


Filozofija i društvo, godište XXVII, broj 3
Izdaje Institut za filozofiju i društvenu teoriju

Kraljice Natalije 45, Beograd, telefon: +381112646242
institut@instifdt.bg.ac.rs

www.instifdt.bg.ac.rs

IZDAVAČKI SAVET / INTERNATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD

Athena Athanasiou, Athens; Jovan Babić, Beograd; Petar Bojanić, Beograd 
(President); Miran Božovič, Ljubljana; Igor Cubarov, Moskva; Mario de Caro, 
Roma; Ana Dimiskovska, Skopje; Eric Fassin, Paris; Aleksandar Fatić, Beograd; 
Christoph Hubig, Darmstadt; Kornelia Ičin, Beograd; Dejan Jović, Zagreb; Jean 
François Kervegan, Paris; Cornelia Klinger, Wien; Nicholas Onuf, Miami; Luca 
Taddio, Udine; Ilija Vujačić, Beograd; Alenka Zupančič, Ljubljana; Kenneth R. 
Westphal, Istanbul

REDAKCIJA ČASOPISA / EDITORIAL BOARD

Jan Müller, Universität Basel; Maurizio Ferraris, Facoltà di Lettere e Filosofia dell 
Università degli Studi di Torino; Peter Klepec, Slovenska akademija znanosti in 
umetnosti Ljubljana; Snježana Prijić-Samaržija, Sveučilište u Rijeci; Željko 
Radinković, IFDT; Bojana Radovanović, IFDT; Michal Sladeček, IFDT; Aleksandar 
Dobrijević, Filozofski fakultet, Univerzitet u Beogradu

redakcijafid@instifdt.bg.ac.rs 

Urednik izdavačke delatnosti
Predrag Krstić 

Glavni i odgovorni urednik / Editor in Chief
Rastko Jovanov  

Zamenik urednika 
Marjan Ivković  

Sekretari redakcije
Srđan Prodanović, Biljana Albahari

Dizajn: Milica Milojević

Lektura: Edvard Đorđević

Grafička obrada: Nina Popov

Štampa: Colografx, Beograd

Tiraž: 300. Časopis izlazi četiri puta godišnje.

Cena 350 dinara; godišnja pretplata 1200 dinara.

Objavljivanje č asopisa finansijski pomaže Ministarstvo prosvete, nauke 
i tehnološkog razvoja Republike Srbije.

Radove objavljene u č asopisu nije dozvoljeno preštampavati, u celini 
ili u delovima, ukoliko nije naveden izvornik.

Pun tekst brojeva Filozofije i društva može se nać i na sledeć im adresama:

www.instifdt.bg.ac.rs/fid.html 
www.doiserbia.nb.rs 
www.ceeol.com
www.komunikacija.org.rs
http://obavezni.digital.nb.rs/izdavac/institut-za-filozofiju 



Univerzitet u Beogradu
Institut za filozofiju i društvenu teoriju

FILOZOFIJA I DRUŠTVO
broj 3, 2016.

godište XXVII

Beograd 2016.
YU ISSN 0353-5738      UDK 1+316+32
                                                         3





S
A

D
R

Ž
A

J 
C

O
N

T
E

N
T

S

POLITICS OF REMEMBRANCE: POSTSOCIALISM AND ITS REVISIONS |  Edited by Adriana Zaharijević

POLITIKE PAMĆENJA: POSTSOCIJALIZAM I NJEGOVE REVIZIJE

 487 Introductory note
Uvodna reč

 489 Kristen Ghodsee, Kateřina Lišková
Bumbling Idiots or Evil Masterminds? Challenging Cold War Stereotypes about 
Women, Sexuality and State Socialism
Nespretni idioti ili zli planeri? Propitivanje hladnoratovskih stereotipa o ženama, 
seksualnosti i državnom socijalizmu

 504 Tanja Petrović
Towards an Affective History of Yugoslavia
Ka afektivnoj istoriji Jugoslavije

 521 Chiara Bonfi glioli
The First UN World Conference on Women (1975) as a Cold War Encounter: 
Recovering Anti-Imperialist, Non-Aligned and Socialist Genealogies
Prva svetska UN konferencija o ženama (1975) kao hladnoratovski susret: 
vraćanje antiimperijalističkim, nesvrstanim i socijalističkim genealogijama

CONCEPTUALIZING CAPITALISM: SEMINAR WITH GEOFFREY HODGSON |  Edited by Marjan Ivković

KONCEPTUALIZOVANJE KAPITALIZMA: SEMINAR SA DŽOFRI HODŽSONOM

 545 Geoff rey Hodgson
Introductory Remarks
Uvodne napomene

 551 Seminar
(Geoff rey Hodgson, Jovan Babić, Alpar Losoncz, Marjan Ivković, Mihail Arandarenko, 
Michal Sladeček, Aleksandar Fatić, Ivan Mladenović, Petar Bojanić, Mihajlo Đukić, 
Aleksandar Matković, Mark Losoncz)

STUDIES AND ARTICLES
STUDIJE I ČLANCI

 591 Maurizio Ferraris
A Brief History of New Realism
Kratka istorija Novog realizma 

 610 Milutin Stojanović
Strukturalni realizam – potraga za nosiocem realnosti
Structural Realism – The Search for a Bearer of Reality

 625 Volker Böhnigk
Eine Beziehung zwischen Relativismus und Nationalsozialismus. Tatsache oder Fiktion?
Odnos između relativizma i nacionalsocijalizma. Činjenica ili fikcija?

 644 Đorđe Pavićević
Politički mesijanizam i demokratija: o mogućnosti političke samotransformacije 
demokratije
Political Messianism and Democracy: On Possibility of Political Self-transformation 
of Democracy



 664 Miloš Ćipranić
Inđić i Velaskez
Inđić and Velázquez

 679 Sara Petrovski
How Does the Use of “Culture” and “Tradition” Shape the Women’s Rights 
Discourse in Transitional Serbia?
Kako upotreba „kulture“ i „tradicije“ oblikuje diskurs o ženskim pravima 
u tranzicionoj Srbiji?

REVIEWS
PRIKAZI

 697 Marko B. Tmušić
(Social Capital, Social Identities – From Ownership to Belonging, Dieter Thoma, 
Christoph Henning, Hans Bernhard Schmid (eds.), de Gruyter, Berlin/Boston, 2014)

 699 Jelena Govedarica
(Sven Nyholm, Revisiting Kant’s Universal Law and Humanity Formulas, de Gruyter, 
Berlin/Boston, 2015)

 704 Szilárd Tóth
(Alex Gourevitch, From Slavery to the Cooperative Commonwealth – Labor and 
Republican Liberty in the Nineteenth Century, Cambridge University Press, 
New York, 2015)

 709 Miša Đurković
(Milan Subotić (ur.), Druga Rusija, XX vek, Beograd, 2015)

 713 Submission Instructions
Uputstvo za autore



POLITICS OF REMEMBRANCE: 
POSTSOCIALISM AND ITS REVISIONS

POLITIKE PAMĆENJA: 
POSTSOCIJALIZAM I NJEGOVE REVIZIJE

Edited by Adriana Zaharijević

I





487

Introductory note

The questions raised in this issue have grown on the exchanges that took 
place at the panel which opened the conference Thinking beyond Capitalism, 
organized by the Group for Social Engagement Studies in June 2015. En-
titled “Politics of History of Eastern Europe”, the panel brought together 
prominent scholars of anthropology, gender theory, media and citizenship 
studies, all with a keen interest in the so-called postsocialist/postcommunist 
Eastern world, a region whose name today’s political and imaginative to-
pographies are still seeking to firmly fix. Posing a number questions across 
disciplinary boundaries, the panel participants explored problems of 
memory (how we think back, in reverse, how we store and re-store thoughts 
we believe ours), uses of memory in thinking differently about the histories 
of the present and of what is yet to come, as well as uses of history in shaping 
the im/possibilities of this “beyond”. Placing this conversation in Eastern 
Europe – thereby deviating from the political tags which compartmentalize 
contemporary European space while also remaining close to dominant 
pre-Cold War designations – the exchanges provided an opportunity for 
recovering and redeeming “facts” (potentially erased or falsified), experi-
ences (reduced while still lived), reflections and notions (policed and re-
arranged by various means and to disparate purposes). Opening these 
spaces allowed us to ask: who can speak and think for and instead of us; 
who can proclaim that something is a revision of history, and how and when 
does one decide about such an act; and finally, how are we to articulate 
and re-appropriate imagination in order to imagine differently?

“Politics of remembrance: postsocialism and its revisions” acts as a con-
tinuation of the discussion initiated in Belgrade in June 2015. But it is 
also a way to return to the histories produced in and by the Institute for 
Philosophy and Social Theory. Namely, twenty years ago, the Institute 
began working on a project entitled “Individual and Collective Identity 
in Post-Communism”. The project which gathered some of our most no-
table social theorists – many of whom were (or still are) active in academia 
and/or politics – proposed to construct a theoretical-conceptual framework 
that would enable an understanding of “the nature of [post-communist] 
societies, their socio-economic stratification, possibilities and directions 
of their economic and technological development, the establishment of a 
new political system, post-communist ideologies, and the relation of these 
societies to the international environment” (cf. Philosophy and Society, 
IX-X, 1996, p. 17). In that sense, initiating a theoretical dialogue with our 
own histories may make us probe the constructions offered in our post-
socialist infancy. It may also make us think that other constructions could 
have been possible.
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Stemming from these two intellectual sources, this thematic issue brings 
together Kristen Ghodsee, Kateřina Lišková, Tanja Petrović and Chiara 
Bonfiglioli who in different yet interconnected ways discuss the politics of 
remembering. Their texts interrogate the uses and misuses of revisions of 
histories and of hidden constructions of “common knowledge” for the 
purpose of moulding what we know about socialism or, even more impor-
tantly, postsocialism. The texts ask not only what we know, but also how 
we know what we know; how that which we know procured its legitimacy; 
and how such legitimacy bars understanding of different kinds of agency. 
Thus also the title of the thematic issue, which interweaves politics with 
spheres of knowing, remembering and storytelling. Because what we (think 
we) know and remember is always entangled with what we do or believe 
is possible to be done. Or, to quote Ghodsee and Lišková from this volume: 
“the ways we think about the past are vital: not only so that we don’t make 
the same mistakes, but so we can think more creatively about the future. 
If in writing about a period that presented an alternate vision of modernity 
we resort to unsubstantiated clichés, we deprive ourselves of possibilities 
to challenge and change the world we live in today”.
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Kristen Ghodsee
Kateřina Lišková 

Bumbling Idiots or Evil Masterminds? 
Challenging Cold War Stereotypes about 
Women, Sexuality and State Socialism

Abstract   In academic writing, facts about the past generally require the citation 
of relevant sources unless the fact or idea is considered “common knowledge:” 
bits of information or dates upon which there is a wide scholarly consensus. This 
brief article reflects on the use of “common knowledge” claims in contemporary 
scholarship about women, families, and sexuality as experienced during 20th 
century, East European, state socialist regimes. We focus on several key stereo-
types about the communist state and the situation of women that are often 
asserted in the scholarly literature, and argue that many of these ideas uncannily 
resemble American anti-communist propaganda. When contemporary scholars 
make claims about communist intrusions into the private sphere to effect social 
engineering or the inefficacy of state socialist mass organizations or communist 
efforts to break up the family or indoctrinate the young, they often do so without 
citation to previous sources or empirical evidence supporting their claims, 
thereby suggesting that such claims are “common knowledge.” We believe that 
those wishing to assert such claims should link these assertions to concrete 
originating sources, lest it turn out the “common knowledge” derives, in fact, 
from western Cold War rhetoric.

Keywords: Cold War, common knowledge, state socialism, anti-communism, 
women, family, gender, sexuality, Eastern Europe, communism

There exists an interesting paradox in the way that contemporary Western 
scholars discuss the state socialist experiments in Eastern Europe during 
the 20th century. On the one hand, Americans laud themselves on winning 
the Cold War, having spent decades fighting proxy wars and spending bil-
lions of dollars to support communist containment policies across the globe 
(Leebaert 2002). The United States made Himalayan efforts to defeat Com-
munism, and many American politicians credit these efforts with the demise 
of the Eastern Bloc, nurturing a spirit of self-congratulatory triumphalism, 
most famously captured when Francis Fukuyama declared liberal democracy 
and free market capitalism the “end of history” (Fukuyama 2006).

On the other hand, many Americans also want to argue that communism, 
and the command economic system in particular, contained inherent flaws 
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that doomed it to inevitable failure.1 This line of argument posits that com-
munist societies were inherently weak and unsustainable in the long run; 
they would have collapsed under the weight of their own inefficiencies. 
But if this is true, then why did the Americans expend so many resources 
to defeat them? Either the communist threat was real, offering a viable 
alternative to the free-market capitalism and liberal democracies of the 
West, or it sprung from unnatural and flawed assumptions about human 
nature, and all the West had to do was wait for it to implode on its own.

A similar intellectual paradox often occurs in discussions of the situation of 
women and sexuality in state socialist regimes. As we will explore below, 
many scholars studying the situation of women and families during the state 
socialist era assert that the one-party state was omnipresent, invading 
every nook and crevice of the private sphere to socially engineer the new 
socialist man and woman. Through education and family policy, as well as 
through vast networks of agents and informants working for the state secu-
rity services, the ordinary lives of individuals in communist regimes were 
pervaded with politics. The socialist state apparently intruded into the most 
intimate affairs of its citizens with a ruthless disregard for privacy in its quest 
to destroy vestiges of the bourgeois family and ensure sexual equality.

At the same time, scholars fault socialist states for their inability to live up 
to their promises regarding women’s emancipation. Under state socialism, 
women still supposedly suffered continued discrimination and were victims 
of the notorious “double burden” of formal employment and household 
responsibilities. Although women were formally incorporated into the labor 
force, patriarchy continued to rule in the home (cf. Funk and Mueller 1993), 
a gender wage gap persisted (cf. Gal and Kligman 2000b), and few women 
occupied positions of political power within the highest echelons of the 
Communist Party (cf. Wolchik and Meyer 1986). If the power of the socialist 
state had penetrated so deeply into the contours of everyday life, however, 
wouldn’t the communists have been more successful at shaping the gender 
identities of its citizens? How could patriarchy survive this onslaught of 
state interference? The omnipotence and omnipresence of the socialist state 
is belied by its own admitted failures.

How do these contradictions continue to persist in the scholarly literature 
on state socialism to the present day? In this brief reflection, we suggest 
that the perpetuation of uncritical Cold War stereotypes at least partially 
explains these rhetorical tensions. We focus on several key stereotypes 
about the communist state and the situation of women that are often as-
serted in the scholarly literature, and argue that many of these ideas uncan-
nily resemble American anti-communist propaganda. When contemporary 

1  See for instance, William J. Murray 2016.
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scholars make claims about communist intrusions into the private sphere 
to effect social engineering or the inefficacy of state socialist mass organi-
zations or communist efforts to break up the family or indoctrinate the 
young, they often do so without citation to previous sources or empirical 
evidence supporting their claims, thereby suggesting that such claims are 
“common knowledge.” We believe that those wishing to assert such claims 
should link these assertions to concrete originating sources lest it turn out 
the “common knowledge” derives, in fact, from western Cold War rhetoric.

In what follows, we will first discuss the politics of contemporary citation 
practice and the circumstances under which scholars should or should not 
cite sources for factual claims put forth in their published work. Then we 
will provide some representative quotes from contemporary scholarship on 
women’s issues under state socialism, all of which are assertions made with 
no citation to original research or other scholarly literature. For each of the 
stereotypes presented in this literature, we will attempt to suggest a source 
in American propaganda. Our key claim is that much of what we consider 
“common knowledge” about state socialist regimes today, especially with 
regard to the politics of women, sexuality and the family, can be traced back 
to anti-communist rhetoric from as early as the late-1940s. But Western Cold 
War propaganda did not end with the Cold War; it continues to inform our 
shared knowledge as unquestioned assumptions, which influences the way 
contemporary scholars continue to write about the socialist past.

Two caveats must precede our discussion of these issues. First, in an article 
of this short length we cannot trace the path by which U.S. anti-Soviet 
propaganda in the 1950s and 1960s became common knowledge about 
the state socialist experience in the second decade of the 21st century. 
Surely, scholars conducted empirical scholarship in the intervening period, 
and this scholarship either confirmed, denied, or complicated these stereotypes, 
depending on the era and the political agendas of the researchers conducting 
it. Some scholarship has been delegitimized (especially scholarship produced 
during the Cold War in the Eastern Bloc), while other studies (particularly 
those conducted by Western researchers) continue to exert an influence on 
contemporary debates. A genealogical study of present-day stereotypes 
about socialism requires a book length study, and we hope that this short 
reflection will be a catalyst for future research.

Second, in providing specific examples of uncited assertions in contemporary 
scholarship, we have no intention of mounting ad hominem attacks on our 
colleagues and friends. We understand perfectly well the political economy 
of scholarly production in the neoliberal university where aspiring academics 
must publish or perish. Given the limited time and resources available for 
our research, we all (the present authors included) make assertions in our 
published writing, particularly when we assume a scholarly consensus around 
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a particular truth claim. But occasionally we need to stand back and examine 
these truth claims and the seeming scholarly consensus around them. Our 
intention is therefore not to call out or criticize any particular authors, but 
rather to demonstrate the ubiquity of these types of claims, and to ask why 
editors and peer reviewers do not ask for substantiation when it comes to 
making stereotypically negative assertions about the communist era. By 
exposing the pervasiveness of this practice, we hope to re-open a debate 
about knowledge production in the post-Cold-War era.

What counts as “common knowledge” in general?

Almost all scholars who conduct historical or social scientific research on 
the state socialist regimes in Eastern Europe receive some form of aca-
demic training in the university where professors teach the rules regarding 
citation practice as early as undergraduate school. Making assertions about 
“common knowledge” is a common practice in academic writing, but 
specific rules govern its use. Since we are focusing on English language 
scholarship published in scholarly books or journals purporting to uphold 
academic standards of impartiality and peer-review, we focus on the 
Anglo-American tradition of how to determine what sorts of knowledge 
require no citation. For example, consider these instructions from Princeton 
University:

[I]f you use a piece of information discovered by another scholar in the 
course of his or her own research, you must cite your source. But if the 
fact or information is generally well known and accepted—for example, 
that Woodrow Wilson served as president of both Princeton University 
and the United States, or that Avogadro’s number is 6.02 x 1023—you 
do not need to cite a source. Note that facts are different from ideas: facts 
may not need to be cited, whereas ideas must always be cited. Deciding 
which facts or pieces of information require citation and which are com-
mon knowledge, and thus do not require citation, isn’t always easy. For 
example, finding the same fact or piece of information in multiple sources 
doesn’t necessarily mean that it counts as common knowledge...when in 
doubt, cite. (Princeton, “When to”)

This passage makes clear that the key exception for not citing a source 
for a piece of information is when it is considered “common knowledge,” 
such as a basic fact about who is president or a mathematical concept. In 
a separate essay on “Not-So-Common Knowledge,” Princeton University 
clearly states that, “the belief that an idea or fact may be ‘common knowledge’ 
is no reason not to cite your source” (Princeton, “Not so”). Also worth 
noting is the idea that a fact does not become “common knowledge” just 
because it appears in multiple sources. So when does a bit of information 
become so incontrovertible that asserting it as a statement of fact requires 
no citation to a source? The Massachusetts Institute of Technology publishes 
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a handbook on academic integrity where it discusses the issue of “What 
is Common Knowledge?”

Broadly speaking, common knowledge refers to information that the average, 
educated reader would accept as reliable without having to look it up. 
This includes:
Information that most people know, such as that water freezes at 32 
degrees Fahrenheit or that Barack Obama was the first American of mixed 
race to be elected president.
Information shared by a cultural or national group, such as the names of 
famous heroes or events in the nation’s history that are remembered and 
celebrated.
Knowledge shared by members of a certain field, such as the fact that the 
necessary condition for diffraction of radiation of wavelength from a 
crystalline solid is given by Bragg’s law.
However, what may be common knowledge in one culture, nation, aca-
demic discipline or peer group may not be common knowledge in another. 
(MIT) 

With these definitions in mind, we now turn to the use of “common knowledge” 
when it comes to discussions of women’s rights and families under the state 
socialist regimes of the 20th century.

What counts as “common knowledge” 
about 20th century communism in Eastern Europe

The scholars we will cite in the following paragraphs are well-known figures 
in the field who have produced fascinating and often foundational research. 
Yet, when it comes to making generalized claims, they sometimes slip in 
“common knowledge” assertions, and occasionally these assertions contradict 
their very own research. It is as if the “common knowledge” about com-
munism somehow trumps the empirical research using demonstrable 
sources. We believe that this “common knowledge” unconsciously shapes 
the scholarly debates because scholars are wary to challenge certain ideas 
about communism that “everyone” supposedly shares.

One of the most striking things about reading post-Cold War scholarship on 
women’s issues in Eastern Europe is how often socialist “totalitarian” states 
are judged by a different yardstick than contemporary “free and democratic” 
states, even when they engage in the same actions. Implicitly (and too often 
explicitly, as the quotes below will demonstrate) scholars assert as common 
knowledge that everything that happened during state socialism (i.e. what 
“the communists” did) was wrong, or motivated by the wrong reasons, or at 
least suspicious of some wrongdoing. “The Communists” (used almost always 
in the plural) or “the Communist state” or “the socialist state” is portrayed as 
an “evil mastermind” capable of manipulating the population for its own ends.
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Moreover, scholars ignore differences among various communist states to 
make broad, unsubstantiated generalizations, homogenizing all of the 
experiences of different state socialist regimes. And even when the state’s 
supposed “manipulations” resulted in positive outcomes for women, for 
example, the impure motives of the communist state undermined its 
recognized achievements. Consider the following claims about the intru-
siveness of all socialist/communist states:

1.  [T]he socialist state considered emancipation less an end in its own 
right than a means to achieve other goals, such as the mobilization 
of female labor force (Brunnbauer 2009: 79).

2.  Communist states manipulated both men’s and women’s participation 
in wage work. But in the case of women, states also intruded signifi-
cantly on reproductive lives, in a directly embodied manner (Gal 
2000: 8).

3.  In most of the communist states of East Central Europe, women were 
at first primarily defined as workers, a dramatic revision of pre-war 
imaginings. This was part of the broader commitment to the ho-
mogenization and equalization of the populace that intended to 
eliminate all social distinctions, including gender, in order to construct 
the ‘new socialist man’ (Gal 2000: 47).

4.  Scholars agree, nevertheless, on some of the broad features of socialist 
gender orders. There was an attempt to erase gender difference 
(along with ethnic and class difference), to create socially atomized 
individuals directly dependent on a paternalist state (Gal and Kligman 
2000a: 5).

5.  While there were alternative gender constructions being produced, 
most importantly in the family, the village and the workplace, private 
lives were often narrowly circumscribed, and privacy was a rare 
luxury in crowded and collectivized living (Johnson and Robinson 
2006: 2).

6.  To encourage women’s entry into the labor force, the government 
promoted the establishment of child-care facilities and the so-
cialization of household chores. A welcome side effect of these 
policies – from the point of view of the state – was that control over 
the household and children would be assumed by the state (Brun-
nbauer 2009: 83).

These six quotes, taken from four different books published in 2000, 2006, 
and 2009, appear without citations to document the source of the claims, 
yet none of them meet the unambiguous definition of common knowledge. 
They constitute ideas rather than incontrovertible facts, and they are ideas 
with a very specific Cold War lineage. Furthermore, all of these quotes 
recognize some positive effects of state socialist policies to support women’s 
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equality, but always in the same breath as they condemn the communist 
system more generally, as if these scholars feel that recognizing the positive 
always requires a restatement of the “common knowledge” about the 
negative aspects of all communist regimes. Quote number four even asserts 
that “Scholars agree,” but then provides no footnote or endnote for this 
claim, listing the scholars who make it. Who are these “agreeing scholars” 
and when, and within which contexts, did they produce their research? 
More importantly, how did the scholarly consensus emerge, at least within 
English language publishing, that generalized claims like these require no 
citation? These are important questions that might help us to understand 
the continued influence of Western Cold War anti-communist propaganda 
in contemporary academic writing.

One interesting experiment would be to try to find some earliest instances 
of the core ideas embedded in these quotes, e.g. that the “communist state” 
infiltrated the fabric of everyday life to “create socially atomized individuals,” 
“to erase gender differences,” or to intrude “significantly on reproductive 
lives.” In our quest for a genealogy of the “common knowledge” about com-
munist families, we discovered the following quotes, which might serve as 
sources for truth claims about the invasive nature of the communist state:

1.  A communist government controls much more than the political, 
agricultural, and industrial activities of a country. It controls people’s 
lives in many other ways… Communists limit the freedom, mold the 
thinking, and run the daily lives of the people they rule (What you 
should know 1962: 13).

2.  The home, as communists see it, is a place where parents and senior 
members of the family play an important part in the training of the 
child in communist morality. Child care and training are only an 
extension of the activities of the Communist party, and the home 
is not considered to be the foundation of the society itself as it is 
generally considered in most non-communist areas. Women play a 
vital role in the working force, and much of the child’s upbringing 
is delegated to the nursery school and other state institutions (Joint 
Committee 1962: 12).

3.  The aim and object of Communism is always the same – complete 
control over the human mind and body, asleep and awake, in sickness 
and in health, from birth to death (Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities 1949: 35).

4.  This is to tell you what the master minds of Communism have planned 
for your child in the name of ‘Education.’ They mean to take him 
from the nursery, put him in a uniform with a hammer and sickle 
flag in one hand and a gun in the other, and send him out to conquer 
the world (Committee on Un-American Activities 1949: 53).
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The spirit of these latter quotes proves more hostile and direct than those 
of the hedged claims of the former collection of quotes, but the kernel of 
the idea of the pervasive intrusion of the communist state into the realm 
of private life underpins all of them. But it is the source of these latter 
quotes that intrigues: the United States government. The first quote comes 
from a 1962 textbook to teach American schoolchildren about communism, 
and the second derives from a special guide prepared for those teaching 
about communism in American junior highs and high schools. The third 
and fourth quotes come from a series of histrionic, anti-communist pamphlets 
prepared in 1949 by the United States House of Representatives Communist 
on Un-American Activities (HUAC), which laid the foundation for the 
McCarthy-era witch hunts. In all cases, no sources exist for this information 
about the goals and practices of communist states, but rather these statements 
originate directly from U.S. anti-communist propaganda. Thus, it could be 
argued that one source for the “common knowledge” asserted by contempo-
rary scholars studying the histories of women and sexuality in state socialist 
countries is the U.S. government.

Other examples of these sorts of unsubstantiated claims can be seen with 
regard to the supposed slavish devotion of state socialist mass women’s 
organizations to the Communist Party and the socialist state. Despite the 
acknowledgement of many women-friendly policies that far exceeded those 
policies available to support women in the western democracies, many 
Western scholars portray East European attention to the woman question 
as “emancipation from above” and therefore somehow less legitimate than 
the emancipation from below supposedly found in the West. For example:

1.  Female sociologists and party activists also urged the state to do 
more to reduce women’s household duties. But their influence was 
marginal; the Bulgarian Communists subscribed to the view that the 
woman’s question was part of the class question and, therefore, 
solved with the advent of socialism…. This granted a highly circum-
scribed form of autonomy to ‘organized women’, rather than consti-
tuting an independent ‘women’s movement’. The issues taken up by 
organized women under communism included labour force partici-
pation and work-life balance, equality in family and partnership 
relations, women’s living standards and education, and, most of all, 
childcare (Brunnbauer 2009: 171).

2.  The official women’s organisations – the only such organisations per-
mitted under state socialist rule – were… subordinated to, and in effect 
mere executive instruments of, government policy (Einhorn 2010: 55).

3.  While the East German state related to its female citizens and their 
bodies in terms of the heterosexist norms of motherhood and mar-
riage, it also enforced an ideology of gender equality. This was not 
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equality based on demands triggered by massive social movements, 
but planned equality determined by state bureaucrats, and practices 
introduced and maintained through state-funded social institutions. 
In addition to guaranteed day care and formal laws that guaranteed 
equal pay for equal work and equality within the family, there was 
also the right to abortion without restriction and the right to divorce 
(Partridge 2012: 46).

Once again, all three statements appear in published books from 2009, 2010, 
and 2012 with no citation, thereby imbuing these claims with the status of 
“common knowledge.” (It is also interesting to note that the final sentences 
of the first and third quotes contradict the stereotype of evil communists 
proposed in the preceding sentences.) But what is the source of these claims, 
and can they also be tracked back to American anti-communist propaganda 
from the early Cold War? In the specific case of state socialist women’s or-
ganizations, the Dutch historian Francisca de Haan has argued that the 
contemporary historiography of international women’s movements has been 
heavily influenced by Cold War stereotypes, particularly with regard to the 
leftist Women’s International Democratic Federation and its American af-
filiate, The Congress of American Women (CAW) (Haan 2010: 548). During 
the McCarthy era, many American politicians considered women’s organi-
zations as “communist front organizations.” In the political imagination of 
the American anti-communists (many who were conservative white men) 
women’s organizations sponsored by or linked to socialist states merely used 
women’s issues as a ruse to promote communist ideas. For example, a 1949 
HUAC report discussing the WIDF and the CAW opined that:

The purpose of these organizations is not to deal primarily with women’s 
problems, as such, but rather to serve as a specialized arm of Soviet po-
litical warfare in the current ‘peace’ campaign to disarm and demobilize 
the United States and democratic nations generally, in order to render 
them helpless in the face of the Communist drive for world conquest…
[Their] real aims are discreetly hidden behind a smoke screen of such 
attractive idealistic bait as equal rights for women ‘in all aspects of politi-
cal, economic, legal, cultural, and social life,’ the extension of educational 
and health benefits, [and] child care…. (Committee on Un-American 
Activities 1949: 1–3).

Anti-communists promoting the idea that state-based or state-sponsored 
women’s organizations worked (always and exclusively) for their sponsors 
may underpin the persistent stereotypes that state-based organizations lack 
legitimacy in their efforts to represent citizen opinion, despite growing 
bodies of evidence to the contrary (cf. Zheng 2005: 519; Zheng 2010; 
Ghodsee 2014). Arguments about the unquestioning devotion of the CAW 
and the WIDF to Moscow resulted in the disbanding of the former (Weigand 
2002) and the successful removal of the United Nations consultative status 
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of the latter (Haan 2012). Moreover, U.S.-based international women’s 
organizations that were sponsored by or cooperated with the U.S. govern-
ment or the CIA were held to a different standard than state socialist 
women’s organizations because the former were ostensibly independent, 
non-governmental organizations (Laville 2002: 113). There exists much 
rhetorical slight of hand when it comes to the stereotypes about state so-
cialist women’s organizations, and once again what passes as uncited 
“common knowledge” in the contemporary scholarship may be traced back 
to anti-communist propaganda from the early Cold War.

Another stereotype pervading contemporary scholarship on state socialist 
countries in Eastern Europe claims that communists were asexual prudes 
that suppressed the natural flourishing and variation of human sexuality. 
Once again, we find a plethora of statements asserted with no citation to 
relevant studies. For example:

1.  Puritanism was a striking feature of orthodox Marxism. Marxism was 
similar to traditional Christian position on sexual matters, while dia-
metrically opposed to all other teachings (Stloukal et al. 1999: 28).

2.  [S]tate-socialist morals celebrated a specifically asexual state-socialist 
reproduction i.e., the party-statebuilding capacities of labour-force 
reproduction and not pleasure… As state-socialist morals celebrated a 
specifically asexual socialist reproduction, sexuality was delegated to 
social invisibility and surrounded by hypocrisy (Takács 2015: 165, 174).

3.  Puritanism that placed a taboo on discussion or even recognition of 
sexuality was a striking trademark of state socialism, although there 
are differences between the East Central states (Funk and Mueller 
1993: 11).

Finally, a passage in the The Routledge History of Women in Europe Since 
1700 also argues that, “interwar communist discussions of sexual liberation 
and search for pleasure by women were replaced by a communist Puritanism 
that focused on reproductive sexuality” (Ana Clark in Simonton 2006: 82). 
It cites Susan Gal as the source of the information, but a quick glance at 
Gal’s 2000 text shows that she cited no source for her own claim (Gal 2000: 
54). Thus, statements about the supposed Puritanism of the communists 
in sexual matters are asserted as “common knowledge,” and once again in 
contradiction to burgeoning bodies of scholarship demonstrating that state 
socialist citizens had robust and fulfilling sexual lives (cf. Herzog 2005: 
184–219; McLellan 2011; Pence and Betts 2008; Spector and Herzog 2012; 
Renkin and Kościańska 2016; Lišková 2016) .

While it is certainly true that during the Stalinist era in the Soviet Union, 
the state reversed many of the progressive policies of early revolutionary 
years, generalizations about sexuality cannot be made about all socialist 
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countries in all historical eras. So where might we find a source for these 
stereotypes? Consider, for instance, this quote from a 1956 article in the 
New York Times on “S-x in the Soviet Union.” The author is discussing the 
discomfort that two Russian visitors expressed after being taken to an 
American strip club.

[F]or those who know anything about Russian men and their attitude 
toward Sex with a capital S – in other words the public exploitation of 
feminine attractiveness – this is not surprising at all. In their own culture 
Russians encounter this only very rarely. In its presence they are quite 
uncomfortable and don’t know how to react…I am not implying, of 
course, that Russians are by any means sexless beings. They have a full 
complement of normal human impulses and express them. The Russian 
birth rate is not so high as it used to be but it is still high enough. I am 
talking here only about manifestations of sex in public. And in this respect 
Russians can be called prudes (Whitney 1956: SM6)

“Common knowledge” about Soviet prudes was still alive and well when 
state socialism was nearing its end. In 1989, Associated Press published a 
piece about the need for glasnost to reach Soviet bedrooms. AP referred to 
Soviets as a “nation known for its squeamishness about sex” and continued:

Although the social chill on discussing sex is thawing a bit, sex is still a 
taboo topic in a country known for its puritanism, where even the Russian 
language lacks a polite word for love-making (Associated Press 1989).

This 1989 AP article echoes the same language as the 1956 New York Times 
piece quoted above. There, the author also asserted that the Russians were 
linguistically poor when it comes to sexuality:

There is a Russian word which means “sexual” in an anatomical sense 
but none meaning what the Anglo-American word “sexy” means. And the 
Russians, strangely enough, have not even done in this case what they 
usually do when they lack a native word – borrowed one from abroad. They 
are left without any way to express the concept (Whitney 1956: SM6).

The idea that not having a word for something means that that thing does 
not exist, period, is suspect. According to this logic, English-speaking people 
do not “have” the day after tomorrow (but Czechs do, it is pozítří), while 
Czechs do not “have” toes (Czech expression is prsty na noze, literally fingers 
on foot). In Bulgarian, there is a specific word to denote the relationship 
between two men who are married to sisters (badzhanatsi), where there 
exists no similar term in English. But it would be absurd to assert on this 
basis that there exists no relationship between men who married sisters.

Faulty logic notwithstanding, the stereotypes about Soviet prudishness and 
unsexiness long outlived Cold War. The journalistic assertions of Cold War-era 
journalists at the New York Times become the basis of future claims of future 
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journalists writing for the post-Cold War New York Times. For example in a 
2010, the New York Times reasserted the idea of Soviet sexual prudishness, 
unsexy communist women, and the entire society, in public as well as in 
private, as devoid of sex:

Two decades after government-imposed prudishness ended with the So-
viet collapse, Russians still shy away from embracing European-style 
sexual mores...Sure, sexual innuendo is commonplace: on television and 
in glossy magazines and in the provocative attire of women on the streets. 
Advertisements with busty models have long replaced posters of square-
jawed women scything wheat... The Soviet government tried to drive 
all talk of sex under the covers, leaving public life effectively neutered. 
A lack of private space, especially in the communal apartments of major 
cities, limited access to sexual encounters even more (Schwirtz 2010).

Although journalists are not always required to cite their sources, and can-
not be held to the same standards as scholars, this quote demonstrates the 
continuity of the idea of sexless Soviets from the post-Stalinist times through 
the perestroika era and until the present day. Scholars writing about sexu-
ality during state socialism should be more attentive to the lived realities of 
communism and how it changed over time and space as it was re-negotiated 
by each society’s key social actors (experts such as doctors or psychologists, 
representatives of the government, journalists, etc.). The trope of com-
munist “puritanism” gets repeated in the scholarship without citation because 
it has attained the status of “common knowledge” in part due to articles 
such as those published in the New York Times. But this common knowledge 
is the specific product of American journalism, and should be acknowledged 
as such.

Conclusion

Painting communists as evil masterminds who shrunk people’s private lives, 
crippled their sexuality and bossed women and their organizations around 
is at odds with representing the same communists as bumbling idiots who 
spoiled everything they touched and could not get anything right. This 
image is not only inconsistent; it is too simplistic. Interestingly, it is not only 
more recent research that brings out a more complex picture. Frequently, 
the very work of the scholars we cited shows nuanced realities that defy 
sweeping gestures of the “communists as masterminds and idiots” trope. 
Could it be that scholarly authors feel compelled to acknowledge the “common 
knowledge” about communist states in order to make their work appear 
ideologically neutral? Or is it that the “truths” they absorbed as young 
people raised in Western cultures of pervasive anti-communism creep into 
their scholarship decades later? Would similarly overreaching or indis-
criminate statements about our contemporary times be accepted in a peer-
review process?
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Histories of women and sexuality in state socialist countries require careful 
nuance and open minded scholarship unburdened by the stereotypes of 
the past. What we must avoid are preconceived notions attributing this or 
that state action to “ideology” or “manipulation.” All states actions are 
contextual, which means they might stem from socialist ideals, capitalist 
ideals, Islamist ideals, or any others. The actions of all states can be called 
“ideological” or “manipulative.” But contemporary scholars do not usually 
use these terms when speaking about Western states. Moreover, some labels 
carry negative connotations; the label “state socialist ideology” is far from 
neutral. Choosing words like “intrusion”, or phrases like “state control over 
people’s lives” implies that socialist states were guilty of something that 
other states are supposedly free of. But is it possible for states to operate 
free from ideology? Don’t states always impose control over people’s lives 
(through taxation, laws, social policies, military service, etc.)? It is not 
only communist states that deploy ideological justifications for their actions.

Thus, we believe that preconceived notions about communism and life 
within it continue to cloud our collective scholarly judgments. Yet the ways 
we think about the past are vital: not only so that we don’t make the same 
mistakes, but so we can think more creatively about the future. If in writing 
about a period that presented an alternate vision of modernity we resort 
to unsubstantiated clichés, we deprive ourselves of possibilities to challenge 
and change the world we live in today.
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Kristen Ghodsee
Kateřina Lišková

Nespretni idioti ili zli planeri? Propitivanje hladnoratovskih 
stereotipa o ženama, seksualnosti i državnom socijalizmu 
Sažetak
U aka dem skim tek sto vi ma na vo đe nje či nje ni ca o pro šlo sti u na če lu pod ra zu me va 
i na vo đe nje re le vant nih iz vo ra, osim ka da se či nje ni ca ili ide ja mo že tre ti ra ti kao 
„op šte me sto“: ta da go vo ri mo o po da ci ma ili da tu mi ma o ko ji ma me đu na uč ni ci-
ma po sto ji ši ro ki kon sen zus. Ovaj krat ki čla nak raz ma tra upo tre bu „op štih me sta“ 
u sa vre me nim ra do vi ma o že na ma, po ro di ci i sek su al no sti i na či nu na ko ji su oni 
is ku ša va ni u is toč no e vrop skim re ži mi ma dr žav nog so ci ja li zma to kom 20. ve ka. 
Usred sre đu je mo se na ne ko li ko ključ nih ste re o ti pa o ko mu ni stič koj dr ža vi i že na ma 
ko ji se mo gu na ći u na uč noj li te ra tu ri, i tvr di mo da te ide je neo bič no pod se ća ju 
na ame rič ku an ti ko mu ni stič ku pro pa gan du. Ka da sa vre me ni na uč ni ci i na uč ni ce 
iz no se tvrd nje o to me da su se ko mu ni sti me ša li u pri vat nu sfe ru da bi spro vo di li 
dru štve ni in ži nje ring, ili o ne de lo tvor no sti ma sov nih or ga ni za ci ja u dr žav nom so-
ci ja li zmu, ili o ko mu ni stič kim na sto ja nji ma da raz o re po ro di cu ili in dok tri ni ra ju 
mla de, oni to če sto či ne ne na vo de ći ra ni je iz vo re ili em pi rij ska sve do čan stva ko-
ji ma bi se pot kre pi le nji ho ve tvrd nje, či me se su ge ri še da ta kvi is ka zi spa da ju u 
do men „op štih me sta“. Ve ru je mo da svi ko ji iz no se ta kve tvrd nje tre ba da ih do-
ve du u ve zu s kon kret nim iz vo ri ma, ka ko se ne bi po ka za lo da je iz vor tih „op šta 
me sta“ za pra vo za pad njač ka hlad no ra tov ska re to ri ka. 

Ključ ne re či: Hlad ni rat, op šta me sta, dr žav ni so ci ja li zam, an ti ko mu ni zam, že ne, 
po ro di ca, rod, sek su al nost, Is toč na Evro pa, ko mu ni zam
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Towards an Affective History of Yugoslavia

Abstract   The article discusses the necessity for the diversification of (hi)stories 
of Yugoslavia, arguing for the importance of incorporating the affects and experi-
ences of Yugoslavia’s citizens into the historical narratives. Acknowledging the 
difficulties emerging form the fact that what is articulated as historical narrative 
is still part of the experience for millions of citizens of post-Yugoslav societies, the 
article reflects upon the potential for and obstacles to an affective history of 
socialist Yugoslavia through the lens borrowed from German sociologist Georg 
Simmel. It particularly refers to – and makes use of – two sets of Simmel’s ideas. 
The first concerns the nature of material and the way we are making a story out 
of it – more precisely, the relationship between history and experience, life and 
representation. The second is about the perspective from which we look at, ap-
proach, and synthesize this material. Simmel’s reflections on history and form 
offer a very useful tool to look at the Yugoslav case and also help de-essentialize 
and normalize Yugoslav history, making the anxieties that characterize it part of 
a much broader discussion about history, its nature, and its internal contradictions.

Keywords: Yugoslavia, socialism, history, affect, experience, Georg Simmel

Introduction: (Im)possible histories of Yugoslavia

The film Houston, We Have A Problem!, directed by Žiga Virc, was released 
in the spring of 2016.1 Shown as a part of the official program of the 
Tribeca Film Festival, it immediately attracted significant attention in post-
Yugoslav societies.2 The film, a docu-fiction, tells the story about a secret 
space program launched in socialist Yugoslavia that drew on revolutionary 
ideas about space travel developed by the Slovenian scientist, Herman 
Potočnik Noordung (1892-1929). In the heyday of the Cold War, Yugoslavs 
sold the program to the United States, which was desperate to catch up 
with Russians in the space race. However, once in American hands, it was 
discovered soon that the program didn’t work. This enraged John F. Ken-
nedy and his administration, and posed serious problems for Josip Broz 
Tito and indeed for Yugoslav foreign policy in general. The film includes 

1  Earlier drafts of this article were presented at the workshop “New Historical Writing 
with Simmel on Form, Image, and Coloration” organized by Nancy Rose Hunt at the 
Institut d’Etudes Avancées de Paris, May 28-29, 2015, and at the colloquium of the 
Centre for Contemporary History in Potsdam on October 29, 2015. I am grateful for 
all the comments I received during these presentations. I also thank Adriana Zaharijević, 
Ljubica Spaskovska, and Jelena Vasiljević for their many valuable insights and engaged 
readings of the text. 
2  See Kosmos 2016, Njegić 2016, Stojiljković 2016. 
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abundant archival footage, highly recognizable images from the history of 
Yugoslavia and the world from the second half of the twentieth century, 
and combines it with a fictional plot in which events, narrated from the 
perspective of the present day, are linked in the manner of a conspiracy 
theory. Namely, an elderly NASA scientist of Yugoslav origin, Ivan Pavić, 
returns to Croatia from the United States to meet his daughter for the first 
time. Ostensibly, he had been forced to leave his pregnant wife in 1957 at 
the time the Yugoslav space program was sold to the Americans. Together 
with twenty-five scientists, he had been compelled to move to the United 
States to try and fix the expensive but non-functioning space program. Had 
he refused, he would have ended up on Goli Otok, a Yugoslav camp for 
political prisoners. A car accident was staged on his native island of Pag so 
that his family would believe he had perished.

According to several media statements by the film’s director Žiga Virc, the 
film aimed to expose the mechanisms of manipulation of the truth engaged 
in by politicians and the media. This goal was accomplished by combining 
typical truth-telling visual techniques – such as archival material, testimo-
nies, visits to the abandoned facilities of the space program at the Yugoslav 
airbase in Željava, Croatia – with the fictional plot about the Yugoslav space 
program. However, Houston, We Have A Problem! does much more than 
that: it offers a glimpse into history that looks quite familiar, although the 
film’s viewers know full well that it never happened. And yet the fact that 
this history is not (completely) true does not make it any less real. The 
viewers may spend the 118 minutes of the film’s duration trying to separate 
the truth from fiction in the story, or they may choose another way to watch 
the film. (I know that I, and many others, did exactly that.) Taking the 
fakeness of the film’s premise as an unquestionable fact, the viewer may 
allow to be seduced by a possible history of Yugoslavia. Its underlying fake-
ness frees viewers from the obligation of justifying their attachment to that 
history and allows them to enjoy consuming it without engaging in a dia-
logue with the dominant interpretations of Yugoslavia’s history; they are 
also liberated from the self-censorship such engagement usually implies. 
Again, the fact that the story is not true does not make it less real, and does 
not make it less history than some other stories about the Yugoslav past. 
Iva Kosmos writes this in her essay on Houston, We Have A Problem!

despite the decision to reject the quest for the truth, Houston, We Have 
A Problem! is not as far away from history as it may seem. British histo-
rian Alun Munslow (2006) points to the difference between the past and 
history – the past is everything that happened before the current moment, 
while history is a story, a narrative about that past. The mistake of the 
traditional historiographical discourse is that it equates the past and history. 
The past is not accessible; all we have are stories about it. And what does 
Virc do? He takes archival material, interprets it, and creates a story about 



506

TANJA PETROVIĆ TOWARDS AN AFFECTIVE HISTORY OF YUGOSLAVIA

the past. Although he says loud that it is not (about) the truth, what he 
does is not so radically different from what historians do (Kosmos 2016).

Seen this way, Virc’s film, and the reactions of its viewers in the societies 
that used to be parts of socialist Yugoslavia, point to an important symptom 
of the post-Yugoslav social worlds. They reveal a desire, a longing for the 
possibility to tell, listen to, enjoy and engage with diverse, real and unreal, 
possible and impossible histories from the second part of the twentieth 
century, the period which brought dramatic social and economic changes, 
and which still represents a part of experienced memory for millions of 
citizens, but is usually subject to normative interpretations that view socialism 
as a totalitarian system that invaded all spheres of public and private life, 
and denied any possibility for citizens’ agency (Ghodsee and Lišková, this 
issue).3 In this article, I take seriously this desire for the diversification of 
(hi)stories of Yugoslavia, arguing for the importance of incorporating the 
affects and experiences of Yugoslavia’s citizens into the historical narratives.

Memory, History, and Affect

In April 2012, I attended a guided tour in the Maribor Art Gallery of an 
exhibition entitled Unfinished Modernizations between Utopia and Pragmatism: 
Architecture and Urban Planning in the Former Yugoslavia and its Successor 
States. The tour was led by one of the curators who selected the work for 
the show, a young architect from Zagreb. The tour group was comprised 
mostly of young people, including some from Great Britain, so our guide 
spoke English. He took us through several rooms of the Maribor Art Gallery, 
in which were exhibited photographs and models of recognizable buildings, 
construction designs for socialist cities and neighborhoods, Yugoslav mod-
ernist abstract monuments to the anti-fascist struggle, and the plans for the 
big projects of Yugoslav companies in other non-aligned countries. Our elo-
quent guide provided us with a great deal of relevant information about the 
architectural heritage of the Yugoslav period, sprinkling his talk with irony 
and jokes about Yugoslavia, its long-serving President Tito, and life in socialist 
times. It was clear from his attitude and way of speaking that he felt as essential 
to make a distance between himself and his subject, and irony and humor 
proved to be effective tool for such distancing. The necessity of emotional 
distance and “the objective assessment” of Yugoslav modernization was 
also emphasized in the meta-text of the exhibition. One of the display labels 
read: “It is not our intention to look nostalgically back at historical events, 
but to critically read the ways in which modern values and ambitions were 

3  For a discussion on the possibility and nature of women’s agency in socialism, and 
the need of diversification of feminist histories in the twenty-first century, see Ghodsee’s 
(2015) response to Funk (2014), as well as a forum in the Aspasia journal (De Haan 
et al. 2016).
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interpreted and produced: social justice, the public domain, cultural advance-
ment, social solidarity, and the dissemination and exchange of knowledge”.

One of the visitors on our tour stood out from the others: an elderly gentleman 
with crutches who slowly followed the group on the ground floor, but could 
not climb the stairs and patiently waited for us to come down again for the 
last part of the exhibition. When the group approached the model of Split III, 
a modernist neighborhood built in the Mediterranean town of Split, our guide 
gave the floor to the man on crutches. It turned out he was Vladimir Braco 
Mušič, a Slovenian architect and the creator of several modernist project in 
Yugoslavia – among them Split III, and Ruski Car in Ljubljana, the bravely 
designed and highly functional socialist neighborhood where is currently my 
home. Mušič did not speak for long, but he did say the following: “You may 
judge, assess, analyze, and make jokes about what we were doing back then, 
but I want you to know that when we made Split III and other projects, we 
truly believed we were doing a good thing and improving the lives of thousands 
of people. We wholeheartedly dedicated ourselves to these projects.”

This discrepancy between a distanced, “objective,” historicized narrative 
of Yugoslavia on the one hand, and the experience of it still shared by mil-
lions of people inhabiting post-Yugoslav spaces, resides at the core of the 
tensions, ambiguities, and difficulties that characterize writing and thinking 
about socialist Yugoslavia twenty-five years after its demise. This discrepancy 
and the tensions it produces are extremely visible and strongly felt in any 
attempt to stage or display Yugoslav history in museum exhibitions,4 but 
they are no less evident in the ways we generally think about Yugoslavia. 
As Ljubica Spaskovska pointed out: “embedded within the vast field of 
historical enquiry, all present and future attempts at writing about Yugo-
slavia essentially strive to answer the question of how to frame and narrate 
the Yugoslav story in a context where Yugoslav time is historical, while the 
(post)Yugoslav space and the many people who inhabit(ed) that time and 
space still exist. One faces the challenge of writing about a phenomenon 
that qualifies as ‘not-yet-entirely-past’ and ‘partially-still-present’” (2014: 
241). How we represent and write about Yugoslavia is an important episte-
mological, but also political question, as the legacy of Yugoslavia increasingly 
becomes a site of inspiration for some future politics articulated by new 
left activists and theoreticians in the region and beyond.

The sphere of the affective – of emotions and senses – has gained enormous 
attention in the humanities and social sciences in recent years.5 In histo-
riographical practice, where the affective and the intellectual appear to be 

4  See Mëhilli, 2009, Petrović 2013, 2013a, Popović 2016.
5  See, among others, Cvetkovich 2003, Duyvendak 2011, Hofman 2015, Gregg and 
Seigworth 2010.
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seemingly at odds, we face many serious methodological challenges, as 
Nancy Rose Hunt (2014) puts it in her discussion of African gender history 
writing. In the particular post-Yugoslav context and the post-socialist context 
in general, however, the absence of the affective and emotional from histo-
riographical narratives must be interpreted as an important social, political, 
and also epistemological symptom. The political importance of affect and 
emotions, and the political consequences of their absence in the post-so-
cialist context, was singled out by Boris Buden (2009), who writes about 
social anesthesia as a defining characteristics of post-socialism preventing 
us from addressing the real social anxieties of post-socialist subjects: “The 
social contradictions of post-communism – such as the widening gap be-
tween rich and poor, the dismantling of all forms of social solidarity, enormous 
social injustices and widespread suffering – these all remain affectively 
unoccupied (...) This social anesthesia is one of most salient symptoms of 
post-communist transformation.”

The epistemological aspect of this absence is no less significant and also has 
palpable political consequences. The academic disciplines of history and 
anthropology have already recognized the epistemic problem, and this 
recognition has resulted in an increasing attention to and interest in everyday 
life in socialism – in a number of projects, volumes, articles and museum 
exhibitions. Oral histories, narratives, and personal recollections have become 
legitimate sources. Social and cultural history and anthropology take seri-
ously people’s experiences of socialism, their personal sensibilities, showing 
“respect for their claims of having lived a full and dignified life, in contrast 
to the claims that all that remains from communism is a collection of exotic 
memories and the impression that people had at best lived halfway normal 
lives” (Todorova 2014: 5). The historians of Yugoslavia, particularly those 
belonging to younger generations, have also recognized the necessity “to 
‘normalize’ Yugoslav history, i.e. to open up the discursive space for histories 
of everyday life and narratives of ordinary Yugoslav” (Spaskovska 2014: 
242). Extensive use of the methods of oral history characterizes their work, 
and in their writings they give voice to the people who lived and made his-
tory. While these are enormously important steps towards the inclusion of 
the experience of socialism into academic, museal, and cultural narratives 
about history of socialism in Europe, there are still significant lacunae and 
problems that demand self-reflection and serious consideration.

One of these problems concerns the creation of a clear dividing line between 
history and memory in studies of socialism. This line has proved to be much 
trickier than in cases of exploring the past in other geographical contexts. 
Memories of socialism have attracted a lot of scholarly and popular attention, 
but they are still treated as selective, unstable, informed (and deformed) by 
the present state of affairs, and, as such, opposed to “objective” or “neutral” 
history. This opposition produces telling differences in legitimacy: positive 
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memories of life and work in socialism are dismissed as nostalgia, while the 
memories of those who testify about crimes and violence conducted by the 
communist authorities prevail in media discourses and are taken as objective 
testimonies with the legitimacy of historiographical sources.

A related problem concerns how socialist subjects are thought of in political 
terms. In dominant approaches toward the politics of the memory of socialism, 
the socialist regime and its opponents as clearly opposed forces are given 
political agency, while the majority of citizens who lived in socialist societies 
are perceived as apolitical. In general, the history of everyday life seems to 
take an interest mostly in the non-political aspects of life under socialism. As 
Thomas Lindenberger (2014) rightfully stresses in his discussion of “salient 
historical problems of East German life,” there is a symptomatic void: “we 
know a lot about dissidents and their persecutors on the one hand, and about 
the normal life of ordinary people seemingly far away from official politics, 
on the other hand, but very little on how, for instance, the state security and 
party functionaries intervened in the lives of people who were not dissidents, 
that is, how authority was executed below the level of systematic repression 
and tight control.” We also know very little about how these “ordinary 
people” reacted to that control and how they acted politically within the 
realm of social participation and production provided by the socialist system. 
The anthropologist Alexei Yurchak (2006) offered an invaluable insight on 
how people engaged with the socialist authorities, arguing that they were 
neither opposing nor fully identifying with the system – indicating how 
limited are the binary oppositions that have provided the primary lens through 
which the history of socialism is viewed.

In the prevalent normative view of socialism, which is strongly informed 
by the narrative of Europe’s two totalitarianisms (Ghodsee 2014), the 
politics and sensibilities of the majority of people who cannot be classified 
in one of the two opposed categories (victims/dissidents vs. perpetrators) 
remain ignored and neglected. This silent majority is presented as manipu-
lated, politically immature masses that actually enjoyed their subordinate 
position because it offered safety and protection. This representation of 
citizens and citizenship during socialism has far reaching political conse-
quences. Today, in debates over public space, common and public resources 
and property, and in the struggle to retain basic elements of the welfare 
state, citizens are unable to make references to their own experience of 
different social relations because they are a priori delegitimized. Boris 
Buden points to the paradox that “marks the jargon of the post-communist 
transition: those who proved their political maturity in the so-called 
‘democratic revolutions’ of 1989-90 became children overnight!” (Buden 
2015: 123). This paradox is based on “the cynical idea that people who 
won freedom through their own struggle must now learn how to enjoy it 
properly” (ibid., 125). The metaphor of post-socialist subjects as children, 
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similar to the transitional ideology in its totality, does not leave any room 
for memory: children are “untroubled by the past and geared totally toward 
the future,” which makes them “the almost perfect subjects of a democratic 
restart” (ibid., 124).

