

zation of his conscience, memory, and representations, there is „machinic 

subjugation“ with an infra-personal and pre-individual hold on subjectivity 

that does not pass through reflexive consciousness or through the self (Laz-

zarato 2012: 146). Lazzarato explores Deleuze’s account on the machine as 

activating the „dividual“ not the individual. „Individuals become ‘dividuals,’ 

and masses become samples, data, markets or banks“ (Lazzarato 2012: 148). 

The credit card is such an apparatus in which the dividual functions like a 

human element that conforms to the „non-human“ elements of the socio-

technical machine constituted by the banking network. The machinic en-

slavement facilitates a generalized form of exploitation, depoliticizes and 

depersonalizes it (Lazzarato 2014).

Thus, in neoliberalism, debt functions as a primary instrument of power 

over population’s life, social rights are transformed into social debts, exploi-

tation is expanded extensively. Then, how is resistance possible?

Can the indebted man resit debt?

The aim of The Making of the Indebted Man is „to venture into enemy terri-

tory to analyze the debt economy and the production of indebted man in 

order to construct the theoretical weapons for the struggles to come“ (Laz-

zarato 2012: 33). However, the construction of the weapons for struggles 

is not an easy process, because debt responsibilizes people as individuals 

and undermines the capacity and conditions for collective political resistance: 

„The objectives of the debt economy are thoroughly political: the neutraliza-

tion of collective attitudes (mutualisation, solidarity, cooperation, rights for 

all, etc.) and the memory of the collective struggles“ (2012: 114). The 

framework of entrepreneurship of the self, combined with individualized 

private debt and debt management, limits the realm of collective and 

democratic action. As well, debt eliminates the politics of „panels“ of citizens, 

experts and counter-experts, etc. Intending to „govern as little as possible“, 
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neoliberalism ends by ruling and controlling as much as possible with „as 

little democracy as possible“ (Lazzarato 2012: 160). In this way, Lazzarato’s 

analysis creates a horizon of expectation of some powerful and radical 

weapons for struggling with debt „power bloc“. Thus, how the indebted man 

can resist debt? What are his weapons for the struggles to come?

Despite the individualisation of debt and responsibility, the resistance to 

debt has to be a collective action from below. The „mainspring of opposition“ 

to debt politics cannot come to self-awareness of the debt power bloc that 

led to the catastrophe: „‘Awareness’ must be imposed on the institutions and 

structures of government through a struggle from below“ (Lazzarato 2012: 

156). The struggle from below is expected to have a large social support, 

because debt surpasses the divisions between employment and unemploy-

ment, working and non-working, productive and assisted, precarious and 

non-precarious, thus the figure of indebted man calls for „new solidarities“ 

and „new cooperation“ (Lazzarato 2012: 156–157).

Another condition for the struggle against debt power is to organize it beyond 

the border of the nation-state, at the level of Capital as „Universal Creditor“ 

(Lazzarato 2012: 162). Even if people would manage to organize a collective 

revolt within the nation state, the state will have to reassure to the global 

financial institutions, rating agencies and financial market that the sovereign 

debts will be paid. Debt ignores boundaries and nationalities, it knows only 

creditors and debtors, so the struggle against debt appears as a cosmopolitan 

struggle against the unjust globalization of debt and finance.

Further, the struggle against debt has to traverse not only the borders of the 

nation state, but to reinvent democracy as traversing and reconfiguring the 

political, the social, and the economic – fields that political theories con-

tinue to conceive of separately, although debt has already united them 

within a „single apparatus“. The debt economy controls the social, eco-

nomic and political spheres, this is an essential condition for governing by 

debt, so the struggle against debt has to unites all of them. The envisaged 

struggle is not only a resistance to debt but the „essence“ of political strug-

gle, that cannot be otherwise „except from within and against the politics 

of Capital“ (Lazzarato 2012: 163). Capital creates the current domination, 

therefore the conditions for dispute are here: „The negative that debt insti-

tutes informs the historical conditions from which struggle turns away to 

invent new forms of subjectivation and new possibilities of life. Still, these 

conditions are indeed, at each instance, historical, unique, and specific. And 

today they come together in debt“ (Lazzarato 2012: 163).

One more condition of resistance is deemed necessary. Because the debt 

economy is endowed with a paradigm of subjectivity, the struggle against 

the debt economy is as well against its morality of guilt and fear, which re-

quires a „specific kind of subjective conversion“ and „second innocence“ 
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with respect to debt, „leaving behind debt morality and the discourse in 

which it holds us hostage“ (Lazzarato 2012: 164). The Nietzscheian inspired 

„conversion“ and „second innocence“ appear as part of the „theoretical 

weapons for the struggle to come“.

The approach of the indebted man creates a horizon of expectation of 

radical and powerful theoretical weapons for struggle. Is this horizon of 

expectation met? Does Lazzarato provide sufficient theoretical support for 

resistance to debt? Can the indebted man resist debt? Lazzarato’s account 

of the indebted man is a necessary and timely approach of the necessity of 

resistance to new forms of power. However, there are several aspects limiting 

debt resistance, which have to be examined.

The question why people accept debt economy and their own exploitation 

instead of resisting it cannot be addressed to the indebted man, as portrayed 

by Lazzarato. The indebted man appears as being under the veil of „false 

consciousness“, unaware of the exploitation and of his indebted condition. 

Lazzarato argues explicitly that the logic of capital is an open process, not 

a mystifying one: „The power of capitalism, like the world it aims to appro-

priate and control, is always in the process of being made“ (Lazzarato 2012: 

107). Simultaneously but implicitly, he proceeds as though there is still a 

logic of capital working behind the scenes and the task of the critic is to 

unveil this logic. He unmasks one aspect of liberalism after another, such as 

the contract as an agreement between free and equal individuals, central 

bank independence, the reduction of work to employment, the machining 

subjugation, etc. A similar unmasking is his recent book Gouverner par la 

dette arguing that (neo)liberalism has never been liberal, but state capitalism 

(Lazzarato 2015). This unmasking of the logic of financial debt can have 

indeed an emancipatory and empowering potential. The field of finance has 

always been postulated as requiring expert knowledge and the population was 

unaware of the ways that finance works – the The Debt Resistors’ Operations 

Manual presented at the beginning of this paper intends exactly to explain 

to debtors how finance and debt operate. False consciousness and ideology 

critique might have an emancipatory role here, but these are not assumed 

as a methodological strategy by Lazzarato. Without defending anew the 

credibility of this method, the implicit critique of ideology is prone to in-

numerable criticism such as elitism, authoritarianism, un-verifiability (Cooke 

2006, Celikates 2006).

Another aspect that can impede resistance is a totalising and overdetermined 

neoliberal condition. Although the aim is „not to offer a new totalizing 

theory of neoliberalism, but rather to prepare the groundwork for a re-ex-

amination of the current transformations affecting Western societies through 

the debt economy“ (Lazzarato 2012: 35), the concept of the indebted man 

and „debt subjectivity“ appear in a kind of complicity with neoliberalism, 
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enriching and refining its theses, effects, impact. Neoliberalism permeates 

all spheres of life and society, and this reminds a totalizing picture of society, 

where, according to Claude Lefort, „a condensation takes place between the 

sphere of power, the sphere of law and the sphere of knowledge“ (Lefort 

1988:13). The intensification of the debt-economy in neoliberalism is an 

empirical and statistical fact, however, Lazzarato’s approach leads to a 

„philosophical over-determination of neoliberalism“ (Toscano 2014), through 

philosophically grounded debt and by equating it with a paradigm of sub-

jectivity. As well, the call for transversally ontologizes the capital. Although 

the aim is „to offer a transversal point of view from which struggles might 

begin“ (Lazzarato 2012: 164), the capital becomes the „real“ dimension and 

the „essence“ of the economic, the social and the political, without contra-

dictions, contingency or indeterminacy. However, if we accept the portrait 

of the indebted man and the resulting theory of neoliberalism, then we risk 

eliminating any kind of critical distance towards neoliberalism as a crucial 

condition for resistance to debt.

Further, the indebted man is trapped in a methodological asymmetry of 

Lazzarato’s approach. The indebted man is firstly postulated a passive matter 

who is transformed into a subject by debt, social subjection and machinic 

subjugation, and afterwards the aim of the argument is to discover the 

revolutionary subject as free to subvert the existing forms of subjectivation. 

From where does this capacity to react as a subject free from the constraints 

of debt come from? How can a theory simultaneously postulate the production 

of subjectivity and to look for an agency that is able to break with it and with 

dominant meanings? The solution sounds like deus ex machina. It is not 

surprisingly then, that Lazzarato sees the possibility of resistance in „subjective 

conversion“ and „second innocence“:

The fight against the debt economy and above all against its „morality“ of 

guilt, which, in the end, is a morality of fear, also requires a specific kind 

of subjective conversion…The resumption of the class struggle in the right 

place, that is, where it is the most effective, must recapture this „second 

innocence“ with respect to debt… leaving behind debt morality and the 

discourse in which it holds us hostage (Lazzarato 2012: 164).

How is conversion of the indebted man to a debt free subjectivity possible? 

What kind of transformative experience is this? Probably, as all conversions, 

this one is unpredictable and „ineffable“. Nevertheless, conversion ad-

dresses a real predicament of debt resistance. The authority against whom 

the debt resistance has to be directed is more anonymous and ambivalent 

than the traditional power exercised by state (Balibar 2013). And this makes 

it rather difficult to establish what exactly has to be resisted and targeted 

first: the banks, the financial system, the whole way of life? If everything is 

financialised (education, health, social security, life in general) and the 
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potential resistors are part of the system to which they (have to) oppose, so 

what has to be questioned and resisted first is the whole way of life. Resisting 

a whole way of life inoculated by finance and debt economy can indeed 

amount to a „conversion“ to a debt free subjectivity. But no „theoretical 

weapons“ for this conversion are provided. „Conversion“ and „second in-

nocence“ are mentioned only once, in Conclusions, as true deus ex-machina 

type of solutions for resistance to debt. Lazzarato hopes that resistance to 

debt and debt inducing subjectivity is possible, that man, although indebted, 

will create new forms of subjectivity, for example by refusing to work, and 

finding non-exploitative, classless communities (Lazzarato 2014). This re-

sistance can indeed take place, but this will be a practice of resistance, 

without justification in theory. On the theoretical level, the question from 

where comes this capacity to resist remains without answer.

III. Contingency and contestability of debt

Graeber and Lazzarato’s books do not communicate directly and are elabo-

rated from different perspectives: one deals with history of debt, another 

with subjectivity of debt in the neoliberal condition. Nevertheless, they 

complement each other, as though Lazzarato’s book develops in depth the 

last chapter of Graeber’s history „1970 – The Beginning of Something Yet to 

Be Determined“, because only a debt imposed by violence through centuries 

can lead to a total subjugation by debt nowadays. As well, both approaches 

aim to empower/enhance resistance to debt, and both keep unmasking the 

logic of debt, market and capital. The liberating and emancipatory potential 

of both approaches could arise indeed from dismantling the „false con-

sciousness“ of debt through ideology critique. It can be liberating to see that 

debt is not only a matter of exact neutral mathematical calculation but an 

effect of violence and asymmetry of power, but the authors do not elaborate 

on the emancipatory potential of ideology critique for debt resistance.

The liberatory potentially of both approaches is shadowed by the anthropo-

logical and philosophical overdetermination of debt, both making the debt 

foundational, the archetype and ground of social relations, the source of 

money and of all economic and social transaction. Viewing debt as founda-

tional has an inhibiting effect for creating a theoretical model of agency 

resisting to debt, because it eliminates any critical distance towards debt 

economy. The condition of resistance to the mechanisms of indebtedness 

can be enhanced if debt is not posited as an archetype and paradigm of the 

social, but as a necessarily contingent ground. The argument for the rest of 

this paper is that debt is contingent, and the contingency of debt enhances 

debt resistance by allowing a permanent contestability of debt.

What is contingency then? In order that there be genuine contingency, there 

must be no reason for anything to be or to remain the way that it is: „everything 
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must be able, without reason, to be other than it is; everything must, without 

reason, be able not to be and/or be able to be other than it is“ (Meillassoux 

2010: 60). Contingency is part of our intellectual horizon marked by an 

increased „awareness of contingency“ (Marchart 2007: 26). The increasing 

awareness of contingency is part of the process of a slow but constant „dis-

solution of the markers of certainty“ (Lefort 1987: 17) that happens in 

modernity. Contingency has always been hidden within the shadow of ne-

cessity and universality and it has often been underestimated or even over-

looked in modern philosophies. For example, Richard Rorty has given 

prominence to the active role of contingency, analysing three kinds of con-

tingency, that is, the contingency of language, that of selfhood, and that of 

a liberal community (Rorty 1989). In the last decades contingency moves 

away from the traditional logical notion of the contingent as that which 

could be otherwise to the much stronger notion of „necessary contingency“ 

(Marchart 2007; Meillassoux 2010). Thus, with this minimal specification 

of what is contingency, the assumption of the paper is that debt is contingent 

in three ways: as a fact, as a normative claim and as a ground.

Contingency of debt as a fact: When something is said to be contingent, it 

may be accidental, conditional, uncertain or indeterminate. When applied 

to facts and events, contingency means that they are somehow accidental, 

random, and not necessary. Debt as an empirical fact is contingent for obvious 

empirical reasons. At the level of private debt, not everyone is indebted with 

a personal/household debt, for several reasons which are again obvious and 

well known. First, one has to qualify for a debt. A potential debtor has already 

be a guarantor of its capacity to pay back, before receiving a loan, so not all 

of the more or less industrious poor can receive a loan, in spite of the attempt 

to democratise debt and to channel the capital to diverse categories of poor. 

Second, at the level of private debt, some might not need a debt, be these 

the privileged from the „1%“, but also some categories who might not feel 

forced to borrow, because one does not normally view a bank loan as forced 

on the debtor. Third, debt as a contingent fact means as well that one has 

been indebted and payed his debts, as Graeber himself affirms that he paid 

his student loans (Graeber 2011: 389).

Contingency characterizes as well social and sovereign debt as empirical 

facts. Social debt, defined by Lazzarato, has to take into account the geo-

graphical contingency. Social debt might be the lived reality of the French 

beneficiary of welfare policies, but is it less relevant for some Asian states, 

for example, or for other countries that do not have a tradition of welfare 

state. As well, the indebted condition might be the lived reality of US or some 

EU countries, but it is far from the predominant social relation in other 

countries. Without taking into consideration the geographical contingency 

of debt, Lazzarato’s thesis, namely that indebtedness is the primary social 

relation under neoliberalism, could be rather Eurocentric (Slothuus 2013).
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Theoretisations of sovereign debt have to take into consideration its contin-

gency as well, at least the most obvious one: sovereign debt does not confirm 

the asymmetry of power attributed to creditor-debtor relationship. The states 

with the heaviest sovereign debts are not the weakest in terms of economy, 

military, or political power, as is the emblematic case of the US foreign debt. 

Control exercised by financial operators on the sovereign operations of any 

state is thus easily attributed to a global finance capital working according 

to a global plan and setting up a form of universal governance through the 

interaction of different transnational agencies (such as IMF, WTO, etc.), 

assumptions that are according to Balibar, „fantastic and utopian“ (Balibar 

2013), and probably not the worst scenario of global interactions, compared 

with more violent, war-like ones.

Neoliberalism itself may be seen as a contingent fact. It is contingent (depen-

dent) on a specific set of historical conditions; it is also contingent (accidental) 

in the sense that there was no historical inevitability in the emergence of such 

conditions. The neoliberal course of action was taken by political decision, 

known as Washington consensus, and it was a decision marked by contin-

gency in the context when the alternative course of action, the continuation 

of the Keynesian type of economic policies, was available (Harvey 2007, Steger 

and Roy 2010). Thus, neoliberalism should not be regarded as an ineluctable 

phenomenon, a corollary of five thousand years of debt and violence, but one 

that could have happened later, in another epoch or not at all.

Contingency of debt as a normative claim: The contingency of debt as fact is 

significant both in itself and because it may reveal the multifaceted contin-

gency of the normative claims about debt. The empirical evidence that certain 

facts/events are contingent leads to the normative constructions that are 

contingent themselves. Thus, normative claims are of second-order kind of 

contingency. These interlaced contingencies are mutually reinforcing: contin-

gency of facts and events and contingency of the conceptual and normative 

frameworks we develop to make sense of such phenomena cannot be easily 

disentangled from each other; furthermore, they tend to lend certainty and 

determinacy to each other, so that in time, the institutions created to deal 

with arbitrary or contingent events have a propensity for naturalizing and 

essentializing them, for creating necessity and universality.

If debt as a fact is variable and contingent, then the normative claims about 

debt, for example, „one always has to pay his debts“ appears as contingent. 

This does not mean that the requests to pay debts are inadequate or illegiti-

mate, but that their validity is local, dependent on specific circumstances, and 

cannot be derived from a general procedure. In other words, normative claims 

about debt lack universality. The lack of universality of normative claims about 

debt is implicitly assumed by the arguments for rejecting the usurious and 

odious debts of the poor countries. The lack of universality is acknowledged 
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by the calls for debt resistance which point to the illegitimacy of some forms 

of debt, such as loans which provide benefit only to creditors, loans that inflict 

social and environmental harm, loans extended to borrowers who cannot 

possibly afford them, and debt related to access to basic necessities or common 

goods, mainly healthcare and education (Ross 2014).

The contingency of debt as a fact should not eliminate the normative claims 

of debt. On the contrary, it can make a more appealing normative notion of 

„contingent debt“, for example, „contingent sovereign debt“ by introducing 

contingent clauses and scenarios in loans contracts (Drelichman and Voth 

2013). Linking the obligation to pay to an indicator of ability to pay (such 

as GDP growth or export prices) could substantially reduce the risk of defaults 

in sovereign debt, allowing the parties to modify repayments in response to 

unforeseen circumstances and contingencies of the world (Drelichman and 

Voth 2013).

Compared with Lazzarato’s approach, Grabber’s arguments, aiming to dis-

mantle the motive „one always has to pay his debts“ as a „flagrant lie“, shows 

the lack of universality and, implicitly, the contingency of the main normative 

claim about debt. However, for an empowering condition of debt resistance, 

the contingency of debt as ground has to be affirmed as well.

Contingency of debt as ground. Graeber and Lazarato posit debt as ground. 

In both approaches, debt grounds and validates the whole intellectual edi-

fice, thus debt has a foundational role for their approaches. The whole idea 

of foundationalism is that justificatory claims in a certain domain terminate 

in a single unified foundation, in some basic beliefs as prima facie justified 

(Fumerton and Hasan 2010). Lazzarato postulates directly debt as the basic 

belief/foundation to construct his approach. For Graeber, debt as an incom-

plete exchange is a second order ground, itself grounded in exchange, which 

is one the three moral grounds of economic relations – communism, hierarchy 

and exchange. However, in the whole expose of the debt’s longue durée, debt 

takes the role of the determinant ground.

Preoccupation with foundations was considered a form of oppression that 

limits human possibilities, and hampers the human creative potential (Rorty 

1989). The critique and deconstruction of foundations showed that society 

cannot be grounded, and never will be, in a solid foundation, essence or centre. 

The most direct stance of critique of foundations is the antifundationalist 

position, meaning „no foundations“. In political theory especially, anti-

foundationalism considers foundations a threat to otherness, particularity 

and individuality, and therefore, emancipation can occur only by resisting 

foundational claims (Marchart 2007 11–13). However, as Judith Butler 

pointed out, we cannot easily get rid of the notion of foundation, because we 

need to start thinking from somewhere, Thus, Butler argues that the point is 

not to do away with foundations or to be a champion of anti-foundationalism: 
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„Rather, the task is to interrogate what the theoretical move that establishes 

foundations authorizes, and what precisely it excludes or forecloses“ (Butler 

1992: 7). This is a call to examine the conditions of possibility of foundations. 

Thus, what is problematic is not the existence of foundations in the plural, 

but their condition of possibility or ontological status, which is seen now as 

„necessarily contingent“ (Marchart 2007:15). The concept of „necessary 

contingency“ of grounds means that society is always constituted in the 

eternal move between attempts at some form of grounding and the failure of 

such efforts due to the radical contingency underlying all experiences (Marchart 

2007). In other words, the necessary contingency of grounds stands for the 

empty place of final absolute ground. The necessary absence or the empty 

place of the ultimate ground makes possible the plurality of grounds, which 

will attempt to fill it. Necessarily, each foundational attempt must fail to 

posit itself as the ultimate ground (Marchart 2007). In order for a ground to 

fail in occupying the place of the absolute final ground, it has to be posited 

both as „fundamental and contestable“ (White 2000:6). Thus, all funda-

mental conceptualisation of the self, other and world are contestable, and 

nevertheless these conceptualisations are necessary for a reflective ethical 

and political life. We have to be in a position to construct foundations, while 

accepting that they are contestable (White 2000: 6–8).

Therefore, when debt is posited as foundation of society, of the human socia-

bility and interaction, it has to be taken as contestable, as one possible ground 

within a plurality of grounds. The intention of posting debt as ground in 

whatever context might not be radically different from the intention that 

Graeber attributes to Nietzsche – „to shock the bourgeois audience“. Graeber’s 

and Lazzarto’s implicit aim of thinking through debt is similar: to „shock“ and 

„shake“ the audience, showing the chains of debt slavery and, in effect, to 

break the chains of debt. However, as a side effect, thinking through debt as 

ground of the social leads to a philosophical and anthropological overdeter-

mination of debt, which is more difficult to shake/to resist. As well, a theo-

retical construction built on debt as ground ends with a strong edifice of a 

debt economy and neoliberalism, which is more coherent and articulated that 

its sociological or empirical starting point. For example, the figure of subjec-

tivity with which Lazzarato endows the debt-economy and neoliberalism, 

ignores that this subjectivity varies across social formations, geographies and 

class positions and underestimates the „opportunism of capital“, its capacity 

to be relatively indifferent to mentalities and ideologies (Toscano 2014). 

Graeber’s approach, compared with Lazzarto’s, is more aware of contingency 

and of plurality of grounds: it shows that money, market and debt are human 

arrangements and gives considerable insights about manmade nature of the 

market laws. However, the rediscovery of an anthropology of asymmetric 

economic violence functioning rather implacable through centuries and in 

different anthropological context, undermines contingency. In addition, the 
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privileged access to the „real“ but hidden history of market and debt dimin-

ishes contingency and contestability.

Therefore, theoretical weapons for struggle against debt have to acknowledge 

contingency of debt as a fact, normative claim and as ground. Since con-

tingency means that things can be otherwise than they are, it reveals other 

alternatives to be taken into consideration, and allows the critique of the 

current order and given meanings. In other words, contingency implies and 

enhances contestability, and the contingency of debt is not an exception – it 

implies contestability of debt. By exposing the contingency of the alleged 

unavoidable debt, a contestation and even a critique of the logic of in-

debtedness is made possible. In this way, contestability can reintroduce 

democracy in the undemocratic configurations of debt. Because debt limits 

democratic participation and decision-making, the struggle against debt 

has to rescue democracy from debt, and the first step is the democratic 

contestation of debt.

Thus, in order to enhance the conditions of debt resistance and to offer 

theoretical weapons for an agency of resistance, the approaches of debt 

require some precautions against naturalisation and reification of debt. This 

metho dological adjustment is less demanding than postulating an over-

whelming subjectivity of debt, and then to call for conversion to debt free 

subjectivity. Although apparently debt works to eliminate contingency, in-

determinacy, open temporality, possibilities of choice and existential risks, 

debt might be only a „symptom of a persistent cultural incapacity to ac-

knowledge finitude“ (Weber 2013). The appropriate task for critique of the 

logic of debt and indebtedness is to show that it is nevertheless compatible 

with historicity, finitude and contingency. If theoretical conceptualisations 

can prefigure practical insight and possibilities for action, then theorising 

debt should fold back upon itself, disrupting its own unity, and in this way 

enacting its contestability. In addition to exposing the real but hidden history 

of debt in a new grand narrative, with the hope that these will lead to some 

radical forms of transgression and rebellion against debt, and apart from 

the call to conversion to a debt-free subjectivity and second innocence, our 

theoretical endeavours have to acknowledge the contingency of debt and of 

debt related economic practices.

In place of conclusion

The contingency of debt opens up the possibility of its contestation and 

transformation. Contingency reclaims inventiveness and alternatives in the 

face of implacable determination of debt. Coming back to the question from 

Introduction, we have to clarify now if these transformations and alterna-

tives are beyond the logic of jubilee or within it, and implicitly beyond or 

within capitalism.
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A debt resistance that will lead to universal debt repudiation, of a true clean 

slate for society, which will amount to a final jubilee that will end the need 

of jubilees, and will reconstruct society from the root on an equal basis, has 

not been elaborated in the frameworks proposed by Graeber and Lazzarato. 

The suggested methodological adjustment, that is, to view debt as contingent 

and contestable, as well does not lead to a jubilee that will end the need of 

jubilees. Viewing debt as contingent does not eliminate it entirely: debt 

remains as an alternative among other alternatives. Debt as economic practice 

preceded capitalism, and it is not excluded that debt as an economic practice 

will continue to exist in a form or another in a possible community of non-

industrious poor. Conversely, capitalism as a process of permanent becoming, 

as Lazzarato admits it is, will be always an alternative among the alternatives 

that contingency presupposes and reclaims. In addition, contingency of debt 

as fact and the necessary contingency of debt as ground presuppose and 

reclaim a permanent contestability, otherwise the naturalisation and reification 

of debt will be restored. Permanent contesta bility can make debt compatible 

with democracy, not in the sense of channelling financial flows to all poor, 

both industrious and non-industrious, but through deliberating and contesting 

the debt power and debt economy. So, beyond or within capitalism, contingent 

debt is within democracy.
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Tamara Karaus
Otpor prema dugovima: S one strane ili unutar kapitalizma?
Apstrakt
Em pi rij ski slu ča je vi ot po ra pre ma du go vi ma po ka zu ju da se naj ko he rent ni ji na čin 
ot po ra du go vi ma sa sto ji pre sve ga u stor ni ra nju du go va ili nji ho vom ot pi su. No 
da li je stor ni ra nje du go va, čak i u ma sov nim raz me ra ma, do vo ljan ob lik ot po ra 
pre ma du go vi ma ili ot por tre ba da ima za cilj du blje re struk tu ri ra nje eko nom skog 
si ste ma ko ji je stvo rio za du že nost? Na me ra ovog član ka je da se is pi ta da li je 
mo gu će for mu li sa nje ar gu men ta u pri log ot po ra pre ma du go vi ma usme re nom ka 
fi nan sij skoj eko no mi ji ko ja stva ra du go ve, ume sto ot po ra na kon za du ži va nja, ka da 
se tra ži pra šta nje du go va, nji hov ot pis i stor ni ra nje. Da bi do speo do ta kvog ar gu-
men ta, čla nak naj pre ana li zi ra ar gu ment ot po ra pre ma du go vi ma ko ji je for mu li sao 
Dej vid Gre ber u Dug: Pr vih 5000 go di na i Ma u ri cio La za ra to u Stva ra ju ći za du že nog 
čo ve ka: Esej o neo li ber la nom sta nju, uka zu ju ći na po je di ne za jed nič ke pro tiv reč no sti 
i ne do stat ke u Gre be ro vim i La za ra to vim ar gu men ti ma pre ma ko ji ma su du go vi 
fun da men tal ni i ko ji spu ta va ju ot por pre ma du go vi ma, ume sto da ga ra di ka li zu ju. 
U član ku se tvr di da na gla sak na kon tin gent no sti i spor no sti du go va po ja ča va 
ot por pre ma du go vi ma i ot por neo li be ral nom si ste mu kao ta kvom.

Ključ ne re či: ot por, du go vi, neo li be ra li zam, kon tin gen ci ja, spor nost
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Marxism and the Legacies of 20th Century

Abstract   How did intellectuals react to the economic crisis of 2007–2008 and 
its long-term backlash? What did they learn from the main twentieth-century 
political and social experiences, in order to make a new sense of the traditional 
cultures of the Left?
In order to answer these crucial issues, this proposal will analyze the paths of 
the well-known historians E. Hobsbawm and T. Judt and their apparently similar, 
but actually different reactions to the crisis. First, I will focus on their respective 
books: How to Change the World (2011) and Ill Fares the Land (2010). On the one 
hand, Hobsbawm’s critical approach to the post-1991 world, shaped by his 
lifelong fidelity to Marxism and his persistent sympathy for the Russian Revolution, 
was connected to his catastrophic vision of the end of the both conflicting and 
collaborative dynamics between capitalism and socialism. On the other hand, 
Judt’s re-thinking of the social-democratic tradition, compelled by the global 
transformations of the social question, was inspired by his connections with the 
East Central European dissidents’ anti-totalitarian liberalism and by his critical 
approach to the engagement of the French intellectuals. Second, I will investigate 
their different interpretations of the „Golden Age“ of post-1945 Europe (with 
special regard to the long-term impact of the crisis of 1929 and to the influence 
of Soviet communism) and of the causes of its crisis. Third, I will show how, in 
spite of their common reference to Marx, late Hobsbawm’s and Judt’s historical 
visions – respectively combined with determinism and moralism – provide op-
posite ways of coping with the legacies of the 20th century and of criticizing the 
language of neoliberal economy within the Left.

Keywords: Hobsbawm Eric; Judt Tony; intellectuals; historiography; socialism; 
communism; Marxism; totalitarianism

Different generation, different left

Eric Hobsbawm and Tony Judt were two of the major historians of the recent 

times. Both of them were British Jews (with deep roots in East Central 

Europe), were publicly engaged on the Left, and extensively wrote on their 

fascinating lives. However, they essentially belonged to two different gen-

erations, and they were divided by their conceptions of Left. Hobsbawm was 

born in 1917 in Alexandria of Egypt, then one of the peripheries of the British 

Empire, and was mostly educated in Vienna and in Berlin between the 1920s 

and 1930s. He belonged to the generation of the Russian Revolution and of 

the Soviet communism, of the fight between fascism and antifascism. His 
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membership in the German Communist Party began in the early 1930s, 

when he lived in Germany, at the time of Hitler’s ascent to power, and he 

continued to be a member of the small British Communist Party until the 

very end of the Soviet Union, in 1991 (Hobsbawm 2002)1.

Judt was born in 1948 in London, then capital city of the declining British 

Empire. His family was rooted in the East European Jewry, and the shadow 

of the Shoah touched him through the killing of a cousin, Toni. He belonged 

to the post-war generation of the baby-boom, of the public transports and 

of the Welfare State, and of the rebellious late 1960s. After a brief mili-

tancy in the Marxist Zionism as a young student, and a long participation 

in the 1968 movements in Cambridge and Paris, he reached a skeptical 

attitude towards any sort of politically organized commitment. In the 1970s 

he was fascinated by the extreme Leftist ideologies of tiers-mondisme, looking 

at the Mao’s China and at the revolutionary peasants, and his early research 

works reflected this intellectual much more than political fascination (Judt 

2010: 98–99).

As an historian, Judt belonged to what he himself defined as „Hobsbawm 

generation“ – men and women from the late 1950s to the mid-1970s whose 

interest in the past had been shaped by the great Marxist historian’s writings. 

Hobsbawm was specializing in the English nineteenth-century working-class 

movement (Hobsbawm 1964), but he also wrote seminal essays on the 

primitive or pre-modern forms of popular rebellion and banditry (Hobsbawm 

1959). He was then recognized as a great historian of what he called the 

„long nineteenth century“, extending from the late eighteenth century, 

particularly since the „dual revolutions“ (i.e. the French and the Industrial 

revolution), to the early twentieth century, notably the Great War (Hobsbawm 

1962; Hobsbawm 1975; Hobsbawm 1987)2. His trilogy on the „long nineteenth 

century“ deeply influenced radical students of history as the young Judt was 

in Cambridge in the late 1960s. In 1968 he was part of „an attentive and 

admiring audience“ whom Hobsbawm addressed to in order to explain „the 

limits of student radicalism“. Judt remembered: „Sometimes, he reminded 

us, the point is not to change the world but to interpret it. But in order to 

interpret the world one has also to have a certain empathy with the ways in 

which it has changed“. In this respect Judt reproached Hobsbawm not to 

have been up to the demanding standard he himself had set, insofar as he 

was unable or unwilling to change his mind about the Soviet communism 

(Judt 1995). Quite the contrary, Hobsbawm’s methodological reminder from 

the late 1960s would keep on being a guiding line for Judt over the next 

1 The only attempt at an historical reconstruction of Hobsabwm’s intellectual biography 

has been hitherto made by Elliott, 2010. An archival work for an historical reconstruction 

of Hobsbawm’s biography is under way by Richard Evans.

2 For an historical reconstruction of the British Marxism see Eley 2005: 13–60.
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decades. Not incidentally, Judt often referred to a well-known sentence 

commonly attributed to John M. Keynes: „When the facts change, I change 

my mind. What do you do, Sir?“ (Judt 2015).

The twentieth century, a short or a long epoch?

Hobsbawm was basically an historian of the eighteenth and nineteenth 

century. Even though he occasionally wrote on the twentieth century, only 

in the mid-1990s did Hobsbawm begin to write extensively on his own time 

– famously renamed the „short century“. The basic argument of the Age of 

Extremes, published in 1994, was summarized as follows: „the history of the 

Short twentieth century cannot be understood without the Russian Revo-

lution and its direct and indirect effects. Not least because it proved to be 

the saviour of liberal capitalism, both by enabling the West to win the Second 

World War against Hitler’s Germany and by providing the incentive for 

capitalism to reform itself“ (Hobsbawm 1994: 84)3. Whereas the „direct 

effects“ of the Russian Revolution applied to the solution of the dramatic 

conflicts following the crisis of liberal capitalism, the „indirect effects“ of 

the Russian Revolution applied to the political stability and to the social 

prosperity of the post-war period. As capitalism was considered in itself as 

avoid of self-reforming forces from within, the Soviet Union had provided 

the transformative pressure for capitalism from without. The post-war 

capitalism was conceived of as „a sort of marriage between economic liber-

alism and social democracy [...], with substantial borrowing from the USSR, 

which had pioneered the idea of economic planning“. The „Golden Age“ was 

thus primarily due „to the overwhelming economic dominance of the US“, 

but also „to the fear of communism“ (Hobsbawm 1994: 270, 275).

Strangely enough, though, Hobsbawm never researched over the history of 

the USSR and of the Soviet communism (Pons 2013: 410–416). Albeit his 

awareness of the limits of a „binary division“ between communism and 

capitalism, Hobsbawm still referred to it when he wrote his own autobio-

graphy Interesting Times, which was deeply fashioned by his life-long loy-

alty and endless sympathy for the October Revolution. The personal experi-

ence of the downfall of the Weimar Republic lastingly shaped the mental 

universe of Hobsbawm, and his catastrophic approach to the post-1989 his-

tory seems to remind of the experience of „a world which was not expected 

to last“ (Hobsbawm 2002: 47).

Consistently enough, Hobsbawm described the world history since the 

early 1970s in terms of „a world which had lost its bearings and slid into 

3 For a discussion of Hobsbawm’s attitude to the Soviet Union and communism see 

the conversation between Hobsbawm and the Canadian intellectual Michael Ignatieff, 

held in 1994.
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instability and crisis“. Since the 1980s „the foundations of the Golden Years 

had crumbled“ „irretrievably“. In particular, after the collapse of the Soviet 

Union, the capitalistic world unfolded „disorder“ and „disintegration“ without 

„convincing alternatives“: the economic forces of the free market were „out 

of control“, and the states had lost their capacity to plan and govern the 

society (Hobsbawm 1994: 403). Quite paradoxically, the collapse of the 

„real socialism“, and the testified failure of the Soviet utopia of total control 

and planning brought about – alongside the end of the „religious wars“ of 

the Short century – the crisis and decline of the self-proclaimed winner of 

the Cold War, the „neo-liberal utopia“, the idea of a society based on a 

global completely free market (Hobsbawm 1994: 562, 563).

The Age of Extreme provided Hobsbawm with word-wide celebrity, but it 

also stirred some sharp critiques. In spite of his deep admiration for Hobsbawm 

and his work, Judt made of The Age of Extreme the target of an harsh critique, 

on The New York Review of Books in 1995. Hobsbawm’s autobiography – 

particularly his engagement with a „single cause“ since his youth – had shaped 

his perception and his interpretation of the twentieth century. As a major 

consequence, „the categories right/left, fascist/communist, progressive and 

reactionary seem to be very firmly set, and pretty much as they first pre-

sented themselves to Hobsbawm in the Thirties“. At the core of the po-

lemical intervention put forward by Judt was Hobsbawm’s attitude towards 

communism much more than that towards Marxism (Judt 1995).

Postwar was published in 2005, more than ten years after The Age of Extremes, 

in a completely different context. Meanwhile, new narratives of the European 

twentieth century had been proposed by historians of different generations, 

such as Norman Davies and Mark Mazower, aiming to connect the Western 

and the Eastern regions of the continent into a unitary historical account 

(Davies 1996; Mazower 1998). According to Judt, the causes of the post-1945 

political stabilization, social reconstruction and economic modernization 

were complex and multiple all over Europe, but they tended to configure 

quite different societies in Western and Eastern Europe. As Judt put it, „the 

Second World War transformed both the role of the modern state and the 

expectations placed upon it [...]: for the generation of 1945 some workable 

balance between political freedoms and the rational, equitable distributive 

function of the administrative state seemed the only sensible route out of 

the abyss“ (Judt 2005: 73–74). The pre-1914 elaboration of liberal, socialist, 

Christian democratic reformism, the traumatic lesson of the Great Depression 

of 1929 and its social backlash, the cogent need for reconstruction after 

WWII and the economic development intertwined each other in unprece-

dented ways. Since the early 1970s, „the end of the most prosperous decade 

in recorded history“ – the 1960s – brought to „an economic slowdown“, 

which entailed „diminished expectations“ and „a new realism“ (as the pre-

condition or background for the new different forms of liberalism in the 
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1980s) (Judt 2005: 453). While the „old order“ collapsed through the 

„revolutions of 1989“ in Eastern Europe, the Keynesian consensus was more 

and more questioned in Western Europe: in a deep sense, the period 1945–

1989, understood both as „a post-war parenthesis“ and as „an epilogue“ to 

the European civil wars, was over (Judt 2005: 2).

According to Judt, the fundamental political, social and intellectual agenda 

of Europe at the beginning of the new century was still shaped by the long-

standing legacies and memories of the Second World War, as well as by its 

deepest roots in the post-1914 decades. In this respect, far from being a short 

century (in Hobsbawm’s terms), the twentieth-century was a long century, 

projecting its shadow into the next one, the twenty-first. Interestingly enough, 

albeit their relevant differences, their interpretations of the post-1945 pe-

riod were based on the narrative of the „Golden Age“. As Geoff Eley insight-

fully stressed, the basic argumentative structure of Judt’s Postwar, in spite 

of his attention for the intellectual and political history, was marked by a 

„materialist standing point“ to the cycles of growth and of recession, and 

thus „tends towards the primacy of economics“ (Eley 2008: 205). On the 

other hand, as Jan-Werner Mueller has clearly put it, the representations of 

the „Golden Age“ of social democracy (les Trente Glorieuses, according to 

the well-known definition of Jean Fourastié), or even of the „Golden Age“ 

of democracy as such, are misleading. Both Hobsbawm and Judt tend to 

downplay the major role of Christian democracy and the disciplined nature 

of post-1945 Western democratic institutions. Additionally, their historical 

narratives provide a critical reaction to the euphoria of post-1989 „triumph“ 

of liberal and capitalistic democracy, but they retrospectively overestimate 

the positive aspects of the „social democratic moment“ over the negative 

ones. Last but not least, they neglect a conspicuous opinion which was 

severely critical of the post-1945 democracies, overemphasizing the positive 

perception of the political and social post-war progress in the 1960s and 

1970s (Mueller 2011: 125–150). In this respect, both Hobsbawm and Judt 

themselves built retrospective interpretations of those decades.

Converging or diverging positions 
in face of the economic crisis?

In the context of the economic crisis of 2007–2008, Judt and Hobsbawm 

published a number of works more or less directly finalized to question the 

economic system and the meaning of current politics. In 1995, Judt had 

reproached Hobsbawm the „Geremiah-like tone of impeding doom“, charac-

terising the last part of The Age of Extremes, entitled The Landslide and de-

voted to the post-1989 period (Judt 1995). Nevertheless, in 2009, both 

Hobsbawm and Judt, albeit a slightly different language, seemed to address 

the same issues by an analogous critical standing point. For Hobsbawm, the 

failure of the „liberal theology“ had proved to be evident and complete since 
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the 1980s, but the new global crisis of capitalism urged the search for an 

alternative. As a consequence, for Hobsbawm, „the most serious crisis of 

capitalism since the Age of Catastrophe“ was no surprise. In an article 

published on the Guardian in April 2009, Hobsbawm pointed out the core 

problem of the Western economic crisis as follows:

Impotence [...] faces both those who believe in what amounts to a pure, 

stateless, market capitalism, a sort of international bourgeois anarchism, 

and those who believe in a planned socialism uncontaminated by private 

profit-seeking. Both are bankrupt. The future, like the present and the past, 

belongs to mixed economies in which public and private are braided together 

in one way or another. But how? That is the problem for everybody today, 

but especially for people on the left. (Hobsbawm 2009)

In his book Ill Fares the Land Judt focused on the political and intellectual 

problems arising from the global crisis in similar terms to Hobsbawm’s:

Why do we experience such difficulty even imagining a different sort of 

society? Why is it beyond us to conceive of a different set of arrangements 

to our common advantage? Are we doomed indefinitely to lurch between a 

dysfunctional ‘free market’ and the much-advertised horrors of ‘socialism’? 

Our disability is discursive: we simply do not know how to talk about these 

things any more. (Judt 2010: 34)4

However, it is important to stress that the convergence between Judt and 

Hobsbawm was much more apparent than real. A close confrontation will 

help to understand the subtile, but deep divergences between them, and to 

connect them with their historical narratives of the twentieth century, and 

to follow their implications.

As the Short century had concluded with the end of the conflict between 

socialism and capitalism, Hobsbawm maintained that in order to understand 

the present day, it was necessary to go back to the nineteenth century. If the 

century marked by the Soviet experience was declared over, the legacy of 

Marxism might have got rid of the Stalinist legacy. As Donald Sassoon put 

it, Hobsbawm’s last Marx was not the theoretician of the world revolution 

and the leading role of the proletariat, but the theorist of globalization and 

of crises, a Marx finally emancipated from the Soviet Union (Sassoon 2012). 

His interest in a revival of Marxism thus amounted to a radically critical 

attitude towards the present day. Even if he was conscious that an „alternative 

system“ might not be on the horizon, he maintained that „the possibility of 

a disintegration, even a collapse, of the existing system“ was no longer to 

be excluded. He was pretty sure that economic and political liberalism, 

4 Some of his reflection was anticipated in a conference held in New York, October 

2009: see Judt 2009.
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„singly or in combination“, could not provide the solution to the problems 

of the twenty-first century. In this regard, though, the real paradox was that 

both the liberals and its opponents had „an interest in returning to a major 

thinker whose essence is the critique of both capitalism and the economists 

who failed to recognize where capitalist globalization would lead“. He was 

convinced that once again the time has come „to take Marx seriously“ 

(Hobsbawm 2011: 417–418)5.

In the very last sentences of his Ill Fares the Land, Judt also mentioned Marx 

and his famous Eleventh Thesis on Feuerbach concerning the philosophers’ 

various interpretations of the world and the urgent need to change it. 

However, quite paradoxically, he especially referred to the thought of John 

M. Keynes, who was defined as „an instinctive conservative“. He re-read 

Keynes’ thought in the light of some liberal or anti-totalitarian thinkers who 

were traditionally considered adversaries of the orthodox Left, such as Albert 

Camus, Raymond Aron, Vaclav Havel, Adam Michnik, Isaiah Berlin. The 

whole of these readings and references provided Judt with the intellectual 

means for coping with what he called the „unbearable lightness of politics“ 

in a „new age of insecurity“, by combining conservative and innovative strat-

egies6. It was his conviction that we are „the fortunate beneficiaries of a 

transformation whose scale and impact was unprecedented“. By that he 

meant „the institutions, legislation, services and rights [...] inherited from 

the great age of 20th century reform“ (Judt 2010: 221–222)7. However, the 

social democratic legacy might have a future, according to Judt, only as a 

„social democracy of fear“. This notion was inspired and fashioned by the 

conception of the „liberalism of fear“, theorized by the political thinker 

Judith Shklar, who tried to draw a new lesson for liberalism from the 

totalitarian experiences (Shklar 1989: 337–63)8. Some crucial issues arise: 

what did Judt mean exactly by „social democracy of fear“? how did he fit 

his social democratic position into his anti-totalitarian liberal position?

5 This was a collection of essays, some of whom have been written in the light of the 

crisis of 2007–2008. This book was dedicated to the German historian of French marxism 

and European socialism George Lichtheim. Interestingly enough, Judt also dedicated 

two of his works to Lichtheim (Judt 1986; Judt 2008).

6 Judt’s sharp critique of the social and psychological implications of inequality was 

based on the thick analysis carried out by two social epidemiologists (R. Wilkinson, 

K. Pickett 2009). Afterwards, the historical dynamics of equality and inequality, and 

particularly the impact of the two world wars on the European social stratification, have 

been analysed by the well-known (albeit controversial) book by Picketty 2013. 

7 A critical comment was made by his friend the French scholar Pierre Rosanvallon: 

„Although there is a great nobility in such a vision, unfortunately it does not take seriously 

enough the irreversible character of the individualism of singularity, which is not to be 

confused with individualism as selfishness and atomism“ (Rosanvallon 2011: 6).

8 For an historical contextualization of the antitotalitarian liberalism and of its intellectual 

roots see Lilla 1994: 129–157 and Mueller 2008: 45–64.
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Marxism, social-democracy and anti-totalitarianism

Hobsbawm never publicly replied to Judt’s harsh attacks, on the New York 

Review of Books. However, after Judt’s death, he devoted to him one of his 

latest public interventions, a Lecture at King’s College (Cambridge) in February 

2012. This was an insightful analysis of Judt’s intellectual biography and an 

exceptionally sincere proof of their contradictory personal and intellectual 

relation. In Hobsbawm’s opinion, Judt’s basic concern during the acute phase 

of the Cold War was not the Russian threat to the „free world“ but the argu-

ments within the left. Marx – not Stalin and the Gulag – was his subject. 

Hobsbawm then explained: „Tony’s essentially social-democratic liberalism 

was briefly infected by François Furet’s Hayekian economic libertarianism“. 

However, he couldn’t help acknowledging that his brilliant and fearless 

critique of the post-1989 world since the beginning of the twenty-first cen-

tury was much more original and radical „for having been a fairly orthodox 

defender of the ‘free world’ against ‘totalitarianism’ during the Cold War, 

especially in the 1980s“ (Hobsbawm 2012)9.

In Hobsbawm’s eyes, Judt’s anti-totalitarian liberalism was thus occasional 

and contingent, but it brought to long-lasting intellectual and historio-

graphical effects. To be sure, though, Judt’s sympathy with the anti-totali-

tarian liberalism had less to do with the Cold War politics than with his 

overall interpretation of the European history of the twentieth century. In 

a sense, the French historian François Furet, a well-known scholar of the 

French revolution, was at the very core of the dissent between Hobsbawn 

and Judt. Hobsbawm had criticized Furet as a follower of Alfred Cobban’s 

revisionism, by taking sides with the traditional Marxist historiography on 

the French revolution, understood as a „bourgeois revolution“ (Hobsbawm 

1990). More than this, he especially contested Furet as the author of a con-

troversial book on the „illusion“ of communism, Le Passé d’une illusion, 

published in 1995 (Hobsbawm 1996: 129–138). Quite the contrary, since 

the mid-1980s, Judt had established an intense personal and intellectual 

relationship with Furet, who wrote a sympathetic foreword for the French 

edition of his Le marxisme et la gauche française (Furet, in Judt 1986: I–XIX). 

For a long time Judt had been a brilliant but quite obscure historian of the 

nineteenth- and early twentieth-century French socialism: in a sense, he was 

a Leftist historian in Hobsbawm’s fashion. Through his critical dialogue with 

Furet (among others), Judt came to terms with the Leftist sympathetic at-

titude towards the Bolshevik Revolution and the Soviet Union, ignoring or 

overlooking or minimizing the criminal dimension of the Stalinist totalitarian 

experience. We have to make a step backwards, in order to understand how 

deeply and radically Judt changed his idea of Left.

9 A very harsh polemics against Judt’s sympathies for Cold War liberalism, quite 

similar to Hobsbawm’s arguments, was made by D. Riley 2011, 35–62.
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Between the mid-1980s and the early 1990s, starting from the problem of 

French marxism, Judt had begun to make sense of the Leftist attitudes of 

the French intellectuals’ towards Soviet communism and Eastern Europe in 

the post-1945 period (Tony Judt with Timothy Snyder 2012: 140–194)10. 

He turned to the study of the dissidents’ discourses, especially drawing at-

tention to Václav Havel, János Kis, Milan Kundera, Adam Michnik, Czesław 

Miłosz, and György Konrád11. Thanks to his personal connections with the 

East Central European dissidents in the mid-1980s and to their „impolitical“ 

thought, he developed a radically critical approach to the engagement of the 

French intellectuals in the name of moral and intellectual responsibility. Far 

from adhering to the triumphalist post-1989 forms of liberalism, he focussed 

on both „the importance and primacy of individual“ and „the necessary and 

desirable complexity, plurality, and indeterminacy of political life“ (Judt 

1992: 313). In this respect, his deepest argument was not so much for 

liberalism, but against any form of historical determinism. In a sense, he 

rejected the faith in History both of Jean-Paul Sartre and of Francis Fuku-

jama. Quite the contrary, as Judt explained in another book, dedicated to 

François Furet, his reference points were the concepts of moral and intel-

lectual responsibility of the „prophet spurned“ Léon Blum, of the „reluctant 

moralist“ Albert Camus, and of the „peripheral insider“ Raymond Aron (Judt 

1998). His personal and intellectual friendship to Furet did not entail any 

sort of adherence neither to the post-Cold war liberal consensus nor to the 

belief in capitalist democracy as the „end of History“. In an article devoted 

to Alexis de Tocqueville in 1984, Furet wrote: his „achievement . . . does not 

lie in any single doctrine but in the acute and sometimes ambivalent ways 

he confronted the questions of equality, democracy, and tyranny that arose 

in his time and that continue unresolved in our own“ (Furet 1985; Judt 

1997)12. These words were quoted with approval in Judt’s obituary of Furet 

in 1997 in order to describe the intellectual and political mind of the French 

historian. However, they also proved to be an accurate picture of Judt him-

self. Not incidentally, in the same year, in 1997, he published an essay on 

The Social Question Redivivus, where he began to develop a critical assess-

ment of the globalized world and of its impact on the labour market, as well 

as on the disruption of the post-1945 social consensus (Judt 1997: 95–117)13.

As Judt explained in a series of interviews together with Timothy Snyder, 

the twentieth century, rather than being defined by the opposition between 

10 The deep turning point in the French intellectual history in the 1970s has been 

critically assessed by Christofferson 2004.

11 Judt 1988; Judt 1992; Judt 1999.

12 For a Left-wing interpretation of the French historian, see Prochasson 2013. See 

also J.-W. Mueller 2015. 

13 Interestingly enough, as an epygram to Judt 1997, Judt quoted Oliver Goldsmith, 

The Deserted Village (1770), which would inspire the title of his last book: „Ill fares the 

land, to hastening ills a prey, Where wealth accumulates, and men decay“. 
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capitalism and socialism, or democracy and totalitarianism, was marked by 

the rise of the state, and by the competition between different forms of state. 

In the wake of the economic crisis of 2007–2008, and because of it, it had 

become dramatically urgent to re-think the role of the State (Tony Judt with 

Timothy Snyder 2012). The new role of the state had necessarily to come 

to terms with the experiences and legacies of the twentieth century – at least 

in two respects. First, what is possible to learn from the World War II or from 

the wars in former Yugoslavia – as well as today from the Russian-Ukrainian 

conflict (Shore 2015) – demonstrates „the ease with which any society can 

descend into Hobbesian nightmares of unrestrained atrocity and violence“. 

Second, what is possible to learn from the history of ideas in the last cen-

tury is that „the more perfect the answer, the more terrifying its conse-

quences“. Judt’s perspective of a „social democracy of fear“ stemmed from 

these two points. The Welfare state provided, and can still provide, a set of 

social services for preventing „a complete breakdown of liberal institutions, 

an utter disintegration of the democratic consensus“ (Judt 2010: 221).

To conclude, Hobsbawm thought that the structural dynamics of the twentieth 

century were over, and that they were doomed to be over and to be followed 

by endless crisis. In order to search for a perspective beyond capitalism, he 

thus turned himself to the nineteenth century and to Marx. In this respect, 

his critical vision of the present combined determinism and utopianism. On 

the contrary, Judt believed that some fundamental political and intellectual 

options of the twentieth century were still available in the new context of the 

twentieth-first century, and that it was thus necessary to make sense of its 

contradictory legacies, and particularly of the connections and continuities 

between the major catastrophes of the first half and the major progress of the 

second half of the century. Hence a conception of historical knowledge as the 

only way of conceptualizing the public discourse, and of re-legitimizing poli-

tics. His critical argument, focussing on the social, political and ethical con-

sequences within capitalism, intertwined prudential wisdom with moralism.

As a conclusion, it is possible to say that Hobsbawm and Judt, on different, 

even opposite sides, embodied the dilemmas and the contradictions typical 

of the European Left in the past two centuries – dilemmas and contradictions 

such as determinism versus anti-determinism, materialism versus moralism, 

utopianism versus reformism, thinking beyond or within capitalism. However, 

it is worth underlying their role in the context of the economic crisis of 

2007–2008 as the prefiguration of a new role for historians in the globalized 

world. Historians as the speakers of big, progressive narratives of History 

(with the capital H) belong to the past (at least so far). Insofar as the fastening 

processes of globalization tend to widen space and to compress time, histo-

rians like Hobsbawm and Judt, who rethought the complex relationship 

between past, present, and future, could play a crucial critical role in the 

public debate. Both of them were highly critical towards the post-modern 
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turn, as well as harshly skeptical towards the politics of identity. Albeit in 

different terms, they conceived of them as the deepest root of the loss of sense 

of politics, and particularly of the crisis of the Left. Not incidentally, since the 

early 1980s, the assertion of postmodernism (with all different interpreta-

tions and implications) had coincided with the intellectual decline of Marxism. 

Insofar as in the last three decades the process of reduction of the state 

sovereignty has increasingly interwoven with those of individualization and 

privatization of society, Hobsbawm and Judt, who investigated the social 

history of politics and its long-term impact (until today), could still act as 

public intellectuals14. In a sense, they tried to re-legitimize politics, albeit 

through different, even opposite historical and intellectual arguments. In 

spite of their multiple lines of divergences, their real converging point was 

thus not only a „nostalgia of politics“, but also „politics of nostalgia“– which 

was not only a nostalgia of a past, but also a nostalgia of a future.
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Marko Brešani
Dva istoričara u susretu sa ekonomskom krizom 2007–2008: 
Hobsbaum i Džad između marksizma i nasleđa 20. veka
Apstrakt
Ka ko su in te lek tu al ci re a go va li na eko nom sku kri zu 2007–2008 i du go go di šnje 
uspo ra va nje eko no mi je? Šta su na u či li iz glav nih po li tič kih i dru štve nih is ku sta va 
20. ve ka da bi da li no vi smi sao tra di ci o nal nim kul tu ra ma le vi ce?
Da bi od go vo rio na ove ključ ne pro ble me, ovaj na crt će ana li zi ra ti pu te ve po zna-
tih isto ri ča ra E. Hob sba u ma i T. Dža da i nji ho ve na iz gled slič ne, ali u stva ri raz li či te 
re ak ci je na kri zu. Pr vo, usred sre di ću se na nji ho ve knji ge ko je se od no se na ove pro-
ble me: Ka ko pro me ni ti svet (2011) i Te ško ze mlji (2010). S jed ne stra ne, Hob sba u mov 
kri tič ki pri stup post-1991. sve tu, mo de li ran nje go vom ce lo ži vot nom pri vr že no šću 
mark si zmu i nje go vom is traj nom sim pa ti jom pre ma Ru skoj re vo lu ci ji, po ve zan je 
sa nje go vom ka ta stro fič nom vi zi jom kra ja di na mi ke iz me đu ka pi ta li zma i so ci ja li zma, 
ko ja je bi la ka ko kon flit na, ta ko i ko la bo ra tiv na. S dru ge stra ne, Dža do vo po nov no 
pro mi šlja nje so ci jal-de mo krat ske tra di ci je, pod stak nu to glo bal nim tran sfor ma ci-
ja ma dru štve nih pi ta nja, bi lo je in spi ri sa no nje go vim ve za ma sa an ti to ta li tar nim 
li be ra li zmom Is toč no e vrop skih di si de na ta i nje go vim kri tič kim pri stu pom an ga-
žma nu Fran cu skih in te lek tu a la ca. Dru go, is tra ži va ću nji ho ve raz li či te in ter pre ta ci je 
„zlat nog do ba“ post-1945. Evro pe (sa po seb nim osvr tom na du go traj ni uti caj kri ze 
iz 1929. i na uti caj So vjet skog ko mu ni zma) i uzro ka nje go ve kri ze. Tre će, po ka za ću 
ka ko, us pr kos nji ho vim za jed nič kim re fe ren ca ma na Mark sa, isto rij ske vi zi je ka snog 
Hob sba u ma i Dža da – sva ka od njih kom bi no va na sa de ter mi ni zmom i mo ra li zmom 
– da ju su prot ne na či ne su o ča va nja sa na sle đem 20. ve ka i sa kri ti kom je zi ka neo-
li be ral ne eko no mi je unu tar le vi ce.

Ključ ne re či: Erik Hob sba um, To ni Džad, in te lek tu al ci, isto ri o gra fi ja, so ci ja li zam, 
ko mu ni zam, mark si zam, to ta li ta ri zam
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As happened in previous cycles of its expansion, when capitalism 

broke out of the container of the nation state in the last third of the 

twentieth century and started to create a single global market, it 

began to destroy not merely the institution of the national market 

but also the framework of laws, conventions and organisations, 

built over two centuries, that had sustained and humanised it.

Prem Shankar Jha, 

The Twilight of the Nation State, p. 96

Taking as a starting point some of Michel Foucault’s remarks concerning 

economic knowledge, this paper aims to outline a possible theoretical frame-

work within which to situate relations between political power and neolib-

eralism, as they manifest themselves in their current articulation. From 

within such paradigm, it will proceed by also problematising the concept of 

national sovereignty, proposing to interpret its dissolution in terms of a 

progressive denationalization, upon whose singular consequences – both 

philosophical and juridical – it will become necessary to dwell with due care. 

The reference I make to Foucault, here, is above all methodological in kind. 

In fact, I regard his research activity in the second half of the 1970s – to be 

precise, from Il faut défendre la société (1976) to Naissance de la biopolitique 

(1978–79) – as having laid the foundations, through fundamental intuitions 

at times only embryonically developed, for the elaboration of an adequate 

access strategy to the problem of the contemporary economy; one that thus 

moves beyond not only liberal thought but also the many interpretations of 

a Marxist inclination, however much penetrating the latter may be. But 

where should we place the start of the ‘contemporary’ in economic terms? 

A date, however much symbolic, seems fit for purpose: that of 6th August 
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1979, when Paul Volcker was appointed as Chairman of the Federal Reserve, 

inaugurating the kind of monetarist policies that, assiduously practiced to 

this day, also seem to represent the incontrovertible constant of the world 

economy in the past thirty years. It will be noted that, nonetheless, the last 

lecture of the aforementioned course on the Birth of Biopolitics is dated 4th 

April 1979. According to the proposed periodisation, the development of 

the contemporary economy therefore appears to be immediately succeeding 

the analyses performed by Foucault: how is it possible, then, to appeal to 

the latter in order to understand the former? I will try to show that the 

Foucauldian discourse, while paradigmatic for the forms of pre-Reaganian 

liberalism, contains numerous insights that we may make use of extending 

to the present day. In this sense his researches, far from being able to be 

doxographically repeated, prove to be incisive to the highest degree when, 

reacting with newly available materials, they undergo those modifications 

that every understanding of the present demands from the instruments it 

has inherited. At any rate, it is far from coincidental that the French thinker, 

committed to the attempt to penetrate the ‘dispositifs’ of current affairs by 

probing into its genealogical antecedents, has touched upon some of the 

founding principles of contemporary economics. What is astonishing instead 

is that – contrary to the numerous studies focused on psychiatric power, 

systems of imprisonment, or the concept of biopolitics, and save for a few 

exceptions that still are predominantly reconstructive in their orientation1 

– there exists no critical extension to the most recent ‘evolutions’ of financial 

capitalism of Foucault’s theses on economics.2

1 Cf. M. Bonnafous-Boucher, Le liberalisme dans la pensee de Michel Foucault: un libe-

ralisme sans liberté, Paris 2001; J.-Y. Grenier, A. Orléan, Michel Foucault, l’économie 

politique et le libéralisme, in „Annales. Histoire, Sciences sociales“, 5, septembre–octobre 

2007, pp. 1155–1182; I. Vigo De Lima, Foucault’s Archaeology of Political Economy, Ba-

singstoke (Hampshire) 2010 and A. Zanini, L’ordine del discorso economico. Linguaggio 

delle ricchezze e pratiche di governo in Michel Foucault, Verona 2010. A completely sepa-

rate discussion should be made on the attempt accomplished in G. Agamben, Il Regno 

e la Gloria. Per una genealogia teologica dell’economia e del governo, Torino 2009 (I ed. 

Venezia 2007), Eng. tr. Lorenzo Chiesa (with Matteo Mandarini), The Kingdom and the 

Glory: For a Theological Genealogy of Economy and Government, Stanford California 

2011; where the relation between oikonomia and governmentality is developed along 

a completely autonomous trajectory – thus neither reconstructive nor historiographical 

– which however much it makes its own the analyses conducted by Foucault in Sécurité, 

territoire, population (cf. Ibid., pp. 273–277), it overcomes them in the direction of 

what in them has remained unexamined. Agamben in fact writes, relatively to his research 

(Ibid., p. xi): „It locates itself in the wake of Michel Foucault’s investigations on the 

genealogy of governmentality, but, at the same time, it also aims to understand the 

internal reasons why they failed to be completed.“

2 That for Foucault the relation with the economy is of a fundamental importance, it 

can be evinced without any reserves from the following passage (which would cer-

tainly deserve a discussion in its own right, which is nonetheless impossible to elaborate 

on here): „The problem that is at issue in the research I am talking about can, I think, 
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Let us enter then into the heart of his argument. In the opening stages of the 

1978–79 course, he presents us with the following reasoning. In the Middle 

Ages, the sovereign had managed to subject to their own dominion every 

other feudal authority, by relying on its monopoly over the administration 

of justice and the military apparatus; thus, the judiciary counted as a kind 

of „multiplier of royal power“ [„multiplicateur du pouvoir royal“].3 Beginning 

from the sixteenth century, but especially from the start of the seventeenth, 

we witness an essential mutation: juridical institutions no longer have the 

function of multiplying, but rather that of limiting the power of the king. In 

the balance of powers, they oppose themselves to the „indefinite extension 

of raison d’État that is becoming embodied in a police state“ [„extension 

indéfinie d’une raison d’État prenant corps dans un État de police“].4 Indeed, 

it extends even further than this: since laws constitute the backbone of the 

State, they precede it; they are its ‘condition of possibility’ and, therefore, they 

institute the very authority of the monarch, who must act within them and 

has no right to undermine them. So then, the reason of state is founded 

upon an external law that both precedes it and limits it. And the same is 

valid for the exercise of government, which is legitimised by a power that is 

other and exterior, and is held by the judiciary. Whenever in fact the sovereign 

be broken down as follows. First: Is power always secondary to the economy? Are its 

finality and function always determined by the economy? Is it designed to establish, 

solidify, perpetuate, and reproduce relations that are characteristic of the economy and 

essential to its workings? Second question: Is power modelled on the commodity? Is 

power something that can be possessed and acquired, that can be surrendered through 

a contract or by force, that can be alienated or recuperated, that circulates and fertil-

izes one region but avoids others. Or if we wish to analyze it, do we have to operate – on 

the contrary – with different instruments, even if power relations are deeply involved 

in and with economic relations, even if power relations and economic relations always 

constitute a sort of network or loop?“ [„Le problème qui fait l’enjeu des recherches dont 

je parle peut, je crois, se décomposer de la manière suivante. Premièrement: le pouvoir 

est-il toujours dans une position seconde par rapport à l’économie? Est-il toujours finalisé 

et comme fonctionnalisé par l’économie? Le pouvoir a-t-il essentiellement pour raison d’être 

et pour fin de servir l’économie? Est-il destiné à la faire marcher, à solidifier, à maintenir, 

à reconduire des rapports qui sont caractéristiques de cette économie et essentiels à son 

fonctionnement? Deuxième question: le pouvoir est-il modelé sur la marchandise? Le pouvoir 

est-il quelque chose qui se possède, qui s’acquiert, qui se cède par contrat ou par force, qui 

s’aliène ou se récupère, qui circule, qui irrigue telle région, qui évite telle autre? Ou bien, 

faut-il, au contraire, pour l’analyser, essayer de mettre en œvre des instruments différents, 

même si les rapports de pouvoir sont profondément intriqués dans et avec les relations 

économiques, même si effectivement les rapports de pouvoir constituent toujours une sorte 

de faisceau ou de boucle avec les relations économiques?“] (M. Foucault, Il faut défendre 

la société, Paris 1997, Eng. tr. David Macey, Society Must be Defended: Lectures at the 

Collège de France, 1975–76, London 2004, p. 14). 

3 M. Foucault, Naissance de la biopolitique. Cours au Collège de France 1978–1979, 

Paris 2004, p. 9, Eng. tr. Arnold Davidson, Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Collège de 

France (1978–1979), Palgrave MacMillan 2008, p. 8.

4 Ibid., Eng. tr. ibid.
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violates the limit imposed by legislation, he can be declared illegitimate, and 

as a consequence his command over each of his subjects to obey is weakened.

At the height of the eighteenth century, Foucault recognises however the 

presence of a break of utmost importance, given by the need of „establishing 

a principle of limitation that will no longer be extrinsic to the art of govern-

ment, as was law in the seventeenth century, [but] intrinsic to it“.5 But in what 

does it consist – „[w]hat can an internal limitation of governmental ratio-

nality be?“ [„qu’est-ce que peut être une limitation interne de la rationalité 

gouvernementale?“].6 Now the need to keep the sovereign’s actions under 

control is no longer felt, and it is instead the activity of the executive that must 

be circumscribed. Or rather, it is the very government that must ‘self-limit’ 

itself, on the basis of a rational function that would allow it to achieve maximum 

results – in terms of increase in prosperity – by reducing its own operation to 

the minimum. Well, such rational function – or, as Foucault calls it, „intel-

lectual instrument“ [„instrument intellectuel“]7 – is the political economy.8 It 

is thus the characteristic of a State that has within itself the principle of its 

own sovereignty, which indeed does not derive from any external foundation 

or legitimation; but which, ever since seventeenth century despotism, consists 

in fact in „an economic government which is not hemmed in and whose 

boundaries are not drawn by anything but an economy which it has itself 

defined and which it completely controls“ [„un gouvernement économique, 

mais qui n’est enserré, qui n’est dessiné dans ses frontières par rien d’autre qu’une 

économie qu’il a lui-même définie et qu’il contrôle lui-même totalement“].9 

Therefore, we can deduce that at least at an early stage, the political economy, 

as the principle of the State’s constitution, is posed by the very same State of 

which precisely it is the primary foundation. This is the truly vicious circle of 

power, understood essentially as the government’s self-legitimation.

Justified by Foucault,10 I now allow myself to jump to the heart of the twentieth 

century. Germany, 1948: while Europe as a whole – with the exception, at 

5 „Cette transformation, elle consiste en quoi? Eh bien, d’un mot, elle consiste dans la 

mise en place d’un principe de limitation de l’art de gouverner qui lui ne soit plus extrinsèque 

comme l’était le droit au XVIIe siècle, [mais] qui va lui être intrinsèque“ (ibid., p. 12, 

Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 10).

6 Ibid., Eng. tr. ibid.

7 Ibid, p. 15, Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 13.

8 Cf. Ibid., Eng. tr. Ibid.: „Well, once again, the intellectual instrument, the type of 

calculation or form of rationality that made possible the self-limitation of governmental 

reason was not the law. What is it, starting nom the middle of the eighteenth century? 

Obviously, it is political economy.“ [„Eh bien, cet instrument intellectuel, le type de 

calcul, la forme de rationalité qui permet ainsi à la raison gouvernementale de s’autolimiter, 

encore une fois ce n’est pas le droit. Qu’est-ce que ça va être à partir du milieu du XVIIIe 

siècle? Eh bien, évidemment, l’économie politique.“]

9 Ibid., pp. 16–17, Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 14.

10 „So I will skip two centuries, because obviously I do not claim to be able to under-

take the overall, general, and continuous history of liberalism from the eighteenth to 
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any rate partial, of Belgium and Italy11 –is governed by political economies 

that are Keynesian in kind, Ludwig Erhard, then in charge of the economic 

administration of the Anglo-American area and future chancellor, delivers 

a speech where the following affirmation appears: „Wenn auch nicht im Ziele 

vollig einig, so ist doch die Richtung klar, die wir einzuschlagen haben – die 

Befreiung von der staatlichen Befehlswirtschaft.“12 That is, he advocated „to 

free the economy from State control“ – to return to that laissez-faire that 

Keynes, in that notorious 1926 article,13 had too precociously decreed at an 

end. But what does this all mean, within which – with Foucault – we have 

to recognise the most important outcome of the long parabola of liberalism 

before 1979? Let us just imagine what Germany was like during those years. 

In full reconstruction, occupied by the Allies and politically annihilated 

after the regime’s dramatic capitulation, the German nation has no legitimate 

foundation on which it can constitute the new ‘democratic’ State. It is not 

possible to refer to any preceding institution, since Nazism has severed any 

historical continuity with the past; and „[i]t is not possible to claim juridical 

legitimacy inasmuch as no apparatus, no consensus, and no collective will 

can manifest itself in a situation in which Germany is on the one hand di-

vided, and on the other occupied“.14 What will the constitutive criterion be, 

then, demanded to give legitimacy to the new State; that criterion which 

Foucault – with a subtlety and capacity of penetration difficult to equal – 

glimpses in Erhard’s abovementioned externalisation? The German State 

will have to found itself upon the principles of its own economic model: it will 

be the very institution of the new economic freedom that will legitimate the 

formation of the nascent sovereign political entity. To put it in the author’s 

unequivocal words: „in contemporary Germany, the economy, economic 

development and economic growth, produces sovereignty; it produces po-

litical sovereignty through the institution and institutional game that, pre-

cisely, makes this economy work. The economy produces legitimacy for the 

state that is its guarantor. In other words, the economy creates public law“ 

the twentieth century“ [„Je vais donc faire un saut de deux siècles, car je n’ai pas la 

prétention de vous faire bien sûr l’histoire globale, générale et continue du libéralisme 

du XVIIIe au XXe siècle“]. Ibid., p. 80, Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 78).

11 I refer to an acute observation Foucault makes, cf. Ibid., p. 83, Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 81.

12 L. Erhard, Gedanken aus fünf Jahrzehnten. Reden und Schriften, Dusseldorf 1988, 

p. 110, cit. in M. Foucault, Naissance de la biopolitique. Cours au Collège de France 
1978–1979, cit., p. 82, Eng. tr. Arnold Davidson, Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Collège 
de France (1978–1979), Palgrave MacMillan 2008, pp. 80–81.

13 Cf. J. M. Keynes, The End of Laissez-Faire, in The Collected Writings of John Maynard 

Keynes (29 voll.), London 1971. IX. Essays in Persuasion, pp. 272–294.