The only public realm in which affective, nostalgic engagements with one’s 
own past is allowed is consumption, and consumerist and popular culture. 
Consumption has a very curious relationship with socialism. On the one 
hand, differences in consumption patterns between East and West are 
frequently highlighted as the most salient feature that defines the distor-
tions and deficiencies of socialism: shortages, waiting in line for basic 
products, and low quality production, technology, and outdated fashion 
became the trademarks of socialism (Fehérváry 2013). On the other hand, 
consumption in socialism is probably the most studied domain of socialist 
life by both historians (of everyday life) and anthropologists.6 It is also the 
dominant content of museum representations of socialist history. For re-
searchers interested in socialist Yugoslavia, consumption practices are even 
more interesting because of the “relaxed” or “western” nature of Yugoslav 
socialism. Studies of consumption and consumerism remain the most nu-
merous studies of everyday life in Yugoslavia.7

As the main object of representation of socialism and of research interest in 
socialist everyday culture, consumption is often seen as the only domain 
where “ordinary people” engage with their own, socialist past affectively, and 
this affective engagement is labeled post-socialist/Yugo-nostalgia. The reduction 
of “ordinary people’s” nostalgia for socialism (usually used as an umbrella 
term for emotional and engaged recollections of various aspects of life in 
socialism) to consumerist and consumption practices and relationships is 
clearly problematic. The anthropologist Svetlana Slapšak (2008) thus sees 
Yugo-nostalgia as a negative phenomenon that revitalizes only those aspects 
of Yugoslav culture that were the most accessible, visible, banal, and kitschy. 
Instead, she opts for another kind of nostalgia: based above all on “the legiti-
mization of longing for Yugoslavia in intellectual circles.” She thus give intel-
lectuals permission to long for Yugoslavia and “its real, productive, and still 
important achievements, some of which are directly inscribed in the present 
day world crisis: equality, the right to work, health insurance, gender equality, 
etc.,” while simultaneously rejecting any possibility that other affectively 
engaged recollections of socialism may also articulate legitimate, reflected, 
and politically relevant claims (see also Slapšak 2011: 312).

However, several collective citizens’ actions in recent years suggest the op-
posite. For example, in February 2014, numerous plenums (people’s assemblies) 

6  See, among others, Bren and Neuburger 2012, Patico 2008.
7  See Duda 2005, 2010, Luthar and Pušnik 2010, Grandits and Taylor 2010, Pat-
terson 2011.
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emerged from countrywide protests in Bosnia and Herzegovina. These 
plenums were the first notable attempt to reconstitute a civic form of citizen-
ship after more than two decades of entrapment in ethnically defined politics. 
Plenums, even the name, directly refer to the collectivity and collective 
agency experienced in socialist times and lost in transition. Another example 
can be found in the May 2014 floods that hit Serbia, Croatia, and Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The response of citizens throughout the former Yugoslavia 
was quick, passionate, and overwhelming. Not only did Croats, Serbs, Slo-
venes, and Macedonians organize the collection and transport of huge 
amounts of aid to affected areas, but also people from one part of ethni-
cally divided Bosnia gave assistance to those in the other part, and asylum 
seekers rescued endangered citizens and helping clean up the debris. Roma 
women breastfed evacuated babies. Chinese shop owners distributed free 
rubber boots. This compassion and solidarity was accompanied by references 
to socialist Yugoslavia and its legacies. Many citizens, young and old, noted 
on social networks the meaningfulness of training at the defense and protection 
classes in the schools of socialist Yugoslavia, which, soon after the end of 
socialism, were ended because they were considered an ideological residue of 
the totalitarian regime. Even before the waters fully receded, the volunteers 
had organized in “work brigades” – another reference to Yugoslav socialism 
– in order to clean up affected areas.8

The reflective and political engagement with the experience of socialism is 
not reserved for intellectuals, is not the privilege of the elite. It is necessary 
to take “ordinary people” seriously as political subjects and to seriously 
consider their affective memories as historical narratives. This is not neces-
sarily an easy task, but it is politically, morally, and epistemologically essen-
tial. As a first important step towards its fulfillment, I propose the deeper 
exploration of the aspects that make the task so difficult. To reflect upon 
the potential for and obstacles to an affective history of socialist Yugoslavia, 
I borrow the lens from German sociologist Georg Simmel (1858–1918). 
I particularly refer to – and make use of – two sets of Simmel’s ideas, that 
he developed in his later writing “The Constitutive Concepts of History” 
(Simmel [1918] 1980). The first concerns the nature of material and the 
way we are making a story out of it – more precisely, the relationship between 
history and experience, life and representation. The second is about the 
perspective from which we look at, approach, and synthesize this material.

History and life

The metaphor of the tapestry, which Simmel used to describe the ambiguous 
and complicated relationships between life, experience, and history, seems 
applicable to the case of Yugoslavia. “Life as it is experienced,” Simmel says, 

8  On floods and the politics of citizens’ response, see Petrović 2014, Zaharijević 2014. 
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“may be compared to a tapestry. Only short strands of its many threads are 
visible. The rest of the fabric is woven beneath the surface, continuously 
weaving together the part of the fabric that can be seen. However this func-
tion is concealed by the surface fabric, which is interwoven in the same way. 
It follows that only a linear arrangement of the threads of the fabric will 
reveal the design that cannot be identified in any of its individual parts. 
History, on the other hand, extracts a single strand as if its development 
were uninterrupted. In consequence, a form of continuity is created, but not 
a pattern” (Simmel 1980: 155).

The metaphor of a tapestry has often been used for Yugoslavia because of 
the country’s multi-ethnic, mosaic-like composition. This tapestry was 
unwoven in the bloody, violent conflicts of the 1990s. This inescapable fact 
decisively limits the potential of visible strands when one writes about 
Yugoslavia. The bloody disintegration of the country became not only “an 
action understood by reference to its antecedents,” but, even more so, an 
action understood by reference to its consequences. Because of the general 
anesthetization of the socialist experience (Buden 2009), and the normative 
ways of writing about Yugoslavia now marked by ethnic conflict, nation-
alism, and violence, it is almost impossible to bring what still defines the 
lives of millions of former Yugoslavs to the surface of the tapestry as defined 
by Simmel: the complex concrete experiences, the confusing experiences 
of the senses, the vague familiarities, and ambiguous moments of recognition. 
For years, I have been engaged in research on the experience of the manda-
tory military service in the Yugoslav Peoples’ Army that still connects men 
in post-Yugoslav societies across ethnic, social, and cultural lines – the same 
men who fought and killed each other in the 1990s. Whatever their role 
was in the 1990s, and whatever their position within the nationalized 
landscape of post-Yugoslav societies today, the great majority of the men 
I spoke to viewed military service as a formative and still important expe-
rience. The values constitutive for hegemonic masculinity and otherwise 
universal to all-male communities, values such as male competitiveness 
and friendship, provide the core of this positive assessment of the military 
service. At the same time, this shared experience reveals the sentimental 
and emotional side of post-Yugoslav men and their troubled subjectivities. 
These strands in the fabric, however, remain firmly concealed under the 
surface of Yugoslavia’s tapestry. Framing military service as a site of or 
pretext for male-initiated violence in the dominant narrative of Yugoslavia’s 
history excludes the emotional ties of a Bosnian man to his Serbian friend 
from the army, ties that sometimes survived rupture, trauma, displacement, 
and genocide. It excludes the pride with which a sociology professor from 
Ljubljana explained how he was able at the age of eighteen to cook for the 
whole unit of his fellow conscripts in a remote post on the Austrian border. 
The current historical framing does not provide a space for the anxiety of 
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a photographer who displayed photographs of army buddies at an exhibi-
tion and begged me to track down the people in these photographs. He 
himself did not dare to do it, as he was too afraid of what he might learn 
about their destinies after the violence and killing during the war.

The possibility for affective, sensual, and sentimental strands of Yugoslavia’s 
tapestry to come to the surface is additionally hindered by the high amount 
of (self)censorship that post-socialist subjects apply when they speak or 
write about socialism, even in cases when they recognize the positive, 
progressive, and emancipatory aspects of Yugoslav socialism. Two charac-
teristic signals of this self-censorship are contained in the title of the above-
mentioned exhibition: Unfinished Modernizations between Utopia and 
Pragmatism: Architecture and Urban Planning in the Former Yugoslavia and 
its Successor States. First, it employs the term former Yugoslavia, despite 
the fact that the exhibition is about the socialist period;9 and second, it 
speaks about unfinished modernizations – a typical way of characterizing 
Yugoslav modernism and modernization, as if socialist modernization could 
never be “real” and definite, and as if any modernization is total or finished 
(cf. also book title Modernism in-between: The Mediatory Architectures of 
Socialist Yugoslavia, Thaler, Mrduljaš and Kulic 2012).

A more recent and even more telling example comes from the Museum of 
Contemporary History of Slovenia in Ljubljana, which launched a campaign 
for collecting “objects of our everyday life” and invited citizens to bring 
objects to the museum and tell the stories of these objects. Nowhere in this 
call were either Yugoslavia or socialism mentioned, although it is clear from 
references to industrial and consumerist objects (the first television set 
manufactured by Iskra company, a bottle of the Yugoslav soft drink Cockta) 
that that is the period in question. The call mentions the upcoming “exhibition 
about everyday life” in a sentence that looks unexpectedly interrupted, as 
it remains unstated which historical period the exhibition will address. In 
small print at the bottom of the call, the period is specified as “1945 to 
1990,” but again without naming it, as if such naming would make the 
whole project political, and public representations of everyday life in Yugo-
slavia need to remain apolitical, stripped of any capacity for the articulation 
of legitimate claims about the present and the future. Such narrativization 
shows that avoiding “Yugoslav” and “socialist” has already become a habitual 
practice in post-Yugoslav, nationalized societies.

“We do not preserve memories, we preserve history,” claimed the leader of 
the Slovenian partisan choir performing revolutionary songs in Trieste, 
Italy (Hladnik Milharčič 2011, quoted in Hofman 2015), thus directly op-
posing the apoliticization of recollections of the Yugoslav socialist past. This 

9  For problematic uses of “former Yugoslavia”, see Slapšak 2011: 302.
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sentence also exposes the political relevance of the distinction between 
history and memory in the case of socialist Yugoslavia. It needs to be read 
in the context of the intense revisionist processes that have taken place in 
post-Yugoslav societies (and in post-socialist Europe in general), in which 
the roles of victims and perpetrators, anti-fascists and fascists’ collaborators 
have become relativized.

In order to become a suitable object of history, Yugoslavia is reduced to a 
linear and flattened narrative, cleansed of any affective or emotional invest-
ments and ruptures, and thus deprived of the capacity to make an interven-
tion in the present. What Yugoslavs believed, their emotional investments, 
how they perceived themselves becomes irrelevant or “unimportant” (Simmel 

The poster by the Museum of Contemporary History of 
Slovenia in Ljubljana, inviting citizens to bring everyday 

objects and tell the stories of these objects (source: Facebook).
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1980: 171) in the history of Yugoslavia. This is a history that does not tolerate 
life, and cannot absorb multiple, often contested roles, sentiments, and re-
lationships into a narrative that bases its claim for legitimacy on the argument 
of historicity.

The Past and the Future

The narration of the Yugoslav past as history requires the framing of Yugo-
slavia as a discreet historical fact – with the precise date of its beginning 
and equally precise date of its end. The title of the exhibition of the Museum 
of History in Yugoslavia – Yugoslavia from Beginning to End – opened on 
December 1, 2012 illustrated this need. Historians who deal with various 
aspects of life in socialist Yugoslavia also emphasize temporal discreteness 
and definiteness of the history they describe: this history “ began in one 
point in time, and officially ended in another” (Duda 2015). To be narrated 
as history, Yugoslavia thus must be understood as the past and its pastness 
must be absolute. This is often a strategy aimed at salvaging that past from 
the revisionists and working against the banalization, hollowing out and 
falsification of historical facts in order to stigmatize it and discard it as a 
‘totalitarian’ deviation. Such strategy, however, ignores the fact that although 
formally and historically dead, Yugoslavia still lives in everyday encounters, 
in references, smells, tastes and words, in the fine tunings and epiphanies 
of people living their everyday lives across the former country. And it is not 
necessarily a generationally bound experience that renders Yugoslavia still 
alive. Here is what a young person (who has no or hardly any experience 
of living in Yugoslavia) wrote on his blog: “Yugoslavia is the only way I 
refer to the place I’m originally from, where I grew up, but also to the place(s) 
where most of my friends and family live at the moment. I do realize that it 
may seem as if I’m trying to recreate or call into existence something that 
is long gone but for me Yugoslavia is right now and right there. It is not an 
internationally recognized state, nor is it a state that I need to see restored, 
it is simply the best name I have for all the things I feel to be familiar and 
intelligible – the music, the dishes, the ideologies, the cities, the patriarchy, 
the policies, the words, the concepts, and the people.”10 To many people 
Yugoslavia is “immediately present” and constitutes “an actual, palpable 
reality” (Simmel 1980: 176).

This life of Yugoslavia ideally fits Simmel’s category of the form of life, in 
that it is intrinsically related to the future. In Simmel’s words: “contents 
which logically fall within the domain of the past, but which still lie 
within the consciousness of the present experience, are also oriented to the 

10  http://www.philopolitics.org/being-a-yugoslav-1-marko-simonovic/, accessed 17 
August, 2016.
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future.” In the constitution of history, “the conscious interest is to ‘re-
present’ the past insofar as it is past, to constitute the past as a content or 
object.” In history, “the past as such acquires the status of an autonomous 
value.” Here, according to Simmel, lies the fundamental difference between 
life and history: “the organic relationship between the past and the future is 
the exclusive source for the significance of the past for life. History, however, 
dissolves the relationship” (Simmel 1980: 177). In order to imagine an 
autonomous and decent future that is an alternative to what is usually 
presented as the only possible future in transitional, neoliberal ideologies 
to which the people of the former Yugoslavia have been extensively exposed 
in the last two decades, the Yugoslav past needs to be the past for life – with 
all its disorder and elusiveness. It is not unambiguously over and easily 
locatable, but is capable of intervention into the present and incorporation 
into future imaginations. This is a kind of past the philosopher Boris Buden 
describes in the introduction to his book The Introduction to the Past that 
he wrote together with the film director Želimir Žilnik:

“this book derives from an open confession that it does not know exactly 
what the past is, and even less where to look for it. For a historian, it is 
self-evident that the past is supposed to be something that has already 
happened (...) and is always behind us. This book does not accept such 
an understanding of the past. On the contrary, it derives from the dissolution 
of unity and disappearance of historical time. (...) The past is something 
new: it is ubiquitous, present here and now, to everyone and for everybody. 
The past is more actual than the present and less certain than the future” 
(Buden 2013: 7).

Many young leftist theoreticians, artists, activists, members of political 
movements and parties that have emerged from anti-austerity protests in 
the wider region since 2008,11 return to the Yugoslav past with the aim to 
discover something new there, something to be used for articulating pres-
ent and future alternatives. But in these returns to the past, there is a 
paradoxical moment which significantly defines possibilities for thinking 
about Yugoslavia at the present moment: to be a constitutive part of future 
politics, this past must remain an object of life in Simmel’s sense. However, 
to be a politically legitimate source for creating alternatives, it must become 
an object of history, because only historical facts may be used as valid 
arguments in public debates in post-Yugoslav societies characterized by 
historical revisionism and faced with Europe’s paternalism. This embrace of 
history and the inevitable erasure of experience in rediscoveries of Yugo-
slav socialism is not difficult to understand in the post-Yugoslav context: 
any positive reference to the socialist past, especially if it relies on one’s 
own experience, is usually dismissed by nationalist elites in the Yugoslav 

11  For an overview, see Štiks 2015.
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successor states as banal Yugo-nostalgia and, worse, a morally problematic 
glorification of a legacy that inevitably leads to terror and gulags (Kirn 
2014; Petrović 2013b). The paradigm of the two twentieth century Euro-
pean totalitarianisms, in which socialism is equated with Nazism, remains 
strongly present in the narratives of united Europe, making it additionally 
difficult to stake politically legitimate claims by referring to the socialist 
past.12 Because of this, those who turn to Yugoslavia for inspiration for 
future political paradigms feel that they must detach the Yugoslav past from 
the messy and contested experiences of actual Yugoslavs. One way to do 
that is by reducing that past to the pure essence of the revolutionary mo-
ment and its values, and purifying it of all ideological layers that might 
compromise it. For this reason, the all-female choir Kombinat from Lju-
bljana performs exclusively partisan, anti-fascist songs that were written 
during the Second World War by members of the partisan movement. In 
their opinion, only these songs, untainted by the subsequent state ideology 
of socialist Yugoslavia, are capable of reflecting the “pure” revolutionary 
values of resistance and solidarity. Those written during Yugoslav socialism 
cannot be the holders of revolutionary potential as they have been cor-
rupted by the ideological use of the socialist regime (Hofman 2015). 
Similarly, many theoreticians turn to “genuine” partisan art and its mes-
sages, to the “pure” aesthetic value of the modernist monuments dedicated 
to anti-fascist struggle, etc.

In the process of the transformation of the Yugoslav past from life to his-
tory, the past acquires the status of an autonomous value (Simmel 1980: 
177), and simultaneously becomes disconnected from those who created it 
and from those for whom Yugoslavia is, in some form, still part of the present. 
To feed present desires and accelerate collective affects in post-Yugoslav 
times, Yugoslavia needs to be emptied of any past desires, visions, and affects. 
But is such Yugoslavia, emptied of life, capable of making an intervention 
in the present or in the future? And isn’t such rediscovering of anti-fascism 
without partisans and socialism without Yugoslavs by the new generation 
of post-Yugoslav leftists disturbingly reminiscent of the historical revisionism 
of post-Yugoslav nationalists and liberal political elites?

12  American anthropologist Kristen Ghodsee points to another important dimension 
of equating Nazism and communism on the European level: it is closely connected to 
and was accelerated by the economic crisis in Europe. The European Day of Remem-
brance for Victims of Stalinism and Nazism was created by the European Parliament 
in 2008, and in many former socialist countries monuments to all victims of totalitarian 
regimes were erected, and museums and institutes devoted to all totalitarian regimes 
were established. These developments should be seen “against a backdrop of growing 
social unrest in response to the global financial crisis and Eurozone instability in Spain 
and Greece” and “in the context of regional fears of a re-emergent left” (Ghodsee 2014; 
see also Ghodsee 2015).
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Instead of a Conclusion

This article highlights the tensions, ambiguities, and uncanny political con-
sequences of attempts to articulate histories of socialist Yugoslavia two and 
a half decades after its dissolution, in a historical moment when it is still an 
important part of the life experience of millions of people. This experience 
is inevitably complex, messy, fragmentary and resistant to flattening into a 
linear and consistent historiographical narrative. Georg Simmel’s reflections 
on history and form offer a very useful tool to look at the Yugoslav case and 
also help de-essentialize and normalize Yugoslav history, making the anxieties 
that characterize it part of a much broader discussion about history, its 
nature, and its internal contradictions. The article has no intention of moral-
izing the frameworks of the Yugoslav past employed by various interest 
groups in their intellectual, cultural and/or political work, nor does it offer 
any practical solution that would overcome the ambiguities and disorder 
that emerges from the very nature of experience and life – Yugoslav or any 
other. On the contrary, it suggests that ambiguity and disorder should be 
acknowledged and made visible in the production of historical narratives 
about socialist Yugoslavia, and taken as a productive site for reflecting on 
modernity, temporality, and the future.
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Tanja Petrović
Ka afektivnoj istoriji Jugoslavije 
Sažetak
Čla nak raz ma tra neo p hod nost uvo đe nja ra zno rod no sti u (i)sto ri je Ju go sla vi je, i 
is ti če zna čaj in kor po ri ra nja afe ka ta i is ku sta va gra đa na i gra đan ki Ju go sla vi je u 
isto rij ske na ra ti ve. Uzi ma ju ći u ob zir po te ško će ko je pro iz la ze iz či nje ni ce da je 
to što se ar ti ku li še kao isto rij ski na ra tiv i da lje ne raz dvo ji vo od is ku stva ogrom nog 
bro ja gra đa na post ju go slo ven skih dru šta va, čla nak raz ma tra po ten ci jal i pre pre ke 
za iz grad nju afek tiv ne isto ri je so ci ja li stič ke Ju go sla vi je, kroz op ti ku po zajm lje nu 
od ne mač kog so ci o lo ga Ge or ga Zi me la. To se po seb no od no si na dva sku pa Zi me-
lo vih ide ja. Pr vi se ti če pri ro de ma te ri ja la i na či na na ko ji od nje ga pra vi mo pri ču 
– pre ci zni je, na od nos iz me đu isto ri je i is ku stva, ži vo ta i re pre zen ta ci je. Dru gi se 
od no si na per spek ti vu iz ko je gle da mo, pri stu pa mo i sin te ti zu je mo taj ma te ri jal. 
Zi me lo ve re flek si je o isto ri ji i for mi pru ža ju vr lo ko ri sno oru đe u raz ma tra nju 
ju go slo ven skog slu ča ja, i po ma žu u de e sen ci ja li zo va nju i nor ma li zo va nju ju go-
slo ven ske isto ri je, uklju ču ju ći ne iz ve snost ko ja je od li ku je u ši ru ras pra vu o isto-
ri ji, nje noj pri ro di i nje nim unu tra šnjim pro tiv reč no sti ma. 

Ključ ne re či: Ju go sla vi ja, so ci ja li zam, isto ri ja, afekt, is ku stvo, Ge org Zi mel
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The First UN World Conference on Women (1975) 
as a Cold War Encounter: Recovering Anti-Imperialist, 
Non-Aligned and Socialist Genealogies

Abstract   The essay addresses contemporary discussions on women’s transna-
tionalism and women’s agency by looking at the first conference of the UN 
Decade for Women held in Mexico City in 1975, and at its specific embedding 
in Cold War geopolitics. Through an engagement with different feminist and 
activists voices, and particularly with the less visible anti-imperialist, Non-Aligned 
and socialist genealogies of women’s activism expressed during the meeting, the 
essay argues that the paradigm of Western feminist knowledge production needs 
to be revisited, in order to encompass multiple forms of women’s political 
agency that are not expressed through the liberal framework of women’s indi-
vidual autonomy from the state. By juxtaposing Betty Friedan’s and Vida Tomšič’s 
stances during the Mexico City event, the paper shows that women’s political 
agency during the Cold War era took different forms, which included both the 
refusal and the acceptance of women’s activism within existing national and 
international institutions.

Keywords: Mexico City, UN Decade for Women, Cold War, agency, feminism, 
state socialism, Non-Alignment, Betty Friedan, Vida Tomšič

Introduction

This paper pursues the strand of scholarly work that uncovers alternative 
perspectives on the UN Decade for Women (1975-1985), and that underlines 
the significant contribution of activists from state socialist women’s organiza-
tions to UN conferences (De Haan 2012; Ghodsee 2010; 2012; 2014; Popa 
2009). Through testimonies and documents on the UN world conference on 
women held in Mexico City in 1975, I wish to recover lost anti-imperialist, 
Non-Aligned and socialist genealogies of women’s activism, with a particular 
focus on Yugoslav perspectives. Alternative views of women’s emancipation 
have generally been erased in U.S. feminists’ accounts of the time, which 
often denounced the politicization and manipulation of “communist” and 
“Third World” women, at the expense of a focus on sexism, women’s libera-
tion and autonomy from men and the state. Such narratives tended to 
conflate the International Women’s Year keywords of equality, peace and 
development with the First World, the Second World and the Third World, 
respectively. Scholars have been recently challenging these representations, 
notably the idea that representatives from the socialist bloc weren’t genu-
inely interested in women’s equality (Ghodsee 2010; 2012; Popa 2009).
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On the basis of the case study of the Mexico City conference, I will attempt 
to demonstrate that Western feminist knowledge production over socialist 
and post-socialist Europe is in need of a thorough recognition of its partial-
ity, in order to encompass multiple forms of women’s agency that do not 
fit into the liberal framework based on women’s individual autonomy from 
men and the state. Deep-seated anti-communist frameworks and assump-
tions must also be questioned. As Alexandra Ghit recently wrote: “The 
relationship between communism and feminism should not be rendered 
unspeakable. Research on these topics should not have to be part of ritualized 
condemnations of communism in order to be seen as legitimate” (2016: 
165). In order to open up the field of knowledge production, the recent 
scholarship on women’s activism in socialist regimes is deconstructing the 
widespread figure of the “Manipulated Communist Woman” which originates 
in the legacy of the Cold War (De Haan 2010) , in a manner akin to post-
colonial feminist critique and its deconstruction of the victimized figure of 
the “Third World Woman” described by Chandra Talpade Mohanty (2002).

Both tropes, the “Manipulated Communist Woman” and the “Third World 
Woman”, are deeply rooted in Western academic production, and have 
much to do with the UN Decade for Women. As Coogan-Gehr (2011) 
demonstrated, U.S. academic feminism – and its most prominent journal, 
Signs – was founded precisely at a time in which global discussion on 
women’s rights raged as a result of International Women’s Year (1975). 
This field of knowledge was constructed through specific paternalistic 
mechanisms towards “Third World Women” – who were dangerously leaning 
towards socialism – as well as through the exclusion of socialist regimes 
and of state socialist women’s organizations as a possible alternative 
model of women’s emancipation. Following Kristen Ghodsee’s critique on 
scholars’ ritualized (and unchecked) “common knowledge” about state 
socialism in this issue, as well as Kelly Coogan-Gehr’s (2011) reconstruction 
of the Cold War embedding of academic feminism in the U.S., the paper 
aims to demonstrate that definitions and practices of women’s emancipation 
are time and context specific, and cannot be separated from their sur-
rounding geopolitical framework.

As the article will show, women from socialist and postcolonial countries 
present at Mexico City were keen to stress the interdependency between 
struggles for women’s emancipation and wider struggles against imperial-
ism, racism and capitalist exploitation, while women from Western countries 
tended to interpret women’s emancipation through the lens of new grassroots 
feminist movements, hence being skeptical or mistrusting of state-based 
women’s activism in the East and in the Third World. The legacy of this 
approach is still visible within Western academic scholarship on the Cold 
War era, insofar as socialist regimes are routinely condemned for their faulty 
emancipation politics in contemporary academic literature (see Ghodsee in 
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this issue), while the gendered legacy of imperialist and colonial policies is 
rarely discussed. If we agree on an intersectional feminist perspective that 
includes nationality, class and race into an account of gender oppression, 
however, we have to take into account the restrictions to women’s agency 
that were caused not only by the repressive state socialist apparatures, but 
also those shaped by imperialism, racism and class oppression in the West 
itself, as well as in the rest of the world. Both the (post)-socialist and the 
(post)-colonial historical paradigms contributed to shape gender regimes 
and forms of women’s agency transnationally. Post-socialist studies, however, 
have failed to obtain the high status of post-colonial studies in Western 
academic settings, even if both the ex-Second World and the ex-Third World 
are products of Western modernity and intimately connected (Tlostanova 
2011; Chari and Verdery 2009).

With this post-colonial, post-socialist and post-Cold War critical framework 
in mind, I believe it is necessary to re-embed discussions of women’s 
agency within the “politics of location” (Rich 1986) and “situated knowledges” 
(Haraway 1988) that are at the base of contemporary feminist theory. 
Throughout this article I strive to account for the competing loyalties, 
epistemic paradigms and discourses through which women’s agency was 
differently expressed throughout history. As I will show through the case 
of the Mexico City conference, both Western feminists’ stance on women’s 
autonomy from men and the state, as well as Yugoslav representatives’ 
emphasis on equal geopolitical relations as a precondition for women’s 
emancipation, were rooted in specific historical experiences embedded 
in Cold War geopolitics, which in turn shaped, enhanced and restrained 
women’s agency. They were also embedded in the opposition between 
post-war Marxist frameworks of women’s emancipation based on eco-
nomic modernization, historical progress and national sovereignty, and 
new emerging, transnational feminist paradigms of women’s emancipation 
and liberation based on a politicization of sexuality and the private sphere 
(Salvatici 2009).

The first section will contextualize the event of Mexico City, through witness 
reports of the time, but also through some of the documents contained in 
the online database Women and Social Movements, International, which 
contains original material from the official UN conference and from the 
NGOs’ Tribune. Secondly, I will proceed to analyze the documents published 
in the course of the conference and in its immediate aftermath by two 
prominent actors, U.S. Jewish feminist Betty Friedan, a crucial figure of the 
second wave best known for her book The Feminine Mystique, and Yugoslav 
representative Vida Tomšič, a former partisan and state official in charge of 
women and welfare politics, who was also engaged in Non-Aligned connec-
tions with the global South. The writings of Friedan and Tomšič will be used 
to show how discussions on women’s emancipation were fundamentally 
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embedded in Cold War mental maps and divisions, and to highlight how 
both figures expressed their political agency through different epistemic, 
historical and geopolitical paradigms of women’s emancipation.

“Who speaks for whom?” at women’s world conferences

Several scholars (Olcott 2010; Ghodsee 2010; Zinsser 2002) have recon-
structed the political dynamics and controversies at the core of the UN world 
conference of women in Mexico City, taking place from June 19th to July 
2nd, 1975, and of the following conferences organized within the framework 
of the UN Decade for Women in Copenhagen (1980) and Nairobi (1985). 
These conferences oftentimes became a Cold War battlefield, with Soviet 
Bloc representatives stressing their achievements in terms of women’s legal 
equality and access to education and labour, while the newly decolonized 
countries federated in the Non-Aligned Movement and the Group of 77 
emphasized the connection between women’s emancipation and development, 
demanding more equal economic relations on a global scale in the form of 
a New International Economic Order (NIEO). The United States and other 
Western countries, in the meantime, were fearing the instrumental politi-
cization of women’s issue for anti-Western purposes (Ghodsee 2010). In 
Mexico City, in fact, delegates from the Second and the Third World sup-
ported the final Declaration, which linked women’s emancipation to the 
world struggle against social and economic inequalities, and in particular 
to the struggle against the oppression caused by “colonialism, neo-coloni-
alism, zionism, racial discrimination and apartheid”1. Beside controversies 
over the issue of Israel-Palestine, and over the South-African apartheid 
regime, the toppling of the democratically elected Allende regime in Chile 
by the United States in September 1973 was also a prominent cause of 
anti-imperialist resentment among participants, together with the recently 
ended Vietnam War. References to zionism and apartheid, as well as para-
graph 29 condemning foreign interventions and supporting national sover-
eignty (Ghodsee 2010:6), led to several reservation among Western coun-
tries, with the United States and Israel voting against the final Declaration 
of Mexico.

Another major faultline at the Mexico City conference was located between 
the official delegations taking part in the UN conference, which counted 
over 2000 delegates reunited in the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
and over 6000 delegates who attended the parallel Tribune reuniting in-
ternational NGOs (Papanek 1975; Ghodsee 2010: 5; Olcott 2010). The 
Tribune was geographically placed on the opposite site of the megalopolis 

1  Report of the World Conference of the International Women’s Year, Mexico City, 
19 June – 2 July 1975, United Nations, New York, 1976, 203 pages, in Women and 
Social Movements, International. http://wasi.alexanderstreet.com/ 
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of Mexico City (Greer 1986), something which strenghtened the participants’ 
sense of distance from international and national bureaucracies. The Tribune 
itself included 36 planned sessions, which were quickly followed by 192 
extra meetings, spontaneously requested by participants. The planned sessions 
included debates on women’s work, development, Third World women’s 
craftmanship, education, health, planned parenthood, peace and human rights 
– mirroring the themes of the UN conference – while improvised sessions 
went from Chicana, Afro-American and African women’s meetings to issues 
of lesbianism, racism, sexism, gender violence and prostitution.2

According to the report written for Signs by U.S. anthropologist Hanna 
Papanek, an expert of South Asia and UNESCO advisor, the majority of 
Tribune participants from civil society organizations were from Latin 
America or from the United States because of their proximity, while Asian, 
African and Eastern European women were fewer due to travel costs. Despite 
the ambivalences of U.S. women’s writing on Third World women at the 
time, including the writings of Papanek herself (Coogan-Gehr 2011: 57-58), 
her report from Mexico City is deeply aware of the risk of cultural hegemony 
and patronizing. The author noted that within the U.S. delegation “academics 
and others who had worked with women from other countries were con-
spicuously absent”, so that some of the participants “had little sensitivity to 
people from other cultures and tended to dominate meetings with the in-
ternal dissensions of the U.S. women’s movements”. She also posed the 
feminist dilemma of “who speaks for whom”, feeling that

we do not speak for women of other societies, no matter how long we 
have lived or worked there, if we are not full citizens with all the duties 
and responsibilities of citizenship. Our own civic responsibility must be 
formulated in terms of the influence we may be able to exert on our own 
governments and others who affect the lives of the people with whom we 
are concerned.

Paradoxically, as Papanek noted (1975:220), Western analysts and academics 
were less experienced in influencing policy making than women from less 
industrialized nations, so that “some of the most articulate expressions of 
powerlessness came from women in some of the richest nations, mainly 
from the floor of the Tribune, while some of the most self-confident women 
were those who had achieved important positions in their own ‘underde-
veloped’ societies”. Moreover, while at the Tribune Western participants 
were keen to stress women’s oppression in the private sphere, women from 
Asia, Africa and especially Latin America emphasized the importance of 
social and economic development and of the struggle against imperialism 
as a prerequisite for women’s emancipation (Papanek 1975; Whitaker 1975).

2  Report, International Women’s Year Tribune, 1975, 35 pages, in Women and Social 
Movements, International. http://wasi.alexanderstreet.com/
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Beside these transnational conflicts over the content and formulation of 
women’s emancipation (women’s individual freedom vs. women’s social 
and economic rights), radical feminists’ view of what they perceived as 
male-dominated institutions also led to their distancing from the official 
UN conference. Radical feminists present at the Tribune were generally 
skeptical of UN conference proceedings being led by populist and Third-
Worldist Mexican president Luis Echeverria, who had a history of supporting 
violent repression against internal opponents. They also had reservations 
about prominent women delegates that were often chosen for their family 
ties to dubious politicians, as in the case of Imelda Marcos (wife of Philip-
pines’ notorious dictator) or Ashraf Pahlavi (the twin sister of the Persian 
Shah). As Germaine Greer (1986:202) wrote, “Instead of a conference 
about women, we had all been duped into attending a débâcle, where 
women who had come to prominence through their relationships with men 
were employed by those men to further their policies at the expense of 
women of the world. It was disgusting”.

The official UN conference, therefore, was often perceived in negative terms 
by U.S. delegates and feminists, since its bureaucratic setting and the accent 
placed on development and the need for a New International Economic 
Order seemed to sideline the conference focus on women. As another Foreign 
Affairs report on the official UN conference noted, “the women’s revolution 
was immediately faced by what seemed like a counterrevolution – the delegates 
from the developing countries appeared for a time so intent on the redistri-
bution of resources between rich and poor that the redistribution of power 
between men and women seemed for them a competing priority”. Furthermore, 
Western women “wondered whether the Third World position did not reflect 
a disdain or hostility by those countries and their male-dominated govern-
ments for the goals of the conference, an attempt to distract the women from 
how much they had in common” (Whitaker 1975: 173).

While Third World women’s anti-imperialist stance was perceived as related 
to their understandable economic and social oppression, yet at risk of 
manipulation, women from the Second World were generally represented 
as manipulated beyond return in the U.S. reports of that time. Whitaker 
(1975: 173) wrote, for instance:

That both the conflict and the communication flowed almost exclusively 
between the Westerners and those from developing countries was striking. 
Regarding their own revolutions as complete, delegates from the com-
munist countries complacently abstained from the revolutions of both 
women and the poor except for an enthusiastic endorsement of all attacks 
on neocolonialism, imperialism and similar evils.

Instead, Western delegates expressed distrust for any type of (men-led) 
revolution, arguing, as French state secretary to the women’s condition 
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Françoise Giroud, that “Women have fought and died for countless libera-
tion movements in the past, only to find themselves ‘making the coffee’, 
when it was all over. Therefore a woman’s feminist commitment often exists 
in an ideological vacuum as far as classical political movements are con-
cerned” (quoted in Whitaker 1975: 174).

The language of women’s sisterhood against male sexism was perceived by 
Western feminists as the only radical option, leading also to problematic 
appropriations of Third World women’s experience, for instance when official 
Australian representative Elizabeth Reid argued that “All women are subject 
to colonization by mute consent” (Whitaker 1975: 174). According to 
Kelly Coogan-Gehr (2011), U.S. feminists’ attitude and positioning towards 
Third World women and women from socialist countries weren’t only 
originating in the activist character of their experience, which she singled 
out as a stock narrative of feminist scholarship. Feminist field formation, 
instead, was embedded in the specific geopolitical conditions of the 1960s 
and 1970s, namely in a wide array of state-sponsored and private funding 
which intended to use social sciences and newly emerging academic femi-
nism to respond to Soviet influence over Third World women, promoting 
instead a less radical approach to women and development. Such economic 
and geopolitical links are often made invisible in the transnational history 
of the women’s movement.

An interesting example of these links is the conference on Women and 
Development held at Wellesley College in 1976 with the support of the 
Rockefeller Foundation, which resulted in a special issue of Signs a year 
later. As Coogan-Gehr argued (2011:67), “the political and scholarly 
agenda of the Wellesley Conference reflected a conception of third-world 
women’s interests and needs based largely on perceptions of first-world 
scholars”. This led to a poignantly critical article written by three prominent 
scholars from outside the West who took part in the conference, namely 
Fatema Mernissi (Morocco), Nawal Al Sadawi (Egypt) and Mallica Va-
jarathon (Thailand). 3 The case of the Wellesley conference shows how U.S. 
feminists’ positions were embedded in Cold War geopolitics, and how 
“global differentials of power made it very difficult for first-world feminists 
to identify the intricate workings of the international division of academic 

3  “The women from industrially developed countries focused their attention on the 
oppressive conditions of women in developing countries; the causes of oppression 
became secondary. For example, discussion about the effects of so-called “development” 
and “modernization” on the degrading economic conditions of women in developing 
countries was not linked to economic/political factors such as the role of the multi-
national corporation. When Third World women tried to attract attention to the role 
of the multinationals, they were accused of being nonfeminist; of imitating the male 
in his political games; and “splitting the spirit of sisterhood in the Women’s Movement”. 
Saadawi et al. 1978, quoted in Coogan-Gehr 2011:71. 
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labor that fashioned their liberal worldview” (Coogan-Gehr 2011: 70). 
Another interesting aspect of the conference at Wellesley College was the 
complete absence of women from the socialist bloc, which was reproduced 
in the special issue of Signs that ensued. Further issues of Signs also showed 
a general absence of interest for socialist countries and socialist modes of 
development in the Third World (Coogan-Gehr 2011), thus contributing 
to the reductionist view of women’s position in state socialist countries and 
obscuring the numerous connections and translations between women’s 
movements in the Second and the Third World (Ghodsee 2014).

Another notable example of second wave feminism’s ambivalent stance towards 
broader geopolitics – and of their principled refusal to engage with interna-
tional and national organizations– is the grassroots-based International 
Tribunal on the crimes against women held in 1976 in Brussels, which saw 
the participation of over 2000 women from 40 countries4 and which repre-
sented a radical feminist response to the UN International Women’s Year and 
to the Mexico City conference (Russel and Van den Ven 1976). Simone De 
Beauvoir’s opening message, sent remotely, stated: “In contrast to Mexico 
where women, directed by their political parties, by their nations, were only 
seeking to integrate Woman into a male society, you are gathered here to 
denounce the oppression to which women are subjected in this society”. De 
Beauvoir defined the Tribunal as “the start of a radical decolonization of 
women”. She argued in another article published in Nouvel Observateur that 
“under whatever regime, law, moral code, social environment in which they 
find themselves, all women suffer from a specific form of oppression” (Russel 
and Van den Ven 1976:5). Such statements were clearly at odds with state 
socialist regimes’ emphasis on women’s emancipation as a tenet of their 
modernization policies (Donert 2013). Interestingly, the Brussels Tribunal 
did not include testimonies from the socialist bloc, except for a U.S. participant 
who mentioned testimonies of women’s political repression in the Soviet 
Union and Ukraine provided by Amnesty International.

The feminist language of sisterhood and of common women’s oppression 
made it difficult, in the West, to understand women’s agency as expressed 
within (male-dominated) state institutions, being them placed in the West, 
the East, or the rest of the world, since feminists mostly refused the type 
of equality with men that was proposed by the Mexico City conference. 
Against this framework of global sisterhood which undermined geopolitical 
differences among women, the representatives of countries belonging to 

4  Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Denmark, Egypt, France, West 
Germany, Greece, Guinea, Holland, Iceland, India, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, Mozambique, the Netherlands, Antilles, Norway, Philippines, 
Portugal, Puerto Rico, Scotland, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, 
Taiwan, the U.S.A, Vietnam and Yemen. 
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the Second World, the Third World and the Non-Aligned Movement treated 
geopolitical inequalities and Western countries’ privileged status as a fun-
damental obstacle to women’s emancipation. Many also saw women’s 
participation to international and national institutions as a factor of progress 
and modernization, and strived to voice their views within the United Nations. 
In the case of Western participants, instead, there seemed to be an open 
conflict between feminist participants and official delegations, notably in 
the case of the U.S. (Whitaker 1975). Progress is often equated with the 
change in discourse brought by grassroots feminism: “between 1975 and 
1985, activists from around the world used the UN Decade to challenge the 
patriarchal model that frames national and international relations” (Zinssler 
2002: 144). In the next sections I will explore the influence of Cold War 
dynamics and of different languages of women’s emancipation on two 
prominent Mexico City participants that were positioned on the opposite 
spectrum of the political (and feminist) scale: Betty Friedan and Vida Tomšič.

Embodying liberal feminism: 
Betty Friedan’s Scary doings in Mexico City

In her accurate reconstruction of the different voices that were present at 
the Mexico City Tribune, Joyce Olcott (2010:736) has argued that “the 
events quickly became stages for political performances directed not only 
at an international audience but also at audiences in participants’ countries 
and communities”. This led to conflicting performances in front of the local 
and international media, notably over issues of sexual rights, prostitutes’ 
rights and lesbianism. While many women from Latin America resisted 
discussions that challenged heteronormative models of sexuality and were 
rather supporting gender complementarity, figures like Mexican lesbian 
activist Nancy Cárdenas did not fit into discourses that equated sexual rights 
with cultural imperialism (Olcott 2010). Meanwhile, within the Tribune, 
well known U.S. feminist Betty Friedan was perceived as the symbol of 
Western feminism by many non-Western participants, and her contested 
position – not only among Third World women but also among U.S. femi-
nists – was emphasized by the fact that Friedan “gauged her performance 
to establish her role as a broker and a model for feminists around the world 
steering women’s activism back towards what she perceived as core women’s 
issues” (Olcott 2010: 739).

Betty Friedan was very well known at home and abroad, as a result of her 
bestseller, The Feminine Mystique, published in 1963. In the book, on the 
basis of her personal experience, Friedan wrote about “the problem that 
has no name”, namely white middle-class women’s dissatisfaction with their 
lives as housewives and mothers in the suburbs. She had co-founded the 
National Organization for Women (NOW) in 1966, which waged very 
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important battles for women’s equality before the law, equal pay and abortion 
rights. While Friedan presented herself as a liberal feminist in the 1960s, 
she used to be a labor rights activist during the war and the immediate 
postwar period. As a response to widespread McCarthyism and anti-com-
munism, however, Friedan concealed the left-wing political engagement of 
her formative years throughout the rest of her life (Horowitz 1998). Friedan’s 
retrospective account of the Mexico City conference is an interesting docu-
ment in this sense, as it reflects both her stance as a leading feminist figure 
at home, as well as the Cold War embedding of her positioning.

In Scary doings in Mexico City (1977, first published 1976), the UN confer-
ence was turned into a spy story that had the author as the main character 
in the drama. Women from Latin America, China and other countries from 
the global South generally appeared as manipulated in Friedan’s account. 
Some Mexican women, for instance, were allegedly paid to disrupt the 
women’s unity created at the Tribune under the pretext of anti-imperialism, 
while “communists” were trying to hijack the women’s movement by gather-
ing attention on the WIDF conference to be held in East Berlin the following 
autumn. Friedan strived to rally Tribune participants, and to have a women’s 
delegation speaking at the official UN conference, albeit unsuccessfully. 
She was allegedly spied on, threatened and generally at risk in a foreign 
country led by a repressive regime that wanted to limit the influence of 
Western feminism over local women. Friedan, therefore, realized that while 
being against imperialism and the Vietnam War, she was after all an 
American, and that the American feminist movement was based, as she 
writes, on “the values of American democracy – the belief in individual 
dignity and freedom, equality and self-fulfillment, and self-determination, 
as well as freedom to dissent and organize” (1977: 449). I won’t summarize 
her entire account here, but only single out a few passages describing Cold 
War polarizations among women.

From the start, Friedan claimed that she personally went to see the UN 
Secretary General Kurt Waldheim to make sure that a world conference 
would be organized for International Women’s Year (IWY). Women from 
the WIDF and Soviet women, in fact, claimed to be the initiators of the 
IWY, but opposed the idea of a UN conference (as they initially did) and 
proposed instead to have one WIDF congress in East Berlin instead (as it 
happened the following autumn).5 Friedan also recalled how she saw at 
the Bucharest conference a year earlier “a curious alliance of the Vatican, 
the Communists and the Third World nations (Latin America and Arabs 

5  On the Cold War tensions surrounding the preparations of the conference, see 
Ghodsee 2010; 2014. As Ghodsee (2014:245) notes: “Faced with the possibility that 
the Eastern Bloc countries would be hosting the only conference to debate women’s 
issues on the international stage, the [U.S.] State Department reluctantly agreed to 
support an official United Nations conference in Mexico City.” 
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especially) oppose women’s rights to control her own body and equality 
for women as ‘irrelevant’”. In Romania, Friedan had witnessed women’s 
double burden and restricted abortion rights, despite the fact that women 
were supposedly liberated by communism. The trip to Romania led Friedan 
to realize that “maybe you couldn’t have women’s liberation in a country 
were women weren’t free to organize on their own behalf” (1977: 445). 
Again, the feminist grassroots activist trope was present, and so was Friedan’s 
generalized description of state socialist regimes as opposed to women’s 
rights.6 An ulterior proof of Communists’ misdeeds came from Friedan’s 
unsuccessful attempt to dialogue with women delegates from the People’s 
Republic of China in Mexico City, on the basis of their common womanhood. 
Friedan compared the liberatory potential of the women’s movement to 
the one of the proletariat, only for the conversation to be quickly inter-
rupted by the Chinese ambassador. Friedan’s work of feminist outreach was 
not in vain, however, since some Latin-American women during the Tribune 
began to speak “simply for ourselves as women” (1977: 452).

Friedan’s account, similarly to others by Western participants, presented 
the sisterhood between Western women and Third World women as some-
thing which could be established with some difficulties, while women from 
socialist countries refrained from any significant dialogue, a part from a 
Russian woman who told her jokingly: “You are too eloquent. I do not agree 
with you. I think you might be dangerous” (1977: 448). A post-scriptum 
to the piece was specifically dedicated to women’s condition in Eastern 
Europe, and contained the classic “common knowledge” about socialist 
regimes (women’s double burden, lack of political decision-making, repres-
sion). This was based on Friedan’s experience in 1967 Czechoslovakia, just 
before the Soviet invasion, in which the author perceived local woman as 
“facing something similar to the feminine mystique”, and in which she at-
tempted to help in organizing a local women’s movement through a trans-
lation of her writings (after being defined by a Czech activist as “Karl Marx 
for women”, no less!). Friedan’s postscript concluded that “the women’s 
movement and feminism are threatening to Communists”, due to the fact 
of being a real mass movement for revolutionary change that could not be 
controlled. Friedan self-confidently stated: “I don’t think any existing Com-
munist model can give us a blueprint for the ‘new yes’, because all the 
Communist regimes are stuck far short of real equality for women, further 
from sex-role revolution than we are” (1977: 469-470).

While Friedan’s observations pointed at the well-known pitfalls of state 
socialist gender politics, they were also overly generalizing and stereotypical. 

6  When taking part in the Bucharest conference, Vida Tomšič argued for planned 
parenthood as a human right. The right to planned parenthood was also inscribed in 
the 1974 Yugoslav Constitution, see later in this article. 
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They contributed to reinforce the idea that the interests of women and of 
the state in socialist countries were necessarily in opposition to each other, 
since the (socialist) state was seen as patriarchal per definition. According 
to this representation, any female leader in the socialist system appeared to 
be a token of her government, since she was acting against women’s interests, 
including her own. This stereotype has been recently challenged by the 
scholarly literature mentioned in the introduction, and particularly by 
Raluca Popa, who demonstrated Romanian and Hungarian women’s initiative 
during IWY preparations (2009), as well as the opposition of the National 
Council of Romanian Women to officially sanctioned abortion politics (2016). 
Accounts such as Friedan’s contributed to make invisible socialist and com-
munist women’s agency in advancing women’s emancipation in their own 
country, as well as transnational connections between women from the 
Second and the Third World that were expressed through bilateral agreements 
or through the Women’s International Democratic Federation (Ghodsee 
2012; 2014; Bonfiglioli 2012).

Promoting Socialism and Non-Alignment: 
Vida Tomšić and the Yugoslav IWY

The invisibility of state socialist delegates in the history of the UN Decade 
for Women is being reproduced to these days, as made clear by two panels 
organized during the 2011 Berkshire Conference on women’s history on 
the legacy of the Mexico City conference. Beside notable U.S. activists who 
engaged in the Tribune, such as Mildred Persinger, Charlotte Bunch and 
Arvonne Fraser (Ghodsee 2014), only Devaki Jain from India and another 
participant from Bangladesh teaching at Columbia University, Rounaq 
Jahan, were present as international guests. Women from post-socialist 
Europe weren’t included in the panel, but Indian scholar and development 
expert Devaki Jain recalled Yugoslav representative Vida Tomšič as a re-
markable figure of the 1975 event. She was aware, she added, that Tomšič 
wasn’t part of the Western feminist canon of feminist goddesses (Ghodsee 
2014: 245). The lack of knowledge about the Yugoslav representative 
mentioned by Jain is apparent from the transcription of her intervention. 
In the transcript, Tomšič’s name is mispelled, anglicized and eventually 
lost in translation:

And we did not perhaps mention enough about when you mention east 
and west, about the non-aligned movement. (…) I think the non-aligned 
movement gave a very interesting new political space to the women’s 
movement, which was often not known even by us, and there was one 
woman called Rita [Thompson?] [Vida Tomšič] (…) an extraordinary 
feminist, you know (…) so she was a feminist from Yugoslavia. And she 
brought together a whole lot of us in a little center in Belgrade in order to 
enable us to bring the non-aligned movement idea into Nairobi (…) I think 
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we should really study much more and give more tribute to people like 
Vida who are not in our pantheon of goddesses. But I put her here [in her 
book Women, Development and the UN, 2005] because I think she is a very 
important goddess. 7

The fact that Jain remembered Tomšič as a feminist is quite significant, and 
also paradoxical, since Tomšič would have strongly refused such identification, 
and repeatedly criticized both interwar and second wave feminist move-
ments for separating women’s inequality from social and economic exploi-
tation. At the same time, as I have written elsewhere (Bonfiglioli 2016: 
147), her speeches make clear that her vision of women’s emancipation 
was far from instrumental, and was embedded within a global web of 
antifascist, anticolonial, and internationalist postwar women’s networks. 
Tomšič’s political activism and beliefs were deeply shaped by her pre-war 
and wartime engagement, and by the role in the introduction of women’s 
equal rights and modern welfare institutions in post-war Yugoslavia. She 
was also marked by the specific experience of socialist self-management, 
which had shifted decision-making on economic and social policies to the 
local factories and communes, involving workers in factory-based political 
participation. The so-called “Yugoslav way to socialism” came about after 
Yugoslavia’s expulsion from the Soviet bloc in 1948, which had also led to 
the expulsion (and consequent rehabilitation) of Yugoslav representatives 
by the Women’s International Democratic Federation (Bonfiglioli 2012; 
2014). Since the late 1940s, while maintaining critical distance towards 
the WIDF, Yugoslav women’s organizations had established contacts with 
Western organizations, mainly Scandinavian and Italian, and later with 
women’s organization from Asia, Africa and the Middle East, as a result of 
Yugoslavia’s foreign politics of Non-Alignment.

The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) was inaugurated by the 1955 Band-
ung African-Asian Conference, which represented an attempt to reunite 
newly decolonized countries. Yugoslavia joined this alliance with the 
Brioni meeting of 1956 between Tito, Nasser and Nehru, and with the 
Belgrade of the Heads of State of Government of Non-Aligned Countries 
in 1961. The NAM stressed the principles of détente, national sovereignty 
against great powers’ hegemony and more equal relations in the interna-
tional arena (Mates 1972). Certainly, imperialism did not end with Band-
ung, and newly appointed chiefs of state reproduced a pedagogical style 
of politics which emphasized catching up with Western modernity through 
development and modernization (Chakrabarty 2010). However, this 
discourse of national sovereignty and international equality opened up 

7  “Generations of Change” “The United Nations International Women’s Conferences” 
Panel, Berkshire Conference on the History of Women, June 2011. Panel 1 and 2 are 
available in the online database Women’s and Social Movements, International. 
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possibilities for women’s activism and transnational cooperation (Jain 
and Chacko 2009).

In February 1958, an Asian-African Conference on Women was held in 
Colombo, Indonesia, affiliating twenty-nine women’s organizations from 
the countries that took part in the Bandung conference. Another Afro-
Asian Women’s Solidarity Conference followed in Cairo in 1961. As Bier 
(2010: 150) argues in her piece about Egyptian women’s organizations 
after Bandung, “patterns of global feminism (…) shifted in accordance 
with the dramatic political changes that occurred during the early cold 
war and postcolonial periods. But these shifts were not mere reflections 
of geopolitical transitions then current. Rather, the role of “Third World” 
women and their organizations must be understood as active and there-
fore vital in the shaping of these new and evolving global orders”. Later 
on, in response to the UN mobilization on the International Women’s Year, 
NAM conferences on the role of women held in Baghdad (1979), New 
Delhi (1985) and Havana (1991) were crucial in shaping cooperation 
among women from the global South. As Devaki Jain (2005:83) argues, 
the New Delhi conference served as a fundamental preparation to the UN 
world conference on women held in Nairobi in the same year, with Tomšič 
acting as a spokesperson of the NAM. According to Jain, “the NAM move-
ment and gatherings offered a space where the women from these former 
colonies could reassert the standpoint that they were active agents in 
their nations, contributors to their country’s progress, not just consumers 
of social services”.

The emphasis on women’s active participation in politics and institutional 
building was a constant feature of Vida Tomšič’s contributions to UN and 
NAM expert meetings and conferences. Tomšič represented Yugoslavia in 
the Social Development Commission of the Economic and Social Council 
(ECOSOC) (1960–1963; 1971–1974) and chaired the Commission in 1963 
(Jeraj 2006:577). She also had an important role in the Board of Trustees 
of INSTRAW, the United Nations International Research and Training In-
stitute for the Advancement of Women set up in 1976. Tomšič supported 
women’s abortion and contraception rights, and was a prominent member 
of the International Federation for Family Planning (IFFP). Women’s (and 
men’s) right to freely decide on childbirth was inscribed in the Yugoslav 
Constitution in 1974 (Jeraj 2006:578). That same year, during a speech 
given at a UN Expert Group Meeting on Social Welfare and Family Planning 
held in New York, Tomšič stated:

From this forum we should insist on a sustained effort to abolish every kind 
of discrimination between people and nations, be the discrimination racial, 
national, social or sexual. We should insist on new relations between people 
and between nations. Planned parenthood should be promoted as a human 
right closely related to and dependent on the promotion of other human 
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rights (…) The emancipation of women lifts a very serious obstacle from 
the road to progress, not only their own but that of the entire society. 8

During the Mexico City Conference of 1975, Tomšič’s position, therefore, 
was in line with the reflections of most delegations from the global South. 
Her vision of women’s equality being intimately connected to transforma-
tions in social and geopolitical relations, however, as well as her faith in 
state-led modernization, was implicitly challenged by the new grassroots 
political paradigm brought about by second wave Western feminist move-
ments (which in turn influenced the emerging new generation of Yugoslav 
feminists and their first conference three years later, see Bonfiglioli 2011).

Vida Tomšič’s official discourse in Mexico City repeatedly connected the issue 
of women’s emancipation to broader social and geopolitical inequalities. 
Tomšič started her speech by recalling a forgotten genealogy of women’s 
activism, namely the women who had fought in socialist revolutions and in 
national liberation movement in the twentieth century, including “soldaderas” 
in Mexico (those who ended up making the coffee according to the French 
official representative). She then stressed the connection between women’s 
emancipation, development and new economic relations, relating it to the 
requests of the NAM movement and recalling the struggle against colonialism 
and neocolonialism in South Africa, Namibia, Angola, Rhodesia and Mozam-
bique, and the right to a state of Palestinians. A survivor of Fascist jails, where 
she lost her first husband, Tomšič also warned against the resurgence of 
fascist regimes, and reminded the audience that “fascism deeply humiliated 
the woman and abused her role as wife and mother” and caused “the most 
terrible suffering of millions during Second World War”, so that it was neces-
sary to take action against any possible fascist revival, thirty years after 1945.9

Tomšič then discussed the Yugoslav context, the liberation war, and her 
distancing from the pre-war feminist movement which, in her view,

limited itself to claim certain legislative correctives for women only, neglect-
ing the exploitation of urban and country working people and discrimina-
tion based on national origin of different nations in Yugoslavia. Neither 
then nor now we could accept the view that women represent a unique 
social structure, and that they have to fight men for the division of rights 
and power but leaving untouched the whole system of exploitation.

8  “Contribution of women to the formulation and implementation of national and 
international policies relating especially to population and development”, 19.4.1974, 
Vida Tomšič collection, AS 1413, box 36, The Archives of the Republic of Slovenia, 
Ljubljana. Original in English. 
9  Statement by Vida Tomšič, Head of the Yugoslav Delegation, Mexico City, June 23, 
1975, Vida Tomšič collection, AS 1413, box 191 (original in English). Similar statements 
emphasizing anti-imperialist solidarity and anti-fascism were voiced at the 7th WIDF 
Congress held in East Berlin in the same year. 
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According to Tomšič, both men and women had instead to struggle for the 
revolutionary transformation of the system and for a new division of labour 
which would allow women to achieve a better social position on the basis of 
work, and not of her family status or property. The politician recalled the 
post-war mass mobilization against illiteracy and for industrialization, and 
the role of women in self-managing bodies. She talked explicitly of the need 
for “accellerated development”, claiming that “lasting prospects for women 
lie in their direct inclusion in the social economy, as workers, professionals 
or agricultural producers”. Motherhood, she argued, could be reconciled with 
women’s work through social services and through freedom of choice in the 
reproductive realm. She explained that she saw work as “a primary creative 
need of every individual and not as a necessary evil”, and that in the Yugoslav 
system the state was no longer conceived as a “protective power over the 
citizen” but rather as “an instrument in the hands of working people to protect 
the constitutional order”.10 Against Whitaker’s claim that communist countries’ 
delegates “complacently abstained from the revolutions of both women and 
the poor”, Tomšič showed a strong belief in the interrelatedness of both social 
and gender justice. Her talk was also an explicit response to the emergence 
of feminist discourse in the West, a discourse that was highly critical of socialist 
regimes’ official policies of women’s emancipation through welfare and labour. 
During the International Women’s Year of 1975, Yugoslav authorities were 
keen to stress the improvements in women’s conditions occurred between 
1945 and 1975, and to emphasize the specificity of the Yugoslav “national 
way to socialism” in gender terms.

Another document from that time, issued by the Tanjug official press 
agency, claimed that “There is no ‘Women’s Lib’ movement in Yugoslavia 
fighting for women’s rights, as it is the fashion in many countries today. 
This, of course, does not mean that Yugoslav women have achieved every-
thing in terms of their status in society and the home to make them en-
tirely equal to men”. Despite women’s advancements in education and 
labour participation, the report admitted that many families continued to 
be strictly patriarchal, especially in rural and underdeveloped areas. The 
report also conceded that women’s increased literacy and work participa-
tion meant an increase in the double burden in the immediate postwar 
year: “husbands could not be changed overnight” and the state had limited 
resources for welfare services. While new canteens and childcare facilities 
had been built, and while some husbands started to help, often “it is the 
working mother who remains the one primarily responsible for looking 
after the children, for attending to cooking and housekeeping”. The back-
wardness of the region made the process of family transformation “neither 
easy of problem-free”, but the modernization of infrastructure, women’s 

10  Ibidem. 
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labour participation, equal education and planned parenthood were opening 
up new opportunities.11

The report concluded that Yugoslav women’s emancipation could not be 
separated from the development of society as a whole, and that Yugoslav 
women’s “aspirations and dreams” coincided with those of “the Yugoslav 
socialist and non-aligned society”, based on equality regardless of national 
identity, religious convictions and sex. Yugoslav women were defined as 
“modern” for having assumed their responsibilities and burdens, “capably 
and with charm, with dignity and serenity”.12 Despite its propagandistic tone 
on the absolute coincidence between women’s and state aspirations (which 
is somehow mirroring Western feminists’ insistence on their absolute sepa-
ration), the report appeared to be fairly balanced when it came to assessing 
the challenges presented by gendered modernization in the region, also 
highlighting state feminists’ fear of a backlash in gender relations. While state 
socialist regimes are often disqualified a posteriori on the basis of women’s 
“double burden”, sources from the time show that Yugoslav authorities were 
very much aware of the problem and of its complex rootedness in patriarchal 
culture, rapid industrialization and unevenly developed welfare institutions.

The Tanjug’ press release, as well as Tomšič’s speech, reflect Yugoslav 
authorities’ utopian faith in institutional building and in the simultaneous 
“withering away” of the Yugoslav state (as opposed to Soviet centralism). 
This vision, as highlighted by various authors, eventually became a source 
of fragmentation leading to the Yugoslav Wars (Jović 2009), and was un-
able to solve social inequalities in its mediation with global and local 
market forces (Archer, Duda and Stubbs, 2016). When read from a con-
temporary perspective, however, Tomšič’s emphasis on the nexus between 
women’s emancipation, labour and global development appears as a par-
ticularly poignant reminder of the gradual vanishing of similar debates in 
the last forty years. Feminist critiques of neo-liberal capitalism have gen-
erally abandoned systemic aspiration to social change (Fraser 2013), while 
the politics of international gender mainstreaming and legal equality did 
not solve the gendered division of labour in the public and private sphere, 
nor structural violence against women on a global scale. In post-Yugoslav 
states, in turn, the re-traditionalisation of gender relations during the proc-
ess of post-socialist transition was related not only to the emerging nation-
alist rhetoric, but also to the widespread expulsion of women from indus-
trial jobs (Bonfiglioli 2014). The post-Cold War invisibility of the “working 
class” as a political subject has been highly damaging for both genders, 

11  “The status of women in Yugoslavia”, signed by Gordana Gračić (?), Tanjug, June 
1975, Vida Tomšič collection, AS 1413, box 191, The Archives of the Republic of Slo-
venia, Ljubljana. Original in English. 
12  Ibidem. 
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while neo-liberal mantras such as Thatcher’s There is no alternative and 
Fukuyama’s end of history are cracking under the weight of imperialist 
military interventions, proxy wars, right-wing populism, precarious labour, 
religious fanaticism and climate change – not to mention the current legiti-
macy crisis of the European Union. The nexus between women’s emancipa-
tion, geopolitics and global development highlighted during the Mexico City 
conference by women from socialist and postcolonial countries, therefore, 
merits to be re-discussed, in order not to undermine women’s agency when 
expressed outside a Western liberal or radical feminist framework.

Instead of a conclusion

A new wave of scholarship has been recently unravelling the question of 
women’s agency under state socialism in Central, Eastern and South-Eastern 
Europe, highlighting the transnational character of Cold War discussions 
over women’s rights (Bonfiglioli 2012; Donert 2013; Ghit 2016). Critical of 
such perspectives, U.S. philosopher Nanette Funk singled out nine “Revisionist 
Feminist Scholars” (2014; 2015), arguing that their empirical research “did 
not establish women’s agency throughout the whole period of 1945-1989”, 
and that their claims on women’s agency were “overstated and vague”. In 
both interventions, Funk proceeded to assess the different degrees and forms 
of agency (or the lack of it) that could be attributed to state socialist women’s 
organizations, fundamentally presupposing a separation between the in-
terests of women and the interests of the (repressive) socialist state. Her 
argument already generated a wide array of critical responses (Bonfiglioli 
2016; Daskalova 2016; De Haan 2016; De Haan, et. al. 2016; Ghodsee 
2015). As Francisca De Haan noted (2016: 104), “perhaps the most basic 
problem with Funk’s article is that she does not recognize the partiality of 
her own perspective and instead assumes that she can prescribe the right 
interpretation of the history of state-socialist women’s organizations”. In a 
follow-up answer to Kristen Ghodsee, who argued that state repression also 
affected left-wing women’s organizations in the United States in the 1950s, 
Funk (2016: 354) indeed reinstated that the history of anti-communism in 
U.S. women’s organizations had no relation with her stance on state socialist 
organizations in Eastern Europe – a claim that deserves to be problematized 
further in view of the impact of Cold War legacies on Western feminist 
knowledge production.

Transnational Cold War debates held during the Mexico City conference 
highlight the fundamental and contested intersection between political and 
social rights in the framing of women’s citizenship, and the simultaneous 
transformation of gender regimes, nation-based citizenship regimes, and in-
ternational geopolitics. Anti-imperialist, Non-Aligned and socialist genealogies 
of women’s activism remind us of the competition and interdependency 
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between capitalist and socialist modes of development in the Cold War 
era, which in turn shaped transnational discussions on women’s emanci-
pation between the former West, East and Third World. The multiple 
voices at the 1975 Mexico City conference make clear that women’s 
agency took different forms, which included both the refusal and the ac-
ceptance of women’s activism within existing national and international 
institutions. A geopolitical, intersectional awareness is thus fundamental to 
feminist knowledge production, as it helps us to problematize epistemic 
categories inherited from the Cold War when establishing definitions and 
norms of feminist and women’s agency, past and present.
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Chiara Bonfiglioli
Prva svetska UN konferencija o ženama (1975) kao 
hladnoratovski susret: vraćanje antiimperijalističkim, 
nesvrstanim i socijalističkim genealogijama
Sažetak
Ovaj ogled se uklju ču je u ak tu el ne ras pra ve o žen skom tran sna ci o na li zmu i mo ći 
de lo va nja, raz ma tra ju ći okol no sti u ko ji ma se odr ža la pr va kon fe ren ci ja u okvi ru 
UN de ka de že na, odr ža ne u Mek si ko Si ti ju 1975. go di ne, s po seb nim osvr tom na 
spe ci fič ni kon tekst hlad no ra tov ske ge o po li ti ke. Oslu šku ju ći raz li či te fe mi ni stič ke i 
ak ti vi stič ke gla so ve, s na gla skom na ma nje vi dlji vim an ti im pe ri ja li stič kim, ne svr sta-
nim i so ci ja li stič kim ge ne a lo gi ja ma žen skog ak ti vi zma, ogled se za la že za pre i spi ti-
va nje za pad ne pa ra dig me fe mi ni stič ke pro iz vod nje zna nja. Reč je o po ku ša ju da se 
ob u hva te vi še stru ke for me žen ske po li tič ke mo ći de lo va nja, ko je se ne mo gu iz ra-
zi ti li be ral nom kon cep ci jom in di vi du al ne auto no mi je že na od dr ža ve. Po re đe njem 
shva ta nja ko ja su to kom kon fe ren ci je iz ne le Be ti Fri dan i Vi da Tom šič, u tek stu se 
po ka zu je da je po li tič ka moć de lo va nja že na to kom Hlad nog ra ta ima la raz li či te 
for me, ko je su ob u hva ta le i od bi ja nje i pri hva ta nje žen skog ak ti vi zma u po sto je ćim 
na ci o nal nim i me đu na rod nim in sti tu ci ja ma. 

Ključ ne re či: Mek si ko Si ti, De ka da že na Uje di nje nih na ci ja, Hlad ni rat, moć de lo-
va nja, fe mi ni zam, dr žav ni so ci ja li zam, Ne svr sta ni, Be ti Fri dan, Vi da Tom šič
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Geoffrey Hodgson

Introductory Remarks

Thank you very much for inviting me. I’m honoured by your kind invitation 
and for devoting time to my 2015 book. I hope we can have a useful discussion 
and all learn from this. As an introduction I will focus on a couple of ideas, 
just to start the discussion going. My book grew out of my growing conviction, 
which dates back several decades, that standard economics had an inadequate 
understanding of property, markets, and the nature of capitalism. It has 
failed to define or understand these key institutions adequately.

I put a lot of pieces together to make the argument in the book. I’ll focus, 
for this introduction, on just two basic components. I refer to the concepts 
of property and capital.

Property is a foundational concept, which economists mention all the time. 
Many economists stress the importance of ‘secure property rights’. But on 
closer examination their nature and meaning is problematic. For example, if 
you consider the concept of property in the so-called ‘economics of property 
rights’, you find it’s not about property as we ordinarily understand it.

Consider the works of Armen Alchian, Yoram Barzel and several other authors 
in this area. For example, Alchian (1977, p. 238) defined a ‘property right’ as 
the probability that a decision over use will be effective. Barzel (1994, p. 394) 
defined property as ‘an individual’s net valuation, in expected terms, of the 
ability to directly consume the services of the asset, or to consume it indi-
rectly through exchange.’ With some terminological differences, they basi-
cally define property as control. So something is my property if I control it.

Strikingly, Marxism also has a control-based definition of property. Marxists 
stress control over the means of production. Karl Marx’s (1975, p. 351) 
notion of property was revealed in 1844 in one of his many discussions of 
‘private property’, where he argued that ‘an object is only ours when we 
have it – … when we directly possess, eat, drink, wear, inhabit it, etc., – in 
short, when we use it.’ A capitalist system is defined in Marxism as the one 
in which the capitalist class controls the means of production. There is no 
notion of legal or other rights in the ‘base’ of the system. Law and rights 
are consigned to the ‘superstructure’.

Consequently, this same identification of property with control is found among 
Marxists (who wish to abolish private property) and some free-market 
libertarians (who wish to secure it). Generally missing here is the role of law. 
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The legal theory on property, which goes back to the Romans, tells us that 
there are different aspects to property. One of those aspects concerns control, 
or control rights, called usus rights. Usus fructus rights are additional rights 
to control or use the fruits of property. A typical peasant in China today, with 
the usus right to use a plot of land, also has usus fructus rights, which are the 
rights to use the things that grow on that land and sell them. But the peasant 
does not have another property right – the right to sell or mortgage the land 
itself. This is because the local collective retains that property right.

In addition to usus and usus fructus rights, there are several aspects of 
property in legal theory, including the possible right to sell (or alienate), 
and the possible right to destroy or degrade (Honoré 1961). If you rent an 
apartment in Belgrade, the contract will give you the right to use the apart-
ment, but not to destroy it. If you destroy the apartment, the landlord will 
sue you in a court of law.

So contracts specify different kinds of rights. But much of this nuance is 
absent from the economics of property rights, basically because they are 
not primarily concerned about law. In addition, the vital concept of rights 
is only partially developed in the economics of property rights. In legal 
theory a right is often seen as an entitlement that some legitimate political 
or legal authority has granted or would endorse.

It is quite clear that in modern societies we have institutions for devolving 
rights, and for deciding ‘this is your property’. For example, if I buy something 
in a supermarket, then I have a receipt, which is legal evidence for my right 
to the item that I bought. Disputes over ownership can be tested in courts.

When it comes to land or housing, it is often important to have some kind 
of registry or other record of rights (Arruñada 2012). Different countries 
do this in different ways: some have national land registries, other countries 
rely on the accumulation of recorded contracts. In France there are notaires, 
who are state employees who note the sales of houses or pieces of land, 
and their registrations of these transactions become the official justifications 
of property rights, rather than using a centralized registry. In much of the 
US they do not use land registries or the equivalent of a notaire, so buyers 
are advised to take out insurance that the claim to title of the land is valid. 
In Britain, there is a centralized registry of land. So property is a complex 
thing, and it’s not simply about control. Legal right or title is also important, 
and this is downplayed in the economics of property rights.

Property has an important connection with finance. Once we establish the 
importance of legal title, we can understand how some property – particu-
larly buildings and land – can be used as collateral to obtain loans from 
banks or other financial institutions. Collateralizable property is extremely 
important for capitalism (Pipes 1999, De Soto 2000, Steiger 2008, Heinsohn 
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and Steiger 2013). It is part of the structure of debt that makes the system 
work. This feature is downplayed in an analysis of property that focuses 
principally on control.

Law also relates to the matter of motivation. Why do we obey the law? For 
a standard economist, the answer is simple: we obey the law to maximize 
our utility. So the ‘economics of crime’ (Becker 1968) suggests that whether 
or not we commit a crime depends on estimating the probability of being 
caught stealing, estimating the disutility of being convicted for that theft, 
and estimating the expected utility of getting off scot-free with the thing 
we’ve stolen. It is simply a utilitarian calculus: we act rationally in the 
standard economic sense of maximizing expected utility.

In reality, in some cases, like speeding on highways, people do try to estimate 
the probability of being caught. But in many other cases we obey the law be-
cause we believe it is the morally right thing to do (Tyler 1990, Hodgson 2013, 
2015b). We do not refrain from armed robbery because we worry about the 
risk of being caught, despite the possibility that the haul could make us rich. 
We generally avoid such acts because we believe them to be morally wrong.

Moral motivation is very important to understand why people obey the law. 
There’s lots of evidence on why moral commitments are important, from 
interviews and experiments. As a result, the apparently simple question of 
property opens up a panorama of issues spanning multiple disciplines: phi-
losophy (what do we mean by rights?), law (what do we mean by law?), and 
psychology (why are we motivated to follow the rules?). Understanding these 
things involves a long journey across several disciplines (Hodgson 2013).

Property is essentially relational, it is not a thing. But economists since 
Adam Smith have treated the economy as a physical entity, like a machine. 
It’s understandable why Smith thought that way. He was inspired by Newton 
and modern Enlightenment science. There were amazing breakthroughs 
in physics and other sciences, advancing our understanding of the universe 
and the physical world around us, and capturing everything in a few basic 
laws or principles.

Other economists, including Marx and most other nineteenth-century econo-
mists, followed Smith in that respect. By contrast, I suggest that the economy 
is much about relations and structures, and about the gathering, storing, 
replication, communication and interpretation of information. Property is 
basically about, claims concerning rights, which are supported by social 
relations and institutions. I particular we need a legal system to process 
that information, to record it, and to deal with disputes.

Austrian economists such as Friedrich Hayek (1948) rightly stressed the 
role of information and knowledge, and the complexity of economic systems. 
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But I differ with Hayek on the conception of law. Hayek saw all custom as 
law. Hence underestimated the distinctive nature of law when enacted and 
enforced by state institutions. For example, as I argue above, property rights 
are authenticated by the state. Recognition of the legitimacy of the state is 
extremely important for obeying the law or understanding the moral force 
of law. Hayek was right about the economy being an information system, 
with pervasive uncertainty and agents struggling with limited information. 
But the Austrians are generally wrong in diminishing the central role of 
the state in this process in modern societies.

This leads me to the second concept, which is capital. Consider the way 
economists and sociologists use the term capital, and compare with the usage 
by ordinary people on the street. For many economists and sociologists, 
‘capital’ is a name to describe any useful thing or state of affairs – anything 
that helps to create wealth, or indeed anything else. By contrast, ordinary 
people refer to capital as a stock of money, or an asset with a collateralizable 
money-value (Hodgson 2014, 2015a). This same ‘ordinary’ meaning is used 
by accountants.

One of the elements associated with the rise of capitalism was the develop-
ment of accounting. Max Weber (1927) noted how double-entry bookkeep-
ing and systematic accounting became important, particularly when com-
panies started to grow and transcended the family unit. Accountants 
understand capital as part of the balance sheet. A firm’s capital, for an ac-
countant, is a set of legally owned assets, which can be used as collateral. 
Such assets must be saleable. It could be a physical asset, like a building, 
or something else owned, like a patent. Hence property can be tangible or 
intangible. It all goes onto the firm’s balance sheet.

If you go to any private business in Belgrade and say, ‘can you show me 
how much capital this firm has’, they’ll show you a balance sheet with a 
list of tangible or intangible assets. If that firm goes to the bank to borrow 
money, the bank will then ask ‘how much capital have you got as collat-
eral?’ With a mortgage, you sign a contract which says that the bank can 
seize that property if you default on loan repayment.

Fernando De Soto (2000) argued in his book The Mystery of Capital, that 
one of the problems of economic development is the lack of capitalizable 
assets. Resources may be plentiful, but legally verifiable ownership is often 
unclear. In South America, much land is squatted upon by slum dwellers, 
but they have no legal title to that property so they have difficulty borrowing 
money, to set up small businesses or whatever. They have control of some 
resources, but they don’t have any capital, in the sense of registered property 
which they can use to borrow money and invest in businesses. They control 
the land but they do not own it legally. De Soto identified the need to 
register that property as a legal right.
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While Adam Smith understood the role of moral motivation, he began to 
pervert the meaning of capital for economists. Smith saw capital as physical 
stuff or wealth. He also treated labour as capital. But he did not invent the 
term ‘human capital’. This first appeared in the 1842, incidentally, in the 
context of slavery (Harris 1842). A slave is human capital: it is a collateraliz-
able piece of property. In his book Capital in the Twenty-First Century, Thomas 
Piketty (2014) pointed out that one of the biggest liquidations of capital in 
history was the emancipation of slaves in the United States during the Civil 
War. Their transition from being slaves to wage labourers (even if it made 
them no better off) mean they could no longer be used as collateral.

This important difference between slavery and wage labour is masked by 
the commonplace use of the term human capital by economists and sociolo-
gists. The misuse of language has subverted our thinking. It has undermined 
the proper meaning of capital that is used by ordinary businesses. To make 
it worse, you have ‘social capital’, or even ‘erotic capital’ (Bourdieu 1986, 
Hakim 2011). If you’re George Clooney, then clearly you have oodles of 
erotic capital, because you have lots of sexual allure. Capital then becomes 
any form of asset, any form of wealth, for good or ill. This is a complete 
dilution and perversion of meaning. Capital as a term has become totally 
abused by a combined effort of economists and sociologists.

Joseph Schumpeter argued that economists were abusing the concept of 
capital. Schumpeter (1954, pp. 322-3) insisted that the term capital should 
be applied to financial assets alone: ‘What a mass of confused, futile, and 
downright silly controversies it would have saved us, if economists had had 
the sense to stick to those monetary and accounting meanings of the term 
instead of trying to “deepen” them!’ Thorstein Veblen and Max Weber said 
something similar (Hodgson 2014, 2015a). The current, unfortunate and 
overly-broad usage of the word is unlikely to change, but we have to put 
a very strong warning sign whenever we see the term ‘capital’ – and par-
ticularly terms like ‘social capital’ – and appreciate that these abuses of 
meaning are helping us to misunderstand what capitalism is.

Capitalism is a monetizable system, working on money and debt. By treat-
ing capital as a physical thing, or applying it to varied assets such as good 
looks or skills, we are degrading its meaning. We have to switch the metaphor 
away from the economy as a machine, where the economy is mainly about 
the control of forces and material things. Instead, what the economy is 
doing (through its legal system, through markets, through its production 
system) is processing information - technological information, legal infor-
mation, financial information. Switching the metaphor, using information-
processing tools and information science, to help us understand how the 
economy works, would be a good strategic move for an economic or a 
sociological theorist. Words change the way we think about the world. We 
should be very careful how we use them.
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Jovan Babić

It’s been a great pleasure to hear you in person after reading your volumi-
nous and very rich book. What you just said about property is convincing 
me that what I am going to say might also be relevant in a way. What I 
thought as putting as provocation of a kind was a projection of a possible 
future of capitalism in context of the growth of economy based in fast 
development of new technologies. But before making a few remarks on 
this issue, let me make just one comment regarding a detail in your book. 
On page 8 you have a quote from Dani Rodrick: “Markets work best not 
when states are weakest, but when they are strong.” There is a widespread 
prejudice that markets and state are opposing each other contained in the 
narrative of (over)regulation and its justification. In a strange way this 
reminds me on Milton Friedman’s claim that the only social responsibility 
of business is to increase its profit. However, Friedman has a caveat there 
(which usually would pass unnoticed): this (i. e. increasing the profit, which 
is the business of business) is possible only within a frame of what he called 
“the rules of the game”, on condition that such rules really exist, and they 
exist only if they are efficiently applied. Although Friedman has a specific 
characterization of what the rules of the game are (“open and free compe-
tition without deception and fraud”), it is far from clear that rules are that 
simple. First, free competition is more a normative ideal than a reality and 
if markets are dependent on something which itself depend on many 
other conditions. The rules of the game can be very different and if they 
are not of a high quality the game, be it market or something which is 
only part of it, would be miserable. The reason why “rules of the game” 
are important is that they give us predictability making the whole social 
life, not only economy, to be different accordingly. But in the end the rules 
will determine which profit is legitimate and which is not. This opens a 
wide range of possibilities regarding the articulation of the scope of pos-
sible distributions and redistributions of wealth. Distribution presupposes 
that there is enough to be distributed, but the rest is the matter of those 
rules. If “capitalism” might be “saved” by adequate changes of these rules 
is the issue I will come to back shortly. 

Yesterday in your lecture you said that usage of the term “capitalism” is not 
very illuminating. The word “capitalism” is usually used as an ideologem, 
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not as a real concept capable to explain something in social reality. You 
also said, speaking on predictability, that there are many kind of social rules 
that are not laws but still participate in shaping what the social and eco-
nomic reality would be there. I would add moral rules as well, although 
they do not have enforceability (as both social and legal rules do). If the 
“rules of the game” contain also moral rules they would be, or at least I am 
inclined to think so, more stable, give more predictability and more consent 
and enable better economy including bigger profits and wider and more 
efficient distribution and redistribution (e. g. through taxes). But however 
wide and complex the redistribution might be it might still be “capitalism” 
if the markets are free and open to maximization of profit accumulation. 

Another point to your lecture. Your Figure 1 is very intriguing, that’s where 
your definition of capitalism resides. Let me just shorten it – in that Figure 
you take that capitalism is a historical phase in the development of the 
economy, becoming a reality somewhere in the 18th century. If this is so 
than capitalism is not equivalent to market economy as such, but is a very 
specific historical phase in the development of social life, and, if I under-
stood you well, starts at a certain level of the GDP. We can raise then the 
following question: Does it mean that, at a certain different level of GDP, 
we will go out of capitalism as the specific historical phase, and what does 
this mean? Is that point near to us in time, are we in the process of leaving 
capitalism, and where are we heading? 

In your mentioning slavery, you said that one of the biggest liquidations of 
capital was freeing of slaves in the US. But despite that, or as a consequence 
of that, we had a huge growth of the economy. It’s clear what you mean by 
“slavery”. It’s political slavery. But in the context of the changes we face in 
economy could we take another angle and, starting from something that 
we can take as an axiom – that sovereignty of buyers is premise of free 
market – we can speak of another kind of slavery. Sovereignty of buyers 
implies real freedom to abstain from buying, you are not enforced to buy, 
you buy from desire not out to need. Although a significant part of econo-
my is still based in satisfying needs (food, shelter, basic clothing etc.), more 
and more of it is directed to satisfying desires. In that sense economy is 
becoming more and more “free” (I exclude such “enforcing powers” as 
prestige, fashion, all such that are subject to constant changes). Couldn’t 
we imagine that at a certain point of economic progress and accumulation 
of wealth the part of economy dealing with needs was separated from the 
other part, the part dealing with desires, so that satisfying needs be secured 
independently of the market, making the market to be the place for trans-
actions to satisfy desires? We still might be the slaves of our desires and 
passions, but in that case our condition to be “slaves” would be our private 
matter. The only condition to realize this state of affairs is to make satisfy-
ing needs secured independently from markets and their laws. In such a 
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scenario markets would become really and literary free: buying, and work-
ing would cease to be matter of necessity. The nature of work would change. 

Would such a condition still be “capitalism”? There are still all the features 
that characterize capitalism now: ownership over opportunities to work, 
inequality, potential unemployment etc. Perhaps there wouldn’t exist 
“capitalists” any longer, but decision-making power would be distributed 
very unequally (implying the “wastefulness of inequality”, as many op-
portunities wouldn’t ever be realized). With satisfying all existing needs 
(which might be the matter of robot-based production, or just a matter of 
taxation-based redistribution as they are trying to do it now in Finland and 
Switzerland) we still might be slaves of passions and desires, and, as a kind 
of lumpenproletariat, be at the disposal for part-time work, on-call work, 
working thus becoming the instrument to obtain happiness without freedom 
which would become jus an illusion. We can wonder if such conceived 
lumpenproletariat will be satisfied with happiness without freedom, or 
perhaps they will resist if they are, e. g., unemployed, or, although they 
have all their needs satisfied, they don’t starve, don’t die of hunger, they 
still have no chance to satisfy their desires?

Alpar Losoncz

This book is dealing with a wide spectrum subject, and in the past, the most 
important representatives of the social sciences, like Schumpeter and Max 
Weber used to examine this subject. It is a misbelief that Karl Marx was 
determined to study capitalism, because this term, capitalism, as a substan-
tive, can hardly be found in this work. By the end of the 80s, the great 
majority believed, ideologically, that this term was exhausted, and that it 
had to be replaced with some indicators related to the market. And it is no 
coincidence that, several times in this book, you warn us about the market 
expansion, and that private ownership should not be identified with capi-
talism. And your scrupulous analysis of the genesis of capitalism, and the 
confrontation with various interpretations of capitalism should be viewed 
in this respect. So with much analysis it is evident that heterodox economists 
find it more convenient to use substantive capitalism, at least, they use it 
more frequently when compared to orthodox economists who mostly avoid 
using the term capitalism.

And, reading your books about utopia, Marx, Sraffa, etc, it is evident that 
your interest in capitalism, or as you say, the understanding of capitalism, 
is far from conjectural, and it originates from your orientation which com-
bines the insights of institutionalism and the theory of evolution. And you 
are one of the most significant representatives of the revitalization of in-
stitutionalism, especially in Europe. Which, unlike the new institutional 
economics, implies a criticism of heterodoxy. Let me just mention that I’ve 
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written a long review of your book in the journal Panoeconomicus in English, 
published a few days ago. And I would not repeat the things emphasized 
there. I will refer only to the phenomenon which is important for me – co-
ercion. I would like to address this question here for the simple reason that 
it represents a common thread for different orientations, but is naturally 
opposed to heterogeneous representations, because I’m convinced that 
coercion belongs to the immanent structure of capitalism. Of course, this 
will be a very irresponsible sketch, with arbitrarily selected examples.

Frist, the problem of coercion plays a significant role in old American in-
stitutionalism. There’s a very clear connection between the treatment of 
power by Thorstein Veblen and coercion, for example, in his analysis of 
coercion of popular habits of thought. And to keep to the theme, he dem-
onstrates the genesis of naturality in classical economics, and displays the 
convergence of reality and naturality (natural prices, Ricardo’s natural 
wage) in the perspective of coercion. As where he speaks of natural law as 
coercive surveillance over the course of events – I quoted him. And John 
Commons has clearly emphasized the distinction between the private and 
social coercion. If I remember, this is happening in his famous shoemaker 
example. And in the sociological view of sovereignty, which urges a proces-
sual view of the state and anticipates, again to quote him, the injunction 
of order into coercion. Moreover, he characterizes (unclear) as a matter of 
degree of coercion. And Commons, who has denied that he has ever been 
pacifist, postulates that coercion is a basic precondition for the overcoming 
of evil in society. But probably as a writer who has analyzed Commons’ 
work, you know this much better than me.

I could also refer to Alfred Marshall, who is of course not strictly in the 
trajectory of institutionalism, but is of great importance in your book, es-
pecially concerning the incomplete market. In Principles he discusses the 
market situation of the unskilled worker, in the context of cumulative 
market disadvantages, and he talks about the making of this unskilled type 
of work scarce and therefore, as he says, ‘dear’. And to make a great leap 
into the contemporaneity, the late Warren Samuels robustly situates the 
coercion deeply into the market processes, denoting the economic proc-
esses as police-mediated. But also he puts us in the perspective of mutual 
coercion. For, in fact, this fact of mutual coercion is deeply rooted in the 
market, and such categories as prices and costs are characterized by insti-
tutional distribution of scarcity through mutual coercion. This could 
maybe be reconnected at least partially to Hegel’s social philosophy. In 
modernity there is the expansion of freedom, but at the same time the 
spreading out of the form of extreme interdependencies. In accordance 
with Samuels’ argumentation, the price and costs are, at least to some 
extent, a function of institutionalized mutual coercion embedded in the 
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market. So there is a very simple point – it seems that institutionalisms of 
different sorts, different orientations have a very close connection to the 
articulation of coercion. And the crucial explanations are based on the 
theoretical evocation of coercion.

But the libertarians and pro-market liberals, who are a frequent item of 
your critic, are interested in the explication of coercion as well. For example, 
we remember that Hayek interpreted the links between individualism and 
order, analogously with the theorists of self-organization who take into 
account the market and organizations as elements of order, coercion and 
freedom, puts together the configuration of subjectivity, especially into the 
configuration of will, thoughts and plans. Only, as a matter of fact, Hayek 
delineates the subjective horizon of coercion, that undermines the coherent 
plan of the individuals, and with Hayek we have the classical problem of 
the relationship between voluntariness and coercion, and the problem of 
forcing, treats and choice, within the framework of coercion. And, to go 
further, Marxism, which is the other main critical moment in your argu-
mentation, is deeply interested in the development of the meaning of co-
ercion. Marxists make a distinction between direct and indirect coercion, 
concerning the reproduction of capitalism as a system of self-perpetuating 
contradiction. They are involved in the discussion about the appropriateness 
of the persistence of the extra-economic coercion, identifying the traces 
and forms of forced labour, human trafficking, the captive migrant labourers, 
child labour. They are confronted with the multi-faceted reality of neo-
liberalized capitalism.

And this revitalizes the old issues of forced labour and the old issues of 
coercive contracts, this strange couplet between contract and forcing. That 
is of course a very difficult theoretical topic. Maybe different types of forced 
labour may be interpreted through your account of the impure principle, 
for the reason that neoliberal capitalism produces multidimensional forms 
of impurity within capitalism. A lot of modalities of forced labour are not 
to be reduced to free contract and wage labour. And let us not forget the 
field of law, the legal-economic nexus that is of substantial importance in 
your book. We know the old Marxist statement, that between equal rights, 
the force decides. And this statement is without doubt associated with the 
issue of coercion, in fact it anticipates the strange couplet between equal-
ity and coercion, but maybe it could through light on the expansion of 
inequality today. Of course, your orientation is directed by the logic of legal 
institutionalism, but the Marxist trajectory is dealing with the form of law. 
So, coming to the end, it is clear that in your concept of legal institutionalism, 
enforcement plays a crucial role. But is there a non-contingent relationship 
between coercion and capitalism in general? What is the relationship between 
capitalism and the non-legal type of coercion?



556

 SEMINAR ON GEOFFREY HODGSON’S CONCEPTUALIZING CAPITALISM

Marjan Ivković

I have two questions. One is more general, the other more specific. I’ll start 
with the more specific one, which relates to the previous comment, and it 
has to do with your crucial distinction of capitalism as an objective socio-
economic system on the one hand, and what you call capitalism as a set of 
ideas, on the other hand. The question is how distinction relates to your 
crucial premise that the rule of law and the system of political freedoms is 
the most important precondition for a successful functioning of capitalism. 
So, you argue that the introduction of positive law, a system that restrains 
arbitrary power, is important for the functioning of capitalism because 
capitalism is primarily a system of legally codified rules, property, markets, 
contracts, money. Now, the rule of law also presumes the existence of a 
political system based on procedures and universalist norms codified in the 
constitution such as a parliamentary democracy. And, in your lecture yes-
terday, you reiterated this point that there is good reason to believe that 
a system characterized by political freedoms has proven to be the most 
favourable setting for capitalism.

You make the distinction between capitalism as an objective socioeconom-
ic system, whose functioning is often not completely comprehensible to 
social actors, on the one hand, and capitalism as a set of ideas on the other 
– such as neoliberal ideology – which does not capture the complexity of 
capitalism also as you said today in the introduction. Many people who are 
arguing normatively in favour of capitalism don’t quite understand what 
they are arguing for. And you said that these two are often conflated, so that 
in our discussions of capitalism we conflate the objective and the subjective. 
However, it seems to me that in the complex empirical reality there is an 
intertwinement of these two levels, that brings this point of political freedom 
into question. It seems to me that the survival of capitalism as an objective 
system in many historical contexts depends on the actions of social actors 
– let’s say the political elite that is in power at a given moment – who endorse 
the ideology of capitalism. So, for example, imagine a situation in which 
there is a threat of anti-capitalist political actors coming to power through 
regular elections and abolishing capitalism as an objective entity, on the 
basis of an anti-capitalist ideology which, once again, doesn’t capture the 
complexity of the objective system, and these actors want to replace capital-
ism with another kind of system, say socialism, which will once again be a 
very different reality from the kind of ideology they are endorsing.

So, the survival of capitalism as an objective entity in this case depends on 
a political elite which endorses subjective capitalism, establishing an au-
thoritarian order to preserve objective capitalism. And there are numerous 
historical examples – Chile in 1973, Spain after the Civil War, Greece, but 
also such societies as South Korea and Taiwan where there was an external 
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threat of anti-capitalism. Doesn’t this historical condition, which seems to 
me has existed throughout the 20th century and has persisted into the 21st, 
run counter to the general theoretical claim that democracy and the rule 
of law are favorable to capitalism? We can easily imagine a scenario in 
which this threat of the abolishment of objective capitalism becomes per-
manent, and requires permanent coercion by a political elite which en-
dorses neoliberalism in order to preserve objective capitalism even though 
they don’t quite know what they are preserving. Doesn’t it seem that today 
much of the developed world already has a trend towards this long-term 
erosion of the rule of law, exemplified by the war on terror, and also of the 
erosion of democracy exemplified by Donald Trump in the US, while objec-
tive capitalism continues more or less unchanged?

The more general question – could you clarify a bit the relationship of your 
legal-institutionalist perspective in social-theoretical terms in relation to 
the widespread notion in social theory that capitalist economy is a sphere 
of social action integrated through functional rationality. For example, in 
Jürgen Habermas’ theory, functional reason means the interweaving of 
unintended consequences of actions of numerous individuals into sys-
temic patterns. This idea figures not only in social theories like Parsons’ or 
Habermas’, but in many contemporary Marxists. For example, in Nancy 
Fraser, who argues that capitalism must not be reduced to some kind of 
normative order, but that it has to be understood as a kind of system based 
on the a-normative systemic rationality. Since you hold the view that 
capitalism is a constellation of institutions such as property, markets, 
money and contracts, which are systems of rules and are value-rational in 
their essence, this means that these rules must be justified through recourse 
to some overarching norm. Would you be opposed to the idea of capitalism 
being primarily a system of social action based on functional reason?

Geoffrey Hodgson: 
response to Jovan Babić, Alpar Losoncz and Marjan Ivković

Thank you very much for those three great contributions and stimulating 
questions. I’ll go through them in the order of each speaker. The first speak-
er raised at least two important issues. One is the distinction between desires 
and needs. I completely accept this distinction, and underline its importance. 
We can see the importance of this dramatically illustrated in something like 
climate change. Scientists tell us that we are at risk of global warming through 
human induced change. There are dissenters, but there has rarely been such 
a strong consensus on any empirical issue in science. But there is public 
opposition, by people who don’t understand science, and by people who 
say: ‘well, look, I’m not going to have the state tell me how much carbon 
I can consume. I believe in freedom and I’m normatively against this policy’. 
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Now, clearly, there is a need to do something about climate change, and it 
conflicts with the desires of many people to consume as much as they want. 
And we are all to some extent guilty, because we consume too much meat, 
gasoline and so on. Now how do we deal with that problem?

The problem is we need science to understand needs, and science itself 
has an imperfect understanding of what needs are. There is a lot of discus-
sion in the UK about obesity – the US and the UK are two countries where 
this problem is serious. And the standard advice by health authorities was 
to cut down on fat. What that led to twenty years ago is the replacement 
in supermarkets of yoghurt by sweetened low-fat yoghurt. That advice is 
wrong – sweetened low-fat yoghurt will make you fatter than full-fat yo-
ghurt. So science can get it wrong on something as basic as what the ap-
propriate diet is. It is likely in this case that the food industry was lobbying 
and affecting the research and its interpretation. 

Science is fallible, and there are limits to what it can do. There are issues 
like abortion, where we know the science, we know about the development 
of the fetus in the woman’s womb, the stages of the development of con-
sciousness and the nervous system. And we make different countries 
legislate on when it’s illegal to have an abortion. But science is not telling 
us what’s moral here. We have to decide ourselves what is the moral solution. 

So a whole Pandora’s Box of issues opens up. If we say needs are important, 
and we should be governed by needs, we have to face the problem that 
science is not generally understood by everyone, it is imperfect, and science 
doesn’t tell us necessarily what is moral or immoral. Science will not give 
you a moral judgment on whether it is morally justified to abort a fetus at 
any particular stage. You have to make a scientifically independent decision 
on whether it’s moral or not. So in a democracy it is difficult. There are 
limits to democracy on this question.

The best way of thinking about these problems, as far as I am aware, was by 
John Dewey. Dewey argued that we can never know the truth, and science 
is a social process. The entire important thing is to understand the institutions 
that enable this process, and to get these institutions right, so that the best 
job can be done in any situation, and we can learn from our mistakes. So it’s 
an evolutionary process of institutional design. Things like public education 
in science become very important in this view. Matching the coexistence of 
democracy with the preeminence of science involves public education. By 
this criterion there are a lot of problems – creationism being taught in schools 
and similar nonsense. Thiscreates a threat to democracy, to our well-being 
and the satisfaction of our needs. So, the distinction between wants and 
needs is a big issue, and unfortunately it is shifted to the side by the utilitarian 
approach to economics. We have to bring that back on the agenda.
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The first speaker asked about the future of work. We cannot predict the 
future and we must keep an open mind. At Davos recently there were 
discussions about the ‘fifth industrial revolution’, which is the explosion of 
growth in smart machines. It is anticipated that we will have robots doing 
our housework. We know that we will have driverless cars fairly quickly. 
The growth in computing power and artificial intelligence means hat a lot 
of judgmental tasks can now be taken over by machines. The victory of that 
computer against that Japanese go player is symbolic. Go is a very compli-
cated game, it’s more complicated than chess even. The computer can 
actually mimic our intuition using lots of computing power and running 
millions and millions of scenarios. 

An obvious reaction to these startling developments in artificial intelligence 
is that they are going to strip jobs out of the system. Many jobs may go. It 
is possible that in 40 or 100 years’ time, robots are doing our housework 
and university teaching is done by robots. None of us may have jobs anymore. 
There could still be a high level of consumption, driverless cars, and nice 
wines, because robots are running the vineyards. We have all these things 
but we have no stimulation from activity. That is one possible scenario.

But it is not the only possible scenario, because the way in which the ma-
chines replace labour is quite complex. A lot of what we are doing depends 
on body language and interpersonal skills, and depends on fine-tuned 
judgment and experience. Computers are taking over some of those things, 
but on the other hand these kinds of jobs are getting more numerous. There 
is a race here between the capacity of the computers to take over judgmental 
tasks and the growing complexity of economies, and the growing need for 
fine-tuned judgment and experience. You can automate some of these activi-
ties, particularly when they are routinized, but a lot of processes and 
technologies are changing so fast they are not even becoming quickly 
routinized, because they are moving on. Such a rapidly-changing world 
requires adaptable people to then adapt to the new situation, work out 
what’s going on, test it, compete with others, see what works. These are 
new judgmental skills. So there’s a kind of race going on, and that race 
could mean that we have a different scenario, where there’s an elite of 
people who are highly trained and adapted, who are still in work. Their 
work is highly demanded and highly paid.

In outline above, this is a second scenario,  where some people are working 
for very high wages, but there is a lumpenproletariat who are not working or 
doing very menial jobs for low wages. The outcome is very high inequality. 

There is a third scenario, where we race against these processes, by edu-
cating the population at large in judgmental capacity. We would train 
people so that everyone can participate in some economic activity. With 
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a basic income from the state, people would also be free to be artists, 
novelists or entrepreneurs. 

So there are various scenarios which are attractive or unattractive, all of 
which have dangers. But the clear thing is education is crucial in this process. 
There are several drivers of inequality within capitalism, but in the highly 
complex capitalism, as skills become more concentrated and more judgment-
based, the training of judgment and skills in people is important. Every 
developed country has a kind of education frontier which you must push 
back in order to minimize one of the processes of creating inequality in the 
system. I suggest a universal basic income for this reason, because it is a 
safeguard for those who are rejected by the system, if for some reason they 
are unable to negotiate and climb the skills ladder. A basic income will 
enable people to fulfill themselves in ways they choose.

The second series of points was about the really important issue of coercion 
and power. Power is a multi-faceted concept, as Steven Lukes argued in his 
1974 book. The most obvious sense in which power is used by force, mili-
tary force or personal force. When a robber gets a gun or a knife out and 
says ‘hand over your wallet’, that’s force. But this is not the only way in 
which coercion occurs. These other dimensions to power have to be ap-
preciated and it’s one of the reasons why standard liberal theory is weak. 
For example, we can consent to being employed in a factory, simply because 
we have no other option to survive and feed our children. People have no 
alternative in many circumstances to taking a bad job simply to feed their 
children. It is a form of coercion which is legal, and which is problematic 
for human flourishing and development.

And there is a third, even more subtle form of coercion, which is where our 
very mindset is changed by the system in which we operate. The third 
contributor raised this kind of argument – our mindsets get bounded by 
certain possibilities and we don’t envisage other possibilities because of the 
way we think about things. For example, in a way economists have been 
coerced and are coercing us by their misuse of the term capital. They are 
making us think in particular ways about the real world system because 
they are abusing the language. Abuse of categories is coercive, makes us 
think in certain ways, where we rule in or rule out certain options. That 
form of coercion is very difficult to deal with, because it is a matter of 
analysis and opinion about whether it occurs and to what degree. 

The issue of consent is vitally important, not only with commercial contracts 
but also with matters such as rape. Sometimes the lack of consent is obvious, 
in other cases it is more problematic and difficult to adjudicate. The ex-
pectation in some cultures, as in Europe in the nineteenth century, was 
that a woman must submit herself to the man in marriage, in a sexual act. 
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Consent to the marriage itself would then have been regarded as sufficient. 
But the woman may have been coerced by circumstances to marry, and by 
cultural stereotypes to be submissive as a wife. Coercion can occur even 
within a framework of consent.

You ended with an important question – the role of the non-legal in the 
real world, and in legal institutionalism analytically. Many social rules and 
relations that are not laws are nevertheless extremely important. The non-
legal, rules which are not codified in laws, are vital to sustain law itself. 
That’s not the only reason they are important, but a major one. Without 
custom there would be no law. Without regular patterns of behavior, without 
beliefs in things, and people taking for granted certain things, there would 
be no laws. But some people make the mistake of regarding all custom as 
law. I follow John R. Commons on this point, who said that while custom 
is essential to law, but law is not reducible to custom. So, custom is essen-
tial to make law work, and it’s also essential to sustain the legitimacy of 
law. We have many examples in underdeveloped countries where law is 
not recognized because legal systems are imperfectly developed. For ex-
ample, in India caste discrimination is illegal. But the caste system is there 
in the customs, and is pervasive. The law is ignored. That’s in a country where 
law is highly imperfect, corrupt and semi-developed.

But even in a developed country, where legal systems are pretty well-fun-
ctioning, we have examples of where the law is ignored. One example is in 
France –apparently there is a law which forbids women from wearing trousers. 
Now, this would be ridiculed by anyone in France who confronted any attempt 
to enforce this law. It would be laughed at, because it’s not in the customs. 
There are also ineffective laws in British law. Law has to have some sense 
or rootedness in reasonable behavior, and that’s related to custom. Law itself 
depends on custom, and, in addition, custom is important in regulating our 
affairs outside the law. 

There are zones of behavior where the law can’t operate. If we operated 
our personal relationships, our personal friendships, relationships with our 
partners by looking at law books and legal rules, then everyone would think 
we are a pain in the ass. We don’t work that way, we work more infor-
mally, through body language, appreciation of the other person, sympathy, 
and generosity. We have rules of politeness. We follow them because we 
know they are essential, not because they are laws, but because we under-
stand that they are important for the functioning of society, as a way of 
showing respect for others.

The question about the distinction between capitalism as an ideology and 
capitalism as a system is interesting. I think it is mistaken to treat capitalism 
as an ideology, partly because no-one (including me) adequately understands 
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what capitalism is and how it works. Instead, capitalism is a real system, 
which we have to try to understand. 

There was a question concerning capitalism and democracy. We may wish to 
change society radically, but in my view we have always to preserve the rule 
of law and basic human rights, including the right to own private property.

Take for example Chile in 1973. Chile had the democratically elected Marxist 
socialist government of Salvador Allende, which proceeded to nationalize 
some enterprises and try to plan the economy. Then the coup occurs, Pino-
chet seizes power, thousands of people are tortured and imprisoned. I can 
remember that happening, and I was a kind of Marxist at the time. For me 
it was black and white – this was an attempt to build socialism, and there is 
an anti-democratic coup. Now I think that it is more complicated. While 
Pinochet's coup was barbarous and unjustified, the Allende government had 
gone against the Chilean constitution and had seized private property. The 
best statement of human rights that we have is the United United Nations 
Declaration of 1948. It includes the right to own private property.

The right to private property is the right in principle to have the means of 
your own livelihood independent of others. It’s a non-coercive right, because 
it means that you have a default position where you have the right to build 
up your own business. That doesn’t mean corporation rights, or the rights to 
exploit people or employ people for low wages, or to interfere in the demo-
cratic process in defense of private property, and so on. But that right is there. 

Pinochet's coup violated other human rights. There was torture and execution 
without trial. Hayek, to his disgrace, didn’t protest against these violations 
of basic human rights. He was in Chile shortly after the coup, and he was 
silent. Many libertarians either didn’t protest against Pinochet, or they sup-
ported the coup, because it’s necessary to support private property. But the 
right to your own life is more important than the right to private property. 
On balance, I would now say that the Allende regime was undermining 
some rights, but the Pinochet regime was worse on more fundamental rights.

Take the question of China, and the need for democracy. There is now strong 
evidence that democracy is beneficial for economic progress, at medium 
and high-levels of development. At lower levels of development, the evi-
dence is not so strong. Maybe at lower levels of development capitalism 
doesn’t require democracy so much as it does at high levels of development. 
In China  the Maoist regime was a totalitarian regime, the and post-Maoist 
regime is still a dictatorship, a one-party state. When economic reform 
began in 1978 the communist party was able to do things which would be 
difficult to accomplish in a more democratic system. Building an infrastruc-
ture, enhancing the education system, and other key moves were possible 
because of the authority of the state in China, which would be less likely 
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elsewhere. India is a counter-example. India is achieving some consider-
able development within a (corrupt) democratic framework.

Another example of authoritarian capitalism at an early stage of develop-
ment is Japan. Under the military government after the Meiji restoration, 
Japan built up infrastructure, unified the country, and created an education 
system. Yet another example is South Korea, which was an authoritarian 
country until about 20 years ago. So we have examples of an authoritarian 
interventionist state being crucial at certain levels of development. On the 
other hand, taking China which is just about to become the biggest econo-
my in the world, but GDP per capita is one fifth of Western levels, so it’s 
got a long way to go to develop. 

There are problems with needed reform of the political system and to do 
with the operation of law. Let me explain in more detail. Experts point out 
that there are relatively few large indigenous Chinese firms. There are many 
small Chinese firms, millions of them. But, the large ones are relatively few 
in number, and if you go through those few, you find they are either state 
run, and typically defense related, or they are registered overseas, in Hong 
Kong, Taiwan or Macao, or even in the United States. Why? By contrast, in 
India, there are dozens of big Indian firms, big players in the West (Tata 
Steel, etc.), which are registered in India. Here are many of foreign com-
panies located in China, but relatively few mainland-registered Chinese 
companies. Why? The answer is: fear of sequestration, fear that the govern-
ment will nationalize. Look across the border, to Russia, where there is a 
relatively authoritarian, semi-democratic state. Companies have been sim-
ply grabbed by the state, sequestered. And because Putin controls the po-
litical system, it’s difficult to protest against that. When law becomes an 
instrument of politics, recourse to the law to protect your assets from po-
tential sequestration is tricky. So they in China don’t take the risk – they 
register overseas. Until 2004 the Chinese Constitution had no protection 
for private property. China needs a legal system more independent of the 
state. Some significant degree of autonomy of the legal system from the state 
is necessary for capitalist investment.

How is that going to happen in China without some form of democracy 
and countervailing power? A worry is that if democracy is introduced in 
China, there’ll be a political explosion. In China, there are very high levels 
of protest, local protest, particularly over property, over land, and against 
corruption. You can look up in the government statistics, there are hundreds 
of protests every day in China. The Western press ignores it, because it’s 
just a daily affair. If there are means of democratic expression, if that pro-
test can be organized into political parties, China will have some kind of 
internal strife. The Chinese government might be best advised to experi-
ment with democracy at the local level. Keep the power in Beijing, but 
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democratize at local level, and then you can devolve much of the legal 
system down to the provinces, including matters such as corporate registra-
tion, and safeguard private assets in that way.

The most important thing about democracy is to legitimate government. It’s 
an important issue for people like me in Britain, because we still have a 
monarchy. The Queen can in principle block bills – very rarely used power, 
but can be used. Democracy is not a simple recipe, it’s a complicated issue.

Mihail Arandarenko

Well, I am an economist, and of course this is not my first encounter with 
your work. I have actually encountered your 1988 book and recently I 
produced a book on the Serbian labour market, inspired by Boeri’s and Van 
Ours’ book called Imperfect Labour Markets. And this is a sort of approach 
that I find really useful, and a sort of a nice quote from your book, praising 
the evolutionary power of labour market institutions, has found its place. 
But also, being an economist, I am a nominalist, and that means that I am 
less concerned with the exact meaning of things, although I recognize that 
this is important when trying to do the demarcation, that it is important 
for our understanding of some key concepts. Just a side note, it is now for 
practical reasons very difficult to extinguish human capital from books on 
labour markets, and if you speak about the returns on investment and have 
thousands, perhaps tens of thousands of papers and books written and 
doctoral dissertations written about the returns on the investment in human 
capital, it is very difficult.

But to turn your argument around, perhaps those more recent bizarre 
examples like erotic capital and others would clearly show that it is a 
metaphor, that the term capital is used simply as a metaphor, rather than 
something which is essential. Being a nominalist I am of course free from 
knowing the intricacies of definitional science as much as you, and so I 
took the liberty of asking two fundamental questions related to your 
definition of capitalism, which basically consists of four ingredients: private 
property, widespread markets, widespread employment contact and a 
central role of financial institutions. I am sure that you basically thought 
of it, and discarded, the idea that capitalism could also entail, as one of 
the key ingredients, its property of being an engine of growth. That’s 
something that I would like to perhaps explore a little bit. It is clear from 
the start of your short concept paper, you mentioned the book of Angus 
Deaton on the ‘Great Escape’, and that book has shaped my thinking enor-
mously, because this is something that economists, especially if they are 
practitioners, do not take that often into account. The fact that capitalism, 
over the past two centuries, plus or minus, has managed to achieve a sort 
of average growth rate of 2 percent per capita (taking into account the 
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population growth), this is one great achievement. And then, on the 
other hand, also, to enormously increase the longevity of the population. 
Something that was like 40 years of human life in the mid-19th century is 
now close to 80 years in the most advanced countries, and 70 years in 
most other countries, including China. This is something that is unprec-
edented in the whole human history.