14 „Il n’est pas possible de revendiquer une légitimité juridique dans la mesure où il 

n’y a pas d’appareil, il n’y a pas de consensus, il n’y a pas de volonté collective qui puisse 

se manifester dans une situation où l’Allemagne, d’une part, est partagée et, d’autre 

part, occupée.“ (M. Foucault, Naissance de la biopolitique. Cours au Collège de France 

1978–1979, cit., p. 84, Eng. tr. Arnold Davidson, Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Collège 

de France (1978–1979), Palgrave MacMillan 2008, p. 82).
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[„dans l’Allemagne contemporaine, l’économie, le développement économique, 

la croissance économique produit de la souveraineté, produit de la souver-

aineté politique par l’institution et le jeu institutionnel qui fait précisément 

fonctionner cette économie. L’économie produit de la légitimité pour l’Ètat qui 

en est le garant. Autrement dit, [...] l’économie est créatrice de droit public“].15 

The importance of this thesis is rather difficult to assess. In my view, it 

identifies what we may perhaps indicate as a veritable principium individu-

ationis of the liberal State from 1945 to 1979. But after that? What changes 

after that date? And in what way do the analyses conducted by Foucault 

prove themselves useful to understand the transformations that follow it? 

Before turning to a discussion of my hypotheses on the matter, let us first 

summarise in three points – three theses on the foundation of sovereignty – 

what has been gained by reading Foucault:

(1)  The modern State (seventeenth century) is founded upon an external 

law, which legitimates and at the same time limits the exercise of 

sovereignty.

(2)  The liberal State (eighteenth century) is founded upon an internal 

function of its own: the political economy, which it has instituted 

itself and through which it self-limits its own governmental action.

(3)  The ‘post-Keynesian’ State (1945–1979) is a product of the free 

market economy. Insofar as it „creates public law“, it is that very 

same economic freedom which institutes the sovereignty of the State.

Some observations are in order regarding this. Indicating the variable 

economy with the letter ε, and having to recognise the modality in which it 

is present in each of the three theses just enunciated, and thus its respective 

degree of incidence, in (1), (2) and (3), I would indicate it in the following way:

(1):  ε0 In the first thesis, the economy does not appear. The modern 

State (seventeenth century) is founded upon an external law, and 

at this level the economic variable does not play any role.

(2):  ε1 In the second thesis, the economy is a function internal to the 

liberal State (eighteenth century), legitimates its power but still 

remains a ‘theoretical instance’, an „intellectual instrument“ pro-

duced by the State.

(3):  ε2 In the third thesis, it is the economy that institutes the ‘post-

Keynesian’ State (1945–1979), which thus is totally subordinate 

to it.

The three theses manifest therefore a patent progression, according to which 

the economy acquires ever more importance with respect to the State. In fact, 

if the economy at first does not even appear (ε0), it then enters the scene in 

15 Ibid., pp. 85–86, Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 84.
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the guise of a function that is inherent and subordinate to the State (ε1), 

proposing itself in the end as that which even ‘produces’ it (ε2). In parallel, 

we also witness some significant variations in the power expressed by the 

State, σ:

(1):  σ1 The instance of the modern State (seventeenth century) is sub-

ordinated to an external law.

(2):  σ2 The liberal State (eighteenth century) is essentially autarchic: it 

derives from itself, by instituting it within itself, the principle of its 

own legitimacy.

(3):  σ1 The ‘post-Keynesian’ State (1945–1979) is a product of its own 

economic model and thus becomes subordinate to it.

By observing (2) and (3) in relation to the behaviour of ε as much as that 

of σ, we can evince the following consideration: they are ‘inversely propor-

tional’ instances. The closer we get to the contemporary the more a ten-

dency makes itself clear: to the growth of the economy’s influence corresponds 

a reduction in the State’s political weight. So then, the attempt to think the 

contemporary in light of the frame obtained from Foucault will not at all 

mean to take up again one of his three theses, in order to ‘recycle’ it and 

apply it ‘as it is’ to the present-day financial dispositif. None of this. To think 

the contemporary in light of the itinerary traced in Birth of Biopolitics will 

mean instead to carry on such way autonomously with a view to formulate 

one’s own thesis relatively to the subsequent stage, the one dominated by 

monetarist economics: (4) The neoliberal State (1979–2011). Expressed with 

the variables deployed up to here, my hypothesis is the following:

(4): ε3, σ0

Before illustrating its meaning and sketching an attempt of its articulation, 

some considerations are however necessary.

In a recent work, André Orléan summarises with fairly good precision what 

is perhaps the most striking – as well as unexamined – contradiction of the 

current economic order: the one between the State and financial capitalism. 

I will refer then directly to his words: „Market liquidity, insofar as it allows 

capital to be rapidly invested wherever profitable opportunities for present 

themselves, is perceived as eminently positive, and must absolutely be pur-

sued. On the contrary, to obstruct the free movement of capital is regarded 

as the source of a rigidity that diminishes general prosperity. For this reason, 

the theoretical approach we are describing moves towards the suppression 

of all those barriers erected following the great crisis of the Thirties; a sup-

pression which should lead to the advent on a world scale of a market of 

unified capital for all financial products (shares, bonds, derivatives, curren-

cies), all durations (short, medium and long term) and all actors (enter-

prises, families, States). This is the ultimate aim pursued with constancy for 
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the past thirty years by all the ruling classes, both on the left and the right: to 

create financial liquidity on a world scale.“16 Well then, with respect to the 

creation of such „liquidity“ belonging to the economic movement as such 

– a liquidity which, in a Spinozian way, is the physical state of the new ‘substance’ 

(the fluid aggregate of „products“, „durations“ and „actors“) – the borders 

of the State and the resistance of its sovereignty immediately transform 

themselves into dams slowing down or impeding the flow. As Shankar Jha 

notes, taking up the study conducted by Lash and Urry17 (which still remains 

perhaps the most exhaustive on the matter): „The assault on the nation state 

has begun in the realm of the economy. By creating a market and a manu-

facturing network that transcends the national market, globalisation is 

eroding the economic foundations of the nation state.“18 Until here nothing 

new – it is a matter of processes, in all truth, that are anything but under-

ground. Which should drive us instead to revise the traditional categories 

of our political thought – the keystone of which still continues to implicitly 

be the State. And yet, precisely insofar as it is a matter of transformations 

that are for the large part evident, perhaps it is precisely for this reason that 

their authentically revolutionary coefficient escapes us, hiding inside that 

evidence. I resort once more to referring to Foucault, who justified his rejec-

tion of any theory of the State that presupposes it as a given by arguing: „the 

state does not have an essence. The state is not a universal nor in itself an 

autonomous source of power. The state is nothing else but the effect, the 

profile, the mobile shape of a perpetual statification (étatisation) or statifi-

cations (étatisations), in the sense of incessant transactions […] it has no 

interior. The state is nothing else but the mobile effect of a regime of multiple 

governmentalities“ [„l’État n’a pas d’essence. L’État ce n’est pas un universel, 

l’État ce n’est pas en lui-même une source autonome de pouvoir. L’État, ce n’est 

rien d’autre que l’effet, le profil, la découpe mobile d’une perpétuelle étatisation, 

ou de perpétuelles étatisations, de transactions incessantes [...] il n’a pas 

d’intérieur. L’État, ce n’est rien d’autre que l’effet mobile d’un régime de gou-

vernementalités multiples“].19 Confronting these observations, what imme-

diately catches the eye here, as well as in the previous reflections advancing 

from Birth of Biopolitics, is that we never come across a ‘description’ of the 

16 A. Orléan, De l’euphorie à la panique. Penser la crise financiére, Paris 2009, tr. it. 

Dall’euforia al panico. Pensare la crisi finanziaria e altri saggi, a cura di A. Fumagalli e 

S. Lucarelli, Verona 2010, pp. 58–59. My trans. The concept of ‘financial’ liquidity – and 

for this reason virtual and dehumanised – expressed by Orléan, seems to me more poignant 

than the one, more notorious, thematised in Z. Bauman, Liquid Modernity, Cambridge 

2000, which in my view suffers the influence of a still essentially humanist approach.

17 S. Lash, J. Urry, The End of Organised Capitalism, Cambridge 1987.

18 P. Shankar Jha, The Twilight of the Nation State. Globalisation, Chaos and War, 

London 2006, p. 97.

19 M. Foucault, Naissance de la biopolitique. Cours au Collège de France 1978–1979, 

cit., p. 79, Eng. tr. Arnold Davidson, Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Collège de France 

(1978–1979), Palgrave MacMillan 2008, p. 77.
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State but always the highlighting of its own forming, of the process of its 

own constituting, without which the State would remain nothing. This is so 

because the State – in the same way as politics, the economy or any other 

‘disembodied institution’ of the historical being-there20 – is not in itself 

something existing; in spite of this, it can become ‘something’ as soon as it 

becomes indispensable for a practice so as to produce itself. This practice 

alone makes it exist, according to a peculiar modality of presence that may 

be assimilated perhaps to commingling; that is, the commingling of a real 

event with the intangible instance that it expects in order that it may con-

cretely assert itself. But then, what is it that Foucault achieves in making us 

understand? Precisely that the State does not exist: that, as such, neither it 

existed before nor it exists now. All that has undoubtedly existed, instead, 

and to which the theses previously listed ((1), (2) and (3)) alluded to, is 

not so much the State but rather three different processes of statification; 

which, strictly speaking, have had as their ‘outcome’ the formation of three 

distinct entities, certainly comparable, but which we could also name by 

recurring to different terminology. If prior to 1979, therefore, those practices 

effectively put in place translated themselves into configuring the ‘State’, 

today inverse processes (or even more simply different ones) could concre-

tise themselves in its ‘dismantling’; which is exactly what coincides with the 

thesis that is here sustained and ‘gathered’ under the concept of denation-

alization. As the above recalled observations by Orléan and Shankar Jha 

illustrate, the current economic model demands the progressive denationalization 

of political power: the attainment of a state of absolute liquidity capable to 

optimise the performance of financial capital – the current form of the ‘eco-

nomic’ – thus entails the dissolution of any national sovereignty whatsoever. 

In continuity with the trend lines already found in (1), (2) and (3), the 

formula previously identified21 will therefore mean:

20 Cfr. Ibid., p. 22, Eng. tr. Ibid., p. 21.

21 A brief remark – in the form of a mare critical hint – on the term ε. The exponent 

which accompanies the variable ε may be thus interpreted: while in the presence of the 

classical liberal State – that which Marx speaks about, let’s say – the dimensions of the 

economy are still two (production and exchange) – from which the expression ε2 derives, 

indicating a horizontal kind of economic model – , in the epoch of the dissolution of the 

State the economy develops instead a third dimension, relatively to finance. From this 

derives the expression ε3, so as to indicate precisely this ‘verticalization’ of the economic, 

which, abstracting itself both from production and from exchange (which are nonetheless 

maintained), it also operates within a dimension that is other, and reveals aspects of 

virtuality. In brief: the economy becomes volumetric (which does not exclude that in the 

future further dimensions may be developed: εn→∞?) Clearly, though, finance was already 

present much before 1979 (it is sufficient to think of the investigations carried out in 

the first half of the twentieth century by R. Hilferding, Das Finanzkapital. Eine Studie 

über die jüngste Entwicklung des Kapitalismus, Wien 1910). How can we then avoid such 

observation? It should be explained that, for instance, the analyses here presented, as 

much as Foucault’s own, identify tendencies and do not describe ‘facts’. When, for example, 

it is said that the liberal State of the eighteenth century is founded upon the political 
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(4):  ε3, σ0 The neoliberal State (1979–2011) is progressively annihi-

lated by the real movement of the economy. Such economy, which 

had already subordinated to itself – by making use of it – the ‘post-

Keynesian’ State (1945–1979), conceiving it as a product of its own 

‘performance’, now no longer needs the State. In order to fully as-

sert itself it requires, rather, the ability of suppressing those ties 

imposed by the existence of statal sovereignty and its laws. The 

formula ε3, σ0 therefore reduces itself to a very simple assertion: 

the economy without the State.

The context in which the research here proposed aims to operate has thus 

been delineated: to think the economy – and the whole of what it articulates 

politically – in a regime of ‘zero sovereignty’: to think the liquidity of the eco-

nomic environment in the epoch of neoliberalism. The point we have reached, 

however, can only be a consistent starting point in the general framework 

of the problem and in elucidating its provenance, its complex stratification 

of the historical forms upon which it rests, and which also allows its ‘consist-

ing’, its crystallising in an emersion, however much temporary but still 

nonetheless long-lasting with respect to the biological time of the experience 

perceiving it. I will thus conclude this brief presentation by comparing the 

hypothesis that has been formulated ((4)) with the three theses in which 

economy as its own internal function, do I intend to say perhaps that the State is no 

longer legitimated by any law whatsoever that limits its power? If that were the case, 

we could bring forward as ‘evidence’ a whole series of strictly historiographical events 

and analyses, which in appearance would subvert the thesis advanced in Birth of Bio-

politics. Nonetheless, it is not a matter here of having recourse to a positivistic vision of 

history – which pretends to be based on ascertaining ‘facts’ as if they were incontrovert-

ible – so as to destitute every attempt to obtain dominant implexes in the political ar-

ticulation of power and of its development. The question that ought to be posed is not 

so much what factually exists – or has ‘existed’ – and what has not, but rather: what is, 

in a given period, the dominant function which power makes use of (or has made use 

of) in order to govern real processes – as pose itself as real? In these terms, it should be 

said then that while in the regime ε2, σ1 the axis of power relies on the relation between 

the horizontal economy (production, exchange) and the State (where the latter, however 

much subordinated to the former, remains nonetheless fundamental for the interests of 

power), in the epoch of contemporary neoliberalism the above mentioned formula ε3, 

σ 0 seems prevalent, entailing the imposition of a three-dimensional economy (produc-

tion, exchange, finance) which is essentially destatifying – which, in its turn, does not 

mean that materially there are no longer nations, but that what about these is truly 

significant does not consist so much in the fact that they, out of a kind of ‘hereditary 

bureaucratic automatism’, continue to perform the tasks classically attributed to the 

State, but in the process of disintegration to which they are subjected. Put more explic-

itly, σ0 does not indicate a ‘factual’ annihilation of the State, but the fact that today the 

State is a function of economic power insofar as it is subject to denationalization. That 

which, of the State, sets off real processes, derives from its own dissolution, and not 

from the ‘insistence’ with which – in a totally fictitious way – it continues to exercise its 

hereditary prerogatives.
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the Foucauldian reflection on the State has been summarised. Beginning 

from such comparison, the actual problematic articulations that the paper 

proposes to confront will thus be made more evidently clear.

In a preliminary way, I would like to sketch a brief reflection. The accent 

has been placed on the fact that statal sovereignty, overwhelmed by the 

contradiction with the supranational character of the financialised economy, 

finds itself gradually forced out from the exercise of government. But how 

does this exclusion happen concretely? Its modalities are multiple and com-

plex. Herein I will limit myself to indicate one way, which is particularly 

relevant since it is inherently political, and which concerns the handing over 

– juridically regulated – of a part of its national sovereignty to any political 

subject or organisation whatsoever, such the European Union or the Inter-

national Monetary Fund. Let us consider, for instance, specifically the latter 

example, the IMF: its economic role in the management and in conditioning 

the market is evident, and thus it does not necessitate to be argued for. What 

matters is the fact that its power is located outside of representational 

mechanisms. Even it is true that members of the IMF still are elected by the 

single governments of the member states, this does not take away from the 

fact that the government of a nation is not necessarily, in its turn, composed 

by elected members; and that, equally, the absence of a direct election con-

stitutes a very serious problem with regard to the political legitimacy of 

activities carried out by the IMF. In whichever state it is – it is impossible 

here to linger on the details of such question – , we find ourselves before an 

extraordinary significant circumstance: an international organism that is 

endowed with enormous power, acting without any direct political control 

on the part of the populations upon which it is legitimised to intervene. Put 

otherwise: a significant portion of sovereignty, handed over to an interna-

tional organism that exercises economic power, is subtracted from the State’s 

political intervention. State power is thus forcefully limited: there exists a 

law external to the State that, exercised by a subject that is other, circum-

scribes its power. In the case of the IMF, such law concerns precisely the 

economy, upon which each single State cannot completely call itself sover-

eign. But let us return for a moment to the first of the Foucauldian theses 

we had identified. It went like this: (1) The modern State (seventeenth 

century) is founded upon an external law, which legitimates and at the same 

time limits the exercise of sovereignty. With respect to the neoliberal State 

– but to a lesser extent this is valid also for the ‘post-Keynesian’ one – we 

have just said that there exists a law external to the State which, exercised 

by a supranational organism such as the IMF, limits State power. The analogy 

between the two statements is evident: both, precisely, refer to an external 

law that limits State power. There is also, however, a substantial difference: 

whilst in the case of the modern State (seventeenth century) the external 

power was conceived as founding, even antecedent with regard to the State, 
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now in this case we witness something different but perhaps not less sig-

nificant: the ‘external’ law, the law exercised by the IMF as a supranational 

organism, is produced by a specific economic need; that of subtracting from 

statal political power the possibility of exercising its own governmental activity 

over the free market. Reformulating the above cited Foucauldian thesis, ac-

cording to which „the economy creates public law“, we will say that, in light 

of the case just analysed, the following argument could be substantiated: 

the economy creates international law, where precisely such ‘creation’ is an 

eminent form of denationalization. Among the tasks that the present paper 

aims towards, the following should be included: to study the process of 

denationalization in relation to the creation of international law triggered 

by economic power so as to reduce the State’s power of control: how does 

all of this actually happen? Which economic subjects are capable of promot-

ing similar operations? What is their juridical status? And if it were to concern 

private subjects – what sorts of political problems would need to be posed, 

were such situation to take place? Is it possible to come across a trace of this 

in all the documents that are produced, for instance, by an organization 

such as the IMF and by its diplomatic relations with States and institutions? 

We should therefore push ourselves even further. There exist in fact private 

subjects (holding, investment banking, multinational corporations) whose 

actions, intensely destatifying, are dedicated to creating so-called private 

international law, an appellative whose legitimacy is nonetheless theoreti-

cally resisted in multiple ways. Beyond the discussion on this definition’s 

validity or lack thereof – which should at any rate at least be put under ex-

amination – , in my view it poses an unassailable problem: the economy 

creates a peculiar form of law, private international law, which affirms itself 

hand in hand with denationalization, and which in fact has as its primary aim 

that of weakening both governmental action and the State’s legislative action. 

Such law interacts with public international law and heavily conditions it. 

Furthermore, it expresses itself in a whole series of collateral fields with 

respect to the law’s formal sphere; which, equally, would need to be probed 

into (we refer, for example, to the economic interactions on an interna-

tional scale between different private subjects and to the level of material 

relations that they imply).

Let us now reconsider also the following assertion – which corresponds 

latu sensu to the second ((2)) of the theses above listed: „I think that fun-

damentally it was political economy that made it possible to ensure the 

self-limitation of governmental reason“ [„L’économie politique, je crois que 

c’est fondamentalement ce qui a permis d’assurer l’autolimitation de la raison 

gouvernementale“].22 Nevertheless, as for the epoch of neoliberalism, if the 

22 M. Foucault, Naissance de la biopolitique. Cours au Collège de France 1978–1979, 

cit., p. 15, Eng. tr. Arnold Davidson, Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Collège de France 

(1978–1979), Palgrave MacMillan 2008, p. 13.
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horizon taking shape ((4)) is that of the absolute absence of statal govern-

ment, what role does the political economy take on when there is no na-

tional sovereignty ‘to limit’ any longer? And once the State is extinct – as it 

is happening to this day – does it still make sense to speak of a political 

economy? Should we not, rather, invert the expression, and thus speak of 

the economic politics of international organisms and supranational subjects 

that exercise actual power without any restraint on the part of statal authori-

ties? In what is the political economy transforming itself in order to survive 

the State’s financial suppression? Does it perhaps take on the appearance 

of a juridical economy, which disciplines the relations between those inter-

national organisms that are in charge of regulating the market, and the 

subjects that hold the highest concentrations of capital? And what role will 

the military apparatus assume in the epoch of the State’s economic overcom-

ing – in what is it destined to transform itself? Only one thing is certain: the 

economy, which was born in order to limit State power ((2)), now perceives 

State power as its own limit. An essential inversion has taken place, which 

has at its summit the economic destitution of the State so as to free the market 

once and for all. The fourth of the theses presented, the one concerning 

contemporary neoliberalism, is therefore the exact overturning of the third 

Foucauldian thesis. Therefore, it is no longer as such:

(3)  It is economic freedom itself that institutes the sovereignty of the 

State,

but rather:

(4)  It is economic freedom itself which destitutes the sovereignty of the 

State.

Before concluding the present reflection, a few more remarks on the prob-

lematic at hand. The first concerns the constitutional synthesis incarnated 

by the State. That there exists an irreconcilable conflict between some of 

the constitutionally sanctioned principles and the development of the mar-

ket, it is plain for all to see. It would in fact be legitimate to postulate – but 

this is something that should be demonstrated more in depth – that eco-

nomic power works actively towards the suppression of the State even with the 

aim of freeing the market from those obligations the Constitution requires. But 

there is a problem that is perhaps more significant, for it concerns the cur-

rent situation: the contradiction which starts to takes shape when, during 

the progressive dissolution of the State, it still conserves some of its princi-

pal prerogatives, such as the expenses for maintaining national public health 

services, for social security, or to promote public works. The circumstance 

in which modern Western nations now find all these costs to be almost 

unsustainable, has perhaps something to do with the fact that, in order to 

be managed, they would require the State to have complete control of its 

own resources. Except that it is precisely this that has become impossible, 
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since the economy has forced the State to hand over its sovereignty, and to 

be made to survive through implementing perpetual extraordinary measures. 

But the repercussions for domestic policies are enormous: harsh austerity, 

increases in income tax, contractions in consumption, the definitive abolition 

of what was left of the welfare State – I propose to interpret these factors of 

instability as consequences of economic power forcing the State to hand over 

its sovereignty; a transfer in which the State is no longer able to plan its own 

economic functioning as a whole. The social collapse of the civil society 

that occurs in these cases should thus be understood as an internal effect 

of the process of denationalization to which sovereign power is submitted 

– something analogous to what has been happening in Greece.

André Orléan writes: „the survival of the financial system has only been as-

sured by the massive intervention of public authorities; an intervention made 

possible precisely because these authorities have ends that are not of a financial 

order.“23 And what is then the „order“ of these ends? They are nothing but 

the attempt to realise an action, a political practice capable of justifying – 

and in a certain sense producing – the existence of the State required in 

order for such order to emerge. More or less the same took place at the time 

of the New Deal, when the unemployed were demanded to dig some holes 

so as to immediately refill them up again, in such a way that they would 

count as really being employed even when they were performing an illusory 

job, contributing to maintaining the production but through a totally un-

productive activity. And yet such similitude has its merits: it is fitting, perhaps, 

insofar as it unmasks the false consciousness of the State in dissolution and 

the absurdity of those stratagems that its advocates contrive in order not to 

accept seeing it die. If there may be some good in reasoning on neoliberal 

policies, this may perhaps be in realising that there is nothing much there 

to salvage, in that disheartening factory of conservation. There is nothing 

more deleterious than lamenting the old nation-state precisely now that its 

parabola is coming to an end; or than for critique pleading, in the intent to 

transform itself into a strategy, for a ‘surrogate’ of the State. Better the shoreless 

sea of liquid transactions, with its vortices and desert islands. It will be out 

of the metastasis of capital that new forms will be born.

Bibliography
M. Chossudovsky, A. Gavin Marshall (ed. by), The Global Economic Crisis. The Great 

Depression of the XXI Century, Montreal 2010.

L. Erhard, Gedanken aus fünf Jahrzehnten. Reden und Schriften, Dusseldorf 1988.

M. Foucault, Naissance de la biopolitique. Cours au Collège de France 1978–1979, Paris 

2004.

23 A. Orléan, Dall’euforia al panico. Pensare la crisi finanziaria e altri saggi, cit., p. 94. 

My trans.



185

  NEW PERSPECTIVES ON DEBT AND ECONOMY

M. Friedman, A. Schwartz, A Monetary History of the United States, 1867–1960, 

Princeton 1963.

D. Graeber, Debt. The First 5,000 Years, New York 2011.

M. Hardt, A. Negri, Empire, Cambridge 2000; II., Multitude. War and Democracy in the 
Age of Empire, London 2004; II., Commonwealth, Cambridge 2009.

D. Harvey, The Enigma of Capital and the Crises of Capitalism, London 2010.

J. M. Keynes, The End of Laissez-Faire, in The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes 

(29 vol.), London 1971 ff., IX. Essays in Persuasion, pp. 272–294.

P. Krugman, The Return of Depression Economics and the Crisis of 2008, New York 2008.

S. Lash, J. Urry, The End of Organized Capitalism, Cambridge 1987.

A. Orléan, De l’euphorie à la panique. Penser la crise financière, Paris 2009.

N. Roubini, S. Mihm, Crisis Economics. A Crash Course in the Future of Finance, London 

2010.

P. Shankar Jha, The Twilight of the Nation State. Globalization, Chaos and War, London 

2006.

G. Stigler, The Theory of Economic Regulation, in „Bell Journal of Economics and 

Management Science“, II, 1, 1971, p. 3–21.

J. E. Stiglitz, Freefall. America, Free Markets, and the Sinking of the World Economy, New 

York 2010.

Marčelo Barison
Denacionalizacija 
Neoliberalizam nakon Fukoa
Apstrakt
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kao i du bin sku ana li zu na či na na ko ji su me đu na rod ne or ga ni za ci je vla da vi ne – 
kao što su, na pri mer, Evrop ska cen tral na ban ka, Evrop ska uni ja i Me đu na rod ni 
mo ne tar ni fond – uklju če ne u ovaj pro ces.

Ključ ne re či: Neo li be ra li zam, de na ci o na li za ci ja, Fu ko, me đu na rod ne or ga ni za ci je, 
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Raymond Geuss

Historisierung, Aufklärung, Genealogie

Zusammenfassung   Das historisierende Denken kennzeichnet sich durch drei 
Thesen: a) die Vergangenheit war anders als die Gegenwart, b) sie war kontingent, 
c) trotzdem ist sie gegenwartsrelevant. Die von Nietzsche und Foucault prakti-
zierte genealogische Methode erweist sich als ein brauchbares Mittel, eine 
historisierende Kritik gewisser Aspekte der Gegenwart in die Wege zu leiten, im 
Interesse einer undogmatisch verstandenen Aufklärung.

Schlüsselwörter: Historisierung, Aufklärung, Genealogie, Vergangenheit, Nietz-
sche, Foucault

„Sie fragen mich, was alles Idiosynkrasie bei Philosophen ist? [....] 

Zum Beispiel ihr Mangel an historischem Sinn, ihr Haß gegen die 

Vorstellung selbst des Werdens, ihr Ägyptismus. Sie glauben einer 

Sache Ehre anzutun, wenn sie dieselbe enthistorisieren, sub spe-

cie aeterni – wenn sie aus ihr eine Mumie machen.“

(Nietzsche Götzendämmerung)

Zwar gab es im 18. Jahrhundert bedeutende Geschichtswerke die man der 

„europäischen Aufklärung“ zuschreiben kann, wie beispielsweise Gibbons 

The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (1776–89). „Aufklä-

rung und Historisierung“ scheint nichtsdestoweniger eher einen Gegensatz 

als eine Wahlverwandtschaft zu bezeichnen. Charakteristisch für die Auf-

klärung, so könnte man argumentieren, waren nicht „historisierende“ Un-

tersuchungen, sondern allenfalls historiearme geschichtsphilosophische 

Entwürfe wie die von Condorcet (Condorcet 1970) oder Kant (Kant 1977). 

Schließlich waren die Aufklärer sehr stark auf einen abstrakten, universa-

listischen Begriff der „Vernunft“ fixiert, der, gelinde gesagt, keinen besonders 

günstigen Ausgangspunkt für ein tiefergehendes Verständnis der Geschichte 

darstellt. Muss man vielleicht die Aufklärung in dieser Hinsicht über sich 

selbst aufklären? (Adorno & Horkheimer 1969)

In seiner Schrift über Kants Aufsatz „Was ist Aufklärung?“ (Foucault 1994: 

Band 4, S. 562–578) unterscheidet Michel Foucault zwischen dem Ethos 

und den Dogmen der Aufklärung. „Lumière“ zu sein war eine Lebensform 

mit entsprechenden Gewohnheiten, Verhaltensweisen, und Charakterei-

genschaften. Der Aufklärungsphilosoph war in allen Lebensbereichen 

unausgesetzt „kritisch“ eingestellt: Vorurteile, rigide Dogmen, und ver-

altete Traditionen hat er systematisch bekämpft; angebliche Autoritäten 

nie ungeprüft gelten lassen. Vor allem war er ein Kritiker seiner eigener 
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Zeit: „... l’Aufklärung n’est pas [constituée par] la fidélité à des éléments 

de doctrine, mais plutôt [par] la réactivation permanente d’une attitude ; 

c’est-à-dire d’un êthos philosophique qu’on pourrait charactériser comme 

critique permanente de notre être historique“ [„Aufklärung besteht nicht in 

der Treue zu Lehrsätzen, sondern in der ständigen Neuaktualisierung einer 

Einstellung, oder eines philosophischen Ethos: Es handelt sich um die 

permanente Kritik unserer historischen Epoche“] (Foucault 1994: Band 4, 

S. 571). Daher die Vielfalt von Reformprogrammen für Staat, Gesellschaft, 

Kirche, Erziehung und Wissenschaft, die in der zweiten Hälfte des 18. Jahr-

hunderts erschienen und ein breites Echo in der neu sich bildenden bür-

gerlichen Öffentlichkeit fanden.

Nun kann man aber kaum in Abrede stellen, dass die Aufklärer selbst an 

gewissen „Dogmen“ hingen. Der „Kult der Göttin ‚Vernunft’“, der im zweiten 

Revolutionsjahr von den Hébertisten propagiert wurde, war nicht nur eine 

skurrile Singularität, sondern ein zwar übertriebener, aber genuiner Ausdruck 

zentraler Motive der Aufklärung. Die Vorstellungen vieler Aufklärer über 

„die Vernunft“ waren in der Tat fast so inflexibel und dogmatisch wie die 

theologischen Glaubenssätze der etablierten Kirchen, die sie so entschieden 

ablehnten: „Die Vernunft“ sei absolut universal, einheitlich, unveränderlich, 

und unwiderstehlich; sie gebe einen klaren Maßstab für Bewertungen in 

allen Situationen ab. So konnte in den 60er Jahren ein Hans-Georg Gada-

mer mit einer gewissen Plausibilität den Aufklärern Inkonsistenz vorwerfen: 

sie litten an einem „Vorurteil gegen das Vorurteil“. (Gadamer 1960: 250–290)

Foucault stimmt der Kritik an dem Dogmatismus der Aufklärung in vielen 

Punkten zu, nur hält er dafür, dass das Ethos der Aufklärung weiter gepflegt 

werde, auch wenn man das Dogma als unplausibel verabschieden muss. Wenn 

die Aufklärung sich selbst treubleiben will, muss sie ihre eigene Autorität 

und die ihrer Grundbegriffe – etwa Vernunft, Wissenschaft, Wahrheit – selbst 

einer Untersuchung unterwerfen, eine Aufgabe die Immanuel Kant in seinen 

großen Kritiken übernommen hat. Dass sich die „reine“ Vernunft selbst in 

seinen Werken ein Gültigkeitszeugnis (innerhalb gewisser Grenzen) ausstellt, 

sollte nicht wundernehmen: wenn der Angeklagte in seinem eigenen Fall 

auch Richter sein darf, hat er immer gute Hoffnung auf einen für ihn güns-

tigen Ausgang. Gibt es andere Instanzen, etwa die Geschichte? Viele Revo-

lutionäre (Castro 2009), und nicht nur Revolutionäre, waren der Überzeu-

gung, dass es einen „Gerichtshof der Geschichte“ gibt, dem der Kantsche 

Gerichtshof der reinen Vernunft untergeordnet war. (Kant 1956: B779) Oder 

sollte die historische Betrachtung dazu führen, die ganze Vorstellung eines 

allerletzten Gerichtshofes aufzulösen oder zu relativieren? Vielleicht ist das 

Bild des Lebens als Gegenstand einer permanenten Gerichtsverhandlung 

schief, beschränkt, oder einfach grundverkehrt. Sicherlich hatte das Aufklä-

rungsdenken eine Tendenz, vorschnell das Leben in eine Gerichtssitzung zu 

verwandeln, wo man es eilig hatte, zu definitiven Urteilen über „wahr“ und 
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„falsch“, „legitim“ und „illegitim“, „schuldig“ und „unschuldig“ „gerechtfertigt“ 

und „ungerechtfertigt“ zu kommen. Die Unfähigkeit, das Offene, Zweideutige, 

Unbestimmte, Zwitterhafte, direkt an der Grenze Liegende, (um ganz zu 

schweigen von dem Grenzüberschreitenden) auch nur kurzfristig zu ertra-

gen, ist eine merkwürdige, aber historisch immer wiederkehrende Art der 

Intoleranz (Douglas: 1966) und eine eindeutige Schwäche der dogmatischen 

Aufklärung.

Foucault plädiert für das Ethos der Aufklärung, die ununterbrochene Kritik, 

widersetzt sich aber der „Erpressung“ („chantage“; Foucault 1994: Band 4, 

S. 574) die von den Dogmen der Aufklärung ausgeht: „On doit échapper à 

l’alternative du dehors et du dedans; il faut être aux frontières“ (Foucault 

1994: Band 4, S. 574). Sinngemäß heißt das: „Man muß versuchen, der 

Alternative zwischen einem Innerhalb (der von der Aufklärung scharf ge-

zeichneten Grenzen der Vernunft) und einem Außerhalb zu entkommen, 

und lernen sich an der Grenze selbst aufzuhalten“. Wie kann ein Gerichtshof 

tagen, wenn die Grenzen alle fließend sind, d. h., wenn wir die Geschichte 

ernst nehmen?

„Kritik“ heißt bekanntlich ursprünglich „Analyse“, nicht „Ablehnung“ und 

die das Ethos der Aufklärung konstituierende kritische Einstellung ist eine 

des Abstandnehmens von den etablierten Institutionen, Praktiken und 

Überzeugungen, um sie besser zu verstehen und zu bewerten1. Schließlich 

gibt es für diese Einstellung der forschenden Urteilsenthaltung ehrwürdige 

Präzedenzen in der Philosophie: Der antike Skeptiker war kein Alles-Ver-

neiner, sondern jemand, der sich des Urteils enthält, wenn die Tatbestände, 

die Existenz des vermeintlichen Gesetzes, ggf. dessen genaue Bedeutung, 

oder die Zuständigkeit des in Aussicht gestellten Gerichtshofes unklar sind. 

Dass diese Unklarheiten dauernd wiederkehren und nicht ein für allemal 

behoben werden können, ist nicht die Schuld des Skeptikers.

Als guter, d.h. auch selbstkritischer Aufklärer sollte man sich eine Frage 

erlauben, die Kant gar nicht ernsthaft stellte: Gibt es überhaupt die „reine“ 

Vernunft, d.h. eine menschliche Fakultät, die „universal“, aber auch inhaltlich-

substantiell genug ist, um die ihr zugeschriebene Richterfunktion auszuüben? 

Wenn die reine Vernunft keine inhaltlich bestimmten („synthetischen“) 

Sätze liefern kann, dann könnte sich leicht die vermeintliche hohe Richterin 

als bloße Putzfrau in den weiten Lesesälen und Laboratorien der Wissenschaft 

entpuppen. Auch wenn beispielsweise der Satz vom Widerspruch „universal“ 

gelten sollte, was keineswegs eine Selbstverständlichkeit ist, käme man in 

den Geschichtswissenschaften, wie in der Politik und im Moralischen mit 

ihm und seinesgleichen gar nicht sehr weit, genauer man bewegte sich kaum 

von der Stelle. Auch der vermeintliche Einwand, ohne reine Vernunft gäbe 

1 „Il ne s’agit pas d’un comportement de rejet“ (Foucault 1994: Band 4, S. 574). 
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es überhaupt keine Möglichkeit einer Orientierung im Leben, ist lediglich 

eine halbhysterische Versicherung, die man auf ihre Plausibilität (und ihre 

Ideologienträchtigkeit) untersuchen müsste.

Man kann den riesigen Aufklärungsapparat der Wahrheitsfindung, Über-

prüfung und Rechtfertigung von Ansprüchen, Urteilsbildung usw. „in seinen 

[eigenen] Geltungsansprüchen einklammern“ und „näher untersuchen“, 

ohne diese selbst zu bejahen oder zu verneinen (Husserl 2012). Damit wer-

den gewisse Aspekte der komplexen inneren Maschinerie, sowie gewisse 

gesellschaftliche Funktionszusammenhänge, die man sonst leicht übersehen 

würde, viel sichtbarer gemacht. Wie, und wieso, werden gewisse Aussagen 

und Behauptungen produziert, und etablieren sich als allgemein anerkann-

te „Wahrheiten“, während andere im Prinzip mögliche Aussagen entweder 

gar nicht gemacht werden oder sofort aus dem öffentlichen Diskurs ver-

schwinden? Eine metaphysische Antwort der Art „Die ersten ‚entsprechen 

der Realität’; die zweiten aber nicht“ kann nicht vollständig befriedigen. Das 

gleiche gilt für die Aufklärungsvariante dieser Antwort: ‘Die ersten sind 

vernünftig, die zweiten nicht’. So kann sich der Historiker der Antike für die 

Aussage „Gott ist dreieinig“ besonders interessieren. Das Interesse kann sich 

legitimerweise auf den Entstehungszusammenhang dieser und ähnlicher 

Aussagen beziehen, auf die Verbreitungswege dieser Trinitätslehre im römi-

schen Reiche, auf die Rolle, die sie im gesellschaftlichen Leben der Spätan-

tike gespielt hat, usw. Ob die Aussage „wahr“ oder in einem angeblich ab-

soluten Sinne „vernünftig“ ist, ist eine untergeordnete Frage, die man in 

diesem Zusammenhang, d.h. im Zusammenhang der historischen Wissen-

schaft, auf sich beruhen lassen kann. Man kann sagen, dass es um die his-

torische Konstruktion von Vernunft oder von Wahrheiten, bzw. um die Re-

zeption von „Wahrheiten“, geht. Das will natürlich nicht besagen, dass es 

„keine Wahrheit“ gibt; nur dass unser Urteil über die „Wahrheit“ oder die 

Vernünftigkeit des Satzes, im Zusammenhang dieser historischen Untersu-

chung nicht von vorrangiger Relevanz ist. Dogmatische „Aufklärer“ die es 

nicht lassen können, jederzeit auf dem Steckenpferd „Vernunft“ herumzu-

reiten, zeigen entweder, dass sie nicht verstehen um was es manchmal, etwa 

in den Geschichtswissenschaften, geht, oder sie legen Zeugnis von einem 

schwerwiegenden Charakterfehler ab: Unbeherrschte Selbstbezogenheit ist 

nämlich keine Tugend.

Das Ethos der Aufklärung verpflichtet auf eine kritische, selbstkritische, und 

möglichst vorurteilsfreie Untersuchung unserer Geschichte und unserer 

Geschichtswissenschaften, was aber auch eine Sensibilisierung für die ty-

pischen Fragestellungen dieser Wissenschaften impliziert. Der undogmati-

sche Aufklärer muss seinen „historischen Sinn“ pflegen. Von der traditio-

nellen Philosophie kann er sich, aber, wenn Nietzsche recht hat, keine Hilfe 

versprechen. Es sei denn, man könnte die Philosophie „historisieren“. Was 

hieße es aber das „Enthistorisieren“ der Philosophie rückgängig zu machen 
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bzw. das Denken zu „historisieren“? Als erste Annäherung möchte ich fol-

gende drei Thesen aufstellen:

1)  das historisierende Denken erkennt an, dass die Vergangenheit, zu-

mindest was gewisse uns besonders interessierende Eigenschaften 

angeht, anders war als die Gegenwart;

2)  das historisierende Denken setzt voraus, dass Anfang, Verlauf und 

Ende des betreffenden geschichtlichen Geschehens kontingent sind;

3)  das historisierende Denken behandelt die Vergangenheit als gegen-

wartsrelevant.

Was die erste These angeht, so hat schon Homer (in diesem Sinne) „histo-

risierend“ gedacht, wenn er beiläufig erwähnt, dass Helden früherer Gene-

rationen stärker waren als seine Zeitgenossen. Steine in der Vergangenheit 

waren so schwer wie Steine heute, aber der Held Diomed hebt mit leichter 

Hand einen Stein auf, „den heute kaum zwei Männer tragen könnten, so 

wie sterbliche Männer heute sind“ (οἷοι νῦν βροτοί εἰσ’ Iliad V.304). Man 

denkt „historisierend“, wenn man etwa auf die Unterschiede zwischen der 

Praxis (und dem „Begriff“) der Demokratie in der Antike und im Europa des 

20, Jahrhunderts hinweist, und sie zum Ausgangspunkt einer theoretischen 

Betrachtung macht. „Wahlen“, ein Wahrzeichen der modernen Demokratie, 

galten beispielsweise in der Antike als antidemokratisch, und die Bildung 

regelrechter „Parteien“ war verpönt. (Vgl. Dunn 2005) „Historisierend“ 

wäre auch der Hinweis darauf, dass das was wir retrospektiv als „Religion“ 

in der Antike bezeichnen, etwas ganz anderes war als die „Religion“ des 

christlichen (oder nachchristlichen) Zeitalters: eine „Religion“ ohne heilige 

Schriften, ohne Kirche, ohne einen absolut eindeutigen Sittenkodex, ohne 

„Glaubenssätze“.

Mit der zweiten These ist ein Abrücken vom Notwendigkeitsdenken verbun-

den, ob es sich um mythische, metaphysische, logische, naturwissenschaft-

liche oder semantische Notwendigkeiten handelt. Ein rudimentäres Wissen 

darum, dass nicht alles, was tatsächlich geschah, auch geschehen musste, 

ist bereits im Gebrauch der „conditio irrealis“ impliziert. Um bei der Ilias zu 

bleiben, stellt Agamemnon die Griechen am Anfang des zweiten Buchs auf 

die Probe, indem er den (von ihm nicht ernstgemeinten) Vorschlag macht, 

dass sie die Belagerung Trojas sofort aufgeben und unverrichteter Dinge 

wieder nach Hause fahren. Zu seiner großen Bestürzung wird seine Rede 

mit Jubel begrüßt, und man fängt an, die Schiffe für die Heimfahrt zu rüsten. 

Homer kommentiert: Wenn das so weitergegangen wäre, wäre es den Grie-

chen gelungen, heil heimzukehren, obwohl das im Schicksalsplan gar nicht 

vorgesehen war, aber Hera, Erzfeindin der Tröer, hat den vorzeitigen Abzug 

verhindert, indem sie mit der Göttin Athena sprach und ihr die Situation 

erklärte. Athena ihrerseits hat den von ihr bevorzugten Helden, Odysseus, 

dazu animiert, durch Rede und Tat die Auflösung des Heers aufzuhalten, 
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was ihm auch gelang. Wenn das Hera nicht getan hätte, wären die Griechen 

trotz dem Schicksal ungeschoren davongekommen (II.155: (ἔνθα κεν Άργείοισιν 
ὑπέρμορα νόστος ἐτύχθη,/ εἰ μὴ Άθηναίην Ἥρη πρὸς μῦθον ἔειπεν). So war es 

zwar in gewissem Sinne (als mythische Notwendigkeit) vorgeschrieben, dass 

die Griechen Troja zerstören, aber eine Abweichung von diesem Schicksals-

plan ist für Hera, die in diesen Sachen Bescheid wissen müßte, offensichtlich 

nicht undenkbar und muss durch Intervention verhindert werden.

Ein anderes komplexeres Beispiel findet sich bei Pindar (Pythia 4). Pinder 

berichtet wie die Argonauten auf der Rückfahrt ihres langen Beutezuges auf 

der Insel Thera landen und er gibt in direkter Rede (Z. 13–55) eine Weissa-

gung der sie begleitenden (freiwillig entführten, Z. 250) Königstochter 

Medea wieder. Wie der Seher Kolchas in der Ilias (I.70), weiß auch Medea 

„war war, was ist, und was sein wird“: Vor der Ankunft in Thera, durchquer-

ten die Argonauten die afrikanische Wüste – sie trugen ihr Schiff, heißt es 

„zwölf Tage lang“ (Z. 25–27) – und als sie die Küste erreichten und dabei 

waren die Anker zu lichten (Z. 24–25), kam ein Gott auf sie zu, und bot einem 

der Helden, einem gewissen Euphamos, die Herrschaft über Libyen an. Da 

Euphamos es eilig hatte nach Hause zu kommen (Z. 32–33), war er nicht in 

der Lage, die Herrschaft sofort zu übernehmen. Also hat ihm der gastfreund-

liche Gott eine magische Scholle (Z. 36 δαιμόνιος), eine Handvoll afrikanischer 

Erde, mitgegeben als Pfand. Leider wurde der Klumpen Erde auf der Über-

fahrt nach Thera über Bord gespült und ging verloren. Nun ist es nicht ge-

rade ein Kunststück für Medea, sich an diese Vergangenheit zu erinnern, 

war sie doch selbst an diesen Vorgängen unmittelbar beteiligt, sie behauptet 

aber auch genau zu wissen, was sich in der Zukunft ereignen wird: Ein 

Nachkomme Euphamos werde eines Tages das Orakel von Delphi besuchen, 

und von dem Gott ungefragt den Auftrag bekommen, eine Siedlung in Af-

rika zu gründen. Auf diese Weise werde er seine Erbschaft, die seinem 

Vorfahren von dem Gott versprochene Herrschaft über Libyen, antreten. 

Pindar hat uns bereits (Z. 10) wissen lassen, dass Battos, der Gründer der 

Stadt Kyrene, Nachkomme des Euphamos „in der siebzehnten Generation“ 

ist. Archesilaos, der Sieger im Wagenrennen in Delphi, dem diese Ode ge-

widmet ist, steht am Ende der genealogischen Folge: Er ist ein Nachkomme 

Battos (in der achten Generation).

Das Interessante an dieser Pindar-Stelle ist aber, dass Medea nicht nur Aus-

sagen über die wirkliche Zukunft macht, sondern auch Aufschluss über eine 

mögliche Zukunft gibt, die aber nicht verwirklicht werden wird. Sie weiß 

nicht nur was in naher und ferner Zukunft passieren wird, sondern darüber 

hinaus was, aus der späteren Perspektive der Ode, passiert wäre, wenn.... 

Wenn die Mannschaft aufgepasst hätte, hätten sie die göttliche Erdscholle 

nicht verloren. Und wenn Euphamos, nach Hause angekommen, die Scholle 

in den Hadesmund bei Tainaros geworfen hätte, hätte ein Nachfahre von 

ihm schon in der vierten Generation Libyen erobert und besiedelt.
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Leicht erkennt man hier ein typisches Beispiel einer Kolonialideologie: Gott 

hat uns dieses Land zueignen gegeben; wenn wir also plötzlich auftauchen, 

das Land besiedeln und die Eingeborenen womöglich umbringen, vertreiben 

oder versklaven, ist das eigentlich unsere „Rückkehr“, denn unsere Vorfahren 

waren schon vor x (beispielsweise, 17) Generationen hier.... Der Verlauf der 

hier erzählten Geschichte ist kontingent: Weil die Besatzung der Argo, trotz 

Medeas wiederholter Ermahnung zur Wachsamkeit (Z. 40–41) zufällig nicht 

aufgepasst hat, ist der Zauberklumpen Euphamos abhandengekommen. Es 

hätte aber anders kommen können. Trotzdem strukturiert eine mythologische 

Notwendigkeit die Erzählung, weil das Ende, aber nicht der genaue Verlauf, 

fest vorgeschrieben ist. Eine begabte Seherin kann zwar wissen, was kommen 

wird, aber nur „innerhalb gewisser Grenzen“, weil die Menschen sich so oder 

auch anders verhalten können; was kurzfristig geschieht, wird zum Teil von 

ihrem Tun und Lassen abhängen. Auch sie hat nicht wissen können, dass die 

Mannschaft alle ihre Warnungen missachten würde. Langfristig sind aber 

die Abweichungen der Menschen vom göttlichen Plan und die dunkelen 

Flecken im Wahrnehmungsfeld der Wahrsagerin unerheblich, denn sie weiß, 

dass die Götter es sich vorgenommen haben, wiederholt so lange ins Geschehen 

einzugreifen, bis ein bestimmtes Ergebnis eintritt, beispielsweise bis die 

Kindeskinder Euphamos als Herrscher in Kyrene etabliert sind.

Da „Historisierung“ keine ontologische, sondern eine epistemisch-metho-

dologische Kategorie ist, schließen sich mythologisierende und historisie-

rende Betrachtungsweisen gegenseitig nicht gänzlich aus. Ein Vorgang an 

der Börse, etwa die Entscheidung einer Bank alle Aktien einer bestimmten 

Sorte zu verkaufen, kann auch aus ganz verschiedenen Perspektiven zum 

Gegenstand einer Untersuchung werden. So kann man fragen: warum hat 

die Bankdirektion diese Entscheidung getroffen? War es klug so zu handeln? 

War es im geltenden Rechtssystem erlaubt? War diese spezifische Entschei-

dung konsistent mit der offiziell ausgesprochenen allgemeinen Finanzpolitik 

dieser Bank? War dieser Vorgang der Auslöser des darauffolgenden großen 

Krachs? Das sind alles legitime Fragen, die zu ihrer Beantwortung die 

Anwendung jeweils ganz anderer Verfahren voraussetzen. Um herauszufin-

den, ob eine Entscheidung rechtlich erlaubt ist, muss man vermutlich im 

Gesetzbuch nachschlagen oder einen Juristen befragen. Der Jurist, der sein 

Gutachten über die Rechtmäßigkeit der Entscheidung abgibt, beantwortet 

damit noch nicht die Frage, ob diese Entscheidung auch klug ist. Andererseits 

können sich Fragestellungen (und Beantwortungsmethoden) in konkreten 

Fällen überschneiden, bzw. die eine kann die andere voraussetzen: Eine 

Entscheidung ist wohl nicht besonders klug, wenn sie gesetzlich verboten 

und es soziologisch sehr wahrscheinlich ist, dass man dabei ertappt und 

schwer bestraft werden wird. Also ist es nicht verwunderlich, dass Medea 

historisierend erzählte Details – die Mannschaft war unachtsam; die Erd-

scholle wurde über Bord gespült, usw. – in einen größeren Rahmen der 

mythischen Notwendigkeit einfügen kann, ohne diesen Rahmen zu sprengen.
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Logische und naturhafte „Notwendigkeiten“ ersetzen in der modernen Welt 

die mythischen Zusammenhänge der Antike (und die göttliche Vorsehung 

des Mittelalters), aber bei der „historisierenden“ Behandlung eines Sach-

verhaltes steht die kontingente Prozesshaftigkeit im Mittelpunkt des Inter-

esses, und der Prozess muss einer sein, bei dem Anfang, Verlauf und Ergeb-

nis nicht als vorgeschrieben gelten, sondern auch hätten anders sein können. 

Also ist Platons Analyse der zyklischen Abfolge der Regierungsformen (Politeia 

VIII und IX) keine historisierende Darstellung, weil die Sequenz (angeblich) 

den Charakter einer quasilogischen Notwendigkeit haben soll. So sind auch 

die Referate über die Theorien vergangener Philosophen, die man bei Aristo-

teles findet, alles andere als Vorgänger einer historisierenden Denkweise. 

Bildet er sich doch ein, schon zu wissen, auf welchen Endpunkt sich die 

Theorieentwicklung hinbewegt, nämlich auf die von ihm entdeckten Unter-

scheidungen und Thesen. Die Positionen früherer Philosophen werden im 

ersten Buch der Metaphysik nach dem Modell der Entwicklung des Säuglings 

zum Erwachsenen als unbeholfene Vorformen der aristotelischen Sichtweise 

vorgeführt. Wenn dem so ist, hat der „geschichtliche“ Teil seiner Schrift 

lediglich pädagogischen oder antiquarischen Wert; allenfalls fände er seinen 

Platz in einer möglichen Entwicklungszoologie der menschlichen Kultur. 

Wer sachlich an metaphysischen Begriffen wie „Ursache“ ein Interesse hätte, 

könnte genauso gut direkt die Aristotelische Darstellung der vier „Ursachen“ 

lesen. Für Aristoteles gilt, was Marx von den bürgerlichen Ökonomen des 18. 

und des frühen 19. Jahrhunderts sagte: Für sie gab es zwar eine Geschichte, 

aber es gibt keine mehr. (Marx–Engels 1964: Band 4, S. 139)

Damit ist meine dritte These auch schon angeschnitten. Das historisierende 

Denken versteht sich als gleichzeitig konkret und gegenwartsrelevant, und 

unterschiedet sich in diesen zwei Hinsichten von den Abstraktionen tradi-

tioneller Denkformen.

In einer zweideutigen und unsicheren Welt hängt praktische Orientierung 

zum Teil von kognitiven Leistungen ab; wer besser sehen kann, hat bessere 

Chancen, Nahrungsmittel zu finden und somit auch bessere Überlebens-

chancen; wer sich daran erinnert, was passierte als das letzte Mal ein Stam-

mesmitglied die verlockend aussehenden Tollkirschen gegessen hat, erspart 

sich eine sehr unangenehme Nacht. Für die Entstehung empirischen Wissens 

ist eine gewisse Anhäufung vergangener Erfahrungen unerlässlich, aber das 

traditionelle philosophische Verständnis will, dass Theorien von den zufäl-

ligen Wahrnehmungen, die zu ihrer Bildung geführt haben, abstrahiert 

werden können. Die (primitive) „Theorie“ „Tollkirschen sind ungenießbar“ 

bilde ich, womöglich, weil ich gesehen habe, wie meine Freunde X, Y, und Z 

nach dem Tollkirschenessen gefahren sind; wenn aber die Theorie brauchbar 

(oder „gültig“ oder „wahr“) sein soll, darf sie nicht von diesen spezifischen 

Wahrnehmungen abhängig sein. Man kann sie verstehen, ohne auf diese 

spezifische Erfahrungskette zurückzugreifen, und man hätte im Prinzip die 



197

  STUDIES AND ARTICLES

gleiche Theorie aufgrund ganz anderer Wahrnehmungen bilden und unter-

suchen können. Sie soll aber für alle Fälle gelten, und sich folglich durch 

beliebige weitere Wahrnehmungen bestätigen lassen. Die sogenannten „Po-

sitivisten“ des 20. Jahrhunderts sprachen von der Unterscheidung zwischen 

dem Entdeckungskontext und dem Rechtfertigungskontext.2 Egal wie man 

faktisch dazu kam, die Theorie zu bilden, muss man sie, wenn man sie bestä-

tigen oder widerlegen will, vollständig vom Entdeckungskontext abkoppeln. 

Nur wenn sie so, gleichsam nackt, allein und auf den eigenen Beinen stehend, 

vortritt, kann über ihre Geltung und ihren möglichen Wert befunden werden. 

Nicht die faktische Vergangenheit, d.h. die spezifischen zu dem und dem 

Zeitpunkt gemachten Erfahrungen und Wahrnehmungen, ist wichtig, sondern 

die Möglichkeit einer Bestätigung der durch die Theorie nahegelegten Erwar-

tungen zu jedem beliebigen Zeitpunkt.

Eigentlich betreibt die philosophische Tradition normalerweise auch eine 

zweite Abstraktion. Neben dem Absehen von den spezifischen vergangenen 

subjektiven Erfahrungen, die zum „Entdeckungskontext“ gehören, herrscht 

bei ihr immer die Tendenz vor, Theorien in möglichst „zeitlosen“ Begriffen 

zu formulieren, die viele Eigenschaften der objektiv in Frage stehenden Si-

tuation unberücksichtigt lassen. Es wird von diesen Eigenschaften „abstra-

hiert“. Tollkirsche in Serbien bleibt Tollkirsche in Deutschland, also für alle 

Menschen überall und zu jeder Zeit ungenießbar. Aristoteles behauptet zwar 

ganz zurecht: Feuer brennt in Persien wie in Griechenland, aber die Vergan-

genheit sollte doch, so die These eines „historisierenden Denkens“, „anders“ 

sein; menschliche Gesellschaften sind keine Naturphänomene. Sie tragen 

ihre Vergangenheit mit: Wir (in Großbritannien) haben diese Regierungsform 

(Königin plus Parlament) als (vorläufiges) Endresultat unserer spezifischen 

Geschichte; die Franzosen haben ein anderes, ebenfalls historisch bedingtes, 

System; die Chinesen wieder ein anderes. Die Vergangenheit ist kein abge-

schlossener Bereich, den man zwar aus antiquarischen Gründen erforschen 

kann, der uns aber ansonsten gar nicht angeht, sondern sie prägt unsere 

Gegenwart auf eine Weise die uns keine Wahl lässt: Wenn wir uns theoretisch 

und praktisch in unserer Welt orientieren wollen – und wir können nicht 

umhin, uns so oder so zu orientieren – müssen wir auch diese Vergangenheit 

substanziell berücksichtigen und in unsere Gegenwart einbeziehen.

In vollhistorisirenden Wissenschaften hat man es immer mit zwei Reihen von 

Vergangenheiten zu tun: Erstens, die Beobachtungen und Theoriebildungen 

vergangener Theoretiker, zweitens die vergangenen Gesellschaftsformationen 

innerhalb deren die Beobachtungen gemacht wurden. In epistemisch güns-

tigen Fällen können wir rückblickend nicht nur erkennen was sie gesehen 

haben, sondern auch noch von welchem Standpunkt aus sie das gesehen 

haben, was sie gesehen haben. Da wir klar erkennen, dass vergangene 

2 Die Unterscheidung geht ursprünglich auf Hans Reichenbach zurück.
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Theoretiker auf Erfahrung innerhalb vergangener Institutionensysteme 

angewiesen waren, deren Beschränktheit jetzt evident ist, liegt es nahe, 

diese Erkenntnis auch auf uns selbst anzuwenden und keine Absolutheit der 

eigenen Perspektive zu beanspruchen.3

Weder der immer wiederkehrende Wechsel der Jahreszeiten noch die logische 

Folge der Schritte in einem geometrischen Beweis, noch das Sichentwickeln 

des Kleinkindes zum Erwachsenen ist ein adäquates Vorbild für historisie-

rendes Denken. (Voll) historisierendes Denken gibt es, so könnte man es 

paradoxerweise formulieren, nur wo eine Geschichtsphilosophie in empha-

tischen Sinne fehlt, nur wo es kein Schicksal, keine göttliche Fügung, keine 

Teleologie, kein vernunft- oder naturbedingtes übergreifendes Gesetz oder 

Entwicklungsschema gibt, auf das man sich beziehen kann; wo historisch 

vergesellschaftete Menschen, sozusagen, allein unter sich sind.

Sind „Genealogien“ gute Beispiele eines „historisierenden Denkens“, wie 

es Nietzsche (in der anfangs zitierten Passage) vorgeschwebt hat? Ja, vor-

ausgesetzt, dass man „Genealogien“ (im Nietzscheschen Stil) von deren 

Pseudomorphosen genau unterscheidet. Es gibt nämlich drei grundver-

schiedene Arten „genealogischen“ Denkens. Ich werde terminologisch 

zwischen „Genealogie als Urstiftung“, „Genealogie als Theorie des Ausgangs 

aus dem Naturzustand“ und „Genealogie als Ursprungsversprengung (oder 

Sinnverflüchtigung)“ unterschieden; Nietzsche lehnt die ersten zwei Formen 

entschieden ab.

In der ersten Form der Genealogie wird vorausgesetzt, dass eine in Frage 

stehende Institution, Praktik, Identität, oder Bündelung von Rechten, Voll-

machten und Ansprüchen auf einen einheitlichen Ursprung zurückgeht, der 

ihr Sinn, Geltung und Legitimität verleiht. So gilt im Katholizismus die 

Lehre der „Apostolischen Nachfolge“, die besagt, dass jeder rechtmäßige 

katholische Bischof gewisse geistliche Vollmachten besitzt, weil er ein di-

rekter Nachfolger eines der Jünger Jesus ist. Jesus, so die Lehre, ist der 

absolute Anfang und legitimierende Ursprung aller wirksamen und zurecht 

bestehenden geistlichen Kompetenzen. Er hat einen Teil der ihm zu Gebot 

stehenden Kräfte an seine Jünger abgegeben; die Jünger haben sie dann an 

ihre Nachfolger weitergegeben. Die Übertragung geschieht durch den Voll-

zug einer vorgeschriebenen Reihe von Zeremonien und Ritualen. So hat ein 

Bischof im Jahre 2015 die entsprechenden „geistlichen Gewalten“ sofern er 

sie in historisch ungebrochener Line von einem der ursprünglichen Apostel 

übertragen bekommen hat. Die vielen Kompetenzen aller höheren Würden-

träger der zeitgenössischen katholischen Kirche sollen also auf eine einzige, 

einheitliche göttliche Urstiftung in dem Palästina des frühen römischen 

Kaiserreichs zurückgehen. Das Bischofsamt mit seinen assoziierten Rechten, 

3 Zum Philosophen-Buhman „Relativismus“ vgl. Raymond Geuss „Realism and the 

relativity of judgment“ in Reality and Its Dreams (Harvard University Press, 2016).
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Befugnissen, und Zuständigkeiten bildet eine Sinneinheit, die genealogisch 

in einer göttlichen Urstiftung verwurzelt ist. Der Kreis schließt sich insofern 

jeder Bischof von jenem jüdischen Wunderrabbi des ersten Jahrhunderts (in 

seiner Eigenschaft als Sohn Gottes) seine Legitimation bezieht und einheit-

liche göttliche Intentionen verkörpert.

Nietzsche selbst bekämpft diese erste Art „genealogischen Denkens“, die er 

für verlogen und gänzlich unhistorisch hält. (Vgl. Geuss 1999; Geuss 2014) 

„Unhistorisch“ weil es in der Geschichte überhaupt keine „Uranfänge“ oder 

„absolute Ursprünge“ gibt. Seit langem wissen auch Gläubige, dass das 

Christentum nicht in einem stiftenden Urknall in der antiken römischen 

Provinz Judäa entstanden ist, sondern sich „synkretistisch“ durch das lang-

same Zusammenkommen, Zusammenwachsen und Zusammengezwängtsein 

verschiedener Elemente über Generationen (Bultmann 1949) hin gebildet 

hat. Jesus hat schließlich den Monotheismus nicht erfunden, sondern vor-

gefunden, denn dieser entstand schon im 6. Jahrhundert v.Chr. (und zwar 

anscheinend unabhängig voneinander in Griechenland4 und im Zweistrom-

land (Römer 2014)); die „griechischen“ philosophischen Spekulationen, 

die in der Genese des späteren „Christentums“ eine wichtige Rolle spielten, 

waren ihm auch fremd. Dann haben paulinische Erfindungen, verschiedene 

Mysterienreligionen, Elemente des römischen Rechtsdenkens, usw. jeweils 

ihre Beiträge zur christlichen Synthese geliefert. Je genauer man hinguckt, 

desto vielzähliger (und vielfältiger) die Wurzeln.

Zweitens ist die Genealogie als Urstiftung unhistorisch, weil sie die histo-

rischen Übergänge (z.B. die Prozesse der angeblichen Übertragung der 

göttlichen Gnadengewalt) sinnverstellend vereinfacht. Die Rituale der 

Bischofsweihe waren im 2. Jahrhundert in Spanien nicht „dieselben“ wie in 

Afrika im 20. Jahrhundert, und auch die Vorstellungen der Beteiligten über 

das was übertragen wurde, werden in den hundert Jahren vor dem Konzil 

von Nikäa kaum die gleichen gewesen sein wie etwa in den ersten hundert 

Jahren nach dem Konzil.

Eine Genealogie dieser ersten Art geht also von einem vermeintlich anfäng-

lichen Einheitspunkt in der Vergangenheit aus: Jesus überträgt bestimmte 

geistliche Kräfte an seine Jünger. Es entsteht auf diese Weise zwar eine 

Vielfalt von individuellen Machträgern, den Bischöfen, aber es wird auch 

angenommen, dass jeder dieser Bischöfe am Ende der bisherigen Geschichte, 

d.h. heute, über ein einheitliches Paket von sinngemäß zusammengehö-

renden Kompetenzen verfügt. Am Anfang und am Ende steht also eine 

Sinneseinheit, die sich durchhält und historisch in allen wesentlichen Aspekten 

invariabel ist.

4 Xenophanes Fragmente 10–26, Diels-Kranz Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (Weidmann, 

1966), Band I, S. 131–135.
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Die zweite Art Genealogie (als Ausgang aus dem Naturzustand)5 arbeitet 

mit dem Begriff einer begründenden „vernünftigen“ Konvergenz. Sie hat 

Strukturähnlichkeiten mit dem oben analysierten prophetischen Wissen der 

Medea: Der Endpunkt einer Entwicklung ist so sehr durch seine übermäßi-

ge Vernünftigkeit als Lösung eines als invariant betrachteten Problems 

ausgezeichnet, dass die Verschiedenheit der Ausgangspunkte, und der tat-

sächliche, variable Verlauf der jeweiligen Entwicklungen für das Verstehen 

gar nicht ins Gewicht fallen. Wenn die Erfindung des Hammers wirklich die 

optimale Lösung einer in allen menschlichen Gesellschaften gleichmäßig 

wiederkehrenden problematischen Situation ist, reicht es, auf diese Ratio-

nalität hinzuweisen, und man kann sich Weise die Mühe ersparen, den 

tatsächlichen Verlauf der Geschichte zur Kenntnis zu nehmen6.

Eine Genealogie Nietzschescher Prägung ist ganz anders strukturiert als die 

zwei oben angegebenen Abarten; Nietzsche analysiert eine gegenwärtige 

Situation, in der es gewisse als selbstverständlich geltende Einheiten gibt. 

Gemeint sind „selbstverständlich“ geltende Wertsysteme (das Christentum: 

Nietzsche), Institutionen (das Strafsystem: Nietzsche und Foucault), Systeme 

von Praktiken, bzw. Disziplinen (Psychoanalyse: Foucault), oder „Identitä-

ten“ (Homosexueller, frigide Frau, „onanierendes Kind“, Delinquent: Foucault), 

usw. Jede solche Einheit präsentiert sich auch als Sinneinheit: die Bestand-

teile „gehören zusammen“. Es soll eben „kein Zufall“ sein, dass der Bischof 

als geweihter geistlicher Hirt, sowohl predigt, Beichten abnimmt, und dem 

Kirchengericht vorsteht, als auch für die Finanzen der Diözese verantwortlich 

ist, und gewisse Repräsentationsfunktionen ausübt. Die verschiedenen 

Bestandteile des Bischofsamtes, die eigentlich ganz verschiedene Ursprünge 

haben und nur durch einen historische höchst kontingenten Prozess zusam-

mengekommen sind, sollen „sinngemäß zusammengehören“ und in der 

göttlichen Urstiftung begründet sein. Ebenfalls soll es „kein Zufall“ sein, 

dass ein Mann der anderen Männer liebt, einen „verweiblichten“ Charakter 

hat, dass er sich gern „wie eine Frau“ schmückt, usw.

Bei näherer genealogischer Betrachtung lösen sich aber diese Einheiten auf 

und die angebliche „Sinneinheit“ verflüchtigt sich. Es gab am Anfang keine 

Urstiftung, es gibt keine in Naturgesetzen der menschlichen Seele veranker-

te Verbrecherpersönlichkeit, und die Geschichte lässt sich nicht als kontinu-

ierliche Folge von gleichmäßig sich wiederholenden Übertragungen verste-

hen. Das Zusammenkommen etwa des monotheistischen Gedankens mit 

einer spekulativen Lehre des individuellen Seelenheils im Rahmen einer dem 

römischen Reich entlehnten Kirchenstruktur war ein Zufall. Unter dem Blick 

des Genealogen verwandeln sich scheinbar selbstverständliche „notwendige 

5 Ein Beispiel ist Edward Craigs Knowledge and the State of Nature (Routledge, 1990).

6 Bernard Williams Truth and Truthfulness [Princeton University Press, 2002] verwendet 

das Wort „Genealogie“ um diese zweite Abart zu bezeichnen.
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Sinneinheiten“ in kontingente Ansammlungen heterogener Elemente. Der 

Begriff (etwa „Bischof“) wird historisiert. Zwar kann man sich auf eine „De-

finition“, etwa im Sinne des gegenwärtigen katholischen Kirchenrechts, 

versteifen. Im Kontext eines Rechtsstreits vor einem kirchlichen Gericht 

hätte diese Entscheidung offensichtlich ihre Berechtigung, aber hier geht es 

um das inhaltliche Verstehen des betreffenden Amtes und der mit ihm ver-

bundenen Konstruktionen. Dem Forscher bleibt es zwar unbenommen, neue 

Begriffe zu bilden, neue strengere Definitionen bekannter Begriffe einzufüh-

ren, auf gewisse Begriffe womöglich gänzlich zu verzichten, andere umzu-

funktionieren, usw. Es geht aber nicht um die abstrakte Möglichkeit einer 

formellen Definition, sondern um deren kognitive Brauchbarkeit: Wenn man 

sich nicht nur geschickt in einem künstlich aufrechterhaltenen Sondergebiet 

wie dem Kirchenrecht bewegt, sondern auch historisch verstehen und sich 

in einem größeren Rahmen praktisch orientieren will, erweisen sich „Defi-

nitionen“ als ungeeignete Instrumente. Gewisse Begriffe, wie „das Christen-

tum“, „die Demokratie“, „die Strafe“, „das Eigentum, „die Kindheit“, „der 

Krieg“, „das Wirtschaftssystem“, „der Grundbesitz“, die für das Verständnis 

unserer Vergangenheit und unserer Gegenwart praktisch unverzichtbar sind, 

lassen sich sowieso nicht abstrakt definieren, sondern bekommen ihren Inhalt 

durch die Geschichte ihrer kontingenten Entwicklung, und das heißt selbst-

verständlich durch die Geschichte der Institutionen, in die sie eingebettet 

waren und aus denen sie jeweils entstanden.

Die genealogische Auflösung (Kritik) impliziert nicht notwendigerweise eine 

Ablehnung des Bischofsamtes, nur die Zerstörung des Scheins der selbstver-

ständlichen Einheit der Identität „Bischof“ und eine Aufklärung über die 

fehlende Grundlage gewisser Versuche diese Identität zu legitimieren. Es 

kann natürlich andere (gute) Gründe für die Beibehaltung der Institution 

geben; es aber käme darauf an, sie zu nennen, zu finden oder ggf. zu erfinden.

Die dogmatische Aufklärung hat spätestens am Anfang des 21. Jahrhunderts 

in den Zellen von Guantanamo Bay, in Abu Ghraib oder in einem der geheimen 

CIA-Gefängnisse in Polen, Rumänien oder Afghanistan Selbstmord begangen. 

Ob das Aufklärungsethos überleben wird, ist noch unklar, zumal es gar nicht 

gesagt ist, dass das Menschengeschlecht überhaupt die nächsten zwanzig 

Jahre überleben wird. Lediglich eine Durchhistorisierung unseres Denkens 

bietet aber auch nur die entfernteste Möglichkeit einer aufgeklärten Zukunft, 

falls natürlich wir überhaupt eine Zukunft haben.
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Abstract
Historicising thinking has three properties: a) it takes the past to be different 
from the present, b) it takes the past to have been contingent, c) it holds that the 
past is relevant to the present. Genealogy, as practiced by Nietzsche and Foucault, 
shows itself to be a useful tool for mounting a historicising critique of certain 
aspects of our contemporary world. As such it can contribute to a non-dogmat-
ic form of Enlightenment.
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Sažetak
Isto ri zu ju će mi šlje nje ima tri svoj stva: a) pro šlost shva ta kao raz li či tu od sa da šnjo-
sti, b) pro šlost shva ta kao kon tin gent nu, c) tre ti ra pro šlost kao re le vant nu za sa-
da šnjost. Ge ne a lo gi ja, u smi slu u kom je prak ti ku ju Ni če i Fu ko, po ka za la se kao 
ko ri sno sred stvo za isto ri za ci ju kri ti ke od re đe nih aspe ka ta sa vre me nog sve ta. Kao 
ta kva, ge ne a lo gi ja mo že da ti do pri nos jed noj ne-dog mat skoj for mi Pro sve ti telj stva.