And then on the other hand, you use the sort of example of why func-
tional definitions are improper in a narrower sense. You use the example 
of the definition of mammals, which includes only the fact that mammals 
suckle their young. But there is a difference of course, because capitalism 
is something like other historical periods or events, something that is 
clearly unique, and that you basically cannot test fully by looking at billions 
of its forms, which is possible with mammals or with other natural things. 
So in that respect, I think that we need to apply a sort of thought experi-
ment that you do in thinking what the other ‘book end’ of capitalism is, 
and what should happen or not happen with the four key ingredients of 
capitalism. And so I think that, perhaps, if the engine of growth is stopped, 
and that engine actually translates into human development – something 
almost Hegelian as a potential –there is that sort of force and if it is stopped, 
then probably (at least when looking at the functioning of the financial 
system or even property rights). Of course, in the context in which capitalism 
is sort of an achieved system, it covers the entire globe, which we can, in 
a thought experiment, conceive to happen, either in 50 or in 300 years, but 
it is possible. So this is my question – why not somehow give credit to that 
unique situation in human history (economic history has explored various 
other episodes of growth, under the Roman Empire, which wasn’t able to 
provide really lasting growth, that is something that capitalism has achieved 
for the first time in history). And I’m just stating something that is now an 
accepted fact; it doesn’t mean that you couldn’t be critical of capitalism, 
which I am very much.

My second point relates to the question that has already been addressed 
somehow, and that is the necessity to include the widespread existence of 
employment contracts in the definition of capitalism. This is something 
that I consider less essential for capitalism. As a labour economist, I under-
stand that you also are perhaps willing to relativize this as something that 
is really essential for the definition of capitalism. There are various, both 
empirical and theoretical indications that it is possible to have a sort of 
functioning market economy without having the domination of wage em-
ployment, or dependent employment. Of course, we, from this region of 
former Yugoslavia, have lived in the self-management system, and there is 
a theory (Ward and Vaniek and others) who explored this, which intended 
to prove that it could be incorporated or reconciled with capitalism, even 
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beyond the socialist Yugoslavia. So this is one aspect – the literature on 
employee ownership which basically could be extended beyond the small 
minority of firms. And then there is of course the other aspect that you 
mention, which is more actual and more typical for modern capitalism, and 
that is the possibility to have the expansion of service contracts instead of 
employment contracts. And again, in principle, I can understand the strong 
reasons why employment contract is essential – but in principle, we can 
envisage the capitalist world with most of the work being done outside of 
employment contracts.

Michal Sladeček

On page 310 you quote Hayek and ask provocatively if he is a social democrat 
or not. Hayek said: in advanced societies the government ought to use its 
power in raising funds through taxation in order to provide various services 
which cannot be provided adequately by the market, such as sanitary and 
health measures. They could probably not be provided by the market for the 
obvious reason that it is not possible to confine benefits to those who are 
willing to pay for them. So from this basic premise we can see that Hayek 
acknowledged the ethical function of market restraint. But we can distinguish 
Hayek II who also saw government as providing most roads, as well as 
standards and measures of many kinds of information ranging from land 
registers, maps and statistics to the certification of the quality of some goods 
or services offered on the market. This is a different argument. That is an 
argument from market constraint which can be marked as system-functional. 
In my opinion those two arguments are not identical, they could collide. So 
a person who would defend the ethical function of the market, the restraint, 
can say that sanitary health measures and the regulation of pollution are 
more important, so they could be outside of the market. But, on the other 
side, other person could defend the market constraint for another reason. 
He could say “I don’t care whether the function of the market is beneficial 
for every person”. That functional argument is not far from market impe-
rialism or absolutism, according to which everything could be explained as 
included in the market on the one side, and exempted from the market on 
the other - but which directly or indirectly serve the market. Therefore, 
market restraint is indispensable because it serves the market. I would like 
to ask you about this problem.

The second question concerns the examples of goods or services that cannot 
be transformed to an object of trade, which means commodified. You 
pointed at several items that are not reducible to commodity, such as 
knowledge, legal institutions, family, labour in its totality as an asset, which 
cannot be placed on the market. Science as well, the commercialization of 
science would threaten its viability. On page 14 you mentioned the so-called 
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impurity principle, the proposition that every socioeconomic system must 
rely on at least one structurally dissimilar subsystem to function. But we can 
distinguish different levels of those subsystems, for example non-market 
organizations, pre-capitalist organizations such as family, and goods such 
as information. Human labour also cannot be absorbed totally by the market. 
Second, the non-commercial public services such as job centers, state ad-
ministration and courts. One of the central tenets of the book is that markets 
depended on institutional complements to the market. Third, the public 
services which could be market-competitive but need state regulation, such 
as public transportation and energy supply. This demarcation between 
public goods, public services is crucial – where is the boundary between 
them and commodities, and which public services cannot be transformed 
into commodity?

So, in Bad-Godesberg program, the German Social Democratic Party in-
cluded the following criteria for those differences (it was in the 1950s 
when the Social Democratic Party abandoned historical materialism and 
the goal of the nationalization of the means of production). The Social 
Democratic Party said we should favor the free market whenever the com-
petition really exists – as much competition as possible, as much planning 
as necessary. But there is some tension regarding that third set of subsys-
tems, the public services which cannot be market-competitive, such as 
public transportation and energy supply, because they need strong state 
regulation which is in tension with free market principles. And the state 
should create competition, but in many cases such competition is missing, 
such as in the case of denationalizing of public transportation, particularly 
in the UK. Monopolies reemerged and the state-ownership is transformed 
to corporational monopoly. I think that’s the reason why the public trans-
portation in the UK is the most expensive in Europe. Moreover, at least in 
the UK, non-competitive institutions such as job centres nowadays include 
private companies involved in welfare. The government hired private 
recruitment agencies and private firms took over the training of those who 
were out of work. Not to mention UK visa centres, which are nowadays 
handled by private companies. So, what is your opinion about those mar-
ket (excesses)? Is the reason that pure ideology, or are there political 
reasons, or is the reason an economic benefit?

Geoffrey Hodgson: 
response to Mihail Arandarenko and Michal Sladeček

Thank you again for those two very interesting comments, very inspiring. 
Again I’ll go through them sequentially. You pointed out quite correctly that 
capital is a metaphor. You also pointed out that my task in trying to change 
of vocabulary is hopeless. But we can see the perniciousness or the multi-
facetedness of the metaphor in operation. Take the term natural capital, and 
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its brothers like environmental capital. There was a big debate within envi-
ronmental economics when the term was pushed 10 years ago. And the 
debate went like this: those in favour of using the term natural capital argued 
that it would teach economists and others to take the environment seri-
ously. The nature is a gift to us which we must respect, and therefore we 
must value it, and attaching the word capital to it would help us value it. 
And one of the opposing arguments against this metaphor was: oh yes, but 
the word capital connotes commodification and money value, and the whole 
issue about the natural world is that it couldn’t be given a money value. 
They argued that that was dangerous to treat natural resources as objects 
to be sold on the market, which we know from experience has a bad record 
of despoiling the planet, of exploiting resources, against the interests of 
preserving biodiversity, rare species, human amenity and so on.

So, the two connotations of the word capital – one was just wealth or 
usefulness, the other was as an object to be valued simply in terms of 
money – show how dangerous the word is. Another problem is social 
capital, and it’s not to say the literature on social capital hasn’t produced 
some insight, it has. Empirical studies of social networks of trust, reciproc-
ity and so on, show that it’s multi-dimensional. So one of the first conclu-
sions is that different kinds of network, different kinds of normative prin-
ciples have different kinds of effect. Consider religion for example. A religious 
institution can provide a welfare network, many churches offer help for 
the poor, and mosques likewise. These are institutionalized systems which 
preach care for others, and they to some extent care for others. That’s one 
of the great positives of religious institutions. But the negatives are mum-
bo-jumbo, discrimination, ethnic conflict, all these other things which shape 
religion which are the downside. People realize that measuring social 
capital is multi-dimensional, where some things are positive and some 
negative. My argument is that the term social capital is obscuring the di-
versity of different things you are looking at, and preventing you from 
disaggregating them.

So the metaphor is doing a bad job, because what we should be doing is 
talking about different kinds of things – positive networks and negative 
networks. And we should start thinking about it in multi-dimensional terms. 
And precisely because capital comes from the system which does the op-
posite, which gives everything a money value, it countervails that. 

Your point about the great escape is very much well taken. I think I do give 
credit in the book for what capitalism has given us. Capitalism has given 
us lots of things: it has created war, a downside of capitalism; it has cre-
ated imperial conflict, has powered greed, etc. There’s a positive side to 
capitalism too, and, as you say, there are two big things capitalism has 
given us: a huge increase in the standard of living and not just in developing 
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countries. Even more important, capitalism has led to a big increase in hu-
man longevity, not only in developed countries, but also globally. The 
outcome that as human beings we can live longer is a huge gift. Much of 
this has resulted from the creation within capitalism of systems of state 
welfare. Welfare states are very difficult to create when you don’t have a 
legal system working properly, or you don’t have a proper state administra-
tion. Try thinking about welfare state in Somalia, or Sudan – it would be 
impossible. But we’ve had welfare states as an option, as a byproduct of 
capitalism, and that also has helped human longevity. So I do give capital-
ism credit for that.

To turn to your other point about the role of the employment in the definition 
of capitalism, and more generally the future of employment. As you rightly 
say, I’m holding my options here. On balance, I prefer to keep employment 
in the definition of capitalism. Let’s assume you persuade me the other way, 
that we should remove it. Instead of six points, there are five – so it’s the 
Schumpeter definition of capitalism rather than Marx’s. My point then would 
be that then we must distinguish between two types of capitalism. We could 
call one employment capitalism, where the contract is prevalent and post-
employment or non-employment capitalism where it’s not the case. So we 
would still need the terminological distinction. In any case, the issue of dis-
tinction between employment and non-employment is important. I think this 
is one of the agenda issues for the 21st century, for all sorts of reasons, because 
the nature of the employment contract will change.

There’s a forgotten classic by Shoshanna Zuboff, called In the Age of the 
Smart Machine, it’s a really great book. She writes about a capitalism where 
intelligent machines abound. She shows how the classic relationship be-
tween the employer and the employee is undermined by this. When we 
were digging ditches our work was visible and could be supervised. But 
when workers are sitting in front of computer screens, the supervisor can 
have a quick look around and see whether you are playing a video game 
or not, but it’s impossible for the supervisor to know what you are doing. 
You might be actually exercising judgment about a document, how it should 
relate to another document, etc. That’s what most of the people are doing 
most of the time these days: looking at documents, making judgments about 
them. Even people in factories – they’re looking at the manual of operation 
and the protocol for who does what job and all these things and this is all 
documented. We are all devolving judgment and training people to make 
skilled judgment, and the training is so specialized that the supervisor knows 
less about it than you do. You’re more qualified to be able to say ‘there’s’ a 
problem here’, and the supervisor doesn’t necessarily know. So the whole 
idea of employment being a flexible contract where the employer delegates 
a supervisor who in turn regulates what you are doing is undermined.
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To some extent people become their own masters. Zuboff also brilliantly 
sees the downside to this. Because we are exercising judgment over these 
things, we can’t switch off. When you’re exercising judgment all day, when 
you’re processing documents, the boundaries between work and leisure 
are blurred. The Japanese have a term for this, ‘karoshi’, death by overwork, 
by deprivement of social and family life. These days, I have to do my e-mails 
on holidays. A lot of us are working a few hours a day simply to maintain 
information flows. And so, employment contracts are changing dramati-
cally. There are also implications for trade unions. If everyone’s a specialist, 
the role of ‘united we stand’ is more problematic. Trade unions may have 
remaining roles, including the provision of insurance or legal advice, but 
in the face of the new robotic world they will have to adapt dramatically.

So there are upsides and downsides. Certain types of work could be trans-
formed to service contracts – many managers work under service contracts. 
And I’m a great fan of worker cooperatives, but there are downsides to 
these too. They limit opportunities for mobility and tie people in. Keeping 
open the option of exit is the reason why we must be pluralist about this. 
We should experiment with cooperatives, a lot of empirical evidence shows 
that they are a very effective form of work organization. On the other hand, 
we have to keep other forms and experiment with them. I think this is one 
of the big frontiers for this century. Because the pace of change is so rapid, 
technologically and institutionally, and globally, one thing is certain – work 
is going to change radically.

What are the limits to markets? If the employment contract is part of the 
definition of capitalism, then capitalism cannot be a complete market sys-
tem. Why? Because you can’t have complete futures markets for labour. 
Complete futures markets for labour means we enter into contracts for the 
rest of our lives. The intellectual experiment of general equilibrium theory 
is quite illuminating in this respect. The Arrow-Debreu version of general 
equilibrium theory says you have markets for every commodity at every 
location, in every state of the world, in every point of the future time. And 
so, over the three dimensions, every possible market is specified. But in the 
real world, markets are both imperfect and incomplete. So there’s a whole 
swathe of missing markets due to the fact that we cannot indefinitely con-
tract future labour. We can to some degree have a pledge, a tie-in contract, 
that ties us in for a small horizon, 5 years, but we cannot do that indefi-
nitely, it would be against our personal freedom and against employment 
law. That means, according to general equilibrium theory that we are in a 
second best solution.

It also means that extending markets is not necessarily an improvement, 
because we always have some missing markets. It has been shown in 
general equilibrium theory, that if some markets are missing, then the 
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extension of markets is not necessarily welfare-improving. So, contrary 
to the neoliberal rhetoric that for any problem we find a solution by creating 
a market for it, we know from standard economic theory that this is not 
necessarily the case. You can actually make it worse, because you are dealing 
with the world of incomplete markets. Doctrinaire neoliberalism goes out 
of the window, because we are living in capitalism. Capitalism implies in-
complete markets.

I was asked about privatization. My answer is non-ideological; it depends 
on the practicalities of the case. You talked about the railway system. In 
Britain we have a system where one company runs the railway tracks and 
signalling and a number of competing private companies compete for the 
right to use the passenger and freight trains on that track. But the problem 
with that system, as you indicated, is that it’s not meaningful competition. 
You’re going to end up with only few players, and we ended up with only 
three or four. Some of them are actually foreign owned, and actually owned 
by foreign state companies. The irony is, one of the private contractors 
(called Arriva) on the rolling stock side of the story, running the trains, is 
owned by the German government, by the Deutsches Bahn. So a German 
public company is competing on British railways against other private 
companies. This is not a competitive market system.

There are costs and benefits to competition, and there are cases like a 
railway system where it may be, on balance, necessary to nationalize it. 
State run systems have ups and downs, good sides and bad sides, you 
have to look at the detail, the problems of contracting, to what extent can 
you create genuine competition, would it work, would it benefit a cus-
tomer, what’s the record, compare different systems. Because these systems 
are very complicated, simple economic models often don’t tell us very 
much. You need comparative examples. 

This is true for health systems too. Even within the National Health Service, 
before Labour and Conservative governments in my country started priva-
tizing elements of it, there were private elements at the core of the Na-
tional Health Service in Britain. GPs, local doctors, were self-employed, 
they were their own businesses, they had a service contract with the NHS. 
The drug companies supplied drugs, drug companies are private corpora-
tions. The British National Health Service, even in its classical heyday, has 
never been purely public. So I have no doctrinaire view as to the exclusion 
of the private operators. Learning from the successful experience of other 
countries, France has a very effective health system. And the French system 
has a lot of private supply.

So what’s important about the French system is that, like in the British 
system, you have compulsory insurance. Insurance is either provided free, 
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by the state, or it’s compulsory. By some means you ensure that insurance 
coverage is universal. That’s very important, because, if you don’t make 
that provision, poor people will not pay insurance, and these people are 
penalized when they require expensive treatment like cancer. This is what 
Obama has been trying to fix in the US. And this is not just a tragedy for 
the poor, but it’s also a tragedy for the whole system, because it means 
they can’t work, their skills are not being used at work. For the capitalist 
system itself it’s bad to have sick and uninsured people. So, the first prin-
ciple is you need universal insurance. Whether the provider is public or 
private, again that’s a secondary question. So we need comparative research 
on different kinds of insurance system, to see what works best. I person-
ally would favor the state insurance system, because I see the downside 
of the American system of private insurance. But when it comes to the 
provision of services, doing the operations, running the wards, it’s a still 
question of what works best. 

I think we should cease to be doctrinaire. Neither the state nor the market 
are panaceas. It’s a pragmatic issue and a complex one, and we have to 
experiment piecemeal, move forward, see what works, compare, try differ-
ent things out, incrementally adjust, and experiment with something in 
some region. And to do that, we have to understand institutions. We need 
a good set of theoretical tools to understand how institutions work, and 
we need to be well informed about human motivation, why do people follow 
rules, why do some institutions work and others don’t. We need empirical 
case studies, we need databases, this is a way that social science can move 
forward to inform this debate in a non-ideological way. I’m not saying it’s 
entirely free of ideology, but we should avoid these simplistic, tweedle dee 
– tweedle dum solutions to practical problems.

Aleksandar Fatić

Thanks very much. I’d like to go back to the point you made about the 
relationship between property and control in the introduction. You men-
tioned that an important aspect of property is that it facilitates control. To 
expand on that: in a sense, property, in the modern society, founds rights 
and entitlements. Those who own a large part of society somehow increas-
ingly see themselves as being entitled to control that society, to exert po-
litical, institutional and informal control of the entire society. This is the 
very heart of modern corporatism, which is one of the grounds from which 
capitalism is most frequently criticized. The more you privatize, the more 
of society is in corporations’ hands, and the greater social and even politi-
cal role you grant to the corporations. Some modern corporations are 
larger, richer and politically more influential than many states, such as 
Google, Facebook and many other corporations. These corporations have 
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recently started to globally project a utopia of a caring employer, catering 
to the happiness of the employees, with all the alternative models of or-
ganization of the workplace, duration of the working week, conditions and 
things like that. So, basically, they are projecting what I’m not sure is either 
a utopia or a dystopia of a corporation which is really the motherly figure, 
which makes the employees happy, which helps the employees fulfill their 
full human potential, which makes them flourish.

So, the question that I guess I would have is to what extent you think this 
is consistent with the idea of property as a source of control. To what extent 
would you agree that this is a logical consequence of this idea brought to 
an extreme? The second question is more challenging. It is: can corpora-
tions in the future replace institutions, as in the privatization of the central 
registry in Britain, and, less recently, the privatization of prisons, which, 
you remember, caused quite some debate in Britain, Australia and other 
countries? There is a trend for corporations to replace institutions, and is 
this vision of a corporate society a utopia or a dystopia? This question is 
not cynical; I really do wonder whether corporations actually can perform 
better than institutions, and whether our leftist vision of the corporation 
as a potential source of danger in terms of a situation in which it takes too 
much control of the society is overly cynical.

Ivan Mladenović

First of all I would like to say something about the book as a whole. I was 
really impressed, as I was progressing to the end of the book, how complex 
the argument is and how many themes were raised. It seemed as if the 
book was written by a team of social scientists. The whole argument 
consists of different parts, belonging to different social sciences, but there 
is also evolutionary theory and so on. It was really fascinating to see how 
these things hang together in this general aim to try to define and find 
out what would be the essence of capitalism. Second, I was also impressed 
with your approach. Since I’m a philosopher, it was quite interesting to 
see someone who is an economist doing some kind of conceptual analy-
sis in a lot of the book. I would like to quote just from your introduction, 
where you say that one of the main aims of the book is to develop work-
able definition of capitalism and its constituent institutions: ‘to do this, I 
must counter academic habits of a neglect concerning definitional tasks. 
Few social scientists these days have a solid grounding in philosophy, 
including the philosophy of their own discipline. Many in my opinion 
cannot distinguish acts of definition from those of abstraction or descrip-
tion. Many seem to believe that adequate definitions will emerge without 
reflection, during or after some process of empirical investigation. But all 
enquiry is theory driven, it requires conceptual guideposts, all of which 
depend on prior definitions’.
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As I understand it, a large part of your book consists in defining what capi-
talism actually is. And it is interesting, your approach is interesting, because 
philosophers are usually interested in defining terms, finding their mean-
ing, but they don’t treat the problem of defining capitalism. You can 
barely find someone dealing with that problem. Then, in social sciences, 
you have economists, sociologists and so on, saying a lot of things about 
capitalism, but not trying enough to find out what would be a real defini-
tion. They usually rely on some definitions that define capitalism merely in 
terms of private property, markets, exchange and that’s it. With your quite 
complex definition, with the six conditions, you try to somehow make some 
improvements in the whole field of thinking about capitalism, and that’s 
really quite distinctive in the whole enterprise of thinking about capitalism. 
I actually have two comments, and two questions. One concerns your 
definition of capitalism and the other one concerns what I would call the 
epistemology of capitalism, the role of knowledge in the capitalist enterprise.

My first question will be short. We heard already what your definition of 
capitalism is, what these six conditions are, the first three being essential, 
and the other three somewhat changeable. These conditions are of course 
a legal system that supports individual rights and liberties, market and 
commodity exchange, and widespread private property and means of 
production, that much of the production is organized apart from the house 
and family, that there is widespread wage labour and employment contracts 
and a developed financial system, banks, the selling of debts, having loans 
and so on. In large part of your book, you try to convince us that the state 
is crucially important for understanding capitalism; it is something that 
constitutes capitalism, something that is also essential for maintaining the 
whole system. But when I look at your definition, I realize that actually 
the state is missing from your definition. It is in a sense neutral to wheth-
er we will rely too much on the state, or rely a little bit, or not rely on the 
state at all. The definition of capitalism would still be neutral with respect 
to different interpretations. John Rawls famously made a distinction between 
a concept and a conception. We can have concepts, define them in quite a 
neutral way, but then we can fill in different parts of this definition with dif-
ferent conceptions. So, in this case, it could be the conception that we rely 
on the state more or less, different conceptions will differently fill in this part 
of the definition. And you actually argued in most of the book that all these 
notions of the legal system, banks and money are better understood when 
we rely on the state, than if we rely on some kind of spontaneous order, 
conventions and so on. So my question is: why there is no mention of the 
state in the definition if it is as important as you argue in your book?

My second comment concerns what I called the epistemology of capitalism. 
You write about that in a few places in the book. One concerns your recon-
struction of the calculation debate between thinkers who were defending 
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some kind of central planning, and in that context you side with the critics 
of this central planning idea, who mostly come from the Austrian School, 
and you think that they have good arguments against central planning. The 
idea about central planning is that we can have some centralized organiza-
tion, let’s say we have a team of the best economists in some country. The 
question is: would the economy function better if we rely on a team of 
economists with their super abilities, or is it better just to rely on localized, 
contextualized knowledge that each and every person has – what Hayek 
calls knowledge of here and now, because those central planner s cannot 
have every single piece of information about what is happening in different 
parts of some state? Their argument is that the economy would function 
much better if we use the information that is dispersed, localized, and one 
of their main defenses of the market system is that the market could somehow 
ensure that the system of information is fully utilized.

But, although you side with the Austrian School you also mention some 
problems with this view, and one problem would be that the same problem 
we encounter at the level of the state we also encounter at the level of a 
big company with different employees working on different tasks, the 
problem of how to control and collect all the information. And another 
problem that is also important is that the market actually cannot function 
without a lot of shared and free information. It’s a kind of paradox that if 
we try to put a price on each and every piece of information, it would be 
much more inefficient than if much of the information is shared. You also 
added that Hayek realized that, and he insisted that the government should 
provide many channels of information and communication, in order for 
the market economy to function properly. And one other aspect that my 
question relates to: you are saying that today it is the case that the economy 
becomes so information-intense that it is unmanageable to supervise and 
control how all this information is processed. It’s not just that we rely on 
computers and that it is hard to monitor whether we are working, thinking 
about a problem – It’s impossible for managers to supervise how we are 
dealing with the complex information that we have.

It’s impossible for a single person to control what’s going on, what informa-
tion is processed, how we are processing it, and, in that sense, it is not 
possible to supervise employees any more. But, as you explained, that is the 
reason for the shift of authority towards employees, because this shift of 
authority means that workers must become their own managers, must have 
organizational skills, must have administrative skills and so on. At least it’s 
a tendency, it’s not a dominant way of organizing employment relationships 
today, but there is a tendency, and you call this type of employment relation-
ship quasi self-employment, because it is not self-employment but you are 
as autonomous as if you were self-employed. My second question is the 
following: why do you think that this change would be such a huge change 
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that we can no longer speak about capitalism? Maybe it is quite consistent 
with capitalism to have this kind of employment relationship.

Petar Bojanić

I had an opportunity to talk to you yesterday. I will follow Aleksandar and 
Ivan with their questions on the relationship between the institution and 
corporation, focusing on the last chapter, ‘After Capitalism’. In it, you hesi-
tate the whole time, because the accent is on that word ‘beyond’ in ‘beyond 
capitalism’. What is non-capitalist in capitalism? Is it the cooperatives? How 
should they be used? Because I found something in an interview where 
you said that capitalism can survive only for as long as it is not completely 
capitalist. Does something exist in capitalism which is not capitalist? This 
could probably help your proposition, your mission? And I think that your 
mission, your principal question is how to make capitalism survive. Because, 
for example, you said: ‘critics of capitalism have paid insufficient attention 
to the possibilities for the reform of corporate law’. That means that you 
know very well that the principal point of making capitalism survive is the 
corporation. How can we reform the corporation, or are the cooperatives 
the password for the survival of capitalism?

Geoffrey Hodgson: 
response to Aleksandar Fatić, Ivan Mladenović 
and Petar Bojanić

Thank you again for that batch of great questions. There is some overlap be-
tween the first and the last question. The first speaker raised the question of 
the relationship between property and control, and also raised the question of 
corporation. I’ll combine answers on that issue. The first speaker seemed to 
be arguing that the rise of corporations makes control the preeminent issue, 
and other aspects of property are eclipsed. If that is a correct interpretation, 
I would actually want to counter that view. I think that the issues of control 
are always vital to the question of property, control is very much the issue 
for the law and also for practice, but control is not everything. There are 
other property rights that also bear upon our power, and our rights within 
the system to act in certain ways. The rights to sell, rights to change the 
form, rights to rent, and rights to use the property as collateral are also 
highly relevant. And those other rights exist in regard to the corporate form. 
Control is there, but also the other aspects of property are there too, the 
role of shares in the financial market, the collateralization of property, the 
intervention of corporations in the financial markets, where they use sur-
pluses to speculate on financial markets, along with other corporate activi-
ties. So I don’t think that the corporation challenges this multi-faceted notion 
of property or the importance of aspects of property other than control.
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It would also be wrong to say that privatization necessarily means corpora-
tions. Much discussion by advocates of markets and privatization ignores 
the corporation. Austrian economists like Hayek and Von Mises don’t write 
very much about the corporation or about the employment contract, because 
in a libertarian system of free contracting, both the corporation and the 
employment contract are anomalies. Why? The employment contract in-
volves asymmetrical authority, at least in law. The discretionary authority 
of the employer to direct the detailed operation of work creates asymmet-
ric power. And that sits uneasily with a libertarian universe, where everyone 
is a free agent, a contractor.

The other anomaly is the corporation itself, as it creates a new individual. 
It is somewhat odd that we actually make corporations legal entities. That 
goes against libertarian individualism. It is wrong to presume that privatiza-
tion means corporate activity. Other forms of privatization are self-employ-
ment, cooperatives, or partnerships.

We take the current form of the corporation for granted, but there is a 
debate amongst legal scholars, not so much amongst economists, about 
the reform of corporate law. Making employee share ownership more 
prevalent is one possibility. In most European countries, including Britain, 
we have two major forms of corporation – shareholding and non-share-
holding corporations. Charities are also corporations. This form of cor-
porations doesn’t have shares, simply has a purpose. Concerning the more 
conventional shareholding corporation, there’s a whole debate about 
shareholder value, corporate social responsibility, which has been going 
on for decades. There has been a shift towards financialization, towards 
shareholder value, reflected in legislation. But that’s problematic – what 
is shareholder value, how do we know whether someone is maximizing 
it, is it in the short term or in the long term? It may be in the long term 
interest of a company to run a loss for 15 years, so in the long run they 
can develop a project that makes profit. If we are running a company with 
losses for 15 years, we will not be maximizing shareholder value until 
the benefits of that, which are uncertain, come to fruit. So, the actual 
practice of maximizing shareholder value in an uncertain world is prob-
lematic. Legislating that is difficult. So there’s a whole debate about the 
nature of the corporation, and different forms of corporation, which should 
be at the centre of policy making. We have a tweedle dum – tweedle dee 
politics – nationalize everything, free-market everything, but I want to 
look at the space in-between. This involves changing corporate law in-
crementally, allowing diversity, experimenting with different forms, and 
trying to solve some of the problems of the corporation. So, that should 
be explored rather than saying corporations are generically always going 
to do the same thing.
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Turning to the second questioner, thank you for your kind words about the 
book. You raised two questions regarding definition. One is: why is the role 
of the state not in the definition of capitalism, and you also said why is 
employment so important? First, I would defend the exclusion of the state 
in the definition. Definitions identify what we are talking about. We need 
to have a conversation between different people about the nature of the 
beast we are analyzing, and agreement on what the beast is. If I wish to 
convince a libertarian that the state has a necessary role within capitalism, 
then I should not start with a definition of capitalism that highlights the 
state at the outset. If I did, then the libertarian would simply say that we 
are talking about different things. The role of the state has to be demon-
strated, not presumed.

If I define money as essentially something which is state-minted, state-
created, then I lose my argument because a libertarian says that the Bitcoin 
is money as well. I’m not going to win the argument by definition. I need 
to win the argument by identifying what we are talking about, and then 
saying: is the state essential or not? If you put that in the definition then 
you preclude the argument. So, while I believe that many important struc-
tural formations in capitalism, including money, including property as well, 
require some state agency to facilitate, I’m not going to put that in a defini-
tion, because it’s a matter of analysis. And there are interesting boundary 
cases where the state was not involved, which we shouldn’t rule out as 
possibilities. It’s a question of efficacy. There are systems of property where 
the state doesn’t operate at all or very much. To rule them out at the begin-
ning by definition is too sweeping, too dogmatic. The definition is classifi-
catory, and because that issue is controversial, and is within the object of 
classification, that’s an argument for keeping it out of the definition.

You rightly raised the fact that there are limits to markets, and you raised 
the epistemological question about knowledge and its role in the planning 
debate. You seem to be saying that the planning debate may involve a choice 
between different kinds of expert, and some experts may be able to say more 
than others about what’s going on. So, the ordinary person in the street may 
have localized knowledge, but a super economist might have a much better 
insight. Yes, that’s true, but on that point the Austrians still win the debate, 
because even that super economist has relatively little knowledge of what’s 
going on. The world is so complex that we cannot gather more than a small 
part of information. Some of us may have a better understanding than others 
of certain aspects of the system, but our epistemological poverty is universal. 
The differences in the amount of knowledge we have, the amount of skill 
we have, the capacity for good judgment – there are huge differences, but 
we are all at a very poor level. The system is just far too complex. There are 
things we simply don’t know about.
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Epistemological impoverishment is pretty widespread, even amongst experts. 
You are absolutely right about free information, that’s a kind of another 
paradox of the Austrian position. One paradox is their failure to deal 
adequately with employment relations and with corporations. Another one 
is to recognize that, while they stress the importance of information, they 
fail to recognize that the market system cannot operate without free infor-
mation. That’s the paradox - If you give a price tag to everything, it won’t 
work. Your final point is whether capitalism without an employment rela-
tionship is still capitalism. It might still be capitalism in your view, but I 
put employment in the definition. It’s the question of definition, and I’m 
more relaxed about that aspect. 

The point about the need for non-market information relates to the final 
question about non-capitalist elements within capitalism. Information is 
essential to capitalism but to what extent can information be treated as a 
commodity? There is a case for having a market, having a price tag on some 
bits of information like patents. The patent has some advantages, encour-
ages innovation and people to reap rewards, particularly in the early 
stages of an innovation. We need to reform the patent system. Perhaps we 
should reduce the lifetime of patents.

The function of some privatization of knowledge can be beneficial, but in 
general, huge amounts of knowledge, particularly about the operation of 
the market itself, cannot be usefully traded. Lots of information has to be 
free. Internet has made much information freely available. Consequently, 
it has transformed our experience of shopping, of finding information, and 
doing research. Information is now much more readily available than it 
was 20 years ago. This is an example of capitalism being reliant on non-
market and therefore non-capitalist elements. Another major area which 
is generic to capitalism is the original production of labour power: the 
production of babies. If the production of babies was done in a capitalist 
way, then it wouldn’t be capitalism, paradoxically. The parents producing 
babies for sale would be engaged in a form of slavery. We do have surrogate 
mothers and sperm banks, so there’s some commercialization going on 
already in this sphere, but you don’t sell babies. You can buy the adoption 
rights, but you don’t buy the baby. You can’t buy people, legally. Capitalism 
can’t have a capitalist system for the production of labour power.

So capitalism inevitably contains non-capitalist elements. I also think that 
given the nature of human interaction, the issue of scale is important here. 
Consider Elinor Ostrom’s work on common pool resources like common 
land, fisheries. The way people manage these resources is that they don’t 
rely on markets or central planning, but largely on customary rules which 
have evolved over a long period of time. If you’ve got a group of farmers 
in Vietnam running an irrigation system, there will be obligations under 
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customary rules, to maintain dykes, not to take too much water. It may not 
be written down in a contract, but the tradition and custom make the 
system reproduce itself. Crucially, these systems work by relatively intimate 
face-to-face contact, and involve social disapproval, ‘you haven’t done your 
job, maintaining your field’, etc. Order in these systems arises in small 
groups, couple of hundred people at most, and relies on social mechanisms 
of scorn, shame, disapproval, reward, approval, esteem, which we’ve relied 
on for millions of years. So without the formal apparatus of law, without 
states, these systems can still work. The problem is if you scale this up from 
hundreds to thousands and then millions of people. I simply don’t think it 
can work at that scale. So a lot of the things within capitalism are done at 
this social level, within small communities and particularly within the family. 
I made the point earlier – we don’t run families according to legal rules. 
Capitalism can’t do without that. Capitalism is impure, it is never a complete 
market system for all sorts of reasons. That’s true for any system, all systems 
combine these different elements.

Mihajlo Đukić

Thank you very much. When you’re among the last speakers it is inevitable 
that some questions are going to be repeated. My first question is related 
to the role of the state. To what extent do you think it is important? Spe-
cifically, I would like to repeat also professor Babić’s question, who mentioned 
your quotation of Roderick, who said that the markets are functioning best 
when the state is strong. So, in those terms, for example, we could prob-
ably argue that some socialist regimes or, maybe specifically the one in 
former socialist Yugoslavia, were more similar to some Western capitalist 
countries than the systems we can see in transition countries. For example, 
we have very weak states, states that are not able to satisfy some basic 
principles, some characteristics or conditions that you mentioned in your 
book when you defined capitalism. For example, states or governments 
that are not able to collect revenues, to collect taxes, to protect individuals 
when they’re entering the labour market. In Serbia it is very hard to be paid 
legally, directly through your account. You receive the minimum salary to 
your account, and the rest is given directly to you. I also have two short 
questions regarding the future of capitalism and some modifications. How 
do you see the system in perspective?

The first thing I wanted to mention are the institutions functioning with-
out people. My association is the EU elections, for example. You have a 
country like Croatia, which recently entered the European Union, in which 
the turnout for the EU elections was 44%. 60 percent of those 44 voted 
for entering the EU. That’s a strategic decision, brought without the peo-
ple. If you look at the statistics and data, in the last 30 years we have a 
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clearly decreasing trend in the turnouts for the EU elections, and if we 
look, for example, at the elections for the European Parliament it’s even 
worse, 20-30 percent turnout. We will have some institutions, some elites 
who are bringing decisions on behalf of the majority, and the majority is 
not interested at all. I doubt that the people are happy, they actually don’t 
care. My third question: I would like to hear your comments on recent 
trends and movements in Switzerland. There were movements and the 
referendum on limiting proportion between the lowest and the highest 
salary. Do you think it is realistic to expect some new referendums across 
Europe on that issue? What will be the potential consequences if this is 
accepted, if the referendum succeeds?

Aleksandar Matković

First of all, thank you for this inspiring lecture. As my colleague said, some 
questions have already been asked, so I’ll try to reformulate the ones I wish 
to pose and they actually concern, on a more general level, the issues con-
cerning the ontological claims of legal institutionalism. The second question 
in particular concerns the way in which we might conceptualize the 
political economy of fascism as a modification of capitalism. Those would 
be my two questions. Now, regarding the first, I wanted to start by ques-
tioning your critique or your description of the natural state model, which 
you make in the introduction of the book, where you criticize the concep-
tions that present capitalism through the natural state model. There you 
say that the variability within nature, understood as a deviation from what 
is natural is in a sense a simplification of capitalism, of its varieties. To that 
you contrast what you term the population thinking, where you say that 
multiple coexisting forms of capitalism or competing firms in an industry must 
be understood in population terms, as not deviating from a single model 
but in a sense constituting their own mutually coexistent entities. As far as 
I see it, legal institutionalism does approach this question by making two 
ontological claims. The first one is that there is a state which makes public 
ordering, by focusing also on individual agents which are accountable for 
individual ordering. Since you take the legal-institutionalist approach, how 
would you understand the integrating function function of capitalism today?

I ask this because of various legal agreements by which different strands 
of contemporary capitalism are being integrated into one single economy 
on a global level. I see that in legal agreements such as NAFTA, TTP etc. 
So it is these supra-state, supra-national legal institutions that are driving 
contemporary capitalisms to integrate into a whole, while still being 
mutually opposed through the principle of competition (when we speak 
of nation states, for example). Within this conception, state economies 
and national economies both lose, or at least must undergo a transforma-
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tion of their conceptual significance, especially for any analysis which 
claims to depart from the state and private agents as drivers of public and 
private ordering, which are the two main ontological claims of legal in-
stitutionalism. So, are the consequences of these simply a reiteration of 
the essence of capitalism, which (unclear) to its varieties, or, if not, how 
would you conceptualize it, and how would you reflect on the content of 
the nation state under these international supra-state bodies? There have 
been many contributions to these questions from the Marxist perspective, 
from Poulantzas, Bob Jessop, Ellen Meiksins Wood, etc. I won’t go into 
detail, but in fact all of these conceptions start not from the varieties of 
capitalism, but from what seems to be a conception of capitalism that is 
independent of the nation state, and their economies which do not con-
ceptually coincide with the varieties of capitalism today, despite what 
some Marxist authors may claim. For example, Michel Albert, after 1990 
and the Fall of the Eastern Bloc, had the conceptions of Rhine Capitalism, 
German capitalism as being opposed to American capitalism, etc. I think 
this question is important especially for how we conceptualize the differ-
ent relations between firms, labour laws, etc, within a single state. How 
would you conceptualize these international -national relations which 
are being reconsidered and transformed within these agreements, such 
as TTIP and NAFTA? Just to remind the audience and ourselves that these 
are the agreements which are being put into force this year. I think it’s a 
very actual issue.

And the second question concerns the political economy of fascism. We 
talked about these six criteria, I won’t repeat them, but I wanted to ask 
whether these criteria, even when they have been breached to a certain 
extent – for example, as far as I can see, the political economy of German 
fascism could only withstand two or three of these criteria, production 
being organized apart from the family, etc, the markets were present, labour 
contracts, private property. This is an issue debated by different authors 
– Sohn-Rethel, Poulantzas, Pollock, etc. – they all raise questions whether 
these constitutive elements of capitalism have been inexistent during the 
political economy of fascism for its duration. The consequence of this is 
that some authors, like Friedrich Pollock for example, claim that, for our 
way of understanding crises, trade cycles and any known cause of contem-
porary crisis, it’s interesting how we conceptualize these as a modification 
of capitalism. I think this question is very interesting because there is 
something that supersedes these definitions in a sense. Only once we ac-
count for what drives capitalism, both liberal and neoliberal economies, 
towards these modifications into fascist economies, can we fully account 
for any viable definition itself. For example, if we do not take into account 
value form theories in Marxism (Michael Heinrich, Backhaus, Ingo Elbe 
and others), how can we describe capitalisms specific modifications?
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I think it’s pretty important to describe these links between capitalism and 
its modifications (not its varieties, but modifications) – we must in a sense 
think in categories which are inherent in capitalism itself, and what drives 
it to this expansionary modes and modifications of itself. If I wasn’t clear 
enough here, maybe I could just mention that most of these theories do 
take value as a form, as the determinant form (or commodity, you also 
quote Marx when you speak about the commodity as not being the dif-
ferentia specifica of capitalism because obviously we have different systems 
that produce commodities) of the capitalist mode of production. How do 
you account for this and how would you explain the reason why capitalism 
goes into different modifications of its own, in the sense of the political 
economy of fascism, or even in neoliberal capitalist economies today? 
Thank you.

Mark Losoncz

I would like to pose a very brief question concerning the origins of capital-
ism. I would like to know what you think of historical theories that empha-
size that the rise of capitalism began much before the 18th century, such as 
theories of the agrarian or rural origins of capitalism, and the thesis of the 
primitive accumulation of capital in post-feudal England. Or theories that 
argue that the rise of capitalism can be traced to the post-15th century world 
economy context, as is the case in certain world-system theories. Namely, 
if the rise of capitalism was possible without a developed financial system, 
and without developing truly extensive financial mechanisms for a signifi-
cant period, wouldn’t it be more precise to say that the extended financial 
system is merely a possible effect of the all-embracing logic of abstract 
labour? What is more in that case – could communist regimes be defined 
as state capitalist systems? Despite what you suggested yesterday, my im-
pression is that the theory of state capitalism can be quite serious, it is a 
challenge which we got for the definition of capitalism as it was repre-
sented by many thinkers, from Stephen Resnick and Richard Wolff to 
Robert Kurz and many others.

Geoffrey Hodgson: 
response to Mihajlo Đukić, Aleksandar Matković 
and Mark Losoncz

Thanks again for the three sets of great questions. The first question was 
about the role of the state. I quoted Dani Rodrik: markets work best when 
states are strong. This doesn’t imply that when states are strong, markets 
always work best. You can have a strong state without a market. I deliber-
ately quoted him in the introduction and later in the book I explain the 
ways in which the strengths of states are important for markets, but also 
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can be counterproductive for markets. The sense in which I think the state 
is important for markets is not in the sense of state being a military force, 
or powerful or intervening, or restricting freedom. It’s a sense in which the 
state has a powerful system of law, which is adhered to by a sufficient 
number of the population. So it means that when people make contracts, 
hold property and so on, then these transactions are honoured. So the 
basic, fundamental institutions of the market system are buttressed by an 
effective, well-working, sufficiently powerful legal system.

Other aspects of state power can be counterproductive for markets, can 
destroy markets or restrict them. I was interested in production in the 
Yugoslav system, I think there could be an opportunity to have a retrospec-
tive on that. The Yugoslav system was a third way, different from standard 
capitalism and from Soviet-style communism, one for which the worker 
cooperative is central. But was the Yugoslav third way inhibited by the 
relatively strong one-party state? Was state intervention in the economy 
effective or restrictive?

As well as keeping a legal system: another reason why the state is important 
is that it is actually a source of moral legitimacy. I mentioned yesterday 
that it is underestimated. But this idea is there in Adam Smith. Some peo-
ple characterize Adam Smith as a libertarian economist who celebrates the 
free market and talks about the invisible hand, and is therefore for a 
minimal state. But state was tiny at that time. If we brought Adam Smith 
back today, he might think differently of the minimal state. He repeatedly 
makes the point that the state has to dispense justice, to be seen as just. If 
the state is mistrusted, if it’s corrupt, or administered badly, then the eco-
nomic system will not work well.

The moral legitimacy of the state is extremely important. As you suggest, 
there are questions about that. There are questions when referendums oc-
cur with low turnouts, when democratic participation decreases. There are 
also questions about about supra-national institutions. We have a demo-
cratic deficit within states. In regard to the European Union, we have a 
democratic deficit because the institutions are not fully democratic. 

Concerning inequality, I think Piketty is absolutely right that one of the 
problems of capitalism is unequal wealth, and we have to tackle it. Within 
capitalism, most of the disparity of wealth is due to inheritance. Addi-
tional inequality is generated within capitalism itself. The problem of in-
heritance is not peculiar to capitalism, but it’s a problem we have within 
capitalism. Inheritance taxes seem to me to be progressive, because why 
should someone who is born of poor parents have much less opportunity 
than someone with rich parents? The answer is we can’t justify it. We should 
move towards equal opportunity, and part of that would be tackling the 
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problem of inheritance. A useful suggestion is found in the writings of 
Thomas Paine, who interests me greatly. How do you persuade people to 
vote for inheritance taxes? You persuade them by recycling the inheritance 
revenue from the inheritance tax into grants for everyone of an age of 
majority. So you have a double attack. You deal with one aspect of the in-
equality by inheritance, and you redress the inequality of opportunity by 
recycling that money. People of the age of majority get a grant in the order 
of 20 000 dollars. They can use this to acquire skills or start a business. We 
should consider other measures like employee share ownership schemes, 
where you redistribute some of the corporate wealth to employees, by share 
ownership. New ideas to deal with inequality need to be developed.

In the next question you raised the issue of globalization, supra-state insti-
tutions, and the natural state model. The natural state model has to do 
with Aristotle’s concept of essence, where the essence of a kind is something 
that is unique in that kind and differentiates it from other kinds. Aristotle’s 
notion of essence involves demarcating accidental features from essential 
features. For example, what’s the essence of being human? The answer 
would be partly biological and partly cultural, that’s the subject of anthro-
pology. There’s an essence to human culture and to human physiognomy. 
Having blue eyes or dark hair is an accidental feature of humans, because 
it can vary within that group, and is not essential to it. Essential features 
of humanity, like having a brain, being able to reflect on things, having 
moral dispositions, those are all essential and not accidental features.

So that’s the Aristotelian concept of essence. But Aristotle adds something 
else to that story, and that’s the natural state model. According to this view, 
the variation in every class, there’s always a tendency to move towards one 
ideal type.  I accept Aristotle's notion of essence but not his natural state 
model. In the context of capitalism we don’t’ have to assume that all capi-
talisms are gravitating towards one type to have a notion of the essence of 
capitalism. It’s a real empirical and analytical question whether capitalism 
is converging or not. It may be that capitalism is converging, but that 
wouldn’t alter the critique of the natural state model. So we throw out the 
natural state model because it’s unnecessary for the concept of essence. It’s 
an ontological leap to understand things in terms of population rather than 
ideal singular types. This is one of Darwin’s philosophical innovations. To 
understand Darwin you have to understand that difference. But it may be 
true there is convergence within capitalism. That is partly an analytical 
question, and partly an empirical one. My answer to it would be there are 
strong elements of convergence within capitalism, which operate by a 
number of mechanisms. One is supra-national institutions, the other one 
is things like global corporations, yet another is the diffusion of best prac-
tices. Diffusion is underestimated, it’s very important. 
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I agree there are elements of convergence, but there are also elements of 
divergence, and there are elements of lock-in which make convergence 
difficult if not impossible. There is a literature on institutional complemen-
tarities. The argument goes something like this: take Japan. The Japanese 
system, like other systems, depends on an interlocking set of institutions. 
If you try and change one without changing the others, you may make 
things worse rather than better. There are complementarities within the 
Japanese systems which have some benefits which exceed some arrange-
ments in the US and vice versa. There are elements of the American system 
which have benefits which exceed the Japanese system. In any case, because 
of the locked-in nature of these institutions it’s very difficult, politically and 
practically, to change one without changing the others simultaneously, and 
simultaneous change is virtually impossible, except by invasion from the 
outside. You’re going to have divergence for that reason. Another major 
reason for divergence is the global division of labour. Consider the fact that 
China and a few other countries have become the manufacturers of the 
world. Even in a situation when convergence occurs between China and 
the West, they would still be different because all the manufacturing will 
be in China. So globalization doesn’t necessarily mean uniformity. The very 
fact we have a global division of labour means you have differences in dif-
ferent countries. Britain becomes a service economy, China becomes a 
manufacturing economy, maybe with similar institutions but still very dif-
ferent. The logic of globalization is to create a global division of labour, 
which means divergence as well as convergence.

You asked whether one can understand capitalism without taking on board 
the questions about the value form and so on. Again it is important not to 
conflate definition with analysis. To have a conversation about the nature 
of capitalism, we have to agree on a definition of it. Once we agree about 
a definition we can argue about the use of different theories to help us 
understand the system. Personally I rejected the Marxist theory of value a 
long time ago. We can modify definitions. Throughout science, definitions 
are provisional, but they are doing a different job from analysis.

How and why does capitalism evolve? Well, there’s no general theory of 
that. I do actually address the question towards the end of the book. What 
I do is classify different kinds of process, but I don’t think in detail about 
how capitalism modifies. One thing I talk about in detail is external and 
internal processes. Lot of writers emphasizes processes from within, Marx 
and Schumpeter do. My criticism is that a lot of fundamental change in 
institutions happens from the outside. How did Japan become capitalist? 
Because American warships arrived in Tokyo Bay, and at the point of the 
gun said “Trade, or we invade”. And then Japanese had an internal politi-
cal revolution, and Japan became a capitalist country. Why did Britain 
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become capitalist? The shortest answer – war. Conflict, raising revenues to 
help transform Britain to a capitalist country. The bias in Marx is the focus 
on change from within. Another mechanism apart from external shock and 
internal development is diffusion. Japanese work practices became or-
ganizationally popular in the Western world 30 years ago, still are in some 
quarters. A lot of political innovation gets copied within countries, this is 
the advantage of the European Union, it facilitates the transfer of best 
practice and experimentation. Lot of legal forms get transplanted and 
copied. The World Trade Organizations forces China to conform to a certain 
kind of commercial law.

So there Is no general theory, but we have a way of classifying different 
processes. The fact that capitalism modifies is very important, but I don’t 
think there is a general theory of capitalist modification. Finally, you raised 
the issue whether capitalism is possible without a financial system. Well, a 
market system is possible without a financial system, and we’ve had markets 
for quite a long time. But, again, it depends on the definition. If you define 
capitalism as having one of the necessary features the financial system, 
then no, by definition you can’t have a capitalist system. I suggest we use 
a different term for this other system. The financial system is centrally 
important for capitalism, we simply cannot understand it without that. It 
rules the whole system, it’s the lifeblood of the system, it generates sourc-
es of finance for innovation, enables people to borrow money, creates 
competition in the market between different innovations, dynamizes it in 
a way, creates uncertainty, creates crises. The boom and bust cycle we see 
under capitalism is unique to capitalism. Markets before did have fluctua-
tions, but not with the severity of financial capital markets.

On the issue of state capitalism, some people classify former planned 
economies (The Soviet Union, Mao’s China) as state capitalism. And there 
are different arguments to justify that position. One is to put the employ-
ment contract as central to the definition of capitalism. Then the only 
difference is that you have the state employers, as in North Korea or So-
viet Union, or you have the private employers. But if you define it that way, 
then we’ve had capitalism for much longer in Britain, where employment 
relationships became commonplace from the 14th century. Again this down-
plays the role of finance. Whatever terms we use, if you say that’s capital-
ism, we would need to subdivide that category, and say that the financial 
capitalism is a very different beast from planned economies. In that respect 
the transition process in recent years is very illustrative, particularly the 
European cases and the Soviet cases. Western advisers came in who believed 
in the spontaneity of capitalist institutions. They said ‘markets will spring 
up when central bureaucracies are dismantled’. But you can’t have markets 
without the state which is sufficiently strong to safeguard property, and 



without a legal system that protects property, and that doesn’t spring up 
like weeds, it has to be built. Just as importantly, you have to build up fi-
nancial systems and get the investors to participate in them. And that didn’t 
happen overnight, it took a decade to get the system to work.

So the transition process really underlines the importance of effective state 
administration in that transition, and in building a capitalist system as op-
posed to a centrally planned system. Part of the success of China’s transition 
toward capitalism is due to its retention of a strong state. Now the problem 
for China is to develop an independent legal system. I think that the point 
here, to sum up, is that there is a huge difference between these two types 
of system – the Soviet-style centrally planned system, and Western-style 
capitalist system based on finance. Most people would not say that the 
Soviet Union was capitalist. I agree with them that it creates terminological 
havoc to insist that the Soviet Union was capitalist.
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Maurizio Ferraris

A  Brief History of New Realism*

Abstract   In this paper I try to sketch a brief history of new realism. Starting from 
nineteenth century idealism, I then move on to discuss twentieth century post-
modernism, which, I argue, is the heir of idealism and the theoretical enemy of 
new realism. Finally, I offer a reconstruction of how and why contemporary new 
realism came into being and propose a few remarks on its future perspectives.

Keywords: Idealism, Post-modernism, New Realism, Ontology, Epistemology

The fundamental claim of new realism1 is not that what idealists take to 
be ideas are actually real things, like trees and chairs. In fact, any new 
realist is perfectly aware of the merits of a coherent ideal ism and is far from 
indifferent to the charms of a new and reworked transcendentalism.2 The 
point is this: rather than an ontological com mitment to the existence of 
given classes of beings (or, as I prefer to say, of objects), new realism is the 
claim that such ontological commit ment shouldn’t leave the issue of real-
ity to science, thereby limiting philosophy to a merely educational function. 
In this sense, the way in which new realism understands philosophy (that 
is, as a construction and a system, together with a clear ontological com-
mitment) is much closer to nineteenth century idealism than twentieth 
century postmod ernism. I believe this is the right starting point to clarify 
the function and scope of new realism in contemporary philosophy (to 
which I shall limit myself for lack of space, thereby leaving aside its scope 

*  This essay was first published in Italian as ‘Breve Storia del Nuovo Realismo’, 
Methode: Analytic Perspectives, 4: 5 (2015), edited by S. De Sanctis and G. Harman, pp. 
69–74. It has been translated by Sarah De Sanctis.
1  For an exhaustive review, cf. https://nuovorealismo.wordpress.com/. ‘A specter is 
haunting Europe, and not only: the specter of “new realism”. The concept of “new 
realism” was coined by the Italian philosopher Maurizio Ferraris of the University of 
Turin. [...] The debate on realism is now wide spread in different parts of the world, 
and its promoters include the Argentin ian Jose Luis Jerez, the Mexican Manuel De-
Landa, the American Graham Harman, up to the German Markus Gabriel’ (H. Kluver, 
2014). The debate on New Realism has triggered almost 1700 contributions so far: 
166 in 2011, 680 in 212, 515 in 2013, 250 in 2014 and 20 in 2015 (see https://nuovo-
realismo.wordpress.com/). For the spread of New Realism in Germany see M. Gabriel 
(ed.), Der Neue Realismus, including contributions by J. Benoist, P Boghossian, M. De Caro, 
U. Eco, M. Ferraris, M. Gabriel, D. Marconi, Q. Meillassoux, H. Putnam and J. Searle 
(Gabriel 2014a).
2  Cf. Gabriel, 2006. For the proposal of a transcendental realism à la Schelling, see 
my ‘Sum ergo Cogito: Schelling and the Positive Realism’ (Ferraris 2013d).
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in fields like architecture,3 literature,4 pedagogy,5 art theory,6 political theory,7 
social sciences,8 media studies9 and public discussion10).

Nineteenth Century Idealism

The twentieth century was a short century not only as far as history is 
concerned, but also philosophically speaking. At least until World War I, 
there were fully coherent and widely accepted idealist systems in the 
philosophical community (this held true for the English-speak ing world 
and Italy more than Germany, which had been the cradle of transcendental 
idealism at the beginning of the 1800s). It is against such systems that, as 
we know, twentieth century thought set itself through what would later be 
called “analytic philosophy”. The raison d’etre of the philosophy brought 
forward in England by Bertrand Rus sell and George Edward Moore was 
the critique of neoidealist systems and, specifically John Ellis McTaggart’s 
(1866-1925). It was a call for common sense and the ‘robust sense of the 
real’, thanks to which, to McTaggart’s claim that time doesn’t exists, Moore 
could object: ‘I’ve just had breakfast.’

Next to this rebellious gesture, which would pave the way to a very influ-
ential philosophical current, something was stirring on the other side of 
the Atlantic. In the 1910s, six American philosophers joined the trend of 

3  Cf. the conference ‘Neuer Realismus Und Rationalismus Eine Deutsch-Italienische 
Architekturdebatte’, Italienisches Kultuinstitut Berlin and Internatio nale Bauakademie 
(Berlin, 15 November 2013). Cf. also: Fusco et al., 2013; Kuhnert and Ngo (eds.), 2014.
4  Cf. the conference ‘Les nouveaux realismes dans la culture italienne a l’aube du 
troisieme millenaire. Definitions et mises en perspective’, Universite Sorbonne Nouvelle-
Paris 3 (12-14 June 2014). Cf. also the series of conferences ‘Realisms New and Old’, 
University of Turin (Spring-Autumn 2015). Cf. also Quaglino and Scarpa (eds.), 2014.
5  Cf. Corbi and Oliverio (eds.), 2013; the edited collection ‘Educazione, pedagogia 
e “nuovo realismo”’, Pedagogia e vita (2014); Special Issue on ‘New Realism and Edu-
cational Research’, Journal of Educational, Cultural and Psychological Studies (2014).
6  Cf. the conference ‘Speculations on Anonymous Materials’, Museum Fridericianum, 
with M. Ferraris, M. Gabriel, I. Hamilton Grant, R. Mackay and R. Negarestani (Kassel, 
4 January 2014), and the series of conferences ‘Phantome des Realen’, Zurcher Hochschule 
der Kunste, with A. Avanessiam, A. Duttmann, M. Ferraris, M. Gabriel, I. Grant, G. Har-
man, D. Mersch and G. Schiemann (2014).
7  The political relevance of new realism was the focus of the series of confer ences held 
at the Swiss Cultural Institute, Rome, in 2012, whose acts have been published in Riedweg 
(ed), 2013. The text has appeared in Italian (2013), French (2014) and German (2014)
8  Maccarini, Morandi and Prandini, (eds.), 2011; Martignani 2013.
9  See my ‘New Realism and New Media: From Documentality to Normativity’, (Fer-
raris 2015).
10  From 3 April to 3 July 2014 the German newspaper Die Zeit published a series of 
articles on new realism in philosophy, art and architecture, with contributions by T. E. 
Schmidt, U. Schwarz, B. Stegemann, B. Porksen, M. Gabriel, I. Radisch and M. Seel. 
Analogous debates have taken place in Italy (La Repubblica and Alfabeta2), Spain 
(Revista de Occidente) and France (Philosophie Magazine).
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“New Realism”.11 They were: Walter Taylor Marvin, Ralph Barton Perry, 
Edward Gleason Spaulding, Edwin Bissel Holt, William Pepperell Montague, 
and Walter Boughton Pitkin. These names are unlikely to ring a bell to the 
reader—which speaks for the little suc cess of the movement. New Realism 
had no Bertrand Russell nor any Wittgenstein or Moore. In the successive 
phase of “critical realism”,12 it had Lovejoy, Santayana, and Sellars (Roy 
Wood, father of the more famous Wilfrid Sellars), but the philosophical 
mainstream went along with analytic philosophy, which seemed to envisage 
a stronger break and more interesting new approaches.

However, if we want to understand what brought to New Realism a century 
ago (along with the realist versions of German neo-Kantianism13) as well as 
to early analytic philosophy, we should focus on ide alism, against which they 
were set. Such task cannot be achieved in these pages, of course, also because 
neoidealism was very robust; it was endowed with an argumentative quality 
that post-idealist conti nental philosophy could not but envy (and a richness 
of content that analytic philosophy could not but envy). I shall limit myself 
to a small sample, which I believe is significant: the opening lines of The 
Theory of the Mind as Pure Act by Giovanni Gentile (1875-1944):

Berkeley in the beginning of the Eighteenth century expressed very clearly 
the following concept. Reality is conceivable only in so far as the reality 
conceived is in relation to the activity which conceives it, and in that 
relation it is not only a possible object of knowledge, it is a present and 
actual one. To conceive reality is to conceive, at the same time and as one 
with it, the mind in which that reality is represented; and therefore the 
concept of a material reality is absurd.14

We must credit Gentile with the honesty with which he expresses his on-
tological commitment: only what is present to his thought is real, while 
everything else falls into the domain of the unreal. If this were true (unless 

11  Holt, Marvin, Montague, Perry, Pitkin and Spaulding ‘The Program and First 
Platform of Six Realists’ (1910); Id., The New Realism: Cooperative Studies in Philosophy 
(1912; 2012). For a reconstruction of the origin of new realism see Marconi 2014, with 
papers by M. Alai, E. Baccarini, S. Bignotti, F. Botturi, M. Cangiotti, G. Cotta, G. D’Anna, 
P De Vitiis, C. Dotolo, M. Ferraris, V. Fano and S. Matera, M. Giuliani, L. Grion, P. Pagani 
and C. Zuccaro.
12  D. Drake et al., Essays in Critical Realism: A Co-operative Study of the Problem 
of Knowledge (1920).
13 In the same years that gave birth to New Realism and analytic philosophy, the 
neo-Kantian thinker Heinrich Rickert (1863-1936) elaborated a criticism of neo-Kan-
tianism based on realist assumptions. Cf. H. Rickert, Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis. 
Einfuhrung in die Transzendentalphilosophie (1904), and Id., Die Logik des Pradikats 
und das Problem der Ontologie (1930). For an analysis of this path to realism cf. A. Donise, 
Ilsoggetto e l’evidenza. Saggio su Heinrich Rickert (2002).
14  Gentile, Teoria generale dello spirito come atto puro (1916): 3; The Theory of Mind 
as Pure Act, trans. by H.W. Carr (1922): 1. My emphasis.
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you want to embrace a radically solipsistic credo), there would be serious 
consequences for our most obvious assumptions: those on which we all 
(including Giovanni Gentile) base our lives. In fact, if only our mental 
representations were real, then there would be no difference between in-
trospection and knowledge of the outside world. All things past, from dino-
saurs to the Sumerians, would be pre sent exactly like the thoughts that think 
of them. All things future would be no less present than the things past (and 
therefore there would be no difference between possible and actual). Every-
thing Giovanni Gentile ignored would have been non-existent; on the other 
hand, anything he thought of would have existed, including Pegasus. However, 
all of this would have ceased to exist with Gentile’s death.15

We might wonder how come a great thinker like Gentile did not see the 
blatant absurdity of his thesis, and the answer is easy. Gentile wrote almost 
three centuries after the Meditations on First Philosophy and 130 years after 
the Critique of Pure Reason and the subsequent Copernican Revolution for 
which, instead of inquiring into the nature of things, it was posited that we 
should investigate the way in which we can know them. In other words, 
Gentile had deeply interiorised assumptions that were far from obvious. 
The first is that we only have an immediate relationship with thought, 
which in turn mediates eve ry relation we have with the world. The second 
is what I have called “transcendental fallacy”,16 that is, the confusion between 
ontology and epistemology, between what there is and what we know (or 
think we know) about what there is.

In addition to receiving the philosophical blessing of Descartes and Kant, this 
fallacy is also very natural. The psychology of reasoning has shown the theo-
retical deception due to which we are much more sensitive to the modus 
ponens than the modus tollens, and common sense has codified the confusion 
between what there is and the fact that we have access to it as “out of sight 
out of mind”. It is a very natural confusion, something very similar to the 
“stimulus error”: someone, after closing their eyes and being asked what they 

15  ‘“But everything is mind.” The mind is everything, the thought is there, near the stove, 
and it burns in the stove, it is fire (“... already Heraclitus, anticipat ing...”), it is solid wall. 
I’m thinking about all these things — I told myself — and certainly this is part of the mind; 
I remember the things that happened a while ago, or a long time ago, and this is also part 
of the mind. I’m almost falling asleep, the stove, the low light, the professor’s words always 
so mo notonous... this is a surrender of the mind, no doubt. Take my hands, here on the 
desk, are they part of the mind? You’d have to stretch the meaning of the word quite a bit. 
But then again, a straight line is a particular type of curve — although nothing evokes the 
idea of a curve. After all my hands move in obe dience to my will, as directly as my thoughts, 
fantasies and other remnants of my will. The desk can be part of the mind even though it 
doesn’t obey at all, you just have to extend the borders of the word: it is part of the mind, 
too. The same goes for the most distant and hardest things — let alone those postulated 
elsewhere and therefore merely thought of’ (Bozzi 1991: 110).
16  Cf. my Goodbye Kant! What Still Stands of the Critique of Pure Reason (Ferraris 2013).
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see, says “Nothing” (while the truth is that they are seeing phosphenes, con-
secutive images, and so on). The subject is not giving a description, s/he is 
proposing a naive theory of vision: the eye is like a camera, so when the lens 
is closed there is nothing or, at most, perfect darkness. From this point of view, 
the boutade that Ramses II did not die of TB because Koch had not isolated 
the tuberculosis bacillus until 188217 is an ingenious and epistemologically 
equipped variation of this human tendency to self-deceit and overestimation.

However, if we consider the metaphysical implications of this fal lacy, we’ll 
notice that it entails a very strong ontological commitment to the existence 
of a spirit independent of matter, able to produce repre sentations and, 
through them, things. Which is perfectly coherent with an idealistic framework, 
but is much less so within a postmodern one.

Twentieth Century Postmodernism

For much of the twentieth century, realism was marginal. A re gional spe-
cialty, relegated to Australia, like marsupials,18 roaming marginal streets 
both compared to the analytic and to the continental mainstreams,19 or 
limited to extra-philosophical areas such as the psy chology of perception.20 
Proposals for a realist epistemology, such as Roy Bhaskar’s (1944—2014) 
‘critical realism’,21 appeared far less se ductive than the anarchism brought 
forward by Paul Feyerabend,22 for whom all scientific methods are equally 
valid, or the fascinating theses expressed by Richard Rorty, for whom objec-
tivity has no intrinsic value.23 The idea of a “descriptive metaphysics” respect-
ful of common-sense, advanced by the English philosopher Peter Frederick 
Strawson (1919-2006),24 seemed a lot less heroic than the “deconstruction 
of metaphysics” proposed by post-Heideggerian reflection.

Should we conclude that, in many cases, there has been a continu ation of 
nineteenth century idealism? In a way, paradoxical as it may seem, we 

17  Latour 1998.
18  Think of David Malet Armstrong (1926-2014), professor at the University of 
Melbourne and of Sydney.
19  Gustav Bergmann (1906-1987), member of the Vienna circle and then Professor 
at Iowa University. His main works are Logic and Reality (1964) and Realism: A Critique 
of Brentano and Meinong (1967).
20  Paolo Bozzi (1930-2003), the last exponent of the Gestaltpsychologie rooted in 
Franz Brentano’s thought and in Austrian realism. See in particular P. Bozzi, Fisica 
ingenua (1990), and Id., Scritti sul realismo (2009). Cf. also C. Barbero, R. Casati, M. 
Ferraris and A.C. Varzi, ‘Bozzetti in memoria di Paolo Bozzi’, monographic issue of 
Rivista di Estetica (Barbero et al. 2003).
21  Bhaskar 1975; 2008.
22  Feyerabend 1975; 1988.
23  Rorty 1979.
24  Strawson 1959.
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should. Postmodern American philosopher Richard Rorty (1931-2007) 
noted the similarities between nineteenth century ideal ism and twentieth 
century postmodernism.25 However, between the two idealisms there is a 
fundamental difference. Nineteenth century idealism laid its cards on the 
table: there is no time, there is only what is being thought of, etc. Conversely, 
postmodernism followed a very different strategy. With Rorty, it suggested 
that reality’s dependence on thought is “representational”,26 meaning that 
it doesn’t concern objects but the vocabulary we use to designate them. 
Now, if by “represen tational dependence” we mean that the existence of, 
say, the Tyran nosaurus Rex depends on our conceptual schemes, then it 
follows that when the Tyrannosaurus Rex existed, paradoxically the Tyran-
nosaurus Rex didn’t exist, as we humans didn’t exist yet either. However, 
if we mean that the word Tyrannosaurus Rex depends on our conceptual 
schemes, then this is no dependence in any serious sense of the term.

At this point, there is an obvious question to be asked: how is it possible 
that such dependence, which is at most epistemological (our knowledge 
of dinosaurs is what makes them relevant to us, or we wouldn’t have known 
a thing about them), is passed off as an ontologi cal dependence (so that 
our knowledge somehow constitutes the dino saurs’ being)? The answer 
comes from another American philosopher, but a new realist this time: 
Graham Harman. Harman has noted how the fundamental trick of post-
modern idealism consists in claiming to lie beyond both idealism and realism, 
as well as beyond both subject and object.27 Formally, the postmodernist 
does not assume an ideal ist or subjectivist ontological commitment, since 
she claims to stand beyond the distinctions between subject and object and 
between ideal ism and realism. However, by claiming that reality or objectiv-
ity are given only in connection with a subject, she surreptitiously introduces 
an idealist and subjectivist thesis. Harman gives some significant ex amples 
of this attitude: for Husserl, objects are always the correlates of intentional 
acts; for Heidegger, beings are always related to Dasein; Merleau-Ponty 
formulated the slogan ‘there is for us an in itself; and Derrida wrote that 
the difference between signified and signifier is nothing (which, by the way, 
proves it legitimate to read his cryptic ‘there is no outside-text’ as “there is 
nothing outside the text”).

Statements like ‘being that can be understood is language’ or ‘lan guage is 
the house of being,’ which have been the catchphrases of twentieth century 
continental philosophy, are just as many variations of the existential thesis 
that there is no subject and object, but only the relation between them. The 
revival of Nietzsche’s thesis ‘there are no facts, but only interpretations,’ 

25  Rorty 1981.
26  Rorty 1998.
27  Harman 2015. For a history of this, cf. Braver 2007.
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proposed by radical hermeneutics, appears to be a foreseeable outcome of 
this mind-set: if there are only relations, then there are only interpretations.28 
We would be wrong if we thought that this situation belongs to the past. As 
rightly noted by Thomas Kuhn, a philosophical dogma persists until the 
retirement of the last of its proponents. In this light, it is not surprising that 
in 2015 one can still read what follows:

Against this new realism I have merely quoted minor characters like Er win 
Schrodinger, whom I have already referred to in the past, for instance in 
my first Krisis. The new realists’ approach is far from being knowledge 
of nature. The problem of great contemporary science, as well as of true 
philosophy, is the overcoming of the subject-object discourse. There is no 
subject and no object: there is only the relation between them.29

Which is like claiming that there is no left hand and no right hand: there are 
only the two hands joint in prayer—unless you want to em brace a coherently 
Berkeleyan perspective, which would also entail a formal demonstration of 
the existence of God.30 Australian philoso pher David Stove (1927-1994) has 
called this ‘the worst argument in the world’. To claim that we can only know 
things if they are in rela tion to us, and that therefore we cannot know things 
in themselves, is not different from claiming what follows: since we are the 
ones eating oysters, when we eat oysters we cannot eat oysters as such, but 
only in relation to us.31 This is a radicalisation of the worst argument in the 
world. In fact, if we are to believe that ‘there is no subject and no ob ject, 
there is only the relation between them,’ then we must conclude that there 
is no such thing as a customer in the restaurant, nor is there an oyster on the 
plate—there is only an impersonal “oyster-eating”.

The passage I have just quoted is interesting both as a document and because 
it sums up several prejudices towards new realism (for instance, it confuses 
it with a form of naturalism32) and in general at tributes to it the straw-man 
thesis according to which the mind mirrors reality as it is. Obviously, new 
realism has never supported a thesis of this kind, and the reference to naive 

28  For more on the relationship between postmodernism and realism, see my ‘From 
Postmodernism to Realism’ (Ferraris 2014).
29  Cacciari 2015. For an analysis of the language used in the debate on new realism, 
see Scarpa 2013.
30  To my knowledge, the only philosopher who took some steps in this direction was 
John Foster (1940-2009). See his excellent A World for Us: The Case for Phenomenalistic 
Idealism (Foster 2008).
31  Stove 1991. I have obviously simplified the argument due to lack of space. An 
excellent exposition can be found in Franklin 2002.
32  The insistence on the distinction between ontology and epistemology is what 
makes this hypothesis absurd. The relation between ontology and epistemology has 
been the focus of the conference ‘New Realism: Ontology and Epistemology’, within 
the International Conference ‘Philosophy of Science in the 21st Century: Challenges 
and Tasks’, CFCUL, Faculty of Sciences, Univer sity of Lisbon (5 December 2013).
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realism and common sense plays an essentially methodological function in 
the new realist strategy: we must be able to provide explanations that account 
for commonsensical intuitions.33 The price to pay for not considering com-
mon sense, in fact, is not giving up a sophisticated and demanding philoso-
phy, but rather philosophical carelessness, catchphrases (‘there is only the 
rela tion’), and an inflation of bad arguments that confirm the continuing 
validity of Hegel’s saying that arguments are as cheap as apples.

For instance, to say (with a bizarre generalisation of quantum me chanics) 
that the observer modifies the observed in any area and at any level would 
mean that using scales in shops is useless, as both the cli ent and the 
owner modify the good’s weight by looking at it. This sim ple consideration 
says nothing about reality, nor does it claim to assert (with a philosophical 
primitivism that no realist would ever tolerate) that reality is what it ap-
pears to be. Rather, one of the most relevant theses of philosophical realism 
is that not only reality is not what it appears to be, but also that there are 
areas of reality we know nothing about. This, however, does not legitimate 
the change of perspective im plemented by Kant, who, noting the difficulty 
of knowing how things are in themselves, suggested that philosophy had 
to rather focus on how they should be made in order to be known by us. By 
doing this, Kant took the first step on a slippery slope whose final outcome 
is the argument that there is no subject or object, but only the relation.

The situation can be summed up as follows. Nineteenth century ide alism 
was a coherent movement addressing the fundamental problem of philosophy: 
that is, being a thought accounting for the whole of reality. In order to do 
this, however, it had to hypothesise some role of thought over reality. This 
was favoured by the transcendental fallacy, that is, by the confusion between 
ontology and epistemology. With postmodernism things went differently: 
there was the “hermeneutical fallacy”, that is, the confusion between the 
axiological relevance of something (language is important, history and the 
subject are impor tant, but something even more important is to have a roof 
over your head and be able to cook lunch and dinner) and its ontological 
rel evance. Language, thought, and history affect reality (who would ever 
deny that?), therefore they constitute reality (and this is simply absurd).

This is how a group of onomaturges has turned into a bunch of de miurges. 
If the worst argument of the world were true, not only New ton’s physics 
wouldn’t have been real before Newton34 (there is only the relation between 

33  See my ‘Ontologia come fisica ingenua’ (Ferraris 1998).
34  Which, notoriously, is claimed by Heidegger: ‘Before Newton’s Laws were discovered 
they were not ‘true’; it does not follow that they were false [...] To say that before 
Newton his laws were neither true nor false, cannot sig nify that before him there were 
no such entities as have been uncovered and pointed out by those laws. Through 
Newton the laws became true; and with them, entities became accessible in themselves 
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subject and object, therefore if the subject Newton is missing then the 
object Newton’s Laws is missing too), but the very objects to which Newton’s 
Laws refer would exist in a very problemat ic way.35 Note that this is the 
same outcome as that reached by Gentile, only it is far less evident.

In the analytic world, the realist intuition that a proposition is true or false 
independently from the fact the we know or can know how things are—that 
is, in my terms, the distinction between ontology and epistemology—has 
been strongly reasserted in the seventies by Saul Kripke36 and Hilary Putnam.37

However, the situation there was very different from that of the continental 
world. In continental philosophy, in fact, antirealism was political. Claiming 
that reality decisively depends on the actions of the subjects means (as ex-
plicitly proposed by Foucault and Vattimo) hold ing up the principle of inter-
preting the world and, at the same time, transforming it. No such thing 
happened in the analytic tradition that, as we have seen, was born as a real-
ist and commonsensical reaction against idealism, and therefore never sup-
ported theses like those that “power” or “the subject” can constitute reality.

Twenty-First Century Realism

As is now well-known, the term “New Realism” has a precise date and place 
of birth: it was born on 23 June 2011, in a restaurant in Naples. Markus 
Gabriel was planning to organise an international conference on the new 
trends in philosophy, and I suggested he entitled it “New Realism”. In fact, 
it was my belief that, after postmodern antirealism, realism was back to 
the fore. I exposed my theses on new realism in a short article38 and a few 
longer pieces,39 and a huge debate followed.The first signs of this could be 
spotted in three major conferences (New York,40 Turin41 and Bonn42), as 

to Dasein. Once entities have been uncovered, they show themselves precisely as entities 
which before hand already were’ (Heidegger 1978: 270).
35  Reality can very well be a thing in itself. This does not mean that this thing in 
itself has no effects, and mostly that it exists and has its properties inde pendently of 
our knowledge of it. I develop this point in Ferraris 2015a.
36  Kripke 1972; 1980.
37  Putnam 1975.
38  Ferraris 2011a.
39  Ferraris 2011b and 2011c.
40  ‘On the Ashes of Post-Modernism: A New Realism?’, Istituto Italiano di Cultura, 
with A. Bilgrami, N. Block, P Boghossian, P Bojanic, G. Borradori, M. De Caro, U. Eco, 
M. Ferraris, M. Gabriel, H. Putnam and R. Viale (7 November 2011).
41  ‘Nuovo realismo: una discussione aperta’, Fondazione Rosselli, with M. De Caro, 
P. Flores d’Arcais, R. De Monticelli, M. Dell’Utri, U. Eco, C. Esposito, M. Ferraris, M. Gotor, 
A. Lavazza, D. Marconi, A. Massarenti, M. Mori, S. Rodota, R. Viale and A. Voltolini (5 De-
cember 2011).
42  ‘Prospects for a New Realism’, University of Bonn, with J. Babic, A. Bilgrami, P Bogho-
ssian, P Bojanic, M. De Caro, M. Ferraris, M. Gabriel, W. Gephart, L. Gordon, A. Kern, 
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well as my Manifesto of New Realism,43 and the collective volume Bentor-
nata Realta.44 International reception was exceptional: suffice it to think 
that, as early as 2013, it was one of the topics addressed at the World 
Congress of Philosophy in Athens.45 Such warm welcome shows that the 
time had come for realism also in continental philosophy. But why did it 
take so long? To answer this question, I have to provide the reader with a 
few remarks on the history of new realism.

When, in the early nineties,46 I first started criticising the hermeneu tical 
and postmodern environment I grew up in, I started from some thing that 
seemed to be unnameable back then: perception. In fact, if being that can 
be understood is language, and if there is nothing outside the text, then 
perception proper doesn’t exist and has no autonomy: it is but the docile 
feud of conceptual schemes. So, recovering aesthetics as aisthesis has been 
the first step of my realism. The second has been to mark a difference between 
ontology and epistemology. The third has been to elaborate a realist theory 
of the social world. The fourth has been to provide a general realist ontology, 
and this is what I am currently working on.47

The first annus mirabilis of the history of new realism can be found in 1997. 
That year, together with the pamphlet by Alain Sokal and Jean Bricmont 
against the postmodern abuse of science,48 Umberto Eco’s Kant and the 
Platypus49 came out, surprisingly (we thought50) raising some perplexities 
with regards to Kant that were close to those men tioned in my Estetica razi-
onale and in Diego Marconi’s Lexical Com petence.51 However, the general 

S. Haack, D. Marconi, S. Poggi, H. Putnam, J. Searle, P Stekeler-Weithofer and D. Sturma 
(26-28 March 2012).
43  Translated in Chile (Ariadne), France (Hermann), Germany (Klostermann), Spain 
(Biblioteca Nueva), United States (SUNY Press), and Sweden (Daidalos). Further de-
velopments of my thought can be found in Positive Realism (Ferraris 2015d) and Intro-
duction to New Realism (Ferraris 2015b).
44  De Caro and Ferraris (eds.), 2012, with A. Bilgrami, M. De Caro, U. Eco, M. Ferraris, 
M. Di Franesco, M. Recalcati, C. Rovane, H. Putnam and J. Searle.
45  ‘New Realism: Philosophy in a Cosmopolitan Sense’, XXIII World Congress of 
Philosophy (Athens, 4-10 August 2013). Graham Harman has held 68 in ternational 
conferences in 2014 (and has no intention of doing that again).
46  ‘Ferraris [...] made the realist turn at an earlier and lonelier date than DeLanda 
and the Speculative Realists’ (Harman 2014: ix). 
47  For the main stages of my path to realism, see M. Ferraris, Storia dell’ermeneutica 
(1988; 2008); Estetica razionale (1997; 2011); Experimentelle Asthetik (2001); Il 
mondo esterno (2001; 2012); Documentality: Why It Is Necessary to Leave Traces, 
trans. by R. Davies (2012). See also ‘L’immaginazione come idealizzazione intraestetica 
nella Critica della ragion pura’, (1993); Analogon rationis (1994); L’ermeneutica (1998); 
Good bye Kant! What Still Stands of the Critique of Pure Reason (2013).
48  Sokal e Bricmont 1997.
49  Eco 1997.
50  Eco, Ferraris and Marconi 1998.
51  Marconi 1997.
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climate remained deeply antirealist. Jean Baudrillard had recently declared 
that the Gulf War was nothing but media fiction,52 while Richard Rorty53 and 
Joseph Ratzinger54 ar gued for solidarity over objectivity. Ian Hacking ironised 
on the num ber of objects (including diseases, nature and quarks) that, ac-
cording to postmodern thinkers, are the outcome of social construction.55 
Mal colm McDowell re-proposed a particularly idealist Kantianism56 and Karl 
Rove, counsellor of the President of the United States George W. Bush Jr., 
claimed that America, as an empire, could create its own reality.57

At the beginning of the new century, though, many original and theoretically 
relevant positions have come to the fore, which can be (provisionally) unified 
under the name “speculative realism”.58 In this framework, the pioneer was 
Manuel DeLanda,59 but also the realist re-working of Heidegger’s philosophy 
proposed by Graham Harman.60 Thus we come to a second annus mirabilis 
of new realism, namely, 2006: the date of publication of a number of books 
introducing topics that would be long discussed. I am talking about Quentin 
Meillassoux’s metaphysics,61 Paul Boghossian’s epistemology,62 Gunter Figal’s 
hermeneutics,63 Manuel De Landa’s social theory64 and Iain Hamilton Grant’s 
philosophy of nature.65 Hence the major event of 2007, when the first meeting 
of Speculative Realists took place at Goldsmiths Col lege in London, including 
Graham Harman, Quentin Meillassoux, Iain Hamilton Grant and Ray Brassier.66 
A second conference took place in Bristol on 24th April 2009. In the same 
timeframe, there started being talk of “Object-oriented Ontology”:67 almost a 
resurrection of the theory of the object of the Austrian philosopher Alexius 
Meinong (1853-1920).68 Finally, an international conference in Paris in 2014 
marked the encounter between new realism, speculative realism, and the 
realist elements of phenomenology and analytic philosophy.69

52  Baudrillard 1995.
53  Rorty 1991.
54  Ratzinger 1992.
55  Hacking 1999.
56  McDowell 1994. For my criticism of McDowell, see Ferraris 2000.
57  Suskind 2004.
58  Cf. Bryant, Srnicek and Harman (eds.), 2011; Gratton 2014; De Sanctis and Sant-
arcangelo 2015.
59  DeLanda 2002.
60  Harman 2005.
61  Meillassoux 2006.
62  Boghossian 2006. See also Marconi 2007.
63  Figal 2006.
64  DeLanda 2006.
65  Grant 2006.
66  Cf. Brassier 2007.
67  Harman 2010; Bryant 2011; Garcia 2011.
68  Meinong 1904.
69  ‘Nouveaux Realismes. A partir du Manifesto du nouveau Realisme de Maurizio 
Ferraris’, Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales (Paris, 4-6 dicembre 2014). With 
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The Future of Realism

But let’s now come to the present and, if possible, the future. On 20th 
February 2015, a conference was held in Amsterdam, entitled ‘The Future 
of Realism’. I was there together with Graham Harman, the French phi-
losopher Tristan Garcia and the Argentinian philosopher Gabriel Catren; 
during the final round table we discussed, indeed, what the next moves of 
realism would be. The common impression was that there would be many 
different forms of conflicting realisms, and that at some point probably 
idealism would come back to the fore, but stronger and better equipped 
than its twentieth century ancestor. For now, though, there are three pre-
vailing forms of realism.

The first is negative realism, which embodies the dutiful common-sensical 
objection to constructivism and offers a minimal basis for philosophical work 
to take place.70 It is an essential element to any serious philosophy and I have 
personally tried to grasp it in my notion of “unamendability”. If the world 
truly were the outcome of concep tual construction, if object and subject were 
not to exist separately but only in their relation, then why would objects 
resist subjects so much? Of course, one could reply with Fichte’s Doctrine of 
Science that an infinite I opposes a finite Not I to a finite I, and such answer 
deserves to be taken into account. However, unfortunately, if there is one 
thing universally shared by all forms of twentieth century idealism, it is the 
rejection of infinity—so, such position turns out to be unacceptable.

The second form of realism is neutral realism.71 This type of re flection is 
adopted especially by Markus Gabriel: to exist is to exist in a field of sense. 
For analytic authors like Putnam, Boghossian and De Caro, this field of 
sense is traditionally referred to science, to be understood in a non-reduc-
tionist sense. For continental authors like Meillassoux and Gabriel, though, 
it has a different characterisation.

For Meillassoux, sense is conferred by a reference to mathematics (in ac-
cordance with Meillassoux’s master, Alain Badiou). For Gabriel, instead, 
with what ultimately amounts to a re-proposal of the herme neutic tradition, 
sense is a character proper of human existence. This point is articulated 
with a wealth of arguments in Perche non esiste il mondo, signalling Gabriel’s 
fundamental belonging to a Heideggerian reflection.72 My concern, here, is 

A. Avanessian, A. Bellantone, J. Benoist, P Bojanic, B. Carnevali, E. Coccia, M. De Caro, 
S. De Sanctis, R. Donnarumma, P. Engel, M. Ferraris, T. Garcia, M. Gabriel, G. Harman, 
I. Hamilton Grant, A. Longo, C. Malabou, G. Origgi, C. Romano and V. Santarcangelo.
70  Cf. Eco 2012.
71  Cf. Gabriel 2014b. The essay can be found in English (‘Neutral Realism’) in the 
already mentioned issue of The Monist on new realism (Gabriel, ed. 2015).
72  Gabriel 2004. The issue contains papers by J. Backman, J. Benoist, M. Bosnic, M. 
Ferraris, G. Figal, F. Fraisopi, S. Fumagalli, S. Gourdain, I. Kara-Pesic, T. Keily and V. Palette.
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that to make existence depend on sense is excessive. There can be existence 
without any sense, as our own lives can very well demonstrate. For Heidegger, 
existence and sense coincide: for instance, in his course on the Fundamental 
Princi ples of Metaphysics, he claims that only man has world and is a world 
constructor, whereas the animal is poor in world and the stone is worldless. 
However, Heidegger thus seems to forget that—leaving aside the wealth 
of the animal and inanimate worlds — a human being can very well be 
poor in world (think of the working class during Dickens’ age) or worldless 
(the people exterminated in Auschwitz), without this meaning that s/he 
doesn’t exist.

Finally, there is positive realism. This is the direction followed by Harman 
and myself. The starting point here is a very simple obser vation. We have 
infinite proofs of the coexistence, within the same environment, of very 
different beings in terms of conceptual schemes, perceptual apparatuses 
and skills. This interaction (in fact, this has more to do with action rather 
than knowledge) can’t certainly depend on the hypothetical epistemologies 
of the beings involved. Since this interaction is not (at least not always) 
doomed to failure—as should be the case according to a purely negative 
realism—we must necessarily conclude that the real is endowed with its 
own positivity allowing for these interactions and, through a process of 
emergence, complex per formances and knowledge.

As for me, I am working on the (I believe, legitimate) project of a tran-
scendental realism,73 no less ambitions than transcendental ide alism. 
Summing negative and positive realism and overturning tran scendental 
idealism, reality appears as the condition of possibility of knowledge. In 
this sense, positive realism can recover the tradition of emergentism74 
(thought as emerging from reality, as opposed to con structivism seeing 
reality as the construction of thought) and ecologism (the environment 
as the area of interaction of beings endowed with different conceptual 
schemes and perceptual apparatuses).75 It appears as a general theory of the 
process of emergence that, starting from the organisation of animal life,76 

73 See my ‘Transcendental Realism’ in the The Monist’s special issue on new realism 
(Ferraris 2015e).
74 The emergentism, i.e. the doctrine that entities arise from more fundamental 
entities to which they are irreducible (for example, the mind emerges from the brain 
and is irreducible to it) has been theorised at the beginning of the twentieth century 
by Australian philosopher Samuel Alexander (1859-1938) in Space, Time, and Deity 
(Alexander 1920) and by the English philosopher Charlie Dunbar Broad (1887-1971) 
in The Mind and Its Place in Nature (Broad 1925). It was recovered at the end of the 
century by many authors, including D.M. Armstrong (Armstrong 1997: 152–153).
75 In accordance with the perspective of the American perceptologist J.J. Gib son in 
An Ecological Approach to Visual Perception (Gibson 1979). Such perspec tive was onto-
logically developed by Barry Smith. Cf. Smith 2001, Id., Smith 2009.
76 Holldobler and Wilson 2010.
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goes up to addressing the forma tion of thought77 and finally normativity 
and motivation.78

In any case, something should be now clear. Unlike twentieth cen tury New 
Realism, which was born too soon, twenty-first century New Realism has 
strong reasons to expect a significant flourishing within its domain—which 
is already happening. Furthermore, it is historically in a better position. As 
I mentioned above, twentieth century New Real ism was a less powerful 
and structured answer to Idealism than that offered by analytic philosophy. 
A century later, the situation is very different. On the one hand, analytic 
philosophy is being rethought and renewed,79 which makes it more open 
to continental philosophy. On the other hand, continental philosophy is no 
longer contented with com menting on tradition (for which indeed there is 
nothing outside the text!) and is open to argumentation and ontology.80

On 18th January 1895, in Vienna, Franz Brentano held the conference 
‘The four phases of philosophy and its present condition’.81 The idea was 
that philosophy goes through different and reoccurring stages. The first is 
rapid progress due to a purely theoretical interest accompanied by a sci-
entific opening to empirical cases. The second is a practical interest, in 
which the inquiry into nature and the search of truth are motivated by 
social usefulness and applied philosophy. The third is skepticism. Since 
human interests are not satisfied by exclusively practical focalisation, there 
is a prevailing skepticism about human cognitive possibilities. The fourth 
stage is mysticism: a hyperbolic reaction to skepticism, character ised by the 
invention of new methods and by the discovery of new pow ers seemingly 
able to create new types of knowledge (and this sounds very much like 
postmodernism). But the wheel keeps turning and goes back to where it 
started from. Again: realism, praxis, skepticism, mysti cism and so forth. 
One may think that this is a sort of eternal return, but it isn’t: everything 
comes back, but is not the same.

77 Dennett 2009: 10061–10065.
78 See my ‘Total Mobilization’, in The Monist’s special issue on documentality (Ferraris 
2014b).
79 Unger 2014.
80 New realism has entailed a recovery of ontological commitment in herme neutics. 
Cf. Beuchot and Jerez 2013, and Jerez (ed.) 2015, with papers by R. Cadus, N. Conde 
Gaxiola, S. De Sanctis, F. Arenas-Dolz, M. Beuchot, M. Ferraris, J.A. Gomez Garcia, J.E. 
Gonzalez, E.M. Gonzalez Lopez, L.E. Primero Prinos and S. Santa Silia. The Decimo 
Coloquio International de Hermeneutica Analogica, held at the Universidad Nacional 
Autonoma de Mexico (UNAM) on 14-16 October 2014, was entitled ‘Una nueva herme-
neutica para un nuevo realismo’. See my ‘Un nuevo enfoque realista a la hermeneutica’ 
(Ferraris 1014c).
81 Brentano (1968). An English translation of the text, along with an exhaustive 
commentary, can be found in Mezei and Smith (eds.), 1998.
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Brentano was the last philosopher before the analytic/continental divide 
came into being. Things changed with the generation after him: the English 
philosopher Michael Dummett82 wrote that Frege (as a canonical author of 
analytic philosophy) and Husserl (as a canonical author of continental 
philosophy) were originally very close, just like the sources of the Rhine 
and the Danube, but their outcomes are as distant as the North Sea and 
the Black Sea (and, one might add, while the Rhine flows into a quite 
regular estuary, the Danube bogs down into a marshy delta, which might 
be a good allegory of many outcomes of continental philosophy). It would 
not be the first time in the history of philosophy that two philosophical 
traditions cease to communicate: in the eighteenth century there was a 
similar situation in many ways, since there was a fracture due to the aban-
donment of Latin as the com mon philosophical language. Ultimately, even 
if the only result of new realism was to overcome this schism, new realists 
would be very happy with that. And their heirs, be they realists or idealists, 
will find them selves with a philosophically more stimulating situation than 
the divi sion that characterised good part of the twentieth century.

Works Cited
Alexander, Samuel (1920), Space, Time, and Deity, 2 vols., London: Macmillan.
Armstrong, David M. (2012), Ritorno alla metafisica. Universali, legge, stati di fatto, 

verita, edited by Annabella D’Atri Milan: Bompiani,
—, (1997), ‘Emergence and Logical Atomism’, in A World of States of Affairs, 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Barbero, Carola, Roberto Casati, Maurizio Ferraris and Achille Varzi (2003), ‘Bozzetti 

in memoria di Paolo Bozzi’, Rivista di estetica, 24: XLIII (3).
Baudrillard, Jean (1995), Le crime parfait Paris: Galilee.
Bergmann, Gustav (1967), Realism: A Critique of Brentano and Meinong, Madison, 

WI: University of Wisconsin Press.
—, (1964), Logic and Reality Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.
Beuchot, Mauricio and Jose Luis Jerez (2013), Manifiesto del nuevo realismo 

analogico, Buenos Aires: Circulo Hermeneutico.
Bhaskar, Roy (1975; 2008), A Realist Theory of Science, London: Routledge.
Boghossian, Paul (2006), Fear of Knowledge, Oxford: Clarendon.
Bozzi, Paolo (2009), Scritti sul realismo, Milan: Mimesis.
—, (1991), ‘Parlare di cio che si vede’, Versus, 59–60, pp. 107–119.
—, (1990), Fisica ingenua, Milan: Garzanti.
Brassier, Ray (2007), Nihil Unbound: Enlightenment and Extinction, London: Palgrave 

Macmillan.
Braver, Lee (2007), A Thing of This World: A History of Continental Anti-Realism, 

Evanston: Northwestern University Press.
Brentano, Franz (1968), ‘Die vier Phasen der Philosophie und ihr augenblicklicher 

Stand’, in Die vier Phasen der Philosophie und ihr augenblicklicher Stand: nebst 
Abhandlungen uber Plotinus, Thomas von Aquin, Kant, Schopenhauer und 
Auguste Comte, Hamburg: Meiner.

82 Dummett 1988.



606

MAURIZIO FERRARIS A BRIEF HISTORY OF NEW REALISM

Broad, Charlie Dunbar (1925), The Mind and Its Place in Nature, London: Routledge 
&Kegan Paul.

Bryant, Levi R. (2011), The Democracy of Objects, Ann Arbor: Open Humanities.
Bryant, Levi R. Nick Srnicek and Graham Harman (eds.) (2011) The Speculative Turn. 

Continental Materialism and Realism, Melbourne: re.press.
Cacciari, Massimo (2015), ‘L’antiberlusconismo? Un antidoto del c...’, Il giornale, 

18 February.
Corbi, Enricomaria, and Stefano Oliverio (eds.) (2013), Realta fra virgolette? Nuovo 

realismo e pedagogia, Lecce and Rovato: Pensa MultiMedia.
De Caro, Mario, and Maurizio Ferraris (eds.) (2012), Bentornata realta, Torino: 

Einaudi.
DeLanda, Manuel (2006), A New Philosophy of Society: Assemblage Theory and Social 

Complexity, New York: Continuum.
—, (2002), Intensive Science and Virtual Philosophy, London: Continuum.
Dennett, Daniel C., (2009), ‘Darwin’s “strange inversion of reasoning”’, Proceedings of 

the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 106: 1, 
16 June, pp. 10061–10065.

De Sanctis, Sarah, and Vincenzo Santarcangelo (2015) ‘The Coral Reef of Reality: New 
Philosophical Realisms’, afterword to Maurizio Ferraris, Introduction to New 
Realism, London: Bloomsbury.

Donise, Anna (2002), Il soggetto e l’evidenza. Saggio su Heinrich Rickert, Napoli: 
Loffredo.

Drake, Durant, Arthur O. Lovejoy, James B. Pratt, Arthur K. Rogers, George Santayana 
and Roy Wood Sellars (1920), Essays in Critical Realism: A Co operative Study of 
the Problem of Knowledge, London: Macmillan.

Dummett, Michael (1988), Ursprunge der analytischen Philosophie, Frankfurt: 
Suhrkamp.

Eco, Umberto, (1997) Kant e l’ornitorinco, Milan: Bompiani.
—, (2012), ‘Di un realismo negativo’, in Bentornata realta, edited by Mario De Caro 

and Maurizio Ferraris, Torino: Einaudi.
Eco, Umberto, Maurizio Ferraris and Diego Marconi (1998), ‘Lo schema del cane’, 

Rivista di estetica, 8, pp. 3–27.
Ferraris, Maurizio (2015a), ‘Ding an Sich’, in Das neue Bedurfnis nach Metaphysik, 

edited by Markus Gabriel, Wolfram Hogrebe and Andreas Speer, Berlin: 
DeGruyter.

—, (2015b), Introduction to New Realism, translated by Sarah De Sanctis, London: 
Bloomsbury.

—, (2015c), ‘New Realism and New Media: From Documentality to Normativity’, in 
Philosophy of Emerging Media, Understanding, Appreciation and Application, 
edited by Juliet Floyd and James E. Katz, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

—, (2015d), Positive Realism, London: Zero.
—, (2015e), ‘Transcendental Realism’, The Monist, 98: 2, pp. 215–232.
—, (2014a), ‘From Postmodernism to Realism’, in Bridging the Analytical Continental 

Divide: A Companion to Contemporary Western Philosophy, Tiziana Andina 
(ed.), Leiden: Brill, pp. 1–7.

—, (2014b), ‘Total Mobilization’, The Monist, 97: 2, pp. 201–222.
—, (2014c), ‘Un nuevo enfoque realista a la hermeneutica’, Cuadernos de 

Epistemologia, 6, Editorial de la Universidad del Cauca, pp. 75–91.
—, (2013a), Goodbye Kant! What Still Stands of the Critique of Pure Reason, Milan: 

Bompiani.
—, (2013b), ‘Pensieri sul dinosauro’, Ars interpretandi. Annuario di ermeneutica 

giuridica, 2: 1, pp. 15–26.



607

  STUDIES AND ARTICLES

—, (2013c), Realismo positivo, Torino: Rosenberg & Sellier.
—, (2013d), ‘Sum ergo Cogito: Schelling and the Positive Realism’, in Nature and 

Realism in Schelling’s Philosophy, Emilio Carlo Corriero and Andrea Dezi (eds.), 
Turin: Accademia University Press, pp. 187–201.

—, (2011a), ‘II ritorno del pensiero forte’, La Repubblica, 8. August.
http://ricerca.repubblica.it/repubblica/archivio/repubblica/2011/08/08/il-ritorno-al-

pensiero-forte.html.
—, (2011b), ‘Nuovo realismo’, Rivista di estetica, 48, pp. 69–93.
—, (2011c), ‘Nuovo Realismo FAQ’, Noema, 2.
—, (2001d), Experimentelle Asthetik, Wien: Turia + Kant.
—, (2001; 2012) Il mondo esterno, Milan: Bompiani.
—, (2000), ‘Mente e mondo o scienza ed esperienza?’, Rivista di estetica, 12, pp. 3–77.
—, (1998), ‘Ontologia come fisica ingenua’, Rivista di estetica, 6, pp. 133–143.
—, (1997; 2011) Estetica razionale, Milan: Raffaello Cortina.
—, (1994), Analogon rationis, Milan: Pratica Filosofica.
—, (1993), ‘L’immaginazione come idealizzazione intraestetica nella Critica della 

ragion pura’, Rivista di estetica, 42, pp. 55–67.
—, (1988; 2008), Storia dell’ermeneutica, Milan: Bompiani.
Feyerabend, Paul K. (1975; 1988), Against Method, London: Verso.
Figal, Gunter (2006), Gegenstandlichkeit. Das Hermeneutische und die Philosophie, 

Mohr: Tubingen.
Foster, John (2008), A World for Us: The Case for Phenomenalistic Idealism, Oxford: 

Oxford University Press.
Franklin, James (2002), ‘Stove’s Discovery of the Worst Argument in the World, 

Philosophy, 77, pp. 615–624.
Fusco, Gaetano, Renato Capozzi, Michele Caja, Federica Visconti and Silvia Malcovati, 

(2013), Architettura e realismo, Santarcangelo: Maggioli.
Gabriel, Markus, (2015) (ed.) ‘Neutral Realism’, The Monist, 98: 2, pp. 181–196.
—, (2014a), (ed.) Der Neue Realismus, Berlin: Suhrkamp.
—, (2014b), ‘Neutraler Realismus’, Philosophisches Jahrbuch 121. Nr II: 352–372.
—, (2006), Das Absolute und die Welt in Schellings Freiheitsschrift, Bonn: Bonn 

University Press.
—,(2004), ‘Is Heidegger’s “Turn” a Realist Project?’, in META: Research in Hermeneutics, 

Phenomenology, and Practical Philosophy, Special Issue on ‘New Realism and 
Phenomenology’, Diego D’Angelo and Nikola Mirkovic (eds.): 44–73.

Garcia, Tristan (2011), Forme et objet, Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.
Gentile, Giovanni (2012; 1922), Teoria generale dello spirito come atto puro, Firenze: 

Le Lettere; The Theory of Mind as Pure Act, translated by Herbert Wildon Carr, 
London: Macmillan.

Gibson, James J. (1979), An Ecological Approach to Visual Perception, Boston: 
Houghton–Mifflin.

Gratton, Peter (2014), Speculative Realism: Problems and Prospects, New York: 
Bloomsbury.

Hacking, Ian (1999), The Social Construction of What?, Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press.

Grant, Ian Hamilton (2006), Philosophy of Nature after Schelling, New York: 
Continuum.

Harman, Graham (2015), ‘Fear of Reality: On Realism and Infra-Realism’, The Monist, 
98, pp. 126–144.

—, (2010), The Quadruple Object, Arlesford: Zero.
—, (2014), ‘Foreword’ in M. Ferraris, Manifesto of New Realism, New York: SUNY 

Press: ix–xii.



608

MAURIZIO FERRARIS A BRIEF HISTORY OF NEW REALISM

—, (2005), Guerrilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, 
Chicago, IL: Open Court.

Heidegger, Martin (1970; 1978) Essere e tempo, translated by Pietro Chiodi, Milan: 
Longanesi; Being and Time translated by John Macquarrie and Edward 
Robinson, Oxford and Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Holldobler, Bert, and Edward O. Wilson (2010), The Superorganism: The Beauty, 
Elegance, and Strangeness of Insect Societies, New York: W.W. Norton & Co.

Holt, Edwin B., Walter T. Marvin, William P. Montague, Ralph B. Perry, Walter P Pitkin 
and Edward G. Spaulding (1910), ‘The Program and First Platform of Six Realists’, 
Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods, 7, pp. 393–401.

—, (1912; 2012), The New Realism: Cooperative Studies in Philosophy, New York: 
Macmillan; Ulan Press.

Jerez, Jose Luis (ed), (2015), El giro ontologico, Buenos Aires: Circulo Hermeneutico.
Kluver, Henning (2014) ‘Ich bin, also denke ich’, Suddeutsche Zeitung, 3 January.
Kripke, Saul (1972; 1980) ‘Naming and Necessity’, in Semantics of Natural Language, 

edited by Gilbert Harman and Donald Davidson, Dordrecht and Boston: Deirel; 
Oxford: Blackwell.

Kuhnert, Nikolaus, and Anh-Linh Ngo (eds.), (2014), ‘Get Real! Die Wirklichkeit der 
Architektur / Architectural Realities’, ARCH+, 217.

Latour, Bruno (1998), ‘Ramses II est-il mort de la tuberculose?’, La Recherche, 307, 
March.

Maccarini, Andrea, Emmanuele Morandi and Riccardo Prandini (eds.), (2011), 
Sociological Realism, London and New York: Routledge.

Marconi, Diego (2014), ‘Genealogia del nuovo realismo’, Hermeneutica, Special Issue 
‘Quale realismo?’.

—, (2007), Per la verita. Relativismo e filosofia, Torino: Einaudi.
—, (1997), Lexical competence, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Martignani, Luca (2013), Sociologia e nuovo realismo, Milan and Udine: Mimesis.
McDowell, John, (1994), Mind and World, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Meillassoux, Quentin (2006), Apres lafinitude. Essai sur la necessite de la contingence, 

Paris: Seuil.
Meinong, Alexius (1904), Untersuchungen uber Gegenstandstheorie und Psychologie, 

Leipzig: Barth.
Journal of Educational, Cultural and Psychological Studies (2014), Vol. 9, Special issue 

‘New Realism and Educational Research’.
Mezei, Balazs M., and Barry Smith (eds.), (1998), The Four Phases of Philosophy, 

Amsterdam: Rodopi.
Pedagogia e vita (2014), Special Issue ‘Nuovo realismo ed educazione’.
Putnam, Hilary (1975), ‘The Meaning of “Meaning”’, in Philosophical Papers II, 

London: Cambridge University Press, pp. 215–271.
Quaglino, Margherita, and Raffaela Scarpa (eds.), (2014), Metodi Testo Realta, 

Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso.
Ratzinger, Joseph (1992), Svolta per l’Europa? Chiesa e modernita nell’Europa dei 

rivolgimenti, Milan: Edizioni Paoline.
Rickert, Heinrich (1930), Die Logik des Pradikats und das Problem der Ontologie, 

Heidelberg, Winter.
—, (1904), Der GegenstandderErkenntnis. Einfuhrung in die Transzendentalphilosophie, 

Tubingen and Leipzig: J.C.B. Mohr.
Riedweg, Christoph (ed.), (2013; 2014), Discorsi d’attualita. Dal “postmoderno” ai 

nuovi orizzonti della cultura, Rome: Carocci; Discours d’actualite: du 
“postmoderne” aux nouveaux horizons de la culture, Geneve: Droz; Nach der 
Postmoderne: Aktuelle Debatten zu Kunst, Philosophie und Gesellschaft, Bern: 
Schwabe.



609

  STUDIES AND ARTICLES

Rorty, Richard (1998), ‘Charles Taylor on Truth’, in Philosophical Papers, vol. III, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 84–97.

—, (1991), Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth: Philosophical Papers, vol. 1, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

—, (1981), ‘Nineteenth-Century Idealism and Twentieth-Century Textualism’, The 
Monist, 64: 2, p. 155–174.

—, (1979), Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press.

Scarpa, Raffaela (2013), Il caso nuovo realismo. La lingua del dibattito filosofico 
contemporaneo, Milan and Udine: Mimesis.

Smith, Barry (2009), ‘Toward a Realistic Science of Environments, Ecological 
Psychology, 21: 2, p. 121–130.

—, (2001), ‘Objects and Their Environments: From Aristotle to Ecological Ontology’, 
in The Life and Motion of Socio-Economic Units, edited by Andrew Frank, 
Jonathan Raper and Jean-Paul Cheylan, London: Taylor and Francis, pp. 79–97.

Sokal, Alan, and Jean Bricmont (1997), Fashionable Nonsense, New York: Picador.
Stove, David (1991), ‘Idealism: A Victorian Horror Story (Part Two)’, in The Plato Cult 

and Other Philosophical Follies, Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 135 –178.
Strawson, Peter F. (1959), Individuals, London: Methuen.
Suskind, Ron (2004), ‘Faith, Certainty and the Presidency of George W. Bush’, The New 

York Times Magazine, 17 October.
Taddio, Luca (2013), Verso un nuovo realismo, Sesto San Giovanni: Jouvence.
Unger, Peter K., (2014), Empty Ideas: A Critique of Analytic Philosophy, Oxford: 

Oxford University Press.

Alesandro Feraris
Kratka istorija novog realizma
Apstrakt
U ovom tek stu po ku šao sam da ski ci ram krat ku isto ri ju no vog re a li zma. Čla nak 
sam za po čeo raz ma tra njem ide a li zma u de vet na e stom ve ku, da bi se pre ba cio 
na ras pra vlja nje o post mo der ni zmu u dva de se tom ve ku ko ji je, ka ko tvr dim, na-
sled nik ide a li zma i te o rij ski ne pri ja telj no vog re a li zma. Na kra ju sam po ku šao da 
re kon stru i šem pro blem ka ko i za što je na stao sa vre me ni no vi re a li zam i dao ne-
ko li ko na po me na o nje go voj bu du ćoj per spek ti vi.

Ključ ne re či: Ide a li zam, post mo der na, no vi re a li zam, on to lo gi ja, epi ste mo lo gi ja
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Ap strakt   U po sled nje dve de ce ni je sta ra ras pra va o re al no sti na u ke za o kre nu la 
je od pi ta nja o sta tu su en ti te ta ka sta tu su stru ku ra ko je na u ka opi su je. Po ku ša ću 
da pred sta vim pred no sti i ma ne ovog no vog re a li stič kog fo ku sa na stru ku re i 
isto vre me no ana li zi ram ši ru sli ku raz vo ja na uč nog re a li zma. Struk tu ral nim re a li-
zmom ba vi ću se u for mi u ko joj se mo že na ći kod Džo na Vo ra la i Džej msa Lej di-
me na. Po seb no, is pi ti va ću od nos nji ho vih re še nja pre ma ar gu men tu na osno vu 
na uč nih re vo lu ci ja – pe si mi stič koj me ta-in duk ci ji. Tvr di ću da ove re a li stič ke stra-
te gi je ni su do volj no ube dlji ve da bi smo na pra vi li ta kav skok u on to lo gi ji i pret-
po sta vi li po sto ja nje ‘’ono stra ne’’ struk tu re (ne za vi sno od pi ta nja da li je to na uč no 
re le vant no) – pr ven stve no za to što ni jed na ni dru ga ne uspe va ju da na za do vo lja-
va ju ći na čin iden ti fi ku ju struk tu ru, ko li ko god ge ne ral nu, ko ja se u sme ni na uč nih 
te o ri ja aku mu li ra.

Ključ ne re či: re a li zam, pe si mi stič ka me ta-in duk ci ja, sme na na uč nih te o ri ja, struk tu-
ra, elek tro mag ne ti zam, si me tri je, in va ri jant nost, na uč na me to do lo gi ja

Za i sta, iz gle da mi kao da je po zi ci ja ko ju oni stvar no bra ne to li ko 
raz bla že na for ma ‘re a li zma’ – ako je to re a li zam uop šte – da je 
je dva raz lu či va od po zi ci je in stru men ta li ste.

La ri La u dan, ‘’Re a li zam bez Re al nog’’

1. Uvod

Na uč ne te o ri je re fe ri ra ju na neo pa žlji ve en ti te te.1 Pre ci zni je re če no, one 
sa dr že ter mi ne po put bot tom kvark, elek tro-mag net no po lje ili gra vi ton 
ko ji ne ma ju opa žlji ve ana lo ge. Pri ma fa cie fi lo zof sko raz u me va nje ovih 
ter mi na je ste da oni pred sta vlja ju re a lan opis sve ta ‘’sa one stra ne’’ po ja va, 
od no sno da neo pa žlji vi en ti te ti re al no po sto je. Po sma tra no sa ni voa či ta ve 
te o ri je, pri hva će na na uč na te o ri ja se uzi ma kao isti ni ta. Ovo sta no vi šte, 
po zna to kao na iv ni na uč ni re a li zam, bi će te melj da lje ana li ze sta tu sa neo pa-
žlji vih en ti te ta u na u ci. Cilj ovog ra da bi će pred sta vlja nje lo gič kog (na su prot 
isto rij skog) raz vo ja fi lo zof skog shva ta nja neo pa žlji vog u na u ci.