Ključ ne re či: isto ri zo va nje, Pro sve ti telj stvo, ge ne a lo gi ja, pro šlost, Ni če, Fu ko
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Jo van Ba bić

Svo ji na – fi lo zof ska ana li za: ar gu ment*

Ap strakt   Na kon krat kog isto rij skog pre gle da fi lo zof skih po gle da na svo ji nu u 
tek stu se iz no si ana li za ar gu men ta ko jim se svo ji na oprav da va na osno vi uni ver-
zal nog po što va nja sva či jeg pra va na upo tre bu stva ri za bi lo ko ju svr hu. Mo guć nost 
upo tre be stva ri za re a li za ci ju po sta vlje nih ci lje va je uslov mo guć no sti de la nja, kao 
stvar nog do ga đa nja u sve tu. To je ono u če mu se is po lja va ka pa ci tet slo bo de kao 
ka u zal ne mo ći u re al nom sve tu. Ali bez iz gled no sti na za vr še tak za po če tog pro ce-
sa realizacije ci lja ta ka u zal na moć bi bi la prak tič no obesmišlje na (iako bi i da lje 
po sto ja la kao re al na on to lo ška mo guć nost). Svo ji na je she ma unu tar ko je ova iz-
gled nost po sta je ak tu al na, i otu da je svo ji na za pra vo sa sto jak i nu žna pret po stav-
ka slo bo de kao mo guć no sti svr ho vi tog de la nja. Svo ji na me nja nor ma tiv nu po zi ci-
ju svih dru gih, oni (vi še) ne ma ju pra vo slo bod nog ko ri šće nja zaposednutih stva ri 
(onih ko je su po sta le pred met svo ji ne). Kao pra vo svo ji na po vla či, pr vo, du žnost 
po što va nja po se da ko ja, po red za bra ne spre ča va nja tuđeg ko ri šće nja stva ri u po-
se du uklju ču je i oba ve zu ne spre ča va nja bilo čije upo tre be i ras po la ga nja stva ri ma 
ko je ni su već za po sed nu te: sva či ja svo ji na se mo ra po što va ti, ni či ja svo ji na se mo-
že slo bod no za po se sti (neki oblici svojine su opšta ili kolektivna svojina). Dru go, 
tek kao vla sni štvo, u ko me pra vo ras po la ga nja vi še ne za vi si od fak tič ke mo ći ras-
po la ga nja u po se du, svo ji na do bi ja svoj pu ni nor ma tiv ni i prak tič ki ka pa ci tet. 
Vla sni štvo je ga ran ci ja bu duć no sti pra va svo ji ne. Za ovo je po treb no eks pli cit no 
pri zna nje či nje ni ce us po sta vlje no sti pra va ras po la ga nja od stra ne svih dru gih, 
pri zna nje ko je nu žno sle di (ne mo že da se us kra ti) uko li ko ni ko ni je po vre đen ovim 
ras po la ga njem. To sle di iz pri ro de raz li ke iz me đu stva ri i oso ba, koje su lič no sti sa 
ka pa ci te tom za slob od no de la nje (ko ri šće nje sred sta va za re a li za ci ju po sta vlje nih 
ci lje va). Po svo joj pri ro di stva ri se mo gu po se do va ti, a ka ko je upo tre ba sred sta va 
za bi lo ko ji le gi tim ni cilj ta ko đe le gi tim na to sva ka ne po se do va na stvar mo že bez 
pre pre ka po sta ti pred met svo ji ne, bi lo za po se da njem bi lo tran sfe rom.

Ključ ne re či: svo ji na, po sed, vla sni štvo, ovla šće nje, slo bo da, de lat nost, re la ci ja 
sred stvo-cilj, lič no sti, stva ri

1. Uvod

Svo ji na je jed na od na ših naj va žni jih in sti tu ci ja, i jed na od naj kom pli ko va ni-

jih. To je fe no men ko ji ni je la ko ni de fi ni sa ti ni do kra ja raz u me ti i ob ja sni ti. 

Iako svi uglav nom zna mo ka ko svo ji na funk ci o ni še ni je la ko pre ci zno od re-

di ti ka ko ona na sta je, a če sto ni ka da ona za si gur no po sto ji. Ali za pra vo ni 

funk ci o ni sa nje svo ji ne ni je sa svim ja sno, i u na še vre me po sta je sve ne ja sni je. 

* Ovaj tekst je pr vi deo ve će stu di je o svo ji ni i od no si se na osnov ni ar gu ment u nje nom 

za sni va nju (dru gi deo se od no si na im pli ka ci je i pri me ne ar gu men ta ko ji se raz vi ja u 

ovom pr vom de lu). U de lu ko ji se od no si na isto ri jat usta no ve svo ji ne, de li mič no se 

osla njam na mo ju knji gu Uvod u po slov nu eti ku (Vir tus, Prag 2000). Ova knji ga je do-

stup na na saj tu jo van ba bic.com.
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Vr lo če sto se svoj na ne gi ra, bi lo da se do vo di u pi ta nje po tre ba za sa mim 

nje nim po sto ja njem bi lo da se tvr di da nje no po sto ja nje ni je oprav da no, ili 

da je ne ja sno ka da je ona oprav da na pa čak i ka da je pri sut na a ka da ni je. 

Po ne kad se tvr di da bi ži vot bio bo lji, ili lak ši, bez ove usta no ve, slič no kao 

što se po ne kad tvr di da bi nam bi lo bo lje bez dr ža ve, ili bez nov ca. Ili se ka že 

da je svo ji na iz vor neo prav da nih ne jed na ko sti i ve li kih ne prav di. Ima i dru-

gih kom pli ka ci ja. U sa vre me nom sve tu ima mo dve su prot ne ten den ci je, 

jed na da se vred nost svo ji ne mi ni mi zu je te zom o oprav da no sti ili oba ve zno-

sti op šteg i bes plat nog pri stu pa za do vo lje nju svih va žnih po tre ba, ne sa mo 

vi tal nih ne go i dru gih ko je se sma tra ju va žnim, npr. me di ji ma ko mu ni ka ci je 

kao što je In ter net, ili jav nim pu te vi ma, ko ji su op šta svo ji na. Sa dru ge stra-

ne me đu tim raz voj no vih teh no lo gi ja omo gu ća va pre ci zni je re gi stro va nje i 

za šti tu svo ji ne, što je od ve lo u is ku še nje da se uve du ili zna čaj no pro ši re 

no vi ob li ci svo ji ne kao što je „in te lek tu al na svo ji na“. Sve je to mno ge do ve lo 

do ide je da reč „svo ji na“ i ne ma ne ko je din stve no zna če nje već da se njom 

po kri va je dan ve li ki skup (npr. u New comb, 2001: 75; Cal li es, Hylton, Mar-

ti nez & Man del ker: 3; Ale xan der & Pe ñal ver: 3) pra va i pri vi le gi ja (kao 

raz li či ti „pru to vi u istom sno pu“), obič no sa za kon skom za šti tom, ili pre ten-

zi jom na ta kvu za šti tu, tih pra va i pri vi le gi ja.

Sa dru ge stra ne se tvr di da je svo ji na te melj slo bo de, i da bez ga ran ci je 

pra va svo ji ne sva dru ga pra va, a na ro či to pra vo na pri vat nost, po sta ju ma-

nje vred na ili bez vred na. Ako bi sva ko imao pot pu no slo bo dan i otvo ren 

pri stup upo tre bi svih stva ri on da se mo žda vi še ne bi mo gla or ga ni zo va ti 

ni ka kva ko or di na ci ja u upo tre bi stva ri oko nas ko je ko ri sti mo za naj ra zli či-

ti je svr he. Su kob bi bio ne iz be žan, osim po ce nu od u sta ja nja što ta ko đe 

ni je mo gu će kao op šti na čin po stu pa nja (ni je mo gu će od u sta ti od sve ga i 

na sta vi ti ži ve ti i de la ti), i ima li bi smo hob sov sko pri rod no sta nje, ili mo žda 

ne ko još pri mi tiv ni je sta nje, sta nje ko je ni je la ko ni za mi sli ti i ko je je ve ro-

vat no us to i ne mo gu će. U ta kvom sta nju ni ka kva re gu la ci ja ne bi bi la mo-

gu ća, i to ne sa mo u pla ni ra nju bu du ćih upo tre ba ne go i te ku ćem ko ri šće nju 

bi lo če ga. Čak ni prin cip da ne što pri pa da ono me ko pr vi stig ne do nje ga ne 

bi za pra vo mo gao da se us po sta vi; sve bi za vi si lo od to ga ko je ja či, jer bi 

ja či uvek mo gao da ot me od sla bi jeg, što se u pri rod nom sta nju (ili nje go vim 

ra znim skri ve nim la tent nim ob li ci ma i na kon iz la ska iz pri rod nog sta nja) 

ne ret ko stvar no i de ša va. Ali ako i za mi sli mo, kon tra či nje nič ki, da sve pri-

pa da ono me ko ga pro sto uzme, da dru gi ima ju do zvo lu da upo tre be sve 

stva ri za ko je i ja imam do zvo lu da ih upo tre bim, i da čak ogra ni či mo to 

„pra vo“ na pra vo pr ven stva ta ko što bi smo za bra ni li da bi lo ko dru go me oti-

ma ono što je uzeo – što bi pod ra zu me va lo je dan si stem op šte oba ve zne 

lju ba zno sti – opet bez svo ji ne ne bi mo glo bi ti ra ci o nal ne upo tre be stva ri i 

bi lo ka kvog so lid nog i du go roč nog pred vi đa nja, pa on da ni bi lo ka kvog pla-

ni ra nja. Sve bi se za vr ša valo u sa da šnjo sti, jer ni ka kve bu duć no sti, osim one 

ko ja se slu čaj no i ne pla ni ra no de si, ne bi ni bi lo. Ne bi mo glo bi ti ni vo lje, 

od no sno vo lja bi funk ci o ni sa la na onaj na čin na ko ji sa da funk ci o ni še že lja, 
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i vo lja i že lja se ne bi raz li ko va le (v. Ba bić 2011 (1), (2, str. 13). Slu čaj nost 

bi po sta la pra vi lo de ša va nja u ta kvom sve tu.

Obe gor nje tvrd nje su tač ne, i da je svo ji na iz vor ne prav di i da bez nje ne bi 

bi lo pred vi di vo sti i slo bo de. Ali šta se sve ozna ča va kao svo ji na, ka ko svo ji na 

na sta je i ka ko op sta je? Da bi smo od go vo ri li na ova pi ta nja po treb no je iz vr-

ši ti ana li zu fe no me na i na či na funk ci o ni sa nja usta no ve svo ji ne. Upro šće no 

re če no svo ji na je pra vo is klju či vog ras po la ga nja pred me tom svo ji ne, pra vo 

ko je mo že da po sto ji sa mo ako su dru gi, oni ko ji ni su vla sni ci, is klju če ni iz 

tog pra va. Ako je ne što svo ji na on da sa mo vla snik ima pra vo le gi tim ne upo-

tre be. Neo vla šće nom upo tre bom ne vla snik po vre đu je vla sni ka, i naj če šće mu 

ta ko đe na no si i šte tu; u mo guć no sti ove neo prav da ne po vre de se za sni va 

mo ral na i prav na za šti ta svo ji ne: ta kva po vre da ne tre ba da se de si. Ali to je 

mo gu će sa mo ako ono ga što či ni sa dr žaj svo ji ne ne ma u iz o bi lju; osku di ca 

je uslov svo ji ne. Dru gi va žan mo me nat je da pred met svo ji ne mo gu bi ti, ši-

ro ko de fi ni sa ne, stva ri ali ne i oso be; oso be ima ju pra vo ras po la ga nja stva-

ri ma, i to pra vo mo že po sta ti traj no, svo jin sko. Tre ći mo me nat je da je ne što 

po sta lo pred met svo ji ne ne kim le gi tim nim i va že ćim ak tom (pr vo bit no za-

po se da nje ili tran sfer). Po sto ja nje kon kret ne svo ji ne, kao pra va, uvek je i 

nu žno pra će no pri zna njem (svih) dru gih, onih ko ji su is klju če ni iz pra va (te) 

svo ji ne. Če tvr ti zna ča jan mo me nat je da je svo ji na jed na do bro ar ti ku li sa na 

i, kao što će mo vi de ti, do bro de fi ni sa na usta no va ko ja ima ra zna pre ci zno 

od re đe na ogra ni če nja, ko ja se od no se na to šta se mo že po se do va ti, šta se 

od to ga mo že upo tre bi ti za ne ki cilj, a šta ne mo že, i to ne sa mo u po gle du 

oso ba (ko je se ne mo gu po se do va ti ali či ja su ra zna svoj stva i ka pa ci te ti 

pred met naj ra zli či ti jih tran sak ci ja, uklju ču ju ći i svo jin ske), ne go i u po gle du 

stva ri. Ali pre ne go što pre đe mo na ana li zu sva ke od ovih stav ki po seb no 

mi slim da je pri me re no da ti kra tak isto rij ski pre gled na či na na ko ji je obra-

zla ga na i oprav da va na svo ji na.

2. Kra tak isto rij ski pre gled

Da je svo ji na po ja va ko ju tre ba ob ja sni ti i oprav da ti bi lo je ja sno svim fi lo-

zo fi ma ko ji su se ba vi li pi ta njem or ga ni zo va nja za jed nič kog ži vo ta lju di. 

Sa ma usta no va svo ji ne je ima la raz ne ob li ke ko ji su se me nja li. Raz li či ti ob-

li ci svo ji ne su da va li raz li čit ste pen si gur no sti i na raz li čit na čin pod sti ca li 

ili za pre ča va li pri vred nu ak tiv nost i ta ko od re đi va li sa dr žaj i kva li tet ko lek-

tiv nog i ukup nog ži vo ta lju di. Na pri mer za jed ni ca po lja, ob lik ko lek tiv ne 

svo ji ne nad ze mljom ko ji je na stao sa na stan kom ze mljo rad nje, je ču va la 

za jed ni cu, pru ža la si gur nost za do vo lje nja osnov nih ži vot nih po tre ba i obez-

be đi va la kon ti nu i tet dru štve nih ob li ka ko ji su se ukla pa li u ovu svo jin sku 

she mu, ali je isto vre me no spre ča va la na pre dak i or ga ni zo va nje slo že ni jih i 

ja čih ob li ka dru štve ne or ga ni za ci je (Ku lischer 1957: 41). Ta kav ob lik svo ji-

ne je obez be đi vao po što va nje jed nog ve o ma kru tog kon cep ta prav de, obez-

be đi vao in ten ziv nu par ti ci pa ci ju u za jed nič kom ži vo tu i pro iz vo dio jak 
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ose ćaj pri pad ni štva i jed na ko sti, ali isto ta ko oči gled no ni je efi ka sno ču vao 

od spolj njeg na pa da ni ti da vao mo guć no sti oni ma ko ji su hte li vi še i te ži li 

bo ljem i ra zno vr sni jem da ostva re svo je ci lje ve.

Ne ki ob lik svo ji ne je uvek po sto jao, kao pra vo ma kar pri vre me nog is klju či vog 

ras po la ga nja nad re sur si ma, npr. ulo vlje nim ple nom, i uvek je bi lo de fi ni sa no 

ka ko funk ci o ni še in sti tut svo ji ne. Pri vat na svo ji na, ko ja je je dan spe ci fič ni i 

jak ob lik svo ji ne, ve ro vat no je na sta la po de lom ze mlje pri na stan ku ze mljo-

rad nič kih dru šta va, iako je mo ment pri vre me no sti, kao i dru ga ogra ni če nja, 

ve ro vat no du go ostao pri su tan ra di obez be đe nja prav de i jed na ko sti kao me-

ha ni za ma za obez be đe nje mi ni mal nog pra va na ži vot.1 Či ni se da se mo že 

re ći da je ne ki ob lik dru štve no pri zna tog, tj. fak tič ki pri hva će nog, oprav da nja 

bio uslov za po sto ja nje od re đe nog ob li ka svo ji ne i da se pri vat na svo ji na iz-

dvo ji la u po se ban ob lik kao re zul tat na pret ka u pro iz vod nji ko ji je omo gu ćio 

da se eko nom ski po riv pro ši ri na za do vo lje nje že lja, tj. bi lo ko jih pre fe ren ci ja, 

a ne sa mo osnov nih po tre ba neo p hod nih za odr ža nje i na sta vak ži vo ta. Ako 

je ta ko on da je pri vat na svo ji na bi la uslov na pret ka i eman ci pa ci je od pu kog 

is tra ja va nja u sa da šnjo sti kroz za do vo lje nje sa mo osnov nih po tre ba. Mo guć-

nost ci vi li za ci je za vi si od to ga da se ži vot ne sve de na za do vo lja va nje osnov nih 

po tre ba, ko je su uvek iste i u su šti ni ma le i la ko za do vo lji ve. Svo ji na je ta ko 

po sta la uslov uvo đe nja stvar ne i du go roč ne (ko lek tiv ne, ili na ci o nal ne) bu-

duć no sti za ko ju je po tre ban eko nom ski rast i ba rem mi ni mal na spo sob nost 

dru štve nog pri la go đa va nja pred či nje ni com slo že no sti sve ta i stal nih pro me-

na poj ma „po tre be“, što je ko nač ni iz vor eko nom ske mo ti va ci je (Ba bić 2007 

(1)). Da bi to bi lo mo gu će bi lo je neo p hod no da se do pu ste i po sta nu mo gu će 

dve stva ri: da se na pu sti ide ja o pri mor di jal noj jed na ko sti (i da se iz na đe no-

vi kon cept jed na ko sti ko ji će bi ti usa gla siv sa mo guć no šću eko nom skih ne jed-

na ko sti – on je na đen u poj mu rav no prav no sti ko ji do bro za me nju je po jam 

jed na ko sti i isto vre me no efi ka sno iz be ga va ogra ni če nja nje go vog su vi še la kog 

do slov nog tu ma če nja), i, dru go, da va že će dru štve ne nor me pre sta nu da bu du 

kru te i do bi ju iz ve snu ela stič nost ko ja na čel no otva ra mo guć nost pri la go đa-

va nja i ra znih pro me na (tj. da se ži vot na si gur nost raz dvo ji od obez be đe nja 

op stan ka va že ćih dru štve nih nor mi shva će nih do slov no)2.

Zbog ovih kar di nal no zna čaj nih im pli ka ci ja po dru štve ni ži vot i sa mu vred nost 

i kva li tet ži vo ta svo ji na je od u vek bi la pred met pa žnje fi lo zo fa. U po ku ša ju da 

1 Jed no ogra ni če nje je bi lo ogra ni če nje ono ga što se mo že za po se sti, npr. da jed na 

po ro di ca mo že ima ti ono li ko ko li ko mo že da ob ra di (ujed na če no na ono li ko ko li ko mo že 

da se uz o re ili po se je za od re đe no vre me). Dru go ogra ni če nje je bi lo is tra ja va nje na 

pri vre me no sti, npr. pri sil ni plo do red (re do sled po ko me se mo ra ju se ja ti od re đe ne kul-

tu re), ili po nov na ras po de la par ce la u re dov nim in ter va li ma (po pra vi lu ne kom vr stom 

žre ba). V. ibid., str. 33–39. 

2 Pri mi tiv na, pa ro hi jal na ili idi lič na, dru štva, oka me nje na u vre me nu, za vi se od ču va-

nja ove do slov no sti: sva ka pro me na ih ugro ža va. Za to su osu đe na na „ve či tu“ stag na ci ju, 

bez na pret ka. 
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svo ji nu ne sa mo ob ja sne ne go i da je oprav da ju fi lo zo fi su do la zi li do raz li či-

tih, po ne kad ra di kal no su prot sta vlje nih, za klju ča ka. Fi lo zo fi ni su sa mo ob-

ja šnja va li na čin na ko ji svo ji na na sta je i funk ci o ni še ne go su iz no si li i sta vo ve 

o to me ka ko ona tre ba da bu de ar ti ku li sa na ka ko bi za do vo lji la ne ke dru ge, 

po pret po stav ci va žne, vred no sne kri te ri ju me kao što su prav da ili si gur nost.

Ta ko kod Pla to na svo ji na je iz vor opa sno sti, na ro či to za dru štve ni sloj „ču-

va ra“, jer je svo ji na ne što što lju de de li i odva ja jed ne od dru gih, a na tom 

dru štve nom slo ju je da ču va dr ža vu i bri ne o njoj, ka ko bi „ce la dr ža va bi la 

sreć na u naj ve ćoj me ri“ (Pla ton, Dr ža va, 420b). Za to ču va ri ne tre ba da 

ima ju „ni ka kvo ima nje, ako to ni je pre ko po treb no“ (Ibid, 416 d ), „je di no 

nji ma je u dr ža vi za bra nje no da ima ju ve ze i do di ra sa zla tom i sre brom“ 

(Ibid, 417 a ), jer „čim bu du ste kli sop stve nu ze mlju, i ku će, i no vac, po sta će 

uprav ni ci i ze mljo rad ni ci ume sto da bu du vla da o ci, bi će ne pri ja telj ski vla-

da ri, a ne sa ve zni ci gra đa na, mr zi će i bi će omr znu ti, ga nja će i bi će ga nja ni 

ce log ve ka, bo ja će se vi še ne pri ja te lja u dr ža vi ne go ono ga spo lja i ta ko će 

se i oni sa mi i ce la dr ža va su no vra ti ti u pro past“ (Ibid, 417 b ). Ov de do la zi 

do iz ra ža ja raz li ka, sa dr ža na u poj mu svo ji ne, iz me đu po se do va nja i vla sni-

štva; bu du ći da vla da ri („ču va ri“ dr ža ve) već po se du ju ne što što ne po se du ju 

i svi osta li lju di – na i me moć – on da ne bi bi lo ni šta iz ne na đu ju će da oni ko ji 

već po se du ju moć uzmu u svoj po sed i sve dru go što se mo že po se do va ti, i 

raz li ka iz me đu po se do va nja i vla sni štva (ko ja u poj mu po li tič ke mo ći ni je 

kon sti tu tiv na kao u poj mu svo ji ne) mo že ra di kal no da se na ru ši ili pot pu no 

iz gu bi. Mo že i ta ko da se tu ma či ovo Pla to no vo sta no vi še, i ti me bi se ko mu-

ni stič ka im pli ka ci ja ogra ni či la sa mo na „vla da ju ći sloj“. Sa dru ge stra ne 

uni ver zal no pra vo sti ca nja svo ji ne iz gle da ne sa mo nu žno po ve za no sa jed na-

ko šću (rav no prav no šću), kao mo ral nom vred no šću, već i sa op štom mo ti va-

ci o nom mo ći svo ji ne, kao va žnom eko nom skom vred no šću.

Uka zi va nje na ovaj po sled nji mo ment na la zi mo već kod Ari sto te la (Wal dron 

1988: 6 i da lje). Ari sto tel kri ti ku je Pla to no vo shva ta nje za jed nič ke svo ji ne 

zbog ne e fi ka sno sti: „...te ško je lju di ma da ži ve za jed no i da ima ju sve stva ri 

za jed nič ke, ... po sed tre ba da bu de pri va tan. Na i me, kad je nad le žnost po-

de lje na, ne će vi še bi ti me sta uza jam nim op tu žba ma i ima nje će bo lje na pre-

do va ti jer će se sva ko bo lje sta ra ti o nje mu kao o svom sop stve nom“ (Ari sto-

tel, Po li ti ka, 1263 a). Za jed nič ko po se do va nje po vla či raz li či te pro ble me i 

te ško će; lju di se za za jed nič ku svo ji nu bri nu sa mo u onoj me ri u ko joj su oni 

sa mi lič no za in te re so va ni, ali „pro sto se ne mo že ni re ći ko li ko je za do volj stvo 

ko je čo vek ima ka da zna da je ne što nje go vo“ (Ibid.). To ma Akvin ski si ste ma-

ti zu je Ari sto te lo ve raz lo ge u pri log pri vat ne svo ji ne u tri raz lo ga: pr vo, eko-

nom sko-sti mu la tiv ni („svat ko vi še bri ge ula že u upra vlja nje onim što pri pa da 

nje mu sa mom, ne go li onim što je za jed nič ko“), dru go, or ga ni za ci o ni („Dru gi 

raz log je što se ljud ski po slo vi oba ve ured ni je kad se sva kom po je din cu do-

di je li upra vi telj ska bri ga za od re đe nu stvar; ina če bi na sta la zbr ka kad bi se 

svat ko bez raz li ke bri nuo za sva šta“), tre će, so ci jal no-mo ral ni („što se na taj 
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na čin mo že bo lje sa ču va ti mir me đu lju di ma, to jest kad svat ko na đe za do-

volj stvo u svo joj stva ri. Sto ga vi di mo da če sto do la zi do sva đa me đu oni ma 

ko ji ne što po sje du ju za jed nič ki i neo d re đe no.“ (Akvin ski 1981: 272).

Ipak, za apo lo gi ju pri vat ne svo ji ne naj če šće se aso ci ra ime Džo na Lo ka. Po 

Lo ku lju di ima ju pri rod no pra vo na svo ji nu ko je pro iz la zi iz tri pre mi se – pr vo, 

op šte pret po stav ke da je pr vo bit no „Bog ... dao svet lju di ma kao za jed nič ko 

do bro“ (Lok 1978: 23–34) na op šte ras po la ga nje, dru go, da „sva ki čo vek 

ima svo ji nu nad svo jom lič no šću; iz u zev nje ga na to me ni ko dru gi ne ma pra-

vo“ (Lok 1978: 24), i tre će, po seb ne, pret po stav ke da se „do da va njem“ i 

„me ša njem“ ljud skog ra da iz te op šte svo ji ne iz dva ja po seb na svo ji na „ko jom 

se is klju ču je za jed nič ko pra vo dru gih lju di“: „Mo že mo re ći da su rad nje go-

vog te la i de lo nje go vih ru ku s pra vom nje go vi.3 Što god ta da uzme iz sta nja 

ko je je pru ži la i u nje mu osta vi la pri ro da, on je to me do dao svoj rad i pri do-

dao ne što što je nje go vo vla sti to, či me je to uči nio vla sti tom svo ji nom“ (Ibid.). 

Ova vr sta rad ne te o ri je svo ji ne ne zah te va kon sen zus ili pri zna nje dru gih da 

bi ne što bi lo mo je – ako sam ne što sam pro iz veo on da sam ga svo jim ra dom 

iz dvo jio iz sta nja pri ro de i ono je mo je po pri rod nom pra vu. Pra vo na pri-

sva ja nje pro iz la zi iz pra va na sa mo o dr ža nje, i iz tog pra va se raz vi ja dr ža va 

či ja je pri mar na svr ha obez be đe nje svo ji ne. Svo ji na pret ho di gra đan skom 

dru štvu kao usta no va pri rod nog za ko na i neo p ho dan je uslov čo ve ko vog 

op stan ka. Dr ža va za tim tre ba da obez be di da ovo sve to i ne pri ko sno ve no 

pri rod no pra vo svo ji ne po sta ne ci vil no pra vo. Ovo pra vo kod Lo ka ima svo-

je ja sno ogra ni če nje na me ru mo guć no sti po tro šnje; ali tim ogra ni če njem 

se ogra ni ča va sa mo ra sip nost ali ne i gram zi vost, jer iz u me va nje in sti tu ci je 

nov ca omo gu ća va aku mu la ci ju do ba ra pro du ža va ju ći traj nost nji ho ve upo-

treb ne vred no sti na čel no neo gra ni če no u bu duć nost. Gram zi vost, za raz li ku 

od ra sip no sti, ima ve li ku sti mu la tiv nu eko nom sku vred nost jer fa vo ri zu je 

vred ne (ra zum ne) i ka žnja va le nje (glu pe).

Slič no kao i kod Lo ka, i kod He ge la je svo ji na za sno va na na poj mu lič no sti 

ko ja ima pra vo nad spo lja šnjim sve tom stva ri (He gel 1989: §51). Lič nost, 

3 To je i osno va rad nog od no sa (kao spe ci ja nog ob li ka po slov nog od no sa): u tom od no su 

rad nik una pred pro da je re zul ta te svog ra da (ko ji su pr vo bit no nje go vi), ma ko ji da su, za 

na kna du ko ju una pred ugo va ra. Na čel no gle da no i rad i re zul ta ti ra da su, u lo kov skom 

smi slu, vla sni što rad ni ka, iako sa ma pri li ka da se ra di ni je. Ali u tre nut ku skla pa nja ugo-

vo ra sa mo ova pri li ka je stvar nost, sve osta lo je u bu duć no sti, i rad i nje go vi re zul ta ti kao 

i na kna da za taj rad. Pro da ju ći una pred svoj rad rad nik sa njim pro da je i re zul ta te ra da, 

ta ko da u tre nut ku i na kon re a li za ci je ni jed no ni dru go ne pri pa da rad ni ku već po slo dav-

cu, ko ji je to sve una pred ku pio (što se u ne kom smi slu ukla pa u she mu „fu tu res mar ket“ 

gde bi „de ri va tiv“ bio re zul tat ra da). Ali ako je rad nik slo bod no pro dao svoj rad on da ovaj 

pre nos vla sni štva nad re zul ta ti ma ra da sa rad ni ka na po slo dav ca ne kr ši lo kov sku she mu 

svo ji ne. Ono što me đu tim pred sta vlja pro blem je dru ga pret po stav ka, svo ji na nad svo jom 

lič no šću i svo jim te lom – ni je ja sno ka ko bi se lo kov ski mo gla spre či ti pro da ja sa mog se be, 

pro da ja „svo je lič no sti“. To je, kao što će mo vi de ti u na stav ku stu di je, ne što što se ne ukla pa 

u po jam mo ral no oprav da no svo ji ne (jer za po sta vlja raz li ku iz me đu lič no sti i stva ri). 
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kao ap so lut ni cilj, ima pra vo da pri svo ji stvar, ko ja je sred stvo, ali to pri sva-

ja nje uvek ima ob lik pri vat ne svo ji ne: pri vat na svo ji na pred sta vlja nu žnost 

uma. Jer svo ji na ni je svo ji na ako ne pri pa da jed noj po je di nač noj lič no sti, 

ma da ta „lič nost“ ne mo ra bi ti čo vek kao po je di nac već to mo že bi ti i ne ki 

dru štve ni en ti tet, npr. usta no va, na ci ja, dr ža va, ili na pro sto gru pa lju di (npr. 

lo vač ko dru štvo).4

Kod Hju ma, kod ko ga je si gur nost svo ji ne je dan od glav nih za da ta ka dru štva, 

svo ji na se ob ja šnja va pre ko prav de, ko ja je ar ti fi ci jel na kon ven ci ja za sno va-

na na op štoj dru štve noj ko ri sti. Ta ko po re klo prav de ob ja šnja va i po re klo 

svo ji ne (Hu me 2000: Bk. III, Pt. II, Sect. 2–4).

Kod Ru soa,5 na su prot Lo ku, svo ji na ni je oso bi na ko ja po ti če još iz pri rod nog 

sta nja, iako je to sta nje u ko me čo vek ima „neo gra ni če no pra vo na sve što 

ga ma mi i što mo že da po stig ne“ (Ru so 1949: 20). Sna ga i lu kav stvo su je-

di na ogra ni če nja pri rod ne slo bo de, ali tu slo bo du tre ba raz li ko va ti od „gra-

đan ske slo bo de, ko ja je ogra ni če na op štom vo ljom“. Sa mo u ovom dru gom 

sta nju mo gu ća je svo ji na (za raz li ku od „dr ža vi ne“, ko ja je „sa mo po sle di ca 

si le ili pra vo pr vog pri te ža o ca“), ali se ona mo že „za sni va ti sa mo na jed nom 

po zi tiv nom osno vu (ti tu lu su)“, tj. ovla šće nju (Ru so 1949: 21). Za to pra vo 

na po se do va nje (za raz li ku od pu kog po se do va nja) ni je ne ki pri va tan čin, 

već je za kon sti tu ci ju tog pra va po treb no jav no pri zna nje. Pre ten zi ja na pra-

vo na po se do va nje ni je do volj na da obez be di to pri zna nje, jav na vlast je ono 

što usta no vlju je svo jin ska pra va, ali ti me se, re ci proč nim pri zna njem tu đe 

svo ji ne, što pred sta vlja dru štve ni ugo vor, po sti že raz voj ose ća nja mo ral ne 

od go vor no sti i po što va nja za ko na, što je i svr ha iz la ska iz pri rod nog sta nja 

i ula ska u gra đan sko sta nje. Ru so je u ovom po gle du, kao i u ne kim dru gim, 

je dan od pre te ča Kan ta.

4 Za ni mlji vo po re đe nje iz me đu Lo ka i He ge la pra vi Vol dron (Je remy Wal dron, 1988) 

u svo joj knji zi The Right to Pri va te Pro perty. Lo ko va te o ri ja, po Vol dro nu, po vla či pra vo 

na pri vat nu svo ji nu kao spe ci jal no pra vo, ko je se kon sti tu i še slu čaj nim do ga đa njem in-

ter fe ren ci je iz me đu oso ba ko je ima ju na čel no pra vo na svo ji nu i fak tič kog za po se da nja 

svo ji ne („me ša njem“ „se be“ sa de lom stvar no sti ko ji se ta ko za po se da), dok se kod He-

ge la ra di o op štem pra vu na pri vat nu svo ji nu ko je pod ra zu me va mno go ja či po jam od-

no sa iz me đu lič no sti i či nje ni ce po se do va nja (ve za iz me đu po što va nja svo ji ne i po što-

va nja lič no sti po vla či pra vo svih da, po osno vu sta tu sa lič no sti ko ji ima ju, lju di, da bi 

ak tu a li zo va li taj sta tus, za pra vo mo ra ju, da bi se kon sti tu i sa li kao oso be, da se po ja ve u 

ulo zi po sed ni ka ne ke pri vat ne svo ji ne). Iako se i kod Lo ka i kod He ge la ra di o pra vu na 

svo ji nu (ko je je us to na čel no ne za vi sno od pri zna nja dru gih, bi lo da je to pri zna nje, kao 

kod Kan ta, mo ral no oba ve zno ili ne), ipak su prak tič ne im pli ka ci je ove raz li ke da le ko-

se žne: dok kod Lo ka oni ko ji fak tič ki ne po se du ju ni šta i da lje fi gu ri šu kao no si o ci pra va 

– ako se uslo vi za re a li za ci ju tog pra va po de se – kod He ge la je svo ji na uslov po sto ja nja 

onih svoj sta va ko ja osob ni ži vot či ne ak tu al no vred nim, što im pli ci ra da svi tre ba da bu-

du ak tu al ni po sed ni ci, kao uslov ono ga što se pod ra zu me va: da se sva či ja per so nal nost 

za i sta po štu je. 

5 Ka ko je raz vi je no u nje go vim de li ma Dru štve ni ugo vor i O po re klu i osno va ma ne jed-

na ko sti me dju lju di ma. 
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Dru gi fi lo zof ko ji se mo že vi de ti kao Kan tov pret hod nik u za nas naj za ni-

mlji voj ar ti ku la ci ji za sni va nja pra va na svo ji nu, je ste Hobs. Kod Hob sa, kao 

i kod Kan ta, si gur nost je ona vred nost ko ja je pret po stav ka za sva ku dru gu 

vred nost pa i za svo ji nu; za si gur nost je me đu tim po treb no gra đan sko sta nje 

u ko me će po sto ja ti dr ža va ko ja će ima ti pra vo na sil nog „ute ri va nja“ za ko na. 

Sve ga to ga ne mo že bi ti u „pri rod nom sta nju“ u ko me dr ža va ne po sto ji i evo 

ka ko Hobs opi su je to sta nje: „U ta kvom sta nju ne ma me sta ni ka kvoj ra di no-

sti, jer su plo do vi nje ni ne iz ve sni, pa sled stve no to me ne ma ni kul tu re na 

ze mlji; ne ma mo re plov stva ni ko ri šće nja ro be ko ja bi pre ko mo ra mo gla da 

se uve ze; ne ma ve li kih gra đe vi na; ne ma sred stva za po kre ta nje i pre me šta-

nje pred me ta ko je iz i sku je ve li ku sna gu... I što je naj go re od sve ga, po sto ji 

ne pre kid ni strah i opa snost od na sil ne smr ti. A ži vot čo ve kov je usa mlje nič-

ki, si ro ma šan, opa san, skot ski i kra tak“ (Hobs 1991: 136–7). Si gur nost 

svo ji ne je otu da pret po stav ka one (ogra ni če ne) slo bo de ko ja mo že da se 

ga ran tu je na osno vu za ko na. A po sto ja nje svo ji ne će bi ti on da simp tom i 

za lo ga te si gur no sti.

Kod Kan ta svo ji na ima čak još ve ći zna čaj, ona je za lo ga i ga ran ci ja, ali i iz-

raz, slo bo de, jer je svo ji na za pra vo pro ši re nje lič no sti, i po vre da svo ji ne 

pred sta vlja po vre du sa me lič no sti: „Ne što spo lja šnje je ste mo je ... sa mo ako 

smem pret po sta vi ti da tu đom upo tre bom te stva ri, u či jem po se du je sam 

upra vo ja, ja ta ko đe mo gu bi ti po vre đen“ (Kant1902: 6:245)6. Ali to po vla či 

jed nu zna čaj nu raz li ku, ko ju Kant ozna ča va kao raz li ku iz me đu čul nog i in-

te li gi bil nog po se da – na i me da je mo ja svo ji na ne što raz li či to i odvo je no od 

me ne, i da mi dru go zna če nje poj ma po se da obez be đu je pra vo (ovla šće nje 

ras po la ga nja) svo ji nom i on da kad ona ni je u mom ne po sred nom fi zič kom 

po se du. To omo gu a va prav no de fi ni sa nje po se da kao svo ji ne ili vla sni štva. 

Sva ka se svo ji na pak za sni va na za jed nič koj svo ji ni svih oso ba nad svim stva-

ri ma, i po seb no na „za jed nič kom po se du ze malj ske po vr ši ne i na tom po se du 

od go vo ra ju ćoj apri or noj op štoj vo lji ko ja do pu šta pri vat ni po sed na ze mlji“ 

(6: 250) – „jer bi ina če ne za po sed nu te stva ri po se bi i pre ma za ko nu osta le 

bez vla sni ka“ (Ibid.), što je me đu tim u su prot no sti sa poj mom „in te li gi bil ne“ 

ili um ske svo ji ne ko ja ne za vi si od em pi rij skih (pro stor no-vre men skih) uslo-

va već po či va na jed nom „pr vo bit nom op štem po se du (com mu nio pos ses si o nis 

ori gi na ria)“ (6:262), ko ji je za pra vo uslov mo guć no sti sti ca nja pu tem za po-

se da nja (oc cu pa tio). Ovo pr vo bit no za jed nič ko po se do va nje „ze mlje a ti me 

ta ko đe i stva ri na njoj (com mu nio fun di ori gi na ria)“ je ste do du še sa mo jed-

na „ide ja“, ali ona „ima objek tiv nu (prav no-prak tič ku) stvar nost“, ko ju ne 

tre ba po br ka ti sa ide jom ne ke stvar ne „pra po čet ne za jed ni ce (com mu nio 

pri ma e va)“, ko ja pred sta vlja jed nu „iz mi šljo ti nu (Er dic htung)“. Ta „objek-

tiv na prav no-prak tič ka stvar nost“ je op šti nor ma tiv ni osnov mo guć no sti 

6 Stra ni ce Kan to vih de la se, stan dard no, na vo de pre ma iz da nju Pru ske aka de mi je 

na u ka, ta ko što se pr vo na ve de tom (za Me ta fi zi ku mo ra la je to 6, za Za sni va nje me ta fi-

zi ke mo ra la 4) a on da broj stra ni ce u to mu. 
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kon sti tu i sa nja svo ji ne. Ali bez ob zi ra što to po vla či da je „po vr ši na ze mlje“, 

kao i sve „stva ri“, do men ko ji je svi ma otvo ren za za po se da nje to ne zna či da 

svo ji na po sto ji pre prav nog či na usta no vlje nja, ko ji opet ni je mo guć u pri rod-

nom sta nju već sa mo u gra đan skom sta nju u ko me po sto ji kon sti tu tiv no sta nje 

de fi ni sa nih ga ran ci ja za ona pra va i ovla šće nja ko ja se va lid no usta no ve, pa i 

za pri vat nu svo ji nu. „Pri rod no pra vo“ na pri vat nu slo bo du ne zna či ni ka kvo 

od re đe no pra vo ili ovla šće nje, već ono mo že da se ak ti vi ra tek jed nim dru štve-

nim ugo vo rom ko jim se sve vo lje uje di nju ju, i tek na kon to ga, u gra đan skom 

sta nju, mo že po sto ja ti pri vat na svo ji na. Sa mo pre ko jed nog ta kvog poj ma 

dru štve nog ugo vo ra mo gu će je do ći do re ci proč nog oba ve zi va nja na po što va-

nje tu đe svo ji ne. Pre stva ra nja gra đan skog dru štva ne ma ni ka kvih pra va.

Ne ki ka sni ji fi lo zof ski auto ri (Pru don, Marks, Go dvin) su me đu tim u pri vat-

noj svo ji ni vi de li mo ment ne ra ci o nal no sti i glav nu pre pre ku u op štem dru-

štve nom pro gre su, iz vor su ko ba i ne prav di u dru štvu, otu đe nje čo ve ka od 

nje go ve pra ve su šti ne (po Pru do nu, svo ji na pred sta vlja ob lik kra đe ili pljač-

ke), i kao re še nje pred la ga li jav nu svo ji nu, de li mič nu (nad sredstvni ma za 

pro iz vod nju, ko ja ne mo gu bi ti „lič na svo ji na“) ili to tal nu. Ti su pred lo zi 

za tim bi li pred met za ma šnih, sko ro glo bal nih, i ko li ko se za sad vi di ka ta-

stro fal no ne u spe šnih, dru štve nih eks pe ri me na ta. Mo gu će je, me đu tim, da 

će bu duć nost do ve sti do ta kvih ob li ka me đu za vi sno sti da ne ka po seb na do-

bra bu du iz u ze ta (bi lo da se to ostva ri kao op ci ja bi lo kao oba ve za) iz mo-

guć no sti kon sti tu i sa nja po seb nih vla snič kih od no sa. Ali za pra vo i sa da su 

pra va ras po la ga nja ar ti ku li sa na ta ko da ne ka do bra pred sta vlja ju op štu svo-

ji nu (a ne tek tri vi jal nu pret po stav ku mo guć no sti nji ho ve op šte kon zu ma ci-

je), što se on da po ne kad iz ra ža va kroz pi ta nja (ili pro ble me) u od re đi va nju 

na či na nji ho ve di stri bu ci je (ili re di stri bu ci je). Tim pi ta nji ma o od re đi va nju 

pra va, ovla šće nja, po tre ba, mo guć no sti pri stu pa, nji ho vog obez be đe nja itd. 

ba ve se mno gi mo der ni fi lo zo fi pra va i po li ti ke (Rols, No zik, Dvor kin, Go ti je 

i mno gi dru gi). No zik je na sta vljač Lo ka (Wal dron, 1988: 254), kao u od re-

đe nom smi slu i uti li ta ri sta Go ti je (Wal dron, 1988: 215). Rols je am bi va len-

tan, kao i Dwor kin, ali oni su u su šti ni uti li ta ri sti (Wal dron, 1988: 13).

3. Ar gu ment

Ako bi smo hte li da svo ji nu de fi ni še mo na naj kra ći na čin mo gli bi smo da je 

upo re di mo sa ugo vo rom: ono što ugo vor obez be đu je od ugo vor nih stra na 

to svo ji na obez be đu je od svih: pra vil nost po stu pa nja u okvi ru de fi ni sa nog 

op se ga po stu pa nja ko ja va ži za sve bez iz u zet ka, a ne sa mo za ne ke. Svo ji na 

pred sta vlja moć ko ju ne ka oso ba ima u od no su na pred met svo ji ne ta ko da 

mo že da pro me ni nor ma tiv nu si tu a ci ju svih dru gih u po gle du pra va ras po la-

ga nja tim pred me tom (Rip stein 2009: 147). To je neo bič na i ve li ka moć. To 

je moć da se dru gi is klju če iz mo guć no sti da ono što ja po se du jem slo bod no 

i po svo joj vo lji upo tre be za ci lje ve ko je oni po sta ve. Da bi to mo gli mo ra ju 

pr vo od me ne za to do bi ti do zvo lu. Svo ji na je ta ko kom pli ko va ni re la ci o ni 
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po jam – to je od nos iz me đu vla sni ka svo ji ne i dru gih po ten ci jal nih ko ri sni ka 

u po gle du upo tre be ne ke stva ri.

Svo ji na ni je od nos iz me đu vla sni ka i pred me ta svo ji ne. Ovaj dru gi od nos je 

od nos upo tre be, ili po ten ci jal ne upo tre be, i za taj od nos ni su neo p hod ni 

dru gi; i di rekt na upo tre ba i traj no ras po la ga nje ne kom stva ri (po sed) mo gu 

po sto ja ti i bez dru gih i nji ho vog odo bre nja. Spe ci fič nost od no sa ko ji se kon-

sti tu i še u svo ji ni je me đu tim da je to upra vo od nos pre ma dru gi ma, i to ve o-

ma jak od nos. Sna ga tog od no sa se do bro vi di ka da se upo re di sa sna gom 

ugo vor nog od no sa, ko ji je ta ko đe ve o ma jak od nos ali ipak znat no sla bi ji. 

Ugo vo rom se obez be đu je pra vil nost po stu pa nja ugo vor nih stra na, i ugo vor 

oba ve zu je sa mo ugo vor ne stra ne. Pri tom kod ugo vo ra uvek po sto ji je dan 

broj ogra ni ča va ju ćih fak to ra me đu ko ji ma je mo žda naj ja ča kla u zu la po ko-

joj se ugo vor mo že tre nut no opo zva ti jed no stra nom vo ljom bi lo ko je stra ne 

(ugo vor oba ve zu je ali ni je ne ras ki div, i va ži sa mo dok se ne ras ki ne pre ma 

ne koj ugo vo rom pred vi đe noj pro ce du ri). Ova kla u zu la za pra vo ne po sto ji 

kod svo ji ne, njen sa dr žaj se ni u ka kvom ob li ku ne od no si na „dru ge“ (ko ji 

su po de fi ni ci ji is klju če ni), a kod sa mog vla sni ka je sa dr žaj ove kla u zu le, kao 

mo guć nost od ri ca nja od imo vi ne, za pra vo sa dr žan u kla u zu li slo bod nog 

ras po la ga nja svo ji nom (od ri ca nje je vr sta upo tre be). Mo že mo za klju či ti da 

je svo jin ski od nos je dan od nos eks trem no ve li ke sna ge, je dan od nor ma tiv-

no naj ja čih me đu oni ma ko ji po sto je. Kon sti tu tiv no pra vi lo svo ji ne ka že da 

su, ako je ne što pred met svo ji ne, svi dru gi osim vla sni ka su pot pu no i ne po-

vrat no is klju če ni iz pra va ras po la ga nja pred me tom svo ji ne. Ras po la ga nje 

pred me tom svo ji ne je is klju či vo pra vo vla sni ka i ka da je svo ji na us po sta vlje na 

to pra vo je ne po re ci vo i neo po vr glji vo.

Ka ko na sta je ta ko jak od nos, i ta ko ja ko pra vo? Vi de li smo na po čet ku da 

ne ki mi sle da svo ji na ozna ča va skup raz li či tih od no sa ko ji su sa mo la ba vo 

po ve za ni je dan sa dru gim. Čak i ta ko mo ra lo bi se pret po sta vi ti da po sto ji 

ne ko za jed nič ko svoj stvo pri pad no sti tom sku pu. Ali za pra vo svo ji na je je-

din stven i ve o ma pre ci zan po jam. Či ni se da je upra vo ova pre ci znost svoj stvo 

ili čak uslov ova ko ve li ke sna ge nje nog kon sti tu tiv nog pra vi la – što la ba vo 

pri pa da nje ne kom sku pu slič nih od no sa ne bi mo glo da pru ži. Ja ću ov de 

po ći od jed nog kan tov skog tu ma če nja svo ji ne, ko je će sa ču va ti pre ci znost i 

sna gu kon sti tu tiv nog pra vi la svo ji ne u obra zlo že nju ko je po la zi od ve o ma 

ba zič nih pret po stav ki o pri ro di i na či nu funk ci o ni sa nja ljud ske de lat no sti. 

Ta de lat nost je za sno va na na mo guć no sti svr ho vi tog po stu pa nja, da kle na 

slo bo di kao mo ći da se po stu pi dru ga či je ne go što bi se ina če de si lo. Ova moć 

pri pa da svim su bjek ti ma mo gu će de lat no sti ko je mo že mo ozna či ti ter mi nom 

„oso ba“. Oso ba je on da no si lac mo ći slo bo de ko ja se sa sto ji u mo guć no sti 

po sta vlja nja svr ha (ci lje va) i iz na la že nju sred sta va ko ja, ka da se upo tre be, 

tre ba da is po sta ve te svr he kao po sle di ce – u kon tek stu da sve ga to ga ne bi 

bi lo da ne ma te mo ći i da ona ni je stvar no upo tre blje na. Sred stva su da kle 

uzro ci ci lje va, a ci lje vi su po sle di ce sred sta va (up. Ba bić 2007: (1), str. 141).
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Upo tre ba sred sta va je da kle ključ ni deo pro ce sa slo bod nog de la nja i „pra vo“ 

na ta kvu upo tre bu je „pri rod no pra vo“ jer ne zah te va ni ka kvo pret hod no 

oprav da nje po što je to deo „pri ro de“ ta kvih pro ce sa. U ovoj she mi „sred stva“ 

su objek ti, „stva ri“, i ona ni su slo bod na kao što su to oso be, lič no sti, ko je 

stva ri ko ri ste kao sred stva za re a li za ci ju ci lje va ko je po sta ve. Za pra vo se 

svr ho vi tost i ne mo že za mi sli ti iz van ove she me upo tre be sred sta va za re a-

li za ci ju po sta vlje nih ci lje va. Ali da bi ne ki pred met mo gao da se efek tiv no 

upo tre bi kao sred stvo po treb no je pre u ze ti kon tro lu nad mo guć no šću te 

upo tre be ili, dru gim re či ma, po treb no je da ko ri snik sred stva ras po la že pred-

me tom ko ji tre ba da se upo tre bi kao sred stvo. Na pr vi po gled ovo iz gle da 

jed no stav no, i ka da bi se svet sa sto jao od sa mo jed nog de lat ni ka sve stva ri 

bi mu bi le stal no na ras po la ga nju. Ali svet sa dr ži vi še oso ba i ni je mo gu će 

da sve stva ri bu du sva ko me stal no na ras po la ga nju ni ti je pak mo gu će da 

jed na stvar bu de, si mul ta no i/li suk ce siv no, upo tre blje na kao sred stvo za 

re a li za ci ju svih ci lje va za ko je bi ona mo gla bi ti sred stvo. In stru men tal na 

vred nost stva ri je ogra ni če na i tro ši se.7 To je ono što po vla či osku di cu, na 

ko ju će mo se još vra ti ti (u po gle du kon sti tu ci je vred no sti i nje ne ce ne).

Di stink ci ja iz me đu oso ba i stva ri je u osno vi sva ke nor ma tiv no sti: de la nje 

ne bi bi lo mo gu će bez te di stink ci je (bi lo bi pu ko do ga đa nje). De la nje, ko je 

se sa sto ji iz po sta vlja nja ci lje va i po ku ša ja nji ho ve re a li za ci je, nu žno uklju ču-

je upo tre bu stva ri kao sred sta va, ako bi lo šta tre ba da se uči ni.8 Za mi šlja nje 

7 Po ne kad je ova si mul ta nost pa i suk ce siv nost „upo tre be“ mno go do stup ni ja, ali 

obič no ni je. Npr. vred nost uži va nja u gle da nju ne ke sli ke se ne uma nju je ni bro jem gle-

da la ca ni bro jem gle da nja – in stru men tal na (estet ska) vred nost sli ke se ne uma nju je ni 

si mul ta no šću ni suk ce siv no šću „upo tre be“ i za vi si sa mo od dru gih fi zič kih uslo va (ve li-

či ne plat na, fi zič ke bli zi ne, kva li te ta oči ju gle da la ca, itd.) Ali in stru men tal na vred nost 

stva ri je u prin ci pu ogra ni če na i to je ono što nu žno pro iz vo di osku di cu ka da je u pi ta nju 

op seg mo gu ćeg ras po la ga nja stva ri ma kao sred sta va za po sti za nje ci lje va i, sled stve no, 

ce nu in stru men tal ne vred no sti sred sta va za naj ra zli či ti je ci lje ve. Ve ći na sred sta va su 

jed no krat na, i ma da je ta ko đe tač no da se sva ko sred stvo mo že upo tre bi ti za vi še ci lje va 

(ba rem za vi še slič nih ci lje va) ona se upo tre bom tro še i ne sta ju.

8 Oso be su ta ko đe i stva ri: na ša te la su ne ka vr sta no sa ča na ših lič no sti. Ipak ja sno je 

da ni je te lo to ko je do no si od lu ke, kao i da je ono stvar sa ko jom se mo že ras po la ga ti. Ali 

po što je te lo no sač oso be na nje ga se pre no si ona vred nost ko ju ima oso ba, i onaj od nos 

ko ji ima mo pre ma oso ba ma. Oso be su, i u de lu u ko me su one fi zič ki pred me ti, pred met 

po seb nog vred no va nja ko je ih is klju ču je iz do me na stva ri ko ji ma se mo že slo bod no ras-

po la ga ti. Ras po la ga nje oso ba ma zah te va uskla đe nost nji ho vih slobodâ, jed na ko ka da je 

u pi ta nju nji ho va lič no sna i ka da je u pi ta nju nji ho va te le sna stvar nost. U sve tu u ko me 

bi sve stva ri bi le oso be de lat nost bi bi la ve o ma sku če na: na pla nu svo ji ne u ta kvom sve tu 

ne bi mo glo bi ti bes po go vor no sti ras po la ga nja i sa gla snost „dru gih“ bi iz gu bi la svo je 

per ma nent no svoj stvo. Svo ji ne za pra vo ne bi mo glo ni bi ti jer ne bi bi lo stal nog slo bod nog 

(bez pi ta nja dru gih) ras po la ga nja: iako bi se i u ta kvom sve tu mo glo ras po la ga ti stva ri ma 

ta kvo ras po la ga nje bi uvek bi lo pod lo žno opo vr ga va nju (kao što je ugo vor u na šem sve tu) 

i ne bi ni ka da auto mat ski pod ra zu me va lo sa gla snost dru gih ka da ne što uzmem da ga 

upo tre bim kao sred stvo za ne ki cilj ko ji sam po sta vio. Uvek bi bio neo p ho dan do go vor. Da 

bih po jeo kru šku pr vo bih mo rao da se sa njom do go vo rim o to me! Ka da bi to bio slu čaj 
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sred sta va i nji ho ve upo tre be sva ka ko ne će pro iz ve sti ni ka kav stva ran uči nak, 

čak i ako se re a li zo va ni cilj za mi sli kao ostva re ni uči nak. De la nje ni je cre a tio 

ex ni hi lo (Westphal 2002: 98).

Otu da po sto ji „pri rod no pra vo“ na slo bod no de la nje (na slo bod no po sta vlja-

nje ci lje va i po ku šaj nji ho ve re a li za ci je) – ni šta u sve tu ne sto ji to me na pu tu, 

osim dve stva ri: pri rod nih za ko na i vo lje dru gih. Pri rod ni za ko ni de fi ni šu 

de mar ka ci o nu li ni ju iz me đu za mi šlja nja (i že lje nja), sa jed ne, i hte nja (i de-

la nja), sa dru ge stra ne, a svo ji na ukla nja vo lju dru gih iz do me na mo je le gi-

tim ne de lat no sti. Ta ko da se svo ji na mo že de fi ni sa ti i kao ovla šće nje na 

de la nje, od no sno (va žan) deo obez be đe nja ovla šće nja na de la nje: obez be-

đe nje iz gled no sti za uspe šnost de la nja kroz obez be đe nje kon ti nu i ra nog 

ras po la ga nja sred stvi ma po treb nim za re a li zo va nje ci lje va ko ji se bu du po-

sta vi li. To će obez be đe nje bi ti efek tiv no uspe šno sa mo ako se sred stvi ma za 

re a li za ci ju po sta vlje nih ci lje va ras po la že pre ne go što se ti ci lje vi uop šte po-

sta ve. Tu se vi di ja sna ve za iz me đu svo ji ne i slo bo de kao mo ći da se ci lje vi 

uop šte po sta ve i po ku ša ju re a li zo va ti. Taj od nos se us po sta vlja kao pra vi lo 

ka ko se ci lje vi mo gu po sta vlja ti u kon tek stu ne sa mo po sto ja nja vi še slo bod-

nih ak te ra („dru gih“) ne go i ne iz be žno sti da se sa nji ma su sret ne mo u bi lo 

če mu što ra di mo. Bi lo ko ja stvar ko ju upo tre bim bi mo gla bi ti upo tre blje na 

i od stra ne bi lo ko ga dru go ga, i to za mno ge dru ge ci lje ve a ne nu žno za onaj 

cilj zbog ko ga sam ja po seg nuo za tom stva ri kao sred stvom. Mo ja upo tre ba 

bi lo ko je stva ri (za bi lo ko ji cilj) mo ra da se su o či sa mo guć no šću upo tre be 

te iste stva ri od stra ne bi lo kog dru gog (za bi lo ko ji cilj).9 Bez ne kog in sti tu ta 

po put svo ji ne to su o če nje se ne mo že za mi sli ti.

Za što? Za to što je de lat nost ne što što se de ša va u vre me nu. Kao što zah te va 

ne ko sred stvo za po sta vlje ni cilj, sva ka de lat nost zah te va i ne ko vre me za svo-

ju re a li za ci ju, i u to ku tog vre me na bi mo gla bi ti pre ki nu ta od stra ne bi lo ko ga 

dru go ga ko bi po seg nuo za tim sred stvom za ne ki svoj cilj, i re zul tat bi bio ili 

su kob ili od u sta ja nje od de lat no sti. Su kob bi po vla čio vi so ku ve ro vat no ću 

mo ja slo bo da bi se stal no i u sve mu nu žno su ko blja va la sa tu đom slo bo dom i ne bi bi lo 

ni ka kvog pro sto ra za „ne u tral nu slo bo du“ ka kvu sa da ima mo u svom od no su pre ma 

stva ri ma – da ih ko ri sti mo sa svim slo bod no, što se njih ti če a da se na ša slo bo da da ih 

ko ri sti mo mo že ogra ni ča va ti sa mo slo bo dom dru gih lič no sti, ko je, kao i mi, ima ju isto 

na čel no neo gra ni če no pra vo ko ri šće nja stva ri za svo je ci lje ve. („Na čel no neo gra ni če no“ 

ne po vla či do slov no neo gra ni če no pra vo ras po la ga nja: po red po me nu te ne mo guć no sti 

to tal ne si mul ta no sti i suk ce si je i ne po treb no uni šte nje stva ri, čak i ka da ni je štet no za 

dru ge u ovom tre nut ku, tj. ka da taj po stu pak ne po vre đu je dru ge lič no sti, ni je pred met 

ovog pra va: čak i ako ni je za bra njen ta kav po stu pak mo že bi ti ne is pra van jer uki da mo-

guć nost bu du će upo tre be ko ja, kao sva ka upo tre ba, mo že bi ti le gi tim na: ta kvim po stup-

kom se ne po zna te bu du će lič no sti li ša va ju svog po ten ci jal nog pra va na ras po la ga nje i 

ko ri šće nje te stva ri.)

9 „Bi lo ko ji“ je ve o ma jak kva li fi ka tiv: on uklju ču je sve lju de (pa čak, u iz ve snom smi-

slu, i sva dru ga ra ci o nal na bi ća, ako ta bi ća po sto je), sa da šnje i bu du će (pa u iz ve snom 

smi slu i pro šle, ako je trag nji ho ve vo lje ostao na ne koj stva ri). 
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one mo gu ća va nja de lat no sti, do volj no vi so ku da pot pu no ra zo ri sva ku pred-

vi di vost ostva re nja ci lja (jed na stra na u su ko bu mo ra da iz gu bi). Za to je 

di stink ci ja iz me đu oso ba i stva ri, po ko joj oso be mo gu da ko ri ste – „ima ju 

pra vo“ da ko ri ste – stva ri kao sred stva za ostva re nje ci lje va ko je se bi po sta-

ve, po treb no pro ši ri ti jed nom stav kom o me đu sob nom od no su oso ba upra-

vo na ovoj tač ki na ko joj se mo guć nost ko ri šće nja stva ri pre tva ra u pra vo 

ko ri šće nja stva ri: oso be ima ju pra vo, a ne sa mo mo guć nost, da stva ri ko ri ste 

sa mo ako ima ju va ljan raz log („ima ju pra vo“) da oče ku ju da ih u pro ce su 

tog ko ri šće nja dru ge oso be ne će u to me spre ča va ti. Za pra vo bez ovog pra va, 

ko je se za sni va na us po sta vlje nom oče ki va nju, ne ma ni mo guć no sti pra vil ne 

i si gur ne upo tre be stva ri, jer se taj pro ces bez ova ko shva će nog pra va ne 

mo že ured no za vr ši ti. To još uvek ni je svo ji na, na rav no. Ako uzmem ne ku 

stvar da se njo me po slu žim, upo tre bim je i od mah od ba cim, svo ji na se ne će 

us po sta vi ti, iako pri vre me ni po sed ho će. Taj pri vre me ni po sed pri ma fa cie 

po vla či da dru gi ne će po ku ša ti da mi tu stvar ot mu ili da me spre če u nje nom 

ko ri šće nju. Da bi na to ima li pra vo ta stvar mo ra bi ti već u ne či joj tu đoj svo-

ji ni, ili ba rem u ne či jem tu đem po se du. Ali ako pre ne go što sam po seg nuo 

za nje nom upo tre bom ne ka stvar ni je bi la ni či ja ko ri šće nje te stva ri će bi ti 

do volj no le gi tim no da spre či bi lo ko ga dru go ga da me u to me ome ta. Za što?

Jer bi to bi lo na si lje i po vre da mo je lič no sti, ome ta nje ili spre ča va nje mo je 

le gi tim ne slo bo de da kao oso ba sam po sta vljam svo je ci lje ve i ko ri stim sred-

stva ko ja su mi na ras po la ga nju za nji ho vu re a li za ci ju. Ali ka ko stvar ko ja 

još ni je mo ja mo že da mi bu de na ras po la ga nju? Mo že, i je ste, jer sva ka oso-

ba ima na čel no pra vo da upo tre bi bi lo ko ju stvar ko ja joj je po treb na kao 

sred stvo za ostva re nje nje nog ci lja osim je di no ako je ta stvar već za po sed-

nu ta od stra ne ne kog dru gog. Ako ne ka stvar ne pri pa da ni ko me i ako je moj 

cilj le gi ti man ja na čel no imam uni ver zal no pra vo upo tre be i sva ko na ru ša-

va nje tog pra va je po vre da mo je lič no sti.

To se mo že le po ob ja sni ti pri me rom ko ji da je Rip stin (up. Rip stein 2009: 

105). Ako u šet nji pla nin skom sta zom uzmem štap ko ji le ži po red sta ze da 

bo lje ba lan si ram svo je kre ta nje, bez ika kve na me re da ga pri svo jim, bi la bi 

po vre da mo je lič no sti ako mi ne ko ot me taj štap za to što on ho će da ga upo-

tre bi za istu ili ne ku dru gu svr hu, ili pro sto ho će da me spre či da ko ri stim 

taj štap, ili čak da me spre či da bo lje ba lan si ram svo je kre ta nje. Da to ura di 

mo že bi ti nje go va le gi tim na že lja,10 ali od tre nut ka ka da sam ga ja uzeo ne 

mo že vi še bi ti nje go va le gi tim na vo lja – ta vo lja bi bi la na me ra da mi ga ot me. 

Ipak, štap ni je po stao mo ja svo ji na, sve dok, ka ko ka že Rip stin, ni sam „dao 

10 U pri me ru sa uzi ma njem šta pa ne či ja že lja da taj štap upo tre bi za ne ku svo ju svr hu, 

ili i da ga ima jer mu se do pa da, je le gi tim na, i pre i na kon što je ta že lja mo jim uzi ma-

njem šta pa po sta la le gi tim no neo stva ri va. Že lja da mi štap ot me već ni je le gi tim na, ali 

je to prak tič ki ire le vant no jer že lje ni su pred met ni mo ral nog ni prav nog oce nji va nja ili 

bi lo ka kve nor ma tiv ne za šti te (iako mo gu bi ti pred met ne kog dru gog oce nji va nja, estet-

skog, re li gi o znog, itd.). 
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znak“ da imam na me ru da ga za dr žim a ne da ga od ba cim po sle upo tre be 

(npr. da na ne ki na čin po ka žem na me ru da ga po ne sem ku ći – to mo gu ura-

di ti ta ko što ću ga sta vi ti u pr tlja žnik svog auta na kon šet nje, ili pro sto da 

ka žem da na me ra vam da ga uzmem). Ali sve jed no, i ako ni sam po ka zao 

na me ru da ga traj no pri svo jim ni ko ne ma pra vo da mi ga oti ma. Imao bi to 

pra vo da sam uzeo štap ko ji je tu đe vla sni štvo, ili da sam zgra bio štap ko ji 

ne ko dru gi upra vo ko ri sti ali ga je na tre nu tak po met nuo da bi npr. pri te gao 

uzi ce ran ca. Ali ako sam ga ja pr vi uzeo on da je on moj sve dok ga dr žim u 

svom po se du. Da ga je on pr vi uzeo bio bi „nje gov“, ne nu žno nje go vo vla-

sni štvo ali sva ka ko nje gov po sed, i on da ja ne bih imao ono pra vo ko je sa da 

on ne ma. Na rav no, i ta či nje ni ca, či nje ni ca za po se da nja, mo ra bi ti pre po-

zna tlji va, što zna či da čin „pr vo bit ne akvi zi ci je“ mo ra da bu de ja van, da 

bu de pre po zna tlji vo oči gle dan.

Da kle, ima mo dva ste pe na svo ji ne, po sed i vla sni štvo. Po sed pod ra zu me va 

efek tiv nu kon tro lu upo tre be ne ke stva ri (za to je lo pov u po se du ukra de ne 

stva ri iako ona kra đom ni je po sta la nje go va svo ji na). Po sed na sta je za po se-

da njem, kao i tran sfe rom svo ji ne (ku po vi nom ili ne kim dru gim pre no som 

vla ni štva, kao što je na sled stvo ili po klon). Ali tran sfer svo ji ne je sa mo re lo-

ka ci ja već us po sta vlje nog po se da, ko ji istin ski na sta je sa mo za po se da njem 

(akvi zi ci jom). Za po se da nje je pre la zak iz sta nja u ko me je ne što na ras po-

la ga nju svi ma u sta nje u ko me je to ne što pred met ne či jeg is klju či vog pra va.11 

Za po se da nje se raz li ku je od jed no krat ne upo tre be jer pred sta vlja us po sta-

vlja nje kon tro le nad bu du ćom upo tre bom ne ke stva ri, us po sta vlja nje mo ći 

ras po la ga nja tom stva ri kao sred stva za bi lo ko ji cilj.

Da bi za po se da nje bi lo le gi tim no, i pra vo va lja no, ni či je pra vo u tom pre la zu 

ne sme bi ti po vre đe no. Vi de li smo da lju di kao oso be ima ju pra vo da upo tre-

be sva ko le gi tim no sred stvo za ostva re nje svo jih le gi tim nih ci lje va (ci lje vi su 

le gi tim ni ako nji ho vo re a li zo va nje ne po vre đu je ni či je pra vo, sred stva su le-

gi tim na ako nji ho va upo tre ba to ne či ni). Ako ne što ni je ni u či jem po se du 

on da ni či je pra vo ne će bi ti na ru še no nje go vim uzi ma njem. To zna či da se 

mo gu za po se da ti sa mo stva ri ko je za i sta ni su ni či je, ko je ni su ni či ja svo ji na. 

One stva ri ko je su de fi ni sa ne kao op šta svo ji na (pu te vi, te ri to ri ja dr ža ve, va-

zduh i sl.) ne mo gu le gi tim no da se za po sed nu i po sta nu pri vat no vla sni štvo 

(osim uz sa gla snost „vla sni ka“ tih stva ri, isto kao i u sva koj dru goj svo ji ni).

Ali one stva ri ko je za i sta ni su ni či je če ka ju ne sa mo da bu du upo tre blje ne 

već ta ko đe i da po sta nu ne či ja svo ji na. One če ka ju ne sa mo da bu du upo tre-

blje ne za re a li za ci ju ne kog, ne či jeg, ci lja, već i da po sta nu pred met kon tro le 

11 Mo že se re ći i da pri vat na svo ji na pri mar no, iako u su šti ni im pli cit no (pro stim za-

u zi ma njem), na sta je pr vo bit nim za po se da njem, i da se kun dar no, i ta da nu žno eks pli-

cit no, na sta je tran sfe rom. Za de talj nu ana li zu raz li či tih vi do va za po se da nja (ot kri će, 

pr vo za po se da nje, hva ta nje, stva ra nje, etc.); cf. J. Du ke mi ni er, J. Kri er, G. Ale xan der, 

M. Schill, 2010, Ch. I. 
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u okvi ru obez be đi va nja zah te va nor ma tiv ne struk tu re svr ho vi to sti: da bu du 

sred stva i da kao sred stva bu du na ras po la ga nju pre ne go što se ika kav cilj 

po sta vi. Me ta fi zič ki go vo re ći ta ko se is pu nja va „pri ro da“, ili „svr ha“, stva ri 

– da če ka ju da bu du upo tre blje ne, str plji vo i bez ot po ra,12 kao što bez ot po-

ra „do pu šta ju“ da bu du upo tre blje ne. Ovo „str plje nje“, ili pa siv nost stva ri, 

je za pra vo me ta fi zič ka osno va jed nog nu žnog aspek ta svo ji ne: da pred met 

svo ji ne mo že va lid no da se po se du je, da ne ma pre pre ke da se svo jin ska re-

la ci ja us po sta vi. Stva ri mo gu da se po se du ju, kao što mo gu i da se upo tre-

blja va ju. Re zul tat je da imam pra vo da uzmem (za po sed nem, ku pim) bi lo 

šta ako ti me ni ko ga ne po vre đu jem.

Su prot no Lo ku, ko ji svo ji nu iz vo di iz vla sni štva nad sop stve nom lič no šću i 

sop stve nim te lom, ov de se, kan tov ski, po ka zu je da se pra vo pri dr ža va nja 

le gi tim nog pr vo bit nog za po se da nja za sni va na pra vu da se po štu je vla sni-

ko va lič nost (pra vu da mu se ne na ne se po vre da, od u zi ma njem upo tre be 

za po sed nu te stva ri). Po što va nje lič no sti je po što va nje slo bo de u njoj, a slo-

bo da se is po lja va kroz de la nje, ko je je svr ho vi to i za ko je je po treb no ras po-

la ga nje sred stvi ma za nje go vu re a li za ci ju, kao i pra vo da se taj pro ces, ako 

je de la nje le gi tim no, za vr ši a ne da se pre ki da. Po što va nje lič no sti me đu tim 

ni je svo jin ski od nos. Moj od nos pre ma sop stve noj lič no sti ni je svo jin ski (up. 

Rip stein 2009 93)13 – ina če bih mo gao se be pro da ti kao što pro da jem ono 

što me ni pri pa da (uklju ču ju ći svo je vre me i svo je spo sob no sti). Ali po što va-

nje mo je, kao i sva či je tu đe, lič no sti je mo ral ni za kon, i za to imam pra vo da 

mo ja svo ji na bu de obez be đe na od dru gih kao što sam i sam du žan da po-

štu jem tu đu svo ji nu. Po što va nje uslo va svo ji ne ima mo ral no po kri će, kra đa 

je ne mo ral na u istom onom smi slu u ko me je laž ne mo ral na.