Na iv ni na uč ni re a li zam se od mah su o ča va sa sta rim an ti-re a li stič kim ar gu-
men tom na osno vu pro me ne na uč nih te o ri ja – ta ko zva na pe si mi stič ka me-
ta-in duk ci ja – ko ji se mo že pro na ći još u ra do vi ma Po en ka rea i Di je ma, ali je 
svoj naj ja či ob lik do bio u ra do vi ma Ku na i La u da na. Ar gu ment je za sno van 

1  Is tra ži va nje je ra đe no u okvi ru pro jek ta ‘’Di na mič ki si ste mi u pri ro di i dru štvu: 
fi lo zof ski i em pi rij ski aspek ti’’ OI 179 041, fi nan si ra nog od stra ne Mi ni star stva pro sve te, 
na u ke i teh no lo škog raz vo ja.
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na tvrd nji da su se re vo lu ci o nar ne pro me ne do go di le u pri hva će nim na uč-
nim te o ri ja ma, gde je pri li kom sme ne te o ri ja do šlo do od ba ci va nja sta rih 
te o ri ja i nji ho vih neo pa žlji vih en ti te ta. Ako su se pret hod ne te o ri je ko je smo 
sma tra li isti ni tim is po sta vi le la žne i ako su neo pa žlji vii en ti te ti ko je smo 
sma tra li re al nim sa da od ba če ni, ve ro vat no je da će se isto de si ti sa te o ri ja-
ma ko je tre nut no sma tra mo isti ni tim i en ti te ti ma ko je sma tra mo re al nim. 
Da kle, po in duk ci ji, ima mo ja kog osno va da bu de mo an ti-re a li sti u po gle du 
sa vre me nih na uč nih te o ri ja.

Da nas je op šte pri hva će no da na uč ni pro gres ni je strikt no ku mu la ti van na 
te o rij skom ni vou. Da bi re a li sta ob ja snio mo di fi ka ci je i re vi zi je na uč nih te-
o ri ja (nji ho vu strikt nu ne ku mu la tiv nost) po treb no je da u od re đe noj me ri 
iz me ni svo ju te zu. Ovo se obič no či ni ta ko što se re a li zam ogra ni ča va sa mo 
na ‘’zre le’’ na uč ne te o ri je i na pri pi si va nje tim te o ri ja ma sa mo pri bli žne (tj. 
aprok si ma tiv ne) isti ni to sti.2 Ja sno de fi ni sa nje poj mo va zre lo sti i aprok si ma-
tiv ne isti ni to sti na i la zi na raz ne te ško će. Ja se ne ću nji ma ov de po seb no 
ba vi ti za to što čak i ako pri hva ti mo da se ovi poj mo vi mo gu de fi ni sa ti na 
od go va ra ju ći na čin, gor nji an ti-re a li stič ki pri go vor osta je jer, ka ko god mi 
de fi ni sa li pri bli žnu isti ni tost, još uvek je po treb no do ka za ti na kon kret nim 
pri me ri ma da po red ne do stat ka strikt ne ku mu la tiv no sti na uč nih te o ri ja po-
sto ji kon ti nu i tet onih de lo va te o ri ja u ve zi ko jih že li mo da bu de mo re a li sti. 
Pro blem ne za vi si od pretpostavlјene de fi ni ci je, već od ana li ze slu ča je va u 
isto ri ji na u ke. Pri go vor se ta ko svo di na pi ta nje o su štin skoj ku mu la tiv no sti 
dve ju te o ri ja u ni zu, iz nad ku mu la tiv no sti nji ho vih em pi rij skih po sle di ca: 
ako uzme mo dve po sva kom stan dar du ‘’zre le’’ te o ri je – na pri mer, Nјutnovu 
te o ri ju gra vi ta ci je i Ajn štaj no vu te o ri ju op šte re la tiv no sti – da li se mo že 
re ći da je Nјutnova te o ri ja aprok si ma ci ja Ajn štaj no ve?

Ako bi mo gao Nјutnovu te o ri ju da pred sta vi kao spe ci jal ni slu čaj Ajn štaj no-
ve on da re a li sta ne bi imao pro ble ma: Nјutnova te o ri ja bi bi la pri bli žna 
isti ni uto li ko što ne bi predstavlјala či ta vu isti nu, ali bi bi la isti ni ta za br zi ne 
zna čaj no ma nje od br zi ne sve tlo sti. Me đu tim, Ajn štaj no va te o ri ja se ne mo že 
pred sta vi ti kao eks ten zi ja Nјutnove sto ga što su ove te o ri je strikt no go vo-
re ći in kon zi stent ne: ako je te o ri ja re la tiv no sti isti ni ta, Nјutnova te o ri ja 
mo ra bi ti la žna u sva koj in stan ci. Ne sa mo što je kla sič na me ha ni ka la žna 
čak i za ma kro skop ske objek te ko ji se kre ću br zi na ma ma lim u od no su na sve-
tlost, ne go su čak i nje na pred vi đa nja kre ta nja naj ve ćih i naj spo ri jih obje ka ta 

2  Aprok si ma tiv nu isti nu te o ri ja na ko ju se po zi va ju re a li sti tre ba pa žlji vo raz li ko va-
ti od poj ma ‘’aprok si ma ci je’’ ko ji se ko ri sti u na u ci i fi lo zo fi ji na u ke, a ko ji se od no si na 
pri bli žnost ma te ma tič kih re še njau, ne za vi sno od pri bli žno sti nji ho vih re fe ren ci ja. Sa 
dru ge stra ne, po jam pri bli žne isti ni to sti po ku ša va da iden ti fi ku je spe ci fič ne de lo ve 
na uč nih te o ri ja ko ji naj vi še za slu žu ju na še , bi lo eks pla na tor no ili on to lo ško, epi ste-
mič ko oba ve zi va nje. Kla si čan pri mer iz dva ja nja ovog epi ste mič ki re le vant nog de la 
te o ri je je Po pe ro va, for mal no le gen dar no pro ble ma tič na, de fi ni ci ja aprok si ma tiv ne 
isti ne pu tem poj ma ‘’isti no li ko sti’’.
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strikt no la žna; sa mo što nji ho va la žnost le ži du bo ko unu tar eks pe ri men tal ne 
gre ške (!).3 Ovaj slu čaj sme ne te o ri ja je re vo lu ci o na ran ne sa mo u smi slu 
re vi zi je isti na, ne go i sa mih en ti te ta ko je Nјutnova te o ri ja po stu li ra. Ona 
tvr di, na pri mer, da je pro stor bes ko na čan, vre me ap so lut no, i da je ma sa 
te la kon stant na, dok iz Ajn šta no ve sle di da je pro stor ko na čan, a vre me i 
ma sa re la tiv ni. Ipak, u ne kim slu ča je vi ma, Nјutnovi za ko ni iz gle da ju kao 
ra zum ne aprok si ma ci je jer mo gu bi ti iz ve de ni iz Ajn štaj no vih jed na či na 
za ne ma ri va njem ne kih ter mi na i uvo đe njem ne kih aprok si ma ci ja (od u sta-
ja njem od ak ci je na dis tan cu, li ne a ri za ci jom jed na či na polјa...). Da kle, pro-
blem se svo di na od re đi va nje u ko joj tač no me ri se to kom sme ne te o ri ja 
neopažlјivi en ti te ti od ba cu ju ili re vi di ra ju i u ko joj me ri sta re isti ne osta ju 
da va že, kao i na od go va ra nje na pi ta nje ‘’Da li je to dovolјno za re a li zam?’’.

U sva kom slu ča ju, me ni se či ni, pri hva ta nje re vo lu ci o nar no sti na uč ne pro me-
ne – tj. od ri ca nje ja sne ku mu la tiv no sti na uč nog te o rij skog zna nja – je tač ka 
od ko je sva ka dalјa ana li za isti ne i neopažlјivog u na u ci mo ra da poč ne. Pre 
to ga po me nu ću ne ke re a li stič ke po ku ša je da se ovaj zaklјučak iz beg ne.

Stan dard no po sto je dva na či na da se ospo ri ar gu ment ra di kal ne te o rij ske 
pro me ne u na u ci: 1) da se usvo ji tu ma če nje re fe ren ci je (na neopažlјive en ti-
te te) pre ma ko me se na pu šte ni te o rij ski ter mi ni ipak mo gu sma tra ti kao da 
(pri bli žno isti ni to) re fe ri ra ju (vi di na pri mer Har din & Ro sen berg 1982); i 
2) da se re a li zam ogra ni či na one de lo ve te o ri ja ko ji igra ju su štin sku ulo gu u 
iz vo đe nju ka sni je po tvr đe nih (no vih) pred vi đa nja, i da se tvr di ka ko su ter-
mi ni pro šlih te o ri ja ko ji se sa da sma tra ju kao da ne re fe ri ra ju za pra vo ne su-
štin ski (na pri mer Psil los 2011 ili Kitcher 1993). Oba ova po ku ša ja iz be ga va-
nja su štin ske ne ku mu la tiv no sti te o rij skog zna nja ima ju ozbilјnih pro ble ma. 
Pr vi či ni uspe šnu re fe ren ci ju to li ko la kom da ne ko mo že uspe šno re fe ri ra ti na 
en ti tet (re ci mo ma su) čak i ako je u kri vu u po gle du mno gih nje go vih oso bi-
na (u gor njem slu ča ju nje ne promenlјivosti, tj za vi sno sti od br zi ne). Oči ti 
pro blem je što ovo či ni po jam re fe ren ci je to li ko ble dim i neo d re đe nim da je 
pi ta nje da li nje go va upo tre ba ima vi še smi sla. Dru gi po ku šaj se osla nja na 
post hoc raz li ko va nje iz me đu cen tral nih (su štin skih) i ne su štin skih ter mi na 
u jed noj na uč noj te o ri ji. Ovo stva ra opa snost da od lu či va nje ko ji su ter mi ni 
cen tral ni a ko ji ne u jed noj na pu šte noj te o ri ji za snu je mo na to me ko ji su ter-
mi ni za dr ža ni u sme ni te o ri ja – što bi uči ni lo ovu stra te gi ju ad hoc.

Ovi po ku ša ji iz be ga va nja su štin ske ne ku mu la tiv no sti na uč nog te o rij skog 
zna nja – u smi slu ne a prok si ma tiv no sti isti na i ter mi na od ba če nih te o ri ja – 
ov de ne će bi ti pred met dalјe ana li ze. Ono zbog če ga ove al ter na ti ve ipak 
je su zanimlјive, po seb no dru ga od njih, je ste ka rak te ri stič nost fi lo zof ske op-
ci je da u ne koj tač ki na pra vi mo po de lu iz me đu su štin skog (ili čak na uč nog) 

3  Na rav no, ako se ogra ni či mo sa mo na pri bli žnost em pi rij ski utvr dlji vih po sle di ca, 
od re kli smo se re a li zma.
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i ne su štin skog de la na uč ne te o ri je. Po de la ko ja ni je, na rav no, nu žno po gre-
šna, ali ko ju je po treb no od bra ni ti u sve tlu kri ti ke. Ja ću se dalјe pr ven stve no 
ba vi ti ana li zom re a li stič ke stra te gi je ko ja di rekt no pri hva ta an ti-re a li stič ki 
iza zov za spe ci fi ka ci jom ‘re al nog’, od no sno ko ja pre ten du je da pru ži od go vor 
na pi ta nje ‘’Šta je tač no to u po gle du če ga smo re a li sti?’’.4

2. Struk tu ral ni re a li zam

Ele men ti stru tu ral nog re a li zma mo gu se isto rij ski lo ci ra ti kod ni za ve li kih 
fi lo zo fa na u ke, uklјučujući Po en ka rea, Ka si re ra, Šli ka, Ra se la i Kar na pa. 
Me ne to ne će ov de za ni ma ti, već ću se ba vi ti nji me u nje go voj raz vi je noj 
for mi u ko joj se na la zi kod Džo na Vo ra la (John Wor rall) i Džej msa Lej di-
me na (Ja mes Ladyman). Lej di me nov ra di kal ni struk tu ral ni re a li zam osta-
vi će mo, za sad, po stra ni.

Vo ra lo va re a li stič ka po zi ci ja temelјi se na pri hva ta nju re vo lu ci o nar nog ka rak-
te ra na uč nog te o rij skog zna nja i na neo du sta ja nju od re a li zma. On se pi ta:

‘’ka da bi mo gla bi ti raz vi je na po zi ci ja ko ja za dr ža va ne ke od in tu i ci ja is pod 
ar gu men ta ‘bez ču da’ a ko ja se ipak, u isto vre me, po kla pa sa isto rij skim 
či nje ni ca ma pro me ne te o ri ja u na u ci, on da bi ona bi la uverlјivija ne go 
prag ma ti zam ili pretpostavlјeni re a li zam [je di ne dve an ti-re a li stič ke op-
ci je5].’’ (Wor rall 1989: 111)

Iz ovog ci ta ta očit je Vo ra lov mo tiv – mo di fi ka ci ja re a li zma ta ko da se sa da 
sla že sa či nje ni ca ma u isto ri ji na u ke. Raz log zbog ko ga Vo ral od lu ču je da 
mo di fi ku je ume sto od ba ci re a li zam je upra vo ar gu ment ‘’bez ču da’’, od no sno 
in tu i ci je ko je sto je iza nje ga. On ima sle de ću struk tu ru:

a)  bi lo bi ču do da na uč ne te o ri je bu du em pi rij ski uspe šne ko li ko je su 
da ni su (pri bli žno) isti ni te,

b) ne će mo pri hva ta ti ču da ako ima mo al ter na ti vu bez njih,
v)  ta al ter na ti va je (kla sič ni) re a li zam,
da kle, g) (kla sič ni) re a li zam – tj. na uč ne te o ri je su (pri bli žno) isti ni te.

Iako je pret po stav ka (a) vr lo va žna zbog ospo ra va nja an ti-re a li stič kih al ter-
na ti va, klјučna pret po stav ka u ovom ar gu men tu za re a li stu je, oči to, (v)6 

4  Za de talj nu ana li zu pre ten zi ja osta lih for mi re a li zma i za raz lo ge nji ho vog uz dr ža-
va nja od od go vo ra na ovo pi ta nje vi di Psil los 2011.
5  Ni je sa svim ja sno da li je pret po sta vlje ni re a li zam za pra vo an ti-re a li zam ili re a li-
zam, kao što Vo ral tvr di; iako je ja sno da on zna čaj no od stu pa od re a li zma ti me što 
neo pa žlji ve en ti te te či ni epi ste mič ki ne do stup nim. Ova Vo ra lo va pret hod na fi lo zof ska 
po zi ci ja za ni mljiv je uvid u nje go vo raz u me va nje poj ma ‘’re al nog’’.
6  Tre ba lo bi spo me nu ti i ne ja san sta tus pret po stav ke (b), po što su se, na pri mer, upra vo 
na nju po zi va li osmne sto ve kov ni me ha ni ci sti pro tiv Njut no vog poj ma si le, tj. ak ci je-na-da-
lji nu, a da nas vi di mo ka ko je isto ri ja na u ke pre su di la. (Sta ra) fi lo zof ska po en ta bi bi la da, 
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– em pi rij ski uspeh na uč nih te o ri ja ob ja šnjen je nji ho vom pri bli žnom isti-
ni to šću. Dru gim re či ma, ako pret po sta vi mo re a li zam, on da na u ka ne iz-
gle da kao ču do. Po red ove tvrd nje o isti ni to sti na uč nih te o ri ja obič no je 
im pli cit no pro kri jum ča re na re fe ren ci ja te o rij skih ter mi na, po što ve ći na 
re a li sta pri hva ta (re fe ren ci jal nu) te zu da svet ve ro vat no sa dr ži en ti te te 
ve o ma slič ne oni ma po stu li ra nim od stra ne na ših naj u spe šni jih te o ri ja 
(vi di La u dan 1981: 22).

Po sle La u da no ve ra zor ne kri ti ke (ibid.), či ja in stan ca je gor nji Nјutn-Ajn-
štaj nov pri mer gu bit ka ili re vi zi ja isti na i neopažlјivih en ti te ta, ret ko ko bi 
se usu dio na po zi va nje na (v), i na ar gu ment ‘bez ču da’ uop šte. Ipak, gru bo 
re če no, za ne ga tiv nu in tu i ci ju iz (a), na su prot od one po zi tiv ne iz (v), ni je 
skroz ja sno da je po gre šna. Otud osta je od re đe na sum nja da u ovom ar gu-
men tu mo žda ‘ne što ima’, pre ci zni je, da ako nam an ti-re a li zam iz gle da kao 
ču do (pre ma (a)), mo žda je pro blem sa mo u to me što ni smo zna li pra vil no 
da for mu li še mo re a li zam, tj. da spe ci fi ku je mo tač no ko ji de lo vi na uč nih 
te o ri ja opi su ju ono što je re al no.

Vo ral se, na rav no, ne osla nja na ceo ar gu ment ‘bez ču da’ ne go na in tu i ci je 
iza nje ga za to što je kla sič ni re a li zam, kao što smo već is ta kli, u ne skla du 
sa isto ri jom na u ke. In tu i ci je iza nje ga ko je Vo ral de li bi se mo gle su mi ra ti 
na sle de ći na čin: je di ni na čin da na u ka ne iz gle da kao ču do je da po sto ji 
deo te o ri je ko ji je re a lan opis ono stra ne stvar no sti.

Da bi Vo ral oprav dao ovu in tu i ci ju on mo ra pro na ći ne ki ele me nat na uč nih 
te o ri ja ko ji se za dr ža va u nji ho voj sme ni – mo ra po ka za ti šta se tač no aku-
mu li ra, iz nad i po red nji ho vih isti ni tih em pi rij skih po sle di ca. Vi de li smo da 
to ne mo gu bi ti te o rij ski ter mi ni i isti ne o nji ma. Onaj deo ko ji on iz dva ja 
kao re a lan je struk tu ra na uč nih te o ri ja (Wor rall 1989, 117). Kon ti nu i tet ili 
aku mu la ci ja ko ja po sto ji u pro me ni te o ri ja je kon ti nu i tet for me ili struk tu-
re, a ne sa dr ža ja. Ovo je, sa jed ne stra ne, vi še ne go pre no še nje isti ni tih 
em pi rij skih po sle di ca u no vu te o ri ju, a, sa dru ge, ma nje ne go pre no še nje 
ce lo kup nog te o rij skog me ha ni zma (ma kar i u aprok si ma tiv noj for mi). Na-
rav no, po jam struk tu re nep hod no je je din stve no iz dvo ji ti.

Da bi smo pre ci zno raz u me li ko ji deo te o ri je Vo ral ima na umu mi sle ći na 
nje nu struk tu ru ana li zi ra će mo pri mer ko ji on da je u pri log te ze o aku mu-
la ci ji struk tu re. Ovaj pri mer je ujed no i naj o štri ji od pri me ra ko je La u dan 
da je upra vo za is ti ca nje ne a ku mu la tiv no sti re le vant ne za kla sič ni re a li zam: 
od ba ci va nje poj ma etra kla sič ne fi zi ke, i, po seb no, od ba ci va nje poj ma etra 
u sme ni Fre ne lo ve (Fre snel) kla sič ne ta la sne te o ri je sve tlo sti Mak sve lo vom 
(Max well) elek tro ma net nom te o ri jom.

ako ne ka te o ri ja ra zu mu iz gle da čud no, to ne mo ra mno go da go vo ri o nje noj em pi rij skoj 
ade kvat no sti; mo žda je kvant na me ha ni ka naj bo lji pri mer ovo ga.
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Tač ka Fre ne lo ve te o ri je na ko ju će mo se skon cen tri sa ti je pret po stav ka da 
se sve tlost sa sto ji od pe ri o dič nih po re me ća ja ko ji po ti ču od nje nog iz vo ra 
i pre no se se op šte pri sut nim me ha nič kim me di ju mom – etrom. Osnov na 
oso bi na ovog me di ju ma je ge ne ri sa nje ela stič nih si la ko je sva ki nje gov deo 
ko ji je po re me ćen iz sta nja ekvi li bri ju ma vra ća ju u po čet ni po lo žaj. Upr kos 
iz ve snih di na mič kih pro ble ma, ova te o ri ja je, u svo je vre me, ima la ve li ki 
pred vi đa lač ki uspeh. Nјena sna ga i zna čaj ni su spor ne tač ke u re a li stič koj 
de ba ti: ‘’Ako se to [Fre ne lo vo pred vi đa nje ‘be le tač ke’] ne ra ču na kao em-
pi rij ski uspeh, ni šta se ne ra ču na!’’ (La u dan 1981: 27); ili, ja če, ‘’Ako se 
Fre ne lo va te o ri ja ne ra ču na kao ‘zre la’ na u ka on da je te ško vi de ti šta se 
ra ču na’’ (Wor rall 1989: 116).

Ipak, Fre ne lov ela stič ni me ha nič ki etar je pot pu no od ba čen u dalјem raz vo-
ju na u ke i za me njen elek tro mag net nim polјem u Mak sve lo voj elek tromg net-
noj te o ri ji sve tlo sti. Pri mi tiv ni en ti tet, u ko me je sve tlost bi la pe ri o dič ni 
po re me ćaj, sa da vi še ni je bio etar ne go ‘’neo te lo tvo re no’’ elek tro mag net no 
polјe. S dru ge stra ne, sva uspe šna pred vi đa nja op tič kih fe no me na od stra ne 
Fre ne lo ve te o ri je su za dr ža na, od no sno po sle di ca su i Mak sve lo ve.

Iz me đu ove dve kraj no sti Vo ral po ku ša va da pro na đe me sto za struk tu ral ni 
re a li zam i tvrd nju da iako je Fre nel pot pu no po gre šno iden ti fi ko vao pri ro-
du sve tlo sti, nje go va te o ri ja joj je ipak pri pi sa la pra vu struk tu ru. Etar ni je 
apro ki sma ci ja elek tro mag net nog polјa, ali po re me ća ji u nje mu pra te za ko ne 
for mal no slič ne ela stič nim po re me ća ji ma u me ha nič kom etru. Ta ko Vo ral 
zaklјučuje da:

‘’ako se ogra ni či mo na ni vo ma te ma tič kih jed na či na – ne, pri me ti te, fe-
no me nal ni ni vo – po sto ji pot pu ni kon ti nu i tet iz me đu Fre ne lo ve i Mak sve-
lo ve te o ri je’’ (Wor rall 1989: 119).

Pr vo pi ta nje ko je se na me će ov de je ste da li je ova tvrd nja u skla du sa isto-
ri jom na u ke. S ob zi rom da su Fre ne lo ve jed na či ne pre u ze te pot pu no ne-
tak nu te, sa mo re in ter pre ti ra ne, od stra ne Mak sve la, od go vor je, na rav no, 
da. Je di no što je zbog to ga ovaj pri mer une ko li ko ne re pre zen ta ti van. Mno go 
če šći slu čaj ma te ma tič kog kon ti nu i te ta u sme ni te o ri ja, pre ma Vo ra lu, je ste da 
se sta re jed na či ne pojavlјuju kao gra nič ni slu ča je vi no vih jed na či na. U tom 
slu ča ju one su strikt no go vo re ći in kon zi stent ne, kao u gor njem pri me ru 
Nјutn-Ajn štaj no ve sme ne, ali ‘’no ve te že sta ri ma kao što ne ka ve li či na te ži 
ne koj gra ni ci’’ (Wor rall 1989: 120).

Ni je sa svim ja sno da li je kon ti nu i tet struk tu re de fi ni san na osno vu ana lo-
gi je sa gra nič nim vred no sti ma fun cki ja ne što vi še od kon ti nu i te ta isti ni tih 
em pi rij skih po sle di ca. Od no sno, da li je ovaj dru gi, če šći tip kon ti nu i te ta 
ne što vi še od to ga da u od re đe nom do me nu no ve jed na či ne da ju re zul ta te 
ko ji ma su em pi rij ski pri bli žni re zul ta ti sta rih jed na či na. Jer po gle daj mo 
ka ko se struk tu ra li stič ka te za in stan ci ra u Nјutn-Ajn štaj no vom pri me ru. 
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Pret po sta vi mo da se ba vi mo slu ča jem u ko jem ma te ri jal no te lo ne po se du-
je po ten ci jal nu ener gi ju. U kla sič noj me ha ni ci for mu la za ki ne tič ku ener-
gi ju te la je Ek= – mv21

2 . Po spe ci jal noj te o ri ji re la tiv no sti, ukup na ener gi ja 
te la (bez po ten ci jal ne ener gi je) je E = γm0c2 što ka da se raz vi je ima ob lik:7   
E = m0c2 [1+ – (–)2
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16 . U slu ča je vi ma ka da je br zi na te la zna-

čaj no ma nja od br zi ne sve tlo sti, od no sno ka da raz li ka v/c te ži nu li, ova 
jed na či na se pre la zi u: E ≈ m0c2+ – m0v2.1

2 Ako ovu jed na či nu upo re di mo sa 
jed na či nom za ki ne tič ku ener gi ju u kla sič noj me ha ni ci od mah uoča va mo 
ma te ma tič ku (struk tu ral nu) slič nost – re la ti vi stič ka ener gi ja je pri bli žna 
kla sič noj ki ni teč koj ener gi ji uve ća noj za m0c2, što je, za da tu ma su, kon-
stant na vred nost. U skla du sa struk tu ra li stič kom te zom, slu čaj u ko me se 
sta re jed na či ne pojavlјuju kao gra nič ne vred no sti no vih jed na či na je ka da 
raz li ka v/c te ži nu li; od no sno, po što je br zi na sve tlo sti kon stant na, ka da 
br zi na te la te ži nu li.

Me đu tim, ako je br zi na te la jed na ka nu li re la ti vi stač ka ener gi ja jed na ka je 
mc2, a, kao što je po zna to, u kla sič nij me ha ni ci te lo u mi ro va nju ne ma ki-
ne tič ku ener gi ju. Ka ko pro tu ma či ti ovu či nje ni cu? Kao pr vo, ja sno je da su 
se po jam ener gi je, kao i po jam ma se, znat no pro me ni li. Ono što je stvar ni 
pro blem je ste da li će mo gor nju ma te ma tič ku slič nost pro tu ma či ti kao 
dovolјnu za tvrd nju ma te ma tič kog kon ti nu i te ta, od no sno da li je oprav da-
no re ći da se ma te ma tič ka za vi snost ener gi je od br zi ne te la (s ob zi rom na 
da tu ma su mi ro va nja) pre ne la iz kla sič ne u re la ti vi stič ku fi zi ku. Od go vor 
je, iz gle da, i da i ne.

Da, za to što re la ti vi stič ka jed na či na za ener gi ju te la ko je se kre će br zi nom 
ma lom u od no su na br zi nu sve tlo sti ima sli čan ob lik kao kla sič na jed na či-
na, od no sno na ma te ma tič ki sli čan na čin za vi si od nje go ve br zi ne. Ne, 
za to što ener gi ja, po što je mo gu će da je te lo ima i u mi ro va nju, sa da vi še 
ni je sa mo me ha nič ki (tj ki ne tič ki) fe no men. Ra ni je smo ima li za kon odr-
ža nja ma se i za kon odr ža nja ener gi je. Sa da, ka da su ma sa i ener gi ja po sta-
li uza jam no pre tvo ri vi, oči to je da je pi ta nje da li je do šlo do sme ne ili do 
raz vo ja te o ri je stvar poj mov nog okvi ra, tj. per spek ti ve ko ju će mo za u ze ti.

Čak i ako pri hva ti mo po sto ja nje od re đe nog kon ti nu i te ta na ma te ma tič kom 
ni vou, to je, sa svim eks pli cit no, kon ti nu i tet ko ji ne uklјučuje za dr ža va nje 
te o rij skih en ti te ta pret hod ne te o ri je i, što je po seb no bit no, ne za dr ža va 
nje ne isti ne. Ovo dru go je ve o ma zanimlјiv pro blem za to što po sta je ja sno 
da kon ti nu i tet o ko me je reč ne mo že da se svr sta u stan dard ne ma te ma-
tič ke ob li ke kon tu nu i te ta, za ko ji su po treb ni kon ti nu i tet isti na i kon ti nu i-
tet on to lo gi je, jer no va te o ri ja ne mo že da pri pi še vred no sti onim va ri ja-
bla ma ko je u njoj ne po sto je (Grun ba um 1976: 22). Ovo, na rav no, ne 
zna či da ova kav kon ti nu i tet ni je mo gu će de fi ni sa ti (na pri mer pu tem Okvir ne 

7  m0  je ma sa te la u mi ro va nju.
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te o ri je – vi di Fletcher 2015), ne go sa mo to da mo ra mo bi ti ve o ma opre zni 
ka da pro ce nju je mo šta taj kon ti nu i tet za pra vo zna či. Dalјe raz vi ja nje struk-
tu ral nog re a li zma mo ra se fo ku si ra ti na spe ci fi ko va nje ko li ki deo i na ko ji 
tač no na čin se ma te ma ti ka te o ri je za dr ža va, ili aku mu li ra, u sme ni te o ri ja. 
Bez to ga ne ma mo oko če ga da bu de mo re a li sti.

2.1 Pro blem od ba če nih jed na či na

Ono što bih sa da is ta kao je ste da ma te ma tič ki kon ti nu i tet još uvek ni je 
dovolјan da bi smo ima li re a li zam. Da bi ku mu la tiv nost na ma te ma tič kom 
ni vou bi la osno va za re a li zam, po treb na je do dat na te za da ma te ma ti ka 
te o ri je, ili ba rem ne ki njen deo, re pre zen tu je neopažlјive en ti te te ili pro ce se, 
a ne da je sa mo ko ri sno ap strakt no sred stvo za iz vo đe nje em prij ski proverlјivih 
tvrd nji. Po što Vo ral ne iz dva ja po seb no ni je dan deo ma te ma ti ke sa dr ža ne 
u jed noj na uč noj te o ri ji, mo ra mo zaklјučiti da on pod struk tu rom mi sli na 
ve ći nu (do bre) ma te ma ti ke sa dr ža ne u njoj. Ako ov de je ste reč o kon ti nu-
i te tu ‘do bre’ ma te ma ti ke pret hod ne te o ri je, on da bi tre ba lo da su jed na či ne 
pret hod nih uspe šnih na uč nih te o ri ja ma hom re in ter pre ti ra ne u te o ri ja ma 
ko je su ih na sle di le ili pre ne se ne kao gra nič ni slu ča je vi.

Uzmi mo za pri mer po zna tu Fre ne lo vu for mu lu za pred vi đa nje i me re nje 
de li mič nog vu če nja etra od stra ne ma siv nih obje ka ta. Pre ma kor pu sku lar-
noj te o ri ji sve tlo sti, in deks pre la ma nja sve tlo sti sup stan ce kao što je sta klo 
za vi si od od no sa br zi na sve tlo sti u va zdu hu i u sta klu. 1810, po ku ša va ju ći 
da iz me ri br zi nu sve tlo sti, Fran soa Ara go (François Ara go) je eks pe ri men-
tal no utvr dio da pri po sma tra nju zve zda ne ma raz li ke u pre la ma nju sve-
tlo sti ka da ona uda ri u sta kle nu pri zmu is pred te le sko pa, bez ob zi ra na 
raz li či te br zi ne ko ji ma se zve zde kre ću i na br zi nu kre ta nje Zemlјe u od no-
su na njih u raz li či tim go di šnjim do bi ma. Da bi ob ja snio ovaj re zul tat, 
Fre nel je is pi tao Ara gov eks pe ri ment po mo ću ta la sne te o ri je sve tlo sti i 
pred lo žio da sta kle na pri zma vu če deo etra za so bom, ta ko da se on na la-
zi u njoj u ve ćoj ko li či ni, što dalјe po ve ća va br zi nu sve tlo sti u njoj. Po što 
br zi na sve tlo sti za vi si od gu sti ne me di ju ma, nje na br zi na u po kret noj pri zmi 
tre ba da se pri la go di ko li či ni ‘’po vu če nog’’ etra. Sa da tim in dek som pre la-
ma nja sve tlo sti n, br zi na sve tlo sti kroz sta klo, ne uzi ma ju ći u ob zir vu če nje 
etra je  vn = – .n

c Pri la go đa va nje  vu če nju  je  iz ra že no for mu lom  vd = v(1– —),ρe
ρg

 
gde je ρe gu sti na etra u oko li ni, ρg gu sti na etra u sta klu, a v br zi na pri zme 
u od no su na etar. Po što in deks pre la ma nja n za vi si od gu sti ne etra, ko nač-
na br zi na sve tlo sti u sta klu je da ta Fre ne lo vom for mu lom V = – +v(1– —).n

c 1
n2

Ova Fre ne lo va is prav ka uspe šno je ob ja sni la nu la-re zul tat Ara go vog eks-
pe ri men ta. Ta ko đe, ona je uve la kon cept uglav nom sta ci o nar nog etra, 
ko ga vu ku sup stan ce kao što je sta klo, ali ne i va zduh. Ta ko đe, njen ko e fi-
ci jent vu če nja je 1851. po tvr đen ču ve nim Fi zo o vim (Ar mand Fi ze au) eks-
pe ri men tom gde sve tlost pu tu je kroz kre ću ću vo du, a za tim i či ta vim ni zom 
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dru gih eks pe ri me na ta od ko jih su naj po zna ti ji Ho e kov iz 1868. (Mar tin 
Ho ek), Eri ov iz 1871. (Ge or ge Bid dell Airy) i Ma skar tov iz 1872. (Éle uthère 
Ma scart).8 Pr vi uda rac Fre ne lo voj te o ri ji bio je 1887. Maj klson-Mor li jev 
(Mic hel son-Mor ley) eks pe ri ment, či me je po če lo skuplјanje evi den ci je pro tiv 
nje, sve do pop tu nog od ba ci va nja etra u spe ci jal noj re la tiv no sti.

Sad, da li mo že mo re ći da je gor nja Fre ne lo va jed na či na gra nič ni slu čaj ne ke 
jed na či ne iz te o ri je re la tiv no sti? S ob zi rom da pre ma spe ci jal noj re la tiv no sti 
etar kao sup sta ci ja ne po sto ji, ko jih nje nih jed na či na gor nja for mu la mo že da 
bu de gra nič ni slu čaj? Ovo otva ra pro blem pri pi si va nja re al no sti ma te ma tič koj 
struk tu ri te o ri je. Ako se deo ma te ma ti ke ko ji je imao eks ten ziv nu em pi rij sku 
pro ve ru i po tvr du ni je za dr žao u sme ni te o ri ja, i sa mim tim ne predstavlјa 
re al nu struk tu ru stvar no sti, ka kvog osno va ima mo da pret po sta vi mo re al nost 
onog de la ma te ma ti ke ko ji se za dr žao. Ovo, dalјe, do vo di či tav struk tu ral ni 
re a li zam u opa snost da bu de ad hoc te o ri ja – da post hoc pro gla si one de lo ve 
ma te ma ti ke ko ji su se za dr ža li kao re la ne, a one ko ji su na uč nim raz vo jem 
od ba če ni kao ne. Kao što je van Fra sen (van Fra as sen) već pri me tio9:

‘’raz li ka iz me đu struk tu re i sa dr ža ja iz gle da ni ka da ni je raz lu či va una pred. 
[...] Ato mi su još uvek tu na ne kom ni vou, da kle to je bi la struk tu ra. Etar ni je 
vi še tu, ni na jed nom ni vou, da kle to je bi la gre ška u sa dr ža ju.’’ (2006: 290)

Ov de vi di mo da Vo ra lo vo ne iz dva ja nje ne kog od re đe nog de la ma te ma ti ke 
kao baš onog ko ji re pre zen tu je re al nost i isto vre me no od ba ci va nje to kom 
sme ne te o ri ja ne kih, na iz gled bit nih, de lo va te o ri je za jed no sa nji ho vim 
jed na či na ma, vo di do to ga da raz li ka iz me đu struk tu re i sa dr ža ja po sta ne 
ne ja sna. Ovaj ar gu ment, na rav no, ne ma za po sle di cu pot pu no od ba ci va nje 
struk tu ral nog re a li zma. On je za pra vo sa mo in stan ca pro ble ma is tak nu tog 
u pret hod nom odelјku – da je struk tu ral ni re a li zam po treb no raz vi ti spe ci-
fi ko va njem na ko ji na čin se ma te ma ti ka te o ri je aku mu li ra i ko ji tač no njen 
deo. Upra vo na ovo me za sno van je rad Džej msa Lej di me na.

3. Lej di me nov ra di kal ni struk tu ral ni re a li zam

Ne po sre dan mo tiv Lej di me no vih is tra ži va nja je pro blem iden tič nih če sti ca u 
kvant noj me ha ni ci, od no sno, ši re, ‘’nu đe nje on to lo gi je ko ja od go va ra ‘no voj 
fi zi ci’ kvant ne me ha ni ke i op šte re la tiv no sti’’ (Ladyman 2001: 61). Spe ci fič-
no, ovo je ‘’po ku šaj za me nji va nja in di vi du al no za sno va ne on to lo gi je dru gom 
ko ja vi še od go va ra dva de se to ve kov noj na u ci’’ (loc.cit.). Nјegov struk tu ral ni 
re a li zam je ra di ka lan u smi slu da se ba zič nim on to lo škim en ti te tom vi še ne 

8  Za hva lju ju ći ovim no vim pred vi đa nji ma ko ja je Fre ne lo va te o ri ja o vu če nju etra 
ima la, pre ma sa mim Vo ra lo vim stan dar di ma (ko ji su da nas op šte pri hva će ni), ne mo že 
bi ti sum nje da je ona bi la zre la na uč na te o ri ja.
9  Ori gi nal ni pri go vor o neo d re đe no sti raz li ke iz me đu stru ku re i sa dr ža ja pri pa da 
Psi lo su (Psil los) 1995: 31-2.
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sma tra ju in di vi due ko je sa či nja va ju struk tu ru, već sa ma ova struk tu ra. Uto-
li ko, re a li zam vi še ni je epi ste mo lo ška te za da su re a li ci je me đu in di vi du a ma 
u sve tu i re la ci je tih re la ci ja (tj. nji ho va struk tu ra) sve što mo že mo zna ti o 
pri ro di, već me ta fi zič ka – da u sve tu ni če ga i ne ma osim struk tu re. Pre ne go 
što pre đem na Lej di me no vu ve zu sa Vo ra lom i ana li zu nje go vog me sta u 
raz vo ju re a li zma na po me nu ću ne što o ovim Lej di me no vim mo ti vi ma.

Pri la go đa va nje on to lo gi je no voj fi zi ci ne mo že da ima per spek ti vu u kon-
tek stu ove fi lo zof ske de ba te o re al no sti pretpostavlјenih neopažlјivih en ti-
te ta za to što ta kva jed na on to lo gi ja ne mo že da za o bi đe pe si mi stič ku me-
ta-in duk ci ju. I po red od go va ra nja naj sa vre me ni joj fi zi ci, ko ja je po tvr đe na 
ogrom nim bro jem eks pe ri me tal nih re zul ta ta sa go to vo ne ve ro vat nom pre-
ci zno šću, ona i dalјe osta je sa mo jed na on to lo gi ja ku rent ne na uč ne te o ri je. 
Me ta-in duk ci ja upra vo o njoj zaklјučuje da ne ma osno va da ve ru je mo da 
ona ne će bi ti od ba če na u dalјem raz vo ju na u ke, kao što su bi le od ba če ne 
pret hod ne on to lo gi je. Ar gu ment u pri log struk tu ral nog re a li zma mo ra da 
bu de za sno van dublјe u isto ri ji na u ke i mo ra, kao što smo go re već is ta kli, 
da po ka že ka kva se tač no to struk tu ra oču va la to kom sme ne na uč nih te o ri-
ja. Od no sno, mo ra tu, ko li ko god ge ne ral nu struk tu ru, ma te ma tič ki spe ci fi-
ko va ti. Al ter na tiv no, mo ra se po ka za ti za što, upr kos me ta-in duk ci ji, ima mo 
osno va da sma tra mo ak tu el nu te o ri ju kao baš onu ko ja je pr va us pe la za i sta 
da ‘’uhva ti’’ stvar nost.10

Po što je pred met ovog ra da lo gič ko raz vi ja nje re a li stič ke po zi ci je, ja ću se 
fo ku si ra ti smo na one aspek te Lej di me no vog ra da za ko je mi se či ni da 
od go va ra ju na pro ble me su sret nu te u Vo ra lo vom stru ku ral nom re a li zmu. 
Ana li zi ra ju ći ovu po sled nju po zi ci ju, vi de li smo da je za či ta vo pi ta nje re a-
li zma od lu ču ju ća stvar pre ci zno iden ti fi ko va nje šta je to struk tu ra. Mo ti vi-
san on to lo škim in ter pre ta ci ja ma pro ble ma iden tič nih če sti ca u kvant noj 
me ha ni ci Lej di men skre će pa žnju na in va ri jant nost kao ‘’de fi ni ti van trag 
struk tu re’’. Pra te ći emi nent nog fi zi ča ra Her ma na Vej la (Her mann Weyl) on 
na osno vu upo tre be te o ri je gru pa u mo der noj fi zi ci pro na la zi na či ne da 
od go vo ri na pi ta nje ‘’šta je struk tu ra?’’ i ti me eks pli ci ra struk tu ral ni re a li-
zam. Glav na fi lo zof ska po en ta je da ma te ma tič ki po jam in va ri jant no sti 
Vejl ko ri sti da oka rak te ri še po jam objek tiv no sti (Ladyman 1998: 420). Ide ja 
je da u fi zi ci ima mo raz li či te re pre zen ta ci je ko je mo gu bi ti tran sfor mi sa ne 

10  Za ovu al ter na tvu te ško da bi bi li do volj ni is klju či vo fi lo zof ski raz lo zi. Iz gle da da 
je je di ni lo gič ki pro stor za di rekt no su prot sta vlja nje me ta-in duk ci ji u po ka zi va nju unu-
tar sa me na u ke da za da tu oblast vi še ne će bi ti ot kri va ni re le vant ni fe no me ni – a ovo 
već zvu či su lu do – da smo, na pri mer, is pi ta li po na ša nje če sti ca ma te ri je na naj vi šoj 
mo gu ćoj tem pe ra tu ri (re ci mo Plan ko voj tem pe ra tu ri – ma da ovaj iz bor oči to za vi si od 
te o ri je i, što je va žni je, na še pred sta ve o nje noj pot pu no sti). Na rav no, mo gu će je i do-
vo đe nje u pi ta nje sa mog me ta-in duk tiv nog ar gu men ta, od no sno re vo lu ci o nar no sti 
pro me na ko je su se de si le u isto ri ji na u ke; što je stan dard na stra te gi ja kla sič nog re a li zma 
(vi di, na pri mer, Psil los 1995).
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ili pre ve de ne jed ne u dru ge, i da on da ima mo in va ri jant no sta nje pod ta-
kvim tran sfor ma ci ja ma ko je predstavlјa objek tiv no sta nje stva ri. Ta ko, 
pre ma ovom gle di štu, ele men tar ne če sti ce su sa mo sku po vi ve li či na ko je 
su in va ri jant ne pod gru pa ma si me tri je fi zi ke če sti ca (ibid: 421).

Na pr vi po gled, uzi ma nje in va ri jant no sti kao osno ve za iden ti fi ko va nje 
struk tu re na di rek tan na čin bi re ši lo mno ge, go re po me nu te pro ble me 
struk tu ral nog re a li zma. Kao pr vo, po mo ću nje bi mo gla da se po sta vi ja sna 
raz li ka iz me đu stru ku re i sa dr ža ja: sa mo one ma te ma tič ke oso bi ne i za ko-
ni ko ji su in va ri jant ni pod per mu ta ci ja ma pri pa da ju struk tu ri, oni ko ji ni su 
pri pa da ju sa dr ža ju. Ti me bi pro blem od ba če nih jed na či na po stao re šiv ta ko 
što, po što je struk tu ra oka rak te ri sa na sa mo de lom ma te ma ti ke, vi še ne bi 
bi lo oče ki va no da se sva ma te ma ti ka pret hod ne te o ri je za dr ži na kon sme ne; 
na rav no, ovo bi on da tre ba lo is pi ta ti slu čaj po slu čaj. Ujed no, bio bi na go-
ve šten od go vor i na op šti ji pro blem aku mu li ra nja struk tu re – aku mu la ci ja 
je pro iz vod uoča va nja in va ri jant no sti me đu kon ku rent nim te o ri ja ma, od-
no sno pro na la že nja no ve te o ri je u okvi ru ko je su obe te o ri je spe ci jal ni (ili 
gra nič ni) slu ča je vi; na pr vi po gled, u ova kvu sli ku se la ko ukla pa ju najupe-
čat lјiviji slu ča je vi aku mu la ci je u isto ri ji na u ke kao što je, re ci mo, Mak sve-
lo vo ob je di nja va nje Ga u so vih, Fa ra de je vih i Am pe ro vih za ko na u nje go vim 
ek tro mag net nim jed na či na ma, ili iz jed na ča va nje iner ci jal ne i gra vi ta ci o ne 
ma se te la u Nјutnovoj me ha ni ci.

Ana li za in va ri jant no sti bi mo gla da se is po sta vi kao iz u zet no zna čaj na za 
dublјe raz u me va nje na u ke, me đu tim, po sto ji na če lan pro blem u nje nom 
ko ri šće nju kao sred stva za eks pli ka ci ju struk tu ral nog kon ti nu i te ta po treb-
nog za re a li zam. Te o ri ja in va ri jant no sti se ba vi opi si ma si me tri ja po mo ću 
gru pa. Si me tri ja u ge o me tri ji je tran sfor ma ci ja ko ja ostavlјa obje kat istim, 
tj. iden tič nim sa mo me se bi. Si me tri ja u fi zi ci je ge ne ra li zo va na ta ko da 
zna či in va ri jant nost (tj. ne do sta tak pro me ne) pod od re đe nim tran sfor ma-
ci ja ma, na pri mer, ar bi trar nim ko or di nat nim tran sfor ma ci ja ma. Pro blem je 
što u oba slu ča ja sa mo i den ti tet za pra vo zna či is tost u svim re le vent nim 
aspek ti ma. Kon kret no u fi zi ci, in va ri jant nost je in va ri jant nost pod od re đe nim 
tran sfor ma ci ja ma – ta ko je na pri mer kla sič na me ha ni ka in va ri jant na pod 
Ga li le je vim, dok su za spe ci jal nu re la tiv nost po treb ne Lo ren co ve tran sfor-
ma ci je. Ova re la tiv nost za ko na spram oda bra nih tran sfor ma ci ja či ni objek-
tiv nim sa mo one ve li či ne ko je smo oda bi rom tran sfor ma ci ja oda bra li da 
bu du in va ri jant ne.11 Ovu po en tu ja sno je iz neo Ro bert No zik:

‘’U fi zi ci, in va ri jant no sti ko je su ot kri ve ne va že sa mo do od re đe nog ni voa. 
Op šta re la tiv nost ne po ka zu je in va ri jant no sti pod glo bal nim Lo ren co vim 
tran sfor ma ci ja ma. Mi ne zna mo za tran sfor ma ci je pod ko ji ma po sto ji 

11  Kao što je već van Fra sen oka rek te ri sao gor nju Vej lo vu ide ju: ‘’Ko ji su re le vant ni 
aspek ti – ko ji su ne sušt ni ski aspek ti, ire le vent ni pa ra me tri ko ji u smi te ri ja ma mo gu da 
va ri ra ju – je ekvi va lent no pi ta nju ko je tran sfor ma ci je su si me tri je’’ (2006: 292).
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in va ri jant nost na sva kom ni vou (osim mo žda tran sfor ma ci je ko je idu sa 
odr ža njem na e lek tri sa nja). Ako je objek tiv nost in va ri jant nost pod svim 
dozvolјenim tran sfor ma ci ja ma, da li je on da išta objek tiv no?’’ (No zick 
1997: 27 – ita lik je u ori gi na lu)

Po en ta je da in va ri jant nost zbog svo je kon tek stu al ne za vi sno sti ne predstavlјa 
ma te ma tič ku osno vu ka kva je re a li sti po treb na. Za pa ža nje da u sme ni na-
uč nih te o ri ja gru pe in va ri jant nih tran sfor ma ci ja po sta ju sve ši re i ši re12 ima 
iz u zet nog fi lo zof skog zna ča ja, ali ni je sa svim oči to šta nam eks pli ka ci ja 
struk tu re pu tem in va ri jant no sti go vo ri o ta ko opi sa nom sve tu, to jest, ka ko 
ide u pri log re a li zmu.

Tre ba na po me nu ti da Lej di men ne in si sti ra na in va ri jant no sti kao osno vi 
za de fi ni sa nje struk tu re:

‘’Ovaj po jam struk tu re [de fi ni sne pu tem in va ri jant no sti] mo že nam pru-
ži ti je dan na čin da eks pli ci ra mo struk tu ral ni re a li zam, iako je ovo pi ta nje 
za dalјu stu di ju.’’ (Ladyman 1998:421)

On ne in si sti ra na ovoj su ge sti ji ni u svo jim ka sni jim ra do vi ma13. Ipak ova 
su ge sti ja je, ba rem u kon tek stu ovog ra da, naj zna čaj ni ji pred log za raz vi-
ja nje re a li stič ke po zi ci je.

Tač na ulo ga in va ri jant no sti osta je otvo re no, per spek tiv no pi ta nje. Po red 
to ga u ra di kal nom stru ku ral nom re a li zmu po sto ji pro blem ka ko shva ti ti 
re al no sti struk tu re osim pre ko no se ćih en ti te ta. Po me nu li smo da je glav na 
raz li ka u Lej di me no vom pri stu pu u od no su na Vo ra lov nje go vo raz u me va-
nje struk tu re kao on to lo ški fun da men tal ne.14 Pro blem ko ji ovo stva ra je ste 
da, ako struk tu ru tre ba da shva ti mo kao je di ni re a lan en ti tet, ni je ja sno 
za što to i dalјe uop šte zo ve mo struk tu rom. Ako ne ma ne če ga što po sto ji, 
ma kar to bi lo nesaznatlјivo kao u Vo ra lo voj sli ci, što sto ji u od no si ma opi-
sa nim struk tu rom, ka kav je smi sao raz li ko va nja struk tu re od ne-struk tu re? 
Lej di me nov od go vor na ovaj pro blem je da:

‘’Ka da su te o ri je em pi rij ski ade kvat ne one nam go vo re o struk tu ri fe no-
me na i ova struk tu ra je (ba rem de lom) mo dal na struk tu ra. Me đu tim, još 
uvek po sto ji raz li ka iz me đu struk tu re i ne-struk tu re: fe no me ni ima ju 
struk tu ru ali oni ni su struk tu ra.’’ (Ladyman 2001: 74)

12  Za pra vo skup za ko na ko ji osta ju in va ri jant ni se pro ši ru je, a sa mi ko or di nat ni si-
ste mi po sta ju sve ma nji i ma nji: ta ko, na pri mer, u pre la sku na op štu re la tiv nost ko or-
di nat ni iner ci jal ni si ste mi u ko ji ma su za ko ni spe ci ja ne re la tiv no sti Lo renc-in va ri jant ni 
ima ju zna čaj no re du ko va nu ve li či nu, u za vi sno sti od ste pe na za kri vlje no sti pro sto ra.
13  U 2001, na pri mer, na eks pli cit no pi ta nje ‘’šta je struk tu ra?’’ u od go vo ru uop šte 
ni ne po mi nje in va ri jant nost.
14  Ov de je za ni mlji va Psi lo so va su ge sti ja da smo upra vo ovu di stink ci ju iz me đu on to-
lo ški re al nog i epi ste mič ki do stup nog od ba ci li ‘’ne gde to kom na uč ne re vo lu ci je se dam-
na e stog ve ka’’ (1995: 31).



622

MILUTIN STOJANOVIĆ STRUKTURALNI REALIZAM ҄ POTRAGA ZA NOSIOCEM REALNOSTI

Ako je sve što po sto ji u pri ro di fe no me ni i nji ho va struk tu ra (ko ja je 
predstavlјena ma te ma tič kim i fi zič kim opi si ma da tim u te o ri ja ma), da li 
ova ko for mu li sa na po zi ci ja mo že da se na zo ve re a li zam. Ko li ko se ovo ma lo 
raz li ku je od ono ga što bi an ti-re a li sta re kao vi di mo iz sle de ćeg van Fra se-
no vog ci ta ta:

‘’[P]o sto je (ka ko u in di vi du al nom is ku stvu ta ko i u na u ci) sa mo dve vr ste 
stva ri ko ji ma se ba vi mo di rekt no. Ovo su, sa jed ne stra ne, kon kret ne, 
opažlјive stva ri, do ga đa ji i pro ce sei u pri ro di, i, sa dru ge stra ne, ap strakt ne 
struk tu re pro u ča va ne u ma te ma ti ci. Struk tu ru pr vih ka rak te ri še mo pu tem 
dru gih.’’ (van Fra as sen 2006: 297)

4. Zaklјučak

Bez in va ri jant no sti Lej di me no va po zi ci ja do la zi u ozbilјnu opa snost da 
ko la bi ra u em pi ri zam. Ne ću da su ge ri šem da on to ga ni je sve stan, na su-
prot. Ono što ho ću je ste da se nje go va po zi ci ja, ko ju on sma tra neo p hod-
nim raz vo jem Vo ra lo vog struk tu ral nog re a li zma, ve o ma pri bli ži la em pi ri-
stič koj. To se ja sno mo že vi de ti po to me što se in ter na ras pra va iz me đu 
Lej di me na i van Fra se na sve la na pi ta nje da li struk tu ra ko ju em pi ri zam 
pri pi su je fe no me ni ma ima mo dal ni ka rak ter (vi di Ladyman, 2000 i 2001). 
Bez dublјeg ula že nja u ovo pi ta nje na ovom me stu, iz gle da da bi re a li stič-
ke in tu i ci je mno go vi še do bi le spe ci fi ka ci jom aku mu li ra ne ma te ma ti ke 
ne go mo dal nom ana li zom.15 Mo žda bi bi lo bolјe vra ti ti se in va ri jant no sti, 
sve da ona i po vla či ne po sto ja nje objek tiv no sti.

Go vo re ći o in tu i ci ja ma, vi di mo da ori gi nal ni ar gu ment ‘’bez ču da’’ ni je 
oprav dao me sto ko je su mu mno gi fi lo zo fi pri pi si va li. Ve ro va nje u po sto ja-
nje raz li či tog bro ja če sti ca u jed nom istom pro sto ru za vi sno od usvo je nog 
okvi ra re fe ren ci je (ka ko kvant ne te o ri je polјa postavlјaju) sva ka ko ni je ono 
na šta je kla sič ni re a li sta mi slio. Gle da ju ći iz ši re per spek ti ve, iz gle da da je 
či ta va de ba ta oko re a li zma išla sle de ćim to kom: in tu i tiv no uve re nje da je 
za ob ja šnje nje uspe ha na u ke po treb no po sto ja nje či ta vog ono stra nog sve ta, 
i po ste pe no ubla ža va nje te te ze kroz in kor po ri ra nje či nje ni ca o isto ri ji na u ke. 
To što još ni smo pro na šli tač ku gde će mo ovo pri la go đa va nje za u sta vi ti, 
na rav no, ne zna či da ni čeg re al nog ni ne ma. Ali zna či da mo ra mo bi ti ve o-
ma oba zri vi (ako ne i re zer vi sa ni) ka da se u fi lo zo fi ji petlјamo sa in tu i ci ja ma 
ume sto sa pra vim ar gu men ti ma.

Ipak, me ni se či ni da je osno va re a li stič ke mo ti va ci je (po tre ba za ob ja šnje-
njem uspe ha na u ke) u iz ve snoj me ri fi lo zof ski ne a de kvat no postavlјena. 
Spo ra zu me va nje šta se ra ču na kao uspeh na u ke neo dvo ji vo je od od go vo ra 

15  Po go to vo ako se uzme u ob zir da je na či ne za raz u me va nje mo dal no sti bez on to-
lo škog oba ve zi va nja van Fra sen raz vio još u 1980. i u 1989.
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na pi ta nje ‘’Šta je cilј na u ke?’’.16 Ka da se jed nom pre ba ci mo na ovu per spek-
ti vu, ne dvo smi sle no je da je od go vor ‘’em pi rij ska ade kvat nost’’. Di rekt na, 
ma da, gle da ju ći re a li stič ke spi se, ne ta ko oči ta po sle di ca je ste da ne će mo 
pred bu du će na uč ne te o ri je stavlјati ni ka kva ogra ni če nja, osim da bu du 
em pi rij ski ade kvat ne, od no sno, pre ci zni je, da pro iz vo de no va pred vi đa nja.17 
Su prot no, pri hva ta ju ći od re đe nu ver zi ju re a li zma im pli cit no će mo po sta vi ti 
uslo ve ko je sva ka na red na na uč na te o ri ja mo ra da zadovolјi. Jer pre ma re a-
li zmu ne ke stva ri, po što su isti ni ta sa zna nja o stvar no sti, se ne sme ju ni kad 
od ba ci ti u dalјem raz vo ju na u ke.18 Da li mi ima mo epi ste mič kih osno va da 
bi smo po sta vi li pred na u ku (i)jed no ova ko ja ko ogra ni če nje?
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Milutin Stojanović
Structural Realism – The Search for a Bearer of Reality
Abstract
In the last two decades the old debate concerning reality of science shifted from 
questions regarding scientific entities to questions regarding scientific structures. 
I will present and assess advantages and drawback of this new realists’ focus on 
structures, and at the same time analyze the wider picture of development of 
the scientific realism. The structural realism will be tackled in the form encoun-
tered in works of John Worrall and James Ladyman. Special attention will be 
devoted to the relationship of their solutions to the argument based on the 
scientific revolutions – the pessimistic meta-induction. I will argue that these 
realist’s strategies are not sufficiently convincing to steer us to make a leap in 
ontology and presume the existence of meta-physical structure (regardless of 
the question is it scientifically relevant) – in the first place because neither one 
of them manages to satisfactorily identify a structure, however general, which 
accumulates in the scientific-theory change.

Keywords: realism, pessimistic meta-induction, scientific-theory change, structure, 
electromagnetism, symmetries, invariability, scientific methodology
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Volker Böhnigk

Eine Beziehung zwischen Relativismus 
und Nationalsozialismus. Tatsache oder Fiktion?

Zusammenfassung   Nach einer bestimmten, in der historischen Forschung 
tonangebenden Auffassung sollen die in den zwanziger und dreißiger Jahren des 
letzten Jahrhunderts weitverbreiteten Rassenlehren einen Relativismus befördert 
haben. Dieser wurde, so wird argumentiert, Grundlage der nationalsozialistischen 
Weltanschauung. In letzter Konsequenz habe deshalb der Relativismus zur ras-
sischen Vernichtungsdoktrin des Nationalsozialismus beigetragen. 
Der Relativismus hat eine lange philosophische Tradition. Es soll deshalb der Frage 
nachgegangen werden, welche Philosophen, die den Nationalsozialismus unter-
stützten, in ihren Werken den Relativismus vertreten haben. Ich werde darlegen, 
daß die unterstellte Beziehung zwischen Relativismus und Nationalsozialismus 
eine folgenschwere Fiktion ist. Sie führt zu einer (gewollt) geschichtsverfälschenden 
Darstellung des Verhältnisses von Wissenschaft und Nationalsozialismus.

Schlüsselwörter: Ideologie, Nationalsozialismus, Partikularismus, Rassenlehre, 
Rassismus, Relativismus, Universalismus

„Der Gedanke: »diese Wahrheit, die ich erkenne, ist meine Wahrheit und 
vielleicht die keines anderen« kann den einsamen nordischen Denker zwar 
wohl manches Mal befallen.1 Aber er meint damit nur, daß ihm vielleicht 
allein der Zugang zu einer an-sich-selbst-bestehenden Sache beschieden sei, 
daß ihm der Vorstoß in einen irgendwie daseienden schwer betretbaren 
Raum gelang. Es liegt ihm aber fern, diese »seine Wahrheit« als eine nur »re-
lative«, d. h. nur bezogen auf ihn selbst geltende anzusehen, oder auch bezogen 
auf seinen Menschenschlag, sein Volkstum, seine Rasse. Denn das würde dem 
für die nordische Wissenschaft führenden Leistungsgedanken widersprechen. 
Der echte unverbildete nordische Forscher wird niemals zugeben, daß die 
zaubergläubige Weltauffassung eines Kongonegers in ihrer Art ebenso gut 
sei wie die Ergebnisse seiner mühevollen Naturbeobachtungen und gewis-
senhaft durchdachten Schlußfolgerung. Er weiß vielmehr: er allein sieht die 
Natur so, wie sie ist.“ (Becker 1938: 82f. Hervorheb. v. mir)

Diese rassistische Aussage des Logikers und Philosophen Oskar Becker aus 
dem Jahre 1938 schließt in einfacher, klarer und eindeutiger Weise eine 
relativistische Auffassung der Erkenntnis aus. Sie schließt demnach aus, 

1  Diese Abhandlung geht auf einen Vortrag zurück, den ich am 16. September 2015 
im Martin-Niemöller-Haus auf Einladung des Fritz Bauer Instituts und der Evangelischen 
Akademie Frankfurt unter dem gleichnamigen Titel gehalten habe.
An dieser Stelle danke ich Christian Dries und Rainer Noske für die kritische Durchsicht 
und wertvollen Hinweise im Vorfeld dieser Druckfassung.

UDK: 165.723:329.18   FILOZOFIJA I DRUŠTVO XXVII (3), 2016.
DOI: 10.2298/FID1603631B
Original scientific article
Received: 11.3.2016 — Accepted: 17.5.2016

VOLKER BÖHNIGK: Wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter, Institut für Philosophie, Universität Bonn; 
boehnigk@aol.com.



626

VOLKER BÖHNIGK EINE BEZIEHUNG ZWISCHEN RELATIVISMUS UND NATIONALSOZIALISMUS...

daß jede Erkenntnis, ganz gleich, welchen Ursprungs oder Inhalts sie ist, 
und ganz gleich, mit welchen Mitteln oder Methoden sie erbracht wurde, 
als gleichwertig oder gleichberechtigt zu erachten ist. Im Gegenteil! Der 
Rassist dieser Provenienz besteht auf einem universellen, nämlich kompa-
rativen Maßstab, damit seine erkenntnistheoretischen und wissenschaftlichen 
Leistungen, die das Produkt einer bestimmten Rasse sind, objektiv und in 
besonderer Weise hervorgehoben erscheinen.

Dieser Standpunkt steht im deutlichen Widerspruch zu der nach dem Ende 
der nationalsozialistischen Herrschaft vielerorts von Intellektuellen ver-
breiteten Auffassung, nach der die nationalsozialistische Rassendoktrin den 
Relativismus untermauert habe. Der Relativismus, so die einhellige Über-
zeugung, habe den universellen Standpunkt, insbesondere den der zweck-
freien Würde und den gleicher Rechte eines jeden Menschen, unabhängig 
von seiner Herkunft und Überzeugung, unterlaufen. Erst durch diesen 
relativistischen Standpunkt wurde eine »Herrenmoral« ermöglicht, die es 
den Nationalsozialisten erlaubte, von einer Verschiedenwertigkeit der 
Rassen zu sprechen, die letztlich in die nationalsozialistische Doktrin einer 
Vernichtung der von ihnen als minderwertig deklarierten Rassen führte. 
Wir werden darauf zurückkommen.

Kritiker des Relativismus unterscheiden meist verschiedene Varianten des 
Relativismus: einen kulturellen, einen erkenntnistheoretischen, einen histo-
rischen sowie einen ethischen, den sogenannten Wertrelativismus.

Für die nachfolgenden Betrachtungen reicht es aus, sämtliche dieser Vari-
anten (es sei denn, es soll die Auffassung eines anderen Autors wiederge-
geben werden) unter dem allgemeinen Begriff »Relativismus« zu diskutieren. 
Denn worauf es allein ankommt, ist, den relativistischen Standpunkt in 
jeder dieser Varianten stets so hinzustellen, als negiere er jedweden allge-
meinen Standpunkt – eine universelle Regel oder ein universelles Prinzip –, 
so daß „jeder beliebige Standpunkt soviel taugt wie jeder beliebige andere“, 
oder anders ausgedrückt, „kein Standpunkt [...] in höherem Maße gerecht-
fertigt oder richtig [ist] als irgendein anderer“ (Putnam 1990: 163).

Wenn also jeder beliebige Standpunkt so brauchbar ist wie jeder beliebige 
andere, dann könne man auch es nicht verhindern, wenn sich ein Einzelner, 
eine Klasse oder Gesellschaft über als universell gedachte Prinzipien etwa der 
Menschenwürde hinwegsetze. Genau diesen Beliebigkeitsstandpunkt aber 
hätten sich die Nationalsozialisten zu eigen gemacht, indem sie nicht nur die 
Verschiedenwertigkeit der Rassen proklamierten, sondern sich selbst, als Ab-
kömmlinge der arischen Rasse, für so wertvoll erachteten, daß es ihnen folge-
richtig erschien, weniger wertvolle Rassen zu vertreiben oder zu vernichten.

Im folgenden soll so getan werden, als handele es sich hierbei um eine 
korrekte Beschreibung des Relativismus.
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In der bisher skizzierten Sachlage gibt es hinsichtlich der historischen 
Darstellung der nationalsozialistischen Doktrin noch einen klärungsbe-
dürftigen Aspekt. Mit seltenen Ausnahmen (vgl. Strub 2009) sind sich 
Forscher, die sich mit dem Nationalsozialismus befassen, darüber einig, 
daß sich der Nationalsozialismus im Gegensatz zum Universalismus be-
fände. Ein Teil der Forscher beläßt es bei dieser Feststellung. Dem Leser/
Interpreten wird damit die Aufgabe überlassen, zu mutmaßen, was denn 
(exakt) das Gegenteil von Universalismus sei. Ein anderer Teil der Forscher 
beschreibt den Nationalsozialismus als einen Partikularismus, der sich 
ausdrücklich gegen den Universalismus positioniere (siehe beispielsweise 
Laugstien 1990: 78f.; Wolters 1999, 2004, 2009; Zimmermann 2009; 
Bialas 2009; Tugendhat 2009; Pauer-Studer 2009; Faye 2009). Die erste 
Auffassung, die einfach nur eine Opposition deklariert, eröffnet ein spe-
kulatives Feld, auf dem sich nicht arbeiten läßt. Die zweite Auffassung, 
die auf das Partikularistische der nationalsozialistischen Ideologie verweist, 
verfängt sich in einem Begriffsgewirr: Entweder der Partikularismus bean-
sprucht für sich, unter Berufung auf die unterschiedlichsten Überzeugungen, 
Interessen, Absichten, Neigungen von Menschen, die es zu berücksichtigen 
gelte, universelle Geltung – wahrscheinlich am einfachsten zum Ausdruck 
gebracht durch den freiheitlichen Grundsatz »Jedem das Seine« –, oder der 
Partikularismus wird implizit relativistisch verstanden, im Sinne der Negation 
eines für alle geltenden verbindlichen Maßstabs grundlegender Überzeu-
gungen. Wenn sich also die historische Forschung nicht in einen Selbstwi-
derspruch verwickeln möchte, kann nur die zweite Lesart plausibel sein. 
Folgerichtig läßt sich alles, was über die Beziehung zwischen Relativismus 
und nationalsozialistischer Ideologie gesagt werden kann, gleichermaßen 
auch über die zwischen Partikularismus und nationalsozialistischer Ideologie 
geltend machen.

Was ist nun davon zu halten, wenn Beckers griffige Abgrenzung gegen 
eine relativistische »Verwässerung« rassischer (nordischer) Leistung von 
vielen Intellektuellen unserer Tage einfach ignoriert wird, obwohl Becker 
selbst bis in die jüngste Gegenwart hinein noch als subtiler, philosophischer 
Denker geschätzt wird?2 Oder anders gefragt, welche Einsicht hat die 

2  Stellvertretend für viele andere sei hier Wolfram Hogrebe zitiert: „[S]ein Werk [ist] 
immer noch überaus reich an kraftvoll herausgearbeiteten Einsichten und Stimulationen, 
von denen wir auch heute noch profitieren und sollten.“ (Hogrebe 2009: 181). Hogrebes 
Studie über Becker sollte als Musterbeispiel für eine gründliche Analyse des wissen-
schaftlichen Wirkens von Wissenschaftlern unter der nationalsozialistischen Herrschaft 
gelten. Nüchtern wird hier aufgezeigt – allerdings ohne auf die hier zu diskutierende 
Relativismusproblematik einzugehen –, wie Becker bis in die logisch-mathematischen 
Grundlagen seines philosophischen Arbeitens nationalsozialistische Ideologeme verar-
beitet. Oberflächlichkeiten wie Zugeständnisse an das nationalsozialistische Regime 
oder Übernahmen des nationalsozialistischen, politischen Vokabulars Beckers bleiben 
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historische Forschung dazu bewogen, im Relativismus/Partikularismus das 
gedankliche Konstrukt ausgemacht zu haben, das den Rassismus der Na-
tionalsozialisten erklärt?

Sehen wir uns zunächst einige Thesen an, nach denen der Relativismus die 
nationalsozialistische Rassenlehre begünstigt haben soll.

Nach Dietrich Böhler läßt sich die Beziehung zwischen einer relativistischen 
Auffassung und dem Nationalsozialismus wie folgt herstellen: Der „geistig[e] 
Abweg in den Nationalsozialismus [...] ist die Denunzierung des Universa-
lismus, insbesondere des politisch-ethischen Universalismus und die Zerstö-
rung seiner kulturellen Realisierbarkeitsbedingungen.“ (Böhler 1988: 171) 
Deshalb könne man sich „die Aufklärung des Zusammenhangs von Kultur-
relativismus und Rassismus, von Anti-Universalismus und Zerstörung des 
Rechts schlicht [nicht] erspar[en].“ (Ebd.: 177) Denn der Kulturrelativismus 
spiele „sowohl bei der [...] Relativierung von Moral und Recht auf eine 
besondere Kulturgemeinschaft bzw. Volksgemeinschaft als auch bei der 
damit verbundenen Einführung des Rassenstandpunkts“ (ebd.) eine Rolle.

Die Rassenlehre ist sicherlich ein grundlegendes Element der nationalsoziali-
stischen Weltanschauung. Nach Böhler gibt es einen unmittelbaren Zusammen-
hang zwischen dem relativistischen Standpunkt und der Rassenlehre: Denn 
„die kulturrelativistische Einebnung der universellen Geltung von Prinzipien 
[wird] durch einen biologischen Determinismus gerechtfertigt, der die Kultu-
ren und kulturellen Besonderheiten auf die Rasse zurückführt.“ (Ebd.: 178)

Wir können demnach festhalten, daß der (1) „kulturrelativistische Stand-
punkt [...] durch eine biologische Determinationsthese [untermauert – Böhlers 
eigene Wortwahl, VB]“ (ebd.: 177) wird.

Die relativistische Auffassung führt nach (1) also angeblich direkt ins Zen-
trum der nationalsozialistischen Rassendoktrin. Damit scheint eine enge 
Beziehung zwischen dem Relativismus und allen aus der nationalsoziali-
stischen Rassendoktrin folgenden menschenverachtenden Konsequenzen, von 
der Doktrin höher- und minderwertiger Rassen bis hin zur Rassenvernichtung, 
ausgemacht zu sein. Unmißverständlich wird dies durch Frank-Lothar Kroll 
zum Ausdruck gebracht: Das

„allgemein verbindlich[e] Menschheitsideal, welches alle Rassen und 
Kulturen unter dem Signum ihrer Gleichheit und Gleichberechtigung 

in dieser Studie völlig außen vor. Gleichwohl oder gerade deshalb stellt sich die Frage, 
weshalb wir von Becker noch profitieren solltenjenseits einer Untersuchung über die 
Verstrickung nationalsozialistischer Wissenschaftler. Wissenschaftliche Arbeiten, die von 
nationalsozialistischen Überlegungen durchsetzt und deren theoretische Termini davon 
infiziert sind, können nicht mehr »gerettet« werden. Zu diesem Aspekt siehe auch meine 
Abhandlung über Erich Rothacker (Böhnigk 2012).
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zusammengehalten hatte [..., g]erade dieses »universale« Menschenbild 
aber hatte [...] im Umgang mit fremden Kulturen die Aufrechterhaltung 
eines [...] Mindestmaßes an verbindlichen sittlich-moralischen Standards 
gewährleistet.“ (Kroll 1998: 116)

Indem die Nationalsozialisten diese universelle Auffassung durch eine 
„individualisierende, wertrelativistische Position“ (ebd.) ersetzten, wurde es 
möglich, „»fremdem« Menschentum [...] die elementarsten Lebensrechte 
vorzuenthalten und den Exzessen hemmungsloser [...] Repressionsmaß-
nahmen auszuliefern.“ (Ebd.)

Es ist klar und braucht nicht weiter verdeutlicht zu werden, daß mit solchen 
Einschätzungen, wie sie Böhler und Kroll vortragen, den Ideen des Relati-
vismus und damit auch denen, die sie vertreten, eine im geschichtlichen 
Kontinuum stehende Mitverantwortung an den nationalsozialistischen 
Verbrechen zugeschrieben wird – und dies gilt einer philosophischen Auf-
fassung, die sich immerhin auf eine weit mehr als zweitausend Jahre alte 
Tradition stützen kann.3

Abgesehen von dem Eindruck einer gewissen Unredlichkeit, einer einzigen 
Auffassung soviel Gewicht beizumessen – als ob ein einziger Standpunkt 
die nationalsozialistischen Verbrechen erklären könnte –, wie steht es nun 
um das Verhältnis zwischen der eingangs zitierten Aussage Beckers, der den 
relativistischen Standpunkt explizit ablehnt, und den Darlegungen Böhlers 
und Krolls? Sollte sich Becker demnach über sich selbst getäuscht haben? Hat 
er uns etwa in die Irre geführt? War Becker also ein verkappter Relativist? 
Oder sind die behaupteten Zusammenhänge zwischen Relativismus/Parti-
kularismus und nationalsozialistischer Rassenlehre eine Chimäre?

Weshalb eine Klärung dieser Fragen überhaupt von Wichtigkeit ist, ergibt 
sich vorderhand durch einen sehr einfachen Umstand. Wenn es auch nur 
annähernd stimmt, eine relativistische/partikularistische Auffassung stünde 
in irgendeiner signifikanten Beziehung zu nationalsozialistischen Überzeu-
gungen, dann sollten sich unter den während der nationalsozialistischen 
Herrschaft in Deutschland arbeitenden Philosophen von gewissem Rang doch 
solche benennen lassen, die relativistische/partikularistische Positionen 
vertraten. Etwa einer der folgenden Philosophen: Alfred Baeumler, Bruno 
Bauch, Otto F. Bollnow, Hugo Dingler, Carl A. Emge, Hans Freyer, Hans-
Georg Gadamer, Arnold Gehlen, Nicolai Hartmann, Martin Heidegger, Heinz 
Heimsoeth, Hans Heyse, Theodor Litt, Joachim Ritter, Erich Rothacker oder 
Eduard Spranger, um die Auflistung hier abzubrechen. Allein, hierüber dürfte 
in der Zunft problemlos Einigkeit zu erzielen sein, unter den Angeführten 

3  Zum Relativismus und seiner Geschichte siehe Feyerabend (1989) sowie Böhnigk 
(1999).
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findet sich kein Relativist/Partikularist. Demnach, so die Konsequenz aus 
den Thesen von Böhler und Kroll, kann es keine Philosophie gegeben haben, 
die auch nur irgendeine Nähe zum Nationalsozialismus aufweist oder zu-
mindest vorgab, eine solche Nähe aufweisen zu wollen. Und in der Tat, 
weder der Philosoph Böhler noch der Historiker Kroll führen einen einzigen 
Philosophen zur Stützung ihrer These an. Nach einer Beziehung zwischen 
Philosophie und Nationalsozialismus zu suchen, scheint also ein sinnloses 
Unterfangen zu sein.

Diese Einstellung ist nicht verwunderlich, wie eine Durchsicht der historischen 
Darstellungen zum Verhältnis von Philosophie und Nationalsozialismus 
verrät. Im allgemeinen wird bestritten, es habe eine nationalsozialistische 
Philosophie gegeben. Die Gründe dafür, dies zu bestreiten, lassen sich in 
sechs Punkten zusammenfassen, die hier als Separat-Theorie der Ideenge-
schichte bezeichnet werden sollen. Dabei wird nicht verlangt, daß ein 
Vertreter dieser Separat-Theorie alle Standpunkte gleichzeitig vertritt, 
mindestens jedoch (2), (3) und (4). Die Separat-Theorie ist hier speziell 
auf die Philosophie zugeschnitten.

(1)  Hitlers Weltanschauung – vielleicht noch neben Alfred Rosenbergs 
Der Mythus der 20. Jahrhunderts – enthält als einzige paradigma-
tische Elemente der geistigen Grundlagen des Nationalsozialismus. 
Sie präsentiert vorurteilsgeprägte politische und ideologische Ver-
satzstücke4 und kommt ohne Rückbindung an ideengeschichtliche 
Traditionen aus.

(2)  Unter der nationalsozialistischen Regierungsherrschaft hat es 
keine geistigen Strömungen gegeben, die zusammenhängende 
oder geschlossene Ideen repräsentieren, die als »nationalsozialis-
tisch« zu bezeichnen wären. Allenfalls finden sich hier und da 
ideologiedurchtränkte Versatzstücke vom Nationalsozialismus 
(meist auch nur kurzzeitig) verführter Geister. Geistige Querschläger5, 
die bei genauer Betrachtung gar keinen philosophischen und me-
thodologischen Ansprüchen genügen (vgl. hierzu exemplarisch 
Wolters 1999: 233).

(3)  Aufgrund der von den Nationalsozialisten betriebenen Gleichschal-
tungspolitik hat es innerhalb der philosophischen und wissenschaft-
lichen Zunft keine umfassenden, als »kritisch« zu bezeichnenden 
ideellen Auseinandersetzungen gegeben. Allenfalls finden wir 

4  Eberhard Jäckel (1981) bestreitet diese Auffassung energisch. Allerdings gewinnt 
man nur dann ein kohärentes Bild dieser Weltanschauung Hitlers, wenn man – wie 
Jäckel – Hitlers Zweites Buch (1928) mit heranzieht.
5  So gibt Golo Mann (1965: 17) zu Protokoll, daß ihm „das Ausgraben des uralten 
Unfugs, der in den dreißiger und vierziger Jahren von deutschen Professoren geschrieben 
wurde“, keine Freude wäre.
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einzelne Autoren (Hartmann, Heidegger oder Jaspers zum Beispiel), 
deren Werke – u.U. als Ausdruck innerer Immigration – in dieser 
Zeit hervorzuheben sind.6

(4)  Eine sogenannte Philosophie oder Wissenschaftstheorie, die als 
»nationalsozialistisch« zu bezeichnen wäre, ist eine ahistorische, 
von jedweder ideengeschichtlichen Tradition entbundene und 
zusammenhangslose Weltanschauung.7 Daraus ergibt sich, daß 
»Weltanschauung« eine subjektive und interessengebundene Welt-
deutung ist, während Philosophie und Wissenschaft auf objektive, 
universelle und intersubjektive Prinzipien bedachte sowie nach 
Wahrhaftigkeit strebende Disziplinen sind.8

(5)  Eine philosophische Überzeugung ist erst dann nationalsozialistisch, 
wenn sie zur Zeit der nationalsozialistischen Herrschaft von 1933 
bis 1945 artikuliert wurde (vgl. wiederum Wolters 1999: 233).

(6)  Um die Ausgestaltung der nationalsozialistischen Ideologie haben 
sich verschiedene im nationalsozialistischen Herrschaftsapparat 
eingebundene administrative Organisationen gestritten, nicht jedoch 
die Philosophen oder andere, an allgemeinen Ideen interessierte 
Theoretiker, denen die nationalsozialistischen Politiker und Stra-
tegen gleichgültig gegenüberstanden (siehe hierzu stellvertretend 
Gadamer 1990: 551).

Wenn schon ein echter Zusammenhang zwischen Philosophie und Natio-
nalsozialismus bestritten wird, hilft vielleicht zunächst ein andere Betrachtung 
weiter, um herauszufinden, was es mit dem Verhältnis von Relativismus/
Partikularismus und Nationalsozialismus auf sich haben könnte.

Nachweislich bekannte sich die Mehrheit der oben aufgelisteten Philosophen 
öffentlich zum Nationalsozialismus.9 Zweifelsfrei setzten sich alle in dieser 

6  Klare Vertreter dieser Auffassung sind Hans M. Baumgartner/Hans. M. Sass (1978) 
und Herbert H. Schnädelbach (1983).
7  So erklärt Sebastian Haffner (1998: 77): „[W]as die »nationalsozialistische Welt-
anschauung« genannt wird, dient keinem anderen Zweck, als diese Spezies [den nati-
onalsozialistischen Typus] zusammenzuhalten [...] Dies erklärt, nebenbei bemerkt, das 
erstaunlich niedrige geistige Niveau ihrer »Weltanschauung«, die anderen politischen 
Doktrinen nicht vergleichbar ist und es im Grunde nicht verdient, bekämpft oder dis-
kutiert zu werden. Ihre politischen Leitsätze und ihr politisches Programm bestehen 
aus zusammenhangslosen und unverdauten Phrasen, die aus drittklassiger »Aufklä-
rungsliteratur« zusammengeklaubt sind.“
8  Dies ist durchgängig die von Wolters (1999) vertretene Auffassung.
9  Bekenntnis der Professoren an den deutschen Universitäten und Hochschulen zu Adolf 
Hitler und dem nationalsozialistischen Staat (o. J.); Völkischer Beobachter (1932a), 
(1932b), (1932c), (1932d), (1933), (1934).
Zu E. Spranger siehe u.a. seine Beiträge (1933a), (1933b: 2), (1938).
Von H. Dingler, H. Heimsoeth und H. Heyse sind öffentliche Bekenntnisse nicht bekannt, 
sie standen aber nicht minder den Nationalsozialisten nahe: Dingler ab 1933 Mitglied 
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Liste mit dem Nationalsozialismus auseinander, mehr oder weniger ausführ-
lich, niemals oppositionell, immer nur um Auslegung bemüht und kritisch 
allenfalls dann, wenn es galt, Unschärfen in der nationalsozialistischen 
Doktrin zu beseitigen oder Präzisierungen vorzunehmen. Demnach hätten 
wir uns nun vorzustellen, daß diejenigen, die den Umgang mit gedanklichen 
Konstruktionen zu ihrem Beruf gemacht haben, zwar in ihren philosophischen 
Arbeiten den Relativismus/Partikularismus nicht akzeptierten oder ihn 
sogar ausdrücklich argumentativ bekämpften, doch zugleich für eine poli-
tische Strömung eintraten, die den Relativismus/Partikularismus durch 
ihre Rassendoktrin zur Grundauffassung ihrer Weltanschauung machte.

Es mag hier eingewendet werden, das Parteiprogramm der NSDAP sei viel 
zu vage und dürftig gewesen, um hierin auch nur annähernd und frühzeitig 
den Stellenwert zu erkennen, den die Rassenlehre für die Nationalsozia-
listen hatte.10 Aber dieser Einwand wäre zu kurzsichtig.

Um dies zu demonstrieren, muß nun gesagt werden, woher Böhler und 
Kroll ihre Relativismusthese beziehen. Sie ist entnommen aus Alfred Ro-
senbergs 1930 erstmals erschienenem Buch Der Mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts. 
Dieses steht im Mittelpunkt ihrer Betrachtungen und im Mythus meinen 
die beiden Autoren Überlegungen vorzufinden, die sie ermutigen, von einer 
Beziehung zwischen relativistischer Auffassung und nationalsozialistischer 
Rassendoktrin zu sprechen.

Will man die nationalsozialistische Weltanschauung verstehen, so ist es 
unumgänglich, Rosenbergs Mythus heranzuziehen. Insofern ist das Vorgehen 
von Böhler und Kroll fraglos berechtigt. Es ist sogar ausdrücklich zu begrüßen, 
denn der Mythus wird von der historischen Forschung über den National-
sozialismus immer noch viel zu sehr vernachlässigt.11 

der SS, ab 1936 SS-Ahnenerbe, ab 1940 NSDAP; Heimsoeth ab 1933 NSDAP, ab 1934 
Schriftleitung der Blätter für deutsche Philosophie; Heyse ab 1933 NSDAP, 1937 Leiter 
und ab 1938 Präsident der Wissenschaftlichen Akademie des Nationalsozialistischen 
Deutschen Dozentenbundes an der Universität Göttingen.
10  Immerhin konnte aber dem Programm der Nationalsozialistischen Deutschen Arbei-
terpartei, mit Beschluß vom 24. Februar 1920, folgendes entnommen werden: „4. Staats-
bürger kann nur sein, wer Volksgenosse ist. Volksgenosse kann nur sein, wer deutschen 
Blutes ist, ohne Rücksichtnahme auf Konfession. Kein Jude kann daher Volksgenosse 
sein.“ Ferner: „7. Wir fordern, daß sich der Staat verpflichtet, in erster Linie für die 
Erwerbs- und Lebensmöglichkeit der Staatsbürger zu sorgen. Wenn es nicht möglich ist, 
die Gesamtbevölkerung des Staates zu ernähren, so sind die Angehörigen fremder 
Nationen (Nicht-Staatsbürger) aus dem Reiche auszuweisen.“ Und: „8. Jede weitere 
Einwanderung Nicht-Deutscher ist zu verhindern. Wir fordern, daß alle Nicht-Deutschen, 
die seit 2. August 1914 in Deutschland eingewandert sind, sofort zum Verlassen des 
Reiches gezwungen werden.“
11  Noch im Jahr 1998 konnte Claus-Ekkehard Bärsch in seiner hervorragenden 
Studie für sich in Anspruch nehmen, daß „[m]it dieser Arbeit [...] ein neuer Weg zur 
Beurteilung des Nationalsozialismus eingeschlagen [wird]. Neu ist der Versuch, den 
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Der Begriff »Relativismus« wird im Mythus nicht verwendet, auch nicht 
dem Sinn nach. Der einmalige Gebrauch des Adjektivs »relativ« steht in 
folgendem Kontext:

„Der Individualismus ist ebenso als »relativ« erkannt wie der uferlose Uni-
versalismus. Beide erstrebten erneut eine logisch faßbare Summe ihres 
Suchens und sind daran zerschellt. Hier tritt die organische völkische 
Weltanschauung in ihr Recht, wie sie von jeher sich Bahn gebrochen 
hatte, wenn mechanistischer Individualismus und schematischer Univer-
salismus die Welt in Ketten legen wollten. Die Systematiker der Philosophie 
sind über diese Zeugnisse des nordischen Daseins instinktlos hinwegge-
gangen, weil das Wesen dieses willenhaften Dranges kein logisches System 
darstellt, sondern ein Fluten der Seele bedeutet. Heute verlangt diese echt 
organische Weltanschauung inmitten der zusammenbrechenden atomisti-
schen Epoche mehr als früher: ihr Recht, ihr H e r r e n recht: vom Zentrum 
der Ehre als Höchstwert der nordisch-abendländischen Welt soll sie mit 
beschwingender Seligkeit ihren Mittelpunkt erleben und sich das Leben 
unerschrocken neu gestalten.“ (Rosenberg 1942: 694f.)

Nach Rosenberg bedeutet Individualismus sozial-psychologisch Atomisierung, 
Bindungs- u. Orientierungslosigkeit; Universalismus bedeutet epistemologisch 
Abstraktion, Formalismus, Schematismus, Inhaltsleere.

Die Aufhebung ist ihm zufolge die organisch völkische Einordnung des 
Menschen über Blut, Rasse, Herkunft; der Individualismus wird aufgehoben 
in einen gehaltvollen Universalismus; der abstrakte Universalismus zurück-
gebunden an die (durch Herkunft bestimmte, blutsmäßige) »Lebenswelt«.

Der Begriff »Partikularismus« wird einmal benutzt und fällt im Zusammenhang 
mit der Diskussion, ob Deutschland einer europäischen Förderation angehö-
ren könne, somit also seine nationalstaatliche Souveränität – in welcher 
Dimension auch immer – abzutreten bereit wäre. Rosenberg spricht hier „von 
der beschränkten Selbstgenügsamkeit des Partikularismus“ (Rosenberg 1942: 
474), eine Äußerung, die sich ganz klar auf den Verzicht nationalstaatlicher 
Souveränität zugunsten einer europäischen Förderation bezieht. (Eine Fra-
gestellung, die uns wahrlich auch in unserem gegenwärtigen Europa geläu-
fig sein dürfte.) Jedenfalls hat diese Verwendung des Begriffs »Partikularismus« 
keinerlei Konnotation zur Opposition »Partikularismus vs. Universalismus«.

Wenn jedoch dem Mythus ein bedeutender Stellenwert bei der Ausgestaltung 
der nationalsozialistischen Weltanschauung eingeräumt wird, dann muß 
hervorgehoben werden, welche außerordentliche Informationsquelle der 
Mythus im Hinblick auf die Rassendoktrin des Nationalsozialismus darstellt. 
Denn viele der von den Nationalsozialisten ab dem Jahr 1933 getroffenen 

Nationalsozialismus durch eine umfangreiche Darstellung und intensive Auslegung 
von Texten zu verstehen.“ (Bärsch 1998: 9).
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Maßnahmen zur Rassenpolitik und Eugenik werden hier ausdrücklich 
angekündigt. Gleich hinzuzufügen ist, expliziter formuliert, als in Adolf 
Hitlers Mein Kampf. Dies möge nicht als die Feststellung eines Nachgebo-
renen begriffen werden, der mit einer gewissen moralischen Attitüde den 
damaligen Zeitgenossen vorhalten möchte, »hättet ihr den Mythus damals 
gelesen, hättet ihr schon früher Bescheid wissen können«. Eine solche 
Vorhaltung wäre aus mehreren Gründen hinfällig.

Nicht nur in seiner Funktion als Hauptschriftleiter des Völkischen Beobachters 
und anderer Presseorgane der NSDAP, sondern auch durch seine sonstige 
umfangreiche Publikationstätigkeit sich rasch verbreitender Schriften galt 
Rosenberg schon lange vor 1933 als einer der führenden ideologischen 
Köpfe der Nationalsozialisten. Wer das politisch-gesellschaftliche Geschehen 
verfolgte, dem konnte es kaum entgehen, als 1930 der Mythus erschien – und 
Aufmerksamkeit wurde diesem Buch auch zuteil; bereits 1933 war der Mythus 
ein Bestseller. Doch lassen wir eine zeitgenössische Stimme dieser Jahre 
zu Wort kommen, dargeboten als Vortrag und als gedruckte evangelische 
»Volksmissions-Ausgabe« in Umlauf gebracht:

„Die folgenden Ausführungen haben den Zweck, evangelische Leser vertraut 
zu machen mit dem Inhalt eines Buches [des Mythus], das zweifellos 
gegenwärtig zu den meistgelesensten [sic!.] in Deutschland gehört. [...] 
Wer Alfred Rosenberg ist, brauche ich nicht erst zu sagen. Schon lange 
vor der Machtergreifung war er als Schriftleiter des Völkischen Beobach-
ters und als Gründer und Vorsitzender des Kampfbundes für deutsche 
Kultur eine bekannte Persönlichkeit.“ (Florin o.J.: 3)

Es ist kaum vorstellbar, weshalb dieser soviel Aufsehen erregende Mythus 
ausgerechnet von den Berufsdenkern unbemerkt geblieben sein sollte, und 
dies, obwohl er oder gerade weil er durch seinen Untertitel »Eine Wertung 
der seelisch-geistigen Gestaltenkämpfe unserer Zeit« die Neugier eines 
Philosophen wecken mußte. Zudem rezipierten einige der oben in der 
Liste angeführten Philosophen – bereits frühzeitig – Rosenbergs Mythus. 
Hier ist Rothacker ein interessanter Fall, nicht nur, weil er in seiner Geschichts-
philosophie von 1934 Rosenbergs Mythus wohlwollend hervorhebt, sondern 
auch, weil Rothacker als jemand herausgestellt wird, für den sich das 
„geisteswissenschaftliche Wirklichkeitsproblem [...] zu dem historischen 
Relativismusproblem [verdichtet, das es] zu lösen“ (Perpeet 1968: 107) 
gelte. Rothacker möchte also den Relativismus philosophisch überwinden, 
betont aber zugleich, daß

„[d]as eigentliche Gewicht der [...] politischen Konsequenzen des Rassege-
dankens [...] vor allem in seinem unzerstörbar aristokratischen Charakter 
[liegt. Und d]aß dieser Zug zunächst mit dem Führergedanken in besonders 
glücklichem Einklang steht [... u]nd ebenso zu dem von A. Rosenberg 
besonders verdienstlich betonten und mit dem Rassebewußtsein verknüpften 
Prinzip der Ehre.“ (Rothacker 1934: 147)
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Ein anderer, besonders eklatanter Fall aus der obigen Liste der Philosophen 
ist Baeumler.12 Dieser hat sich nicht nur ausdrücklich als Nationalsozialist 
bezeichnet; als Direktor des eigens für ihn geschaffenen Instituts für Politische 
Pädagogik in Berlin an vorderster Stelle um den wissenschaftlichen Ausbau 
der nationalsozialistischen Weltanschauung bemüht; eine wie alle seine 
philosophischen Arbeiten in bestechender Rhetorik verfaßte Würdigung des 
Mythus vorgelegt (siehe Baeumler 1943), sondern auch den Relativismus 
strikt abgelehnt. Aber wir sollten in diesem Zusammenhang nicht den Phi-
losophen Ernst Krieck vergessen. Ein glühender Verfechter des Nationalso-
zialismus, der sich in einem umfangreichen Schrifttum um die philosophische 
Ausgestaltung der nationalsozialistischen Ideologie bemüht hat und festhält:

„Von jeher habe ich den Relativismus mit aller Schärfe bekämpft und 
abgelehnt. [… W]ir sind gerade aus unserer Wahrerkenntnis heraus, die 
keinen Relativismus und keinen Absolutismus gestattet, ehrlicher, wahr-
haftiger und bescheidener als jene.“ (Krieck 1935: 317f.)

Beispiele dieser Art ließen sich hier reihenweise anführen. Sie würden uns 
allesamt das gleiche Bild vor Augen führen wie die soeben herausgegriffe-
nen: Die Philosophen aus der oben angeführten Liste13 müßten entweder 
einem Spaltungsirrsinn unterlegen sein, der sie dazu brachte, als »Privat-
person« für die relativistisch-nationalsozialistische Rassendoktrin einzutreten, 
während sie als »Philosophen« diese ablehnten; die relativistisch-national-
sozialistische Rassendoktrin nicht erkannt, gar verstanden, oder ihre phi-
losophischen Standpunkte bis zur Selbstverleugnung niedergelegt haben.

Es sind allerdings noch zwei weitere Erklärungsvarianten denkbar, die auch 
gleich als Einwände gegen die bisherige Darstellung vorgebracht werden 
könnten. Die eine wäre, Rosenbergs Mythus habe nicht als offizielle Schrift 
der NSDAP gegolten, und den Philosophen konnte deshalb nicht klar sein, 
eine relativistisch-nationalsozialistische Rassendoktrin zu unterstützen, als 
sie öffentlich für die NSDAP eintraten. Diese Behauptung liefe darauf hinaus, 
Philosophen hätten sich um die politischen Ereignisse in Deutschland wenig 
bis gar nicht gekümmert, weshalb ihnen die bedeutende Rolle, die Rosenbergs 
weltanschauliche Darlegungen für die NSDAP hatten, entgangen wäre. Eine 
solche Überlegung scheint äußerst abwegig zu sein. Dennoch ist sie nicht so 

12  Auch wenn Baeumlers Einstehen für den Nationalsozialismus über jedweden 
Zweifel erhaben ist, so gelten doch seine Arbeiten zu Kant, zur Romantik und Ästhetik 
immer noch als höchst konsultierenswert u.a.: Das Problem der Allgemeingültigkeit 
in Kants Ästhetik (1915); Das Irrationalitätsproblem in der Ästhetik und Logik des 
18. Jahrhunderts bis zur Kritik der Urteilskraft (1923); Der Mythus von Orient und 
Occident (1926) sowie die Darstellung zur Geschichte der Ästhetik (1934).
13  Krieck habe ich wie viele andere Philosophen, beispielsweise Max Wundt, in die 
oben angeführte Liste nicht aufgenommen, da sie heutzutage im philosophischen 
Curriculum keine Rolle mehr spielen, während die gelisteten Philosophen immer noch 
Gegenstand von Forschung und Lehre sind.



636

VOLKER BÖHNIGK EINE BEZIEHUNG ZWISCHEN RELATIVISMUS UND NATIONALSOZIALISMUS...

weit hergeholt. Denn es gibt seit 1945 eine ganz klare Tendenz, eine wie 
auch immer geartete Einlassung von Wissenschaftlern zum Nationalsozia-
lismus aus der unpolitischen Einstellung des Wissenschaftlers heraus zu 
entschuldigen und sie als weltanschaulich irrelevant wegzuerklären.

Die andere Erklärungsvariante wäre die, die uns bereits durch zahlreiche 
Intellektuelle im Zusammenhang mit Hitlers Mein Kampf nahegebracht 
wurde, nämlich, Rosenbergs Mythus sei zwar viel verkauft, aber dennoch 
nicht gelesen worden, folglich mußte eine genauere Kenntnis der national-
sozialistischen Vorstellungen ausbleiben.14 Nun, diese Erklärung hatte noch 
nie sonderliche Überzeugungskraft. Denn in ihr steckt offensichtlich eine 
Tatsachenbehauptung, die nicht nur jeder empirischen Stütze entbehrt, 
sondern, selbst wenn sie je als Hypothese gefaßt worden wäre, wohl kaum 
hätte empirisch bestätigt werden können. Davon abgesehen ist diese Erklä-
rung methodisch beweislastig, da sie kontraintuitiv unterstellt, man habe 
mit Absicht ein Buch erworben, nicht um es zu lesen, sondern um es zu 
besitzen. Eine schwächere Form dieser Erklärungsvariante besteht darin – 
auch diese ist allgemein geläufig, beim Mythus wie auch bei Mein Kampf 
handele es sich um schriftstellerisch minderwertige, pseudointellektuelle 
Pamphlete, denen entweder aufgrund der kruden Darstellung nicht gefolgt 
werden konnte oder die einem frühzeitig die Lektürelust verdarben. Fest-
stellungen dieser Art werden – davon ist jedenfalls auszugehen – erst nach 
erfolgter Lektüre getroffen.15 Aber auch dies ist im eigentlichen Sinne keine 
Erklärung, sondern offenbart einen gewissen Hochmut. Denn weshalb es 
für diejenigen Intellektuellen, die zu derartigen Urteilen gelangen, möglich 
ist, diese Werke zu lesen, und für den offensichtlich gemeinen Menschen 
auf der Straße nicht, muß dann ein Rätsel bleiben.16

14  Nachzulesen etwa bei Norman Cohn (1969: 248 f.), der sogar behauptet, daß 
schon gar nicht die führenden Nationalsozialisten den Mythus Rosenbergs gelesen 
hätten. Auch Hitlers Mein Kampf sei nach Ansicht Cohns nicht gelesen worden (vgl. 
ebd.: 256). Aber bezüglich dieser Behauptung steht Cohn wahrlich nicht alleine da.
15  So vermerkt Cohn (1969: 251): „Rosenberg war ein schlichtes Gemüt und glaubte 
an den Unsinn, den er schrieb.“ Bei Georg Lukács (1962) lesen wir über Rosenberg: 
„[G]erade wegen seiner moralischen und intellektuellen Minderwertigkeit ist Rosenberg 
zum geeigneten Ideologen des Nationalsozialismus geworden.“ (14) Und über Hitler 
urteilt Lukács: „Hitler selbst war viel zu ungebildet und überzeugungslos-zynisch, um in 
irgendeiner Weltanschauung mehr zu sehen als ein augenblicklich wirksames Agitati-
onsmittel“ (472), wobei Hitlers Agitationstechnik eine Produkt des amerikanischen Re-
klamewesens sei (vgl. ebd.). Nun, bei so viel geistiger Minderbemittelheit fragt man sich, 
wie es dazu kommen konnte, daß „Hitler und Rosenberg [...] alles, was über irrationellen 
Pessimismus von Nietzsche und Dilthey bis Heidegger und Jaspers auf den Lehrstühlen, 
in den intellektuellen Salons und Cafés gesprochen wurde, auf die Straße“ (78) trugen.
16  Möglich ist auch, mit solchen Bemerkungen nur zu unterstreichen, welch intellek-
tuelle Last zu tragen war, sich durch diese Werke hindurchgekämpft zu haben. So stellt 
Wolters (1999: 224) fest: „Ich habe mich bei der Vorbereitung dieser Arbeit durch Mein 
Kampf [...] hindurchgearbeitet – was eigentlich eine Art Erschwerniszulage verdiente.“
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Ich fasse das Bisherige kurz zusammen: Nach einer bestimmten, in der 
historischen Forschung tonangebenden Auffassung sollen die in den zwan-
ziger und dreißiger Jahren weitverbreiteten Rassenlehren einen Relativis-
mus/Partikularismus befördert haben, der zur Grundlage der nationalso-
zialistischen Weltanschauung wurde. In letzter Konsequenz habe deshalb 
der Relativismus/Partikularismus zur rassischen Vernichtungsdoktrin des 
Nationalsozialismus beigetragen. Da der Relativismus/Partikularismus auf 
einer langen philosophischen Tradition fußt, war es naheliegend zu fragen, 
welche Philosophen, die den Nationalsozialismus unterstützten, in ihren 
Werken den Relativismus/Partikularismus verfochten. Doch kein Philosoph, 
der irgendwann einmal öffentlich für den Nationalsozialismus eingetreten 
ist, hat in seinen philosophischen Arbeiten einen Relativismus/Partikula-
rismus vertreten, ja diesen sogar mehr oder weniger vehement abgelehnt. 
Dieses Ergebnis legt den Verdacht nahe, daß die unterstellte Beziehung 
zwischen Relativismus/Partikularismus und Nationalsozialismus eine 
Chimäre ist und, indem dieser Relativismus/Partikularismus vermeintlich 
nur von nationalsozialistischen Ideologen (wie Rosenberg) vertreten wur-
de, es eine nationalsozialistische Philosophie nicht gegeben habe. Dieser 
letzte Aspekt findet wiederum seinen Niederschlag in der Separat-Theorie 
der Ideengeschichte.

Während sich mit einer Chimäre vielleicht noch leben läßt, bestimmt die 
Separat-Theorie in weiten Teilen die Perspektive der historischen Forschung 
und führt zu einer ignoranten, gar geschichtsverfälschenden Darstellung 
des Verhältnisses von Wissenschaft und Nationalsozialismus. Der Separat-
Theorie gebührt daher wohl kaum eine nachsichtige Behandlung.

Abschließend möchte ich in Umkehrung einer Abhandlung von Étienne 
Balibar fragen: Ist der Universalismus ein Rassismus?

Der Begriff »Menschheit« führt eine grundlegende Unterscheidung ein, die 
den Rassismus befähigt, seine Wirkung zu entfalten. Denn »Menschheit« 
kann nur »definiert« werden, wenn es eine klare Grenze zwischen dem 
Menschlichen und dem Nicht-Menschlichen gibt. Der Universalismus muß 
nach Balibar

„sobald er aufhört, ein simples Wort, eine mögliche Philosophie zu sein, 
um ein System expliziter Konzepte zu werden, notwendigerweise sein 
Gegenteil in sich enthalten [...] Es ist selbst den größten »laizistischen« 
Philosophen unmöglich, den logos zu definieren, ohne ihn von einer anthro-
pologischen und ontologischen Hierarchie abhängig zu machen.“ (Balibar 
2006: 235)

Jede Bestimmung der menschlichen Gattung erzwingt eine spezifizierende 
Hierarchisierung im Kontinuum der Lebewesen, die in der Regel mit der 
Vernunftbegabung des »Menschen« im Gegensatz zu anderen Lebewesen 
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begründet wird. Eine bestimmte Idee des »Menschen« muß also vorhanden 
sein, bevor eine Einordnung in »Mensch« bzw. »Nicht-Mensch« erfolgen 
kann. Die allgemeine Idee des »Menschen« wird an einem anzustrebenden 
Ideal des »Menschlichen« gemessen, das eine Hierarchie im Kontinuum des 
»Menschen« selbst festschraubt. Damit ergibt sich die Möglichkeit, immer 
weitergehende Unterscheidungen und Grenzziehungen innerhalb der 
»Menschheit« wie »Rasse«, »Volk«, »Ethnie«, »Stamm«, »Geschlecht« einzu-
führen. Die Tür zur Verdinglichung von Menschen ist geöffnet; je nachdem, 
wie weit sie in der Lage sind, sich dem vorformulierten Ideal des »Menschen« 
annähern zu können (vgl. ebd.: 235f.). Die Abspaltung von Menschen vom 
»(idealen) Menschen« kann so weit führen, daß bestimmte Menschen wieder 
aus der Gattung ausgestoßen werden. Bei vollständiger Ablehnung des 
»Anderen«, mitsamt aller von ihm hervorgebrachten »kulturellen« Formen 
moralischer, religiöser, gesellschaftlicher und ästhetischer Art, wird er als 
»barbarisch« oder »wild« eingeordnet und damit in eine Kategorie des 
Tierischen versetzt. Denn alles, so Claude Lévi-Strauss, „was nicht der Norm 
entspricht, nach der man selber lebt, wird aus der Kultur in den Bereich 
der Natur verwiesen.“ (Lévi-Strauss 1992: 369)

Es ergibt sich somit das Paradox, daß der Ausschluß der »Barbaren« durch 
die selbsternannten »Menschen«, selbst ein »barbarischer« Akt ist. Aber auch 
die Ausgegrenzten sind in ihrer Zwangslage zum Bruch mit menschlichen 
Konventionen verdammt.

Selbst wenn Rassismus und Universalismus nicht als eine funktionelle 
Einheit verstanden werden, sind sie nicht klar voneinander zu trennen. 
Deshalb ist auch keineswegs gewiß, weshalb der Universalismus nicht vom 
Rassismus kontaminiert sein könnte (siehe Balibar 2006: 237).

Dieser (mögliche) innere Zusammenhang von Rassismus und der Idee des 
»Menschen« macht deutlich, weshalb der Universalismus nicht in der Lage 
ist, den Rassismus zu beseitigen. Der Rassismus ist eine Denkweise (vgl. 
ebd.: 238), die nach Selbsterkenntnis fragt, um einen Standort in der uni-
versalistischen Matrix von sich alles einverleibenden kollektiven Identitäten 
einnehmen zu können. Nach Balibar ist die rassistische Denkweise „eine 
Produktionsweise »der eigenen Gemeinschaft«, der rassistischen Gemeinschaft 
[...], und zugleich einer Interpretationsweise der sozialen Welt, in der 
diese Gemeinschaft situiert werden kann.“ (Ebd.: 239f.)

Die rassistischen Interpretationsmuster des Konkreten haben die Tendenz, 
sich einen universalistischen Standort zuzuschreiben, von dem aus sie eine 
Bewertung des »Anderen« auf der Grundlage des »Eigenen« vornehmen. 
Das Andere wird nicht aus dem Blickwinkel seiner Eigenständigkeit, seiner 
physis, verstanden, sondern immer schon in einen allgemeinen Geltungs-
bereich eines bestimmenden Besonderen integriert.
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Weder die Philosophen aus der obigen Liste und ihre mehr oder weniger 
engen philosophischen Verbindungen zur nationalsozialistischen Ideologie 
noch die Rassenideologie der Nationalsozialisten selbst lassen sich verstehen, 
wenn der Zusammenhang von Rassismus und Universalismus nicht ernsthaft 
in den Blick genommen, sondern einfach brüsk abgewiesen wird.

Die von Böhler in (1) herausgestellte biologische Determinationsthese der 
Nationalsozialisten soll nicht bestritten werden. Zu klären wäre jedoch, ob 
es sich bei den rassisch-biologischen Vorstellungen der Nationalsozialisten 
um eine strikte oder emergente Determination handelt, was an dieser 
Stelle nicht weiter erörtert werden kann.

Die rassisch-biologische Determinationsthese wird desweiteren durch ver-
schiedene Varianten von Rassenlehren unterstützt. Ob die im Sinne der 
nationalsozialistischen Ideologie herangezogenen Rassenlehren unterein-
ander kompatibel sind, kann hier ebenfalls nicht ausgeführt werden. Fest-
gehalten werden darf jedoch, daß die rassisch-biologische Herkunft eines 
Menschen im Sinne der Rassenideologen nicht nur seine Physiognomie, 
sondern auch sein ideelles und kulturelles Dasein bestimmt. Es ist naheliegend, 
diese aufgestellte Beziehung als eine allgemeine Theorie über den Menschen 
aufzufassen. Wenn wir uns nicht allein mit der empirischen Seite dieser 
Beziehung auseinandersetzen wollen, die dann auf das Gebiet der Erblehre 
und Genetik führt, sondern mit der allgemeinen Frage, wie es überhaupt 
denkbar ist, einen Zusammenhang von rassisch-biologischer Herkunft und 
geistigen oder kulturellen Prozessen herzustellen, dann begeben wir uns 
auf das Gebiet der (philosophischen) Anthropologie.

Wir werden demnach zu fragen haben, ob es anspruchsvolle und weithin 
akzeptierte anthropologische Theorien gibt, die mit der nationalsozialis-
tischen Weltanschauung verträglich sind, was insbesondere heißt, daß 
sie sich in Übereinstimmung mit der These einer direkten Abhängigkeit 
von rassisch-biologischen bis hin zu geistigen oder kulturellen Prozessen 
befinden.17
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Volker Böhnigk
A Relationship Between Relativism and Nazism. Fact or fiction?
Abstract
According to a certain view that is dominant in historical research, the wide-spread 
racial doctrines of the twenties and thirties of the last century is said to have 
advanced relativism. It is argued, that relativism then became the foundation of 
National Socialist ideology. In the last instance, relativism is accused of having 
contributed to the Nazi doctrine of racial extermination.
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Relativism has a long philosophical tradition. The aim of this investigation is to 
find out how many of the philosophers who supported National Socialism actually 
held relativistic views. I will show that the assumed correlation between Relativism 
and National Socialism is a momentous fiction, which paved the way for an (in-
tentional) misrepresentation of the relationship between science and National 
Socialism.

Keywords: Ideology, Nazism, particularism, raciology, racism, relativism, universalism

Folker Benig
Odnos između relativizma i nacionalsocijalizma. Činjenica ili fikcija?
Sažetak
Pre ma jed nom od re đe nom, u isto rij skom is tra ži va nju uti caj nom shva ta nju dva-
de se tih i tri de se tih go di na pro šlog ve ka, ras pro stra nje ne ra sne te o ri je su pro mo-
vi sa le re la ti vi zam. Re la ti vi zam je, ta ko je gla si la ar gu men ta ci ja, po stao osno va 
na ci o nal so ci ja li stič kog po gle da na svet. Sto ga je, na kon cu, on i do pri neo na ci o-
nal so ci ja li stič koj ra snoj dok tri ni uni šte nja. Re la ti vi zam po se du je du gu fi lo zof sku 
tra di ci ju. Zbog to ga tre ba da se po đe tra gom pi ta nja ko ji su to fi lo zo fi, ko ji su 
po dr ža va li na ci o nal so ci ja li zam, za stu pa li re la ti vi zam u svo jim de li ma. Ob ja sni ću 
zbog če ga je taj pod met nu ti od nos re la ti vi zma i na ci o nal so ci ja li zma fik ci ja ko ja 
ima ozbilj ne po sle di ce. Ona vo di ka (že lje noj) isto rij skoj fal si fi ka ci ji od no sa na u ke 
i na ci o nal so ci ja li zma.