Svo ji na ne će bi ti obez be đe na pu kom či nje ni com kon tro le nad po se dom. Da 

bi bi la stvar no obez be đe na po treb na je ta kva po u zda nost ko ja će osi gu ra ti 

pred vi di vost bu du ćeg ras po la ga nja, što zah te va da ras po la ga nje ne za vi si 

od fak tič ke kon tro le mo gu će upo tre be po se do va ne stva ri. Svo ji na tre ba da 

po sto ji i on da ka da je vla snik ne ko ri sti, ka da je od su tan, ka da je upo tre ba 

te svo ji ne kao sred stva po treb na ne ko me dru go me (ili čak i po treb ni ja!). 

Ako ni smo si gur ni da će ku ća u ko joj ži vim bi ti tu i ka da se vra tim i da je 

ne će za u ze ti ne ko dru gi on da je ne će mo mo ći na pu sti ti čak ni da ode mo na 

po sao. Za pra vo, po se do va nje stva ri mo že da funk ci o ni še efi ka sno sa mo ako 

je stvar no pri zna to od dru gih, što zna či da pu ki po sed ni je do vo ljan za obez-

be đe nje efi ka sne svr ho vi to sti de la nja i po u zda no funk ci o ni sa nje de lat no sti, 

i da je za ko or di na ci ju de la nja i iz be ga va nje su ko ba po treb na svo ji na kao 

12 Ali ovog str plje nja ima sa mo dok se po štu je pri ro da stva ri iz ra že na u pri rod nim 

za ko ni ma – onog tre nut ka ka da se po ku ša po vre da pri rod nih za ko na stva ri se že sto ko 

bu ne! Up. Ba bić, 2007 (3), str. 8. 

13 Up. Rip stein 2009: 93: „Ni ko dru gi ni je oba ve zan mo jim od no som pre ma sa mom se bi. 

Tvo je pra vo svo ji ne je pra vo da ogra ni čiš po na ša nje dru gih u od no su na po seb ne stva ri“.
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vla sni štvo a ne sa mo kao pu ki po sed, ko ji za vi si od stvar ne kon tro le po se-

do va ne stva ri.

Vla sni štvo je slo že ni ji po jam od po se da, ono pod ra zu me va jav nu le gi ti ma-

ci ju (a ne sa mo mo ral nu za šti tu ras po la ga nja za ne ku svr hu uze te stva ri, 

za šti tu ko ja do la zi iz sve to sti oso be ko ja, kao slo bod no bi će, ima pra vo da 

ko ri sti stva ri). Vla sni štvo je le gi ti ma ci ja po se da, dru štve na i prav na. Upo-

tre ba po se da je mo ja stvar, stvar mo je slo bo de i mog od lu či va nja, a le gi ti-

ma ci ja po se da je op šta stvar. Po sed je le gi tim no ras po la ga nje, le gi tim no 

ko ri šće nje; vla sni štvo je ga ran ci ja ove le gi tim no sti u bu duć no sti, ne za vi sno 

od ko ri šće nja i bez po tre be za po nov nim za po se da njem.14 Ti me se svo ji na 

odva ja od ne po sred no sti ko ri šće nja sred sta va za po sta vlje ne ci lje ve, i zna-

čaj no pro ši ru je op seg mo gu ćih sred sta va us po sta vlja njem mo guć no sti da 

se ona aku mu li šu i bu du na ras po la ga nju pre ne go što se bi lo ka kvi ci lje vi 

stvar no po sta ve, otva ra ju ći ta ko mo guć nost da se i op seg mo gu ćih ci lje va 

znat no pro ši ri i ta ko slo bo da, kao moć pro iz vod nje ži vo ta15, uve ća. U prin-

ci pu do men mo gu ćih ci lje va ovim po sta je vir tu el no neo gra ni čen: iako ci-

lje vi i da lje za vi se od sred sta va ko jih ni ka da ne mo že bi ti neo gra ni če no 

mno go (mo ment osku di ce, ko ji is po sta vlja po tre bu da se vred nost sred sta-

va me ri tr ži šnom me rom, ce nom)16, di men zi ja bu duć no sti omo gu ća va aku-

mu la ci ju i imo vi nu sred sta va ko ja će če ka ti dok se cilj ne po sta vi, tj. dok se 

ne sku pe ili pro iz ve du sred stva do volj na da se on mo že po sta vi ti. Ova di-

men zi ja bu duć no sti je svoj stvo ra ci o nal nog i mo ral nog ži vo ta, ko ji se mo že 

de fi ni sa ti kao de lat nost usme re na ka bu duć no sti: de lat nost po sta vlja nja 

ci lje va i po ku ša ja da se oni ostva re. Pra vil nost i po u zda nost u mo gu ćoj 

upo tre bi sred sta va je uslov ova kvog ži vo ta.

14 Ili ka ko Kant ka že: „Ne što spo lja šnje je mo je ako bih bio po vre đen spre ča va njem 

nje go vog ko ri šće nja, čak i ako ga ne dr žim u di rekt nom po se du.“ Up. 6:249. 

15 Ži vot se sa sto ji u ak tu a li za ci ji mo ći slo bo de, mo ći da se po sta vlja ju ci lje vi i po ku ša-

ju re a li zo va ti: ži vot je de lat nost po sta vlja nja ci lje va i na po ra da se oni re a li zu ju – ži vot 

je re a li za ci ja one mo ći ko ja je po ten ci jal no sa dr ža na u slo bo di (up. Ba bić, 2007(2)). 

16 Ce na us po sta vlja rav no te žu iz me đu ras po lo ži vo sti sred sta va i am bi ci je u po sta vlja-

nju ci lje va. Ce na kon sti tu tiv no za vi si od osku di ce – čim se ne što ozna či ter mi nom „osku-

di ca“ ono je po sta lo pred met po tra žnje, a ce na on da us po sta vlja rav no te žu: ce na od re-

đu je da ono ga što je u osku di ci bu de do volj no, ta ko što oni ko ji mo gu da pri u šte do bi ju 

to što je u osku di ci. Ce na zna či da ne če ga što je u osku di ci ipak ima, i to da ga ima ta man 

to li ko ko li ko je do volj no za one ko ji mo gu da pla te. Ova di ja lek ti ka mo že me đu tim pro-

iz ve sti mo ral no sum nji ve po stup ke, i mo ral no sum nji va tu ma če nja svo ji ne. Npr. ka da 

se ka že da su or ga ni za tran splan ta ci ju u osku di ci oni su već na pu tu da do bi ju svo ju 

ce nu ko ja će od re di ti me ru pri u šti vo sti i pro iz ve sti tr ži šte u ko me će ti or ga ni bi ti svo ji-

na ko jom se slo bod no ras po la že, tj. ko ji se mo gu (slo bod no?!) pro da va ti i, sled stve no, 

ku po va ti. Ali da bi sve ovo uop šte bi lo mo gu će po treb no je ne sa mo da po sto ji po tre ba 

za ta kvim or ga ni ma (po tre ba iz ra že na u ce ni ko ja mo že da se pla ti) već, pre to ga, pri hva-

ta nje da se ra di o ne če mu što je mo gu ći pred met svo ji ne, kao da su or ga ni ne što či me se 

ras po la že – na osno vu ne ka kvog pr vo bit nog za po se da nja ili tran sfe ra (ku po vi ne). A ce na 

sa mo od re đu je da ne če ga ima do volj no za sve ko ji mo gu da pla te tu ce nu. Šta će se pak 

po ja vi ti na tr ži štu za vi si od to ga ka ko je de fi ni sa na svo ji na. 
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Ka ko se to de ša va? Ka ko se le gi ti ma ci ja po se da us po sta vlja i ka ko po sed 

po sta je vla sni štvo, auto ri zo va no dru štve nim pri zna njem i efi ka sno obez be-

đe no sank ci ja ma? Ka ko pr vo bit no za po se da nje po sta je so ci jal na i, ko nač no, 

in sti tu ci o nal na či nje ni ca? Šta tre ba da ura dim da bi ne što po sta lo mo je? Da 

bi onaj štap po stao mo ja svo ji na ja mo ram, ka ko ka že Rip stin, da „dam znak“ 

da na me ra vam da ga po svo jim, da ho ću da bu de moj, a ne sa mo da ga uzmem, 

upo tre bim, i ba cim. Šta se ta da de ša va?

De ša va se za pra vo ne što neo bič no – us po sta vlja se, po ste pe no, svo jin sko 

pra vo kao ne pri ko sno ve no pra vo. Pret po stav ka je da je štap sa mo par če dr-

ve ta ko je tu sto ji, po red sta ze, i ni ko me ne pri pa da. Ako već pri pa da ne ko me 

on da je svo ji na, tu đa ili mo ja već us po sta vlje na, ali to ov de ni je slu čaj. Ja ga 

uzi mam da se bi olak šam ho da nje, i od ba cu jem ga na kon upo tre be. Ni ko se 

ne bu ni, i nor ma li ter ne ma ni pra va da se bu ni, što smo vi de li u opi su po ku-

ša ja oti ma nja tog šta pa ko je bi bi lo po vre da po što va nja mo je lič no sti, i na si lje. 

Na si lje funk ci o ni še, na rav no, ali ve o ma lo še jer ne po što va nje mo je lič no sti 

me ne raz re ša va oba ve ze da po štu jem dru ge (ili bar te ko ji me ne ne po štu ju 

po ku ša va ju ći da mi ot mu štap). Ali ni ko se ne će bu ni ti ni ako ga po ne sem 

ku ći i pri svo jim, a ne sa mo upo tre bim. Za što ne će? Pa za to što sam ga uzeo, 

i što sam bio pr vi ko ji je to uči nio. Uzi ma njem na stal no ras po la ga nje uči nio 

sam ga svo jim po se dom, a od su stvom ne gi ra nja te či nje ni ce po sed se, po ste-

pe no kao što sam re kao, pre tva ra u vla sni štvo – pa se ne će de si ti da na kon 

ne kog vre me na ne ko do đe u mo ju ku ću i zah te va taj štap za se be, na pri mer 

sa obra zlo že njem da je do volj no du go bio kod me ne i da bi sa da mo gao da 

bu de ma lo kod nje ga. Ako bi ta kvo obra zlo že nje uspe šno funk ci o ni sa lo vla-

sni štvo ne bi mo glo da se kon sti tu i še. Ako bi bi lo ko mo gao da pod ne se va li-

dan pri go vor na moj po sed on mo žda ne bi mo gao da mi ga uzme ali bi 

sva ka ko spre čio us po sta vlja nje vla sni štva ko je ne sa mo fak tič ki ne go i za kon-

ski me nja nor ma tiv nu po zi ci ju svih dru gih da ju ći vla sni ku ne pri ko sno ve no 

pra vo ras po la ga nja i ka da svo ju imo vi nu ne ko ri sti ili je ne ma u fak tič kom 

po se du. Onog tre nut ka ka da se vla sni štvo kon sti tu i še stu pa na sce nu je dan 

ob lik obez be đe nja ko ji, iako ima mo ral no po kri će, vi še ni je strikt no mo ral ne 

već prav ne pri ro de – svo ji na po sta je za šti će na za pre će no šću sank ci ja ma ko je 

su deo jav ne ar ti ku la ci je svo ji ne kao pri vat nog pra va ko je ima jav no po kri će 

i jav nu za šti tu. Lo po vu se ukra de na (tu đa) imo vi na od u zi ma, nje gov po sed, 

iako fak tič ki us po sta vljen kao kon tro la mo gu će upo tre be (a ne sa mo tek kao 

pu ka upo tre ba) je dra stič no su žen na van-jav nu, skri ve nu, upo tre bu, bez 

ika kve ga ran ci je osim da bu de od u ze ta ako se po ja vi njen pra vi vla snik.

Mo gu će je, na rav no, po sta ti vla snik i stva ri ko je su već u ne či jem tu đem 

vla sni štvu, ali da bi se to de si lo neo p hod no je da se ostva ri tran sfer ko ji će 

po svo joj nor ma tiv noj sna zi bi ti jed nak sna zi pr vo bit nog za po se da nja. Za to 

je po treb na sa mo jed na stvar – da pret hod ni vla snik pre da svo ji nu no vom 

vla sni ku, i da taj po stu pak bu de slo bo dan, tj. da slo bod no pre da ono što je 

nje go vo ne ko me dru gom. I ov de, kao i kod pr vo bit nog za po se da nja u ovom 
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pro ce su uče stvu ju svi, iako ve ći na uglav nom pa siv no. Na i me, sva kim no vim 

us po sta vlja njem no ve svo ji ne me nja se nor ma tiv na po zi ci ja svih lju di, ne 

sa mo vla sni ka. U to me se sa sto ji lo gi ka le gi ti ma ci je vla sni štva, u pro ce su u 

ko me se po na vlja uni ver zal ni za hvat iz pro ce sa us po sta vlja nja le gi tim nog 

po se da, ili čak sa mo upo tre be. Ovaj uni ver zal ni za hvat po vla či pri zna nje 

svih kao no vo sta nje stva ri, što pod ra zu me va jav nost, i za tim dr ža vu, kao 

sve do ke i ga ran te svo jin skog pra va.

To je slo žen za hvat ko ji, u kon tek stu re ci proč nog oba ve zi va nja, po či nje 

pr vo bit nim za po se da njem, pod uni ver zal nom pret po stav kom da sva ko ima 

pra vo da za svo je ci lje ve upo tre bi bi lo ko je sred stvo ko je ne će po vre di ti ni-

ko ga a da ni ko ni je po vre đen upo tre bom, ili za dr ža va njem za bu du ću upo-

tre bu, ne če ga što ni je već u ne či jem po se du (dok bi sa dru ge stra ne re me će-

nje ili po ku šaj re me će nja upo tre be ili po se da bi la po vre da lič no sti de lat ni ka 

ko ji ko ri sti ili na me ra va da upo tre bi ne ku stvar ko ja ni je za šti će na tu đim 

vla si štvom). I pr vo bit no za po se da nje i bi lo ko ji tran sfer svo ji ne na kon to ga 

su otu da le gi tim ni sa mo ako ni či je pra vo u tim pro ce si ma ni je po vre đe no – u 

istom onom smi slu u ko me bi neo vla šće no tu đe ras po la ga nje mo jom imo vi-

nom bi lo po vre da me ne i mog svo jin skog pra va. I kao što kod upo tre be ne kog 

sred stva ko je ko ri stim za ostva re nje svog ci lja oni ko ji su pri sut ni i ko ji su u 

pri li ci ne ma ju pra vo da me spre ča va ju u to me (jer bi ti me po vre di li auto no-

mi ju mo je lič no sti ko ja mi da je pra vo da sam po sta vljam svo je ci lje ve i od-

lu ču jem o sred stvi ma za nji ho vu re a li za ci ju) – osim ako ta upo tre ba ni je 

le gi tim na jer kr ši ne ko pret hod no kon sti tu i sa no pra vo – ta ko i kod vla sni štva 

svi, i pri sut ni i od sut ni, ne ma ju pra vo da na ru še mo ja vla snič ka pra va, bi lo 

da sam pri su tan ili od su tan.

Da bi to funk ci o ni sa lo po treb na je jav na le gi ti ma ci ja svo ji ne vla sni štva i op šte 

pri zna nje (pri zna nje svih) da je u od re đe nom slu ča ju ta kva le gi ti ma ci ja po-

sta la pri hva će na so ci jal na či nje ni ca (da je po sta la, go vo re ći prav nič kim je zi kom, 

pra vo sna žna). To iz gle da glo ma zno i zah tev no, ali za pra vo ni je. Ova le gi ti ma-

ci ja, go vo re ći kan tov skim je zi kom, sle du je auto mat ski iz onih istih prin ci pa iz 

ko jih pro iz la ze bi lo ko ja pra va: da sva ko ima pra vo da ži vi, tj. da slo bod no 

de la (a za de la nje je po treb no da ima na ras po la ga nju i da upo tre bi po treb na 

sred stva za ostva re nje ci lje va ko je je po sta vio)17, da ono što se ra di tre ba da 

bu de u sa gla sno sti sa tu đom le gi tim nom slo bo dom, i da ni ko ne ma pra vo da 

dru go me ogra ni ča va nje go vu slo bo du osim ka da su nje go vim po stup kom 

na ru še na ne ka pra va. Ta ko da ne ma ni ka kve „jav no sti“, ili „dr ža ve“ ko ja bi 

od lu či va la o to me da li da ne što ne ko me pri pad ne: je di no o če mu dru gi mo gu 

od lu či va ti je da li da ne što ne ko me ne pri pad ne. Dru gi ne ma ju ni ka kvu osno-

vu da „da ju“ bi lo ka kvu do zvo lu (jer je ona već una pred nor ma tiv no nu žno 

17 Što je, po Kan tu, čak nu žno: „Sva ko ko ho će ne ki cilj ta ko đe ho će (nu žno u skla du 

sa umom) ono sred stvo ko je je po treb no za ostva re nje tog ci lja a u nje go voj je mo ći“; cf. 

Kant, 4:417–18. To je prin cip ra ci o nal no sti: Ne mo gu će je ne što hte ti a ne hte ti za to 

neo p hod no sred svo. 
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„da ta“ – ova nu žnost pro iz la zi iz či nje ni ce da ak tu al no po sto je18 de lat na bi ća, 

lič no sti, i da ona de la ju: ni šta dru go ov de ni je po treb no, ni ti mo gu će). Dru gi 

ne mo gu da us kra te pri zna nje „za sva ki slu čaj“, i za pra vo uop šte ne mo gu da 

ga us kra te.19 Ra di se o uni ver zal nom i apri or nom pri stan ku: ni ja ni bi lo ko 

dru gi ne ma pra vo da ne pri sta ne, osim ka da su po vre đe na ne či ja pra va. Ova 

uni ver zal nost pri stan ka uka zu je na po sto ja nje jed ne vr ste ve ta u in sti tu tu 

svo ji ne: ako je po vre đe no bi lo či je pra vo sa gla sno sti ni pri stan ka svih ne ma; 

ali ako ta kve po vre de ne ma on da ovo pra vo ve ta ne po sto ji.

Ali isto ta ko ne ma ni uti li ta ri stič ke ra ču ni ce ko ja bi svo ji nu uslo vi la ko ri šću: 

npr. da ako je mo ja svo ji na dru go me po treb ni ja, ili ako bi je dru gi bo lje upo-

tre bio da on da svo ji na tre ba da pri pad ne nje mu. To bi pot pu no ra zo ri lo 

kon sti tu tiv nu lo gi ku in sti tu ci je svo ji ne i one mo gu ći lo du go roč no (pri vat no, 

slo bod no) pla ni ra nje i sve što bi od svo ji ne osta lo bi lo bi ne ko pri vre me no 

kva zi pra vo (pra vo upo tre be ogra ni če no či nje ni com fak tič kog ko ri šće nja – dok 

je „ko ri sno“ – po put na ma do bro po zna tog „sta nar skog pra va“ ko jim je bi lo 

de li mič no, i pri vre me no, za me nje no svo jin sko pra vo na sta no vi ma i ku ća-

ma). I kao što pra vi lo da dru gi mo že, bez mo je do zvo le, da uzme i ko ri sti 

mo ju imo vi nu ra za ra pra vil nost i po u zda nost efek tiv ne upo tre be, i na kra ju 

ra za ra ra ci o nal nost de la nja ta ko i pra vi lo ogra ni če nja svo ji ne na pu ki po sed 

ra di kal no uma nju je tu ra ci o nal nost.

Da bi se nor ma tiv na si tu a ci ja svih dru gih stvar no pro me ni la za po se da njem 

ono mo ra da bu de pri zna to od stra ne dru gih kao jed na so ci jal na či nje ni ca. 

Ključ ni so ci jal ni sa sto jak te či nje ni ce je us po sta vlje no oče ki va nje da će se 

ukup na nor ma tiv na si tu a ci ja, vla sni ka na je dan a svih dru gih na dru gi na čin, 

stvar no po što va ti. Deo ovog obez be đi va nja je i za pre će nost sank ci ja ma za 

ne po što va nje svo ji ne, što je nu žan sa stav ni deo in sti tu ta us po sta vlje no sti ovog 

oče ki va nja (ne i deo pro ce sa us po sta vlja nja, gde sank ci je opet ne mo gu da se 

po ja ve jer je taj pro ces u pot pu no sti slo bo dan, ta ko da se sank ci je mo gu 

18 Oni ko ji bi da „iz da ju do zvo le“ mo ra ju da sma tra ju da na ono me me stu na ko me se 

na la zi onaj ko me se do zvo la iz da je ni je slo bod no ljud sko bi će, već ne ko bi će ko je ni je u 

sta nju da od lu ču je, ko je je ne kom pe tent no i ne do ra slo. Iz da va nje do zvo la za slo bod no 

de la nje, de la nje ko je ne ugro ža va ni ko ga, je pa ter na li stič ko i na sil nič ko. Dru ga je stvar 

oba ve za, ako se ona us po sta vi, re gi stra ci je ne kih na me ra ili od lu ka, jer one po vla če da lje 

oba ve ze pre ma dru štvu i pre ma dru gi ma (npr. po re ske oba ve ze). Ne što što li či na oba-

ve ze je su por ci je u ra ci o ni sa noj po de li u ne kom van red nom sta nju, npr. do zvo la da se 

ku pi sa mo ogra ni če na ko li či na ne če ga če ga ne ma do volj no, i sl. Iako se i ov de ra di o 

ogra ni če nju slo bo de to je ogra ni če nje u skla du sa slo bo dom svih. Ce lo kup na di stri bu-

tiv na prav da mo ra da sta ne u ovaj okvir. 

19 Ni dr ža va ne da je ni ka kve svo jin ske li cen ce, ona se sa mo bri ne da svo ji na, mo ja, 

bu de obez be đe na – tj. da je dru gi po štu ju, kao što i tre ba da či ne. Kao što će me ne spre-

či ti da neo vla šće no uzmem tu đe ta ko će i dru ge spre či ti da neo vla šće no (tj. bez mo je 

do zvo le) uzmu mo je. (Kao ar ti fi ci jel na lič nost dr ža va je stvar ni vla snik dr žav ne te ri to-

ri je, ome đe ne dr žav nim gra ni cam, ali to je po se ban tip svo ji ne, ko ji me đu tim pod le že 

is toj nor ma tiv noj lo gi ci kao i sva ka dru ga svo ji na). Dr ža va sa mo bri ne da mo ja svo ji na 

bu de obez be đe na, ona mi je ni na ko ji na čin ne da je – sam je uzi mam! 
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po ja vi ti tek na knad no, na kon što se svo ji na kon sti tu i še u op štoj pri hva će no-

sti), i ova či nje ni ca op šte pri hva će no sti je ste jed na so ci jal na či nje ni ca ko ja 

funk ci o ni še kao svr še na či nje ni ca us po sta vlje nog oče ki va nja da će se sva ka 

svo ji na po što va ti. Ko rist ko ju da je ova či nje ni ca je oči gle dan: da će se tu đa 

svo ji na po što va ti, kao deo oče ki va nja da će dru gi po što va ti mo ju svo ji nu.20

Sank ci je su deo poj ma pra va jer, ka ko ka že Kant (6:232–3) ni jed no pra vo 

(pa ni svo ji na kao pra vo) ne mo že po sto ja ti bez pri si le (za raz li ku od mo ral-

nih du žno sti ko je, kao i in te re si, to mo gu). Pra vo se sa sto ji u jav nom pri zna-

nju po sto ja nja ili po želj no sti ne kog bu du ćeg sta nja stva ri. Ali da bi to pri-

zna nje funk ci o ni sa lo po treb na je jav na re gu la ci ja, u vi du dr ža ve ko ja će 

bi ti u sta nju i sprem na da spro vo di za ko ne u ko ji ma se to pri zna nje sa dr ži.

U za ključ ku obra zlo že nja na či na na stan ka i funk ci o ni sa nja svo ji ne, kao i 

nje nog nor ma tiv nog sta tu sa, mo že se re ći da je to usta no va bez ko je za pra-

vo ne ma slo bo de de la nja i to za to što po sed (to lo po vi do bro zna ju)21 ne 

vre di mno go ako ne ma onu le gi ti ma ci ju ko ja ga či ni svo ji nom. Tek vla sni štvo, 

jav na dru štve na le gi ti ma ci ja po se da, či ni po sed stvar no i kva li tet no funk ci o-

nal nim i vred nim. Mo guć nost upo tre be, pa i po se da, po sto ji i u pri rod nom 

sta nju, ali vi de li smo opis ži vo ta u ta kvom sta nju. Ako ima mo na umu de fi-

ni ci ju ra ci o nal nog ži vo ta kao de lat no sti po sta vlja nja i re a li za ci je po sta vlje nih 

ci lje va, ja sno je da je re dov nost i si gur nost u ras po la ga nju sred stvi ma ne što 

što svo ji na mo že obez be di ti, a da bez svo ji ne, kao i bez dr ža ve, ži vot mo ra 

bi ti upa vo ona kav ka ko ga opi su je Hobs: „usa mlje nič ki, si ro ma šan, opa san, 

skot ski i kra tak“ (Hobs, 1991, str. 136–7). I dr ža va i svo ji na su usta no ve 

ljud ske slo bo de. I jed na i dru ga usta no va se mo gu zlo u po tre bi ti. Ali bez njih 

ne ma po u zda ne pred vi di vo sti, a to, pred vi di vost, je ključ ni sa sto jak svr ho-

vi to sti, što je opet ono na osno vu če ga slo bo da po sto ji i zbog če ga ima vred-

nost. Ta vred nost je pre vas hod no u to me da se mo že „sa vla da ti“ vre me kao 

me di jum u ko me se ži vi, i da ži vot ni je ne što što se od vi ja sa mo u sa da šnjo sti, 

već da uklju ču je i bu duć nost, kroz pla no ve i pro jek te ko ji se mo gu re a li zo-

va ti, kao i pro šlost, kroz aku mu la ci ju po stig nu ća uspe ha u re a li za ci ji pro šlih 

pla no va i pro je ka ta. Ni aku mu la ci je ni mo guć no sti pla ni ra nja ne bi mo glo 

bi ti bez ras po la ga nja sred stvi ma još pre ne go što se ika kvi ci lje vi uop šte i 

po sta ve, a to je ono što či ni svo ji nu kao in stru ment ži vo ta. Mo že mo re ći da 

svo ji ne ne mo že bi ti bez po se da (bez re al no sti ras po la ga nja), ali da ni po sed 

bez vla sni štva ni je sa svim re a lan (ne go je pri vre men, ne si gu ran i po ten ci-

jal no fik ti van). To je ta ko za to što je svo ji na, na mno go ja či na čin ne go po sed, 

in stru ment kon tro le bu duć no sti. Njom se obez be đu je pre dik ta bil nost u 

20 Sank ci je pre tva ra ju po sed u vla sni štvo, ka že Ru so. Po što va nje tu đe svo ji ne je obez-

be đe no pret njom sank ci ja ma. 

21 Is klju če nje iz pra va ras po la ga nja ne po vla či nu žno is klju če nje iz mo guć no sti ras po-

la ga nja, sa mo ka že da je bi lo ko je ras po la ga nje tu đom svo ji nom bez odo bre nja vla sni ka 

bes prav no. Upra vo ova mo guć nost ras po la ga nja tu đom imo vi nom zor no pre do ča va 

raz li ku iz me đu po se da i vla sni štva. 
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otvo re nom i ne iz ve snom pro sto ru bu du ćeg vre me na. Ona je ta ko osno va 

mo guć no sti bri ge za bu duć nost. Otu da njen ve li ki zna čaj za naj zna čaj ni je 

re gi je ži vo ta, npr. eko no mi ju ili eko lo gi ju.
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Jovan Babić
Property – A Philosophical Analysis: Argument
Abstract
After a short historical survey of philosophical views on property, the article 
contains an analysis of the argument which justifies property by referring to the 
universal respect due to anyone’s right to use any thing for any purpose. Usage 
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of things for the realization of set ends (or goals) is among the conditions of action/
agency. The capacity of freedom as a specific causal power in real world is depen-
dent on the possibility of using things as means. However, without a real prospect 
to finish the process of realization of set goals, this causal power would not be 
real. Property is a scheme within which this prospect becomes a real possibility. 
Property is thus a condition of effective successful purposeful agency. In property 
the normative position of all others, besides the owner, has been changed, as 
they do not have the right to use things possessed for their ends, although they 
have a right to use any non-possessed thing as a means for whichever end they 
might set. As a right, property entails, first, the obligation to respect the fact of any 
established possession, and, second, an obligation to accept and recognize the 
established possession as ownership, which does not depend on the fact of factual 
physical control of the property. Ownership is therefore a guarantee of future 
possession. For this to be established there is a need for an explicit recognition 
from all others; however this recognition is normatively necessary for everybody, as 
no-one has a right to withdraw the recognition of a legitimate right to property. 
This comes from the ontological and axiological difference between persons and 
things: persons have a right to use and possess unpossessed things as means for 
realization of ends they set.

Keywords: property, possession, ownership, entitlement, freedom, agency, 
means-ends relation, persons, things
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Pa siv nost i ni ve li ra nje
Hu serl, Haj de ger i Hu go Bal

Sa že tak   Pr vi deo ra da is pi tu je srod nost u di jag no za ma sa vre me no sti kod Hu ga 
Ba la i Mar ti na Haj de ge ra. Oba mi sli o ca pre po zna ju ni ve li ra nje kao va žnu oso be-
nost svo ga vre me na. Ni ve li ra nje o ko jem go vo ri Bal po i sto ve će no je sa apo ka-
lip tič nim uki da njem ljud sko sti. Do nje ga do la zi ta ko što se sve ljud ske tvo re vi ne 
is po sta vlja ju kao jed na ko vred ne, što po sta je mo gu će tek na kon što naj pre bi va 
uki nu ta vred no sna ver ti ka la, za hva lju ju ći ko joj se ne ka da vr hun sko de lo raz li ko-
va lo od pro seč nog. Kod Haj de ge ra je ni ve li ra nje po i sto ve će no sa per ver ti ra nim 
ob li ci ma ra do zna lo sti. Za raz li ku od ne ka da šnjih ob li ka ra do zna lo sti, ko ji ma je 
bi la za jed nič ka vo lja za du bljim uvi dom, sa vre me na ra do zna lost je kraj nje po vr šna, 
pre pu šte na bez ogra da svim uti sci ma za ko je se is po sta vi da na di la ze oče ki va no 
i već vi đe no. U dru gom de lu ra da is pi tu je se Hu ser lov po jam pa siv ne sin te ze da 
bi se in ter ven ci ja fe no me no lo gi je po sma tra la iz per spek ti ve de kon struk ci je uči-
na ka ni ve li ra nja. Autor za klju ču je da ona za re zul tat ima upo zo re nje da se po sred-
stvom pri rod ne su bjek tiv no sti i kon ven ci o nal nih ob li ka zna nja ne mo že mo za šti-
ti ti od sve ta ko jem smo iz lo že ni, na osno vu če ga je nu žan po vra tak iz vor noj 
su bjek tiv no sti, što je za jed nić ka ide ja avan gar di sta i fe no me no lo ga.

Ključ ne re či: pa siv nost, ni ve li ra nje, kla sič no, avan gar de, fe no me no lo gi ja

Ot por ni ve li ra nju

Po klo ni ci ma fi lo zo fi je 1927. je zna na kao go di na ob ja vlji va nja Haj de ge ro vog 

Biv stvo va nja i vre me na.1 Ma lo ko me đu nji ma, me đu tim, ima u vi du da je 

sve tlost da na iste go di ne ugle da la i knji ga neo bič nog na slo va Beg iz vre me na. 

Njen sa dr žaj sa či nja va ju post hum no ob ja vlje ne be le ške jed nog od osni va ča 

i „ku ma“ da da i stič kog po kre ta Hu ga Ba la. Ne sva ki da šnji uspeh i iz ne na đu-

ju ća po pu lar nost te ško pro hod ne, slo že nim, neo bič nim je zi kom pi sa ne, ali 

mo žda i naj či ta ni je fi lo zof ske knji ge dva de se tog ve ka, po du da rao se sa pu-

bli ko va njem ži vot nog i in te lek tu al nog re zi mea umet ni ka ko jeg je ra na smrt 

do če ka la da le ko od oči ju jav no sti.

Mo ti vi za en tu zi ja stič no upi si va nje poj ma vre me na u na slov obe knji ge za-

slu žu ju po seb nu pa žnju. S jed ne stra ne, vre me sto ji u di rekt noj ve zi s ključ-

nim poj mom on to lo gi je, dok se s dru ge vo di ne vi dlji va bor ba pro tiv ne u mit-

no sti vre me na, či me se ogla ša va ti pi čan po sle rat ni krik. Nje go va dra ma tič nost 

se ogle da u po tre bi da se po sva ku ce nu iz beg nu kob na li ca sa vre me no sti. 

1 Rad na ovom tek stu omo gu ćen je za hva lju ju ći fi nan sij skoj po dr šci Mi ni star stva pro-

sve te, na u ke i teh no lo škog raz vo ja RS na pro jek tu 179007. 

UDK: 17  FILOZOFIJA I DRUŠTVO XXVII (1), 2016.
DOI: 10.2298/FID1601225P
Ori gi nal ni na uč ni rad
Pri mlje no 16.12.2015 — Pri hva će no 4.1.2016

DRA GAN PRO LE: Od sek za fi lo zo fi ju, Fi lo zof ski fa kul tet, Uni ver zi tet u No vom Sa du, 
pro le dra gan@ff.uns.ac.rs.
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Po jam vre me na se u oba slu ča ja te sno ve zu je uz struk tu re eg zi sten ci je ko ja je 

bi la ra di kal no su prot sta vlje na sva ki da šnjim, kon ven ci o nal nim po gle di ma 

evrop skog čo ve ka. Dok Haj de ger po zi va u po moć is crp nu, pro du blje nu re flek-

si ju vre me na ra di hva ta nja u ko štac s naj te žim i naj ap strakt ni jim fi lo zof skim 

pro ble mi ma, Bal ra di je pre po ru ču je bez u slov nu dis tan cu, raz vi ja nje sve sti o 

ugro že nom sop stvu i ne u hva tlji voj pri ro di vre me na ko je iz mi če sa mom se bi.

U ni če an skom du hu, i je dan i dru gi svoj osnov ni fo kus usme ra va ju na pru ža nje 

ot po ra ključ nim oso be no sti ma vre me na ko jem Haj de ger pri pi su je ne pri jat ni 

atri but ne a u ten tič no sti. Ra di kal no dru ga či je, al ter na tiv no vre me fi lo zof raz vi ja 

za hva lju ju ći kri ti ci ap strakt ne, kraj nje po sre do va ne, ali do ku či ve spre ge iz me đu 

te melj nih sta vo va evrop ske me ta fi zi ke i do mi na ci je teh nič ke ci vi li za ci je ko ja bez 

njih ne bi bi la za mi sli va. Advent dru ga či jeg do ba umet nik je na sto jao da is pro-

vo ci ra su ge ri šu ći „or gi ja stič ko pre da va nje“, tj. bes kom pro mi sno i na čel no ira ci-

o nal no su prot sta vlja nje do mi nant noj prag ma tič no sti i lu kra tiv no sti. Vo de ći 

Ba lov cre do pri tom gla si da je te že ne ba vi ti se vla sti tim vre me nom, ne go pru-

ži ti mu ot por. Ne što neo do lji vo je pri pi sa no du hu sa vre me no sti, kao da ni je 

mo gu će otrg nu ti se od nje, ni ti osta ti imun na nje ne iza zo ve. Uspe šno raz ra ču-

na va nje s du hom kal ku la ci je, ko ri sti i gra blje nja ma te ri jal nih do ba ra, za Hu ga 

Ba la je bi lo mo gu će tek uko li ko ra zum ske pro ce du re iz gu be svo ju ne do dir lji vu 

i tra di ci o nal no ne za men lji vu ulo gu u ori jen ti sa nju ljud skog eg zi sti ra nja.

Pret po stav ke za vas krs Di o ni sa usred na iz gled ne za u sta vlji vog uspo na teh no-

lo ške ci vi li za ci je za da da i stu se mo gu ste ći tek uko li ko se pro na đe lek za 

frag men ti ra nost sa vre me ne eg zi sten ci je i na pla nu sva ki da šnji ce ne iz be žan 

i ne u mo ljiv „pri vred ni fa ta li zam“. Od go va ra ju ći lek da da i sta ni je oče ki vao 

od fi lo zof skih uvi da. Na pro tiv, nji hov ob li ko tvor ni uči nak on pri pi su je pre-

đa šnjim vre me ni ma, jer tek stu ra sa da šnjo sti na vod no na la že da se ino va tiv-

ni po ten ci ja li za kre i ra nje no ve du hov ne stvar no sti pre po zna ju is klju či vo kod 

umet ni ka: „Mo glo bi se či ni ti kao da je fi lo zo fi ja pre šla kod umet ni ka; kao da 

od njih do la ze no vi im pul si. Kao da su oni pro ro ci no vog ro đe nja. Ka da ka-

že mo Kan din ski i Pi ka so, ne mi sli mo na sli ka re, ne go na sve šte ni ke, ne na 

za na tli je, ne go na stva ra o ce no vih sve to va, no vih ra je va“ (Ball 1927: 10).

Idej ne pret po stav ke ko je sto je iza kraj nje am bi ci o znog pro jek ta umet nič ke 

tran sfor ma ci je stvar no sti, či ju mo guć nost u uslo vi ma mo der nog ži vo ta je 

He gel od ba cio pre vi še od sto le ća, mo gu bi ti do ne kle raz ja šnje ne na kon što 

uoči mo šta nam po ru ču ju ka ko umet ni ko ve, ta ko i fi lo zo fo ve di jag no ze ko je 

se od no se na sa vre me ni tre nu tak. Da da i sta će pre Ve li kog ra ta la kon ski za-

be le ži ti „Ni ve li ra nje je kraj sve ta“ (Ball 1927: 6), dok će fun da men tal ni 

on to log ustroj stvo sa vre me ne su bjek tiv no sti do ve sti u ve zu sa do mi na ci jom 

per ver ti ra ne ra do zna lo sti: „Ona tra ži No vo sa mo za to da bi od nje ga iz no va 

od sko či la ka No vom. Za bri gu ta kvog vi đe nja se ne ra di o to me da shva ti i 

da zna lač ki bu de u isti ni, ne go o mo guć no sti ma da se pre pu sti sve tu … Ona 

otu da tra ga za ne mi rom i uz bu đe njem po sred stvom uvek No vog i iz me nom 
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ono ga što su sre će“ (He i deg ger 1993: 172). Ni ve li ra nje o ko jem go vo ri Bal 

po i sto ve će no je sa apo ka lip tič nim uki da njem ljud sko sti. Do nje ga do la zi 

ta ko što se sve ljud ske tvo re vi ne is po sta vlja ju kao jed na ko vred ne, što po-

sta je mo gu će tek na kon što naj pre bi va uki nu ta vred no sna ver ti ka la, za hva-

lju ju ći ko joj je ne ka da kon sti tu i san po jam kla sič nog.

Osnov na te za Ba lo vog uvi da gla si da sa vre me nost ne do zvo lja va da ne što is ko-

či kao zna čaj ni je, vred ni je i dra go ce ni je, što dru gim re či ma zna či da vre me u 

ko jem ži vi mo ras po la že me ha ni zmi ma ko ji one mo gu ća va ju na sta nak kla sič nog. 

Šta vi še, da da i sta spret no po i sto ve ću je ni ve li ra nje sa kra jem sve ta, jer uvi đa da 

ta mo gde je sve jed na ko va žno za pra vo ni šta ni je va žno. Pro iz volj nost i fri vol nost 

kao po sle di ce uki da nja vred no sne ver ti ka le is po sta vlja ju se kao na ro či to kob ne 

ka da shva ti mo da one za pra vo uki da ju pra vo jed nog vre me na da ne kom dru gom 

vre me nu va ži kao tra di ci ja. Po stu pak ni ve li ra nja uki da svet, ali ne ta ko što ga 

do slov no uni šta va, ne go ta ko što nje go vu pro duk ci ju is po ru ču je vred no snom 

va ku u mu, či me mu one mo gu ća va da bi lo šta pred sta vi u sve tlu ko je je zna čaj no 

dru ga či je od već vi đe nog. Za hva lju ju ći ni ve li ra nju, ljud ski po i e sis je du go roč no 

pre pu šten ni šta vi lu, u če mu Bal vi di kraj jed nog sve ta u ko jem su umet nič ki i 

svi dru gi stva ra lač ki pro duk ti ima li dru ga či ji sta tus i zna čaj.

Dve vr ste ra do zna lo sti

S dru ge stra ne, Haj de ge ru je pre vas hod no sta lo da de mi sti fi ku je spe ci fič no sti 

sa vre me ne su bjek tiv no sti bez ko jih ni ve li ra nje ne bi bi lo za mi sli vo. Neo bič no 

je da mu je pri to me na ro či to po mo gao fo kus za do bi jen on to lo ški mo ti vi sa nim 

is tra ži va nji ma. Ba če nost u bi će, kao oso be nost ko nač no sti ljud skog sa zna nja, 

na gna la ga je da u ho ri zon tu sa vre me no sti po no vo is pi ta vre me kao prin cip 

in di vi du a ci je, od no sno me dij uob li ča va nja lič no sti. Po la ze ći od to ga da tu biv-

stvo va nje eg zi sti ra vre me ni to, Haj de ger iz no si te zu da sva ko raz u me va nje 

biv stvo va nja bi va ra zu mlji vo tek na po za di ni vre me na (Luc kner 2001: 21). 

Is pi ta mo li po za di nu vre me na u ko jem funk ci o ni še sa vre me na ra do zna lost, 

uoči će mo da se ona sa sto ji u ni zu tre nu ta ka ko ji su li še ni bi lo ka kve me đu sob-

ne po ve za no sti. Za raz li ku od ne ka da šnjih ob li ka ra do zna lo sti, ko ji ma je bi la 

za jed nič ka vo lja za du bi nom, sa vre me na ra do zna lost je kraj nje po vr šna, pre-

pu šte na bez ogra da svim uti sci ma za ko je se is po sta vi da na di la ze oče ki va no 

i već vi đe no. Ti me se ka rak ter sa vre me ne ra do zna lo sti is ka zu je kao pse u do-

ro man ti čar ski. Dok se ro man ti čar ski umet nik tru dio da sa mo stal no pro iz ve de 

efe kat one o bi ča va nja, da u sa mom se bi stvo ri du šev ni po kret i uz bu đe nje, 

pse u do-ro man ti čar ska su bjek tiv nost ne mir i uz bu đe nje oče ku je spo lja. Ume sto 

da este tič ki do ži vljaj kre i ra u is pu nje nju vla sti te in ten ci je, ona ga tra ži iz van 

se be, či me ne mi nov no do spe va u kon zu mer ski od nos pre ma stvar no sti. Ma sov-

na žeđ za uz bu đe njem i ne mi rom stvo ri la je ogrom nu po tra žnju, a sa mim tim 

je pod sta kla i po rast po nu de. Bez do mi na ci je ovog pse u do-ro man ti čar skog 

ugo đa ja te ško bi smo mo gli da se osve do či mo u glo bal nu ras pro stra nje nost i 

enorm ne pri ho de in du stri je za ba ve.
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Bu du ći da joj pre o sta je tek pre pu šte nost uz bu dlji vim seg men ti ma sva ki da-

šnjeg sve ta, ra do zna lost je ob li ko va na vre me nom ko je ni je pri klad no za 

osmi šlja va nje eg zi sti ra nja. Šta vi še, ne str plji vo pre la že nje sa no vog na još 

no vi je ima za cilj da sa se be strg ne te ret ko ji no si po ve zi va nje sa da šnjo sti u 

je din stve nu smi sle nu ce li nu sa pro šlo šću i sa bu duć no šću. Sve de na na ni za-

nje me đu sob no ne po ve za nih tre nu ta ka, ljud ska eg zi sten ci ja ne mi nov no bi va 

obez li če na. Ra do zna lost ko ja se be ostva ru je ta ko što ne u mor no tra ga za 

spolj nim na dra ža ji ma ne mi nov no iz jed na ča va ne jed na ko. Ona ni ve li ra jer 

ne ma na me ru da se traj no za dr ži pri bi lo ko joj „no vi ni“ na ko ju na i đe. Ume sto 

da se be uob li či u ko li ko-to li ko smi sle nu ce li nu, ra do zna la sa vre me na eg zi-

sten ci ja se ne pre kid no iz la že me đu sob no ne po ve za nim uti sci ma, na sto je ći 

pri tom da od se be oda gna vre men sku od re đe nost vla sti tog eg zi sti ra nja.

Per pe tu i ra nje ta kve ra do zna lo sti svoj ali bi tra ži u kli še i ma ko ji ne že le da pri-

hva te ko nač ni i pro la zni ka rak ter ljud skog eg zi sti ra nja. To bi va naj vi dlji vi je u 

raz li či tim va ri ja ci ja ma na te mu ne pro la zne mla do sti. Iza na me tlji ve, ali i na 

pr vi po gled ipak pri vlač ne de vi ze po put „za u vek mlad“, ne kri je se ni šta dru go 

do em fa za ra di kal ne po je di nač no sti, pre pu šta nje he te ro ge nim ne mi ri ma i 

ho ti mič nim uz bu đe nji ma ko ji ma je za jed nič ko sa mo to da ne že le da bu du 

vre me. Avan tu re sa vre me ne ra do zna lo sti se nu žno za vr ša va ju u kan dža ma 

ne sreć ne sve sti. Bu du ći da joj je sta lo da na pu sti vre me, da umak ne nje go voj 

de ter mi na ci ji, ra do zna lost se na po slet ku su o ča va s hro nič nim de fi ci tom vre-

me na ko je ni je u sta nju da ob u zda, jer joj ne kon tro li sa no iz mi če iz ru ku. Ra-

do zna li beg iz vre me na ne mo že ima ti sreć ni za vr še tak jer ume sto osva ja nja 

ne ke van vre men ske di men zi je, ili bo lje re če no kla sič ne sve vre me ni to sti, nu žno 

okon ča va vla sti tim uki da njem. Ba lov i Haj de ge rov pro test pro tiv ni ve li ra nja 

u svo joj sr ži su ima li upo zo re nje da ume sto ne ka da šnjih, vre men ski neo ro če nih 

va že nja na sa vre me nu sce nu stu pa uki da nje sva kog va že nja.

Dej stvo mo der nog u is kra da nju iz vre me na

Još in te re sant ni ji či ni se mo me nat u ko jem se Haj de ge ro va ana li ti ka ra do-

zna lo sti pri bli ža va da da i stič kom mo ti vu bek stva iz vre me na Hu ga Ba la. Nje-

no po la zi šte su ge ri še da ako je ne ka da šnja pro jek ci ja več no sti za hri šćan skog 

ver ni ka pred sta vlja la pra u zor spram ko jeg se ogle dao i ute šno od me ra vao 

sva ki tre nu tak pro la znog, ko nač nog po sto ja nja, „pri rod na“ pu ta nja ne a u ten-

tič ne eg zi sten ci je upor no za o bi la zi i ig no ri še ko nač nost. Ti me ona si mu li ra 

več nost bez evo ka ci je bi lo ka kve tran scen dent ne in stan ce. Reč ju, Haj de ge-

ro va kri ti ka ne a u ten tič nog eg zi sti ra nja obe smi šlja va na sto ja nje da se več nost 

pre ćut no na sta ni ta mo gde bi tre ba lo da bu de vre me. Se ku la ri za ci ji za si gur-

no tre ba da za hva li mo na pu šta nje hri šćan skih sno va o več no sti, ali ona ipak 

ni je mo gla da spre či sa vre me nog su bjek ta da se ne pre sta no „is kra da“ iz vre-

me na, ka ko bi uma kao nje go vim ob li kov nim si la ma. Na i me, upra vo mo tiv 

is kra da nja iz vla sti tog vre me na Haj de ger po na vlja u kon tek stu eg zi sten ci jal ne 
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iz gu blje no sti u sa vre me no sti. Pre ma nje mu tu biv stvo va nje „i po sled nji osta-

tak svo je vre me ni to sti mo ra da is ko ri sti ka ko bi se u pot pu no sti išu nja lo iz 

vre me na, tu biv stvo va nja“ (He i deg ger 1995: 25).

Me đu tim, ono što je la ko ra zu mlji vo na pla nu po je di nač nog eg zi sti ra nja, 

Haj de ger uop šta va is po sta vlja ju ći sa svim slič nu di jag no zu i ka da je reč o 

op štim oso be no sti ma mo der ne pro duk ci je: „Sve mo der no je pre po zna tlji vo 

po to me što se ve štač ki išu nja iz svog vla sti tog vre me na i sa mo u tom ob li ku 

je u sta nju da se bi obez be di ‘dej stvo’“ (He i deg ger 1988: 18–19). Ka rak te ri-

stič no je da se u oba slu ča ja uvo di mo tiv šu nja nja. Onaj ko se šu nja, že li da 

pro me ni me sto, a da pri tom ne bu de opa žen. Neo pa že na i neo če ki va na 

pro me na me sta bi va na ro či to efekt na ka da joj po đe za ru kom da kre i ra 

umet no sti bli zak efe kat one o bi ča va nja. Ono što oče ku je mo na jed nom me stu, 

iz ne na da se po ja vlju je na dru gom, pro iz vo di uti sak već sa mim tim što ga 

ta mo ni smo oče ki va li, ak ti vi ra ju ći ujed no i igru pri su stva i od su stva.

Ipak, ov de je ključ no pi ta nje o ka kvom poj mu mo der no sti go vo ri Haj de ger? 

Uko li ko ni je spor no da se do bar deo mo der nih pa to lo gi ja sa sto ji u si mu li ra-

noj ne pro la zno sti ko ja se bez ostat ka „pre pu šta sve tu“, a pri tom ne pre kid no 

ob na vlja po tra gu za nje go vom za vo dlji vom i ne pred vi dlji vom este tič kom 

po nu dom, zbog če ga je pro ble ma ti čan po ku šaj da se bu de „ne sa vre men“, 

da se ne kim vi dom umet nič kog de la nja is ko ra či iz jed no stra no sti vla sti tog 

vre me na? Haj de ger jed no znač no in si sti ra na „ve štač kom“ ka rak te ru na sto-

ja nja da se za me ni vre men ska po zi ci ja.

Dru gim re či ma, mo der no stva ra la štvo o ko jem on in di rekt no go vo ri, ka rak-

te ri stič no je po to me što po put ne a u ten tič nog po je din ca ig no ri še vla sti to 

vre me. Me đu tim, za raz li ku od nje ga ono ne si mu li ra vla sti tu več nost, ne go 

po ku ša va da se ne pri met no na sta ni i ras pro stre u ne kom dru gom vre me nu. 

Mo der no o ko jem go vo ri Haj de ger ne će da bu de sve vre me no, ono ne igra 

na kar tu kla sič nog. Uko li ko je po je di nac ko ji se šu nja ne ku da van svo ga 

vre me na zbog to ga nu žno iz gu bljen u sa vre me no sti, za pro duk ci ju se to 

sva ka ko ne mo že re ći, jer ona njo me ve što ba ra ta i uspe va da je za me ni ne-

kim dru gim vre me nom. Mo že mo tek da na slu ti mo da Haj de ger nju ne od ba-

cu je zbog one o bi ča va ju će ro ka de vre men skih di men zi ja, ne go zbog po sle di-

ca ko je ona osta vlja na po je din ca. Ako je svr ha ono ga što Haj de ger zo ve 

mo der nim da de lu je, da ostva ri ne ki uči nak na svo ju pu bli ku ta ko što će po-

taj no, mi mo usta lje nog vi do kru ga, ba ra ta ti vre me nom, on da je sa svim ja sno 

da ovaj fi lo zof ski pro mo ter ek sta tič ke vre me ni to sti ta kav vid stra va la štva ne 

bi mo gao po zi tiv no da oce ni. Mo že mo la ko da za mi sli mo Haj de ge ro vo ne go-

do va nje ko je bi ve ro vat no uka za lo da kao da ni je do vo ljan ma sov ni ne do sta-

tak osve šće nja o vla sti toj tem po ral no sti usled ko jeg se ge ne ri še iz gu blje nost 

sa vre me nog po je din ca, ne go joj do dat no do pri no sti i umet nič ka pro duk ci ja 

sa ko jom se taj po je di nac su sre će u svo joj sva ki da šnji ci. U sva kom slu ča ju, 

Haj de ge ro va im pli cit na i ne do volj no raz vi je na osu da ne po ga đa kla sič nu 
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sve vre me nost, ne go sklo nost sa vre me ne pro duk ci je da kod svo je pu bli ke 

kre i ra efe kat či ji cilj je da se dik tat vre me na ba rem na tre nu tak na pu sti za-

hva lju ju ći ima gi nar noj se o bi u ne ko dru go vre me.

Hu ser lo va fe no me no lo gi ja i iz lo že nost po je din ca

Iz per spek ti ve eg zi sten ci jal ne ana li ti ke ta kva se o ba nu žno uno si do dat nu 

kon fu zi ju u po pri lič nu „iz lo že nost“ sa vre me nog po je din ca. Me đu tim, sli čan 

efe kat na po je din ca osta vlja i su sret s kla sič nim, ko ji Haj de ger ne po mi nje. 

Na i me, za kla sič na de la ta ko đe ne va ži pri mat bu duć no sti. Slut nja da su tra 

mo že bi ti zna čaj no dru ga či je od da nas, za njih ne zna či mno go. Rav no du-

šnost spram tem po ral no sti upi sa na je u tki vo kla sič nog de la, po što ono 

im pli ci ra pra vo na va že nje i pri zna nje ne za vi sno od pro men lji vih li ko va 

aso ci ja tiv ne sin te ze sa da šnjo sti, pro šlo sti i bu duć no sti. Do kle god po sto ji 

ve ra u mo guć nost stva ra nja ko je nad ma šu je dik tat vre me na u ko jem se ra đa, 

tra ja će i pred sta va o kla sič nom. Kla sič na de la iz nad sve ga sve do če o po sto-

ja noj sna zi tra di ci je. Na su prot du hu avan gar di, ko ji gla sno na ja vlju je ras cep 

i bes kom pro mi sno sve do či o dis kon ti nu i te tu, kla sič nom je pre vas hod no 

sta lo do po na vlja nja. Za raz li ku od Haj de ge ro ve vi zi je po na vlja nja ko je pro-

is ti če iz lič ne po ve sno sti po je din ca i pred sta vlja iz raz od luč no sti i iz bo ra 

vla sti tih eg zi sten ci jal nih mo guć no sti, kla sič na ver zi ja po na vlja nja pre ima 

iz gled sa mo po tvr đi va nja. Iz per spek ti ve kla sič nog, po vest ni je ni šta dru go 

do pro ces u ko jem ono nad vre me no igra glav nu reč, jer mu uvek iz no va bi va 

oda ta po čast i po što va nje. Ume sto obe ća nja pro me ne, u ko joj va lja pre po-

zna ti pr vu ka te go ri ju po ve snog vre me na, u ho ri zon tu kla sič nog ra za zna je 

se tek niz va ri ja ci ja, tek raz li či ti va le ri i od je ci nje go vih vla sti tih po u ka.

Na su prot Ar nol du Ge le nu, ko ji u sa vre me nom sve tu umet no sti vi di tek kri-

sta li zo va ni si stem u ko jem su sve mo guć no sti već is pro ba ne (Ge hlen 1971: 

273), kla sič no de lo uvek ra ču na na no ve mo guć no sti re cep ci je. Ne ma kra ja 

mo guć no sti ma tu ma če nja kla sič nog, u to me se i sa sto ji nje go va ne is crp nost. 

Do mi na ci ja kla si ka se uvek ob na vlja, ona tra je bez ob zi ra na do ma ša je ak tu-

el ne du hov ne pro duk ci je. Ono što je kla sič no na sta lo je jed nom za svag da, 

od luč no is tra ja va ju ći u svo joj je din stve no sti i ne po no vlji vo sti, upr kos zna-

čaj nim raz li ka ma u na či nu na ko ji bi va is ku še no i do ži vlje no.

Ima mo li sve to u vi du, nu žno će mo se za pi ta ti o po re klu iri ta ci je ko ju sa vre-

me na fi lo zo fi ja, a iz nad sve ga fe no me no lo gi ja, ose ća u od no su na fe no men 

kla sič nog. Ima li raz lo ga da fe no me no lo gi ja za o bi la zi kla sič no i ta mo gde se 

nje na pa žnja ne usme ra va na mno go broj ne i ra zno vr sne fe no me ne zbog ko-

jih je po je din cu neo bič no te ško da se u sa vre me nim okol no sti ma iz bo ri za 

auten tič nost? Sa vre me na ne la go da za či nje se s uvi dom da tvr do kor no po ve-

re nje u traj nost kla sič nog ig no ri še de la po sve će na pro la znom ili kon tin gent nom, 

ko ji po čev ši od Bo dle ra sto je u fo ku su mo der ni sta. Ta kva de la su u pot pu no-

sti pre da na sa vre me nom tre nut ku, pa sto ga ili na mer no ne že le da bu du 
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kla sič na, ili pak usled svog ne kla sič nog usme re nja pro sto ni su u sta nju da se 

oki te tim uz vi še nim epi te tom. Kao da do mi na ci ja kla sič nog uku sa pod ra zu-

me va da on osta je u pot pu no sti imun na tvo re vi ne du ha ko je se, u skla du s 

na lo gom Pa u la Klea, is cr plju ju u „po su šti nje nju slu čaj nog“ (Kle 1998: 39), 

da ih tre ti ra kao ni že vred ne i hro nič no ne do volj ne, zbog če ga rav no du šno 

„pro la zi“ mi mo njih kao da se ni ka da ni su ni do go di le.

Isti ni za vo lju, po red mo me na ta ko ji su sa vre me nom fi lo zof skom sen zi bi li te-

tu tu đi i ne pri hva tlji vi, va lja po no vo is ta ći i za vi dan ste pen srod no sti fe no-

me no lo škog poj ma fi lo zo fi je s kla sič nim ide a li ma. Za po če tak je do volj no 

pod se ti ti da vre me ni tost ide al nih pred me ta i kod Hu ser la ima for mu sve vre-

me ni to sti. Ako je ta ko, on da se po sta vlja pi ta nje da li tran scen den tal na Mi-di-

men zi ja, kao prin ci pi jel no pro men lji va struk tu ra, za pra vo „in tim no“ te ži 

ove ko ve če nju, tj. traj nom is ko ra ku iz pro men lji vih isto rij skih stru ja nja? Zar 

Hu ser lov po jam ide al no sti ne ci lja na je din stvo smi sla ko je se u naj ra zli či ti jim 

za mi sli vim kon tek sti ma mo že po na vlja ti i pri sve mu to me osta ti isto? Ja sno 

je da je sva ko de lo ko je zo ve mo kla sič nim do stoj no ta kvog poj ma ide al no sti.

Kla sič no kao trag ko lek tiv nog pam će nja

Hu ser lo vo uče nje o pa siv noj sin te zi po či va na uvi du da tok re ten ci ja, tj. sve ga 

ono ga što je u sve sti za dr ža no od pro šlih is ku sta va i do ži vlja ja, pod uslo vom 

da ni je pra ćen ak tiv nim uče šćem su bjek ta, ne pre kid no mo ti vi še in ten ci je oče-

ki va nja „i ti me či ni da su one slič no od re đe ne u smi slu svog sti la“ (Hus serl 

1966: 323). Pa siv no od vi ja nje „stru je“ na še sve sti nu žno im pli ci ra i da će na ša 

oče ki va nja osta ti ne pro me nje na, a nje no vre me no va nje pre ma Hu ser lu omo-

gu ća va kon sti tu ci ju je din stve nog, „uni ver zal nog“ vre me na za ko je je ka rak te-

ri stič no da svi osve šće ni sa dr ža ji ima ju svo je sta bil no, čvr sto utvr đe no me sto.

Iz o sta nak ak tiv nog uče šća Ja pod ra zu me va iner ci ju sve snog ži vo ta, a do kle 

god ona go spo da ri oče ki va nja su uvek ista, po što je sa dr žaj oče ki va nog traj no 

od re đen is ku stvi ma ko ja su osta vi la naj du blji trag u sa mo sve sti. Na su prot Kan-

to vom poj mu is ku stva ko je na sta je po sred stvom sin te ze čul ne ra zno vr sno sti, 

apri or nih in tu i ci ja i ka te go ri ja, „Hu serl uka zu je na sloj na šeg is ku stva ko ji je 

do du še or ga ni zo van u skla du sa čvr stim za ko ni ma, ali se ne us po sta vlja tek 

po sred stvom ak tiv nog poj mov nog ob li ko va nja“ (Co sta 2010: 226). Po sma tra-

mo li ga u ši rem ho ri zon tu isto ri je fi lo zo fi je, fe no me no lo ško uče nje o pa siv no-

sti pre sve ga ci lja na uki da nje kan tov ske dis junk ci je re cep tiv nost/spon ta nost.

Na su prot pret po stav ci da smo uvek ili ak tiv ni ili pa siv ni, Hu serl uoča va ni vo 

kon sti tu ci je ko ji se od vi ja pa siv no, što zna či bez sve snog uče šća na šeg ja, ali 

upr kos to me iza se be osta vlja zna tan uči nak, tj. ima for ma tiv ni zna čaj za 

ak tiv ni sve sni ži vot. Po la ze ći od pret po stav ke da sve sni ži vot ima raz li či te 

slo je ve, Hu serl upu ću je na niz pro ce du ra ko je se od vi ja ju u sve sti mi mo na šeg 

di rekt nog uče šća. Prem da od bi ja po jam ne sve snog, tvr de ći da je svest uvek 

svest u svim svo jim fa za ma, osni vač fe no me no lo gi je bez dalj njeg osta vlja 
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me sto za sve sne pro ce du re ko je se od vi ja ju s one stra ne sa mo sve sti. Svest 

vre me na, ose ćaj nost, se ća nje, svi ti ni voi funk ci o ni šu za hva lju ju ći učin ci ma 

ko ji su se do go di li, a da pri tom sa na še stra ne ni su ni vo đe ni ni ti su ne po-

sred no osve šće ni. Tek za hva lju ju ći du bljem ni vou fe no me no lo ške re duk ci je 

mo že mo re flek siv no da ana li zi ra mo, pri me ra ra di, na čin na ko ji se u na šoj 

sve sti us po sta vlja aso ci ja tiv na sin te za re ten ci je (onog za dr ža nog iz pro šlo sti, 

što de lu je u sa da šnjem tre nut ku), pro ten ci je (mo me na ta an ti ci pa ci je i oče-

ki va nja) i pre zen ci je (sve sti sa da šnjeg tre nut ka). Otu da za hva lju ju ći Hu ser lu 

mo že mo da for mu li še mo je dan od pa ra dok sa sve snog ži vo ta: struk tu re pa-

siv no sti pret ho de i iz osno va ob li ku ju ak tiv nost.

Pre ne go što po sta vi mo pi ta nje o svo jim ak tiv no sti ma, pre ma Hu ser lu tre ba da 

po sta ne mo sve sni da sva ki naš opa žaj, uvid ili ose ćaj bi va ustro jen u skla du s 

iz ve snom ti po lo gi jom ko ju ni smo sa mi usta no vi li, jer ona ni po što ne pred sta vlja 

po sle di cu na šeg sve snog oda bi ra. Tek za hva lju ju ći kon sti tu tiv noj sna zi pa siv-

no sti po sta je ja sno zbog če ga su na še in ten ci je „slič ne u po gle du svog sti la“. Ono 

što opa ža mo re gi stru je mo na od re đe ni na čin. Taj na čin je vo đen ima nen ci jom 

na še vre men ske sve sti, a ne sve snim iz bo rom u skla du s pret hod no utvr đe nim 

pre fe ren ci ja ma. Ako opa žaj va ži kao osnov čo ve ko ve ori jen ta ci je u okol nom 

sve tu, on da je ve o ma va žno zna ti da ha bi tus na šeg opa ža nja ni je na stao is klju-

či vo kao po sle di ca na ših osve šće nih ak tiv no sti i do bro volj no do ne se nih od lu ka.

Da ka ko, kon kret ni ha bi tus u sva kom tre nut ku mo že bi ti po drob no ana li zi ran 

i raz ma tran, ali ta kva raz ma tra nja uvek nu žno za pi nju čim se su o če sa za dat-

kom da po drob no po lo že ra ču na o nje go vom ra ci o nal nom ustroj stvu. Osno va 

na ših is ku sta va i sve ga ono ga što je za nas va žno na sve tu, u se bi kri je ne što 

stra no, ne što što pro sto iz mi če po ku ša ju da ga pot pu no ob u hva ti mo i is crp no 

raz u me mo. Ono što ni je na sta lo bla go da re ći na šem sve snom vo đe nju ne go 

za hva lju ju ći ha bi tu su ko ji smo ste kli po sred stvom spe ci fič nog na či na „vre me-

no va nja“ svog sve snog ži vo ta, pred sta vlja sloj ko ji no si ce lo kup nu ra ci o nal nost 

i sto ga joj ne mo že ni bi ti pri stu pa čan po put ne kog spo lja šnjeg objek ta. Pri-

hva ti mo li ovu su ge sti ju na lič nom pla nu, on da će mo nu žno mo ra ti da se za-

mi sli mo ka ko sto je stva ri ka da je reč o kon ti nu i ra nom, ko lek tiv nom Mi?

Sva je pri li ka da se po pi ta nju kon sti tu tiv ne ulo ge pa siv no sti „lo gi ka“ po je di-

nač nog eg zi sti ra nja ne raz li ku je dra stič no od di na mi ke kul tur nog ži vo ta za-

jed ni ce. Kao da pa siv no sta nje sve sti ano nim no iz gra đu je svoj sta bil ni, „kla-

sič ni“ svet u ko jem sve za u zi ma svo je una pred od re đe no me sto, dok, s dru ge 

stra ne, kul tur na stvar nost ta ko đe s du go roč nim am bi ci ja ma ob li ku je po sto ja-

nu, za o kru že nu sfe ru „u ko joj sve već ima svo je ime“ (Wal den fels 2008: 199). 

Da li je on da oprav da no po mi sli ti da po sto ji i in ter su bjek tiv ni, ko lek tiv ni ni vo 

pa siv no sti ko ji od re đu je na šu re cep ci ju ak tu el ne umet nič ke pro duk ci je, a ko ji 

je usta no vljen za hva lju ju ći me ra ma i ar ši ni ma kla sič nih de la? Mo že li od va žna 

te za Ge or ga Zi me la da po red in di vi du al nog po sto ji i se ća nje ro da, da pro na đe 

svo ju pri klad nu pri me nu upra vo na te re nu re cep ci je umet no sti?
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Za raz ma tra nje ovog pi ta nja dra go ce na je Zi me lo va ide ja da a pri o ri za pra-

vo ne pred sta vlja pre i sku stve ne da to sti ni ti za ko ni to sti, ne go is ku stve no 

ste če ni i pri la go đe ni na čin or ga ni zo va nja is ku stva, ko ji usled nje go ve kon-

stant no sti i po u zda no sti do ži vlja va mo kao ne što ne za vi sno od em pi ri je. 

Po ve že mo li nje gov stav da „Apri o ri ima za po sle di cu iz ve sno ob li ko va nje, 

tj. spa ja nje za te če nih pred sta va“ (Zi mel 1994: 16), sa Hal bvah so vim poj mom 

ko lek tiv nog se ća nja, is po sta vi će se za ni mljiv za klju čak. Na i me, Le vi na sov i 

Blan šo ov stra zbur ški pro fe sor do pri neo je uvi du u pa siv ne struk tu re sve snog 

ži vo ta te zom da čak i in di vi du al no vi đe nje pred me ta pret po sta vlja iz ve san 

vid ko lek tiv nog is ku stva jer, ako ni šta dru go, pri li kom usa mlje nič kog či na 

po sma tra nja nu žno na pu šta mo lič nu per spek ti vu „ne da bi smo se po me ša li 

sa pred me ti ma, već da bi smo ih sa gle da li sa sta no vi šta dru gih“ (Hal bvahs 

2013: 295). Ako u po za di ni na či na na ko ji ob li ku je mo svoj sve sni ži vot i 

or ga ni zu je mo svo je uti ske o stvar no sti sto je tra go vi ko lek tiv nih is ku sta va, 

on da do spe va mo na do mak mo guć no sti da kla si ke sa gle da mo kao ko lek tiv ni 

apri o ri, kao pa siv no, ne re flek to va no po la zi šte ko je ite ka ko ob li ku je struk tu-

re estet skog is ku stva.

Uko li ko po je di nač ni ži vot pa siv no vo de nje go va pre sud na is ku stva, on da se 

iz mi ca nje iz van ru ti ne i ak tiv na sin te tič ka iz grad nja smi sla pre po ru ču ju kao 

je di ni iz laz iz kon ste la ci je pre ma ko joj tra go vi pre đa šnjih ko lek tiv nih is ku-

sta va uvek pre te da po sta nu „sud bin ski“ i „kob ni“. Po sma tra na iz per spek-

ti ve ko lek ti va, moć pa siv no sti se is po lja va gde god do mi ni ra je zik usme re-

no sti ko ja je za do bi je na za hva lju ju ći ko lek tiv nom se ća nju, ali je ite ka ko 

pri sut na i ta mo gde vla da pred sta va o una pred od lu če nim is ho di ma.

Pri me ra ra di, ka da je reč o iz grad nji ko lek ti va u zna ku pa siv no sti – re al nost 

de kla ra tiv no ak tiv ne po stre vo lu ci o nar ne iz grad nje se ru ko vo di la je din stve-

nim i ne pri ko sno ve nim dik ta tom, či me se čak i na re to rič kom pla nu neo če-

ki va no pri bli ža va la struk tu ra ma za jed ni ce ko je sna žno ve ru ju u sud bi nu. 

Dis kurs pa siv no sti za vla dao je ta mo gde su na ja vlje ne pro me ne ka kve ljud-

ska isto ri ja ni je za be le ži la: „Sta lji ni stič ka kul tu ra se ni je ori jen ti sa la na de-

a u to ma ti za ci ju već na auto ma ti za ci ju sve sti, na nje no si ste mat sko for mi ra nje 

u po treb nom prav cu pu tem nje nog upra vlja nja sre di nom, ba zom, nje nim 

ne sve snim [...]“ (Grojs 2009: 67). To me na su prot, upr kos svom re vo lu ci o-

nar nom ras po lo že nju duh avan gar di iz ri či to je in si sti rao na otre žnje nju i 

su o ča va nju s uvi dom da se je din stvo, kao ta kvo, vi še ne mo že pro na ći (Däubler 

1988; 37). To kon kret no zna či da je din stvo, ta mo gde po sto ji, na sta je je di no 

ta ko što bi va na sil no kon stru i sa no. Sled stve no to me, kul tur ni ži vot mo že 

bi ti na gla še no pred vi dljiv, što pred sta vlja po uz dan znak da je za pra vo „umrt-

vljen“ se bi svoj stve nom pa siv no šću, što ga su prot sta vlja spe ci fič nom vre-

men skom ustroj stvu umet nič kog de la. Dok ha bi tus kul tur ne stvar no sti od-

li ku je pa siv nost, tj. „jed na ki stil“ u in ten ci o nal nim oče ki va nji ma, istin ska 

tem po ral nost umet nič kog de la, sa svo je stra ne, upu ću je na „za u sta vlja nje 

vre me na“ (Le vi nas 1994: 119). Iz ra že no u ter mi ni ma fi lo zo fi je eg zi sten ci je, 
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ta kvo vre me je nu žno vre me te sko be, vre me za ko je bi se pre mo glo re ći da 

je „pra zno“ (Blan chot 1955: 260), ne go da je od re đe no tra go vi ma od luč no-

sti ili ne ka da šnjih ori jen ta ci ja, od no sno vre men skih per spek ti va ko ji ma su 

„po no vlje na“ pre đa šnja is ku stva. Uto li ko se na su prot tra ja nju, kao sre di šnjoj 

oso be no sti kla sič nog, avan gard no is po sta vlja kao pre kid, rez, za se za nje u 

inert noj, tro moj pa siv no sti kul tur nog ži vo ta.

Ipak, ni je li ovaj pa ra le li zam pa siv nog stru ja nja sve sti i iner ci je kul tur nog 

ži vo ta u ko jem vla da ju kla si ci pre strog i neo dr živ? Ni je li nam upra vo fe no-

me no lo gi ja po ka za la da smi sao mo že po sta ti po ve san tek na kon što je naj pre 

po stao ide a lan, bu du ći da ozna ča va „ide al no iden tič ni mo me nat svih sa gla-

snih sve snih do ži vlja ja“ (Hus serl 1966: 321)? Uka zu je li iz fe no me no lo ške 

per spek ti ve fe no men kla sič nog na ne što dru go, a ne da je od re đe nom je din-

stvu smi sla po šlo za ru kom da traj no is ko ra či iz van svo je uro nje no sti u pro-

men lji vo tki vo em pi rij skog po ve snog to ka? Na po kon, ni je li sa svim oprav-

da no is ta ći da se fe no mo lo ški po jam smi sla is ka zao kao neo bič no sro dan sa 

kon tek stom u ko jem se ja vlja kla sič na sve vre me ni tost?

U tom kon tek stu po sta je na ro či to za ni mlji vo mo že li se Hu ser lov po jam 

pa siv ne sin te ze po sma tra ti kao svo je vr sna re ak ci ja fe no me no lo gi je usme-

re na na de kon struk ci ju sa vre me nih uči na ka ni ve li ra nja? Ukr šten s uče njem 

o pa siv no sti, zah tev za ima nent nim po re klom svih isti na, od no sno umet-

nič kih po stig nu ća, pre do ča va nam u ko joj me ri stva ra lač ki po ten ci jal sve sti 

po či va u pro iz vo đe nju ide ja ko je ipak ni su ka rak te ri stič ne tek za na šu in-

tim nu, auto nom nu pro iz vod nu de lat nost, ne go su na čel no me ta-su bjek tiv-

ne, što on da zna či i da su po me nu te ide je imu ne na svo ju „isto rij ski pr vu 

ak tiv nu kon sti tu ci ju u kon kret noj sve sti“ (Rom bach 2004: 38). Mo ti va ci ja 

za na pu šta nje iz vor nog Hu ser lo vog pro jek ta či ste fe no me no lo gi je po sta je 

ja sni ja na kon uvi da da su u na šem od no su pre ma kla sič nom fe no me no lo zi 

pre po zna li vi sok ste pen po du dar no sti sa ni ve li ra njem, sa sa vre me nim me-

ha ni zmom či ja pret nja se sa sto ji u one mo gu ća va nju umet nič kih, kul tur nih 

ili fi lo zof skih is ko ra ka.

In ter ven ci ja fe no me no lo gi je za po či nje ne do volj no spo mi nja nom in tu i ci jom 

da uko li ko sa gle da va nje uči na ka ni ve li ra nja ima za re zul tat upo zo re nje da 

se po sred stvom pri rod ne su bjek tiv no sti i kon ven ci o nal nih ob li ka zna nja ne 

mo že mo za šti ti ti od sve ta ko jem smo iz lo že ni, on da nam ne pre o sta je ni šta 

dru go do da na đe mo na čin da se vra ti mo na trag „ori gi nar noj“, „iz vor noj“, 

„pri mi tiv noj“ su bjek tiv no sti. U to me se te ško mo že pre vi de ti nji ho va srod-

nost sa vo de ćim na sto ja nji ma avan gar di sta. Ne ma sum nje da su se za okret 

pre ma iz vo ri ma su bjek tiv nost li stom opre de lji va li i avan gard ni umet ni ci. 

Funk ci o nal nost po vrat ka iz vor nom sve tu Te o dor Doj bler vi deo je tek kao 

me di jum umet nič ke stra te gi je za hva lju ju ći ko joj po sred nim pu tem iz sa vre-

me ne iz o pa če no sti, pre ko do di ra s drev nom, ne tak nu tom i ne pro me nje nom 

tra di ci jom afrič ke umet no sti, do spe va mo na do mak ne u slo vlje nog, što je 
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ve ko vi ma va ži lo kao svr ha fi lo zof ske ak tiv no sti: „Na taj na čin se pri bli ža-

va mo ap so lut nom, ne tek pri mi tiv nom“ (Däubler 1988: 131). Na po kon, 

van red no je za ni mlji va i isto vre me nost, pre ma ko joj se pr vo iz la ga nje Pi-

ka so vih Go spo đi ca iz Avi njo na, na sli ka nih za hva lju ju ći umet ni ko voj in spi-

ri sa no sti afrič kim ma ska ma do go di lo iste 1907. go di ne u ko joj je Hu serl 

dr žao kurs pre da va nja pod na slo vom Ide ja fe no me no lo gi je.

Re zul ta ti in si sti ra nja na iz vor noj, ili „pri mi tiv noj“ su bjek tiv no sti ni su mo gli 

da mi mo i đu ni ka rak ter is ku sta va s ko ji ma se ona su o ča va. Jed no je od mah 

ja sno: ta kva su bjek tiv nost vi še ni je ori jen ti sa na u skla du s pra vi li ma per-

spek ti ve. Avan gard ni po kre ti će u shva ta nju su bjek tiv no sti na se bi svoj stven 

na čin an ti ci pi ra ti lo gi ku Pa toč ki ne asu bjek tiv ne fe no me no lo gi je. Pre ma njoj, 

u Ja ne ma ni če ga, bu du ći da ego po sta je vi dljiv tek za hva lju ju ći ono me či me 

je oku pi ran u fe no me nal noj sfe ri (Pa toč ka 1988: 122). Sled stve no to me, 

svet umet nič kih is ku sta va ni je ob li ko van ni apri or nim struk tu ra ma sa mih 

umet ni ka, ni ti je pak dik ti ran spo lja šnjim me ra ma pred met nog sve ta.

Na pu šta nje per spek ti ve ipak ne zna či i ras kid s prin ci pi ma in di vi du a ci je. 

Na pro tiv, in di vi du i ra nje se sa da za či nje u me di ju sa mo svoj nih umet nič kih 

su sre ta sa stva ri ma. Nji ho va in ven tiv nost bi va mo gu ća tek ka da umet ni ku 

po đe za ru kom da is ko ra či iz sa mog se be, da na pu sti ru ti ne, usvo je ne obra-

sce i na u če ne for me. Umet nič ko is ku stvo iz i sku je na pu šta nje vla sti to sti i 

iz la že nje u su sret stva ri ma na na čin ko ji ne za do vo lja va ni te o rij ske in te re se, 

ni prak tič ke svr he. Pi ta nja o isti ni umet nič kog de la, kao i o nje go voj svr si, iz 

osno va su tu đa oso be no sti umet nič kog is ku stva. Nje go voj pri ro di da le ko je 

bli že pi ta nje o pre la zu, pre ko ra če nju, po me ra nju is ku stve nih gra ni ca, ili o 

nji ho voj tran sgre si ji. Zbog to ga i fe no me no lo ge mo že mo la ko da za mi sli mo 

ka ko po sma tra ju afrič ku ma sku, te u njoj uvi đa ju du bo ku srod nost sa sve tom 

sva ki da šnjih is ku sta va, po put Hu ga Ba la: „ono što nas na ma ska ma sve fa-

sci ni ra je da one ne ote lo vlju ju ljud ske, ne go nat pri rod ne ka rak te re i stra sti. 

Po sta je vi dljiv užas ovog vre me na, pa ra li šu ća po za di na stva ri“ (Ball 1927: 

97). Ti me se Bal na iz gled po zi ci o ni ra kon trar no Haj de ge ru, ali za pra vo iz-

no si kom ple men tar nu do pu nu nje go ve kri ti ke mo der no sti. Reč ju, ako se 

Haj de ge rov osvrt ti cao „ne a u ten tič ne“ stra te gi je mo der nog po i e sis, Ba lo va 

re ak ci ja se ti ca la mo guć no sti „auten tič nog“ umet nič kog iz ra za. Dok se za 

fun da men tal nog on to lo ga kob mo der no sti sa sto ja la u ne pri met nom is ko ra-

ku u ne ko dru go vre me, za da da i stu pret nja sa vre me no sti po sta je vi dlji va u 

ar te fak ti ma ko ji po ti ču iz dav nih vre me na i kul tu ra. Auten tič ni umet nič ki 

gest bi za nje ga pred sta vljao pre o kre ta nje po me nu tog is kra da nja iz vla sti tog 

vre me na. Ume sto da be ži mo iz sa vre me no sti ta ko što će mo evo ci ra ti ne ka 

dru ga vre me na, mno go je bo lje da raz vi ja mo spo sob nost da u naj sna žni jim 

iz ra zi ma mi nu lih vre me na vi di mo ote lo vlje nja ko ja do di ru ju sre di šte sa vre-

me no sti. Uto li ko i fa sci na ci ja umet nič kim na sle đem pre vas hod no ima smi sla 

po sred stvom evo ka ci je ne vi dlji vog, tj. tran sgre si je po sred stvom ko je smo u 

pri li ci da uoči mo ne vi dlji vu po za di nu na šeg ži vot nog sve ta.
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Dragan Prole
Passivity and Leveling 
Husserl, Heidegger and Hugo Ball
Abstract
The first part of this paper explores the kinship in diagnosis of contemporaneity of 
Hugo Ball and Martin Heidegger. Both thinkers recognize leveling as an important 
trait of their age. In Ball’s terms, leveling is identified with the apocalyptic abolishment 
of humanity. That happens by equalizing all of human creation, which becomes 
possible only after the abolishment of the hierarchy of values, thanks to which it 
was previously possible to distinguish a work of art from an average work. With 
Heidegger, leveling is equated with the perverted forms of curiosity. Unlike the 
former forms of curiosity, coupled by the common desire for deeper insight, modern 
curiosity is fairly superficial, let loose with no boundaries to all the impressions 
which supersede the expected and already seen. In the second part of the paper, 
Husserl’s term of passive synthesis is examined, so we can observe the intervention 
of phenomenology from the perspective of deconstruction of the effects of leveling. 
I conclude with a warning that we cannot protect ourselves from the world to 
which we are exposed by natural subjectivity and conventional forms of knowledge. 
Which insight leads us to revert to the sources of subjectivity, the idea common to 
both the avant-garde and the phenomenologists.

Keywords: passivity, leveling, classical, avant-garde, phenomenology
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Ivan Mla de no vić

Od jav nog uma do de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je

Ap strakt   U ovom član ku ba vi mo se od no som iz me đu jav nog uma i de li be ra tiv ne 
de mo kra ti je po la ze ći od Rol so ve ka sni je po li tič ke te o ri je. Na su prot kri ti ča ri ma 
ko ji sma tra ju da Rols ne ma te o ri ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, za stu pa mo sta no-
vi šte da Rols ima kom plek sno vi đe nje jav ne de li be ra ci je ko je sa dr ži či tav niz 
for mal nih i sup stan tiv nih zah te va iz ve de nih iz ide je jav nog uma. Na ša na me ra u 
ovom ra du je upra vo da po nu di mo ar gu men te i do dat no obra zlo ži mo za što je 
Rol so vo po li tič ko uče nje va žno za kon cep ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Po red 
to ga, na sto ja će mo da u sve tlu no vi jih is tra ži va nja u obla sti de li be ra tiv ne de mo-
kra ti je raz mo tri mo u ko joj me ri je Rol so vo uče nje re le vant no za su o ča va nje sa 
ne kim ak tu el nim pro ble mi ma, ali i ko ja su ogra ni če nja per spek ti ve jav nog uma.

Ključ ne re či: jav ni um, de li be ra tiv na de mo kra ti ja, ra zlo žnost, kon sen zus, ve ćin sko 
gla sa nje

U ovom ra du ba vi će mo se od no som iz me đu jav nog uma i de li be ra tiv ne de-

mo kra ti je po la ze ći od Rol so ve (J. Rawls) ka sni je po li tič ke te o ri je.1 Ka da je 

reč o Rol so vom od no su pre ma de li be ra tiv noj de mo kra ti ji sta vo vi auto ra se 

po tom pi ta nju ra zi la ze. S jed ne stra ne, po je di ni auto ri tvr de da je Rol so va 

po li tič ka te o ri ja ire le vant na za kon cep ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Ta ko 

Si mon Čem bers (S. Cham bers) ka že da, „iako Rols po dr ža va de li be ra tiv nu 

de mo kra ti ju i nje go va kon cep ci ja jav nog uma ima cen tra lan zna čaj za ta kvo 

raz u me va nje de mo kra ti je… nje ga ne sma tram te o re ti ča rem de li be ra tiv ne 

de mo kra ti je“ (Cham bers 2003: 308). Slič no to me, Majkl So vard (M. Sa ward) 

is ti če da, „upr kos Rol so vim tvrd nja ma i tvrd nja ma ko men ta to ra, Rols ni je i 

ne mo že bi ti de li be ra tiv ni de mo kra ta“ (Sa ward 2002: 112). S dru ge stra ne, 

auto ri ko ji su vi še na klo nje ni Rol su tvr de da kon cep ci ja de li be ra tiv ne de mo-

kra ti je ima zna čaj nu ulo gu u okvi ru nje go ve te o ri je. Čarls Lar mor (C. Lar-

mo re) u tom po gle du iz no si stav da, „Rol so vi sko ra šnji spi si o jav nom umu 

pru ža ju na crt kom plek snog mo de la de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je“ (Lar mo re 

2003: 368). S tim se sla že i Džo na tan Kvong (J. Qu ong) tvr de ći da „jav ni 

um zah te va od re đe nu for mu de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je“ (Qu ong 2014: 265). 

Se mjuel Fri men (S. Fre e man) ta ko đe is ti če da je „ide ja jav nog uma od cen-

tral nog zna ča ja za sta no vi šte de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je“, sma tra ju ći pri tom 

da, „Rols uvi đa po seb nu po tre bu za tim da jav ni um re gu li še ar gu men te i 

de li be ra ci ju u po li tič kom ži vo tu de mo kra ti je“ (Fre e man 2000: 396, 399). 

1 Tekst je na stao kao re zul tat ra da na pro jek tu In sti tu ta za fi lo zo fi ju i dru štve nu 

te o ri ju, Uni ver zi te ta u Be o gra du, br. 43007, ko ji fi nan si ra Mi ni star stvo pro sve te, na u ke 

i teh no lo škog raz vo ja Re pu bli ke Sr bi je.
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Naš pr vi cilj u ovom ra du bi će da po ka že mo za što je po gre šno sta no vi šte 

auto ra ko ji sma tra ju da je Rol so vo uče nje ire le vant no za de li be ra tiv nu de-

mo kra ti ju. Ovo će mo na sto ja ti da ura di mo pre sve ga raz ma tra ju ći od nos 

iz me đu ide je jav nog uma i kon cep ci je de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Upr kos 

to me što se sla že mo sa auto ri ma ko ji tvr de da je Rol so va za mi sao o jav nom 

umu re le vant na za te o ri ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, sma tra mo da u li te ra-

tu ri ko ja se do ti če ovog pi ta nja ne do sta ju ar gu men ti i de talj ni je obra zlo že nje 

za što je to ta ko. Na ša na me ra u ovom ra du je upra vo da po nu di mo ta kve 

ar gu men te i do dat no obra zlo ži mo za što je Rol so vo po li tič ko uče nje va žno 

za kon cep ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. To li ko o pr vom ci lju ovog ra da. 

Dru gi cilj je da u sve tlu ka sni jih is tra ži va nja u obla sti de li be ra tiv ne de mo-

kra ti je raz mo tri mo u ko joj me ri je Rol so vo uče nje re le vant no za ne ke ak tu-

el ne pro ble me, ali i ko ja su ogra ni če nja Rol so vog sta no vi šta u ve zi sa de-

li be ra tiv nom de mo kra ti jom. U tom po gle du, bra ni će mo kon cep ci ju 

de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je za ko ju sma tra mo da je u ve li koj me ri u skla du sa 

Rol so vim pret po stav ka ma, ali ko ja isto vre me no ide da lje od tih pret po stav-

ki i su o ča va se sa ne kim pi ta nji ma ko ja su kod Rol sa osta la otvo re na. Dru gim 

re či ma, na sto ja će mo da po la ze ći od ne kih rol sov skih pre mi sa do đe mo do 

svo jih za klju ča ka u ve zi sa de li be ra tiv nom de mo kra ti jom.

Ide ja jav nog uma, ka ko je Rols shva ta, pre sve ga se od no si na ideal do bro 

ure đe nog de mo krat skog dru štva. Mo glo bi se re ći da ova ide ja ima svo ju 

li be ral nu i svo ju de mo krat sku di men zi ju. U osno vi li be ral nog shva ta nja le-

gi tim no sti na la zi se za mi sao da je za oprav da nje osnov nih prin ci pa po li tič ke 

za jed ni ce, kao i me ha ni za ma pri nu de ko ji ih po dr ža va ju, nu žno da se sa 

nji ma sa gla se sve slo bod ne i jed na ke in di vi due. Li be ral na di men zi ja ide je 

jav nog uma sa sto ji se u to me da bi gra đa ni do bro ure đe nog de mo krat skog 

dru štva, upra vo kao slo bod ni i jed na ki, ali i kao ra ci o nal ni i ra zlo žni, mo gli 

da pri hva te od re đe ne prin ci pe ko ji ma bi bi la re gu li sa na osnov na ustav na 

pi ta nja, kao i upo tre ba po li tič ke mo ći. Za to Rols sma tra da se u osno vi ide je 

o jav nom umu na la zi ono što na zi va prin ci pom li be ral ne le gi tim no sti. Ovaj 

prin cip gla si da je „vr še nje po li tič ke mo ći… pra vil no i sto ga oprav da no sa mo 

ka da je u skla du sa usta vom, ako je ra zlo žno da oče ku je mo da će nje go ve 

osnov ne ele men te po tvr di ti svi gra đa ni u sve tlu prin ci pa i ide a la ko ji su im 

pri hva tlji vi kao ra zlo žni i ra ci o nal ni“ (Rols 1998: 258).

Za de mo krat sku di men zi ju ide je o jav nom umu je ka rak te ri stič no da u do bro 

ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu gra đa ni, kao ko lek tiv no te lo, do no se od-

lu ke ko je su od ključ ne va žno sti za po li tič ku za jed ni cu. Rols ka že da, „de-

mo krat ski ustav pred sta vlja prin ci pi jel no iz ra žen u vi šem pra vu po li tič ki 

ideal na ro da da so bom vla da na od re đe ni na čin“ i do da je da je „cilj jav nog 

uma da ar ti ku li še taj ideal“ (Rols 1998: 273). Osnov na za mi sao u ve zi sa 

Rol so vom ide jom jav nog uma je ste da je u me ri u ko joj se sle di mo gu će do-

no še nje ko lek tiv nih od lu ka ko je bi isto vre me no bi le pri hva tlji ve svim slo-

bod nim i jed na kim gra đa ni ma. Ali da bi li be ral na i de mo krat ska stra na 
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ide je jav nog uma bi le u rav no te ži, nu žna je, bar ta ko mi sli Rols, pret po stav-

ka o gra đa ni ma ko ji su ne sa mo ra ci o nal ni, već i ra zlo žni. To zna či da ide ja 

jav nog uma pod ra zu me va sprem nost da se jav ne de ba te i gla sa nje o te melj-

nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma, u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu, ru ko-

vo de raz lo zi ma ko je bi svi mo gli da pri hva te.

S ob zi rom da Rol so vo vi đe nje jav nog uma u ve li koj me ri po či va na pret po-

stav ci o ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma, nu žno je naj pre vi de ti šta se pod ti me pod ra-

zu me va. Ra zlo žnost je po jam ko ji Rols od re đu je u kon tra stu spram poj ma 

ra ci o nal nog. Po jed no sta vlju ju ći stva ri, mo gli bi smo re ći da je ra ci o nal na ona 

oso ba ko ja sle di ne ku svo ju kon cep ci ju do bra ili ko ja po stu pa u skla du sa 

lič nim in te re som. Za raz li ku od to ga, ra zlo žna oso ba je ona ko ja po stu pa 

ru ko vo de ći se ose ća jem za prav du ili ona ko ja de la u skla du sa prin ci pi ma 

ko ji mo gu bi ti pri hva tlji vi i dru gim oso ba ma. Po la ze ći od ova kvog vi đe nja 

ra zlo žno sti, Rols od re đu je ra zlo žne gra đa ne kao one ko ji su, „sa gle da va ju ći 

jed ni dru ge kao slo bod ne i jed na ke u si ste mu dru štve ne sa rad nje kroz ge ne-

ra ci je, sprem ni da je dan dru gom po nu de ne pri stra sne uslo ve sa rad nje u 

skla du sa onim što sma tra ju naj ra zlo žni jom kon cep ci jom po li tič ke prav de; i 

ta kvi su ako se sa gla ša va ju da po stu pa ju u skla du sa tim uslo vi ma, čak i na 

uštrb vla sti tih in te re sa u od re đe nim si tu a ci ja ma, uko li ko te uslo ve pri hva te 

i dru gi gra đa ni“ (Rols 2003: 175–176). Rols, u svo jim ka sni jim ra do vi ma, 

pret po stav ku o ra zlo žno sti gra đa na uglav nom do dat no raz ja šnja va po zi va-

njem na kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta. Za ovaj kri te ri jum, Rols ka že da, „ka da se… 

uslo vi pred lo že kao naj ra zlo žni ji uslo vi ne pri stra sne sa rad nje, oni ko ji ih 

pred la žu mo ra ju mi sli ti da je u naj ma nju ru ku ra zlo žno da ih pri hva te i dru-

gi, kao slo bod ni i jed na ki gra đa ni, a ne za to što su pot či nje ni ili iz ma ni pu li-

sa ni ili pod pri ti skom in fe ri or nog po li tič kog ili so ci jal nog po lo ža ja“ (Rols 

2003: 176). Pret po stav ka ra zlo žno sti pod ra zu me va, da kle, da gra đa ni jed ni 

dru gi ma nu de ne pri stra sne uslo ve sa rad nje u for mi raz lo ga ko je bi svi mo gli 

da pri hva te. Ide jom re ci pro ci te ta do dat no se spe ci fi ku je da ova pri hva tlji vost 

mo ra da po či va na uza jam nom tre ti ra nju oso ba kao slo bod nih i jed na kih.

Po sta vlja se, me đu tim, pi ta nje za što je nu žno, ka da je o jav nom umu reč, da 

gra đa ne po sma tra mo kao ra zlo žne, a ne sa mo kao ra ci o nal ne? Oči gled no, 

ra di se o pri lič no ide a li zo va noj ver zi ji gra đa na. Pi ta nje je, da kle, šta je to što 

oprav da va ta ko vi sok ste pen ide a li za ci je. Pri rod na re ak ci ja je da se tvr di 

ka ko je pret po stav ka o ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma ire le vant na za de mo krat ska 

dru štva ona kva ka kva ih po zna je mo. Zbog to ga tre ba is ta ći da je Rols u pr-

vom re du za in te re so van za nor ma tiv nu kon cep ci ju de mo krat skog dru štva 

ko joj bi bi la od go va ra ju ća od re đe na nor ma tiv na kon cep ci ja gra đa na. On za 

jav ni um ka že da, „kao ide al na kon cep ci ja gra đan stva za ustav ni de mo krat ski 

re žim, on po ka zu je ka ko bi stva ri mo gle da iz gle da ju, shva ta ju ći lju de ona-

kvi ma ka kvi ma ih pra ved no i do bro ure đe no dru štvo pod sti če da bu du“ (Rols 

1998: 254). Dru gim re či ma, ide ja jav nog uma ne od no si se na to ka ko se u 

re al no po sto je ćim de mo krat skim dru štvi ma od lu ču je, već ka ko bi tre ba lo da 
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se do no se od lu ke u ide a li zo va noj ver zi ji do bro ure đe ne de mo kra ti je. Me đu-

tim, pro blem vi so kog ste pe na ide a li za ci je u ve zi sa ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma i 

da lje osta je. Mo gu će je, na i me, for mu li sa ti nor ma tiv nu po li tič ku te o ri ju 

uzi ma ju ći u ob zir in sti tu ci je ona kve ka kve bi mo gle da bu du, a gra đa ne ona-

kve ka kvi je su. Ili ba rem, ima ti ne ko ma nje ide a li zo va no vi đe nje gra đa na. 

S ob zi rom da se Rol so va te o ri ja iz la že ri zi ku ova kvih pri go vo ra, pro blem 

ko ji ona tre ba da re ši mo rao bi da bu de ne re šiv dru ga či jim sred stvi ma, da 

bi ste pen ide a li za ci je bio oprav dan. Ali o kom pro ble mu je reč?

Rols po la zi od či nje ni ce ra zlo žnog plu ra li zma ko ja je ka rak te ri stič na za de-

mo krat sko dru štvo. Ako je či nje ni ca u ve zi sa de mo krat skim dru štvom da će 

se gra đa ni raz li ko va ti s ob zi rom na mno štvo ra zlo žnih re li gij skih, mo ral nih 

i dru gih sve o bu hvat nih dok tri na, on da se ja vlja pro blem ka ko je uop šte mo-

gu će do ći do ne ke za jed nič ke kon cep ci je prav de i za jed nič ke osno ve na ko joj 

bi bi la re ša va na pi ta nja osnov nih ustav nih ele me na ta. Rol sov od go vor na ovaj 

iza zov je dvo struk. Pr vo, on sma tra da je mo gu će po sti ći pre kla pa ju ći kon-

sen zus oko kon cep ci je prav de sa mo ako je ona for mu li sa na kao po li tič ka 

kon cep ci ja, ne za vi sno od bi lo ko je sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne i upra vo kao ta kva 

pri hva tlji va za skup svih ra zlo žnih sve o bu hvat nih dok tri na.2 Dru go, on sma-

tra da je jed nom ka da po sto ji za jed nič ka osno va oprav da nja u po li tič koj 

kon cep ci ji prav de, ili ba rem ogra ni če ni do men po ro di ce li be ral nih po li tič kih 

kon cep ci ja, na osno vu jav nog uma mo gu će de fi ni sa ti sva ključ na pi ta nja 

ustav nih ele me na ta. Pre kla pa ju ći kon sen zus de fi ni še po li tič ku osno vu ko ja 

bi mo gla da bu de za jed nič ka svim gra đa ni ma, dok za hva lju ju ći jav nom umu 

ono što je za jed nič ko za sve gra đa ne bi va pre to če no u ustav na od re đe nja.

Ali ono što le ži u osno vi oba ova od go vo ra je ste da se u po li tič kom do me nu 

ume sto osla nja nja na ce lu isti nu ka ko je vi di sva ki gra đa nin iz per spek ti ve 

svo je sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne, mo ra mo oslo ni ti is klju či vo na ra zlo žnost.3 

In si sti ra nje na sop stve nom sve o bu hvat nom gle di štu kao isti ni tom, kao i iz-

vo đe nju kon cep ci je prav de na tim osno va ma je ste put ko ji vo di u me đu sob-

ne su ko be i su prot sta vlja nja, a ne ka sta bil no sti de mo krat skog po ret ka. Po 

Rol su, sta bil nost de mo krat skog dru štva tre ba da po či va upra vo na jav nom 

umu i pre kla pa ju ćem kon sen zu su ra zlo žnih sve o bu hvat nih dok tri na. Tek u 

tom slu ča ju mo že se go vo ri ti o do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu. 

Kao što se do pre kla pa ju ćeg kon sen zu sa ne mo že do ći ako se in si sti ra na 

či ta voj isti ni svog sve o bu hvat nog gle di šta, već na ra zlo žnom pri hva ta nju 

od re đe nih po li tič kih vred no sti, pa otud i po li tič ke kon cep ci je prav de ko ja se 

na nji ma za sni va, slič no sto ji stvar i sa jav nim umom. Ogra ni če nja jav nog 

2 Rols kao ra zlo žnu sve o bu hvat nu dok tri nu od re đu je onu ko ja, „pri hva ta ustav ni de-

mo krat ski re žim i ide ju le gi tim nog za ko na ko ja je pra ti“ (Rols 2003: 170). Za Rol so va 

da lja od re đe nja u ve zi sa ra zlo žnim sve o bu hvat nim dok tri na ma, vi de ti: Rols 1998: 93–100.

3 Ovu za mi sao Rols for mu li še na sle de ći na čin: „Pred la žem da u jav nom umu sve-

o bu hvat ne dok tri ne isti ne i pra va bu du za me nje ne ide jom po li tič ki ra zlo žnog ko ja se 

obra ća gra đa ni ma kao gra đa ni ma.“ Na ve de no pre ma: Rols 2003: 170.
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uma pod ra zu me va ju da se pri li kom od lu či va nja o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta-

nji ma, gra đa ni ne po zi va ju na či ta vu isti nu ona ko ka ko je vi de iz per spek ti ve 

sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne, već na vo de ći raz lo ge ko je bi i dru gi gra đa ni mo gli 

ra zlo žno da pri hva te. To ta ko đe zna či da di sku si ja o te melj nim po li tič kim 

pi ta nji ma tre ba da bu de ru ko vo đe na po zi va njem na po li tič ke vred no sti i po-

li tič ku kon cep ci ju prav de. Zbog sve ga to ga se mo že re ći da su ra zlo žni gra-

đa ni oni ko ji po štu ju ogra ni če nja jav nog uma. Ti me smo od go vo ri li na pi ta nje 

za što je nu žno da se gra đa ni po sma tra ju kao ra zlo žni a ne sa mo kao ra ci o-

nal ni. Ta ko đe, ste pen ide a li za ci je u ve zi sa ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma je ade kva tan 

jer upra vo pret po stav ka ra zlo žno sti omo gu ća va da se po nu di od go vor na 

pi ta nje ka ko je mo gu će po sti ći kon sen zus u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim pi-

ta nji ma ako se uzme u ob zir či nje ni ca da se lju di u de mo krat skom dru štvu 

raz li ku ju u po gle du mno štva sve o bu hvat nih dok tri na.

Iako smo pret po stav ku o ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma raz ma tra li u di rekt noj re la-

ci ji sa ide jom jav nog uma, ona ima svo je ne za vi sno va že nje. Kao što smo 

vi de li, na nje nim osno va ma je mo gu će ob ja sni ti po sti za nje pre kla pa ju ćeg 

kon sen zu sa. Za raz li ku od to ga, Rols sma tra da sam jav ni um ge ne ri še od-

re đe nu mo ral nu du žnost ko ju na zi va du žno šću gra đan ske uljud no sti (the 

duty of ci vi lity). Njo me se od re đu je ka ko bi gra đa ni jed ni pre ma dru gi ma 

tre ba lo da se od no se pri li kom od lu či va nja o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma. 

S ob zi rom da je za ide ju jav nog uma od od lu ču ju će va žno sti po li tič ka kon-

cep ci ja prav de, du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti na la že da se de ba ta o te melj-

nim pi ta nji ma od vi ja is klju či vo osla nja njem na po li tič ke vred no sti. Uz to, 

Rols pret po sta vlja da ova du žnost na la že da se sa slu ša šta dru gi gra đa ni 

ima ju da ka žu, kao i sprem nost za pra vlje nje kom pro mi sa na ra zlo žnim 

osno va ma (Rols 1998: 258, 295). Rols na gla ša va da je reč o mo ral noj du-

žno sti, a ne o ne koj vr sti oba ve ze ko ja bi se mo gla na met nu ti za ko ni ma. Kao 

raz log za to na vo di da bi na me ta nje ta kve oba ve ze pu tem za ko na bi lo u su-

prot no sti sa slo bo dom go vo ra (Rols 2003: 175). Ali či ni se da bi ta ko ne što 

pre sig na li zi ra lo pro blem u ve zi sa mo guć no šću da gra đa ni jed ni dru ge tre-

ti ra ju na ulju dan na čin. Ovi me smo za pra vo za o kru ži li opis gra đa na ko ji je, 

po Rol su, ade kva tan za do bro ure đe no de mo krat sko dru štvo. Gra đa ni se 

po sma tra ju kao slo bod ni i jed na ki, ra ci o nal ni i ra zlo žni, i ta ko da ima ju mo-

ral nu du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti. Sa da će mo raz mo tri ti na ko ja pi ta nja i 

na ko jim me sti ma se ogra ni če nja jav nog uma u pr vom re du pri me nju ju.

Kao što smo već na gla si li, Rols sma tra da se ogra ni če nja jav nog uma pre 

sve ga od no se na te melj na po li tič ka pi ta nja. Pod te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta-

nji ma, Rols pod ra zu me va su štin ske ustav ne ele men te i osnov na pi ta nja 

prav de (Rols 1998: 255; Rols 2003: 171). Me đu tim, za što bi va že nje zah te-

va jav nog uma bi lo ogra ni če no sa mo na ova pi ta nja? Rols ne od ba cu je u 

pot pu no sti mo guć nost da se od lu či va nje u skla du sa jav nim umom mo že 

da lje pro ši ri ti, re ci mo, na do no še nje osta lih za ko na. Ipak, on sma tra da je, ba-

rem ini ci jal no, nu žno po ka za ti da ogra ni če nja jav nog uma va že za na ve de na 
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te melj na pi ta nja, jer ako to ne bi bi lo mo gu će on da ne ma smi sla ni pret po-

stav ka o da ljoj pri me ni zah te va jav nog uma (Rols 1998: 256). Da kle, iako 

ni je is klju če no pro ši re nje, re ci mo, na pi ta nja sva ko dnev nog za ko no dav stva, 

po sto ji iz ve stan pri o ri tet u pri me ni jav nog uma ko ji se od no si na vi še za ko-

no dav stvo, od no sno ustav ne ele men te i osnov na pi ta nja prav de. Upra vo 

zbog to ga, ovu ulo gu jav nog uma ko ja se od no si na te melj na po li tič ka pi ta-

nja na zva će mo osnov nom funk ci jom jav nog uma, što ne is klju ču je mo guć nost 

nje go vih dru gih funk ci ja.

Ka da je reč o me sti ma na ko ji ma je ade kvat no po stu pa nje u skla du sa ogra-

ni če nji ma jav nog uma, Rols sma tra da ta ogra ni če nja va že u ono me što 

na zi va jav nim po li tič kim fo ru mi ma (Rols 1998: 256; 2003: 172). To zna či 

da se ogra ni če nja jav nog uma ne pri me nju ju u pri vat nim di sku si ja ma, ali ni 

u ras pra va ma u okvi ru ono ga što se na zi va gra đan skim dru štvom. Rols pra-

vi do dat nu raz li ku iz me đu jav nog i ne jav nog uma, ko ja pod se ća na Kan to vo 

raz li ko va nje iz me đu jav ne i pri vat ne upo tre be uma.4 Ne jav ni um je ste na čin 

ra su đi va nja i od lu či va nja ko ji je ka rak te ri sti čan za pro fe si o nal na udru že nja, 

cr kve, uni ver zi te te. U tim or ga ni za ci ja ma na čin od lu či va nja je ste ja van, ali 

od lu ke ko je se do no se ne od no se se na sve gra đa ne jed ne po li tič ke za jed ni-

ce. Zbog to ga se ogra ni če nja jav nog uma ne pri me nju ju. Rol so vo sta no vi šte 

mo glo bi se su mi ra ti ta ko što bi se re klo da se ogra ni če nja jav nog uma pri-

me nju ju u in sti tu ci o na li zo va nim for ma ma po li tič kog od lu či va nja i to pre 

sve ga ka da je reč o od lu ka ma ko je se od no se na su štin ske ustav ne ele men te 

i osnov na pi ta nja prav de. S ob zi rom da po sto ji vi še raz li či tih vr sta jav nih 

po li tič kih fo ru ma, raz li či te su i oso be, kao i funk ci o ne ri, na ko je se zah te vi 

jav nog uma pri me nju ju. Oni va že za po li ti ča re ko ji go vo re u par la men tu ili 

u svo jim kam pa nja ma u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma. Za tim, na 

pred stav ni ke iz vr šne vla sti. Ta ko đe i na su di je, a u slu ča ju, za ko ji Rols ka že 

da je eg zem pla ran, ogra ni če nja jav nog uma se pri me nju ju na su di je ustav nog 

su da.5 Na kra ju, ma da ne i naj ma nje bit no, ogra ni če nja jav nog uma se pri-

me nju ju na gra đa ne ka da u jav nom po li tič kom fo ru mu od lu ču ju u ve zi sa 

te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma. Sa da se upra vo okre će mo raz ma tra nju ulo ge 

gra đa na u okvi ru ide a la jav nog uma.

Do sa da smo se ba vi li ide jom jav nog uma, ka ko je od re đu je Džon Rols. Me-

đu tim, Rols pra vi raz li ku iz me đu ide je jav nog uma i ide a la jav nog uma (Rols 

2003: 173). Ideal jav nog uma se ostva ru je on da ka da gra đa ni, ali i svi po li ti-

ča ri i su di je, u jav nim fo ru mi ma po stu pa ju u skla du sa ide jom jav nog uma. Kao 

što smo već na gla si li, nas pr ven stve no in te re su je ka ko taj ideal ostva ru ju 

4 Rols sam na gla ša va da je za ko ri šće nje iz ra za „jav ni um“ bio pod stak nut Kan to vim 

raz li ko va njem iz me đu jav ne i pri vat ne upo tre be uma (Rols 1998: 254). Za Kan to vo sta-

no vi šte o jav noj upo tre bi uma, vi de ti: O’Ne ill 1986. Za kri ti ku Rol so vog shva ta nja jav nog 

uma iz per spek ti ve Kan to vog od re đe nja jav ne upo tre be uma, vi de ti: O’Ne ill 1997: 422–428.

5 Za ovu tvrd nju, vi de ti: Rols 1998: 257. Rols de talj ni je ras pra vlja ulo zi su di ja ustav nog 

su da s ob zi rom na ideal jav nog uma u: Rols 1998: 274–281.



243

  STUDIJE I ČLANCI

gra đa ni. Rols, na i me, ka že da, „ideal jav nog uma re gu li še ne sa mo jav ni 

dis kurs o iz bo ri ma u onoj me ri u ko joj se ras pra vlja o fun da men tal nim pi-

ta nji ma, već ta ko đe i to ka ko gra đa ni tre ba da gla sa ju o tim pi ta nji ma“ (Rols 

1998: 256). Ogra ni če nja jav nog uma pri me nju ju se na gra đa ne ka da u jav-

nom fo ru mu de ba tu ju, ali i ka da gla sa ju u ve zi sa su štin skim ustav nim ele-

men ti ma, bi lo da je reč o do no še nju ili me nja nju usta va pu tem amand ma na. 

Ideal jav nog uma ostva ru je se ka da gra đa ni u svo jim de ba ta ma i pri li kom 

gla sa nja u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma po štu ju ta ogra ni če nja. 

S ob zi rom da smo usred sre đe nost na su štin ske ustav ne ele men te i osnov na 

pi ta nja prav de na zva li osnov nom funk ci jom jav nog uma, po ana lo gi ji, de-

ba te i gla sa nje po vo dom tih pi ta nja na zva će mo osnov nom ulo gom gra đa na 

u do bro ure đe noj de mo kra ti ji. Ova osnov na ulo ga, ta ko đe, ne is klju ču je 

mo guć nost da gra đa ni ima ju či tav niz dru gih ulo ga u do bro ure đe nom de-

mo krat skom dru štvu. Na pri mer, da uče stvu ju u do no še nju za ko na, bi lo 

lič no, bi lo iz no se ći svo je sta vo ve u jav noj de ba ti po vo dom za ko na ko je do-

no se nji ho vi pred stav ni ci, da gla sa ju za svo je pred stav ni ke, obra ća ju se 

pred stav ni ci ma vla sti, pi šu pe ti ci je itd. Me đu tim, da bi vi de li u ko joj me ri se 

zah te vi jav nog uma pri me nju ju u ovim da ljim slu ča je vi ma, neo p hod no je 

pr vo vi de ti ka ko gra đa ni uz po moć jav nog uma mo gu da oba ve svo ju osnov-

nu ulo gu de fi ni sa nja te melj nih ustav nih prin ci pa, kao i prin ci pa prav de za 

po li tič ku za jed ni cu.

Na ko ji na čin gra đa ni u svo jim jav nim de ba ta ma i pri li kom gla sa nja po stu-

pa ju u skla du sa zah te vi ma jav nog uma? S jed ne stra ne, ogra ni če nja jav nog 

uma nam ka žu šta ne tre ba da ra di mo. Na pri mer, da se u de ba ta ma o te-

melj nim pi ta nji ma, po zi va mo na na ša sve o bu hvat na gle di šta kao je di no 

isti ni ta. Ili da se pri li kom gla sa nja o istim tim pi ta nji ma osla nja mo sa mo na 

ono što sma tra mo ce lom isti nom ko ja pro iz la zi iz sve o bu hvat nog gle di šta. 

S dru ge stra ne, jav ni um nam pre ko du žno sti gra đan ske uljud no sti na la že 

šta tre ba da ra di mo. Za Rol sa, du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti je od od lu ču-

ju će va žno sti upra vo u po gle du jav nih de ba ta i gla sa nja. Ona na la že da se 

pri li kom jav nih de ba ta i gla sa nja po vo dom te melj nih po li tič kih pi ta nja osla-

nja mo sa mo na po li tič ke vred no sti.

U ve zi sa jav nim de ba ta ma, Rols ka že da, „du žnost da se po zi va mo na po li-

tič ke vred no sti pri hva ta mo kao du žnost da usvo ji mo od re đe nu for mu jav nog 

dis kur sa“ (Rols 1998: 283). Rols an ti ci pi ra mo gu ći pri go vor da za to što ne 

za hva ta du bo ko u sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne ova vr sta dis kur sa ima plit ke osno-

ve. Dru ga či je re če no, ova for ma jav nog dis kur sa osla nja se na po vr šin ske 

za jed nič ke ele men te, upr kos du bin skim ne sla ga nji ma. Po sta vlja se, da kle, 

pi ta nje da li je ce na pri hva ta nja ta kve for me jav nog dis kur sa pre vi so ka. Rols 

sma tra da ni je. On na ovaj mo gu ći pri go vor od go va ra da je upra vo usva ja nje 

ta kve vr ste dis kur sa put ka re še nji ma ko ja bi svi ma bi la pri hva tlji va na ra-

zlo žnim osno va ma. On ka že da, „ima mo ja ke raz lo ge da ga sle di mo s ob zi rom 

na na šu du žnost uljud nog op ho đe nja pre ma dru gim gra đa ni ma. U sva kom 
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slu ča ju, oni sa na ma de le isti ose ćaj nje go ve ne sa vr še no sti, iako iz dru gih 

raz lo ga, jer afir mi šu dru ge sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne i ve ru ju da su u opi su 

iz o sta vlje ne dru ge osno ve. Ali sa mo na ovaj na čin i pri hva ta njem či nje ni ce 

da po li ti ka u de mo krat skom dru štvu ni ka da ne mo že da se ru ko vo di onim 

što mi sa gle da va mo kao ce lu isti nu, mo že mo da ostva ri mo ideal iz ra žen u 

prin ci pu le gi tim no sti: da ži vi mo po li tič ki s dru gi ma u sve tlu raz lo ga za ko je 

se ra zlo žno mo že oče ki va ti da će ih dru gi pri hva ti ti“ (Rols 1998: 284). 

Ideal jav nog uma gra đa ni, da kle, ostva ru ju po štu ju ći u svo jim jav nim de ba-

ta ma po vo dom su štin skih ustav nih ele me na ta i osnov nih pi ta nja prav de, 

du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti.6 Upra vo po štu ju ći ovu du žnost, gra đa ni se 

na ra zlo žnim osno va ma pri bli ža va ju sa gla sno sti u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič-

kim pi ta nji ma.

Rols ta ko đe sma tra da du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti na me će od re đe ni na čin 

gla sa nja u ve zi su štin skim ustav nim ele men ti ma i osnov nim pi ta nji ma ko je 

se od no se na prav du. U sa vre me nim te o ri ja ma de mo kra ti je uobi ča je no je 

gle di šte da lju di gla sa njem iz ra ža va ju svo je pre fe ren ci je. Ve ćin sko gla sa nje 

ni je ni šta dru go do me ha ni zam za sa bi ra nje pre fe ren ci ja. Ono što ve ći na 

gra đa na že li sma tra se pre fe ren ci jom či ta vog dru štva. Al ter na tiv na va ri jan-

ta ovog sta no vi šta je ste da se ka že ka ko gra đa ni gla sa ju za ono što je u nji-

ho vom in te re su, a da de mo krat ski pro ces uzi ma u ob zir in te re se u jed na koj 

me ri. Re zul tat gla sa nja je ono šta iz ra ža va in te res ve ći ne gra đa na. Dru gi 

na čin gle da nja na gla sa nje, ko ji Rols is ti če, je ste da gra đa ni gla sa ju za ono 

što sma tra ju is prav nim iz per spek ti ve svog sve o bu hvat nog gle di šta. Dru gim 

re či ma, gra đa ni gla sa ju u skla du sa vred no sti ma ko je se za sni va ju na sve o-

bu hvat noj dok tri ni ko ju afir mi šu. Ono što je za jed nič ko za oba ova gle di šta 

je ste da se na čin gla sa nja gle da kao da je „pri vat na, pa čak i lič na stvar“ 

(Rols 1998: 260). Ali za njih je, sma tra Rols, ta ko đe za jed nič ko to što se 

ogre šu ju o zah te ve jav nog uma. Jav ni um na la že, ba rem ka da je o te melj nim 

po li tič kim pi ta nji ma reč, da se gla sa u skla du sa onim što je jav no do bro, a 

ne do bro sa gle da no iz na še lič ne per spek ti ve. Rols za to ka že da, „jav ni um 

sa svo jom du žno šću gra đan ske uljud no sti sma tra da gla sa nje o fun da men-

tal nim pi ta nji ma na ne ki na čin pod se ća na Ru so ov dru štve ni ugo vor. On je 

sma trao da gla sa nje ide al no iz ra ža va na še mi šlje nje o to me ko ja al ter na ti va 

naj bo lje do pri no si za jed nič kom do bru“ (Rols 1998: 260–261). Za ni mlji vo 

je, me đu tim, da Rols is ti če ka ko du žnost da se gla sa na ova kav na čin pre sta-

je uko li ko se ne od lu ču je o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma (Rols 1998: 277). 

Iako Rols to eks pli cit no ne ka že, mo glo bi se re ći da je u ta kvim si tu a ci ja ma 

6 Rols ka že da se, „ovaj ideal sa sto ji se u to me da gra đa ni vo de svo je jav ne po li tič ke 

di sku si je u ve zi sa su štin skim ustav nim ele men ti ma i pi ta nji ma osnov ne prav de, u 

okvi ru ono ga što sva ko od njih iskre no vi di kao ra zlo žnu po li tič ku kon cep ci ju prav de, 

a ko ja iz ra ža va po li tič ke vred no sti za ko je se ra zlo žno mo že oče ki va ti da će dru gi 

slo bod ni i jed na ki gra đa ni mo ći ra zlo žno da ih pri hva te.“ Na ve de no pre ma: Rawls 

2005: xlvi ii.
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ta ko đe u re du da gra đa ni gla sa ju u skla du sa svo jim lič nim pre fe ren ci ja ma 

ili in te re si ma. To otva ra pi ta nje da li se zah te vi jav nog uma od no se sa mo na 

osnov nu ulo gu gra đa na u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu, ili oni 

va že i za dru ge ulo ge ko je gra đa ni ima ju, na pri mer, pri li kom gla sa nja za 

pred stav ni ke. Tom pi ta nju će mo se vra ti ti ka sni je.

Do sa da smo se ba vi li osnov nom funk ci jom jav nog uma i osnov nom ulo gom 

gra đa na u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu. Me đu tim, Rols za do bro 

ure đe nu ustav nu de mo kra ti ju ka že da je ta ko đe shva ta i kao ne ku vr stu de-

li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je (Rols 2003: 178). S ob zi rom da smo se ba vi li jav nim 

umom kao de lom do bro ure đe nog dru štva, od mah se po sta vlja pi ta nje ka kav 

je od nos iz me đu jav nog uma i de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Da li se ide ja i 

ideal jav nog uma na la ze u osno va ma kon cep ci je de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je? 

Da li jav ni um tre ba da usme ra va i sve dru ge de ba te u jav nom po li tič kom 

fo ru mu ko je se ne od no se na te melj na po li tič ka pi ta nja? Či ni se, da je Rol sov 

od go vor na pr vo pi ta nje po zi ti van. Rols, na i me, sma tra da su i ide ja i ideal 

jav nog uma im pli cit no sa dr ža ni u kon cep ci ji de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. On 

ka že da, „ideal jav nog uma sa dr ži od re đe nu for mu jav ne po li tič ke de li be ra-

ci je“ (Rawls 2005: lxii). Od go vor na dru go pi ta nje ta ko đe je po zi ti van. Rols 

na de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju gle da kao na pro ši re nje do me na upo tre be 

jav nog uma. Vi de li smo da je osnov na funk ci ja jav nog uma ba vlje nje te melj-

nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma ve za nim za su štin ske ustav ne ele men te i osnov nu 

prav du. Oči gled no, Rols sma tra da jav na de li be ra ci ja ko ja se ne od no si is-

klju či vo na ova pi ta nja ta ko đe tre ba da bu de ru ko vo đe na zah te vi ma jav nog 

uma. Za to u ve zi sa de li be ra tiv nom de mo kra ti jom ka že da ona uka zu je na 

„ši re me sto i ulo gu jav nog uma“ (Rols 2003: 178). Ima ju ći sve na ve de no u 

vi du, Rols na vo di sle de ća tri su štin ska ele men ta de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je:

Pr vi je ide ja jav nog uma, iako sve ta kve ide je ni su iste. Dru ga je okvir 

ustav nih de mo krat skih in sti tu ci ja ko ji od re đu je mi lje za de li be ra tiv na za-

ko no dav na te la. Tre ći či ne zna nje i že lja gra đa na uop šte da se pri dr ža va-

ju jav nog uma i da u svom po li tič kom po na ša nju ostva re nje gov ideal. 

(Rols 2003: 178)

Pr vi i tre ći su štin ski ele ment de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, ka ko je Rols shva ta, 

po tvr đu ju da se u nje nim osno va ma na la ze ide ja i ideal jav nog uma. To on da 

zna či da se i u okvi ru de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je na gra đa ne mo ra gle da ti kao 

slo bod ne i jed na ke, ra ci o nal ne i ra zlo žne. Za tim, da su upra vo zbog to ga oni 

u mo guć no sti da jed ni dru gi ma po nu de uslo ve sa rad nje u skla du sa raz lo zi-

ma ko ji bi bi li pri hva tlji vi za sve. Ta ko đe va ži i kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta ko ji 

na la že da ti raz lo zi bu du pri hva tlji vi za gra đa ne ko ji se uza jam no uva ža va ju 

kao slo bod ni i jed na ki. I u okvi ru de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je pri me nju ju se, 

da kle, ogra ni če nja jav nog uma ko ja na la žu da se to kom di sku si ja ne po zi va 

na isti nu sop stve ne sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne, već na po li tič ke vred no sti i po li-

tič ku kon cep ci ju prav de. A pri me nju je se i du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti ko ja 

na la že da se jav na ras pra va od vi ja sa mo uz po zi va nje na po li tič ke vred no sti. 
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Uz to, da gra đa ni tre ba da sa slu ša ju šta dru ge oso be ima ju da ka žu i na ra-

zlo žnim osno va ma bu du sprem ni za pra vlje nje kom pro mi sa. Sve ovo, uze to 

za jed no, zna či da de li be ra tiv na de mo kra ti ja, po Rol su, pod ra zu me va sprem-

nost gra đa na da se pri dr ža va ju ide je jav nog uma. Ko nač no, po štu ju ći du žnost 

gra đan ske uljud no sti pri li kom jav nih de li be ra ci ja gra đa ni ostva ru ju ideal 

jav nog uma. Iako Rols to eks pli cit no ne ka že, sva je pri li ka da se u me ri u 

ko joj su u okvi ru de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je sa dr ža ni ide ja i ideal jav nog uma, 

ko lek tiv ne od lu ke do no se kon sen zu som. Za to bi se Rol so vo sta no vi šte mo glo 

su mi ra ti re či ma da ide ja i ideal jav nog uma na la žu da pro ce du ra jav ne de li-

be ra ci je tre ba da uva ži slo bo du, jed na kost, ra ci o nal nost i ra zlo žnost sva kog 

gra đa ni na, da uva ži kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta i du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti, 

kao i da vo di ka od lu či va nju kon sen zu som.

Dru gim su štin skim ele men tom ko ji na vo di Rols za pra vo se uka zu je ko ji je 

to do men na ko ji se pr ven stve no pro ši ru ju zah te vi jav nog uma. Rols se u 

tom kon tek stu eks pli cit no po zi va na „de li be ra tiv na za ko no dav na te la“, su-

ge ri šu ći ti me dve stva ri. Pr vo, da bi pro ces sva ko dnev nog za ko no dav stva, a 

ne sa mo do no še nja usta va, kao vi šeg za ko na, tre ba lo da se od vi ja u skla du 

sa zah te vi ma jav nog uma. I dru go, da ti me gra đa ni ostva ru ju svo ju ši ru ulo-

gu u okvi ru do bro ure đe nog de mo krat skog dru štva. Ako se osnov na funk-

ci ja jav nog uma i osnov na ulo ga gra đa na u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom 

dru štvu od no se na ustav na pi ta nja i osnov nu prav du, ši ra funk ci ja jav nog 

uma i ši ra ulo ga gra đa na pr ven stve no se od no se na uče šće u jav noj de li be-

ra ci ji po vo dom do no še nja za ko na. S ob zi rom na to, mo glo bi se po sta vi ti 

pi ta nje da li je mo žda pri me re ni je da se iz raz „osnov na ulo ga gra đa na u 

do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu“, pre od no si na ovaj „sva ko dnev ni“ 

na čin uče šća u de mo krat skom ži vo tu, ne go na tre nut ke do no še nja usta va, 

ili amand ma na na ustav, ko ji su re la tiv no ret ki. Iako kon cep ci ja de li be ra tiv-

ne de mo kra ti je su ge ri še ka ko bi pro ces do no še nja sva ko dnev nog za ko no-

dav stva bi la pre te žna ulo ga gra đa na u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom 

dru štvu, ne tre ba, ipak, iz gu bi ti iz vi da da Rols ka že ka ko „okvir ustav nih 

de mo krat skih in sti tu ci ja“ ima pri o ri tet i usme ra va ono što se od vi ja u de li-

be ra tiv nim za ko no dav nim te li ma. Upra vo s ob zi rom na ovaj pri o ri tet ustav-

nog okvi ra mo že se go vo ri ti o osnov noj ulo zi gra đa na u de mo krat skom 

dru štvu ko ja se od no si na de fi ni sa nje te melj nih po li tič kih pi ta nja, a nji ho vom 

ši rom ulo gom na zva ti jav nu de li be ra ci ju po vo dom sva ko dnev nih za ko na i 

dru gih pi ta nja ko ja se ne od no se is klju či vo na su štin ske ustav ne ele men te i 

osnov na pi ta nja prav de. Da kle, gra đa ni u do bro ure đe noj de mo kra ti ji uglav-

nom uče stvu ju u jav noj de li be ra ci ji po vo dom za ko na, ali se pret po sta vlja da 

je osnov na funk ci ja jav nog uma već is pu nje na i da su gra đa ni oba vi li svo ju 

osnov nu ulo gu u ve zi sa ustav nim okvi rom ko ji usme ra va sve da lje ras pra ve. 

Za to se na de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju mo že gle da ti kao na ši ru funk ci ju jav-

nog uma, a na gra đa ne ko ji uče stvu ju u jav noj de li be ra ci ji po vo dom za ko na 

kao na ši ru ulo gu gra đa na u do bro ure đe noj ustav noj de mo kra ti ji.
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Na osno vu pret hod no re če nog, mo glo bi se, ipak, po sta vi ti pi ta nje ni je li 

po zi va nje na de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju u Rol so voj po li tič koj te o ri ji sa svim 

su vi šno. Na i me, ako se na de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju gle da sa mo kao na 

pro ši re nje upo tre be jav nog uma, on da se ne vi di šta je to što bi bi lo spe ci fič-

no za sa mu jav nu de li be ra ci ju u ve zi sa za ko ni ma. Ako se zah te vi jav nog 

uma jed na ko pri me nju ju u nje go voj osnov noj i ši roj funk ci ji, on da je po zi-

va nje na de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju re dun dant no. Rols bi se mo gao od bra-

ni ti od ova kve vr ste pri go vo ra, ako bi sma trao da jav na de li be ra ci ja, upr kos 

to me što joj se ide ja jav nog uma na la zi u osno vi, ima i ne ke svo je spe ci fič-

no sti ko je se ne mo gu u pot pu no sti re du ko va ti na zah te ve jav nog uma. Evo 

ka ko Rols gle da na ide ju de li be ra ci je:

Od re đu ju ća ide ja za de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju je sa ma ide ja de li be ra ci je. 

Gra đa ni ko ji vo de po li tič ke ras pra ve raz me nju ju mi šlje nja i raz ma tra ju 

raz lo ge iz ne te u ve zi sa pi ta nji ma jav ne po li ti ke. Oni pret po sta vlja ju da se 

nji ho va po li tič ka mi šlje nja mo gu pro me ni ti kroz ras pra vu sa dru gim gra-

đa ni ma; za to ta mi šlje nja ni su sa mo ne pro men ljiv is hod nji ho vih pri vat nih 

ili ne po li tič kih in te re sa. (Rols 2003: 178)

U ve zi sa Rol so vim shva ta njem ide je de li be ra ci je tre ba lo bi na gla si ti dve 

stva ri. Pr vo, da jed na ko kao i ide ja jav nog uma, jav na de li be ra ci ja usme ra-

va gra đa ne ka op štem do bru. S ob zi rom da Rols sma tra ka ko je op šte do bro 

osnov ni pred met jav nog uma, sva je pri li ka da ovo va ži i za de li be ra tiv nu 

de mo kra ti ju s ob zi rom da ka že ka ko mi šlje nja gra đa na ko ja pro iz la ze iz 

ras pra ve, ni su re zul tat „pri vat nih ili ne po li tič kih in te re sa“.7 Za to ne ču di 

što Rols već u sle de ćoj re če ni ci do da je ka ko, „jav ni um do bi ja ključ ni zna-

čaj upra vo u ovoj tač ki“ (Rols 2003: 178). Da kle, pr va stvar u ve zi sa 

ide jom de li be ra ci je po tvr đu je ra ni ji stav da se ide ja jav nog uma na la zi u 

osno vi kon cep ci je de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Me đu tim, to mo že bi ti oprav-

da nje za pri go vor u ve zi sa su vi šno šću de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Pri go vor 

bi se mo gao for mu li sa ti na sle de ći na čin.8 Ako ra zlo žni gra đa ni mo gu da 

uvi de ko ji su to raz lo zi ko je bi svi mo gli da pri hva te ili šta una pre đu je op-

šte do bro, či ni se da jav na ras pra va o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma uop-

šte ni je nu žna. Čak i ako po sto ji jav na ras pra va, ako va ži pret po stav ka o 

ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma, for mu li sa nje raz lo ga ko je bi svi mo gli da pri hva te 

ne osta vlja pu no pro sto ra za de ba tu i pro me nu mi šlje nja. Ako, ar gu men ta 

7 Za Rol so vo od re đe nje jav nog do bra kao pred me ta jav nog uma, vi de ti: Rols 1998: 

254; Rols 2003: 171. Se mjuel Fri men ovaj deo Rol so vog shva ta nja jav nog uma ob ja šnja-

va na sle de ći na čin: „Pred met jav nog uma su do bro jav no sti i te melj na pi ta nja u ve zi sa 

prav dom. Do bro jav no sti i te melj na pi ta nja u ve zi sa prav dom su ono o če mu gra đa ni 

pro su đu ju ka da se ba ve upo tre bom jav nog uma, a ne ono što vi de kao svo je sop stve no 

do bro, ili do bro ne ke gru pe sa ko jom se iden ti fi ku ju, ili do bro i prav du ka ko ih od re đu-

ju sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne. Ka ko mo že mo zna ti šta je do bro jav no sti? Či ni se, da ga Rols 

de fi ni še u ter mi ni ma po li tič kih vred no sti ko je su neo p hod ne za uvi đa nje op šteg in te re sa 

ko ji je za jed nič ki za sve gra đa ne.“ Na ve de no pre ma: Fre e man 2007: 222.

8 Ovaj pri go vor je de talj no raz vi jen u: Sa ward 2002. 
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ra di, pret po sta vi mo da je ova kvo gle da nje na jav ni um is prav no, s ob zi rom 

da se ide ja jav nog uma na la zi u osno vi kon cep ci je de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra-

ti je, sle di la bi ap surd na po sle di ca da za de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju ni je 

nu žna bi lo ka kva vr sta jav ne ras pra ve.

Dru ga stvar na ko ju že li mo da uka že mo u ve zi sa Rol so vim od re đe njem ide-

je de li be ra ci je je ste da ona upra vo pod ra zu me va raz me nu mi šlje nja i raz lo-

ga u jav noj ras pra vi, kao i sprem nost gra đa na da svo ja sta no vi šta pro me ne 

uko li ko su su o če ni sa bo ljim raz lo zi ma. Na osno vu to ga, mo glo bi se re ći da 

jav na de li be ra ci ja ima ne ke svo je spe ci fič ne ka rak te ri sti ke ko je se ne mo gu 

u pot pu no sti sve sti na zah te ve jav nog uma. Iz če ga sle di da po zi va nje na 

de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju ni je re dun dant no. Ali da li to on da zna či da je 

Rol so vo sta no vi šte ne ko he rent no ka da sma tra da se ide ja jav nog uma na la-

zi u osno vi de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je? Je dan krak ove di le me pod ra zu me vao 

bi da se zah te vi jav nog uma jed na ko pri me nju ju u ve zi sa vi šim za ko no dav-

stvom i de li be ra tiv nim za ko no dav nim skup šti na ma. Vi de li smo da taj put 

mo že vo di ti ka ap surd noj po sle di ci da je de li be ra tiv na de mo kra ti ja po svo joj 

pri ro di mo no lo ška, a ne di ja lo ška. Dru gi krak di le me pod ra zu me vao bi da 

de li be ra tiv na de mo kra ti ja ima svo je spe ci fič ne ka rak te ri sti ke, ne za vi sne od 

ide je jav nog uma, te da one va že is klju či vo u de li be ra tiv nim za ko no dav nim 

te li ma. Ne u god na po sle di ca ova kvog shva ta nja je ste da se Rol so vo sta no vi-

šte po ka zu je kao ne ko he rent no jer isto vre me no tvr di je din stve nu upo tre bu 

jav nog uma ka ko u ve zi sa vi šim za ko no dav stvom, ta ko i u ve zi sa de li be ra-

tiv nim za ko no dav nim te li ma. U če mu bi se sa sto ja lo re še nje ove di le me? 

Či nje ni ca je da Rols ne da je ni ka kve smer ni ce ka ko bi se ovaj pro blem mo gao 

re ši ti. Za to će mo pred lo ži ti na še re še nje za ko je sma tra mo da se za sni va na 

rol sov skim pret po stav ka ma.

Sma tra mo da je ovaj pro blem mo gu će re ši ti ako uzme mo u ob zir da se gra-

đa ni po red to ga što se po sma tra ju kao ra zlo žni, tre ti ra ju i kao ra ci o nal ni. To 

je u skla du sa onim što Rols tvr di. Me đu tim, či ni se, da upr kos to me, na po-

je di nim me sti ma Rols kao da pret po sta vlja da bi gra đa ni nu žno po stu pa li 

kao ra zlo žni u jav nim po li tič kim fo ru mi ma, bi lo u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič-

kim pi ta nji ma, bi lo u ve zi sa sva ko dnev nim za ko no dav stvom. Tu ve ro vat no 

le ži i glav ni pro blem za nje go vu kon cep ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Sma-

tra mo da ne ma ni ka kve nu žno sti u po gle du to ga da gra đa ni po stu pa ju is-

klju či vo ra zlo žno ka ko pri li kom jav nih de ba ta, ta ko i u po gle du gla sa nja 

(pret po sta vlja mo u ovom tre nut ku da je reč o ši roj ulo zi gra đa na u do bro 

ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu). Ali ako do pu sti mo da gra đa ni mo gu 

ta ko đe da iz no se svo ja sta no vi šta i gla sa ju ne sa mo na ra zlo žnim, već i na 

ra ci o nal nim osno va ma otva ra se pro stor za jav nu ras pra vu. One ko ji de ba-

tu ju ili na me ra va ju da gla sa ju iz per spek ti ve svo jih lič nih in te re sa ili iz per-

spek ti ve svo je sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne, dru gi gra đa ni bi mo gli pod se ti ti u 

skla du sa du žno šću gra đan ske uljud no sti ka ko ti raz lo zi nji ma ni su pri hva-

tlji vi, što zna či da ni su pri hva tlji vi za sve. Ali isto ta ko oni ma ko ji iz no se 



249

  STUDIJE I ČLANCI

raz lo ge za ko je tvr de da su pri hva tlji vi za sve, ne ki dru gi gra đa ni bi mo gli 

da uka žu ka ko bi to ugro zi lo bi lo nji ho ve lič ne in te re se, bi lo in te re se gru pe 

ko ju pri pa da ju. Ka ko nam ovi sta vo vi o me đu sob nom od no su ra zlo žnog i 

ra ci o nal nog u jav noj de li be ra ci ji mo gu po mo ći da raz re ši mo di le mu u ve zi 

sa Rol so vim uče njem?

Pri se ti mo se, di le ma se pre sve ga od no si la na od nos iz me đu ide je jav nog 

uma i kon cep ci je de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Sma tra mo, s jed ne stra ne, da 

me đu sob ni od nos ra ci o nal nog i ra zlo žnog uka zu je na po tre bu za jav nom 

de li be ra ci jom, kao i na zna čaj de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Vi de li smo da za 

Rol sa jav na de li be ra ci ja ima od lu ču ju ći zna čaj za tran sfor ma ci ju i pro me nu 

pre fe ren ci ja i mi šlje nja u prav cu op šteg do bra. S dru ge stra ne, za ovo usme-

re nje ka op štem do bru nu žna je ide ja jav nog uma. Ako ne bi smo pret po sta-

vi li mo guć nost da su gra đa ni, ne sa mo ra ci o nal ni, već i ra zlo žni, i da mo gu 

de ba to va ti i od lu či va ti u skla du sa du žno šću gra đan ske uljud no sti bi lo ka kvo 

oče ki va nje o tran sfor ma ci ji pre fe ren ci ja i mi šlje nja u prav cu op šteg do bra 

bi lo bi ilu zor no. Ti me ide ja jav nog uma bi va sve vre me oču va na. Sma tra mo 

da smo ti me ba rem uka za li na put ko jim di le ma u ve zi sa od no som iz me đu 

jav nog uma i de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je mo že da bu de raz re še na. Ide ja jav-

nog uma na la zi se u osno vi de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je jer usme ra va jav nu 

de li be ra ci ju gra đa na u prav cu op šteg do bra. Jav na de li be ra ci ja kroz ko ju se 

iz ra ža va ši ra ulo ga gra đa na u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu ima 

svo je spe ci fič ne ka rak te ri sti ke ko je se ne mo gu u pot pu no sti sve sti na zah-

te ve jav nog uma, ili ba rem na sve zah te ve jav nog uma, što smo po ku ša li da 

ob ja sni mo od no som iz me đu ra ci o nal nog i ra zlo žnog u po li tič kim ras pra va-

ma gra đa na. Ovim re še njem blo ki ra ne su i obe ne u god ne po sle di ce u ve zi 

sa kra ci ma di le me. Uvi đa njem po seb nog zna ča ja jav ne de li be ra ci je ot kla nja 

se ap surd na po sle di ca o mo no lo škom ka rak te ru de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. 

Šta vi še, Rol so vo in si sti ra nje na jav nim ras pra va ma u ve zi sa te melj nim po-

li tič kim pi ta nji ma u ve li koj me ri do vo di u pi ta nje i in ter pre ta ci ju o mo no lo-

škom ka rak te ru osnov ne funk ci je jav nog uma i osnov ne ulo ge gra đa na u 

do bro ure đe noj de mo kra ti ji. Na kra ju, osta je da utvr di mo da je re še njem 

ko je smo pred lo ži li blo ki ra na i dru ga ne u god na po sle di ca ko ja se od no si na 

ne ko he rent nost Rol so vog uče nja. Ide ja jav nog uma i kon cep ci ja de li be ra tiv-

ne de mo kra ti je ni su in kon zi stent ne. Ili smo ba rem mi to ta ko do ka zi va li.

Is ta kli smo ra ni je da ide ja jav nog uma na me će od re đe ne uslo ve u po gle du 

pro ce du re jav ne de li be ra ci je ko ji na la žu da se gra đa ni tre ti ra ju kao slo bod ni 

i jed na ki, ra ci o nal ni i ra zlo žni itd. Oni bi se, s ob zi rom da se od no se is klju či-

vo na pro ce du ru od lu či va nja mo gli na zva ti for mal nim uslo vi ma. Me đu tim, 

Rols sma tra da je za kon cep ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je od od lu ču ju ćeg 

zna ča ja i či tav niz sup stan tiv nih uslo va. Ovi sup stan tiv ni uslo vi mo gli bi se 

svr sta ti u dve ka te go ri je. U pr vu ka te go ri ju spa da li bi sup stan tiv ni prin ci pi 

ko ji su sa dr ža ni u ustav nim od red ba ma ve za nim za osnov na pra va i slo bo de 

gra đa na, po put slo bo de go vo ra, oku plja nja, pra va na uče šće u po li tič kom 
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ži vo tu, slo bo de ve ro i spo ve sti. Ovo je ja sno iz či nje ni ce da Rols sma tra ka ko 

ustav ni okvir ima pri o ri tet u od no su na de li be ra tiv na za ko no dav na te la. 

Ipak, Rols pri me ću je da ovi prin ci pi sa mi po se bi ni su do volj ni za obez be đi-

va nje po li tič ke jed na ko sti ko ja je neo p hod na za funk ci o ni sa nje de li be ra tiv-

nih fo ru ma. Zbog to ga, Rols ta ko đe pred la že skup sup stan tiv nih uslo va 

ko ji su nu žni za obez be đi va nje po li tič ke jed na ko sti. On ka že da je „ve ro va nje 

u va žnost jav ne de li be ra ci je od su štin skog zna ča ja za ra zlo žni ustav ni re žim 

i spe ci fič ne in sti tu ci je i aran žma ni tre ba lo bi da bu du obez be đe ni da bi se 

ona po dr ža la i ohra bri la“ (Rawls 2005: lvii). O ko jim in sti tu ci ja ma, ili ka ko 

smo ih mi na zva li „sup stan tiv nim uslo vi ma“ je reč?

Rols na vo di pet ta kvih uslo va (Rawls 2005: lvi–lvii). Pr vo, da bi jav na de li-

be ra ci ja mo gla ne sme ta no da se od vi ja, Rols sma tra da je nu žno jav no fi nan-

si ra nje po li tič kih kam pa nja i ši ro ka do stup nost in for ma ci ja. On po seb no 

na gla ša va da jav na de li be ra ci ja mo ra bi ti „oslo bo đe na pro klet stva nov ca“ i 

do da je da će „u pro tiv nom, po li ti kom… do mi ni ra ti kor po ra tiv ni i dru gi or-

ga ni zo va ni in te re si, ko ji kroz ve li ke do pri no se za vo đe nje kam pa nja de for-

mi šu, ako ne i pot pu no one mo gu ća va ju, jav nu ras pra vu i do go va ra nje“ (Rols 

2003: 179). Isto ta ko, bez ši ro ke do stup no sti in for ma ci ja ne mo že se oče ki-

va ti smi sa o no od vi ja nje jav ne de li be ra ci je. Dru go, mo ra ju bi ti obez be đe ne 

jed na ke šan se u po gle du pri stu pa obra zov nim in sti tu ci ja ma, a va žan deo 

obra zo va nja u tim in sti tu ci ja ma tre ba da či ni gra đan sko vas pi ta nje. Tre će, 

eko nom ske ne jed na ko sti ne bi sme le da bu du pre te ra ne i sva koj oso bi mo ra 

bi ti ga ran to van so ci jal ni mi ni mum ko ji je neo p ho dan za ko ri šće nje osnov nih 

pra va i slo bo da. Če tvr to, dr ža va tre ba da bu de po slo da vac u kraj njoj nu ždi, 

či me se iz be ga va du go traj na ne za po sle nost i pod sti če sa mo po što va nje svih 

gra đa na. Pe to, svi ma mo ra bi ti obez be đe na zdrav stve na za šti ta. Rols is ti če 

da su „ove in sti tu ci je, a po seb no pr ve tri, nu žne ka ko bi de li be ra ci ja bi la 

mo gu ća i uspe šna“ (Rawls 2005: lvii). Na kra ju mo že mo is ta ći ka ko sve 

pret hod no re če no su ge ri še da je upr kos to me što Rols ni je pu no to ga na pi sao 

o de li be ra tiv noj de mo kra ti ji i što su ne ke stva ri da te tek u na zna ka ma, nje-

go vo vi đe nje de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je u pri lič noj me ri kom plek sno, jer se 

mo ra raz u me ti u od no su sa ide jom jav nog uma i uzi ma ju ći u ob zir či tav niz 

for mal nih i sup stan tiv nih uslo va ko ji su nu žni za jav nu de li be ra ci ju.

Sma tra mo da pret hod na raz ma tra nja po ka zu ju za što sta no vi šta auto ra ko-

je smo na ve li na po čet ku ovog ra da, a ko ji tvr de ire le vant nost Rol so ve po li-

tič ke te o ri je za de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju, mo ra ju bi ti po gre šna. Do sa da 

smo na sto ja li da uka že mo na oprav da nost tvrd nji da Rols ima od re đe nu 

te o ri ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je i da se u nje nim osno va ma na la zi ide ja o 

jav nom umu. U ostat ku ra da uka za će mo na ne ke pro ble me u ve zi sa Rol so-

vom kon cep ci jom de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je uzi ma ju ći u ob zir da lji raz voj u 

te o ri ji de mo kra ti je u ve zi sa ovom te mom. Dru gim re či ma, na sto ja će mo da 

po ka že mo u ko joj me ri je Rol so vo vi đe nje de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je i da lje 

va žno, ali i u ko joj me ri se mo že kri ti ko va ti iz ak tu el ne per spek ti ve u te o ri ji 
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de mo kra ti je. Pret po sta vi će mo, ar gu men ta ra di, da je ono što Rols ka že o 

osnov noj funk ci ji jav nog uma i osnov noj ulo zi gra đa na u do bro ure đe noj 

de mo kra ti ji is prav no i raz mo tri će mo ka ko se to od ra ža va na kon cep ci ju de-

li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Na ša pa žnja po seb no će bi ti usme re na na sle de će 

tri stva ri: 1. ra zlo žnost gra đa na i kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta, 2. kon sen zus, i 

3. gla sa nje i jav nu de li be ra ci ju.

1. Ra zlo žnost gra đa na i kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta. Ima li smo pri li ke da vi di mo 

da je za kon cep ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je od su štin ske va žno sti od nos 

iz me đu ra ci o nal nog i ra zlo žnog. Me đu tim, mo gla bi se upu ti ti pri med ba 

ka ko to ume sto što re ša va pro blem u ve zi sa Rol so vom te o ri jom sa mo uka-

zu je na du blji dis kon ti nu i tet iz me đu nje go vog shva ta nja jav nog uma i de-

li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Ako pret po sta vi mo is prav nost Rol so vog shva ta nja 

u ve zi sa ide jom jav nog uma, mo ra mo ta ko đe pri hva ti ti da ra zlo žno ima 

pri mat i da je nad re đe no ra ci o nal nom. S dru ge stra ne, utvr di li smo da iz 

per spek ti ve de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je ne ma ta kve nu žno sti. Nu žno je je di-

no pret po sta vi ti da gra đa ni po red to ga što mo gu da do no se ra ci o nal ne 

od lu ke, od lu ke mo gu do no si ti i na ra zlo žnim osno va ma. Pro ce du ra jav ne 

de li be ra ci je pru ža im pri li ku da u di ja lo gu sa dru gim gra đa ni ma te sti ra ju, 

pro me ne ili even tu al no učvr ste svo ja uve re nja u ve zi sa po li tič kim pi ta nji-

ma. Ako je to ta ko, on da se po sta vlja pi ta nje da li re še nje u po gle du kon zi-

stent no sti ide je o jav nom umu i de li be ra tiv noj de mo kra ti ji ko je smo pred-

lo ži li sa mo pri kri va du blju ne kon zi stent nost u ve zi sa Rol so vim vi đe njem 

ra zlo žnih gra đa na. Naš od go vor na na ve de nu pri med bu je sle de ći. Je di no 

od če ga se od u sta je je ste da će gra đa ni nu žno od lu či va ti na ra zlo žnim osno-

va ma, od no sno u skla du sa raz lo zi ma ko ji su pri hva tlji vi za sve. U tom 

slu ča ju, od nos iz me đu ra ci o nal nog i ra zlo žnog o ko me smo go vo ri li u kon-

tek stu de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, va žio bi jed na ko i za osnov nu funk ci ju 

jav nog uma i osnov nu ulo gu gra đa na u do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom 

dru štvu. Raz li ka bi je di no bi la u to me da po vo dom te melj nih po li tič kih pi-

ta nja ko ja se od no se na su štin ske ustav ne ele men te i osnov na pi ta nja prav-

de gra đa ni ima ju ve ći pod sti caj da osi gu ra ju ne ke te melj ne prin ci pe i nor me 

ko ji bi bi li za jed nič ki za sve u okvi ru po li tič ke za jed ni ce, dok u po gle du 

sva ko dnev nih za ko na ima ju ve ći pod sti caj da za šti te svo je lič ne in te re se ili 

in te re se gru pe ko joj pri pa da ju. Sa mim tim za oče ki va ti je da u pr vom slu-

ča ju ra zlo žno ima pri mat nad ra ci o nal nim, a u dru gom ra ci o nal no nad 

ra zlo žnim. Osnov na ulo ga jav nog uma bi la bi za to da se do đe do kon sen-

zu sa oko ustav nih pi ta nja na ra zlo žnim osno va ma, a osnov na ulo ga jav ne 

de li be ra ci je bi la bi da se pro na đe op ti mal na rav no te ža iz me đu ra ci o nal nih 

i ra zlo žnih oče ki va nja gra đa na u po gle du sva ko dnev nih za ko na. Da kle, 

ne ma ni ka kve pro tiv reč no sti u gle da nju na od nos iz me đu ra ci o nal nog i 

ra zlo žnog u oba na ve de na kon tek sta.

Ova kvo sta no vi šte nu žno se od ra ža va i na kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta. U skla du 

sa pret hod nim raz li ko va njem, na pra vi će mo raz li ku iz me đu ja kog i sla bog 
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re ci pro ci te ta.9 Rol so vo vi đe nje kri te ri ju ma re ci pro ci te ta ko je ka že da gra đa-

ni nu de jed ni dru gi ma uslo ve sa rad nje ko je bi svi mo gli na ra zlo žnim osno-

va ma da pri hva te kao slo bod ni i jed na ki mo že se na zva ti ja kim re ci pro ci te-

tom. Za raz li ku od to ga, sla bim re ci pro ci te tom na zva će mo kri te ri jum po 

ko me gra đa ni svo je pred lo ge u jav noj de ba ti tre ba da po dr že raz lo zi ma i 

ar gu men ti ma, kao i to da tre ba da bu du sprem ni da uva že sna gu raz lo ga 

i ar gu me na ta ko je iz no se dru gi gra đa ni. Oči gled no kri te ri jum ja kog re ci pro-

ci te ta pre bi se pri me nji vao u de ba ta ma ve za nim za te melj na po li tič ka pi ta-

nja, dok bi za sva ko dnev no funk ci o ni sa nje de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je pre 

bio pri kla dan sla bi re ci pro ci tet. Ta ko Koen (J. Co hen), je dan od glav nih za-

stup ni ka de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, ka že da „se de li be ra ci ja za sni va na 

raz lo zi ma ka da se od uče sni ka zah te va da iz ne su svo je raz lo ge za od re đe ne 

pred lo ge, bi lo da ih po dr ža va ju ili kri ti ku ju. Oni da ju raz lo ge sa oče ki va njem 

da će ti raz lo zi, a ne, na pri mer, moć re ši ti sud bi nu nji ho vih pred lo ga“ (Co hen 

1997: 74). Upra vo ovo smo na zva li kri te ri ju mom sla bog re ci pro ci te ta. Na ši 

ar gu men ti u ve zi sa ra zlo žnim gra đa ni ma i kri te ri ju mom re ci pro ci te ta mo gla 

bi se su mi ra ti ta ko što bi se re klo da zah te vi jav nog uma ima ju svo je va že nje 

ka ko pri li kom de ba ta u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma, ta ko i u ve zi 

sa sva ko dnev nim za ko no dav stvom. Je di na raz li ka je u to me što se u pr vom 

slu ča ju strikt ni je pri me nju ju. Pri mat ko ji se da je ra zlo žnom i kri te ri jum ja kog 

re ci pro ci te ta ima ju ve ću te ži nu ka da je reč o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma. 

Ali to, s dru ge stra ne, ne zna či da se u de li be ra tiv nim fo ru mi ma u pot pu no sti 

od u sta je od zah te va jav nog uma.

2. Kon sen zus. Jed na od im pli ka ci ja Rol so vog vi đe nja ra zlo žnih gra đa na je ste 

da ta kvi gra đa ni mo gu da po stig nu pre kla pa ju ći kon sen zus oko po li tič ke 

kon cep ci je prav de, ali i oko te melj nih ustav nih pi ta nja. Vi de li smo da se 

osnov na funk ci ja jav nog uma od no si upra vo na ta kvu vr stu pi ta nja. Ini ci jal-

no je u okvi ru te o ri je o de li be ra tiv noj de mo kra ti ji bi lo pri hva će no sta no vi šte 

da i pro ce du ra jav ne de li be ra ci i je, ba rem u ide al nom slu ča ju, tre ba da vo di 

od lu ka ma ko je se po sti žu kon sen zu som (Co hen 1997: 75). Na i me, ako je 

sva ka oso ba sprem na da uva ži sna gu bo ljih raz lo ga i ar gu men ta to bi zna-

či lo da se na kra ju svi sla žu oko to ga ko ji je pred log naj pri hva tlji vi ji. Me đu-

tim, mo guć nost da se u de li be ra tiv noj are ni do đe do kon sen zu sa bio je 

pred met sna žne kri ti ke i to upra vo od stra ne auto ra ko ji su na klo nje ni de li-

be ra tiv noj de mo kra ti ji (Boh man and Ric hard son 2009, Knight and Johnson 

2011, Man sbrid ge et al. 2010). Vi de li smo da Rols ni šta eks pli cit no ne ka že u 

ve zi sa od lu či va njem kon sen zu som u po gle du de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je. Ali 

smo isto ta ko is ta kli da nje go vo shva ta nje ide je jav nog uma ko ja vo di ka kon-

sen zu su u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma, u me ri u ko joj se na la zi u 

9 Iako su ter mi ni pre u ze ti iz so ci o bi o lo gi je, pa čak po sto ji i od re đe no pre kla pa nje u 

na či nu na ko ji ih upo tre blja va mo, ter mi ne ja kog i sla bog re ci pro ci te ta ko ri sti mo pot pu-

no ne za vi sno od ove te o ri je. Za od re đe nje ja kog re ci pro ci te ta u kon tek stu prav de, vi de-

ti: Gin tis et al. 2008.
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osno vi kon cep ci je de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je im pli ci ra od lu či va nje kon sen-

zu som u de li be ra tiv nim za ko no dav nim te li ma. Sma tra mo da su raz lo zi 

ko je su na ve li dru gi za stup ni ci de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, a ko ji uka zu ju na 

ne re a li stič nost od lu či va nja kon sen zu som u de mo krat skom dru štvu, kao i 

na to da kon sen zus ne mo ra uvek bi ti nor ma tiv no po že ljan, u ve li koj me ri 

is prav ni. Me đu tim, na ša vi đe nja da za de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju ne va ži 

nu žno pri o ri tet ra zlo žnog nad ra ci o nal nim, kao i da va ži kri te ri jum sla bog 

re ci pro ci te ta uka zu ju na to da je za oče ki va ti da re zul tat jav ne de li be ra ci je 

bu de ra zlo žno ne sla ga nje. U tom slu ča ju, je di no što pre o sta je je ste da se 

ve ćin skim gla sa njem od lu či o sud bi ni pred lo ga iz ne tih to kom jav ne de ba te. 

Dru gim re či ma, ume sto od lu či va nja kon sen zu som, od lu či va nje gra đa na u 

do bro ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu za sni va se na pro ce du ri ko ja pred-

sta vlja kom bi na ci ju jav ne de li be ra ci je i ve ćin skog gla sa nja.

3. Jav na de li be ra ci ja i ve ćin sko gla sa nje. Iako smo tvr di li da je od lu či va nje 

kon sen zu som im pli ka ci ja ko ja pro iz la zi iz Rol so ve tvrd nje da ide ja jav nog 

uma sa dr ži od re đe nu for mu de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je, či nje ni ca je da sam 

Rols, čak i u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma, go vo ri o pro ce su od lu-

či va nja ko ji se za sni va ka ko na jav noj ras pra vi, ta ko i na gla sa nju. Pri se ti će-

mo se da Rols ka že ka ko se du žnost gra đan ske uljud no sti od no si ka ko na 

jav ne de ba te, ta ko i na gla sa nje gra đa na u po gle du te melj nih po li tič kih pi-

ta nja. Iako je ini ci jal no bio uve ren da se na osno va ma jav nog uma mo že 

po sti ći kon sen zus, Rols je ka sni je re vi di rao ovo svo je sta no vi šte sma tra ju ći 

da je mo gu će ra zlo žno ne sla ga nje čak i ka da je reč o te melj nim po li tič kim 

pi ta nji ma. On sa da ka že da, „ideal jav nog uma če sto ne vo di do op šte sa gla-

sno sti, ni ti bi tre ba lo to me da vo di“ (Rawls 2005: lv). Da kle, čak i u po gle du 

te melj nih po li tič kih pi ta nja mo gu će je ra zlo žno ne sla ga nje. Po sta vlja se on-

da u pi ta nje da li to do vo di u pi ta nje ide ju i ideal jav nog uma ka ko ih je Rols 

pre zen to vao. Rols re še nje za pro blem ra zlo žnog ne sla ga nja vi di u to me što 

se, po red jav ne ras pra ve, o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma mo že ta ko đe 

gla sa ti. Ideal jav nog uma je, po Rol so vom shva ta nju oču van za to što du žnost 

gra đan ske uljud no sti na la že gla sa nje u skla du sa ide jom jav nog uma. Ovo 

re še nje ne či ni nam se sa svim ube dlji vim. Ni je ja sno ka ko gra đa ni ko ji ne 

mo gu da po stig nu sa gla snost oko op šteg do bra kroz jav nu de ba tu, mo gu da 

gla sa ju upra vo u skla du sa kon cep ci jom op šteg do bra. Osta vi mo, ipak, ovaj 

pro blem po stra ni jer nas pr ven stve no in te re su ju pi ta nja ve za na za kon cep-

ci ju de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra ti je.

Sma tra mo da je bez ob zi ra da li se ra di o Rol so vom ra ni jem ili re vi di ra nom 

gle di štu, oči gled no da se pro ces od lu či va nja u ve zi sa te melj nim po li tič kim 

pi ta nji ma sa sto ji ka ko od jav ne di sku si je, ta ko i od gla sa nja. Ako je to ta ko, 

on da to zna či da bi i za de li be ra tiv nu de mo kra ti ju bi la naj pri me re ni ja pro-

ce du ra od lu či va nja ko ja se sa sto ji od jav ne de li be ra ci je i gla sa nja. Ka ko bi 

on da tre ba lo raz u me ti na šu pret hod nu tvrd nju u ve zi s tim da je im pli ka ci ja 

ide je jav nog uma da bi u de li be ra tiv nim fo ru mi ma od lu ke tre ba lo do no si ti 
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kon sen zu som. Či ni se da je njen smi sao sle de ći. U ide al nom slu ča ju, gra đa-

ni kroz jav nu di sku si ju po sti žu kon sen zus na ra zlo žnim osno va ma. Otud 

kri te ri jum kon sen zu sa ni je una pred is klju čen pri li kom od lu či va nja u de li-

be ra tiv nim za ko no dav nim te li ma. Me đu tim, u slu ča ju da iz bi lo kog raz lo ga 

kon sen zus ni je mo gu će po sti ći, mo ra da po sto ji na čin za do no še nje od lu ka. 

Za to je nu žno da se pro ce du ra de mo krat skog od lu či va nja po red jav ne de li-

be ra ci je, sa sto ji i od ve ćin skog gla sa nja.10

To otva ra pi ta nje u ve zi sa gla sa njem u kon tek stu ši re ulo ge gra đa na u do bro 

ure đe nom de mo krat skom dru štvu. Go vo re ći o iz bo ru pred stav ni ka za par-

la ment, Rols ka že da bi gra đa ni tre ba lo da gla sa ju u skla du sa ide jom jav nog 

uma. Na čin na ko ji oni ostva ru ju ideal jav nog uma je ste da pri li kom gla sa nja 

oni na se be gle da ju kao na ide al ne za ko no dav ce i pro ce ne ko ji bi kan di da ti 

do no si li naj ra zlo žni je za ko ne. On ka že da, „u ide al nom slu ča ju gra đa ni se be 

po sma tra ju kao za ko no dav ce i pi ta ju se ko je za ko ne bi po nji ho vom mi šlje-

nju bi lo naj ra zlo žni je do ne ti i ko ji su raz lo zi ko ji ih po dr ža va ju, a za do vo lja-

va ju kri te ri jum re ci pro ci te ta. Ka da je usta lje no i ra ši re no, ras po lo že nje 

gra đa na da se po sma tra ju kao ide al ni za ko no dav ci i od ba cu ju funk ci o ne re 

vla de i kan di da te za jav ne po lo ža je ko ji zlo u po tre blja va ju jav ni um, pred-

sta vlja je dan od po li tič kih i so ci jal nih ko re na de mo kra ti je i ima ži vot ni zna-

čaj za nje nu traj nu čvr sti nu i sna gu“ (Rols 2003: 174). S dru ge stra ne, Rols 

eks pli cit no tvr di da ka da se ne ra di o te melj nim po li tič kim pi ta nji ma ne va-

ži ni zah tev da se gla sa u skla du sa zah te vi ma jav nog uma. To je oči gled no 

iz nje go ve tvrd nje da, „gra đa ni i za ko no dav ci mo gu da gla sa ju za svo ja sve-

o bu hvat na gle di šta ka ko ho će ka da se ne ra di o bit nim ustav nim ele men ti ma 

i pi ta nji ma osnov ne prav de“ (Rols 1998: 277). Ka ko raz u me ti ovu am bi va-

lent nost u ve zi sa gla sa njem? Da li pri li kom ši re ulo ge gra đa na u do bro 

ure đe noj de mo kra ti ji va že ili ne va že zah te vi jav nog uma? Sma tra mo da 

od go vor na ova pi ta nja le ži u na šem ra ni jem po zi va njem na od nos ra zlo žnog 

i ra ci o nal nog, kao i na či nu na ko ji va že zah te vi jav nog uma u ve zi sa nje go-

vom ši rom funk ci jom i ši rom ulo gom gra đa na u de mo krat skom dru štvu. 

Jav na de li be ra ci ja ko ja pret ho di gla sa nju mo že pod sta ći gra đa ne da od lu-

ču ju u skla du sa zah te vi ma jav nog uma, ali u to me ne ma ni ka kve nu žno sti. 

Gra đa ni mo gu pri li kom gla sa nja isto ta ko da se oslo ne na svo je in te re se i 

pre fe ren ci je ili isti nu sve o bu hvat ne dok tri ne ko ju afir mi šu. Da kle, ne ma 

pro tiv reč no sti u Rol so vim raz li či tim po gle di ma na gla sa nje. Je di no oče ki-

va nje u ve zi sa jav nom de li be ra ci jom je ste da pod stak ne gra đa ne da o svo jim 

sta vo vi ma i pre fe ren ci ja ma raz mi sle u sve tlu raz lo ga ko je u di sku si ji iz no se 

dru gi lju di. Čak i ako se ti sta vo vi i pre fe ren ci je ne pro me ne, gla sa nje vi še 

10 Ta ko, na pri mer, Koen ob ja šnja va da za ide al nu pro ce du ru de li be ra tiv ne de mo kra-

ti je va ži kri te ri jum kon sen zu sa, ali i ve ćin sko pra vi lo ko je se ko ri sti u kraj njoj nu ždi. 

Vi de ti: Co hen 1997: 75. On, me đu tim, do da je da će se, „re zul ta ti gla sa nja me đu oni ma 

ko ji su po sve će ni tra ga nju za raz lo zi ma ko ji su svi ma ube dlji vi ve ro vat no raz li ko va ti od 

re zul ta ta zbra ja nja gla so va ko me ta kvo tra ga nje ni je pret ho di lo“ (Co hen 1997: 75).



255

  STUDIJE I ČLANCI

ni je sa mo „pri vat na, pa čak i lič na stvar“, već za sno va no na raz lo zi ma ko ji 

su pro šli test jav nog pre i spi ti va nja.
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From Public Reason to Deliberative Democracy
Summary
In this paper I shall investigate the relationship between public reason and de-
liberative democracy, mainly as it is presented in Rawls’s later political theory. 
Against the critics who claim that Rawls has no deliberative democratic theory, 
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I shall argue that he presented a complex view of public deliberation that contains 
a set of formal and substantive requirements derived from the idea of public 
reason. My main aim in this paper is to defend and further elaborate the thesis 
that Rawls’s later political theory is crucially important for deliberative democracy. 
Furthermore, in light of the recent literature on deliberative democracy, I examine 
the relevance of Rawls’s view for addressing some current problems, but also 
look at some limits of the public reason perspective.

Keywords: public reason, deliberative democracy, reasonableness, consensus, 
majority rule
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Die Terminologie, die Immanuel Kant mit der 

Kritik der reinen Vernunft eingeführt hat, ist nicht 

immer eindeutlich und im generellen wurden die 

Begriffe, die die Konstruktion der Kritik ausma-

chen, oft in unterschiedlichen Zusammenhängen 

verwendet, so dass sie durchaus auch unterschied-

liche philosophische Funktionen erfüllen können. 

Wie Hegel bemerkte: „Erschwert wird ihr [der 

Philosophie Kants (Anm. d. Verf.)] Studium durch 

die Breite, Weitläufigkeit und eigentümliche Ter-

minologie, in der sie vorgestellt ist.“ (Hegel, Vorle-

sungen über Geschichte der Philosophie, Suhrkamp, 

Frankfurt am Main, 1971, S. 335.) Und es handelt 

sich nicht um die einzige Stelle, an der Hegel der 

Terminologie Kants, die er barbarisch nannte, die 

psychologische Aussicht und empirische Manieren 

vorwarf. (Ibid. 337). Ein ganz anderer Standpunkt 

wird in der sog. Grave-Rezension vertreten und 

zwar unter der Einbeziehung der Metapher, dass 

die Terminologie der Kantschen Philosophie der 

Ariadnefaden ist, ohne den man sich im Labyrinth 

der Spekulationen verlaufen würde. „Wenn dieser 

(der Terminologie (Anm. d. Verf.)) nicht immer 

deutlich sieht, so fühlt er [der Leser (Anm. d. Verf.)] 

doch zu seiner Beruhigung, daß er den Faden noch 

immer in seiner Hand hält, und hofft auf einen 

Ausgang“ (Die Grave Rezension, S. 220, in Kant, I. 

Prolegomena zu einer jeden künftigen Metaphysik, 

die als Wissenschaft wird auftreten können, Philipp 

Reclam, Stuttgart, 1989.). Unabhängig davon, ob 

man mit der Auffassung von Hegel oder mit dem 

bildhaften Ausdruck von Grave einverstanden ist, 

läßt sich nicht übersehen, dass die Diskussion über 

die Bedeutung und Anwendbarkeit der Kantschen 

Begriffe bis in die heutige Zeit andauert.

Diese Tatsache schränkt die genuine Lektüre des 

Kantschen Werks ein und verschlägt uns oft in 

die falsche Richtung, weitweg von einer vollstän-

digen Analyse sowohl der Bedeutung als auch des 

Inhalts grundlegender Begriffsbestimmungen. 

Deshalb sind die Versuche der Beschreibung und 

Bestimmung der Bedeutungen sämtlicher Termi-

ni innerhalb der Philosophie Kants sehr mühsam 

und anstrengend, dennoch sehr wichtig. Davon, 

dass es seit der Zeit der Kritik der reinen Vernunft 

nicht am Bewusstsein der Wichtigkeit dieser Arbeit 

gefehlt hat, zeugen zahlreiche Wörterbücher und 

Lexika, die sich mit dem Thema des richtigen 

Gebrauchs der Kantschen Begriffen beschäftigen. 

Die Aufgabe, Bedeutungsrelationen zwischen den 

Termini systematisch zu erfassen, eine vollstän-

dige Analyse zu jedem Terminus zu geben, den 

jeweiligen philosophischen Hintergrund unter 

den semantischen Geschichtspunkten zu beleuch-

ten und auf der Höhe des aktuellen Stands der 
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Kant-Forschungen zu sein, wurde jedoch nie 

erfüllt. Das Licht in das angesprochene Verständ-

nis der Begriffsbedeutungen der Philosophie Kants 

bringt das vom Verlag Werner de Gruyter heraus-

gegebene Kant-Lexikon, das sowohl im Hinblick 

auf seinen Umfang als auch in Bezug auf seinen 

Inhalt als ein Meisterwerk unter den philosophi-

schen Lexika angesehen werden kann.

Beim vorlegenden Kant-Lexikon handelt es sich 

um eine umfassende und vollständige Darstellung 

des Kantschen Werkes, die sowohl dem Forscher 

in den Fächern des Deutschen Idealismus und 

der Transzendentalen Philosophie als auch den 

weiteren Leserschaften, die sich für die Kantsche 

Philosophie interessieren, behilflich sein soll. Das 

Lexikon, das auf der Grundlage der aktuellen und 

relevanten Forschungsstudien zusammengesetzt 

wurde, besteht aus insgesamt 2395 Artikeln und 

enthält die einschlägigen Begriffe und Namen, 

bei denen Kant im Hinblick auf ihre philosophische 

Funktion bestimmte Unterscheidungen vorge-

nommen hat. Eine in Stichwörter aufgegliederte 

Bestandsaufnahme der Terminologie bezieht sich 

nicht nur auf sein Werk, sondern auch auf die 

Terminologie, die sich in den folgenden Jahrhun-

derten aus Kants Philosophie entwickelt hat. 

Andererseits bedeutet das keineswegs, dass das 

Lexikon das Studium von Kants Werk ersetzt, 

sondern dass es einem philosophisch gebildeten 

Leser als Hilfsmittel dienen und zur weiteren 

Forschungen anregen sollte.

Die Stichwortauswahl des Lexikons beruht auf 

der Akademie-Ausgabe der Schriften Kants (Kants 

gesammelte Schriften, herausgegeben von Berlin-

Brandenburgischen Akademie der Wissenschaf-

ten, Walter de Gruyter Verlag, Berlin, 1900ff.). 

Aus diesem Grund orientiert sich diese Auswahl 

der Kantschen Termini auf die aktuellen Ausgaben 

sowohl der Werke, die von Kant selbst veröffent-

licht wurden, als auch auf Kants Opus postumum 

sowie seine Rezeption in den immer noch rele-

vanten und repräsentativen Beiträgen zur Kant-

Forschung. Mit der vorliegenden Stichtwortaus-

wahl hat sich der Verfasser die Aufgabe gestellt, 

zu der lexikalischen Richtigkeit und der seman-

tischen Korrektheit der Ausdrücke beim Gebrauch 

der Kantschen Begriffe beizutragen, um auf diese 

Weise die philosophischen Implikationen, die 

dieser Gebrauch mit sich bringt, zum Vorschein 

zu bringen und sie zu klären.

Die Struktur des Lexikons selbst könnte mit der 

Hilfe eines Querschnitts des darin zu findenden 

methodischen Zugangs dargestellt werden. Im 

Allgemeinen geht es darum, dass es im Lexikon 

drei verschiedene Klassen von Stichworten gibt: 

eine Stichwortart, die tatsächlich als ein philoso-

phischer Terminus fungiert, dann eine weitere, 

die durch die Verknüpfung zu einem bestimmten 

Thema charakterisiert wird, und eine dritte, die 

sich auf die jeweiligen für die Philosophie Kants 

relevanten Personennamen bezieht.

Die erste Klasse der Artikel zu den Kantschen 

Termini wird durch eine Definition bestimmt, die 

den genuin philosophischen Prinzipien folgt. 

Eine um die Bedeutungsentfaltung und –präzi-

sierung bemühte Erklärung geht mit der Analyse 

des Begriffsursprungs einher. Verschiedene Be-

deutungen des Begriffs werden durch die ein-

schlägigen Stellen in Kants Werk präsentiert und 

zeigen uns, zu welchem Umkreis ein Terminus 

zugerechnet werden soll, z. B. ob er innerhalb der 

Philosophie Kants in moralisch-praktischer oder 

eher in der theoretischen Hinsicht seine Verwen-

dung findet. Dabei können die einzelnen Zitaten, 

in denen der Terminus in Kants Schriften vorkommt, 

durch die Angabe der Seitenzahl in der Akademie-

Ausgabe nachgeschlagen werden. Darüber hinaus 

wird auf die verwandten Begriffe hingewiesen, 

um somit auch das begriffliche Umfeld jedes 

einzelnen Begriffs zu klären. Den Hauptabschnitt 

jedes einzelnen Begriffsartikels stellt die soge-

nannte Philosophische Funktion dar, in der oft die 

Erläuterungen mehrerer Funktionen eines Ter-

minus zu finden sind. Wegen der immer wieder 

vorkommenden Interpretationsschwierigkeiten 

werden verschiedene Fragen, die die Terminolo-

gie Kants betreffen, auf die relevanten Forschungs-

beiträge bezogen. Bei jedem Stichwort versucht 

der Verfasser, verschiedene philosophische Im-

plikationen durch die Herstellung der Verbindung 

zwischen einer reichen Begriffsgeschichte und 

der bereits weit fortgeschrittenen Interpretation 

des Kantschen Denkens sichtbar zu machen. Aus 

diesem Grund wird am Schluss des Artikels Wei-

terführende Literatur ein Hinweis für den an den 

weiteren Forschungen interessierten und um ein 

tieferes Verständnis der Probleme der Kantschen 

Terminologie bemühten Leser gebracht.

Da das Hauptinteresse des Verfassers sich nicht 

auf Sachthemen richtet und der Schwerpunkt der 

Lexikonstruktur auf die Klärung der Kantschen 

Begriffsapparats gelegt wird (Vorwort, in Kant-

Lexikon.), wird die Klasse der rein themenbezoge-

nen Artikel nicht immer eindeutig gekennzeichnet. 

Deshalb folgen die im Lexikon hervorgehobenen 

Themen der Philosophie Kants der oben bereits 

gezeigten Struktur der Artikelbegriffe, jedoch mit 

mehr Inhalt in ihrem zentralen Abschnitt. Zu einem 

bestimmten Themenbereich gehören nicht nur 
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die besonders relevanten Themen, sondern auch 

jene unter den verwandten Begriffen bestehende 

Verbindungen, so dass sich ein bestimmtes Thema 

durch verschiedene Artikel hindurch verfolgen 

läßt. Die ständige Auseinandersetzung mit den 

oben genannten philosophischen Voraussetzun-

gen hilft bei der vollständigen und systematischen 

semantischen Erfassung der zwischen den Be-

griffen, Themen und Personennamen bestehen-

den Bedeutungsrelationen.

Die dritte Klasse der Artikel enthält die relevanten 

Personennamen sowohl in Bezug auf die Philo-

sophie Kants als auch auf einen breiten Kontext 

der gesamten Kantsche Epoche. Diese Artikel fan-

gen mit den biografischen Angaben einer Person 

an und durch einen historischen Überblick wird 

der Bezug zu der Philosophie Kants hergestellt. 

Das Vorkommen einer Person im Kants Werk wird 

im Lexikon nicht nur durch die Angabe der Sei-

tenzahl in der Akademie-Ausgabe dokumentiert, 

sondern es wird auch analysiert, in welchem 

Kontext und aus welchem Grund Kant diesen 

peronellen Bezug vorgenommen hat. Der Schwer-

punkt bei diesem Ansatz wird auf den Einfluss 

gelegt, den die betreffende Person auf die Philo-

sophie Kants hatte.

Außerdem enthält das vorliegende Kant-Lexikon 

eine vollständige Darstellung des Kantschen Werks 

mit noch nie dagewesenen semantischen Gesichts-

punkten, philosophischen begriffsgeschichtlichen 

Implikationen und der Verwendung der Bedeu-

tungsrelationen zwischen den Kantschen Termini 

(Vorwort, in Kant-Lexikon). Aufgrund der aktuel-

len Forschungen kann das Kant-Lexikon bei einem 

Kenner der Philosophie Kants zu einer Vertiefung 

des Verständnisses seiner Begrifflichkeit beitragen, 

denn es handelt es sich nicht um eine neue, dem 

Kants Wörterbuch nachgebildete Edition, sondern 

um eine systematische, ausführliche und philo-

sophiegeschichtlich relevante Klärung der Termi-

nologie der Kantschen Philosophie. Das vorlie-

gende Kant-Lexikon kann somit auch als ein Beitrag 

zur Förderung und Entstehung künftiger seriösen 

Kant-Forschung verstanden werden.



Miriam Leonard, Tragic Modernities, 
Harvard University Press, 
Cambridge, London 2015

Petra Bjelica

Tragic Modernities by Miriam Leonard is a com-

prehensive and incisive study that focuses on 

issues of tragedy and modernity, as well as their 

indelible correlations throughout the history of 

philosophy and culture. The main objective of the 

book is to revitalise and revalue tragedy and the 

tragic in contemporary thought in all their diffe-

rent and disparate guises. In order to do so, Leo-

nard emphasises the crucial role of ancient tra-

gedy in history of political discourse and raises 

issues about its ample power in shaping modern 

political theory. Considering the notion of the 

universal humanist thruths that reside in tragedy, 

ones that are deeply questioned in recent scholar-

ships, Leonard examines these thruths in a con-

temporary post-humanist context and highlights 

new possibilities given by tragedy. As Miriam 

Leonard remarks, Tragic Modernities examines a 

dual process; on one hand, the ways tragedy in-

fluenced the shaping of modernist ideas and 

preoccupations, and on the other, the ways mo-

dernity interpreted and vitalized classical texts 

in new philosophical contexts. Miriam Leonard 

points out one of the central claims of the book 

to be the idea that modernity forges a link between 

tragedy and revolution; she tries to trace that link 

and to follow its varied and disparate torrents 

throughout the history of philosophy, literature 

and modern thought.

The study begins with the famous debate between 

George Steiner (The Death of Tragedy) and Raymond 

Williams (Modern tragedy) in the 1960’s. While 

Steiner claims that tragic art is culturally specific 

and part of a particular western and Greek tradi-

tion, therefore impossible in modernity, Williams 

argues that modernity is itself tragic. These two 

arguments build the main scope of Tragic Moder-

nities and we can assume, as the title entails, that 

Miriam Leonard’s opinion corresponds with 

Raymond’s and that the tragic modernity should 

be untangled from contemporary discourses. The 

second key argument of the monograph is the 

revelation of the new political power that resides 

as a possibility in classical tragic texts and their 

different interpretative guises.

Tragic Modernities consists of five chapters in which 

tragedy is confronted with the following themes: 

revolution, metaphysics, history, gender and sub-

jectivity. We may query whether this partition and 

consequences of its research are the best solution 

for examining tragedy and the tragic. Namely, 

since the study lacks a more comprehensive and 

exact evaluation and determination of concepts 

of tragedy and the tragic, shifting from different 
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historical or philosophical contexts leaves a lot of 

space for questions. Also, it could be seen as a lack 

of precise methodological procedure. All three 

concepts of modernity, tragedy and the tragic are 

changeable, fluctuating and depending on diffe-

rent contexts from which they originated. There-

fore, this book should primarily be seen as an 

attempt of mapping these relations and an inspi-

ration for further examination and study.

Leonard follows a specific tradition in this book: 

to be a modern subject is to be a tragic subject, 

regardless of whether it is in our experience of 

gender, our relation to history or our idea of 

political agency. Leonard traces the philosophy 

of the tragic in Schelling, Hegel, Hölderlin, Nietz-

sche, Marx, Freud, Benjamin, Heidegger, Schmitt, 

and Arendt. „Tragic Modernities purposefully 

juxtaposes these different historical moments as 

its aim is to emphasize the continuities in the 

preoccupation with tragedy across disparate 

philosophies of European modernity.“(26). Phi-

losophical methods and approaches to tragedy 

may offer unexploited spaces and alternatives for 

political readings. One of Leonard’s principal 

objectives is to use theoretical texts she explores 

to invite us to read tragedy otherwise; to push us 

to read tragedy politically, as she claims.

In the section Tragedy and Revolution, Miriam 

Leonard questions the relations between tragedy 

and modern political theory, ending the section 

with the dialogue between tragedy and the leftist 

thought and practice. According to Hannah Arendt, 

revolution, as a specific political concept, is a 

distinctive modern quality which has an ambiva-

lent relationship to tragedy. „There is no revolu-

tion without tragedy, Arendt seems to imply, but 

the revolutionary power of tragedy also lies in its 

association with action, in its ability to move 

beyond the nihilism of Silenus“ (42). Leonard 

argues that even though Marx eschews both 

tragic content and form from his concept of re-

volution, at the same time addresses its ability to 

transform the modernity. At the end of the chap-

ter, following Raymond Williams, Leonard offers 

an alternative leftist reading of tragedy that is 

seen as an essential condition for self-critical 

leftist practice: by recognizing tragedy in both 

life and revolution, Williams unveils tragedy as 

an important lived experience.

Chapter Tragedy and Metaphysics contributes si-

gnificantly to the organization of the political 

argument of the book by demonstrating „how the 

conception of the tragic gave new voice to the 

metaphysical paradox of freedom and necessity, 

and gave this ontological problem a decidedly 

political inflection“ (42). Besides, Leonard points 

out that using tragic in the critique of metaphysics 

does not indicate the end of the political but instead 

produces possibilities for different politics. She 

follows these arguments from The earliest System-

Programme of German Idealism (manifesto that is 

believed to be written by Shelling, Hegel and 

Hölderlin), and work of Schelling, Hegel, Nietzsche 

and Heidegger. While Schelling sees Oedipus as 

an autonomous subject that depicts the contra-

dictions between Greek reason and tragic point 

of view (the conflict between freedom and neces-

sity), Hegel makes him a synonym of the origin 

of philosophy (the coming into being of conscious-

ness is the birth of philosophy). But both these 

reflections incorporate the awareness of the limits 

of subjectivity which is in Hegel crucially linked 

to political freedom. Nietzsche, on the other hand, 

unveils the metaphysical truth of tragedy in Dio-

nysiac disintegration and dissolution of the subject. 

Nevertheless, Leonard shows that in Birth of Tra-

gedy Nietzsche remains in the metaphysical realm 

and his reading acts both as the ultimate challen-

ge and the closing of the idealist interpretation of 

ancient tragedy. Martin Heidegger continues with 

the questioning of the idea of metaphysics itself, 

proclaiming that experience of the beings in their 

Being is tragic. „For Schelling and for Hegel just 

as for Nietzsche and Heidegger, tragedy would 

need to enter the vocabulary of existence before 

it could become the vehicle for an exploration and 

ultimately a critique of metaphysics“(70).

The problem with metaphysics and its possible 

culmination in aestheticization is the danger of 

depoliticisation. In section Tragedy and History, 

Leonard offers an insight about the profound link 

between tragedy and history, analyzing and con-

fronting Schmitt’s, Benjamin’s, Hölderlin’s and 

Hegel’s means of resolving historical and philo-

sophical aspects of the tragic. By doing this, she 

implicitly answers to both questions: is tragedy 

possible in modernity, as well as how that possi-

bility contours modernity. By comparing Carl 

Schmitt’s and Walter Benjamin’s claims on histo-

ry, tragedy and Trauerspiel, this book gives credit 

to historical impact on tragedy and confronts the 

autonomous realm of (tragic) art. This is the first 

and only time that the author takes into account 

tragedy that isn’t an ancient tragedy (Shakespeare’s 

Hamlet), which can be seen as a weak or poorly 

articulated methodological aspect of the book, 

mainly because she leaves the procedure without 

justification. Hölderlin’s ideas are taken into 

consideration because he formulates one of the 
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most important questions about the possibility of 

writing a modern tragedy. „How can tragedy be 

written in an era in which the prerequisites for 

tragedy are missing?“ (90). His quest ends in his 

translation of Sophocles since modernity lacks 

an authentic sense. Leonard continues with Hegel, 

demonstrating the ways in which we can see the 

tragedy becoming a mechanism that reveals the 

history, his philosophy a tragic philosophy and 

the famous Preface to Phenomenology of Spirit a 

specific manifesto of the tragic. She therefore 

concludes that it is tragedy that has produced a 

new philosophy of history.

Chapter Tragedy and Gender brings us to psycho-

analytical revisions of tragedy and its further 

interpretations in the later feminist critique of 

Freud regarding the problem of gender and put-

ting it in tragic terms. As Leonard addresses, in 

this section she explores the dialogue between 

universal tendencies of humanism and antihu-

manism in the contemporary theory. Leonard 

argues that the nineteenth-century philosophical 

reading of tragedy provided the conceptual tool 

for Freud’s reconciliation between universalism 

and subjectivity in his interpretation of Oedipus. 

But that construct isn’t a simple model of identi-

ty or identification. Again, through Freud and 

Nietzsche, Oedipus is the main character, yet this 

time in a form of mockery which reveals the li-

mitations of self-knowledge that were the basis 

of universal humanism. „Both Freud and Nietzsche 

present us with an antihumanist Oedipus, but 

both nevertheless resist a nihilistic interpretation 

of tragedy“(122). Still, Freud’s Oedipus has its 

own gender limitations. That is why Judith Butler, 

amongst other feminist writers, in her work Pre-

carious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence, 

following Lacan offers a new reading of Antigone 

and delivers a new kind of humanism in which 

the tragic is seen as an universal condition (based 

on mortality and vulnerability) which marks a 

shift from politics to ethics. Miriam Leonard calls 

this new specific configuration of tragedy, huma-

nism and universalism insurmountable in feminist 

post-Freudian interpretations and emphasizes 

that it is the same configuration Freud inherited 

from the above mentioned philosophy of tragic.

Miriam Leonard finishes her book with the section 

Tragedy and Subjectivity in which she analyses 

the links between contemporary experience of 

subjectivity and the tragic. „The conditions of 

isolation and fragmentation we experience in 

late capitalism are key to understanding the re-

newed significance of tragedy in modernity“(131).

In her analysis, she relates the discourse of tragic 

individualism with the tradition of Aristotelian 

individualistic reading of tragedy that didn’t give 

enough weight to the role of chorus. Yet, as Leo-

nard argues German idealist readings could and 

should be seen as a site for exploring the parado-

xes of individualism and further on as a site for 

politization of these questions. For example, 

Hegel depicts Greek tragedy as the sacrifice of 

individual freedom for the stability of the state 

but in his arguments tragedy nevertheless functions 

„as the aesthetic manifestation of the metaphysics 

of the subject“ (144). Nietzsche, as mentioned, 

explores the paradoxes of the dissolution and 

reconstruction of the subject, but Dionisyac he 

defines is always expressed as collective. He sees 

the essence of tragedy in self-annihilation of the 

individual and this idea, Leonard notes, has its 

clear political, even post-political utopian aspect. 

Further on, Leonard illuminates the nexus of ideas 

from Nietzsche’s Dionysiac to Freud’s death drive 

and Lacan’s interpretation of Oedipus at Colonus 

(where Freud’s unconscious becomes the misap-

prehended, unknown and opaque aspect of the 

subject to the ego). In Lacan’s reading, Leonard 

highlights the identity of a subject through its own 

negation. „Far from investing in tragedy as a ce-

lebration of individualism, modern thinkers have 

turned to ancient drama to explore the problems 

of individuation. „Rather than finding a prototype 

for liberal individualism, modernity uncovered a 

model of radical intersubjectivity“(159). One of 

the most important issues raised the question that 

transcends the realms of literature and scholar 

examinations of these topics and is related to the 

conclusion of this chapter. The question is not 

whether Lacan, Butler, Nietzsche and Freud pre-

sented the tragic identity as a divided identity, 

but rather did they not do so at the expense of 

the political self. Leonard quotes Bonnie Honing 

when she asks if action is „not the price moder-

nity pays for its critique of sovereignty“(159). 

Miriam Leonard offers an answer to this question 

regarding the problem of tragedy and takes us 

back to the beginning of her book: to the idea of 

collective revolutionary action. She convinces us 

that tragedy is a stage on which the paradoxes of 

the political are repeatedly reenacted.

In the Epilogue of the study Leonard encourages 

us to view the tragic as an explanatory structure 

and framework for the paradoxes of action and 

the modern philosophy for the fate of a subject 

immersed in collectivity. However, she is well 

aware of the arguments given by Nietzsche, Marx, 

Vernan and Honig about how tragic can become 



  PRIKAZI / REVIEWS

265

an obstacle for thought and action and for that 

reason Leonard highlights how important it is that 

the tragic conversely questions tragedy. She ends 

the book with important, perspicacious (engaged) 

and pressing questions and claims. „Tragedy maps 

these revolving temporalities in which we make 

history but not in circumstances of our own choo-

sing. Although today we are not in the French, 

nor the Industrial revolution, we are in some kind 

of unspecified global revolution that dares not 

speak its name. Perhaps it is because our present 

revolution does not claim its revolutionariness 

that we find ourselves turning repeatedly to tra-

gedy and the philosophy of tragic?“(167).

Classicist scholars that are already acquainted 

with modern interpretations of tragedy will 

become familiar with radical intersubjectivity 

and post-political utopia that can be rendered 

from it. This acknowledgment goes the other 

way around as well. Modern political theory and 

contemporary philosophy have a lot to gain in 

dialogue with tragedy and the tragic. Arguments 

of the book are clear, understandable and well-

organized, and they make a lot of contribution 

on the topic. One of the best aspects of Tragic 

Modernities is a thorough and well-researched 

study that creates a fruitful dialogue between 

all major ideas about the tragic and contem-

porary scholarships and literature on this subject. 

Tragic Modernities is a big recommendation for 

both classicist and philosophers, and everybody 

interested in the relations between tragedy and 

modernity.



Georg Cavallar, Kant’s Embedded 
Cosmopolitanism, Kantstudien-
Ergänzungshefte, Band 138, 
De Gruyter, Berlin/Boston 2015.

Janos Robert Kun

The ethical and political connotations of cosmo-

politanism have seen an upheaval in the philo-

sophical thinking of the 20th and 21th century, 

promoted by such thinkers as Jacques Derrida 

(On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness, 1992; Force 

of Law, 1989–1990), Julia Kristeva (Strangers to 

ourselves, 1991), or Hannah Arendt (The Origins 

of Totalitarianism, 1951).

The reformulation and the refusal of a sympto-

matic binary thinking that created a categorical 

opposition of the friend and of the enemy (see: 

Carl Schmitt, Theory of the Partisan, 1962; and 

Jacques Derrida, Politics of Friendship, 1994) led 

to a new cosmopolitanism that forged a novel 

understanding of pardon, law and hospitality. 

This epistemological alteration could be seen as 

a rather optimistic answer to the events that 

define a democracy to come, the globalisation 

and the deterritorialisation of violence (see: 

Jacques Derrida, Philosophy in a Time of Terror, 

2003), and inscribe the work of Kant into the 

current of new cosmopolitanism. Georg Cavallar, 

Professor of University of Vienna takes on a me-

ticulous and unparalleled research by dismantling 

the discourses of cosmopolitanism before and 

after Kant, in order to determine his historical 

and philosophical status. The importance of this 

analysis is exemplary, given that Kantian phi-

losophy, and particularly his 1795 discourse on 

Perpetual Peace became during the last century 

one of the most quoted texts that was ostensibly 

and anachronistically used to advocate for the 

new cosmopolitanism of a new era. This discourse, 

however, represents only one facet of the manifold 

cosmopolitanism of Kant: „Nowadays many in-

terpreters pick out some of its elements as if they 

were independent from this system, and this is 

problematic. [...] This makes Kant attractive for 

contemporary philosophies, although a Kantian 

from the camp of system thinkers might argue 

that the result is a truncated Kant and an inter-

pretation which follows neither the letter nor the 

spirit of his philosophy“ (p. 47).

Georg Cavallar prepares a systematic inquiry of 

Kantian thought, analysing its religious, moral, 

historical and educational aspects in order to 

reinstate the structure of cosmopolitan discourse 

in its contemporary, factual context. Therefore, 

the author carries out an epistemological work, 

and reveals areas of cosmopolitanism that seemed 

to be forged together beforehand, e. g. moral, 

commercial and juridical cosmopolitanism, the 

ethical commonwealth and secularized, rather 

plane idea of a „super-state“.
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The historical interpretation of Kant’s cosmo-

politanism is followed by a review of his – con-

textualized – educational theory (p. 76–146). The 

cross reading of Kant with Rousseau and Basedow 

helps us reveal the influence of Enlightenment 

thinkers on the fabrication of new discourses tar-

geting students and educators of their time. The 

need for critical thinking („Dare to think for your-

self“) is indeed a key notion of the 18th century 

(and of Kant), but remains unravelled and trun-

cated without its moral and civic implications 

that culminate in the notion of the Bildung. Again, 

the epistemological approach to the educational 

theory of Kant and to the moral disposition that 

it presupposes sheds a light on the complexity of 

cosmopolitanism (‘How one becomes a cosmo-

politan?’). The historical interpretation, again, 

arrives to dissolve a familiar cliché that opposes 

cosmopolitanism and nationalism. Was the En-

lightenment truly cosmopolitan? Did the 19th 

century reject all cosmopolitan philosophy in 

favour of a nationalistic view of the communities? 

Was Rousseau promoting national-patriotic edu-

cation, denouncing the impossibility of world-

citizenry? By challenging these received ideas, 

the book reconstructs the history of a cosmo-

politan thought that still maintained that civic 

patriotism is compatible with cosmopolitanism, 

and that did not promote the new, „shifting“ 

identities, we encounter in modern philosophy, 

but rather asserted that „the final destiny of hu-

man race is moral perfection“ (p. 174).

Instead of an uprooted cosmopolitanism, charac-

teristic of our age with new forms of identities, 

vagabonds and strangers, Kant elaborated what 

Georg Cavallar labels „embedded cosmopolitan-

ism“. A political and juridical form of cosmopoli-

tan thought that is rooted in the Kantian approach 

to morality, religion, ethics and education.



Ko lek tiv no se ća nje i po li ti ke pam će nja, 
pri re di li Mic hal Sla de ček, Je le na 
Va si lje vić, Ta ma ra Pe tro vić Tri fu no vić, 
Za vod za udž be ni ke, In sti tut za 
filozo fi ju i dru štve nu te o ri ju, 
Beograd 2015.

Na da Ba nja nin Đu ri čić

Uz ne ko li ko pret hod nih iz van red nih iz da nja edi-

ci je „Isto rij sko se ća nje“, Za vod za udž be ni ke, 

za jed no sa In sti tu tom za fi lo zo fi ju i dru štve nu 

te o ri ju, ob ra do vao nas je još jed nom knji gom 

vred nom pa žnje. Pri re đi va či (ujed no i re dak ci ja 

pre vo da) Mic hal Sla de ček, Je le na Va si lje vić i 

Ta ma ra Pe tro vić Tri fu no vić, na či ni li su pa žljiv 

iz bor tek sto va dva de set vr snih auto ra, raz vr stav-

ši ih u če ti ri po gla vlja, od no sno de vet na est pod-

po gla vlja zbor ni ka Ko lek tiv no se ća nje i po li ti ke 

pam će nja. Reč je o pre vo di lač ko-ured nič kom 

po du hva tu ko ji, pre ma re či ma sa mih pri re đi va ča, 

„ima za cilj da na jed nom me stu ob je di ni i si ste-

mat ski iz lo ži ne ke od naj re le vant ni jih tek sto va iz 

obla sti ko lek tiv nog se ća nja i pam će nja“. Zbor nik 

za i sta i uspe va ne sa mo da omo gu ći pri stup te-

melj noj li te ra tu ri iz tog po lja na na šem je zi ku, 

ne go i da od go vo ri na uoče ni zna čaj te me po nu-

dom ši rokog spek tra is tra ži vač kih pri stu pa.

U zgu snu tom i in spi ra tiv nom Pred go vo ru Mic hal 

Sla de ček i Je le na Va si lje vić upu ću ju či ta o ca u 

raz u đe nu sa dr ži nu knji ge, te na pre gle dan i ja san 

na čin pre do ča va ju te ma ti ku po gla vlja. Pr vo po-

gla vlje „Ko lek tiv no se ća nje: dru štve ni, kul tur ni i 

po li tič ki fe no men“ uvo di nas u ključ ne poj mo ve 

se ća nja, za jed ni ce, po li ti ke i kul tu re, uka zu ju ći 

na ne ras ki di vu po ve za nost lič nog, in di vi du al nog 

se ća nja, sa grup nim i isto rij skim se ća njem. Ovim 

ko lek tiv nim, kon sti tu i sa nim se ća njem, kao pro-

ble mom so ci o lo gi je, stu di ja kul tu re i po li tič ke 

na u ke, po seb no se ba vi Mo ris Al bvaš, fran cu ski 

so ci o log, či ji se ko nač no na srp ski pre ve den rad 

sma tra fun da men tal nim za iz u ča va nje „ko lek tiv-

nog“ se ća nja.

U dru gom po gla vlju „Se ća nje kao fi lo zof sko-etič-

ki pro blem“ su sre će mo se sa raz ma tra nji ma „ko-

ri sno sti za bo ra vlja nja“ i mo ral ne du žno sti pra-

šta nja. Ov de će se ća nje kao mo ral ni im pe ra tiv 

bi ti pro pi ta no sa aspek ta ple me ni to sti za bo ra vlja-

nja. I ne sa mo to. Cve tan To do rov uka zu je na 

je dan za ni mljiv mo ment: u ne go va nju kul tu re 

se ća nja „do sto jan stve ni je je i ča sni je pre ći sa sop-

stve ne ne sre će ili ne sre će bli skih, na tu đu ne sre ću“. 

Ka ko je to sli ko vi to po ja snio An dre Švarc-Bart – 

ob ja šnja va ju ći za što se na kon ba vlje nja te mom 

ge no ci da nad Je vre ji ma okre nuo ne sre ći cr nih 

ro bo va – ro da se na he brej skom na zi va „Has si da 

(pri vr že na) jer vo li svo je bli žnje, iako je pri tom 

svr sta na me đu ne či ste pti ce. Za što? Za to što ima 

lju ba vi sa mo za svo je bli žnje“. Jan Ha king, s dru ge 

stra ne, is pi tu je ve zu za jed nič kog i lič nog se ća nja. 

Jed na od oči gled nih ve za me đu nji ma je ste tra u-

ma. „Na u ka o tra u ma tič nom stre su ka že da po-

je din ci ko ji su pre ži ve li bo ra vak u kon cen tra ci o nim 
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lo go ri ma, a za tim i nji ho vi po tom ci, pa te od psi-

ho lo ških po sle di ca tra u me slič ne oni ma od ko jih 

pa te žr tve zlo sta vlja nja de ce. Ve za sa upam će nom 

tra u mom je sva ka ko dru ga či ja, ali iza sva ke od 

njih na la zi se se ća nje na tra u mu, ili mo že mo re ći, 

ka ko se Frojd do se tio, ‘pa ci jen ti ko ji bo lu ju od 

hi ste ri je, za pra vo bo lu ju od se ća nja’“.

U tre ćem po gla vlju „Isto ri ja, na ci ja i se ća nje“ 

raz ma tra se ulo ga se ća nja u pro ce su kon sti tu i sa-

nja na ci o nal nih isto ri ja i tra di ci ja. Ka ko na jed nom 

me stu pi še Pjer No ra, „U ze mlja ma Tre ćeg sve ta 

ob na vlja nje pro šlo sti, po ni šte ne ko lo ni jal nim 

po ro blja va njem, je ste pr vi ko rak u for mi ra nju 

na ci o nal nog iden ti te ta. Ko mu ni stič ke ze mlje ko-

je su do ži ve le dr žav nu za bra nu pro šlo sti pri mo-

ra va ju isto ri ju da po sta ne pot pu no mi li tant na, i 

da pam će nje bu de pot ka zi vač ko. Čak su i Sje di-

nje ne Ame rič ke Dr ža ve, što zbog krat ko će svo je 

isto ri je ali i spe ci fič no sti svog ak ta na sta ja nja, 

op te re će ne dis kur som po re kla“.

Tek sto vi če tvr tog po gla vlja „Ide o lo ški i po li tič ki 

kon tekst po ma me za se ća njem“ ba ve se raz ma-

tra njem isto rij skih i ide o lo ških aspe ka ta pre i spi-

ti va nja zna ča ja se ća nja i no vih okvi ra u ko ji ma će 

se is pi si va ti na ra ti vi o sop stve noj pro šlo sti. U is-

pre ple te no sti se ća nja, mr žnje i pra šta nja ne is cr-

plju je se naš od nos pre ma pro šlo sti. Ka ko ka žu 

pri re đi va či, to su i po li tič ki per for man si ko ji od-

lu ču ju će uti ču na put ko jim će mo ići u bu duć no-

sti. Ta ko, Bar ba ra A. Mi štal uoča va po ve za nost 

„po tra ge za du šom“ s po tra gom za iden ti te tom: 

„U mno gim obla sti ma ko je se mo gu sma tra ti iz-

vo rom du hov no sti, po jam du še raz ma tra se u 

kom bi na ci ji s poj mom se ća nja“.

Ko lek tiv no se ća nje se ogle da u spo sob no sti dru štva 

da „ak ti vi ra“ ili „re ak tu a li zu je“ po je di ne do ga đa-

je iz pro šlo sti. Pri re đi va či pri me ću ju da „u ve ćim 

gru pa ma po put na ci je ili cr kve se ća nje se ‘kon-

stru i še’ po sred stvom sim bo lič kih for mi – zna ko va, 

tek sto va, ri tu a la, ce re mo ni ja, spo me ni ka, me mo-

ri jal nih cen ta ra, sle to va, ob re da, pri red bi, pri 

če mu se tran smi si ja se ća nja osla nja na mu ze je, 

bi bli o te ke, na stav ne pro gra me, ar hi ve itd. Kroz 

ove sim bo lič ke pre zen ta ci je od ra ža va se i kla si fi-

ka ci ja pro šlo sti na zna čaj nu, ma nje vred nu i su-

vi šnu, na ko ri snu i bes ko ri snu, na vred nu po me-

na i osu đe nu na za bo rav“.

Knji ga Ko lek tiv no se ća nje i po li ti ke pam će nja, ni je 

na od met re ći, pre ko je po treb na na ovim pro sto-

ri ma. Sa vre me na dru štva, pa i na še – ma kar se 

po mno go če mu ne bi mo gla svr sta ti u sa vre me na 

– če sto se opi su ju kao „ne iz le či vo obo le la od am-

ne zi je“. Ko li ko smo pu ta ču li re če ni cu, go to vo 

iz re ku, da je „isto ri ja uči te lji ca ži vo ta“ i, ne raz-

mi sliv ši, po no vi li tu be smi sli cu, tek na knad no 

uvi dev ši da mno go vi še isti ne le ži u dru goj, mo žda 

ma nje po zna toj, re če ni ci da „iz isto ri je mo že mo 

na u či ti sa mo jed nu stvar – a to je da iz isto ri je ne 

mo že mo ni šta na u či ti“. Sa dr žaj ko lek tiv nog se-

ća nja mo že bi ti sa mo kon strukt, pro jek ci ja, kul-

tu ra ili – po li ti ka.

Da li de lu je pro ro čan ski, da li nas bo li, opo mi nje 

ili tek pod se ća San ta ja ni na for mu la ci ja: „Onaj ko 

za bo ra vlja ili pre zi re isto ri ju, osu đen je da je po-

no vo pre ži vi“. Ili, mo žda, Azra po zna ti je zvu či: 

„ko ne pam ti, iz no va pro ži vlja va“. I, ka ko, na 

kra ju ovog pri ka za, za o bi ći pe smu „Se ća nje“ izra-

el skog pe sni ka Je hu de Ami ha ja kad, po ne kad, 

po e zi ja mo že bi ti re či ti ja od te o ri je u za stu pa nju 

i kul ti vi sa nju ne za bo ra va:

Ne ka se br do uspo me na se ća ume sto me ne. / To je 

raz log za što po sto ji. Ne ka se „park u-znak-se ća nja“ 

se ća, / ne ka se uli ca „na zva na-po“ se ća, / ne ka se 

„do bro-po zna ta“ zgra da se ća, / ne ka se si na go ga, 

po Bo gu na zva na, se ća, / Ne ka se za mo ta ni svi tak 

To re se ća. Ne ka se za sta ve se ća ju, / ti ra zno boj ni 

ve lo vi isto ri je: te la ko ja su u njih umo ta na / odav no 

su po sta la pra ši na. Ne ka se pra ši na se ća. / Ne ka 

se pr ljav šti na pred ka pi jom se ća. Ne ka se no vo ro-

đe ni se ća ju. / Zve ri u po lju i pti ce na ne be si ma / 

ne ka se hra ne i ne ka se se ća ju. / Ne ka se svi oni 

se ća ju ta ko da ja mo gu da se od mo rim.
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Zbor nik ra do va Fi gu ra ne pri ja te lja: pre o smi šlja-

va nje srp sko-al ban skih od no sa oku pio je auto re 

iz ra znih di sci pli na iz Al ba ni je, Ko so va1 i Sr bi je 

oko za dat ka da se – upo tre bom kri tič ke ana li ze 

do mi nant nih isto rij skih na ra ti va od XIX ve ka do 

kra ja XX – ostva ri si ste ma ti čan i stu di o zan uvid 

u srp sko-al ban ske od no se na Bal ka nu.

Ova kav re la tiv no du bok isto rij ski za hvat pred sta-

vlja pr vu ključ nu raz li ku u od no su na kon ven ci-

o nal ne pri stu pe ovoj pro ble ma ti ci. Ta ko je, na 

pri mer, u onim sfe ra ma ci vil nog dru štva ko je se 

na pro sto ri ma Sr bi je, Ko so va i u Al ba ni je ba ve 

ovom pro ble ma ti kom pri met na iz ra zi ta usme re-

nost na bu duć nost, sa da šnjost ili bli sku pro šlost 

me đu sob nih od no sa. Ovo je sva ka ko ra zu mlji vo 

ako se ima u vi du ši ri kon tekst ko ji se pre vas hod-

no ogle da u či nje ni ci da je srp sko-al ban ska sa-

rad nja da nas „uokvi re na“ i go to vo u pot pu no sti 

de fi ni sa na pro ce som EU in te gra ci ja. Ipak, osta je 

uti sak da ve li ka ve ći na or ga ni za ci ja i po je di na ca 

ko ji se ba ve srp sko-al ban skim od no si ma ne pre-

i spi tu ju (u do volj noj me ri) dis kurs srp sko-al ban-

skog ne pri ja telj stva ne go ga uzi ma ju kao isto rij sku 

da tost. Tim pre se mo že tvr di ti da pr vi deo zbor-

ni ka po red aka dem skog po se du je i ši ri jav ni zna-

čaj, bu du ći da se u nje mu ana li zi ra ju isto rij ske 

okol no sti u ko ji ma je dis kurs pri ja telj stva po ste-

pe no tran sfor mi san u dis kurs ne pri ja telj stva.

Po red isto rij ske ana li ze, na ro či to je zna čaj na či-

nje ni ca da zbor nik nu di i jed na ko du go roč ne 

ana li ze me dij skih pred sta va o Al ban ci ma u srp skoj 

štam pi. Či ta lac će ta ko mo ći da ot kri je da su se 

iden tič ni, ra si stič ki na ra ti vi, uz kra ći pre kid, odr-

ža li či tav je dan vek. Ste re o ti pi o Al ban ci ma kao 

di vljim, ira ci o nal nim, ne ci vi li zo va nim, in he rent-

no ne spo sob nim za raz voj, o Al ban ci ma kao ple-

me nu ko jim ne ko dru gi mo ra da vla da, po ja vlju-

ju se u istom ob li ku kod srp skih in te lek tu a la ca sa 

po čet ka 20. i sa po čet ka 21. ve ka. Kao ilu stra ci ju 

ov de mo že mo na ve sti kra tak od lo mak iz srp ske 

štam pe ko ji je ci ti ran u zbor ni ku: „To ple men sko 

dru štvo bez spo me ni ka ma te ri jal ne kul tu re ro bu-

je svo jim ata vi zmi ma i na go ni ma. Al ban ci se 

mo ra ju oslo bo di ti tog usu da jer im ni ko ne će do-

zvo li ti da na pra ve ple men sku dr ža vu bez za ko na 

i ve za sa Be o gra dom“ (str. 343). Na iz gled bi nam 

se mo glo uči ni ti da je po sre di ci tat sa kra ja 19. ili 

po čet ka 20. ve ka, me đu tim ovo je na pi sa no 2004. 

go di ne. Upra vo na ovaj na čin auto ri raz ot kri va ju 

za stra šu ju ći ap surd u ko me sa vre me ni srp ski in-

te lek tu al ci, po li ti ča ri i osta le jav ne lič no sti ko ji 

1 Ova od red ni ca je u skla du sa Re zo lu ci jom 1244 i 

ne u tral na je u po gle du sta tu snog re še nja ko sov skog 

pi ta nja.
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go vo re o na vod noj ne spo sob no sti Al ba na ca za 

ci vi li za ci ju i raz voj, osta ju pot pu no ne sve sni sop-

stve ne ne spo sob no sti da se raz vi ju – nji ho va mi-

sao je i da lje u istom me stu gde je bi la pre sto 

go di na.

S ob zi rom da je zbor nik su vi še obi man da bi se u 

ovom for ma tu ko men ta ri sa li svi tek sto vi, pa čak 

i sve ce li ne, osvr nu la bih se de talj ni je na tek sto ve 

„Za jed ni ca ras po se do va nih: Žen ska mi rov na ko-

a li ci ja“ i tekst „Srp sko-al ban ski od no si u so ci ja li-

stič koj Ju go sla vi ji: pro te sti na Ko so vu i te ret si-

stem ske le gi ti mi za ci je.“ Raz log za ova kvo 

fo ku si ra nje pri ka za vi dim u to me što sam u po-

me nu tim tek sto vi ma pre po zna la u iz ve snom 

smi slu ključ za či ta nje mno gih dru gih ra do va na 

te mu srp sko-al ban skih od no sa, ali i ključ za tu-

ma če nje na ci o na li stič kih po li ti ka uop šte. Ova dva 

tek sta uka zu ju na dve di ho to mi je, ili mo žda bo lje 

re če no us po sta vlja ju dve ose. Jed na je osa lju di 

– te ri to ri ja, a dru ga na ci o nal no, s jed ne stra ne, i 

so ci jal no-kla sno, s dru ge.

Što se ti če ose lju di – te ri to ri ja, tekst Adri ja ne 

Za ha ri je vić su prot sta vlja poj mu za jed ni ce de fi ni-

sa ne te ri to ri jom od no sno po se do va njem, za jed-

ni cu ‘ras po se do va nih’ ko ju de fi ni še „ra di kal na 

ljud skost“. Vi še je ne go oči gled no, tvr di Za ha ri je-

vić, da su zva nič ne po li ti ke, ka da je reč o pi ta nji ma 

srp sko-al ban skih od no sa, ute me lje ne u prin ci pu 

te ri to ri jal no sti i obe le že ne sa kra li za ci jom te ri to-

ri je kao po se da. Da kle, te ri to ri ja, i to ne sa mo ona 

de fi ni sa na ad mi ni stra tiv nim li ni ja ma, već pr ven-

stve no ona „na to plje na na šom kr vlju i obe le že na 

na šim zna ko vi ma pam će nja“ (str. 454) slu ži kao 

osnov za for mu li sa nje i vo đe nje po li ti ke, i osnov 

za de fi ni sa nje iden ti te ta. Ova kva po li ti ka vo đe na 

lo gi kom po se da, ka ko is ti če autor ka, nu žno vo di 

„di fe ren ci jal noj alo ka ci ji ljud sko sti“ (str. 453). 

Ovaj kon cept di fe ren ci jal ne alo ka ci je ljud sko sti 

vr lo pre ci zno re flek tu je isu vi še do bro po zna tu 

po li ti ku de hu ma ni za ci je Dru gog. Tekst Adri ja ne 

Za ra ri je vić je va žan zbog to ga što uka zu je na po-

tre bu stva ra nja al ter na tiv nih za jed ni ca, i do zvo-

lja va mo guć nost da i dr ža va sa ma po sta ne ta kva 

vr sta za jed ni ce – ega li tar ni ja, in klu ziv ni ja i bo lja 

za gra đan ke i gra đa ne. Dru gim re či ma, da se dr-

ža va odvo ji od onog kra ja ose na ko me je te ri to ri-

ja za mi šlje na kao sve ti po sed, i po me ri ka lju di ma.

Što se ti če dru ge ose, na ci o nal no vs. so ci jal no-

-kla sno, auto ri tek sta o pro te sti ma na Ko so vu za 

vre me SFRJ (Iv ko vić, Pe tro vić Tri fu no vić i Pro-

da no vić) ana li zi ra ju dis kur ziv nu re duk ci ju so ci-

jal nih pro te sta na nji ho vu na ci o nal no-iden ti tet sku 

di men zi ju, ko ju je ju go slo ven ska po li tič ka eli ta 

spro vo di la od 1968. do kra ja 80-ih go di na. Ta 

dis kur ziv na re duk ci ja se sa sto ja la u to me što su 

dru štve no-eko nom ski zah te vi pro te sta ig no ri sa ni 

kao ta kvi, dok su u pr vi plan is ti ca ni iden ti tet ski 

od no sno na ci o nal ni, i ta re duk ci ja je bi la po sle-

di ca ne spo sob no sti eli ta da re še struk tur ne eko-

nom ske pro ble me. Da kle, is ku stvo ne prav de, kao 

uzrok pro te sta na Ko so vu, kroz me di je je for mu-

li sa no u na ci o nal nom klju ču, i pro te sti su pred-

sta vlja ni kao po bu na al ban skih na ci o na li sta. 

Ka ko uka zu ju auto ri tek sta, al ter na ti va je bi la da 

se ne za do volj stvo for mu li še pro gre siv nim reč ni-

kom so li dar no sti i so ci jal ne prav de, od no sno da 

se o pro te sti ma go vo ri kao o po bu ni eko nom ski 

obes pra vlje nih. Ovaj tekst se po ka zu je va žnim 

zbog to ga što osve tlja va na čin na ko ji na ci o na li-

stič ke eli te sti ču po dr šku eko nom ski i so ci jal no 

ugro že nih slo je va sta nov ni štva. Na i me, pri vi le-

go va ne gru pe pu tem dis kur ziv nih stra te gi ja pre-

u sme ra va ju ne za do volj stvo sa stvar nog kriv ca 

(od no sno sa sa mih eli ta) na et nič ki Dru gog. Ta-

ko đe, va žnost tek sta se ogle da i u to me što, isti na 

in di rekt no ali ve o ma ja sno, uka zu je na to da de-

fi ni sa nje u et nič kom klju ču ni je ni ka kva pri rod na 

nu žnost već dru štve ni kon strukt ili, još bo lje re-

če no, ide o lo gi ja na de lu. Na rav no, ovo ni je je di ni 

tekst u zbor ni ku ko ji uka zu je na ulo gu eli ta u 

pro iz vod nji ne pri ja telj stva, ali nje go va bit nost 

le ži u či nje ni ci da ne go vo ri sa mo o dis kur ziv noj 

kon struk ci ji et nič ki Dru gog, ne go i o dis kur ziv noj 

re duk ci ji an ta go ni zma, od no sno ig no ri sa nju so-

ci jal no-kla sne di men zi je kon flik ta.

Na to ig no ri sa nje so ci jal no-kla snih aspe ka ta uka-

zu je još ne ko li ko tek sto va u ovom zbor ni ku, po put 

tek sta Sa še Ći ri ća o sa vre me noj ko sov skoj i al-

ban skoj knji žev no sti i o kon stru i sa nju po li tič ki i 

et nič ki Dru gog. Autor ka že: „Naj ma nje je pri su tan 

so ci jal ni dru gi, od no sno na ra tiv ili lir ski dis kurs 

o si ro ma štvu, kla snim su ko bi ma ili o tran zi ci o nom 

ka pi ta li zmu“ (str. 370). Ta ko đe, tekst Ane Bi re šev 

ko ji go vo ri o me dij skim dis kur si ma o srp sko-al-

ban skoj kul tur noj sa rad nji po ka zu je da ovim 

po ljem do mi ni ra ju dis kur si ko ji su ili eli ti stič ki, 

ili te že ka to me da umet nost pred sta ve kao apo-

li tič nu od no sno auto nom nu u od no su na dru štve-

no-po li tič ku stvar nost, ili su fo ku si ra ni is klju či vo 

na sim bo lič ko po lje, pre sve ga na de kon struk ci ju 

mi to va. Tek je dan dis kurs, ko ji autor ka na vo di 

kao če tvr ti, po li tič ku eli tu pro iz vo di u pri mar nog 

Dru gog i na gla ša va an ta go ni zam na li ni ji „obi čan“ 

na rod – po li ti ča ri.

Na kra ju, vre di se vra ti ti na pr vi tekst zbor ni ka 

Fi gu ra ne pri ja te lja auto ra Alek san dra Pa vlo vi ća 

ko ji is ti če dva od go vo ra na pi ta nje ka ko afir mi sa-

ti od no sno re-afir mi sa ti po li ti ku srp sko-al ban skog 

pri ja telj stva, ili, pre ci zni je, na ko jim vred no sti ma 
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gra di ti po li ti ku pri ja telj stva. Ta dva od go vo ra 

ko ja se na vo de u tek stu su sa po čet ka 20. ve ka, 

ali se oni mo gu raz ma tra ti i u sa vre me nom kon-

tek stu. Je dan od go vor je iz grad nja pri ja telj stva 

na za jed nič kim tra di ci o nal nim vred no sti ma srp-

skog i al ban skog na ro da, kao što su ju na štvo, čast 

i hra brost, dok je dru gi od go vor po ve zi va nje i 

sa rad nja na te me lju so ci jal de mo krat skih i dru gih 

le vih na če la. Ka ko je kon cept za jed nič kih tra di-

ci o nal nih vred no sti ne do volj no in klu zi van i ne-

do volj no ega li ta rian da bi po slu žio kao osnov 

po li ti ke pri ja telj stva, či ni se da od go vor tre ba 

tra ži ti u in si sti ra nju na za jed nič kim so ci jal nim i 

eko nom skim in te re si ma pri pad ni ka raz li či tih 

na ci ja i, pre sve ga, u de kon struk ci ji ide je o pri-

rod no sti et nič kih po de la.
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Ne dav no je iz štam pe iza šao zbor nik ra do va na 

en gle skom je zi ku, ilu stra tiv nog ali i in tri gant nog 

na slo va, Pu te vi vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je (The Ways of 

Byzan ti ne Phi lo sophy) kao tri de set dru ga sve ska 

zna čaj ne edi ci je Con tem po rary Chri stian Tho ught 

Se ri es ko ju je u sa rad nji sa Fi lo zof skim fa kul te tom 

u Ko sov skoj Mi tro vi ci ob ja vi la Za pad no a me rič ka 

epar hi ja Srp ske pra vo slav ne Cr kve. Zbor nik je 

pri re dio naš pri zna ti i vr sni po zna va lac vi zan tij ske 

fi lo zo fi je dr Mi ko nja Kne že vić ko me je po šlo za 

ru kom da na ovom pro jek tu oku pi auto re iz čak 

dva na est ze ma lja (Sr bi ja, Ru si ja, Cr na Go ra, Ve-

li ka Bri ta ni ja, Nor ve ška, Grč ka, Ita li ja, Slo ve ni ja, 

Bu gar ska, Ne mač ka, Ar gen ti na i Ma ke do ni ja). Na 

476 stra na, uz uvod ni tekst ured ni ka, u dva de set 

če ti ri ori gi nal na na uč na ra da, raz ma tra ju se fi lo-

zof ske ide je ve ći ne zna čaj nih mi sli la ca epo he. 

Ka ko je to obič no slu čaj u ova kvim i slič nim zbor-

ni ci ma, in ter pre ta tiv ne ma tri ce ko je su pri me nje-

ne ni su uni form ne, a di ja pa zon fi lo zof skih pro-

ble ma kre će se od onih lo gič kih, an tro po lo ških, 

on to lo ško-te o lo ških pa sve do fi lo zo fi je ide ja i 

isto ri je umet no sti. Iako je ured nik od u stao od 

na me re da eks pli cit no, pu tem po gla vlja, raz vr sta 

i gru pi še ra do ve, re do sled po ko me su štam pa ni 

u pot pu no sti od go va ra hro no lo gi ji, s tim što ure-

đi vač ka in ter ven ci ja, iz ra že na u po ret ku ra do va, 

kri je i od re đe nu pod ra zu me va nu she mu ko ja, 

iako ne ten den ci o zno, do ti če ži ve pro ble me ko ji 

su skop ča ni sa i oko vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je, kao i one 

ko ji su raz ma tra ni u pa tri sti ci, ra noj i po znoj fa zi 

raz vo ja ove fi lo zof ske epo he sred njo ve ko vlja. 

Ta ko, na naj u por ni je pi ta nje či ji in ten zi tet, či ni se, 

ni da nas ne je nja va i oko ko jeg je na ža lost utro še-

no isu vi še in te lek tu al ne ener gi je, a ti če se to ga da 

li se oprav da no mo že go vo ri ti o vi zan tij skoj fi lo-

zo fi ji ili je pri me re ni je za u ze ti bla žu po zi ci ju i 

go vo ri ti o fi lo zo fi ji ili fi lo zo fi ja ma u Vi zan ti ji, od-

go vor da ju „In tro duc tion“ (str. v–x) Mi ko nje Kne-

že vi ća i tekst Ge or gi ja Ka pri e va „Phi lo sophy in 

Byzan ti um and Byzan ti ne Phi lo sophy“ (str. 1–8).

Iako sa žet po for mi, spo me nu ti „In tro duc tion“ 

ured ni ka zbor ni ka tre ba tre ti ra ti kao in te gral ni 

pri log, za to što se u nje mu, po red po da ta ka ko ji 

opi su ju i ob ja šnja va ju tre nut no sta nje u obla sti 

is tra ži va nja, kao i mo ti ve ko ji su za slu žni za ova-

kav je dan pro je kat, po seb no pot cr ta va da je raz-

u me va nje vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je, ko je je pri sut no 

u ra do vi ma, „po li pri zma tič nog ka rak te ra“, što 

za pra vo zna či da se ona ne raz u me kao mo no lit na 

i u se be kru to za tvo re na, već da vi še li ca ove fi lo-

zo fi je oprav da va ju ra zno vr snost pri stu pa i pred-

me ta ko ji ma su po sve će ni ra do vi u zbor ni ku. Dru-

ga či je, ali ne i u su prot no sti sa is tak nu tim ma ni rom 

Uvo da, Ge or gi Ka pri ev is ti če da se mo ra vo di ti 
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ra ču na o ter mi no lo škoj ra zli ci iz me ću „fi lo zo fi je 

u Vi zan ti ji“, pod ko jom on mi sli na skup ra zno-

ra znih fi lo zo fi ja pri sut nih u vi zan tij skoj kul tu ri, 

i „vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je“, ko ju od re đu je u opo zi ci-

ji pre ma Za pad nom sred njo ve ko vlju, iz na la ze ći 

u di na mi zmu bi ća, s jed ne stra ne prin cip in klu zi-

je, pa ta ko i ujed no i prin cip eks klu zi je.

Na kon dva uvod na ra da, pr vi deo, i to ra do vi 2–11, 

raz ma tra ju pro ble me ko ji su svoj stve ni pa tri sti ci 

i ra noj vi zan tij skoj fi lo zo fi ji. Ta ko, Du šan Kr cu-

no vić u svom pri lo gu iz isto ri je ide ja „He xa e me ral 

Anthro po logy of St. Gre gory of Nyssa: ‘Unar med 

Man’ (ἄοπλος ὁ ἄνθρωπος)“ (str. 9–24) us po sta vlja 

ve zu iz me đu an tro po lo ških uvi da Gri go ri ja Ni skog 

i an tro po lo gi je Ar nol da Ge le na i Mak sa Še le ra, 

po ka zu ju ći da ključ ni pro blem fi lo zof ske an tro-

po lo gi je oivi čen u fra zi „ne do vr še nost ljud ske 

pri ro de“ ima svo ju isto ri ju ko ja se že do Pla to na, 

da bi upra vo u fi lo zo fi ji Gri go ri ja Ni skog za do-

bi li pu nu ar ti ku la ci ju, či me nje go vi uvi di ni su 

po sta li sa mo jed na eta pa u raz vo ju ide je već i 

oba ve zu ju ća re fe rent na tač ka za sa vre me na an-

tro po lo ška is tra ži va nja. Tor stejn Te o dor To lef sen 

u tek stu „St. Gre gory the The o lo gian on Di vi ne 

Ener ge ia in Tri ni ta rian Ge ne ra tion“ (str. 25–36) 

raz ma tra po jam ener gi je kod Gri go ri ja Bo go slo va 

u na me ri da ob ja sni dok tri nu unu tra šnje bo žan-

ske ak tiv no sti ko jom se ono struk tu i ra kao troj stvo. 

Ila ri ja Ra me li u tek stu „Proc lus and Chri stian 

Neo pla to nism: Two Ca se Stu di es“ (str. 37–70) 

uka zu je na te mat sku i ter mi no lo šku slič nost iz-

me đu Pro kla i hri šćan skog neo pla to ni zma, po-

seb no apo stro fi ra ju ći uče nje o apo ka ta sta zi ili 

„sve op štoj vas po sta vi“ i uče nje o ute lo vlje nju 

du še, a sve sa na me rom da se pu tem ana li ze ne-

do volj no is tak nu tih ele me na ta u Pro klo voj fi lo-

zo fi ji una pre di iz u ča va nje vi zan tij skog pla to ni zma. 

Is pi ti va nju hi je rar hi je bi ća u pa tri sti ci, po seb no 

u uče nju Gri go ri ja Ni skog, kao i raz ma tra nju ge-

ne ze ide je o par ti ci pa ci ji u bo žan skoj pri ro di kroz 

tri pe ri o da raz vo ja vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je kao i pro-

me ni ko ja se, pod uti ca jem Pro klo vog neo pla to-

ni stič kog mo de la, de si la u in ter pre ta ci ji Di o ni si ja 

Are o pa gi ta po sve ćen je rad Dmi tri Bir ju ko va, 

„Hi e rar chi es of Be ings in the Pa tri stic Tho ught: 

Gre gory of Nyssa and Dionysi us the Are o pa gi te“ 

(str. 71–88). Jo han Zah hu ber u tek stu iz isto ri je 

ide ja „Chri sto logy af ter Chal ce don and the Tran s-

for ma tion of the Phi lo sop hi cal Tra di tion. Re flec-

ti ons on a ne glec ted to pic“ (str. 89–110) raz ma tra 

fi lo zof ske im pli ka ci je Hal ki don skog sa bo ra, is ti-

ču ći da one ne sa mo da upot pu nju ju pra zni nu u 

na šem raz u me va nju te o lo škog i fi lo zof skog raz-

vo ja, već i da po se du ju po ten ci jal da tran sfor mi-

šu na še raz u me va nje na či na na ko ji je hri šćan ska 

te o lo gi ja pro me ni la ne ke od ba zič nih mo de la 

grč ke fi lo zof ske tra di ci je, či me je, pre ko uspo na 

hri šćan ske te o lo gi je, okon čan pe ri od do mi na ci je 

an tič ke me ta fi zi ke i ka pa do kij ske tra di ci je fi lo-

zof skog par ti ku la ri zma. Di o ni si ju Are o pa gi ti 

po sve će ni su ra do vi Ho ze Ma ri ja Ni e ve i Fi li pa 

Iva no vi ća. Ni e va po ku ša va, mi mo usta lje nih shva-

ta nja, da po ka že da je, po la ze ći od ide je epi strophé, 

ona ko ka ko je ona od re đe na u IV knji zi Di o ni si-

je vog spi sa O bo žan skim ime ni ma, mo gu će za sno-

va ti di o ni si jev sku an tro po lo gi ju pre o bra će nja 

ka ko to su ge ri še i na slov ra da „Anthro po logy of 

Con ver sion in Dionysi us the Are o pa gi te“ (str. 

111–122), dok Fi lip Iva no vić svoj pri log „Eros as 

a Di vi ne Na me Ac cor ding to Dionysi us the Are o-

pa gi te“ (str. 123–142) po sve ću je in ter pre ta ci ji 

ero sa kao Bo ži jeg ime na, pri če mu za klju ču je da 

Di o ni si je va ero to lo gi ja ma ni fe stu je na čin na ko ji 

je an tič ka fi lo zo fi ja per ci pi ra na i in kor po ri sa na 

unu tar hri šćan skih uče nja, a po seb no onaj na 

ko ji su Pla to no vi, Plo ti no vi i Pro klo vi uvi di o lju-

ba vi po sta li deo hri šćan ske mi sa o ne za o stav šti ne, 

dok kod Di o ni si ja Are o pa gi te je dan ova ko pre u zet 

ter min bi la do zna čen sa mom Bo gu. Va si li je Lur je 

u iz u zet no za ni mlji vom tek stu „Le on ti us of Byzan-

ti um and His ‘The ory of Graphs’ aga inst John 

Phi lo po nus“ (str. 143–170) in ter pre ti ra ne do volj-

no is tra že nu te o ri ju Le on ti ja Vi zant skog o par ti-

ku lar noj pri ro di i pri me ću je da je nje go vo od re-

đe nje nu me rič ke raz li ke iden tič no onom ko je 

da nas su sre će mo u te o ri ji gra fo va. U ra du „The 

Tran sfor ma tion of Neo pla to nic Phi lo sop hi cal 

No ti ons of Pro ces sion (pro o dos) and Con ver sion 

(epi strop he) in the Tho ught of St. Ma xi mus the 

Con fes sor“ (str. 171–184) Vla di mir Cvet ko vić 

is pi tu je na čin na ko ji je Mak sim Is po ved nik adap-

ti rao neo pla to ni čar ske poj mo ve pro o dos i epi strop-

he ka ko bi ar ti ku li sao cen tral nu te mu vla sti tog 

mi šlje nja – ova plo će nje Bo ga u ljud skom ob lič ju, 

dok Go razd Ko ci jan čič u ra du „Mysta gogy – To-

day“ (str. 185–196) is pi tu je da li se raz u me va nje 

sim bo la u vi zan tij skom mi šlje nju mo že oka rak te-

ri sa ti kao „hri sti ja ni zo va ni pla to ni zam“ ili je po 

sre di ne što bit no dru ga či je u igri, i is ti če da sa 

za rad od go vo ra na ovo fun da men tal no her me-

ne u tič ko pi ta nje tre ba obra ti ti Mak si mu Is po ved-

ni ku i to po seb no nje go voj Mi sta go gi ji. Uslov no 

go vo re ći pr vi deo zbor ni ka za tva ra rad Uro ša T. 

To do ro vi ća „Tran scen den tal Byzan ti ne Body. Re-

a ding Dionysi us the Pse u do-Are o pa gi te, Gre gory 

of Nyssa and Plo ti nus in the Un fol ded Mar ble 

Pa nels of Ha gia Sop hia“ (str. 197–226). U ovom 

ra du, ko ji se ti če isto ri je umet no sti i ko ji je opre-

mljen iz u zet nim ilu stra ci ja ma i fo to gra fi ja ma, 

autor is pi tu je ve zu iz me đu mi stič kog uče nja Di-

o ni si ja Are o pa gi te, Gri go ri ja Ni skog i Plo ti na i 
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na či na na ko ji su po sta vlje ni mer mer ni pa ne li u 

Aji So fi ji u Is tan bu lu.

Sred njem pe ri o du vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je i po seb no 

ide ja ma Jo va na Da ma ski na i Fo ti ja po sve će ni su 

ra do vi Slo bo da na Žu nji ća, Sko ta Ej blsa i Iva na 

Hri sto va. Žu njić u ra du „John Da ma sce ne’s ‘Di a-

lec tic’ as a Bond bet we en Phi lo sop hi cal Tra di tion 

and The o logy“ (str. 227–270) pri stu pa de talj noj 

ana li zi Da ma ski no ve Di ja lek ti ke s na me rom da 

po ka že na ko ji je na čin Ari sto te lo va lo gi ka upo-

tre blja va na za od bra nu hri šćan skog uče nja od 

po gre šnih in ter pre ta ci ja, za klju ču ju ći po tom da 

je poj mov na apa ra tu ra an tič ke fi lo zo fi je unu tar 

vi zan tij skog in te lek tu al nog kon tek sta, znat no 

ra ni je ne go što je to usle di lo na Za pa du, uče stvo-

va la u „hri sti ja ni za ci ji“ Ari sto te la, dok Skot Ejbls 

u tek stu „John of Da ma scus on Ge nus and Spe-

ci es“ (str. 271–288) ta ko đe raz ma tra lo gič ke 

aspek te Da ma ski no vog uče nja, ana li zi ra ju ći po-

seb no nje go vo od re đe nje ro da i vr ste. Rad Iva na 

Hri sto va „Neo pla to nic Ele ments in the Wri tings 

of Pa tri arch Pho ti us“ (str. 289–310) za pred met 

ima ana li zu, u do broj me ri, pa ra dok sal nog i sva-

ka ko in tri gant nog Fo ti je vog od re đe nja Bo ga u 

du hu hri sti ja ni zo va nog Ari sto te la kao ac tus 

pu rus-a, ko je se pod uti ca jem neo pla to ni zma 

po ja vi lo u vi zan tij skom in te lek tu al nom kon tek stu 

mno go pre ne go što iden tič no od re đe nje su sre-

će mo na Za pa du, i to po seb no u de li ma To me 

Akvin skog. Po sled nji rad, uslov no go vo re ći dru gog 

de la zbor ni ka, rad Smi le na Mar ko va ko ji no si 

na slov „‘Re la tion’ as Mar ker of Hi sto ri city in Byzan-

ti ne Phi lo sophy“ (str. 311–324) po ka zu je ka ko je 

Ari sto te lo va lo gič ka ka te go ri ja re la ci je (πρός τι) 

u de li ma vi zan tij skih mi sli la ca za do bi la „isto rij sko“ 

pa ta ko i an tro po lo ško zna če nje, što je po go do-

va lo da se i isto ri ja ne shva ti kao pro dukt su bjek-

tiv nih i spon ta nih či no va vo lje, već ta ko da ona 

pred sta vlja ostva re nje Bo ži jeg pro gra ma.

Sa ra dom Ni ko le Lu do vi ko sa „The Neo pla to nic 

Ro ot of Angst and the The o logy of the Real. On 

Be ing, Exi sten ce and Con tem pla tion. Plo ti nus – 

Aqu i nas – Pa la mas“ (str. 325–340) ula zi mo u 

po sled nju tre ći nu zbor ni ka, u ko joj su ma hom svi 

pri lo zi po sve će ni pi ta nji ma re le vant nim za po zni 

pe ri od. Kon kret no, Lu do vi kos is pi tu ju ći Plo ti no-

ve, To mi ne i Pa la mi ne in ter pre ta ci je te melj nih 

on to lo ških ka te go ri ja (eg zi sten ci ja, esen ci ja, bi će, 

re al nost, Jed no, strep nja…) že li da po ka že, ko-

li ko god to de lo va lo neo bič no, da kon ti nu um 

iz me đu dve mi sa o ne tra di ci je, one an tič ke i one 

hri šćan ske, za pra vo bo ra vi u obla sti on to lo gi je, 

u smi slu da hri šćan ska on to lo gi ja ak tu a li zu je 

te melj nu te žnju an tič ke fi lo zo fi je za sta bi lin i 

ko he rent nim Jed nim, ko me ne će bi ti žr tvo va na 

in di vi dua. Isto rij sko-fi lo zof skim op ser va ci ja ma o 

mi šlje nju i pam će nju u vi zan tij skoj fi lo zo fi ji tri-

na e stog i če tra ne stog ve ka po sve ćen je rad Dmi tri 

Ma ka ro va „The First Ori gin, Thin king and Me mory 

in the Byzan ti ne Phi lo sophy of the La te 13th and 

14th Cen tu ri es: So me Hi sto ri co-Phi lo sop hi cal 

Ob ser va ti ons“ (str. 341–352). Rad Jo a ni sa Po le-

mi sa, „Ma nuel II Pa la i o lo gos bet we en Gre gory 

Pa la mas and Tho mas Aqu i nas“ (str. 353–360), 

po sve ćen je ana li zi ne do volj no is tra že nog uti ca ja 

ide ja Gri go ri ja Pa la me i To me Akvin skog na te o-

rij sku po zi ci ju Ma noj la Pa le o lo ga, ko ja je iz lo že-

na u Di ja lo gu sa mu sli ma nom. Kon stan tin Ata na-

so pu los u ra du „De mon stra tion (ἀπόδειξις) and 

its Pro blems for St. Gre gory Pa la mas: So me ne-

glec ted Ari sto te lian Aspects of St. Gre gory Pa la mas’ 

Phi lo sophy and The o logy“ (str. 361–374) is pi ti je 

Pa la min do pri nos te o ri ji do ka za (de mon stra ci ji) 

ko ju je ute me ljio Ari sto tel, i, za raz li ku od pre o-

vla đu ju ćeg sta no vi šta, po ko me Pa la ma ni je raz-

u meo Ari sto te lo vu lo gi ku, ana li zi ra ju ći de ba tu 

iz me đu Var la a ma Ka la brij skog i Gri go ri ja Pa la me, 

za klju ču je da Pa la mi ne op ser va ci je pred sta vlja ju 

ver ni pri kaz Ari sto te lo vih uvi da ta ko da su i ne-

ga tiv ni sta vo vi po tom pi ta nju Ro ber ta Sin ke vi ča 

i Ka ta ri ne Je ro di a ko nu neo prav da ni i ne u te me-

lje ni. Tekst pod na zi vom „Aut ho rity and Tra di tion. 

The Ca se of Dionysi us Pse u do-Are o pa gi te in the 

Wri ting ‘On Di vi ne Unity and Dis tin ction’ by Gre-

gory Pa la mas“ (str. 375–390) Mi ko nja Kne že vić 

po sve ću je is pi ti va nju Pa la mi nog od no sa pre ma 

auto ri te tu Di o ni si ja Are o pa gi te i Cor pus Are o pa-

gi ti cum-a, usred sre đu ju ći pa žnju na 33 i 34. po-

gla vlje spi sa O Bo ži jem je din stvu i raz li ko va nju, 

za klju ču ju ći oda tle da bez u slov no pri hva ta nje 

epi ste mič kog kri te ri ju ma upo do blje nog u auto-

ri te tu Di o ni si ja Are o pa gi te Pa la mu do vo di u in-

ter pre ta tiv ne la gu me onog tre nut ka ka da tre ba 

da od go vo ri na pi ta nje: „Za što oci pr vih hri šćan-

skih ve ko va ni na jed nom me stu u svo jim de li ma 

po i men ce ne na vo de Di o ni si ja Are o pa gi tu?“, či me 

je, pre ma Kne že vi će vom mi šlje nju, Gri go ri je Pa-

la ma pro pu stio šan su da se kri tič ki osvr ne na 

„slu čaj Di o ni si je“ i ta ko ras krin ka kva zi a po stol ski 

auto ri tet ovog i da nas ne po zna tog pi sca. Mi lan 

Đor đe vić u tek stu „Nic ho las Ca ba si las and His 

Sac ra men tal Synthe sis“ (str. 391–400) po ku ša va 

da uka že na one raz lo ge ko ji su do pri ne li da Ni-

ko la Ka va si la, i po red za ne mar lji ve ulo ge u raz-

vo ju vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je, a ko ju mu je do de li la 

re cep ci ja, bu de u to li koj me ri po god na fi gu ra 

či je su ide je mo gle da se pri me ne u ra zno ra znim, 

a če sto i u raz li či tim, kon tek sti ma, is ti ču ći da se 

od go vor kri je u ori gi nal nom raz u me va nju sin te ze 

Ni ko le Ka va si le ko ja mu je omo gu ći la da u sa kra-

men ti ma ve re oivi či kon tekst unu tar ko ga sva ki 
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fi lo zof ski po jam za do bi ja vla sti tu dis kur ziv nu 

funk ci ju. Pa na jo tis Ata na so pu los u tek stu „Scho-

la ri os vs. Plet ho on Phi lo sophy vs. Myth“ (str. 

401–428) raz ma tra do bro po zna ti spor u po znoj 

vi zan tij skoj fi lo zo fi ji oko to ga ko ji je od dvo ji ce 

an tič kih auto ri te ta kom pa ti bil ni ji sa hri šćan skom 

dok tri nom i to na pri me ru de ba te Sho la ri ja i Pli-

to na, usre sre đu ju ći po seb no pa žnju na sta vo ve u 

ve zi mi to va i nji ho voj sa znaj noj funk ci ji kao i na 

ulo gu ko ju je ari sto te li zam To me Akvin skog imao 

za ovu de ba tu. Ne slu čaj no, zbor nik za tva ra rad 

Jor ga Ara ba zi sa, „Byzan ti ne Thin king and Ico ni-

city: Post-struc tu ral Op tics“ (str. 429–448), u 

ko me se vi zan tij ska iko nič nost raz ma tra iz 

poststruk tu ra li stič ke per spek ti ve, pri če mu ter min 

„vi zan tij ski“ ne re fe ri še sa mo na od re đe ni isto rij-

ski kon tekst, već pret po sta vlja op šti je kul tu ro lo ške 

dis po zi ci je, što auto ru omo gu ća va da ovaj po jam 

raz mo tri unu tar knji žev nog i fi lo zof skog pod ruč-

ja, u na me ri da oivi či in ter pre ta tiv nu mre žu re-

la ci ja ko ja da nas mo že po nu di ti jed no dru ga či je 

či ta nje vi zan tij ske ba šti ne.

Na kra ju va lja is ta ći da ra do ve u ovom zbor ni ku 

ka rak te ri še pri su stvo svih onih pa ra me ta ra ko ji 

tre ba da kra se ori gi nal ne na uč ne ra do ve, a što će 

sve do pri ne ti to me da ovaj zbor nik po sta ne ne iz-

o stav na re fe ren ca u da ljim is tra ži va nji ma. Čak i 

uko li ko bi se osta lo na ov de po nu đe nom le ti mič-

nom i frag men tar nom pri ka zu ra do va u zbor ni ku 

The Ways of Byzan ti ne Phi lo sophy ne dvo smi sle no 

bi smo mo gli za klju či ti da se ra di o ostva re nju od 

iz u zet nog zna ča ja ne sa mo za na šu fi lo zof sku 

za jed ni cu, već i za fi lo zof sku za jed ni cu u me đu-

na rod nim okvi ri ma, a po seb no za to što se, iako je 

u po sled njih ne ko li ko de ce ni ja is tra ži vač ki an ga-

žman znat no in ten zi vi ran, pa ta ko ima mo sve 

vi še ra do va ko ji se ba ve vi zan tij skom fi lo zo fi jom, 

i da lje ose ća ne do sta tak ova kve vr ste zbor ni ka u 

ko ji ma za jed no, auto ri te ti u obla sti, ali i mla đi 

is tra ži va či, raz ma tra ju vi zan tij sku fi lo zof sku za o-

stav šti nu. Ova kav su sret je uvek do bro do šao za to 

što omo gu ća va ne kon zer vi ra nje tra di ci je, već 

nje no una pre đi va nje i obo ga ći va nje, i to pre sve-

ga en tu zi ja zmom mla đih te o re ti ča ra ko ji u te žnji 

za osva ja njem vla sti te in ter pre ta tiv ne po zi ci je 

kr oz jed no no vo či ta nje ono ga što vi zan tij ska fi-

lo zo fi ja ima da po nu di, po ma lo pa ra dok sal no, 

raz vi ja ju ono što na pr vi po gled de lu je mo no lit no 

i ne pro men lji vo. Zbog to ga je iz u zet no va žno do-

slov no shva ti ti na ve de nu fra zu ured ni ka zbor ni ka 

sa po čet ka ovog pri ka za u ve zi „po li pri zma tič nog“ 

raz u me va nja vi zan tij ske fi lo zo fi je, upra vo za to što 

će pr o me nje na per spek ti va uro di ti, a to sva ka ko 

tre ba oče ki va ti u bu duć no sti, po ja vom no vih pr-

o je ka ta i dru ga či jih či ta nja za o stav šti ne. U kraj njoj 

li ni ji, i je di ni mo gu ći na čin eg zi sten ci je pr o šlo sti 

je ovaj sa da šnji, pa se ta ko ov de ni ne ra di o jed-

no smer nim pu te vi ma, već o dvo smer nim, od 

ko jih je je dan smer si gur no i onaj ko ji nas mo že 

na no vo uve sti u vi zan tij sku fi lo zo fi ju.
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(Osvrt na knji gu Iri ne De re tić, Platono va 
filozof ska mi to lo gi ja: Stu di ja o Platono vim 
mito vi ma, Za vod za izda va nje udž be ni ka, 
Beo grad 2014)

Prof. dr Alek san dar M. Pe tro vić 
Ka te dra za Fi lo so fi ju, Fi lo zof ski fa kul tet u Ko sov skoj Mi tro vici

Stu di ja Iri ne De re tić o Pla to no vim mi to vi ma, kao 

i o nje go vom pro jek tu „no ve“ fi lo zof ske mi to lo-

gi je na pi sa na je sa pre ten zi jom da is tra ži glav ne 

aspek te Pla to no vog mi to tvor stva, kao i da iz ne se 

pra vil ne pro ce ne nje go ve uspe lo sti, ve ro do stoj-

no sti i fi lo zof ske re le vat no sti. Već na po čet ku 

svo je stu di je o Pla to no voj fi lo sof skoj mi to lo gi ji, 

Iri na De re tić je na gla si la da se ula zi u is tra ži va nje 

isti no no sne, obra zov ne i sa znaj ne ulo ge mi to va 

u nje go vom mi sa o nom kor pu su. Pla ton je kri ti-

ko vao tra di ci o nal ne mi to ve kao ob ma nju ju će i 

etič ki ne pri hva tlji ve, ali je sam pi sao mi to ve ko je 

je sma trao isti ni tim, ili ka ko Iri na ka že: „nje go vi 

mi to vi su, do du še, fi lo zof skog ka rak te ra“ (str. 15), 

do da ju ći da se to vi di i po sa dr ža ju, kao i po to me 

što uglav nom sle de pra vi la nje go vog vla sti tog 

na cr ta „no ve fi lo zof ske mi to lo gi je“. Ona do bro 

pri me ću je ka ko je tra di ci o nal ne mi to ve on sma trao 

pro iz vo dom fan ta zi je, a nje gov pri stup ra zum nim 

i ru ko vo đe nim uče njem o ide ja ma, sa di ja lek tič-

kom ute me lje no šću kroz po ste pe no spro vo đe nje 

mi šlje nja, ta ko đe iz ve stan tra di ci o nal ni: „na čin 

da se raz u me ju broj ni fe no me ni ko ji se ne mo gu 

dru ga či je ob ja sni ti, po put pi ta nja o to me ka ko je 

po sta la va se lje na, čo vek ili pak Tro ja. Mi to vi, ta-

ko đe, pro po ve da ju o raz li či tim for ma ma funk ci-

o ni sa nja psi hič kog, erot skog, kao i sud bi ne du ša 

po sle smr ti.“ (str. 16). U tom smi slu stu di ja ob u-

hva ta – „eti o lo ške, erot ske i es ha to lo ške mi to ve, 

a za vr ša va sa nje go vom ču ve nom pri čom o pe ći-

ni, is pr va kao po re đe nje, ko je pre ra sta u ale go ri-

ju, a iz nje u mit o pe ći ni“ (str. 18).

Ta ko se zna če nja poj ma mi ta u nje go vim di ja lo-

zi ma kre ću u vi še sloj nim funk ci ja ma pre ma kri-

te ri ju mi ma isti ni to sti, la žno sti ili ve ro do stoj no sti 

ko ju po se du ju, pa da uobi ča je no shva ta nje ka ko 

Pla ton slo vi za ro do na čel ni ka kri ti ke mi to lo gi je 

ni je ne is prav no. Po sta vlje no pi ta nje o to me, da li 

on pri me nju je iste kri te ri ju me ka da pro ce nju je 

mi to ve dru gih i ka da pro ce nju je vla sti te mi to ve, 

svoj od go vor na la zi na li ni ji nji ho ve isti ne i dvo-

stru ke la ži. Mit la že uko li ko bo žan sku pri ro du 

is kri vlje no pri ka zu je, tj. ona kvom ka kva ona ni je, 

te uko li ko pri po ve da da bog/bo go vi me nja ju ob-

li ke i tran sfor mi šu se u ra zna stvo re nja, jer bi to 

bi la ne ga ci ja nji ho ve sa vr še ne pri ro de ko ja je 

ne pro men lji va i jed no stav na.

Eti o lo ški mi to vi ba ve se po re klom čo ve ka i ži vih 

bi ća (di ja log Pro ta go ra), stva ra nja sve ta (Ti maj) 

i ko smič kim ci klu si ma s ob zi rom na ljud ska dru-

štva (Dr žav nik), sme šta ju ći sve u neo d re đe no 

pro šlo vre me. U di ja lo gu Pro ta go ra ti tan Epi me tej 

je ovla šćen da smrt ni ci ma do de li spo sob no sti, a 

Pro me tej tre ba pra vil nost do de le da pre i spi ta. 
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Epi me tej opre ma ži vo ti nje sred stvi ma za op sta nak, 

ali mu po ne sta ju ide je ka da do la zi do čo ve ka i 

osta vlja ga bi o lo ški naj ne moć ni jim. Ta da Pro me-

tej kra de teh nič ka zna nja (tj. in te li gen ci ju) od 

Ati ne, pre da ju ći ih čo ve ku, što će mu pru ži ti nad-

moć nad osta lim bi o lo škim bi ći ma. Opa snost od 

me đu sob nog is tre blje nja ot kla nja Zevs uče ći ih 

po li tič kim vr li na ma ume re no sti i pra ved no sti, 

ko ji ma se nad vla da va nji ho va agre siv nost. U mit 

u Dr žav ni ku o ko smič kim ci klu si ma pri po ve da se 

da bog ne mo že da za u sta vi sna žne de struk tiv ne 

ten den ci je unu tar ko smo sa ko jim upra vlja, jer je 

on „te le san“. Kro no vi lju di, iz ze mlje ro đe ne, ži ve 

ne is to rij ski i ne po li tič ki, pot pu no raz li či to od 

lju di iz na še Zev so ve epo he. Erot ski mi to vi su 

na ra tiv no vi še znač ni, od Ari sto fa no ve ko mič ne 

si tu a ci je ras po lu će no sti čo ve ka, gde se tra že po-

de lje ne po lo vi ne sve do ero to lo škog dis kur sa u 

Di o ti mi nom raz go vo ru sa So kra tom o po tre bi za 

op šte njem sa mno štvom le pih te la, ka ko bi se 

shva ti lo da je ono za či me se tra ga ne te le sno, tj. 

le po ta is po lji va u du šev nom skla du, a to tra ga nje 

vr hu ni u sa gle da va nju le po te sa me.

Es ha to lo ški mi to vi pri po ve da ju o su đe nju du ša ma 

na kon smr ti, o ide al noj ze mlji, kao o ču de snom 

bi ra nju „ži vot nih obra za ca“ u Ero vom mi tu. Po-

seb nu pa žnju De re ti će va je po sve ti la ras pra vlja nju 

o mi ta Gor gi ji, na ra tiv no na iz gled jed no stav noj 

pri či o su đe nju du ša ma na kon smr ti. Za raz li ku 

od Đu li je Anas, po ko joj mit re dun dan tan u od-

no su na So kra to vu ar gu men ta ci ju da je bo lje tr-

pe ti, ne go pri če nja va ti ne pra vu, De re ti će va su-

prot sta vlja mi šlje nje da mit iz no si u od no su na 

ar gu men ta ci ju no va uve re nja o smi slu etič kog 

pro su đi va nja, ka žnja va nja, is ku stva smr ti (str. 

152). Pla ton, po autor ki, ne sa op šta va sa mo da 

prav da uvek po be đu je, ne go po ka zu je i šta prav-

da uvek je ste u su šti ni, pre ma pret po stav ka ma 

is prav nog pro su đi va nja u pri me ni na naš ži vot u 

ovom sve tu. Na taj na čin, na me će se is prav ni ja 

te za za tu ma če nje, da ve ro va nje u to, da će se 

pre mi nu lim du ša ma su di ti na kon okon ča nja ovo-

ze malj skog ži vo ta, ima svo je „pro či šća va ju će“ 

dej stvo, ko je bi va lja lo da sa dr ži i su đe nje i ka-

žnja va nje na ovom sve tu. Da lji ko rak je uvid da 

se sa ale go rij skom in ter pre ta ci jom ovog mi ta 

mo že do spe ti do ot kri va nja sta tu sa bo žan skog, 

po i ma nja pri ro de du še i iz od no sa pre ma smr ti, 

ot kri va nja smi sla ka žnja va nja. U tom kon tek stu 

na ša autor ka her me ne u tič ki po sre du je i usme ra-

va pi ta nje: „U po za di ni svih ovih va žnih te ma 

ko je otva ra mit u Gor gi ji le ži su štin ska di le ma 

ka ko di ja lo ga u ce li ni, ta ko i sa mog mi ta: za što je 

ži vot fi lo zo fa bo lji od onog ko ji pro pi su je re to tič-

ka ide o lo gi ja?“ (str. 153) Od go vor mo že da se 

do bi je pro do rom u sim bo li ku mi ta, sa či me se 

raz ot kri va smi sao ka žnja va nja u pri mar nim etič-

kim ra su đi va nji ma. Ona sta no vi šte So kra to vog 

sa go vor ni ka Ka li kla, ko ji sma tra da tre ba da vla-

da ju ja či nad sla bi ji ma, te da su za ko ni obič ne 

ne pri rod ne kon ven ci je, ko ju s pra vom po bi ja So krat 

ar gu men ta ci jom da stal na te žnja ka is pu nje nju 

ko je ni ka ko ne mo že da na stu pi, na no si ogrom nu 

bol toj is toj du ši. Is tan ča nim slu hom ona po ve zu je 

i dru gi Ka li klov stav, da „fi lo sof ne mo že sam se be 

da bra ni od ne pri ja telj skog okru že nja, ko je mo že 

da mu na ne se ne prav du la žnim op tu žba ma“, sa 

alu zi ja ma na osu du So kra ta na smrt, u ko me mit 

o za grob nom ži vo tu ni je tek kom pen za tor ski, kao 

„pra ve dan sud ko ji na stu pa po sle smr ti“, ne go i 

re tro ak ti van, u smi slu vra ća nja na pre i spi ti va nje 

smi sla ta ko do ne te pre su de, ka ko bi se su gra đa ni 

u da ljim raz go vo ri ma i sa ve ti ma uči ni li ubu du će 

bo ljim. Ovo po sled nje je Iri ni De re tić, i glav na 

po ru ka ko ja usle đu je iz di ja lo ga: „... pra ved nost 

fi lo zof sko-pe da go škog na sto ja nja usme re nog na 

to da se gra đa ni uči ne vr li ji ma i u sva kom po gle du 

bo lji ma u od no su na sred stva i ci lje ve re to ra.“ (str. 

155) Ona se ov de sme lo upu šta i u raz la ga nje tog 

zna ča ja, ta ko da či nje nje stva ri uver lji vim, kroz 

go vo re ko ji ube đu ju na sud skim pro ce si ma, gde 

sva ka lo ša stvar mo že da se uči ni pri vid no bo ljom, 

vo di sa mo ja ča nju „in stru men tal ne ra ci o nal no sti“, 

ali ne i pra vič no sti i svr he su štin skih i op štih te žnji. 

Ka da So kra tov lo gos (ka zi va nje) Ka li kle oslo vlja va 

kao mit (pri ču), im pli ku ju ći ne što la žno i ne ve ro-

do stoj no, autor ka skre će pa žnju da ga So krat iz la-

že kao „pra vu isti nu“, jer se od sta rih mi to va raz-

li ku je iz no še njem istin skog uvi da pre ma etič koj 

struk tu ri vr log ži vo ta, ot kri va ju ći stva ri ona kvim 

ka kve je su (str. 155).

U sud skoj prak si su đe nja umr li ma u Kro no vo 

do ba, u Tar tar, do spe va li su i pra ved ni ci, a na 

Ostr vo bla že nih, i ne pra ved ni, jer su, is ti če autor-

ka: „su di je če sto bi le za va ra va ne spo lja šnjim“ 

od li ka ma i po lo ža jem umi ru ćih, kao i nji ho vom 

mi mi kri jom. Po vrh to ga i „te le snost ži vih su di ja“ 

ome ta la je nji ho ve kog ni tiv ne kom pe ten ci je uvi-

da. Zev so va „ra di kal na ju ri dič ka re for ma“ uve la 

je mak si me da ni ko ne zna ka da će da umre, te 

da mr tvim i na gim du ša ma su de mr tve i na ge 

su di je, po sta vlje ne po svo me auto ri te tu kao ne-

po gre ši ve i ne sme nji ve za svag da. „Ju ri dič ki si stem“ 

Zev so ve vla sti je bo lji i pra ved ni ji, ka ko is ti če 

autor ka, za to što po či va na ne pri stra snom ra su-

đi va nju u do no še nju od lu ka što po či va iz sa mog 

uma, pa bi tre ba lo da: „pred sta vlja pa ra dig mu 

sva koj sud skoj prak si.“ (str. 161). Her me ne u tič ki 

mo me nat ko ji Iri na ov de uklju ču je, ve o ma je 

ube dljiv – lju di Kro no ve epo he ni su ose ća li strah 
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od smr ti, ne go strah od to ga ka ko će im bi ti su-

đe no, pa su že le li da se osi gu ra ju la žnim sve do-

če nji ma i ob ma na ma, ka ko bi za va ra li su di je, a od 

Zev so ve vla da vi ne bi va ju pri mo ra ni da po sta nu 

sve sni ko nač no sti, kao i de la ko ja osta vlja ju iza 

se be. Ka ko smrt ne ma mi lje ni ke, ne mo gu će je 

bo gat stvom ili uti caj nim po lo ža jem na vla sti me-

nja ti sud bi nu. Su di je pro ce nju ju raz li ku „pri rod nih 

dis po zi ci ja“ i „ka rak ter nih cr ta“, gle da ju ći na pro-

me ne ko je je čo vek sa či nio svo jom de lat no šću, 

usa đu ju ći ih u du šu i ti me osve tlja va ju ći „etič ku 

akra zi ju“ ili sla bost vo lje u po su sta ja nji ma sa mo-

sa vla da va nja. Ni je neo d me re no da se u to me vi di 

su kob sa pre o vla đu ju ćim po gle dom na svet re to ra 

i so fi sta, kao kon glo me ra tom – „imo ra li zma, he-

do ni zma i in stru men ta li stič kog shva ta nja po li ti ke 

kao is klju či vog sred stva za ostva ri va nje mo ći“ (str. 

171). Ka žnja va nje je otud shva će no na ko rek ti van 

na čin, kao „me ra pro či šća va nja od kri vi ce“, jer se 

njo me me nja ju na vi ke, na čin po na ša nja i oso bi ne, 

te du še „le či od zla“ (str. 174).

U di ja lo gu Fe don So krat stva ra uti sak ka ko se sa 

smr ću sve ko nač no ne za vr ša va, ne go da se stu pa 

u po če tak fi lo sof sko-na uč nog pu to va nja u no vi, 

ne is tra že ni svet, kao tvo re vi ne Pla to no ve ima gi-

na ci je i na uč nih ve ro va nja. Fe don ti me po ve zu je 

ko smo-ge o graf sku i es ha to lo šku pro ble ma ti ku, 

pro že tu pri čom o ži vot nom pu to va nju i pre bi va-

nju na ze mlji, sa onom u ono stra no sti ko ja je is pod 

ze mlje, u Tar ta ru. Po sto ji pak i put što vo di u 

„gor nji svet“ tzv. „istin ske ze mlje“ ko ja je isto kao 

na ša ma te ri jal na, ali se na njoj udi še etar, a ne 

va zduh, ko ri sti va zduh, a ne vo da, tj. sa stoj ci 

ko ji su od lak še i pro fi nje ni je ma te ri je, a tu ne ma 

ni bo le sti i kon takt sa bo go vi ma je ne po sre dan. 

Tu obi ta va ju lju di sa raz vi je ni jim opa ža nji ma i 

mi sli ma od na ših, sa ve ćom mo ći sa zna va nja, i sa 

spo sob no šću da iz dr že po sma tra nje pra ve ze mlje 

(tj. ne ba), dok bi mi od to ga osle pe li. Ona se kon-

stru i še „ma te ma tič kom rav no te žom“ i bez po mo-

ći če ti ri osnov ne sti hi je, a pod zem ni svet /Tar tar/ 

se na la zi u sre di štu bez dna i vu če okre ću ći reč ne 

to ko ve, pa vr tlo žnim pro me na ma ni ka da ne do-

pu šta du ši da se za u sta vi i ot po či ne, ne go sa či-

nja va njen stal ni ne mir ili pa kao. Iri na u to me 

iš či ta va ne ku vr stu eks ter na li za ci je zlo či na iz 

unu tra šnjo sti, ko jeg no si mo u se bi, i ne mo že mo 

da ga se oslo bo di mo. U Ero vom mi tu u Pla to no voj 

fi lo zof skoj mi to lo gi ji, iz po sled nje knji ge Pla to no-

ve Dr ža ve (614b-617d) fi lo zof ski se pre i spi tu je 

od nos ko smič ke nu žno sti, slo bo de iz bo ra i in ter-

na li stič ki shva će nog pra ved no sti. Pla ton apo stro-

fi ra te mu slo bo de iz bo ra, po ka zu ju ći ka ko ona na 

su štin ski na čin od re đu je ljud sku pri ro du pre ma 

nje nom is ho di štu (617e5). Pra ved nost je do bro 

po se bi, ko je u ope ra tiv noj upo tre bi no si i do bre 

po sle di ce, te ta ko po autor ki Epov mit ni je is prav-

no sme šta ti u fa ta li stič ke i de ter mi ni stič ke okvi re, 

te De re ti će va u tom kon tek stu otva ra i di le mu 

oko ve li ke te me slo bo de iz bo ra.

Sa ovim sti že mo do za vr šnog po gla vlja Pla to no ve 

fi lo zof ske mi to lo gi je, gde autor ka ana li zi ra ču ve ni 

„mit o pe ći ni“ iz sed me knji ge Pla to no ve Dr ža ve 

(514a-521b), u ko joj, po nje nom raz u me va nju, 

do mi ni ra sim bo lič ka ar gu men ta ci ja, ko ja kao 

do pu na ra ci o nal nom dis kur su, raz ot kri va tim 

je din stve nim pri stu pom, du bin ske isti ne, kroz 

su štin ske od no se biv stvo va nja. Ta ko ovaj mit kao 

fik tiv na pri ča ko ja ne ma pan dan u ne kom fak tič-

kom tra di ci o nal nom iz vo ru, opi su je pri ro du „du-

hov nog rop stva“ kao muč nu si tu a ci ju čo ve ka na 

na tu ral nom ho ri zon tu eg zi sten ci je, a ko ju pre ma 

do broj op ser va ci ji De re ti će ve, za jed no sa sta tu som 

poj ma bo žan skog, on pre u zi ma iz Em pe do klo ve 

fi lo so fi je. To je mi šlje nje, ko je se ogle da u tra ga-

nju za su šti nom na po sre dan na čin, kroz te žnju 

da se uči ni pri bli žni jim du blji smi sao ljud ske eg-

zi sten ci je. „Za te če no sta nje“, kao pri rod no dr ža-

nje lju di u pe ći ni, osli ka no je kao ža lo sna si tu a-

ci ja ro bo va nja ljud skog du ha pri vi du i ob ma na ma, 

za ko je sa mi ži te lji pod zem ne pe ći ne ne zna ju. 

Lju di u tom obi ta va li štu su za tvo re ni ci, sa oko vi-

ma oko vra ta, a oni sa mi to sta nje pri hva ta ju kao 

pri rod no, prem da im ono spu ta va pra ve mo guć-

no sti i su ža va ho ri zon te, do sta pa nja sa jed no di-

men zi o nal nim, uni for mi šu ćim gle di šti ma. Iz me-

đu va tre ko ja go ri iza nji ho vih le đa, i zi da pe ći ne 

na ko ji ma igra ju sen ke pro no si la ca ar te fa ka ta, ili 

ka ko na ša autor ka ka že „ma đi o ni ča ra ko ji iz vo de 

tri ko ve ob ma nju ju ći pu bli ku“ (str. 236), na la ze 

se ta ne sreć na bi ća kao čist obje kat ma ni pu la ci je. 

„Igra sen ki“ i či ni tu rop sku eg zi sten ci ju „pri rod-

nom“, bu du ći da osnov tu ma če nja sve ta po či va 

na njoj, ka da is klju či vo pru ža iz ve snost sen ki kao 

„je di no re al ne“ en ti te te (str. 236). Pla ton ne opi-

su je po vo de ni uzro ke ka ko ne ko mo že da poč ne 

da po me ra gla vu oslo ba đa ju ći se od vrat nih oko-

va, ali ka da to uči ni, on ugle da „gor nju sve tlost“ 

i za tim iz la zi kroz „gor nji otvor na pe ći ni“, iz kog 

ne si ja stvar stve no sve tlo za pa lje ne va tre, ne go 

pra va sa mo stal na ko smič ka sve tlost, i kre će ka 

pra voj re al no sti, ne že le ći vi še da ži vi ži vo tom 

ka kvim se ži vi u pe ći ni. Ako bi se taj vra tio u pe-

ći nu i po ku ša vao da ube di lju de u za te če nom 

sta nju „pri rod no sti“, u isti ni tost ide je Do bra, ko ja 

je vi dlji va tek iz nad ho ri zo na ta pe ći ne, na šao bi 

se u si tu a ci ji ugro že no sti i vla sti te „su bjek tiv ne 

sre će“ i sa mog ži vo ta (str. 231), jer bi po lju ljao 

uve re nje o „pri rod no sti“ pri ro de, na sta lo na osno-

vu po sto ja nja obje ka ta po mo ću ve štač kog sve tla 
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za pa lje ne va tre i igre sen ki kao od ra za in stru men-

ta li za ci je ar te fa ka ta na zi du pe ći ne, ili pak iz ve sne 

ma te ma ti za ci je zna nja sli ko vi tog pred sta vlja nja 

čul no opa žlji vih stva ri, ka da oslo bo đe nik iz oko-

va izi đe iz pe ći ne.

U sa moj pod zem noj pe ći ni, za ljud sku eg zi sten-

ci ju sve je ar ti fi ci jel no, na me šte no i po de še no 

pre ma de ma go škim tvor ci ma la žnih mne nja, 

ko ji ta kav am bi jent de ko ri šu opi sa nim okol no sti-

ma, ra di efi ka sno sti dr ža nja su ža nja u rop stvu, 

jer jav na mne nja se is kri vlja va ju i sa nji ma ma ni-

pu li še zbog uspe šne vla da vi ne. Iri na De re tić sma-

tra da je to upo re di vo i sa da na šnjim uče sta lim 

me dij skim ma ni pu la ci ja ma, na po mi nju ći: „Kao 

da je Pla ton imao pred so bom na še glo ba li zo va no 

i di gi ta li zo va no dru štvo, u ko me ve ći na mi sli da 

sve zna, prem da o to me ima sa mo is kri vlje nu, 

ne pot pu nu i pri stra sno pri ka za nu sli ku – on da 

ka da je opi si vao od nos iz me đu za glu plje nih i 

ne spo sob nih po je di na ca i onih ko ji nji ma vla da ju, 

stva ra ju ći im la žna i is kri vlje na ve ro va nja.“ (str. 

251). Autor ka je sa svim u pra vu, ka da Pla to no vo 

ve ro va nje u „mi tu o pe ći ni“ oce nju je kao pro sve-

ti telj sko, u smi slu na de u mo guć nost „nad vi si va-

nja sa mog se be“ i ovla da va nja „naj vi šom na u kom“ 

sa zna va nja sa mog Do bra.

Za klju čak ova ko iz ve de nog stu di o znog ra da Iri ne 

De re tić je u tom smi slu i sa svim tran spa ren tan, 

iz ve den jed nim, ne sa mo op štim, ne go i ko rekt nim 

lo go som. U pre pli ta nju na ra tiv nog en tu zi ja zma i 

na uč nih do ka za, Pla to no vi mi to vi gra de stva ra lač-

ke pred sta ve u ma što vi tim i re flek siv nim tvo re vi-

na ma, ko je su na do pu nja va ne ra zum sko-um skim 

raz lo zi ma, u ci lju otva ra nja onih stra na isti ne, 

ko ji ma se u di ja lek tič kim raz ma tra nji ma te ži, a ne 

mo gu tim pri stu pom ne po sred no da se do ku če. 

Ja sno, ve o ma pre ci zno i pe dant no, ona je is tra žu-

ju ći mi ske ele men te u Pla to no voj fi lo so fi ji, us pe la 

da pri ka že nji ho ve ra ci o nal ne mo men te raz u đi va-

njem sa me ide je ra ci o nal no sti, gde se u na di la že-

nju do skur ziv nog go vo ra otva ra la i mo guć nost 

jed nog lo go sa ide je sve ta, ili su bjekt-sup stan tiv nog 

sa gle da va nja stva ri po se bi i za se be. U tom smi slu, 

knji gu kra si i vi so ka fi lo sof ska sa mo svest biv stvo-

va nja u bli zi ni i uda lje no sti od isti ne sve ga što je ste 

i bi va, ka da se u ak ti ma za hva ta nja re flek si ja sta pa 

sa pred me tom (de le ći ve ći nu, što je da nas ma nje 

uobi ča je no, Pla to no vih uve re nja), a to i je su one 

raz gra ni ča va ju će po tra ge, ko je iz la žu su šti nu i 

pod ra zu me va ju i oda va nje pri zna nja ko ja mo gu 

da bu du sa mo di ka i na čast ove na še, u svet skim 

raz me ra ma aste nič ne kul tu re, za ko ju se ne mo že 

re ći da obi lu je ova kvim de li ma.
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No vak Ma le še vić

Knji ga Po la-Lo ra na Asu na „La kan“ ba vi se pre-

gle dom bit ni jih te o rij skih (ter mi no lo ških) pi ta nja 

ko ji ma se fran cu ski psi ho a na li ti čar Žak La kan 

(Jac qu es La can) ba vio u svo me ra du. To ne zna-

či da se „La kan“ mo že či ta ti kao „uvod“ u La ka-

no vu psi ho a na li zu ili pak kao „pro ble ma ti za ci ja“ 

od re đe nih pre mi sa ko ji ma se La kan slu ži. Asu no-

va knji ga ni je ba za na ko joj tre ba da se te me lji 

lak še ra zu mi je va nje La ka na (što je u di dak tič kom 

smi slu uda lja va od bi lo ka kve pre lo go me ne u 

„mi šlje nje La kan“), ni ti, da kle, smjer ni ca za tu-

ma če nje (spo re nje) la ka nov ske psi ho a na li ze.

Asu no vak knji ga je pre gled. Cilj joj je da uka že na 

raz voj ni put La ka no ve psi ho a na li ze i da ma pi ra 

ključ na mje sta u La ka no vom mi šlje nju ko ja će 

pro fi li sa ti nje gov rad. Otud je struk tur no gle da no 

Asu no va knji ga ja ko zna čaj na. Po red to ga što nam 

da je hro no lo ški pri kaz La ka no vih tek sto va (38–44), 

Asun nam obez bje đu je uvid u raz voj po je di nih 

seg me na ta nje go ve psi ho a na li ze kroz di ja hro nij sku 

per spek ti vu (da kle, hro no lo ški), ci ti ra ju ći na po-

re do La ka no va mi šlje nja o istom pred me tu da ta 

u raz li či tim vre men skim pe ri o di ma. Na taj na čin, 

mo gu će je pra ti ti raz voj ne tra go ve od re đe nih 

poj mo va u La ka no vom fi lo zo fi ji psi ho a na li ze. 

Asu nov stil je „la ka nov ski“. On se ko ri sti La ka no-

vim dis kur ziv nim apa ra tom, osta ju ći da kle u do-

me nu je zič ke igre ko ju je La kan pro du ko vao, da bi 

ob ja snio da te La ka no ve poj mo ve. Ipak, ob ja šnja-

va ti La ka na la ka nov ski ne mo ra nu žno bi ti uspje-

šno. Tim pri je uko li ko či ta lac ni je upo znat sa ste-

pe nom her me tič no sti tog sti la.1 O La ka no vom 

sti lu Asun, iz me đu osta log, ka že: „On iz mi šnja 

ter mi ne ko ji po sto je sa mo u la ka nov skom je zi ku, 

ko ji pot ce nju je ana li tič ki je zik: kao što su „ha i na-

mo ra tion“, „sint ho me“. Ne kim po zna tim ter mi ni-

ma na me će po seb nu gra fi ju, ko ja od njih pra vi 

ko va ni ce kao što su „dit-men sion“, „dis que-our-

co u rant“. Na to se do da je pri be ga va nje idi o mat skim 

na uč nim je zi ci ma, od to po lo gi je do fre ge ov ske 

lo gi ke što, či ne se, zah te va vla da nje ovim „me ta-

je zi ci ma“, ko ji to ni su...“ (17–18)

Asu no va knji ga o La ka nu po di je lje na je na tri 

di je la. Sva ki od di je lo va pred sta vlja po jed nu 

pro blem sku cje li nu La ka no vog mi šlje nja. Di je lo-

vi su da lje iz di je lje ni na po gla vlja. Na po čet ku 

knji ge na la zi se Uvod.

Uvod – Žak La kan ili „po vra tak Froj du“

U Uvo du Asun že li da od re di La ka nov sta tus iz-

me đu Froj da i post froj do va ca. La kan je froj do vac, 

1 Što zna či da je i za ra zu mi je va nje Asu no ve knji ge o 

La ka nu po treb no zna nje o sa mim La ka no vim tek sto vi ma.
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to zna či da se vra ća nje go vim dje li ma iz no va ih 

či ta ju ći. Asun ka že: „Po vra tak Froj du, u stva ri 

zna či usva ja nje ana li tič kog či na u sa da šnjo sti. To 

pret po sta vlja da se Frojd iz no va pro či ta i uči ni da 

ble sne, po mo ću de lo va nja du ha po na vlja nja, 

nje go va „va tre na stre la“, ko ja će po no vo ras pa li-

ti že ra vi cu nje go vih tek sto va“ (16). Neo p hod no 

je vra ti ti se Froj du, ko ji je „sa svim sam, us peo da 

po ka že iz ve stan broj po ja va ko je ni ka da ra ni je 

ni su bi le iz dvo je ne i da ih uve de u jed nu or ga ni-

zo va nu mre žu, iz mi sliv ši u isti mah, na u ku i oblast 

pri me ne te na u ke.“(14). U tom smi slu, sva ko 

bu du će ba vlje nje psi ho a na li zom ima u svom sre-

di štu Froj da kao re fe rent nu tač ku. To je raz log 

zbog če ga Frojd tre ba bi ti do kra ja pro či tan. I is-

prav no pro či tan. „Tre ba li, on da, na čin na ko ji se 

La kan 1966. Pred sta vio Pje ru Deu sma tra ti kao 

skrom nost ili kao uobra že nost: „Ja sam onaj ko ji 

je či tao Froj da““ (15). Vra ća nje Froj du je za htjev 

za iš či ta va nje nje go vih tek sto va. U tim tek sto vi ma 

je ba za za bu du ća te o rij ska usmje re nja. Otud je 

iz u ča va nje Froj da za pra vo vra ća nje na pro ble me 

psi ho a na li ze u for mi u ko joj su ti pro ble mi za če ti, 

a ne u ka kvoj su ih post froj dov ci shva ti li.

Asun, da lje, po sve ću je pa žnju La ka no vom sti lu. 

„Pre ci o znost, ne ja snost, be smi sli ce, an ti fra ze i 

ok si mo ro ni, ko va ni ce ili spo je ni ce: zar to ni je 

ce na ko ju je tre ba lo pla ti ti, kao što je uči o nio 

Lu is Gon go ra...“ (17) Čak je i La kan za se be go-

vo rio da je „Gon go ra psi ho a na li ze“. Ipak, her me-

tič no šću La kan kao da je htio da za šti ti psi ho a na-

li zu od „vul ga ri za ci je“. Je zik je osno va na ko joj 

će La kan za sno va ti ne ke od svo jih bit ni jih sta vo-

va, otud u pi ta nje je zič ke ko mlek sno sti mo ra da 

se uđe pre ko kom plek snog je zi ka. Ka ko Asun is ti-

če „tre ba na u či ti go vo ri ti la ka nov ski“ (17).

Asun da lje go vo ri o di ho to mi ji go vor/pi smo u 

La ka no voj psi ho a na li zi. Is ti če da pre da vač (da kle 

onaj ko ji go vo ri) do vo di se be u sta nje ana li zan da, 

gdje se sam go vor po sma tra kao simp tom. Ipak, 

pot po ra tog go vo ra pi smom, da je, za klju ču je Asun, 

pre moć pi smu u od no su na go vor kod La ka na.

Pro log – La kan Ži vot i de lo

U Pro lo gu Asun se ba vi La ka no vim ži vo tom i 

stva ra la štvom. Sa zna je mo da je bio za in te re so van 

za fi lo zo fi ju. Za ni mao se za auto re po put Spi no-

ze, Ni čea, Haj de ge ra, ka sni je se po ve zu je sa gru-

pom „Fi lo zof ska is tra ži va nja“. Za ni mao se za 

knji žev nost (po seb no za Džoj sa, slu šao je pre da-

va nja na fa kul te tu o knji žev no sti, čak je ob ja vio 

i pje smu). Sa zna je mo da je svo ju di ser ta ci ju po slao 

Froj du, na če mu mu se ovaj hlad no za hva lio – 

„Hva la vam što ste mi po sla li va šu te zu“ – ta da je 

pr vi i po sljed nji put ostva rio kon takt sa Froj dom. 

Asun nam da lje pred sta vlja zna čaj ne go di ne u 

La ka no vom ži vo tu – go di ne ko je su za nje ga zna-

či le bit na de ša va nja u in te lek tu al nom i eg zi sten-

ci jal nom smi slu (ob ja vlji va nje zna čaj nih ra do va, 

dru štve no an ga žo va nje i sl.).

Asun da lje iz dva ja tri eta pe u La ka no vom mi šlje-

nju ba zi ra ne na vr sti re ce pi je na ta za svo je tek sto-

ve. „I eta pa, od po čet ka (1951–1953) do pre ki-

nu tog se mi na ra (1963). La kan se, po vla sti tom 

iz bo ru, obra ća ana li ti ča ri ma; II eta pa, od 1964. 

do 1968–1969. Od tog do ba La kan se obra ća 

„svi ma“; III eta pa, od 1970. do 1979. Mo guć no je 

da se La kan od ta da obra ća oni ma „ko ji raz u me-

ju“... ili „Dru gom“„. (35). Na kra ju po gla vlja Asun 

nam da je po dat ke o La ka no vim ra do vi ma (o se-

mi na ri ma i spi si ma) ona ko ka ko su hro no lo ški 

iz la zi li u štam pu.

I dio: Te me lji – ima gi nar no, 
sim bo lič ko, re al no

Te o ri ja o ima gi nar nom, sim bo lič kom i re al nom je 

pr vi ve li ki pro dor La ka na u psi ho a na li zu. Ima gi-

nar no se ve zu je za sta di jum ogle da la. Ri ječ je na-

i me o raz vo ju dje te ta (od 6. do 18. mje se ca), gdje 

se di je te pr vi put su sre će sa svo jom sli kom u ogle-

da lu. Na taj na čin, di je te se iden ti fi ku je sa sli kom 

sti ču ći pred sta vu o sop stve noj je din stve no sti. (Pri-

je tog sta di ju ma di je te ni je mo glo da raz gra ni či 

sop stvo od maj ke – oni su bi li jed no). Ka sni je se 

ovaj od nos sa sli kom, „dvoj ni kom“ raz vi ja u agre-

si ju. Osnov te agre siv no sti na la zi se u nar ci stič kom 

od no su (iz me đu „ja“ i ogle dal nog al ter ega).

Asun nam da lje pri ka zu je zna čaj sim bo lič kog u 

La ka no voj te o ri ji. Ov dje se na la zi čvor na tač ka 

ukrštanja lin gvi sti ke i psi ho a na li ze. La kan po zajm-

lju je od De So si ra mo del struk tu re je zič kog zna ka 

(ozna ku i ozna če no) in kor po ri ra ju ći ga u psi ho-

a na li zu. Ve za iz me đu ozna ke i ozna če nog je pro-

iz volj na, ka že De So sir, je zič ki si stem mo gu će je 

us po sta vi ti sa mo za hva lju ju ći ra zli ci iz me đu ele-

me na ta zna ka, a ne ne koj me ta je zič koj re fe rent noj 

she mi. La kan da bi za u sta vio taj pro tok ozna či te-

lja uvo di ter min pro ši vak (Le po int de co pi tion). 

Po La ka nu ozna či telj je ono što uslo vlja va dje lo-

va nje su bje ka ta.2 Su bje kat uvi jek osta je u do me nu 

ozna či telj skog lan ca ko ji ga de ter mi ni še.

Za La ka na „ne svje sno je struk tu ri sa no kao je zik“. 

To zna či da je me ha ni zme funk ci o ni sa nja ne svje-

snog mo gu će ot kri ti („de ši fro va ti“) pre ko je zič kih 

2 O ovo me se de talj na ana li za mo že pro na ći u La ka-

no vom tek stu o Po o voj pri po vi je ci „Ukra de no pi smo“
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(lin gvi stič kih) struk tu ra. „To de ši fro va nje do pu šta 

da se od že lje na pra vi vi še no objekt tu ma če nja, 

re ci mo, nje go vo ope ra tiv no na če lo.“ (61). Asun 

da lje go vo ri o po zi ci ji Dru gog kao mje sta go vo ra. 

Na taj na čin, Asun ocr ta va ne ke od glav nih poj-

mo va La ka no ve psi ho a na li ze: ima gi nar no, sim-

bo lič ko, je zik i Dru gi.

Na red no ve li ko pi ta nje ko jem Asun po sve ću je 

pa žnju je pi ta nje Ime na Oca u La ka no voj psi ho-

a na li zi. Za Froj da, Ime Oca pred sta vlja lo je Za kon, 

sim bo lič ki pri kaz za bra ne i nor me ko ji se ote lo-

vlja vao u funk ci ji (mr tvog) oca. Za La ka na Ime 

Oca ima sim bo lič ku vri jed nost. On je ozna či telj 

ko ji pra vi struk tu re (ko je su ta ko đe ozna či telj ske) 

ko je uslo vlja va ju dje la nje su bjek ta. Uko lo se Ime 

Oca ne na la zi na mje stu Dru gog – na sta je psi ho-

za. „Vi de će mo tu va žnost psi ho ze za la ka nov sku 

te o ri ju ko ja, a con tra rio, po ka zu je ulo gu ozna či-

te lja „bi ti otac“ – ko ji struk tu ri ra po put „auto pu-

ta“ (psi hič ki) pej zaž“ (70). Sim bo lič ko je da tost 

ko ja se ne stva ra – ona je stvo re na pri je ne go što 

je su bje kat po stao svje stan. Mi smo uvu če ni u ove 

ozna či telj ske igre. Asun ci ti ra La ka na: „Froj do vo 

ot kri će je ot kri će po lja upa da, u ljud skoj pri ro di, 

ovih od no sa u sim bo lič ki po re dak“ (71). Asun 

da lje raz ma tra ulo gu Oca u raz li či tim re gi stri ma 

– u do me nu sim bo lič kog, za tim ima gi nar nog i na 

kra ju re al nog.

Pe to po gla vlje pr vog di je la „La ka na“ po sve će no je 

re al nom. Asun po ka zu je na do grad nju La ka no vih 

sta vo va o re al nom od 1962. do 1975. go di ne La kan 

pr vo bit no de fi ni še rel no kao vra ća nje na isto mje-

sto. Re al no je uvi jek tu, ono ni je ras ci je plje no ni ti 

mo že da bu de od sut no. Ri ječ ju, re al no pred sta vlja 

„od sut nost od sut no sti.“ (78). Asun da lje na gla ša-

va ve zu iz me đu re al nog i ne mo gu ćeg, re al nog i 

ozna či te lja i re al nog i pri vi da. Na kra ju po gla vlja 

funk ci ja re al nog iz jed na ča va se sa sim bo lom.

Dru gi dio: La ka nov ska ma te zis. 
Dru gi, objekt, su bjekt

Dru gi dio Asun za po či nje pred sta vlja njem Dru gog 

kod La ka na. Šta je Dru gi? Ka kva mu je funk ci ja? 

Dru gi je mje sto go vo ra. Ne ra di se o tran sce den-

ci ji, ne go o mje stu pro duk ci je ozna či te lja. Dru gi 

po sta je mje sto tvo re nja ozna či telj ske struk tu re i 

ujed no osnov za sva ku bu du ću po di je lje nost su-

bjek ta. „Ta ko đe shva ti mo da se „su sret“ sa Dru gim 

de ša va u raz li či tim pri li ka ma, u ko jim su bjekt 

do ži vlja va de sta bi li zo va nje svo je „is to sti“. Pro ble-

ma ti ka Dru gog je po ve za na sa pro ble ma ti kom 

ozna či te lja. Uve sti Dru gog, da kle, zna či od ba ci ti 

auto no mi ju či stog ima gi nar nog, ili, dru gim re či ma, 

pod se ti ti na sim bo lič ko od re đe nje ima gi nar nog: 

Dru gi je me sto po re kla ozna či te lja, bez če ga bi 

sli ka te la osta la bez zna če nja“ (86–87). Ima gi nar-

no se za mje nju je sim bo lič kim, što zna či da se 

iden ti fi ka cij ska funk ci ja je din stve no sti sli ke za-

mje nju je kom ple snom sim bo lič kom struk tu rom 

uslo vlje nom sna gom ozna či te lja. Ozna ka za Ve li-

kog Dru gog je ve li ko slo vo A.

Dru gi je ta ko đe mje sto su bjek to ve že lje. Dru gi 

na me će že lju su bjek tu, ofurm lju ju ći mu ozna či-

telj sku struk tu ru ko ju je ovaj je di no u sta nju da 

mi sli (že li). La kan ka že: „U je zi ku nam na ša po ru-

ka do la zi od Dru gog... u iz o kre nu tom ob li ku.“ (92). 

Asun da lje pred sta vlja La ka nov po jam „objekt že-

lje“ (ma lo a). Pri ka zu je od nos iz me đu iz me đu 

objek ta že lje sa jed ne stra ne i fru stra ci je i ka stra-

ci je sa dru ge. Že lja je po ve za na sa od sut no šću. 

(Sto ga ona ne mo že da bu de u re al nom ko je pret-

po sta vlja od sut nost od sut no sti). Že lja je uvi jek 

pro dukt sim bo lič kog i kao ta kva uslo vlje na je Dru-

gim. Di ja lek ti ka že lje po či va na od sut no sti. Na 

kra ju še stog po gla vlja, Asun opi su je od no se iz me-

đu že lje i uži va nja. La kan, uži va nje shva ta dvo ja ko 

(ovu ti po lo gi ju La kan pre u zi ma od He ge la): kao 

a) uži va nje ti je la i b) uži va nje u go vo ru. Ujed no 

ova di ho to mi ja sto ji kao osnov za da lju raz ra du 

iz me đu „uži va nja ži vo ta“ i „fa lu snog uži va nja“.

Sed mo po gla vlje (po sled nje po gla vlje dru gog 

di je la) re zer vi sa no je za ob ja šnje nje funk ci je su-

bjek ta. Su bje kat po La ka nu pred sta vlja „ozna či telj 

za dru gi ozna či telj“ (105)., to zna či da je kon sti-

tu i sa nje su bjek ta mo gu će je di no u do me nu je zi ka. 

Je zik je ono što od re đu je su bjekt, a ne obrat no. 

„Su bjekt is ka zi va nja je otu đen u re gi stru ozna či-

te lja i ne pre kid no je upu ći van na du gi ozna či telj, 

ta ko da ga je zik odr ža va.“ (105) Po di je lje nost 

su bjek ta omu gu će na je upra vo kroz per spek ti vu 

sa gle da nja onog što su bjekt je ste kroz te o ri ju 

ozna či te lja. Asun sed mo po gla vlje po sve ću je 

upra vo ovom ci je pa nju su bjek ta za hva lju ju ći di-

ja lek tik ci že lje.

Tre ći dio: Ana li tič ki čin i ma te ma. 
Struk tu ra i simp tom

Si stem ozna či te lja je struk tu ra lan – ozna či telj 

uvi jek upu ću je na dru gi ozna či telj – ve za iz me đu 

njih pod ra zu mi je va, za hva lju ju ći to me što se ozna-

ka i ozna če no u lin gvi sti ci po sma tra ju kao di je lo vi 

zna ka, po sto ja nje struk tu re. Me đu tim, ka ko Asun 

upo zo ra va: „Tre ba do bro pro mi sli ti kon se kven ci je: 

simp tom se od no si na po re dak ozna či te lja, a ovaj 

na me će po zi va nje na struk tu ru.“ (113). Asun ci-

ti ra La ka na: „U tom smi slu, simp tom se pot pu no 
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ras tva ra u ana li zi je zi ka, on je je zik či ji go vor tre-

ba oslo bo di ti“ (116). No, ka ko se da lje na vo di, 

simp tom „ni je zna če nje“, on je sa mo „od nos“ slo-

že ne igre ozna či te lja. Osmo po gla vlje se za vr ša va 

is pi ti va njem od no sa iz me đu ne u ro ze, psi ho ze i 

hi ste ri je sa jed ne stra ne i di ja lek ti ke že lje (ko ja se 

u ovim slu ča je vi ma oči tu je kroz Dru gog).

De ve to po gla vlje Asun po sve ću je od no su ana li ti-

ča ra i ana li zan da. Pr vo se na gla ša va ulo ga je zi ka 

u psi ho a na li tič kom či nu. „te melj pra ve psi ho a na-

li ze na la zi se u od no su čo ve ka sa nje go vim go vo-

rom...“ (124). Ovim Asun po no vo na gla ša va ra-

ni je po sta vlje nu te zu o zna ča ju je zi ka. Ujed no to 

je i uvod ko jim se lo ci ra ulo ga psi ho a na li ti ča ra u 

spro vo đe nju či na psi ho a na li ze. Ana li ti čar po sta-

je „su bjekt za ko ga se pret po sta vlja da zna“, on 

po sta je Dru gi u ovom od no su. „‘Su bjekt za ko ga 

se pret po sta vlja da zna’, vi še od ana li ti ča ra, iako 

on za u zi ma to me sto – on je pre tu tran sfer no 

ogle da lo, sli ka za pa ci jen ta – ono je što odr ža va 

sa mu ana li tič ku si tu a ci ju, in sce na ci ja u od no su i 

kroz od nos ana li ti čar/ana li zand“ (127). Ipak, to 

ogle da lo ne re fe ri še na ima gi nar no, ne go na sim-

bo lič ko. Ana li ti čar, za ana li zan da, po sta je Dru gi, 

po sta je mje sto „ko je go vo ri“ i ko me se vje ru je „jer 

se pret po sta vlja da zna“. Ipak, to mje sto je sa mo 

in sce na ci ja, re ži ra na pre ko no vog ozna či te lja – 

psi ho a na li tič kog „či na“ sa mog. Što nas do vo di do 

pi ta nja eti ke psi ho a na li ze i že lje psi ho a na li ti ča-

re ve da bu de psi ho a na li ti čar. Na kra ju po gla vlja 

Asun se po sve ću je La ka no vim pi ta nji ma ka ko 

pro du ko va ti „psi ho a na li ti ča ra“, od no sno šta to 

či ni psi ho a na li ti ča ra, a da ni je ba zi ra no na nje-

go voj že lji i in sce na ci ji psi ho a na li tič kog či na.

De se to po gla vlje „La ka na“ po sve će no je je zi ku 

psi ho a na li ze kod La ka na. Asun go vo ri o uti ca u ju 

ma te ma ti ke na la ka nov ski dis kurs (po red uti ca ja 

lin gvi sti ke i an tro po lo gi je) što uslo vlja va po ja vu 

gra fi ko na i to po lo gi ja u nje go vom pi sa nju. Vr lo 

bit na pro mje na ko ju za pa ža Asun, u ovoj fa zi La-

ka no vog mi šlje nja, je ste da Dru gi (Autre) „ni je vi še 

su bjekt, ne go me sto ko da i tre zor ozna či te lja“ (137). 

To zna či da Dru gi čvor no mje sto pro duk ci je ozna-

či te lja, te da kao ta kav ne mo že bi ti sve den na 

su bjek ta, tač ni je „su bje kat“ je sa mo jed na od ozna-

či telj skih in stan ci Dru gog. La ka nov dis kurs se, 

da kle, ma te ma ti zu je. Uvo de se ma te me: for mu le 

ko je tre ba (po red do ka zi va nja eg zakt no o sti psi-

ho a na li ze) da iz ra ze je din stve ne psi ho a na li tič ke 

kon stan te. Iz to ga La kan iz vo di Če ti ri vr ste dis-

kur sa: dis kurs Go spo da ra, dis kurs Uni ver zi te ta, 

dis kurs Hi ste ri ka, dis kurs Ana li ti ča ra.

Na kra ju Asun nam pred sta vlja sin te zu svog dje-

la o La ka nu kroz pi ta nja ko ja afir mi šu in te lek tu-

al nu i hu ma ni stič ku (u en ci klo pe dij kom smi slu 

– „mi šlje nje La kan“) po zi ci ju La ka no vu. Otud, 

Asun se još jed nom do ti če La ka no vog od no sa 

pre ma Froj du, pre ma sa vre me nom mi šlje nju i na 

kra ju pre ma (bu duć no sti) psi ho a na li ze. A bu duć-

nost psi ho a na li ze je ste u od bi ja nju psi ho a na li ze 

– što, po štu ju ći la ka nov ski od nos ana li ti čar/ana-

li zand, zna či uspje lost psi ho a na li ze sa me, tj. 

psi ho a na li tič kog či na. La kan ka že: „Vi de će te da 

će se čo ve čan stvo iz le či ti od psi ho a na li ze“ (153).

Asu nov „La kan“ je ka ko smo na zna či li na sa mom 

po čet ku – pre gled. Shod no to me, ova knji ga ne ma 

po le mič ki ton, ni ti in ter pre ta tiv nu sna gu ko ja bi 

nas bli že upo zna la sa spe ci fič nim pro ble mi ma 

La ka no ve (fi lo zo fi je) psi ho a na li ze. Šta vi še, sti če 

se uti sak da je Asun na mjer no iz bje ga vao de talj-

ni ju ana li zu po je di nih La ka no vih sta vo va, čak i 

ka da bi smo mo gli pre po zna ti po tre bu za tim3. 

Raz lo zi za to mo gu bi ti me to do lo ške pri ro de – de-

talj ni ja ani li za na ru ši la bi ba lans sa mog tek sta, 

tj. nje gov pre gled ni ka tak ter, jer bi nu žno za so-

bom po vu kla otva ra nje no vih poj mov nih čvo ri šta 

(la ka nov ski go vo re ći, po kre nuo bi se ne za u sta-

vlji vi la nac ozna či te lja), kojima bi smo mo ra li da 

pot po mog ne mo ob ja šnje nje po čet nog sta va. Na 

taj na čin, tekst bi ostao osu đen na kon stant no 

in ter pre ta tiv no do pu nja va nje, či me bi se iz gu bio 

glav ni kva li tet ovog Asu no vog ra da – ja san (pre-

gle dan) uvid u eta pe la ka no vog stva ra la štva i 

ma pi ra nje glav nih poj mov nih od re di šta nje go ve 

psi ho a na li ze. Otud, ova knji ga tre ba da se či ta 

na kon usva ja nja osnov nih prin ci pa La ka no ve 

psi ho a na li ze. „La kan“ ni je tu da do pu ni, ni ti da 

po ja sni La ka no va psi ho a na li tič ka gle di šta, on je 

tu da (kao i sva ki ozna či telj) od re di do me ne jed-

nog mi šlje nja i po sta vi smjer ni ce (dru ge ozna či-

te lje) za od re đi va nje kre ta nja u tom do me nu. 

„La kan“ da kle ocr ta va struk tu ru La ka no vog mi-

šlje nja, omo gu ća va ju ći nam uvid u kre ta nje te 

struk tu re i da ju ći nam pri vid nje ne za o kru že no sti.

3 Mo gli bi smo kao pri mje re is ta ći ne pot pu na raz ja šnje-

nja „for mu la sek su a ci je“, za tim Če ti ri vr ste dis kur sa itd. 
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287Le gat Vla di mi ra Vu ki će vi ća

In sti tut za fi lo zo fi ju i dru štve nu te o ri ju do bio je 

vre dan po klon u vi du lič ne bi bli o te ke fi lo zo fa Vla-

di mi ra Vu ki će vi ća (1947–2012). Za slu gom čla no-

va nje go ve po ro di ce, pre svih Je le ne Kri vo ka pić, 

ugo vo rom je na pra vljen le gat ko ji će zna čaj no 

upot pu ni ti po sto je ći fond bi bli o te ke In sti tu ta.

Po sle zav še nih stu di ja na Fi lo zof skom fa kul te tu 

Uni ver zi te ta u Be o gra du, Vla di mir Vu ki će vić 

dok to ri rao je fi lo zo fi ju i di plo mi rao isto ri ju umet-

no sti na Uni ver zi te tu Rur u Bo hu mu oce na ma 

mag na cum la u de kod men to ra Ota Pe ge le ra i 

Mak sa Im da la. Ra dio je kao na uč ni is tra ži vač u 

He ge lo vom Ar hi vu u Bo hu mu, bio je pro fe sor na 

Aka de mi ji umet no sti na Ce ti nju i de kan Uni ver-

zi te ta Do nja Go ri ca u Pod go ri ci. Po red pre vo di-

lač kog i pri re đi vač kog ra da, autor je knji ga Lo gik 

und Ze it in der phänomenologischen Phi lo sop hie 

Mar tin He i deg gers (1925–1928) (Hil des he im/

Zürich/New York: Olms, 1988), Cézan nes Re a li-

sa tion. Die Ma le rei und die Auf ga be des Den kens 

(München: Fink, 1992) i Sop ho kles und He i deg ger 

(Stut tgart: Met zler, 2003).

Do ni ra ne knji ge se tre nut no na la ze u fa zi ka ta lo-

gi za ci je, a le gat bro ji ukup no 952 bi bli o graf ske 

je di ni ce, uglav nom na srp skom i ne mač kom je-

zi ku. Bi bli o te ka le ga ta će bi ti do stup na stu den ti-

ma i aka dem skom oso blju uni ver zi te ta i naučnih 

in sti tu ta u Sr bi ji.



Pre gled tribinâ i konferencijâ 
u Insti tu tu za fi lo zo fi ju 
i dru štve nu teo ri ju 2015.
Du šan Bo ško vić

TRI BI NE

fe bru ar
Kla us Bac hmann, „The une asy tur na ro und in 

Hu man Rights: do we need a mo re and mo re 

pu ni ti ve ap pro ach to Hu man Rights vi o la ti ons?“, 

sre da, 25. fe bru ar;

mart
Na đa Du ha ček, „Ve šti ca i ha ker ka: Re pre zen ta ci-

ja zna nja i po pu lar noj kul tu ri“, sre da, 4. mart;

Raz go vor po vo dom ob ja vlji va nja knji ge Ča sla va 

D. Ko pri vi ce Fi lo so fi ja an ga žo va nja. Go vo re: 

Pe tar Bo ja nić, Igor Cve jić, Rast ko Jo va nov, 

Stan ko Bla go je vić, Bran ko Rom če vić, Mi ro slav 

Gu do vić, Ča slav Ko pri vi ca kao autor, mo de ra-

tor Pre drag Kr stić, pe tak, 6. mart;

Den nis Di erks, „Kul tu ra se ća nja u mul ti kul tu ral-

nim pro sto ri ma: Pri mer Bo sne i Her ce go vi ne 

u 19. i 20. ve ku“, po ne de ljak, 9. mart;

Je le na Go ve da ri ca, „Gro ci ju so va te o ri ja pri rod nog 

pra va“, sre da, 11. mart;

Kla us Wi e ger ling, „Gren zen und Ge fa hren der 

In sti tu ti o na li si e rung von Be re ic hset hi ken“, 

Mon tag, 16 März;

Ka tja Ka min ski, „Dro po ut – Der Ab bruch eines Dr.-

Ing.. Pro mo ti on svor ha bens“, Mon tag, 16 März;

An dre as Ka min ski, „An ti no mien des Ver tra u ens“, 

Di en stag, 17 März;

Raz go vor o knji zi Želj ka Ra din ko vi ća Na ra tiv na 

mo di fi ka ci ja Haj de ge ro ve fe no me no lo gi je. Go vo-

re: Kla us Wi e ner ling, An dre as Ka min ski, Ča slav 

Ko pri vi ca, Rast ko Jo va nov, uto rak, 17. mart;

Bo jan Vra nić, „Smrt po li tič ke fi lo zo fi je: Ras kr šće 

di sci pli ne“, sre da, 18. mart;

Ivan Ni ša vić, „Epi kur o opa ža nju“, sre da, 18. mart;

Raz go vor o knji zi Alek san dra Ni ki to vi ća Fi lo so fi-

ja na sle đa. Go vo re: Jo van Ba bić, Pe tar Bo ja nić, 

Mi ša Đur ko vić, Alek san dar Fa tić, Slo bo dan 

Ka nje vac, Bo jan Ko va če vič, Bo ris Mi lo sa vlje vić, 

Đor đe Pa vi će vić, Slo bo dan Sa mar džić, Ili ja 

Vu ja čić, Alek san dar Ni ki to vić kao autor, mo-

de ra tor Márk Lo soncz, po ne de ljak, 23. mart;

Sa nja Sreć ko vić, „Ise čak fi lo zo fi ra nja o mu zi ci: 

od umet nič ke igre to no va do mu zič ke igre 

emo ci ja“, sre da, 25. mart;

Raz go vor o knji zi Mic ha la Sládečeka Pra vi la i 

kon tekst upo tre be. Te me i tu ma če nja Vit gen štaj-

no ve fi lo zo fi je. Go vo re: Alek san dar Do bri je vić, 

An drej Jan drić, Alek san dar Fa tić, Mic hal Slá-

deček kao autor, če tvr tak, 26. mart;
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Pa trick Ba ert, „The Exi sten ti a list Mo ment: Sar tre’s 

Ri se as a Pu blic In tel lec tual“, Fri day, March 27;

april
Bo go ljub Ši ja ko vić, „Li ca i na lič ja ra ta“, sre da, 1. 

april;

Mi lja na Mi lo je vić, „Ulo ga mo de la u kog ni tiv noj 

na u ci“, sre da, 1. april;

Ja na Ba će vić, „Ulo ga in te lek tu a la ca i jav ni an ga-

žman u ‘eko no mi ji zna nja’“, uto rak, 7. april;

Mla den La zić, „De lat ni po ten ci jal dru štve nih 

gru pa u Sr bi ji“, sre da, 8. april;

Ma ja So lar, „Ru so o vo me sto u de ba ti o luk su zu“, 

sre da, 8. april;

Pre mi je ra do ku men tar nog fil ma Slu čaj „Pso va nje“, 

uto rak, 14. april (pro jek ci ja je odr ža na u Dvo-

ra ni Kul tur nog cen tra Be o gra da);

Go ran Ko ru no vić, „Po li ti ka lir ske su bjek tiv no sti 

u sa vre me noj srp skoj knji žev no sti“, sre da, 15. 

april;

Raz go vor o zbor ni ku Raz lo zi i nor ma tiv nost. Go-

vo re: Alek san dar Do bri je vić, Ivan Mla de no vić, 

Ne nad Ce kić, če tvr tak, 16. april;

Alek san dar Fa tić, „Po jam za do volj stva u hri šćan-

skoj eti ci i so te ri o lo gi ji“, sre da, 22. april;

Ne nad Smo kro vić, „Te melj is tra ži va nja so ci jal ne 

stvar no sti: rad nja ili in sti tu ci ja“, sre da, 29. april;

maj
Raz go vor o knji zi Ane Bi re šev Ori o nov vo dič: ot-

kri va nje do mi na ci je u so ci o lo gi ji Pje ra Bur di jea. 

Go vo re: Bo ži dar Fi li po vić, De jan Pe tro vić, Ta-

ma ra Pe tro vić Tri fu no vić, Ana Bi re šev kao 

autor ka, sre da, 6. maj;

Mi le na Ste fa no vić, „Že na u He ge lo voj fi lo zo fi ji“, 

če tvr tak, 7. maj;

Sla ven Cr nić, „Dra ga Ta nja: Po lo žaj se sta ra Šuht 

u te o rij sko-bi o graf skim spi si ma o An to ni ju 

Gram ši ju“, sre da, 13. maj;

Fran ko Do ta, „Bio jed nom ‘pro tu pri rod ni blud’: 

Ho mo sek su al nost u ju go sla ven skom so ci ja li-

stič kom kri vič nom pra vu“, sre da, 13. maj;

Rast ko Jo va nov, „Haj de ge ro ve me ta po li ti ke“, 

pe tak, 22. maj;

Alek san dar Fa tić, „Pra vo slav na lič nost i auto ri tet 

ko man dan ta u ra tu“, pe tak, 22. maj;

Raz go vor o knji zi Da vo ra Džal ta The Hu man Work 

of Art: A The o lo gi cal Ap pra i sal of Cre a ti vity and 

the De ath of the Ar tist. Go vo re: Div na Vuk sa-

no vić, epi skop Iri nej Do bri je vić, Da vor Džal to 

kao autor, mo de ra tor ka Želj ka Mr đa, uto rak, 

26. maj (raz go vor odr žan u Za du žbi ni Ili je M. 

Ko lar ca);

Lji lja na Ra de no vić, „Šta je auti zam? Kar te zi jan ske 

pret po stav ke u te o ri ja ma auti zma i ka ko da ih 

pre va zi đe mo“, sre da, 27. maj;

jun
Mo ni ka Mi lo sa vlje vić, „Du ga tra di ci ja bi o lo gi za-

ci je iden ti te ta na Bal ka nu“, če tvr tak, 4. jun;

So nja Ža ku la, „Stu di je ljud sko–ži vo tinj skih od-

no sa u an tro po lo gi ji“, če tvr tak, 4. jun;

Ne nad Ilić, „Du hov ne di men zi je ra to va nja“, pe tak, 

5. jun;

Di scus sion abo ut the bo ok Jo di Dean The Com-

mu nist Ho ri zon (ser bian edi tion Ko mu ni stič ki 

ho ri zont). Par ti ci pants: Adri a na Za ha ri je vić, 

Alek san dar Mat ko vić, Jo di Dean, Mon day, Ju-

ne 8 (pro mo tion of the Ser bian Edi tion of her 

bo ok The Com mu nist Ho ri zon – Ko mu ni stič ki 

ho ri zont – at the Ho u se of Cul tu re, The Fa culty 

of Me dia and Com mu ni ca ti ons in Bel gra de; 

Lec tu re in tro du sed to Con fe ren ce Re flec ti ons 

On Ca pi ta lism);

Mla den Iva nić, „Iza zo vi i šan se Bo sne i Her ce go-

vi ne“, uto rak, 9. jun;

Vla di mir Gvo zden, „Ka ko mi sli ti za jed ni cu?“, 

sre da, 10. jun;

Ivi ca Mla de no vić, „Fran cu ski po gled na ras pad 

SFRJ: Slu čaj ‘eks trem ne le vi ce’“, sre da, 10. jun;

An drea Jo va no vić, „With (from) all due re spect: 

pi ta nje o po kre ta ču mo ra la u Kan to voj prak-

tič noj fi lo zo fi ji“, če tvr tak, 11. jun;

Sa ša Hr njez, „(Po)ni šte nje vre me na i mo guć nost 

fi lo zo fi je isto ri je“, če tvr tak, 11. jun;

Igor Cve jić, „Kant o ose ća ju“, če tvr tak, 11. jun;

Alek san dar Ste va no vić, „Srp ski pra vo slav ni etos 

i rat no sta nje“, pe tak, 12. jun;

An drej Ku bi ček, „O upo tre blji vo sti poj ma ‘ra sa’ u 

so ci o lo gi ji“, sre da, 17. jun;

jul
Alek san dar Pav ko vić, „Se ce si o ni zam i no mos u 

si ste mu dr ža va da nas“, sre da, 1. jul;

Mi gel An gel Kin ta na-Paz, „Is It Pos si ble to Te ach 

Fre e dom? Pa ra do xes in the Edu ca tion abo ut 

Ci vic Va lu es. A Spa nish Ca se Study“, Fri day, 

July 3;

sep tem bar
Želj ko Ra din ko vić, „Teh ni ka kao me dij“, sre da, 

30. sep tem bar;
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ok to bar
Mic hal Sládeček, „Po li tič ka i mo ral na ne pri stra-

snost“, sre da, 7. ok to bar;

Vla di mir Di mi tri je vić, „Iz isto ri je po le mi ka o pra-

vo sla vlju i ra tu“, če tvr tak, 8. ok to bar;

Bo ži dar Fi li po vić, „Na sle đe re pu bli ka ni zma u 

de li ma Emi la Dir ke ma“, sre da, 14. ok to bar;

Ma ri ja na Mi lo sa vlje vić Vu jo še vić, „Kan to vo shva-

ta nje mo ral ne sa mo kon tro le“, če tvr tak, 15. 

ok to bar;

Raz go vor o knji zi Iri ne De re tić Pla to no va fi lo zof ska 

mi to lo gi ja. Go vo re: Alek san dar Pe tro vić, Mi lo 

Lom par, Ča slav Ko pri vi ca, Bo ris Bra ti na, Sr đan 

Da mja no vić, Ni ko la Ta na sić, Alek san dar Kan dić, 

autor ka knji ge Iri na De re tić, sre da, 21. ok to bar;

Raz go vor o knji zi in ter vjua Kon tu re ho ri zon ta 

Alek san dra Ću ko vi ća. Go vo re: Rat ko Bo žo vić, 

Alek san dar Pr njat, Pre drag Mi li drag, autor in-

ter vjua Alek san dar Ću ko vić, uto rak, 27. ok to bar;

Bo ja na Si me u no vić, „Jus ex Bel lo: Pri log isto ri ji 

pra ved nog ra ta“, sre da, 28. ok to bar;

Ig nja ti je Še sta kov, „Ru ska pra vo slav na cr kva i rat 

u 20. i 21. ve ku“, pe tak, 30. ok to bar;

no vem bar
Jo vo Ba kić, „Ra di kal na de sni ca Evro pe – ide o lo-

ški, dru štve no-struk tur ni i per so nal ni kon ti nu-

i tet ili dis kon ti nu i tet?“, sre da, 4. no vem bar;

Da vor Džal to, „Da li je mo guć ‘pra ve dan rat’? (Ne)-

pra vo slav na ‘te o lo gi ja ra ta’“, pe tak, 6. no vem bar;

Ibra him Sir ke ci, „The Three De fi cits of Mi gra tion, 

Con flict and Syri ans’“, Mon day, No vem ber 9;

Raz go vor o knji zi Pje ra La sla Na uč na ko mu ni ka-

ci ja: prak tič ni vo dič. Go vo re: Ne ma nja Đor đe vić, 

Ma ri ja No va ko vić, Rast ko Jo va nov, Bo ja na 

Ra do va no vić, Igor Cve jić, Ivan Ume ljić, uto rak, 

10. no vem bar;

Ge or ge Enac he, „Sa int and He ro es, War and Pe a-

ce. A Ro ma nian Or to dox Hi sto ri cal Per spec ti ve“, 

Fri day, No vem ber 13;

Si ni ša Ma le še vić, „Ci vi li za ci ja i su ro vost: Ka isto-

rij skoj so ci o lo gi ji na si lja“, pe tak, 13. no vem bar;

De set go di na ko lek ti va Ge ru si ja i pred sta vlja nje 

ča so pi sa Stvar. Go vo re: Ivan Ra den ko vić, Đor-

đe Hri stov, Alek san dar Mat ko vić, Márk Lo soncz, 

uto rak, 24. no vem bar;

Đor đe Pa vi će vić, „Po li tič ki me si ja ni zam i de mo-

kra ti ja: o mo guć no sti ma po li tič ke sa mo tran s-

for ma ci je de mo kra ti je“, sre da, 25. no vem bar;

Va si li os Jul cis, „Rat i mir – di ja lek ti ka bu duć no-

sti, oče ki va nja istin skog mi ra“ (pre da va nje na 

grč kom je zi ku, sa pre vo dom), pe tak, 27. no-

vem bar;

Pred sta vlja nje zbor ni ka Fi gu ra ne pri ja te lja: pre-

o smi šlja va nje srp sko-al ban skih od no sa. U IFDT-

u go vo re: Ga ze la Pu dar Dra ško, Isi do ra Sta kić, 

Ras ti slav Di nić, Pi ro Rex he pi, Je le na Lon čar. 

U Cen tru za kul tur nu de kon ta mi na ci ju go vo re: 

Ri gels Ha li li, An ton Be ris haj, Da ni lo Ša re nac, 

Alek san dar Pa vlo vić, mo de ra tor Sa ša Ći rić, 

pe tak, 27. no vem bar;

Zo ri ca Mr še vić, „Me dij sko pred sta vlja nje na si lja 

nad že na ma“, po ne de ljak, 30. no vem bar;

de cem bar
Ceyhan Işik, „Die Lo gik der Aner ken nung“, Mit-

twoch, 2. De zem ber;

Dra go ljub Mi ću no vić, „Se ća nja na rad In sti tu ta“, 

sre da, 2. de cem bar;

Jean-Luc Ma rion, „Les li mi tes de la phénoména-

lité“, Ven dre di, 4 Décem bre (pre da va nje odr-

ža no u Za du žbi ni Ili je M. Ko lar ca);

Sa ša Bo san čić, Ra di o ni ca Do ing Di sco ur se Re se arch 

– Analyzing Di sco ur se with the So ci o logy of 

Know led ge Ap pro ach to Di sco ur se, sre da, 9. 

de cem bar;

Vu ka šin Mi li će vić, „Pra vo sla vlje i rat: O ko jem 

pra vo sla vlju je reč?“, če tvr tak, 10. de cem bar;

Ve sna Pe šić, „U tra ga nju za srp skom dr ža vom – 

ima li kra ja?“, pe tak, 11. de cem bar;

Ja smi na Jo va no vić, „Uvod u fi lo zof sko de lo An ri-

ja Mal di nea“, uto rak, 15. de cem bar;

Ali Türünz, „Mu sic as a Cul tu ral Re so ur ce in the 

Tur kish Mi gra tory Con text“, Wed nes day, De-

cem ber 16;

Alek san dar Do bri je vić, „Auto no mi ja i du a li zam 

prak tič kog uma“, sre da, 16. de cem bar;

Ne ve na Jev tić, „Um i kri ti ka u He ge lo voj Fe no me-

no lo gi ji du ha“, pe tak, 18. de cem bar;

Ste fan Slav ko vić, „Svet ska knji žev nost u glo ba li-

zo va nom sve tu“, sre da, 23. de cem bar;

Ni ko la Đur ko vić, „Re le vant nost aka dem ske fi lo-

zo fi je za sa vre me no dru štvo“, sre da, 23. de-

cem bar;

Smilj ka To ma no vić, „Po sta ja nje ro di te ljem iza 

ide o lo škog ogle da la. Na crt za jed no so ci o lo ško 

is tra ži va nje tran zi ci je u ro di telj stvo u Sr bi ji“, 

po ne de ljak, 28. de cem bar.
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KON FE REN CI JE I SE MI NA RI
5. mart, če tvr tak

MI LE SA VIĆ ҄ NA SLE ĐE
Uvod na iz la ga nja: Sa ša Ra doj čić, De jan Vuk Stan-

ko vić.

Uče sni ci sku pa: Zo ran Avra mo vić, Jo van Ba bić, 

Pe tar Bo ja nić, Vla di mir Cvet ko vić, Ča slav Ko pri-

vi ca, Mir ja na Ra do ji čić, Mi ćo Sa vić, Mi lan Su-

bo tić, Mi len ko Bo din, mo de ra tor Pre drag Kr stić

* * *

March 27, Fri day

Se mi nar „The Pu blic En ga ge ment of 
Intellectu als thro ugh the Prism of 
Positioning The ory – Di scus sion of Patrick 
Ba ert’s so ci o logy of in tel lec tu als“

Par ti ci pants: Mar cus Mor gan, Iva na Spa sić, Sr đan 

Pro da no vić, Mar jan Iv ko vić

* * *

3. jun, sre da

TE O RI JA I FAN TA STI KA: FAK TI I FIK CI JE
Po vo dom knji ge Pre dra ga Kr sti ća Kud plo vi ovaj 

brod: Te o rij ske sta ze En ter praj za

Uče stvu ju: Alek san dar Do bri je vić, Ivan Đor đe vić, 

Lji lja na Ga vri lo vić, Ištvan Ka ić, Pre drag Kr stić, 

Ve se lin Mi tro vić, Oli ve ra Nu šić Ter zić, Ta ma ra 

Pe tro vić Tri fu no vić, Želj ko Ra din ko vić, Mi lan 

To ma še vić, Adri a na Za ha ri je vić, Bo jan Ži kić. 

Kao go sti, go vo ri li su Da ni lo Tr bo je vić i Na đa 

Du ha ček.

* * *

Ju ne 22–27

RE FLEC TI ONS ON CA PI TA LISM

Mon day, Ju ne 8
Jo di Dean, The Com mu nist Ho ri zon. Di scus sion 

abo ut the bo ok The Com mu nist Ho ri zon (Ser-

bian Edi tion). Di scus sants: Adri a na Za ha ri je vić, 

Alek san dar Mat ko vić (Ho u se of Cul tu re, FMK, 

Bel gra de)

Mon day, Ju ne 22
Kri sten Ghod see, „The Left Si de of Hi story: Re-

mem be ring the Vic tims of Com mu nism Af ter 

the Cri ses of Ca pi ta lism“

Ro und Ta ble – Po li tics of Hi story in Eastern Euro pe. 

Cha ir: Adri a na Za ha ri je vić; par ti ci pants: Kri sten 

Ghod see, Chi a ra Bon fi gli o li, Da ni je la Maj sto-

ro vić, Ta nja Pe tro vić, Lju bi ca Spa skov ska (Cul-

tu ral Cen tre of Bel gra de)

Tu es day, Ju ne 23

Zo ran Jan ko vić, „Em ma nuel Lévi nas – Mo ney and 

Com mu nity, Me a su ring the Un me a su ra ble – 

Mo ney as Ju sti ce, Ti me and Usury“

Ro und ta ble – Des cri ses du ca pi ta li sme aux cri ti-

qu es du ca pi ta li sme. Cha ir: Igor Kr to li ca; par-

ti ci pants: La u ren ce Fon ta i ne, An selm Jap pe, 

G. M. Tamás, Rast ko Moč nik (In sti tut français 

de Ser bie, Bel gra de)

Wed nes day, Ju ne 24

Thin king Beyond Ca pi ta lism

Wel co me Ad dress: Pe tar Bo ja nić, Jean-Luc Go e ster

Gérard Duménil, „Neo li be ral Ma na ge rial Ca pi ta-

lism: Its Class Fo un da ti ons and Eco no mic and 

Po li ti cal Pro spects af ter the Cri sis“

Wol fgang Mer kel, „Is Ca pi ta lism Com pa ti ble with 

De moc racy?“

Strug gles in La te Ca pi ta lism

Rast ko Moč nik, „Class Com po si tion and Ide o lo-

gi cal Strug gles“

Ma ri a na Te i xe i ra, „So cial Pat ho lo gi es of Ca pi ta lism“

Ve se lin Mi tro vić, „Apathy and Ca pi ta lism“

Day Af ter To mor row: Con fi gu ra ti ons of 
Post-Ca pi ta lism

Da mian Win czew ski, „Beyond Ca pi ta list Mo de of 

Pro duc tion. Plan ning and Mar ket So ci a lism 

Re-tho ught“

To mi slav Me dak, „Tec hno lo gi cal De ve lop ment, 

Post-Ca pi ta list Tran si tion and Un der de ve lop ment“

Bo ži dar Fi li po vić, „So ci a lism, Com mu nism, Ca pi ta-

lism – So ci o lo gi cal Clas sic as a Sig ni fi er and Cri tic“

Post-Yugo slav Chal len ges

Da ni je la Maj sto ro vić and An đe la Pe pić, „Post-2014 

Eco no mic Re struc tu ring as Euro pe a ni za tion. Di-

sco ur se/Prac ti ce in Bo snia and Her ze go vi na (BiH)“

Je le na Pe šić, „Pri va ti za tion Pro ces ses in the Per-

cep tion of Ser bia’s Ci ti zens“

Ja smi na Hu sa no vić, „Ali e na tion Ga lo re – or How 

to Read the Symptoms: the Po li tics of Emo ti ons 

and So cial Pro tests in Bo snia and Her ze go vi na“

Keyno te Lec tu res

La u ren ce Fon ta i ne, „Are Mar kets and De moc racy 

Com pa ti ble?“
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Ra i ner Ku hlen, „Com mons-Ba sed In for ma tion 

Mar kets as a Me ans both for In no va tion in the 

Eco nomy and for Pro gress in Sci en ce“

Ro und ta ble: How (not) to Own: 

from Commons to Pro perty

Par ti ci pants: To ni Prug, Gi u sep pe Ma struz zo, 

Mla den La zić, Jo van Ba bić

Pre sen ta ti ons held at the 

Ko la rac Fo un da tion, Bel gra de

Thur sday, Ju ne 25
Ugo Mat tei, „Beyond Ca pi ta list Law and to ward 

the Eco logy of Law“

G. M. Tamás, „Ca pi ta lism and De moc racy: Is Ca-

pi ta list De moc racy An Oxymo ron?“

Li mits of Ca pi ta lism

To ni Prug, „So cial forms of we alth and pro duc tion 

beyond com mo di ti es and mar kets“

Mar tin O’Ne ill, „Pre dis tri bu tion and the Path 

Beyond Ca pi ta lism“

Alek san dar Mi ja to vić and Ane li Dra go je vić Mi ja to-

vić, „Chan ge is The Only Thing That Mat ters (?): 

On the Im pos si bi lity to Over co me Neo li be ral 

Ca pi ta lism“

Alek san dar Sto ja no vić, „Ex plo i ta ti on and Va lue-

Form Con cep tion of Ca pi ta lism“

Hal dun Gu lalp, „Mo des of Ac cu mu la tion and the 

Li mits of Ca pi ta lism“

Euro pean (Se mi-) Pe rip hery 

and its Discontents

Tamás Ge rőcs, „Re-in du stri a li za tion in Euro pe’s 

Eastern Pe rip hery“

Ágnes Gagyi, „Ca pi ta lism, Cri sis and Co un ter mo-

ve ments in Con tem po rary Hun gary“

Мárton Szar vas, „Cul tu ral Po li tics as Class Po li tics: 

Tra jec to ri es of the Cul tu ral In sti tu ti o nal System 

Thro ugh So ci a list and Post-So ci a list Se mi pe-

rip he ral In te gra tion: the Ca se of Hun gary“

Ja na Tso ne va, „‘On sho re’ Fi nan ce and Wor kers’ 

Su bjec ti vi ti es: the Ca se of Mal ta“

Iskra Kr stić, „Thin king Beyond the Com mer ci a li-

za tion of Pu blic Spa ce in Post-So ci a list Ci ti es“

Re-con cep tu a li zing In ter na ti o nal Re la ti ons

Sar rah Kas sem, „In ter na ti o nal Re la ti ons as Bo-

ur ge o is Ide o logy: A Hi sto ri cal-Ma te ri a list 

Analysis“

Mi loš Šu mo nja, „The Ha ber mas-Stre eck De ba te: 

The Left and the Euro pean Union“

Pa nel: Cri sis of the Ca pi ta list and 
Imperialist In ter na ti o nal Or der

Tol ga han Ak dan, „Fa ul tli nes of the Re vi si o nist 

Analysis of the Cold War“

Mu sta fa Türkeş, „Un su sta i na bi lity of the Cur rent 

Ca pi ta list-im pe ri a list In ter na ti o nal Or der and 

the Re gi o nal Wars“

Tet suya Sa ha ra, „A Chal len ge to the exi sting In-

ter na ti o nal Or der: Shang hai Co o pe ra tion Or-

ga ni za tion and Eura sian Ge o po li tics“

Keyno te Lec tu res

Alex De mi ro vic, „On the Ed ge: the Qu e sti on of 

the End of Ca pi ta lism“

Cat he ri ne Sa mary, „The Apo li ti cal Veil of Or do-

li be ral Ca pi ta lism and the Stra te gic Re com po-

si tion of Euro pe“

Sta te, Aut ho ri ta ri a nism and Sta te Con trol

Djor dje Hri stov, „Debt, Con trol and the Na tion-

Sta te“

Ve dran Dži hić, „De moc racy, Aut ho ri ta ri a nism and 

Ca pi ta lism – Re flec ting the Pro trac ted Tri an gle 

and its So uth East Euro pean Pa ra do xes“

Ste fan Alek sić, „Bor der Cros sings“

La zar Ata na sko vić, „‘Sta te Po li tics’ or ‘Po li tics of 

Sta te’“

Mic hael Ha u ser, „The Ca pi ta list Re vo lu tion: The 

Left-Wing Re sto ra tion“

An ti-Ca pi ta list and Fe mi nist and Qu e er?

Ca ri na Klug ba u er, „And Who Ca res for Marx? An 

Ac tu a li za tion of Ma te ri a list Fe mi nism“

An drea Jo va no vić, „Gen der Re la ti ons in the 21th 

Cen tury: Mar xist Fe mi nist Per spec ti ve“

An drew Ryder, „Ita lian Auto no mist Fe mi nism and 

So cial Re pro duc tion The ory“

New Per spec ti ves on Debt and Eco nomy

Mar cel lo Ba ri son, „Mo ney as Debt“

Mar co Bre sci a ni, „Two Hi sto ri ans in Front of the 

Eco no mic Cri sis of 2007–2008: E. Hob sbawm 

and T. Judt Bet we en Mar xism and the Le ga ci-

es of the 20th Cen tury“

Ta ma ra Ca ra us, „Debt Re si stan ce – Beyond or 

Wit hin Ca pi ta lism?“

Ma ri a gra zia Por te ra, „Is Ca pi ta lism in Our Ge nes? 

Com pe ti tion, Co o pe ra tion and the Idea of Ho mo 

Oeco no mi cus from an Evo lu ti o nary Per spec ti ve“

Aaron Schu ster, „From De ath Dri ve to Debt Dri ve“

The pre sen ta ti ons to ok pla ce at the 

Ho u se of Cul tu re, FMK, Bel gra de
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Fri day, Ju ne 26
An selm Jap pe, „End of a Fa mily Qu ar rel: Over-

co ming Ca pi tal and La bo ur“

Pe ter Kle pec, „The Di sco ur se on Cri sis Analysis 

and its Out co mes“

Thin king Beyond Ca pi ta lism in Phi lo sophy

Fe li pe La gos, „Aga inst a Dead Pre sent: Marx, 

Whi te he ad and the Pro duc tion of Li ving Al ter-

na ti ves“

Se ba stian Ne u ba u er, „On the Fo un da ti ons of Lo u-

is Alt hus ser’s Li fe-Long At tempt to Think Beyond 

Ca pi ta lism in Early Mo dern Po li ti cal Tho ught“

Cri stian Lo Iaco no, „In ter sta ti a lity: To wards a 

Post-Alt hus se rian Idea of Tran si tion“

Ste van Sa la tić, „The In cen ti ves and the Dif fe ren ce 

Prin ci ple – Rawls-Co hen Di lem ma“

Thin king Wit hin and Beyond Ca pi ta lism

Đor đe Pa vi će vić and Iva na Spa sić, „To ward the 

Cri ti que of the Pro ject-Form, or, why is it Im-

pos si ble to Think Ca pi ta lism“

Ro bert Pfu e zner, „Con tra dic ti ons of Edu ca tion“

Tia Gla vo čić, „De ra ti o na li za tion as Op po si tion to 

Ca pi ta lism: Is it Pos si ble?“

Eco lo gi cal Per spec ti ves in La te Ca pi ta lism

Chris Salt marsh, „In ter na ti o nal Inac tion on Cli-

ma te Chan ge“

Hr vo je Ju rić, „Bi o ca pi ta lism“

Je le na Đu rić, „To ward the Eco lo gi cal Eco nomy“

Keyno te Lec tu res

Si mon Su sen, „Re flec ti ons on the ‘Post mo dern 

Turn’ in the So cial Sci en ces“

Ma e ve Co o ke, „The Pe rils of So cial Cri ti que“

Beyond „Tra di ti o nal“ Re flec ti ons: 

a Cri ti cal-The o re tic Per spec ti ve

Ser gio Mas, „Cri ti cal The ory and Tran sdi sci pli nary 

Sci en ce – a Me ta-The o re ti cal Analysis“

Mat thi as István Köhler, „Re con struc ting Ge org 

Lukács’ Cri ti que of Ro man tic An ti-Ca pi ta lism“

Sa mi Kha tib, „Un dead La bor: Marx, Be nja min 

and the ‘Ti me of Hell’“

Di sco ur se, Me dia and the Cul tu ral Lo gic 

of Con tem po rary Ca pi ta lism

Ka ta ri na Pe o vić Vu ko vić, „Di a lec ti cal Ma te ri a lism 

at the Ga tes of Tec hno logy“

Go ran Ka u zla rić, „New Age: a Mo dus of He ge mony“

Da vid Adler, „Of fi ce Ar chi tec tu re as Ca pi ta list 

Phan ta sma go ria“

Re flec ti ons on Cri ses

Ke vin W. Gray, „Ex pla i ning Neo li be ra lism’s Sta-

bi lity“

Flo rian Ge i sle rand and Alex Stru we, „The Idea of 

‘Cri sis’ and the De vo lu tion of The ory“

Ne ve na Jev tić, „Still De fen ding Right of Ex tre me 

Need?“

The pre vi o us pre sen ta ti ons to ok pla ce 

at the Ho u se of Cul tu re, FMK, Bel gra de

Se mi nar: Wol fgang Mer kel (WZB, Ber lin 

So cial Sci en ce Cen ter) in di a lo gue with CAS 

SEE Fel lows

„Ca pi ta lism and De moc racy – De ba ting va ri o us Di-

men si ons and Va ri a ti ons of an Une asy Mar ri a ge“

Cha ir: Ga ze la Pu dar Dra ško and Ve dran Dži hić. 

Par ti ci pants: Đor đe Pa vi će vić, Gëzim Kra sni qi, 

Mar co Abram, Mar cel lo Ba ri son, Mar co Bre-

sci a ni, Ta ma ra Ca ra us, Jan Muś, Ma ri a gra zia 

Por te ra, Aron Schu ster

The se mi nar was held 

at the Go et he In sti tu te, Bel gra de

Sa tur day, Ju ne 27

Se mi nar with Ma e ve Co o ke

Po li tics, Fre e dom and Truth: on the 

Relation ship bet we en Po li ti cal 

Aut ho rity and Auto nomy

Cha ir: Mar jan Iv ko vić. Par ti ci pants: Adri a na Za-

ha ri je vić, Sr đan Pro da no vić, Igor Cve jić, Ser gio 

Mas, Ar tur Bu e no, Iva na Kro nja, Igor Kr to li ca, 

Bi lja na Đor đe viđ, Si mon Su sen.

* * *

Oc to ber 8–10

LI BE RA LISMS AND AN TI LI BE RA LISMS ҄ 
CHAL LEN GES AND AL TER NA TI VES

Thur sday, 8 Oc to ber

Ro und Ta ble in No vi Sad: „Magyarország 

negyed évszázada – a rendszerváltástól 

máig“ (Hun gary in the Last Qu ar ter-Century 

– From the End of „So ci a lism“ un til To day), 

in Hun ga rian

Cha ir: Márk Lo soncz. Par ti ci pants: Ádám Takács, 

Zoltán Miklósi, György Vári
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Fri day, Oc to ber 9
Ne nad Di mi tri je vić, „Li be ral Auto nomy in a Tro u-

bled Con text: to wards Se cond-Per so nal Thin king“

An dres Mo les, „Li be ra lism, Pa ter na lism and the 

Di stri bu tion of Auto nomy“

Adri a na Za ha ri je vić, „In di vi dual as a Non-Ne u tral, 

Non-Uni ver sal Sta te of the Af fa irs“

Mar jan Iv ko vić, „Li be ra lism and the Strongly 

In ter su bjec ti vist Con cep tion of Auto nomy“

Zoltán Miklósi, „Li be ra lism and Im mi gra tion“

Alek san dar Mat ko vić, „The Twin Ber lins of Euro-

pe: on the Pa ral lel Ten den ci es of Li be ra lism 

and Fa scism“

Márk Lo soncz, „The Apo ri as of Sec ret in a Li be ral 

De moc racy“

Ro und Ta ble in Cul tu ral Cen tre of Bel gra de: 

What’s Left of Li be ra lism in Eastern Euro pe?

Cha ir: Mar jan Iv ko vić. Par ti ci pants: Zoltán Pogá-

tsa, Ne nad Di mi tri je vić, An dres Mo les, Bi lja na 

Đor đe vić, Đor đe Tri koš

Sa tur day, Oc to ber 10
Zoltán Pogátsa, „How Eco no mic Li be ra lism has 

De stroyed Post-So vi et De moc ra ci es“

Al par Lo soncz, „Is Neo-Li be ra lism the Tra gi cal, but 

Non-In ten ti o nal Con se qu en ce of Li be ra lism?“

Ádám Takács, „Lukács’s Cri ti cism of Li be ral De-

moc racy“

Jo vo Ba kić, „Li be ral and/or Ra di cal De moc racy“

* * *

No vem ber 19–21

HOW TO ACT TO GET HER: FROM 
COLLECTI VE EN GA GE MENT TO PRO TEST

Thur sday, No vem ber 19

Ac ting and Re si sting To get her

Gu i si Strum mi el lo, „‘We Ha ve Not hing in Com-

mon’. On the Mec ha nisms of Con struc ting a 

Sen se of Be lon ging“

Ci prian Bog dan, „The Su bli me Ge stu re of Ide o logy. 

Ador no on Re si stan ce and (Fu tu re) Po li tics“

Ma ri an ne Fo u ge re, „Ac ting To get her as a Co-prac-

ti ce of Po li ti cal Jud gment: The Ca se of Jury 

Nul li fi ca tion“

Fre e dom of As sembly and Ci vil Di so be di en ce

Bi lja na Đor đe vić, „From the Right to As sembly to 

Con sti tu ent Po wer“

Zo ri ca Mr še vić, „Pu blic As sem bli es as a Ne ces sary 

Me ans for Ac ting To get her“

Eral do San tos, „Co uld Ci vil Di so be di en ce Be In-

sti tu ti o na li zed?“

Pro tests in Fo cus: So uth-East Euro pe and 
Beyond (I)

Ili na Ja ki mov ska, „‘If you are a girl, stay at ho me’ 

– An Et hno grap hic Exa mi na ti on of Fe ma le So cial 

En ga ge ment from the Ru ral 19th Cen tury to 

Con tem po rary Po li ti cal Pro tests in Ma ce do nia“

Erëmirë Kra sni qi, „Tran sna ti o nal Ima gi nary: 

Non li ne ar Ti me as Fe mi nist Tem po ra lity“

Mag da le na Sztan da ra, „Dra ma ti za tion Beyond 

the Pla ce – Pro tests in „Whi te and Black“ in the 

Pu blic Spa ce“

Pro tests in Fo cus: So uth-East Euro pe and 
Beyond (II)

Ran dall Pu ljek-Shank and Fe lix Fritsch, „New 

Ac ti vism in Bo snia and Her ce go vi na: Re-in ven-

ting Ci vil So ci ety as Ci vic Agency“

Di mi tar Ni ko lov ski, „From the ‘Ar chi tec to nic 

Upri sing’ to ‘I Lo ve GTC’: The Sko pje 2014 Re-

si stan ce“

Ki re Ba ba no ski, „Se cu rity Di men si ons of Pro tests: 

Chan ging the Go vern ment Po li tics by Vi o lent 

Ac ti ons“

Ur ban Po li tics

Nic ho las Ana sta so po u los, „Pe er to Pe er Prac ti ces 

on Me tro po li tan Com mons“

Sr đan Ata na sov ski, „Aga inst the Po li ce sca pe; or, 

How to Fight the In vi si ble Wind mills“

At dhe He te mi, „So cial Mo ve ments Bet we en De-

mands for So cial Chan ge, Ju sti ce and Na ti o na lism“

Ci ti zens, Na tion-Sta tes and the Chal len ge 

of Im mi gra tion

Alek san dar Sto ja no vić, „The Need of the Im mi grant“

Ste fan Alek sić, „De si red Be lon gings and (B)or der 

Cros sings: How Ca pi ta lism Acts To get her“

Ni ko la Pet ko vić, „Im mi grants Bet we en Ma ri ne 

Bi o logy and Eco logy of a Ri ver“

Ple nary pre sen ta ti ons

Ma rio de Ca ro, „Ac tion and Fre e dom“

Pim Ha se la ger, „From a Plu ra lity of Agents to 

Col lec ti ve En ga ge ment“

Ac tion, Agency, Jo int Agency, Gro up Agency

Chri stian List, „What is it Li ke to Be a Gro up 

Agent?“
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Ne nad Smo kro vić, „Re a so ning, Ar gu men ta tion, 

De li be ra tion: Gro ups do it Bet ter“

Pe tar Bo ja nić, „ Ne ga ti ve So cial Acts“

Bo jan Borst ner, „How to Co me to a Wi se So ci ety?“

Slo bo dan Pe ro vić, „Epi ste mic and So cial Net works 

in Big Sci en ce“

Art, Dra ma turgy and Pro tests (I)

Bo ja na Ma te jić, „What is it to Li ve Ar ti sti cally?“

Ca mil le Lo u is, „Dra ma turgy of Oc cu pa(c)ti ons“

Kon stan ti na Ge or ge lou, „Wor king on Ac ti ons – Ma-

te ri a li sa ti ons of Ar ti stic and So cial Ima gi nings“

Ne la Mi lić, „Ma te ri a li sing Si te“

The pre sen ta ti ons to ok pla ce at the 

Ho u se of Cul tu re, FMK, Bel gra de

Fri day, No vem ber 20

LGBT Rights and Pro tests

Da ni ca Igru ti no vić, „En gen de ring Na ti ons, Gen-

de ring Spa ce: The ‘Ins’ and ‘Outs’ of the 2014 

Bel gra de Pri de Pa ra de in Me dia Di sco ur se“

Na dia Chus hak, „LGBT Col lec ti ve Ac tion in Post-

Ma i dan Ukra i ne“

Sa rah Ki a ni, „How to Or ga ni ze in a Re pres si ve 

Sta te? Ho mo se xu a li ti es and Pro test in the GDR 

(1970–1990)“

Pre ca ri o us and Vul ne ra ble Su bjects

Ele na Tze le pis, „Pre ca rity and So li da rity Ac tion 

in Con tem po rary Gre ek Cri sis“

Iva na Za go rac, „Vul ne ra bi lity and Hu man Agency“

Ti na Fritschy, „Ret hin king the Pu blic: The Ex po-

su re of Ec sta tic Li fe

The In di vi dual and the Com mu nity. Le a-

ders, Gro ups and Con texts

Ka ro li na Thel, „Col lec ti ve En ga ge ment in Con flicts 

on Ur ban De ve lop ment in War saw“

Cha slav D. Ko pri vit sa, „Be ing of Com mu nity: 

Bet we en the Pro jec ti ons of the Le a ders and the 

Cre a ti ve Ex pe ri en ce of Spi ri tual Ge ne ra tion“

Ga ze la Pu dar Dra ško, „(Re)ac ting To get her: Gre-

xit as Re vi val of In tel lec tu als“

Art, Dra ma turgy and Pro tests (II)

Bi lja na Ka šić, „Acts of Re si stan ce: ‘Li be ra ting 

Ge stu re’ or (Re)Con fi gu ring the Po li ti cal“

So nja Vilč, „ (Hum boldt Uni ver sity Ber lin): Ac ting 

To get her: The Art of Col lec ti ve Im pro vi sa tion 

in The a tre and Po li tics“

Sa pir Hu ber man, „‘5 Bro ken Ca me ras’. Pho to-

graphy as a Tool for Ur ban and So cio-Po li ti cal 

En ga ge ment Fol lo wing the Con cepts of Ari el la 

Azo u lay’s ‘The Ci vil Con tract of Pho to graphy’ 

and Hen ri Le feb vre’s ‘Right to the City’“

Chan ging Pa ra digms and Di sco ur ses

Flo rian Gros ser, „‘The Right Words at the Right 

Ti me’. Po li ti cal Spe ech and Ac tion Bet we en 

Stuc kness and Sub ver sion“

Kat hryn McNe illy, „Ac ting To get her in a Ra di cal 

Po li tics of Hu man Rights: Hu man Rights To 

Co me“

Alek san dra Sa va no vić, „And... Ac tion“

Pro tests in Fo cus: So uth-East Euro pe and 

Beyond (III)

Da ni je la Maj sto ro vić, „Ar ti cu la ting Di rect De moc-

racy on the Euro pean Pe rip hery: Po li tics of 

Ta king Spa ce in the Post-So ci a list Eco nomy of 

Af fect“

Ale xan dra Go u jon, „The Ukra i nian Ago ra: Op po-

si tion le a ders and Pro te sters in Maï dan“

Mi loš Šu mo nja, „Tro u bles with Left Po pu lism: 

Les son of Syri za“

Ple nary pre sen ta tion

At he na At ha na si ou, „‘As if It We re Pos si ble’: Per-

for ming the In sti tu tion in the Un/Com mon 

Spa ce of the Po lis“

Ret hin king the Col lec ti ve

Bo ri slav Pro da no vić, „Be ing As Event of Ble e ding: 

I bleed in to you“

Lu is De Mi ran da, „Esprit de Corps: the Sec ret of 

Col lec ti ve Ac tion?“

Kri stof Van ho ut te, „αἵρεσις. An Ar cha e o logy of 

‘He resy/Sects’“

Ac ting With and Wit hin

Ne boj ša Ze lić, „Li be ral Le gi ti macy and Ci vic Fri-

endship“

Tho mas Te li os, „He gel Re vi si ted – Aga inst a Nor-

ma ti ve Un der stan ding of Col lec ti ve Agency“

Nic co lo Mi la ne se, „An Audi en ce With… the Pu blic, 

the Re pre sen ta ti ve, the So ve re ign“

Con stra i ning the Ac tion: Stra te gi es of 

Coercion and Co op tion

Ja na Ba će vić, „Beyond Re si stan ce: Aca de mia, 

Know led ge Pro duc tion and Li mits of Agency 

in Neo li be ral Ti mes“
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Frank Ka ri o ris, „An Et hics of Col la bo ra tion: Re-

i ma gi ning In ter ac tion amidst the Neo li be ral 

Aca demy“

An drej Pe zelj, „Cri ti que of Al ter na ti ve Cen tre 

Me tel ko va“

Keyno te lec tu re

Ju dith Bu tler, „Vul ne ra bi lity/Re si stan ce“

Lec tu res and pre sen ta ti ons held 

at the Ko la rac Fo un da tion, Bel gra de

Sa tur day, No vem ber 21

Iden ti ti es and Bo di es

Iva Ne nić, „Lo o se Col lec ti vi ti es, Po wer ful Di s-

co ur ses: A Po wer to Act With(out) Iden tity“

Jen ni fer Ram me, „How to Think Dif fe rently Abo ut 

the Po li ti cal and Esca pe the Ca te go ri es?“

Li na Álvarez, „From Wil helm Re ich’s Ma te ri a list 

Psycho logy to Frantz Fa non’s So ci o geny: Un-

der stan ding How Ide o logy Con tri bu tes to the 

(Re)pro duc tion of Co lo ni a lity and Ra cism“

Jen ni fer Vil chez, „Ba ring it all for the Ca u se: The 

Use of the Nu de Body in Re cent Pro tests and 

De mon stra ti ons“

Emo ti ons and Af fects in Pro tests

La da Ste va no vić, „La ugh and En ga ge!“

Ta nja Pe tro vić, „Po li ti cal Hu mor, So cial Cri ti que 

and the (Im)pos si bi lity of Chan ge“

Igor Cve jić, „The Ro le of Emo ti ons in Ac ti ons. 

Dyna mi cal In ten ti o na lity to the Ma te rial Ob ject 

of Ac tion or/and to Ot hers“

Ka sper Kri sten sen, „Af fects and Col lec ti ve Ac tion: 

Spi no za and the Pre ca ri o us Agency“

Fra gi le In fra struc tu res of To get her ness 

(The Cen ter for Advan ced Study – 

Southeastern Euro pe Fel lows)

Alek san dra Dju ra so vic, „‘Oh, we co uld be to get her, 

if only the things we ren’t so com pli ca ted’: Com-

ple xity Fac tor in the La te Post-So ci a list Tran-

si tion in Bo snia and Her ze go vi na“

Gi u lia Ca ra bel li, „Af fects That Bond and Dis band: 

On the Pro duc tion of Spa ces for Be ing To get her-

with and -aga inst in Bo snia Her ze go vi na Du ring 

the 2014 Pro tests“

Pi ro Rex he pi, „Af ter An ka ra: Hi e rar chi es of To-

get her ness and Hu ma ni ta rian Vi o len ce“

Fran ce sco Ma ro ne, „The Body as a We a pon: The 

Lo gic of Self-Sac ri fi ce in Su i ci de Bom bing“

Ju li ja Sar de lic, „Acts of Ci ti zen ship from the Mar-

gins: Ro ma ni Mi no ri ti es and So cial Mo ve ments 

in So ut he a stern Euro pe“

Ve ra Tri po di, „The Ro le of the Body in Po li tics, 

Epi ste mic Inju sti ce, and Pre ju di ce“

Je remy F. Wal ton, „Me rely Po li ti cal: Ago ni stic 

Rhe to rics of Unity and An xi e ti es of Pro xi mity 

in An ka ra“

Ple nary pre sen ta tion

Éric Fas sin, „Mo bi li zing Pu blics. In tel lec tu als, 

Ac ti vists, and the Po li ti cal Work of Re pre sen-

ta tion“

Pre sen ta ti ons held at the 

Ko la rac Fo un da tion, Bel gra de

Ro und ta ble in the Cul tu ral Cen tre of 

Belgra de: Se mi nar on the Ju dith Bu tler’s 

No tes To ward a Per for ma ti ve The ory of 

Assembly

In tro duc tory no tes: Sa nja Mi lu ti no vić Bo ja nić, 

Ju dith Bu tler

Par ti ci pants: At he na At ha na si ou, Adri a na Za ha-

ri je vić, Bi lja na Ka šić, Bri gi ta Mi loš, Da ša Du-

ha ček, Eric Fas sin, Er zse bet Ba rat, Ja smi na 

Hu sa no vić, Je le na Va si lje vić, Ka ta ri na Lon ča-

re vić, Pe tar Bo ja nić, Ve dran Dži hić, Ni ko la 

Pet ko vić

* * *

Sa me di, 5 Décem bre

UN SÉMI NA I RE DÉDIÉ AU LI VRE 
JEAN҃LUC MARION EROT SKI FE NO MEN 
(Aka dem ska knjiga, 2015)

In tro duc tion: Cla u dia Ser ban. Par ti ci pants: 

Ča slav Ko pri vi ca, Dra gan Pro le, Igor Cve jić, 

Igor Kr to li ca, Mark Lo šonc, Ni ko la Ta na sić, 

Pe tar Bo ja nić, Pre drag Kr stić, Pre drag Mi li-

drag, Rast ko Jo va nov, Una Po po vić i Želj ko 

Ra din ko vić

* * * * * *

Osmi Otvo re ni raz go vo ri (sku po vi mla dih) 

odr ža ni su 11. fe bru a ra 2015, pod te mom 

Si ri za – mo guć no sti i gra ni ce
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All sub mis si ons to Fi lo zo fi ja i dru štvo must con-

form to the fol lo wing ru les, mostly re gar ding ci-

ta ti ons. The Re fe ren cing Gu i de is the mo di fied 

Har vard in-text re fe ren cing style. In this system 

wit hin the text, the aut hor’s na me is gi ven first 

fol lo wed by the pu bli ca tion da te and the pa ge 

num ber/s for the so ur ce. The list of re fe ren ces 

or bi bli o graphy at the end of the do cu ment con-

ta ins the full de ta ils li sted in alp ha be ti cal or der 

for all the in-text ci ta ti ons.

1. LENGTH OF TEXT
Up to two do u ble she ets (60.000 cha rac ters in-

clu ding spa ces), ab stracts, key words, wit ho ut 

com ments.

2. AB STRACT
Bet we en 100 and 250 words.

3. KEY WORDS
Up to 10.

4. AF FI LI A TION
Full af fi li a tion of the aut hor, de part ment, fa-

culty, uni ver sity, in sti tu te, etc.

5. BO OKS
In the bi bli o graphy: last na me, first na me, year 

of pu bli ca tion in pa rent he ses, bo ok ti tle, pla ce of 

pu bli ca tion, pu blis her. In the text: last na me in 

pa rent he ses, year of pu bli ca tion, co lon, pa ge 

num ber. In a com ment: last na me, year of pu bli-

ca tion, co lon, pa ge num ber. Bo oks are ci ted in a 

shor te ned form only in com ments.

Exam ple:

In the bi bli o graphy: Mo ri arty, Mic hael (2003), 

Early Mo dern French Tho ught. The Age of Su spi-

cion. Ox ford: Ox ford Uni ver sity Press.

In the text: (Mo ri arty 2003: 33).

In a com ment: Mo ri arty 2003: 33.

6. AR TIC LES
In the bi bli o graphy: last na me, first na me, year 

of pu bli ca tion, ti tle in qu o ta ti on marks, na me of 

pu bli ca tion in ita lic, year of is sue, in pa rent he ses 

the vo lu me num ber wit hin year if the pa gi na tion 

is not uni form, co lon and pa ge num ber. In the 

text: last na me in pa rent he ses, year of pu bli ca-

tion, co lon, pa ge num ber. In acom ment: last na-

me, year of pu bli ca tion, co lon, pa ge num ber. Do 

not put ab bre vi a ti ons such as ‘p.’, ‘vol.’, ‘to me’, 

‘no.’ etc. Ar tic les are ci ted in shor te ned form only 

in com ments.
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Exam ple:

In the bi bli o graphy: Mil ler, Johns Ro ger (1926), 

„The Ide as as Tho ughts of God“, Clas si cal Phi lo-

logy 21: 317–326.

In the text: (Mil ler 1926: 320).

In a com ment: Mil ler 1926: 320.

7. EDI TED BO OKS
In the bi bli o graphy: last and first na me of edi tor, 

ab bre vi a tion ‘ed.’ in pa rent he ses, year of pu bli ca tion 

in pa rent he ses, ti tle of col lec tion in ita lic, pla ce of 

pu bli ca tion, pu blis her and pa ge num ber if ne e ded. 

In the text: last na me in pa rent he ses, year of pu bli-

ca tion, co lon, pa ge num ber. In a com ment: last na me, 

year of pu bli ca tion, co lon, pa ge num ber. Col lec ti on-

sa re ci ted in shor te ned form only in com ments.

Exam ple:

In the bi bli o graphy: Har ris, John (ed.) (2001), Bi o-

et hics, Ox ford: Ox ford Uni ver sity Press

In the text: (Har ris 2001).

In a com ment: Har ris 2001.

8. AR TIC LES/CHAP TERS IN BO OK
In the bi bli o graphy: last na me, first na me, year 

of pu bli ca tion in pa rent he ses, text ti tle in qu o-

ta ti on marks, the word ‘in’ (in col lec tion), first 

and last na me of edi tor, the ab bre vi a tion ‘ed.’ in 

pa rent he ses, ti tle of col lec tion in ita lic, pla ce of 

pu bli ca tion, pu blis her, co lon, pa ge num ber (if 

ne e ded). In the text: Last na me of aut hor in pa-

rent he ses, year of pu bli ca tion, co lon, pa ge num-

ber. In a com ment: last na me of aut hor, year of 

pu bli ca tion, co lon, pa ge num ber. The ab bre vi a-

tion ‘p.’ is al lo wed only in the bi bli o graphy.

Exam ple:

In the bi bli o graphy: An scom be, Ger tru de Eli za-

beth Mar ga ret (1981), „You can ha ve Sex wit ho-

ut Chil dren: Chri sti a nity and the New Of fer“, in 

The Col lec ted Phi lo sop hi cal Pa pers of G.E.M. An-

scom be, Et hics, Re li gion and Po li tics, Ox ford: Ba sil 

Blac kwell, pp. 82–96.

In the text: (An scom be 1981: 82) 

In a com ment: An scom be 1981: 82.

9.  NEW SPA PER AND MA GA ZI NES 
AR TIC LE 

In the bi bli o graphy: last na me, first na me, year 

in pa rent he ses, ti tle of ar tic le in qu o ta ti on marks, 

na me of new spa per in ita lic, da te, pa ge.

Exam ple:

In the bi bli o graphy: Lo gar, Gor da na (2009), „Ze-

mlja bez faj ron ta“, Da nas, 2  August, p.  12.

In the text: (Lo gar 2009: 12).

In a com ment: Lo gar 2009: 12

10. WEB DO CU MENTS
When qu o ting an on li ne text, apart from the web 

ad dress of the si te with the text and the text’s ti tle, 

ci te the da te of vi e wing the pa ge, as well as furt her 

mar kings if ava i la ble (year, chap ter, etc.).

Exam ple:

In the bi bli o graphy: Ross, Kel ley R., „On to lo gi cal 

Un de ci da bi lity“, (in ter net) ava i la ble 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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Pri pisanju tekstova za Filozofiju i dru štvo  autori 

su u obavezi da se drže sledećih pravila, uglav-

nom vezanih za citiranje. Standardizacija je pro-

pisana Aktom o uređivanju naučnih časopisa Mi-

nistarstva za prosvetu i nauku Republike Srbije 

iz 2009. U Filozofiji i dru štvu bibliografske jedi-

nice citiraju se u skladu s uputstvom Harvard 

Style Manual. U ovom uputstvu naveden je način 

citiranja najčešćih bibliografskih jedinica; infor-

macije o načinu citiranja ređih mogu se naći na 

internetu.

1. VELIČINA TEKSTA
Do dva autorska tabaka (60.000 karaktera) s 

aps traktom, ključnim rečima i literaturom; na-

pomene se ne računaju.

2. APSTRAKT
Na srpskom (hrvatskom, bosanskom, crnogor-

skom...) i jednom stranom jeziku, između 100 i 

250 reči.

3. KLJUČNE REČI
Do deset.

4. PODACI O TEKSTU
Relevantni podaci o tekstu, broj projekta na ko-

jem je rađen i slično, navode se u fusnoti broj 1 

koja se stavlja na kraju prve rečenice teksta. 

5. AFILIJACIJA
Puna afilijacija autora, odeljenje i fakultet, insti-

tut i slično.

6. INOSTRANA IMENA
Sva inostrana imena (osim u bibliografskim jedi-

nicama) fonetski se transkribuju u skladu s pra-

vilima pravopisa, a prilikom prvog javljanja u za-

gradi se navodi njihov izvorni oblik. Imena 

geografskih i sličnih odrednica takođe se fonetski 

transkribuju bez posebnog navođenja originala 

u zagradama, osim ukoliko autor smatra da je 

neophodno.

7. CRTA I CRTICA
Kada se navode stranice, od jedne do neke dru-

ge, ili kada se to čini za godine, između brojeva 

stoji crta, ne crtica.

Primer: 

33–44, 1978–1988; ne: 33-44, 1978-1988.

8. KNJIGE
U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagradi go dina 

izdanja, naslov knjige, mesto izda nja, izdavač. U tek-

stu: u zagradi prezime autora, godina izdanja, dvo-

tačka, stranica. U napomeni: prezime autora, godina 
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izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. U napomenama, 

knji ga se citira isključivo na skraćeni na čin.

Primer:

U literaturi: Haug, Volfgang Fric (1981), Kritika 

robne estetike, Beograd: IIC SSO Srbije.

U tekstu: (Haug 1981: 33).

U napomeni: Haug 1981: 33.

9. ČLANCI
U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagradi go-

dina izdanja, naslov teksta pod navodnicima, na-

slov časopisa u italiku, godište časopisa, u zagra-

di broj sveske u godištu ukoliko paginacija nije 

jedinstvena za ceo tom, dvotačka i broj stranice. 

U tekstu: u zagradi prezime autora, godina izdanja, 

dvotačka, stranica. U napomeni: prezime autora, 

godina izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. Ne sta vlja ju se 

skraćenice „str.“, „vol.“, „tom“, „br.“ i slične. U na-

pomenama, članci se citiraju isklju čivo na skra-

ćeni način.

Primeri:

U literaturi: Miller, Johns Roger (1926), „The 

Ideas as Thoughts of God“, Classical Philology 

21: 317–326.

Hartman, Nikolaj (1980) „O metodi istorije filo-

zofije“, Gledišta 21 (6): 101–120.

U tekstu: (Hartman 1980: 108).

U napomeni: Hartman 1980: 108

10. ZBORNICI
U spisku literature: prezime i ime priređivača, u 

zagradi skraćenica „prir.“, u zagradi godina izda-

nja, naslov zbornika u italiku, mesto izdanja, iz-

davač i strana po potrebi. U tekstu: u zagradi pre-

zime autora, godina izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. 

U napomeni: prezime autora, godina izdanja, 

dvotačka, stranica. U napomenama, zbornici se 

citiraju isključivo na skraćeni način.

Primer: 

U literaturi: Espozito, Džon (prir.) (2002), Oks-

fordska istorija islama, Beograd: Clio.

U tekstu: (Espozito 2002).

U napomeni: Espozito 2002.

11. TEKSTOVI IZ ZBORNIKA
U spisku literature: prezime, ime autora, u zagra-

di godina, naslov teksta pod navodnicima, slovo 

„u“ (u zborniku), ime i prezime priređivača zbor-

nika, u zagradi „prir.“, naslov zbornika u italiku, 

mesto izdanja, izdavač, dvotačka i broj stranice 

(ako je potrebno). U tekstu: u zagradi prezime 

 autora, godina izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. U na-

pomeni: prezime  autora, godina izdanja, dvotač-

ka, stranica. Skraćenica „str.“ dopuštena je samo 

u spisku literature.

Primer:

U literaturi: Nizbet, Robert (1999), „Jedinične ideje 

sociologije“, u A. Mimica (prir.), Tekst i kontekst, 

Beograd: Zavod za udžbenike i nastavna sred-

stva, str. 31–48.

U tekstu: (Nizbet 1999: 33).

U napomeni: Nizbet 1999: 33.

12. ČLANAK IZ NOVINA
U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagradi godi-

na, naslov članka pod navodnicima, naslov novi-

na 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 in-

ternet-adrese sajta na kojem se tekst nalazi i na-

slova samog teksta, navesti i datum posete toj 

stranici, kao i dodatna određenja ukoliko su do-

stupna (godina, pogla vlje i sl.).

Primer: 

U literaturi: Ross, Kelley R., „Ontological Undecid-

ability“, (internet) dostupno na: http://www.frie-

sian.com/undecd-1.htm (pristupljeno 2. aprila 

2009).

U tekstu: (Ross, internet).

U napomeni: Ross, internet.
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