Ključ ne re či: Ide o lo gi ja, Na ci o nal so ci ja li zam, par ti ku la ri zam, ra sno uče nje, ra si zam, 
re la ti vi zam, uni ver za li zam
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Đorđe Pavićević

Politički mesijanizam i demokratija: o mogućnosti 
političke samotransformacije demokratije

Sa že tak   Tekst se ba vi od no som po li tič kog me si ja ni zma i ras pra va o kri zi de mo-
kra ti je. Poj mov ni okvir po li tič kog me si ja ni zma je po god no ana li tič ko oru đe jer u 
nje mu po jam kri ze či ni po la znu tač ku na osno vu ko je se for mu li šu raz li či te po li-
ti ke iz ba vlje nja. Ana li zi ra na su tri shva ta nja po li tič kog me si ja ni zma: kao re vo lu-
ci o nar ne po li ti ke, ka ko kri tič kog oru đa i kao otvo re ne mo guć no sti ra di kal ne 
pro me ne. U sva tri slu ča ja po ka zu je se da du bo ka uve re nja ima ju va žnu ulo gu u 
po li ti ci i da ni je mo gu će imu ni zo va ti po li tič ki po re dak od njih. U dru gom de lu 
tek sta uka zu je se na zna čaj ovih uvi da za raz u me va nje dis kur sa o kri zi de mo kra-
ti je či ji va žan deo či ni gu bi tak ve re u spo sob nost de mo krat skih usta no va da 
for mu li šu okvir za smi sa o no po li tič ko de lo va nje gra đa na. Usled to ga, do šlo je do 
tran sfor ma ci je poj ma de mo kra ti je ko ji sa da po li tič ko de lo va nje gra đa na-ama te ra 
vi di kao smet nju. Ta kvo sta nje pro zvo di na pe to sti ko ji op te re ću ju funk ci o ni sa nje 
de mo krat skih re ži ma. U za ključ ku se kon sta tu je da sa vre me ne de mo kra ti je ni su 
u sta nju da ob no ve ve ru u osno ve svog po sto ja nja sve dok in si sti ra ju na pri ma tu 
for me de mo kra ti je, ko ja je u me đu vre me nu po sta la nor ma, a ko ja ni je u sta nju 
da uve ri gra đa ne u svo je in trin sič ne vred no sti.

Ključ ne re či: po li tič ki me si ja ni zam, iz ba vlje nje, kri za de mo kra ti je, po li tič ka ve ra, 
ob no va

De mo kra ti ja je u po sled njih ne ko li ko de ce ni ja u neo bič nom sta nju. S jed ne 
stra ne, po sto ji kon ti nu i ra ni dis kurs o de fi ci ti ma i kri zi de mo kra ti je ko ji se re-
flek tu je i u aka dem skim ras pra va ma i u raz o ča re nju gra đa na u učin ke de mo-
krat ske po li ti ke. Pro ble ma ti zo va ni su i do ve de ni u pi ta nje po li tič ki poj mo vi i 
obe ća nja ko ji su bi li deo pro jek ta re a li za ci ja de mo krat skih vred no sti i no si li 
te ret po li tič kog obe ća nja: op šta vo lja, jav ni in te res, pred sta vlja nje, fer i slo bod-
ni iz bo ri, od go vor na vla da, itd. S dru gre stra ne, po sto ji ide o lo ška he ge mo ni ja 
bez pre se da na. Ne sa mo da u po li tič koj po nu di ne po sto ji ve ro do sto jan kon-
ku rent de mo kra ti ji, ne go je ona po sta la i bri ga me đu na rod ne za jed ni ce. 
(Schmit ter 1997; Di a mond 1997). Ma lo ko i po mi šlja da bi u po li tič kom pro-
sto ru bi lo ka kvu šan su imao re žim ko ji ne bi pri gra bio eti ke tu de mo krat ski. 
Sta nje, me đu tim, do ne dav no ni je bi lo ta ko. Ide o lo ški pri ti sci i te o rij ski iza zo vi 
upu će ni de mo kra ti ji u pro šlo sti go vo re o to me. An ti-de mo krat ski dis kurs i ne-
po ve re nje pre ma de mo kra ti ji do mi ni ra li su to kom to kom ve ćeg de la po li tič ke 
isto ri je i po li tič ke fi lo zo fi je. De mo kra te i de mo krat ski te o re ti ča ri u pro šlo sti 
tru di li su se da od bra ne jav nu ve ru u spo sob nost de mo krat skih usta no va da 
isto vre me no iz la ze na kraj sa te ku ćim pro ble mi ma i re a li zu ju ve li ke vred no sti 
iz pr tlja ga de mo krat ske te o ri je i ar se na la po li tič kih obe ća nja. Sva ki re žim ima 
pro blem uko li ko za bo ra vi da svo je po sto ja nje du gu je ne u slo vlje nim ve ro va nji ma 
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i uko li ko ne mo že da okre pi uve re nja gra đa na on da ka da je to po treb no. Ovo 
pi ta nje po seb no je ose tlji vo za de mo kra ti je, jer svo je po sto ja nje i svo je oprav-
da nje one za sni va ju na uve re nji ma i pre fe ren ci ja ma gra đa na.

Da li opi sa no sta nje stva ri pred sta vlja pro blem za de mo kra ti ju? Da li su 
ova ko ge ne ri sa na oče ki va nja sa mo deo pr tlja ga po li tič ke fi lo zo fi je ko ji ne-
po treb no op te re ću je fun ci o ni sa nje de mo krat skih usta no va? Ne mo gu će je 
di rekt no od go vo ri ti na ova pi ta nja, jer de mo kra ti ja je pre vi še slo žen po jam 
sa mno go ne sa mer lji vih shva ta nja i uza lud no (i pre zah tev no) bi bi lo tra-
ga ti za je din stve nom i ko he rent nom li stom iz ne ve re nih obe ća nja i ne re a-
li zo va nih vred no sti. Ova pi ta nja po ku ša ću da kon tek stu a li zu jem kroz je dan 
če sto uzur pi ra ni i zlo u po tre blja va ni po li tič ki dis kurs ko ji ima re li gij ske ko-
re ne, po li tič ki me si ja ni zam. To je dis kurs ko ji du bo ku kri zu sta vlja u te me-
lje po li ti ke, a svo ju tran sfor ma tiv nu moć za sni va na ve ro do stoj no sti obe-
ća nja, oda no sti i ve ri. Od li ke me si jan skog dis kur sa mo gu se pre po zna ti pod 
raz li či tim ime ni ma: po li ti ka ve re, po li ti ka na de, po li ti ka iz ba vlje nja/is ku-
plje nja ili po li ti ka spa se nja. On uka zu je na jed nu po ma lo za ne ma re nu 
stra nu po li ti ke: nje nu spo sob nost da ge ne ri še du bo ka uve re nja da pre-po-
li tič ke1 ide je i vi zi je mo gu da se re a li zu ju u da tom so ci jal nom i po li tič kom 
okru že nju, ili pru že ori jen ta ci ju u slo že nim po li tič kim po slo vi ma.

Raz ma ra nje me si ja ni zma i me si jan ske po li ti ke vo di nas u ose tlji vo pod ruč je 
ko je se gra ni či sa ne kim opa snim po li tič kim fe no me ni ma: fun da men ta li-
zmom, fa na ti zmom ili mi li tant nom po li ti kom. U pi ta nju je pod ruč je u ko me 
se su ko blja va ju raz li či te vi zi je, če sto avan tu ri stič ke, su lu de, dis kri mi na tor-
ske, čak i na sil ne i ra to bor ne.2 Ipak, kre ta nje po „min skom po lju“ me si ja-
ni zma ot kri va skri ve ne stra ne po li ti ke, one ko je sva ki re žim, jed nom ka da 
se in sti tu ci o na li zu je, že li da sklo ni sa po li tič ke agen de. Sva ki re žim svo je 
us po sta vlja nje du gu je naj pre kon ti gent nim me si jan skim vi zi ja ma i vi zi o na-
ri ma ko ji su vi de li re še nje, a on da oni ma ko ji su pod ne li žr tvu jer su po ve-
ro va li da ova uve re nja mo gu sa ma se be na knad no da oprav da ju. Jed nom 
ka da je us po sta vljen, po re dak vi še ne tr pi ovu po li tič ku for mu i in sti tu ci o-
nal no se imu ni zu je od nje. Ali, ka da su pu te vi za no ve po li tič ke ar ti ku la ci-
je ko lek tiv nog ži vo ta za tvo re ni, si stem po sta je slep da iden ti fi ku je si stem ske 
kri ze i ne spo so ban da ih re ša va. Raz li či ti van si stem ski (ili po lu si stem ski) 
iz ba vi telj ski pred lo zi i po du hva ti, ko je ov de na zi va mo me si jan ske po li ti ke, 
skre ću pa žnju na to da de mo krat ski re ži mi, pro la ze ći kroz raz li či te tran sfor-
ma ci je, mo gu iz gu bi ti obe lež ja de mo kra ti je, a da ni ko to ne pri me ti. Svet ska 

1  Upo tre ba poj ma pre-po lil tič ki ni je naj sreć ni je re še nje, če ga je autor bol no sve stan, 
jer se zah te vi iz ra že ni u ovim ide ja ma i vi zi ja ma mo gu tu ma či ti kao po li tič ki, od no sno 
pro to-po li tič ki. Ovaj po jam se u ovom tek stu od no si na one ide je i vi zi je ko je su iz van 
vi do kru ga in sti tu ci o nal ne po li ti ke ili jav ne po li tič ke kul tu re.
2  „U apo ka lip si se ta ko kri ža ju dvi je pre dodž be me si je: ra to bo ran me si ja ži dov skog 
na ro da, ko ji do la zi su di ti mo ći svi je ta, i ro đe nje ko je ga se tek oče ku je, te me si ja u ob lič ju 
ja ganj ca, ko ji se već po ja vio“ (Ta u bes 2009: 92-93)
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eko nom ska kri za na kon 2008. go di ne de lom je ogo li la pro ce se od lu či va nja 
u po sto je ćim de mo krat skim re ži mi ma i (još jed nom) uka za la na nji ho vu 
su štin sku ne spo sob nost da for mu li šu de mo krat ske od go vo re na du bo ke 
dru štve ne pro ble me.

U na stav ku ću naj pre raz mo tri ti tri raz li či ta shva ta nja poj ma po li tič kog 
me si ja ni zma da bi po ka zao na ko ji na čin on mo že bi ti re le van tan za ras-
pra vu o kri zi de mo kra ti je. On uka zu je na jed nu ne u klo nji vu od li ku po li ti ke 
ko ju po li tič ka na u ka če sto za ne ma ru je, a to je mo guć nost ko lek tiv nog „iz-
ba vlje nja“ kroz po li ti ku. Na kon to ga, po ku ša ću da po ka žem za što kri ti ko-
va na ne spo sob nost da se „pre-po li tič ka“ oče ki va nja i vi zi je pre ve du u „po-
li ti ke iz ba vlje nja“ (dru ga či ji reč ni kom: eman ci pa tor ske po li ti ke) pred sta vlja 
pro blem za de mo krat ske usta no ve.

Po li tič ki me si ja ni zam: od re vo lu ci o nar ne po li ti ke 
i kri tič kog oru đa do otvo re ne mo guć no sti ra di kal ne pro me ne

Po sto je mno ge kon tro ver ze ve za ne za tu ma če nja i zna čaj me si ja ni stič ke 
po li ti ke i me si ja ni zma. Ta ko đe, po sto ji mno go me si ja ni za ma. Em pi rij ska 
ra zno vr snost po li ti ka ko je su ozna če ne kao me si jan ske va ri ra u obe lež ji ma, 
pre sve ga pri sut no sti re li gi o znih sa dr ža ja, sve o bu hvat no sti uče nja i du bi ni 
za hva ta. Bez ob zi ra na to, mo gu će je is ta ći ne ko li ko obe lež ja ko ja či ne va-
žan deo lo gi ke ovog ti pa po li tič ke ar gu men ta ci je ko ja ima ju ko re ne u te o-
lo škoj tra di ci ji. To su: a) po sto ja nje du bo ke, apo ka lip tič ne opa sno sti/kri ze, 
b) ko ja je struk tur na po ka rak te ru, c) ko ja se mo že sa gle da ti sa mo sa tač ke 
gle di šta ko ja je iz van si ste ma, d) u či jem sve tlu se vi di iz ba vlje nje i ar ti ku-
li še po li ti ka iz ba vlje nja, e) ko ja je ega li tar na po ka rak te ru i vo di se bez prav-
nog struk tu ri sa nja ci lje va i in sti tu ci o nal ne pri nu de, f) unu tar za jed ni ce 
isto mi šlje ni ka/ver ni ka či ja oda nost i žr tva za jed nič kom ci lju se zah te va.

Po ce nu dra ma tič nog po jed no sta vlji va nja na pra vi ću raz li ku iz me đu tri shva-
ta nja po li tič kog me si ja ni zma. To su: me si ja ni zam kao re vo lu ci o nar na po li ti ka, 
kao kri tič ko oru đe i kao ne svo di va po li tič ka mo guć nost. Na ža lost, ni je mo gu-
će je sva ko gle di šte pra ved no tre ti ra ti. Ona do la ze iz raz li či tih te o rij skih tra di-
ci ja i ori jen ta ci ja i pi šu u raz li či tom poj mov nom re gi stru. Uz sve ri zi ke od ne-
iz be žnog ana li tič kog na si lja pri gru pi sa nju raz li či tih shva ta nja me si ja ni zma, 
vred no je uči ni ti na por da se ona pri bli že i za jed no ana li zi ra ju. Sva ko od njih, 
na svoj na čin, te ži da pro ši ri po lje po li tič kog ka ko bi u nje ga uklju čio i po li ti ke 
iz ba vlje nja, ali i po ku ša va da se no si sa „pr vo bit nim gre hom“ po li tič kog me si-
ja ni zma, nje go vom fa na tič nom, pro ze li ti skom i mi li tant nom pri ro dom.

Me si ja ni zam kao re vo lu ci o nar na po li ti ka

Po jam po li tič ki me si ja ni zam je sko van da bi ozna čio po li tič ki stil ko ji se po-
ja vio do sta ra no u evrop skoj isto ri ji. Vol ter je po jam me si ja ni zam, do du še 
bez ozna ke po li tič ki, uklju čio u fi lo zof ski reč nik da bi ozna čio ide ju, ko ja je 
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do la zi la iz ju da i stič ke tra di ci je, bož jeg po ma za ni ka, oso bu ko ja je iza bra na 
da oba vi od re đe nu mi si ju. Pre ma nje mu već u tri na e stom ve ku u je vrej skoj 
za jed ni ci po ja vi li su se sa mo pro kla mo va ni no si o ci me si jan ske po ru ke ko ji 
su ima li plan ko lek tiv nog iz ba vlje nja i pre ten do va li na me sto vo đe. (Vol ter 
1973: 237) Ja kob L. Tal mon (Ja cob L. Tal mon), ko ji je sko vao ter min po li-
tič ki me si ja ni zam, kon sta tu je da se u pr voj po lo vi ni de vet na e stog ve ka do-
šlo do umno ža va nja gru pa sa po li tič kim am bi ci ja ma i me si jan skim po ru ka-
ma. Ovaj uvid se od no si na po ja vu ve li kog bro ja če sto hi ro vi tih i ži vo pi snih 
uče nja o sve o bu hvat noj dru štve noj re ge ne ra ci ji ko ja su in spi ri sa la raz li či te 
po kre te, kru žo ke, za ve re nič ke gru pe i kli ke u pr voj po lo vi ni XIX ve ka, a ko je 
su pre ten do va le na to da ima ju sve o bu hvat ne re cep te za raz re še nje pro tiv-
reč no sti ko ji ma su op te re će na za pad na dru štva. Ra di lo se o ra di kal nim 
gru pa ma i nji ho vim uče nji ma, ko je su, pre ma Tal mo nu, ne str plji vim is tra-
ži va či ma vi še li či le na gru pe „hi ro vi tih me ga lo ma ni ja ka i ži vo pi snih bez um ni-
ka“ (Tal mon 1960a: 30). Ju na ci Tal mo no ve knji ge su Sen-Si mon (Sa int-Si mon) 
i nje go vi sled be ni ci, Fu ri je (Fo u ri er), Marks (Marx) i raz li či ti te so ci ja li stič ke 
i mark si stič ke gru pa ci je, vo đe na ci o nal nih po kre ta i raz li ti či ti de sni i ra di-
kal no de mo krat ski po kre ti. Li be ral ni me si ja ni zam ni je u ovom dru štvu jer 
ga Tal mon lo ci ra u dru gu po lo vi nu osam na e stog ve ka.

Za Tal mo na po li tič ki me si ja ni zam je po pri ro di re vo lu ci o nar na po li ti ka. Ove 
po li ti ke su me si ja ni stič ke jer za go va ra ju sve o bu hvat nu pre o bra žaj i ob no vu 
dru šta va op te re će nih apo ka lip tič nom kri zom ili pro tiv reč no sti ma ko je je 
ne mo gu će iz nu tra ot klo ni ti. Pri to me, ove po li ti ke raz li či to iden ti fi ku ju 
uzro ke kri ze, spolj ne agen se iz ba vlje nja, for mu es ha to lo ških sta nja i po li-
tič ku for mu de lo va nja. Uzro ci ne pod no šlji vog sta nja kri ze raz li či ti su u 
raz li či tim me si jan skim po li ti ka ma. Uzok mo že bi ti iskon ski pad u greh, 
sta nje ne mo ra la u ko me se dru štvo na la zi, ne sa vr še na ljud ska pri ro da, ne-
pra ved na ili stra na vla da vi na, pri vat na svo ji na, ka pi ta li zam, itd. Uzro ci su 
uvek struk tur ni i du bo ko uko re nje ni zbog če ga ih ni je la ko vi de ti i ne mo-
gu će ih je uklo ni ti bez spolj ne in ter ven ci je. Me si jan ska po li ti ka je obe ća nje 
iz ba vlje nja iz ne da ća u ko joj se re fe rent na gru pa na la zi. Oslo nac za is pu-
nje nje ovog obe ća nja su agen si či ju ob ja vu mo gu da shva te sa mo iza bra ni 
i ko ju, u for mi me si ji nan skog pro ro čan stva o ko nač nom sta nju jed na ko sti, 
pre no se kao do bru vest. Agen si mo gu bi ti raz li či ti, isto rij ska nu žnost, Ma ter 
do lo ro sa, élan vi tal, pri ro da, ra zum, na rod, a ko nač na sta nja de fi ni sa na kao 
car stvo ne be sko, ko mu ni zam, re pu bli ka jed na kih ili na ci o nal na dr ža va.

Bez ob zi ra što Tal mon ne kri je li be ral nu skep su pre ma ovim po li ti ka i nji-
ho voj ne po sred noj učin ko vi to sti, on ja sno vi di i ne iz be žnost me si ja ni zma 
u po li ti ci i du go roč ne učin ke ta kve po li ti ke.3 Ono što po li tič ki me si ja ni zam 

3  Li be ral na skep sa ve zu je uz to ta li tar ne po ten ci ja le me si ja ni zma. Tal mon je ovu 
ve zu raz ma trao u svo joj mno go slav ni joj knji zi Po re klo to ta li tar ne de mo kra ti je (Tal mon 
1960). O ovom ob li ku me si ja ni zma pi sao je Dra gan La ki će vić (La ki će vić 1994). 
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či ni uver lji vim, čak ne za o bi la znim, je ste či nje ni ca da „ide je do la ze pr vo ... 
a ar gu men ti ka sni je“ “ (Tal mon 1960a: 27). Sve ve li ke ide o lo gi je su u po-
čet ku bi le skup ide ja ko je su zah te va le ostva re nje na osno vu „me si ja ni stič-
kih“ sve do čan stva o ču du ko je se do go di lo, a ne do ka za o uspe hu po du-
hva ta. On da ka da je „no va ar ti ku la ci ja ro đe na“ ona uti če na raz voj 
do ga đa ja. To je vi zi o nar ski ko rak ko ji ne za do volj stvo ili ne vo lju pre tva ra u 
po li tič ki pro gram. Tek ne ke od ovih ide ja ka sni je do bi ju in sti tu ci o nal ni ob lik, 
a ne ki ma od njih na knad no se sta vlja kru na te o ri je ili na u ke. Iz ovo ga bi 
sle dio pr vi va žan za klju čak ko ji se mo že iz vu ći iz Tal mo no ve knji ge, da 
me si ja ni zam uka zu je na ne u klo nji vu otvo re nost po li tič kog i na mo guć nost 
nje go ve tran sfor ma ci je kroz „pro sve tlje nje“.

Dru ga va žna stvar u ve zi sa me si jan skim po li ti ka ma ko ja se mo že pro na ći kod 
Tal mo na je ste da su mno gi zah te vi, ko ji su pr vo bit no bi li is po sta vlje ni u re vo-
lu ci o nar noj for mi ili for mi na ci o nal nog oslo bo đe nja, ka sni je bi li ostva re ni 
te gob nim i ne prin ci pi jel nim, ali re gu lar nim po li tič kim pu te vi ma. U me đu vre-
me nu su ovi zah te vi bi li pre ve de ni u zah te ve ko ji su ši ri li mo guć nost oprav-
da nja unu tar gra ni ca, da upo tre bim sa vre me ni ji po jam, jav nog uma. Ne što 
što ni je bi lo po li tič ka stvar, po sta je po li tič ki mo gu će, ali ne bi bi lo mo gu će da 
ni je bi lo ar ti ku la ci je ko ja je u po čet ku bi la stvar pro sve tlje nja i ve re. Ov de se 
mo že iz vu ći još je dan va žan za klu čak, ko ji ni je Tal mo nov, ko ji je u skla du sa 
sta vom Vi li je ma Džej msa (Wil li am Ja mes) iz ne tom u obra ća nju Fi lo zof skom 
klu bu Jejl i Braun uni ver zi te ta pod na zi vom „Will to Be li e ve“, da du bo ka ve-
ro va nja ni su sa mo tvr do gla va, ne go da „mo gu pro iz ve sti vla sti to opo rav da nje“ 
(Ja mes 1896: in ter net). Ona do du še ima ju for mu sa mo i spu nja va ju ćeg pro-
ro čan stva, ali či nje ni ca da je ne što pro ro čan stvo ne go vo ri mno go o mo guć-
no sti nje go vog na knad nog oprav da nja (Ba i er 2005: 292-295).

Ipak, Tal mon je ja sno uvi deo pa ra doks u ko ji se po li tič ki me si ja ni zam upli-
će. S jed ne stra ne, to je po li ti ka krat kog da ha uko li ko ne iz ro di po li tič ku 
or ga ni za ci ju (uni ver zal nu eku men sku cr kvu) ko ja će odr ža va ti ve ru u spa-
se nje. Bez to ga, me si jan ske pre ten zi je osta ju sa mo le pe že lje i pra zni po-
kli či za prav dom. S dru ge stra ne, uko li ko se in sti tu ci o na li zu je, po li tič ki 
me si ja ni zam se nu žno de ge ne ri še i iz la že opa sno sti da uni ver zal nu za jed-
ni cu pre tvo ri u sa mo le gi ti mi šu ću gru pu isto mi šlje ni ka, ko ji ma če sto „hi ro-
vi tost ti ra ni na iz gle da kao ar ti ku la ci ja isto rij ske nu žno sti“, pre ma ko joj „svi 
mo ra ju da se kla nja ju, kao ver ni voj ni ci ili pro kle ti ne pri ja te lji“ (Tal mon 
1960a: 514). Ukrat ko, ono što po li tič ki me si ja ni zam či ni opa snim je ste 
zah tev za bez u slov noj oda no sti i ver no sti me si jan skim ide ja ma i ci lje vi ma, 
ko ji se la ko pre tva ra u po to ke kr vi.

Sto ga ne ču di što Tal mon za po bed ni ka de vet na e sto ve kov nog me si ja ni stič-
kog nad me ta nja pro gla ša va na ci o na li zam, „pa stor če“ dva me si ja ni zma. 
Na ci o na li zam je na pra vio pr vu u ni zu aprok si ma ci ja u po gle du re ša va nja 
go re na ve de nog pa ra dok sa. On je za me nio „me si ja ni stič ki uni ver za li zam“ 
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sa na ci o nal nim brat stvom unu tar na ci o nal ne dr ža ve, ali je za dr žao uni ver-
zal nu pret nju: na ci o nal ne ne pri ja te lje i ko smo po lit ske eks plo a ta to re (Tal mon 
1960a: 513-515). Pret nja je uni ve zal na, ali je „es ha ton“ de fi ni san par ti ku-
lar no: uni ver zal no is ku plje nje, prav da i in di vi du al ne slo bo de mo gu se 
kom bi no va ti sa mo unu tar na ci o nal ne dr ža ve. Po li tič ki me si ja ni zam se sto-
ga, pre ma nje mu, već u dru goj po lo vi ni XIX ve ka od „re li gi je pre tvo rio u 
za ra zu/bo lest“, a u pr voj po lo vi ni dva de se tog u iz vor no ve ka ta stro fe. Ova-
kve di jag no ze ne ču de s ob zi rom da je Tal mo no va knji ga pi sa na u po sle-
rat nom ozrač ju u ko me je Hi tle rov na ci zam, u li be ral nim kru go vi ma, vi đen 
kao eskla la ci ja me si jan skog na ci o na li zma.

Me si ja ni zam kao kri tič ko oru đe

Ima ju ći pret hod no re če no u vi du, dru ga či ja ide ja po li tič kog me si ja ni zma 
na sta la je iz stra ho va ko je je pro iz ve la na stu pa ju ća do mi na ci ja teh ni ke i 
nje na upo tre ba u po li ti ci i u ve li kim ra to vi ma. Pro blem je bio ka ko po vra-
ti ti iz gu blje ni smi sao i ve ru u spa se nje ka da mo guć no sti teh ni če ma ni pu-
la ci je, si stem ske kon tro le i na kra ju uni šte nja bes kraj no ra stu. Još pre ci zni-
je, pi ta nje je da li je i ka ko mo gu će se ku lar nu ve ru u iz ba vlje nje po ve za ti 
sa po li tič kom prak som i ko jom prak som. Dva raz li či ta, ali srod na, od go vo ra 
da ju dva pri ja te lja, Be nja min (Wal ter Be nja min) i Ador no (The o dor Ador-
no). Oni iz be ga va ju di rekt nu po li ti za ci ju me si ja ni zma, ali nji hov me si ja ni-
zmu ima du blji cilj – si stem sku pro me nu. Nji hov me si ja ni zam tač ni je je 
ka ra te ri sa ti kao kul tur ni i fi lo zof ski sa po li tič kim ci ljem4. Be nja min pri zi va 
me si jan sko sve tlo isto ri je i tra di ci je, dok se Ador no vi še uzda u fi lo zo fi ju i 
umet nost, obo ji ca ka ko bi pro na šli put iz ba vlje nja od si stem skih tla če nja i 
si ro ma še nja ži vo ta. U ovom kon tek stu za ni mlji vi ji je za o kret u raz u me va nju 
poj ma me si ja ni zma: on se tu ma či kao kon struk tiv no kri tič ko oru đe ko je 
uka zu je na mo guć nost re kon cep tu a li za ci je i tran sfor ma ci je po sto je ćeg po-
li tič kog okvi ra u prav cu ot kla nja nja si ste ma do mi na ci je i ugnje ta va nja, 
tač ni je iz nje ga se od sra nju ju ele men ti ko ji su vo di li ka di rekt noj ak ci ji (ili 
ne po sred noj ve zi sa po li tič kom prak som). Ta ko ne što, za njih bi bi lo ne mo-
gu će i otva ra lo je opa snu mo guć nost uzur pa ci je od stra ne vla da ju će kla se 
i vo di lo ka još opa sni jem me si ja ni zmu na vla sti.

Be nja mi nov sto ga pra vi uz mak. On go vo ri o „sla bom me si ja ni zmu“ ko ji do-
la zi iz se man tič kih i eman ci pa tor skih po ten ci ja la tu ma če nja pro šlih is ku sta va.5 

4  Po zi ci o ni ra nje Be nja mi no ve te o ri je i nje go vog shvat nja me si ja ni zma je iz u zet no 
te ško zbog nje go ve ve za no sti za raz li či te tra di ci je mi šlje nja ko je on dr ži raz dvo je no, 
ali mo že se tvr di ti da ga nje gov po li tič ki stav i od nos pre ma po li tič koj si tu a ci ji, kao i 
deo uti ca ja ko ji na nje ga vr še Ador no i Breht (Bert hod Brecht), vu če ule vo. Vi de ti spe-
ci jal ni broj ča so pi sa New Ger man Cri ti que, po seb no tekst Ha ber ma sa (Ha ber mas 1979)
5  “Pro šlost sa so bom no si vre men ski in deks ko jim se upu ću je na is ku plje nje. Po sto ji 
taj ni do go vor biv ših po ko le nja sa na šim. Nas su oče ki va li na ze mlji. Na ma je, kao i 
sva kom pret hod nom po ko le nju, da ta u na sle đe iz ve sna sla ba me si jan ska sna ga, na 
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Me si ja ni zam ni je u di rekt noj ve zi sa po li tič kim de lo va njem, ali je spo so ban da 
pru ži ori jen ta ci ju i za pa li iskru kroz raz lič te ob li ke „pro fa nih pro sve tlje nja“. 
Bez za la že nja u ru kav ce Be nja mi no ve te o ri je is ku stva i isto ri je, mo že se tvr di-
ti da pro fa na pro sve tlje nja do la ze iz par ti ku lar nih, čak ezo te rič nih (pro šlih) 
is ku sta va, ko ja se uno se u jav no po lje i uni ver za li zu ju. To je pro sve tlju ju ću 
efe kat ko ji ima po sma tra nje umet nič kih de la, re li gi o zno is ku stvo sve ta ca ili 
ne ki po li tič ki čin či ja aura se mo že pre ne ti u sa da šnjost i omo gu ći ti da stva ri 
sa gle da mo iz dru gog ugla. Nji hov efe kat je se ku la ran jer ne osta je u okvi ru 
re li gi je ili bi lo kog in sti tu ci o nal nog tu ma če nja. Pro sve tlje nje se opi re po li ti za-
ci ji ili bi lo kom dru gom ob li ku „ko lek tiv ne fan ta zi je“, ali „sa so bom no si vre-
men ski in deks ko jim se upu ću je na is ku plje nje“. Ono što nje ga bri ne je ste 
mo guć nost da se ta kva is ku stva za tvo re u “kao če lik tvrd omo tač” ko ji se ne 
mo že la ko od ba ci ti, ne go da osta nu “tan ka op na ko ju čo vek mo že sva kog tre-
nut ka od ba ci ti”.6 Kon for mi zam, mi to lo gi zo va nje i ide o lo gi za ci ja ovih is ku sta va 
su opa sno sti ko je su u pi ta nju. Osla blje ni me si ja ni zam nas ču va od to ga, ali ne 
da je uput stvo za po li tič ku ak ci ju. Me si ja ni stič ki te ret je pre ma Be nja mi nu te žak 
i ne mo že se la ko is ku pi ti. Iz ba vlje nje je ne što za šta se tre ba bo ri ti sa uvek 
moć ni jim ne pri ja te ljem ko ji pre ten du je na isto na sle đe, ali sa dru gim ci ljem. 
Zbog to ga je za nje ga me si ja ni zam kri tič ko oru đe ko je otva ra mo guć nost eman-
ci pa ci je, ali ne da je uput stvo za po li tič ko de lo va nje. Pro sve tlje nje je ono što 
do la zi ne ar ti ku li sa no i tek tre ba da se iz bo ri za ar ti ku la ci ju. Tek ta da ono mo-
že da sto ji na ras po la ga nju oni ma ko ji se upu šta ju u bor bu da od bra ne ve ru. 
U VI te zi ko ju je vred no ci ti ra ti u ce lo sti Be nja min to ob ja šnja va:

„Isto rij ski ar ti ku li sa ti pro šlost ne zna či spo zna ti je „ka kva je, u stva ri, bi la”. 
To zna či ovla da ti se ća njem ona ko ka ko ble sne u tre nut ku opa sno sti. Isto-
rij skom ma te ri ja li zmu je sta lo do to ga da za dr ži sli ku pro šlo sti ka kva se 
u tre nut ku opa sno sti iz ne na da ja vlja isto rij skom su bjek tu. Opa snost pod-
jed na ko pre ti i po sto ja nju tra di ci je i nje nim pri ma o ci ma. Za obo je ta je 
opa snost isto vet na: po sta ti oru đe vla da ju će kla se. U sva koj epo hi mo ra mo 
po ku ša ti da na sle đe po no vo pre ot me mo od kon for mi zma, ko ji na me ra va 
da nji me ovla da. Tá, Me si ja ne do la zi sa mo kao spa si telj već i kao po bed-
nik An ti hri sta. Spo sob no šću da iz pro šlo sti ras pi ri iskru na de ob da ren je 
sa mo onaj isto ri čar ko ji je pro žet sve šću da ni mr tvi ne će bi ti si gur ni pred 
ne pri ja te ljem, ako po be di. A taj ne pri ja telj ni je pre stao da po be đu je.“ 
(Be nja min 1974: 81)

Be nja min shva ta nje me si ja ni zma je vre me nom po sta lo ve o ma uti caj no, 
ide ja sla bog me si ja ni zma va ri ra na je na vi še na či na od raz li či tih auto ra, od 
Ta ub sa (Ja cob Ta u bes), De ri de (Jac qu es Der ri da) do Agam be na (Gi or gio 
Agam ben), Ži že ka i Džu dit Ba tler (Ju dith Bu tler). Ador no vo shva ta nje iz 

ko ju pro šlost po la že pra vo. Ne mo že mo la ko is ku pi ti tu oba ve zu. Isto rij ski ma te ri ja li sta 
to zna.” (Be nja min1974: 80)
6  Ovo su Ve be ro ve (Max We ber) fra ze ko je od stu pa ju od uobi ča je nog pre vo da (Mi ler 
2013: 39).
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ka sni je fa ze nje go ve fi lo zo fi je je, me đu tim, ra di kal ni je, čak mo žda bli že 
no vi jim re kon cep tu a li za ci ja ma me si ja ni zma. Sla van je Ador nov va paj na 
kra ju knji ge Mi ni ma Mo ra lia u ko me ka že: „Fi lo zo fi ja ko ja se još je di no 
mo že oprav da ti na po mol bez na de žno sti bi la bi po ku šaj da se sve stva ri 
po sma tra ju ka ko se pri ka zu ju sa sta no vi šta iz ba vlje nja. Spo zna ja ne ma 
dru go svje tlo do onog ko jim si ja na svi jet po la ze ći od iz ba vlje nja: sva ko 
dru go svi je tlo is cr plju je se u na knad noj kon struk ci ji i osta je dio teh ni ke.“ 
(Ador no 2002: 302) Je di na smi sa o na fi lo zo fi ja je ona ko ja se ba vi kon-
struk ci jom ne si stem skih per spek ti va, ona ko ja pri zi va me si jan ski zah tev ta 
sve o bu hvat nom pro me nom. Ali ta kav zah tev pri zna je vla sti tu ne moć, a 
fi lo zo fi ja je ne moć na da uhva ti bi lo ka kvu ve zu sa dru štve nim ži vo tom. 
Dru štve ni ži vot je na pro sto „bez na de žan“, ni je čud no što je pod na slov ove 
knji ge, ko ja je pi sa na ne po sred no na kon Dru gog svet skog ra ta, „za be le ške 
iz ošte će nog ži vo ta“, a da nje go va ka sni ja de la (Ne ga tiv na di ja lek ti ka ili 
Este tič ka te o ri ja) odi šu pe si mi zmom i po ku ša ji ma da se de ma ski ra si stem-
ska pri nu da čak i na ni vou for me tek sta ko jim su pi sa ne. Ador nov ra di ka-
li zam se za vr ša vao na pri zna nju ne mo ći u ime is pra žnje ne na de i otva ra nja 
mo guć no sti. U po sled njoj re če ni ci ka že: „A na spram zah te va ko ji joj se 
[mišljenju] ti me ob zna nju je, pi ta nje o zbilj no sti i ne zbilj no sti is ku plje nja 
je go to vo ire le vant no.“ (Ador no 2002: 302)

Dve va žne stva ri mo gu se za klju či ti iz ova kve re kon cep tu a li za ci je poj ma me-
si ja ni zma. Pr vo, po jam me si ja ni zma oslo bo đen je „mi li tant no sti“ de vet na-
sto ve kov nog po li tič kog me si ja ni zma i fo ku si ran je na ne po li tič ke vi zi je ko je 
mo gu bi ti tač ka oslon ca za po li ti ku is ku plje nja. Ce na za to bi la je gu blje nje 
di rekt ne ve ze sa po li tič kom prak som. Dru gi va žan za klju čak je ste da se me-
si ja ni zam oslo ba đa Me si je, kao je di nog ga ran ta isti ni to sti me si ja ni stič ke vi-
zi je i osnov nog objek ta um ne ve re u me si ja ni zmu, dok se, fi gu ra tiv no re če no, 
na gla ša va se ulo ga apo sto la, no si o ca do brih ve sti. Ulo ga me si je se umno ža-
va, da je joj se mno štvo gla so va, me si jan ski za to mo že bi ti bi lo či je de lo ili 
bi lo ko ji do ga đaj ko ji za slu žu je i omo gu ća va uni ver za li stič ku ar ti ku la ci ju. 
Na gla sak se sta vlja na me si ja ni stič ku ar ti ku la ci ja za ko ju su ovi auto ri još 
uvek ve ro va li da je mo gu ća kao isto rij ski ma te ri ja li zam ili dru štve na kri ti ka.

Me si ja ni zam kao ne svo di va otvo re nost po li ti ke

Po sled njih de ce ni ja ova ide ja je ob no vi lje na u sklo pu ras pra ve o de hu ma-
ni zu ju ćim učin ci ma i ne prav da ma glo bal nog (neo li be ral nog) ka pi ta li zma. 
U sre di štu ras pra ve je neo bi čan spoj te o lo ške tra di ci je i mark si zma, ve re i eman-
ci pa ci je7. Kon tekst u ko me se on ob na vlja u je ste dis kurs o kri zi de mo krat ske 

7  Tu ma če nje Mark sa u es ha to lo škom klju ču ko je je osno va ova kvog po ve zi va nja 
po ti če još od ve o ma uti caj ne stu di je Ja ko ba Ta ub sa Za pad na es ha to lo gi ja, ko ja je kao 
ha bi li ta ci o na te za na pi sa na još 1947. go di ne (Ta u bes 2009). Agam ben i Ži žek če sto 
oda ju dug ovom auto ru.
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po li ti ke. Naj po zna ti ji ta kav po ku šaj je ste De ri di na ide ja „me si ja ni stič kog 
bez me si ja ni zma“ raz vi je na u knji zi Mark so ve sa bla sti (De ri da 2004). 
Ne što dru ga či ju in ter pre ta ci ju, ali unu tar slič nog okvi ra, nu de Ba di ju 
(Alain Ba di ou), Agam ben i Ži žek kroz po li tič ko tu ma če nje uče nja sve tog 
Pa vla. Upr kos raz li ka ma ko je su zna čaj ne i uza jam nim kri ti ka ma, o ovim 
tu ma če nji ma me si ja ni zma mo gu će je za jed no ras pra vlja ti jer sva ko od njih 
vo di do da ljeg „pra žnje nja“ poj ma me si ja ni zma od kon kret nih po li tič kih 
sa dr ža ja. Spo ro vi unu tar ove gru pe auto ra i ne kih te o lo ga, vo de se oko 
pi ta nja pri ro de i ka rak te ra me si ja ni stič kog do ga đa ja ko ji otva ra mo guć nost 
uno še nja no ve ar ti ku la ci je u jav nost i zah te va uni ver zal no pri zna nje. Za 
ne ke, po put De ri de, ra di se sa mo o ne svo di voj i otvo re noj mo guć no sti, dok 
o nje nom sa dr ža ju i ar ti ku la ci ji ne mo že mo mno go re ći, osim da se ra di o 
po zi vu da se is pu ni uvek otvo re no po li tič ko obe ća nje o prav di, a ko ji je 
uvek sa dr žan u sve mu što je „po li tič ko ko je je u do la sku“. To je ne svo di va 
za go net ka po li ti ke ko ja se ne mo že re ša va ti i ne tre ba da se re ša va, ne go 
na ko joj tre ba „igra ti“ i ko ju tre ba ra sve tlja va ti. Za ve ći nu osta lih, me si ja-
ni zam sa dr ži su per i or ni „po zi tiv ni isti no sni zah tev“, ka kvu je sa dr ža va la 
Pa vlo va po li ti ka, pre sve ga u Po sla ni ci ri mlja ni ma.

Va žni je od ovog spo ra u ovom kon tek stu je ste te za da je u me si ja ni zmu, 
bi lo u for mi ne u ki di vog me si jan skog gla sa, ili u ob li ku su per i or nih „po zi-
tiv nih vi zi ja“, sa dr žan kri tič ki i sub ver ziv ni po li tič ki po ten ci jal. Na čin na 
ko ji se me si ja ni stič ki glas ili pre ten zi ja vi de je ste uvek u ve zi sa ne kim do-
ga đa jem či ja ar ti ku la ci ja ima spo sob nost da pro me ni tok isto ri je i ce lo kup-
no dru štvo. Me si ja ni zam je u ovom po gle du, da pa ra fra zi ram, „po li tič ka 
bom ba sa ko jom tre ba pa žlji vo ru ko va ti“. Ova bom ba se na la zi u sr cu svih 
po re da ka, a de mo kra ti je vi še od osta lih, jer ona sa ma ko ke ti ra sa pre-po li-
tič kim vi zi ja ma oku plje nog gra đan stva.

Pi ta nje je me đu tim ko li ka je „eks plo ziv na“ moć po li tič kog me si ja ni zma i 
da li se ovom bom bom mo že ru ko va ti. Da li se je on mo žda pra zna pu ška, 
ka ko se is po sta vi lo za ve li ki broj de vet na e sto ve kov nih po ku ša ja. De ri din 
od go vor je opre zan. On uka zu je sa mo na ne u ki di vost me si jan skog gla sa u 
po li ti ci, ko je po li tič ko či ni več no otvo re nim za no ve i na do la ze će po li tič ke 
iza zo ve ko ji pro iz i la ze iz ne pra ved nog po lo ža ja. Po li ti ka iz ba vlje nja je ste 
ono što se pri želj ku je pri zi va njem prav de, a gla so ve ko ji pri zi va ju prav du 
ni je mo gu će ućut ka ti. Oni su ti ko ji ne do pu šta ju ni jed nom po ret ku da se 
bez ostat ka kon so li du je. De ri da od bi ja da ka že mno go vi še o me si ja ni zmu 
u po li ti ci, tač ni je de mo kra ti ji ko ja je u do la sku. On se za do vo lja va ti me da 
kon stu je ne svo di va for mal na obe lež ja struk tu re me si ja ni stič kog unu tar ko ga 
osta je otvo re no me sto za raz li či te me si ja ni zme. Sva ko je po zvan da pri zo ve 
prav du i iz ba vlje nje kao po li tič ki pro gram, če sto sek ta ški i ra to bo ran. Ali i u 
ta kvim slu ča je vi ma osta je ono me si ja ni stič ko, ko je se ne za tva ra, jer sva ki 
kon kre tan, isto rij sku ob lik me si ja ni zma sa dr ži pa ra doks: on je obe ća nje ko-
je je pre kr še no onog tre nut ka kad se ostva ri, od no sno in sti tu ci o na li zu je. Ali 
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upra vo zbog to ga ni je mo gu ća imu ni za ci ja si ste ma od me si ja ni zma kao 
ta kvog (me si ja ni stič kog) i za tva ra nje me si ja ni stič kog u po se ban isto rij ski 
ob lik me si ja ni zma. Šta vi še ta kva ide ja je auto de struk tiv na, ona kon ta mi-
ni ra i ra za ra zdra vo tki vo, po seb no u de mo kra ti ji.8

De ri da ho će da oda po čast me si jan skoj ve ri, ali ne i da pri hva ti ne ki njen 
spe ci fi čan ob lik. Sva ki njen spe ci fi čan ob lik „vo di nas kao da smo sle pi“ i 
sa dr ži kli cu fa na ti zma ko ji se ne mo že opra ti od kr vi pro su te u nje go vo ime.
(Ca pu to 2010) Re li gi o zni fun da men ta li zam sa svo jim po li tič kim zah te vi ma, 
ko ji je u pro cva tu u ne kim de lo vi ma sve ta, ne mo že se is klju či ti iz kor pu sa 
po li tič kog me si ja ni zma. Od fun da men ta li zma ni je imu na ni li be ral na de-
mo kra ti ja on da ka da u svom tru jum fa li zmu pro roč ki šti ti svo ju vi zi ju, ne 
okle va ju ći da je pot kre pi bom ba ma. Iz tog raz lo ga mo ra mo se za dr ža ti na 
ve ri u me si ja ni stič ko, u ono što je stal no u do la sku, a ni ka da ne će do ći; 
ve ri u ne pred vi di vu i kon ti gent nu bu duć nost. Ta kva bu duć nost ne vr ši re-
pre si ju i ču va sa da šnji plu ra li zam, he te ro ge nost, raz li či te gla so ve, svo je vr-
sni ne red ko ji odr ža va de mo kra ti ju. Ova De ri di na in ter pre ta ci ja kri ti ko va-
na je kao ple me ni ta ali pra zna,9 od no sno da ne po se du je do vo ljan kri tič ki 
po ten ci jal i sub ver ziv nu moć da bi ogo li la de hu ma ni zu ju ću moć neo li be-
ral nog ka pi ta li zma i uka za la na al ter na ti vu.

Ne što ja ču sna ga pri pi su je se pa vlov skoj ver zi ji me si ja ni zma ko ju za stu pa ju 
Ba diu, Agam ben i Ži žek. Me si jan ski do ga đaj je taj ko ji otva ra vra ta za no vu 
ar ti ku la ci ju i pro me nu. Ba di ju nu di te o rij sku pod lo gu za ta kvo tu ma če nje. 
Nje go vo uka zi va nje na neo t klo nji vu kon ti gent nost po li tič kog kroz ma te ma-
tič ki do kaz ne pot pu no sti bi lo kog (etič kog ili po li tič kog) sku pa ele me na ta i 
nje go ve pod lo žno sti pro me ni kroz ne pred vi di ve do ga đa je. Me si jan ski do ga-
đaj je je din stve ni (sin gu la ran) do ga đaj, ali do ga đaj ko ji u se bi no si ono uni-
ver zal no. To je uni ver zal no ko ji iz mi če iden ti tet skoj lo gi ci i esen ci ja li stič kom 
po ni šta va nju raz li ka. Do ga đaj je isti na ko ja se do ga đa, ko ja ima moć pro sve-
tlje nja. Kao od go va ra ju ći isto rij ski pri mer ta kvog do ga đa ja po slu ži la je, 
po red svih kon tro ver zi, me si jan ska prak sa sve tog Pa vla. Pa vle je va žan jer 
je su bjek tiv nim ge stom ob ja vio isti nu, bez po zi va nja na pro ve ri ve spolj ne 
ga ran te. To je gest ko jim se isti na i prav da iz u zi ma ju iz nad le žno sti za jed-
ni ce i in te lek tu al nog kon for mi zna ko ji ona na me će. (Ba di ou 2010: 13-30) 
Do ga đaj je ono što po ve zu je su bjek ta i isti nu ko ja ima ima ute me lju ju ću 

8  De ri da upo tre blja va reč auto-imu ni za ci ja ko ju pre u zi ma iz me di cin skog reč ni ka i 
de lom ne pre ci zno tu ma či. On je, raz vio ovu ide ju da bi ob ja snio de lo va nje sa vre me nog 
re li gi ji skog fun da men ta li zma ko ji je kon ta mi ni rao se be mo der ni stič kim oru đi ma ko ja 
ko ri sti u bor bi pro tiv za pad nih vred no sti i ti me sam ugro zio svo ju su šti nu (De ri da 
2007). Na isti na čin ko ri sti ovaj po jam i ka da upo zo ra va da de mo kra ti ja ko ja po ku ša va 
da se imu ni zu je od stra nih uti ca ja ujed no na pa da i vla sti te zdra ve ele men te. U me di-
ci ni, or ga ni zam obo leo od auto i mu nih bo le sti ne raz li ku je obo le le i zdra ve će li je i 
pod jed na ko ih na pa da.
9  Za ras pra vu o do me ti ma De ri di nog me si ja ni zma vi de ti Bra dley and Fletcher 2010.
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sna gu. Ta kvi do ga đa ji su ret ki, a mo gu ih iz ve sti sa mo ret ki i od va žni su bjek-
ti či ja ver nost isti ni je ste su štin ska. Ove od li ke su pre po zna te u Pa vlo vom 
„ra du na us po sta vlja nju za jed ni ca dru štve ne prav de me đu ugnje te nom ma-
som Rim skog car stva“ (Jen nings 2013: 6). Ovaj rad se od vi jao upr kos vla sti 
i mi mo za ko na, prav da ko ju Pa vle pri zi va je ste prav da ko ja ute me lju je no vu 
dru štve nost, onu ko ja se su pro sta vlja za ko nu i zah te va pre o bra žaj dru štva. 
Pa vlo ve mi ni-za jed ni ce oku plje ne oko ide je me si jan ske prav de ver no ču va ju 
ovu mo guć nost uni ver zal ne pro me ne. Zbog to ga, one su tem pi ra ne bom be 
u sr cu po ret ka jer pri zi va ju pot pu no no vo sta nje stva ri i du bo ko ve ru ju da 
vre di pod ne ti žr tvu za nje go vo ostva re nje. Ja kob Ta ubs u tom smi slu ka že 
da su Pa vlo ve po sla ni ce „po li tič ka ob ja va ra ta Ri mu“ (Ta u bes 2009a: 33-34).

Na ovom me stu na sta ju raz li ke u tu ma če nji ma me si ja ni zma, či ja za jed nič ka 
tač ka je ste in si sti ra nje na nje go voj van red noj, eks ce snoj i an ti si stem skoj 
pri ro di. Ma da kod sva kog od po minj nog auto ra me si ja ni stič ko pre bi va na 
dru gom me stu (isti ni do ga đa ja, či stom de lo va nju, van red nom sta nju), te 
raz li ke ne uti ču na raz u me va nje ulo ge me si ja ni stič kog ar gu men ta. Ar gu ment 
u svim slu ča je vi ma uka zu je na mo guć nost no vog ko je je kao mo guć nost 
usi dre no u pra zni na ma ko je po sto je ći po re dak ne mo že da uklju či i re gu li še. 
U ovim pra zni na ma mo gu na sta ti do ga đa ji, sta nja ili ob li ci de lo va nja ko ji 
su iz van vi do kru ga si ste ma i ko ji ma on ne mo že upra vlja ti. Sa sta no vi šta 
po ret ka, oni se po ka zu ju kao ano ma li je, apo ri je, pa ra dok si, eks ce si, itd., ali 
u se bi mo gu sa dr ža va ti po zi tiv ni po ten ci jal za kon sti tu i sa nje no vog sta nja 
stva ri. U ovom smi slu, me si ja ni stič ko se us po sta vlja ni iz če ga i zah te va 
pre o bli ko va nje po sto je ćeg sta nja stva ri us po sta vlja njem no vog se man tič kog 
okvi ra raz u me va nja stvar no sti. „U do ga đa ju, ne me nja ju se sa mo stva ri, ono 
što se me nja je sam pa ra me tar po mo ću ko ga me ri mo či nje ni ce pro me ne, tj. 
tač ka pre o kre ta me nja ce lo kup no po lje unu tar ko ga se či nje ni ce po ja vlju ju“ 
(Ži žek 2014: epub iz da nje). No vi okvir ne oprav da va se u od no su na dru-
štve no pri hva tlji ve nor me, tra di ci ju, kul tu ru ili ve ro va nja, ne go u od no su 
na sta nje stva ri ko je se otva ra ka da se do ga đaj do go di: on pro iz vo di vla sti-
to oprav da nje ta ko što tek u sve tlu do ga đa ja po ja vlju ju se raz lo zi ko ji su do 
ta da bi li ne vi dlji vi. Vre men ski od nos uzro ka i po sle di ce je pro me njen kroz 
pro ces na knad nog ukla pa nja u no vi okvir. Kao u lju ba vi, na u ci ili umet no sti, 
naj pre se do ga đa pro sve tlje nje, a tek u sve tlu nje ga vi di mo raz lo ge.

Me si ja ni zam je, da kle, otvo re na on to lo ška i/ili po li tič ka mo guć nost dru ga-
či jeg (se man tič kog) struk tu ri sa nja stvar no sti iz ko ga se na knad no ra đa 
no vi po li tič ki pro jekt i po kre će gra đa ne na str pljiv i te žak rad na re struk-
tu i ra nje po sto je ćih dru štve nih od no sa. On je objekt či ste ve re. Upr kos to me, 
Ba di ju i Ži žek na sto je da me si ja ni zam po gu ra ju u pra vom sme ru. Ta pra vac 
je ste iz ba vlje nje iz okvi ra ko ji je de fi ni san li be ral nim ka pi ta li zmom ko ji 
svo di lju de na eko nom ske pa ra me tre i ko ji na me će lju di ma na čin ži vo ta 
ve zan za ek plo a ta ci ju, za vi snost i kon tro lu. Cilj je da se pod stak ne, da Kan-
to vu ter mi no lo gi ju upr kos kri ti ka ma ko ju mu upu ću ju ovi auto ri, „istin ski 
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en tu zi ja zam“ ko ji je „uvek bli ži ide al nom, i to či sto mo ral nom ... ko ji je u 
re vo lu ci o na ri ma iza zi vao čist po jam pra va“. Fran cu ski re vo lu ci o na ri su 
bi li ne pot ku plji vi jer su bi li vo đe ni „či stim poj mom pra va“, ko ji im je bio 
us kra ćen, a ko ji je pod sta kao „rev nost i du še nu ve li či nu“ (Kant 1974: 186). 
Na rav no, po mi nja ni auto ri ne ve ru ju, kao Kant, u nu žnost mo ral nog na-
pret ka ko ji le ži u osno vi ova kvog sta va. “Rev nost i du šev na ve li či na” mo-
ra ju pro is te ći iz kon ti gent ne si tu a ci je, ali iz si tu a ci je ko ja re fe ri še na ano-
ma li je i pa ra dok se „pre-do ga đaj ne si tu a ci je“. Du bo ka eko nom ska kri za, na 
pri mer, mo že bi ti shva će na kao „pre-do ga đaj na si tu a ci ja“, a po kre ti ši rom 
sve ta shva će ni kao po nov no bu đe nje ve re da je ču do mo gu će.10 To je ono 
što Mark sa po ve zu je sa sve tim Pa vlom i što usme ra va me si ja ni zam u od re-
đe nom prav cu. Do ga đaj svo jom isti nom stva ra post li be ral ni pro gram ko ji 
se ostva ru je kao no vi re fe rent ni okvir (Sve nungsson 2013: 749).

Naj da lje u ovom po gle du ide Ba di ju. Za nje ga de ri di jan ska či sta ra zno vr-
snost ne mo že bi ti od go va ra ju ći objekt mi šlje nja i ve re, ne go sva ka isto rij-
ska si tu a ci ja, ma da kon ti gent na, sa dr ži isti nu, i to sa mo jed nu isti nu. Ba di ju 
kroz ar ti ku la ci ju uslo va mo guć no sti do ga đa ja da lje su ža va op seg is ku sta va 
ko ja se mo gu opi sa ti kao do ga đaj. Isti na ko ja je ima nent na do ga đa ju ot kri-
va se u nje mu sa mom kroz pri pa da ju ću ar ti ku la ci ju ko ja mno štvo i ra zno-
vr snost pre tva ra u do ga đaj. Iner pre ta tiv na in ter ven ci ja u vek se od no si na 
sve pro ži ma ju ći si stem zna nja (“to tal nu tek stu ru zna nja”) i na se be re fe ri še 
kao na epo hal no ot kro ve nje unu tar ko ga se či nje ni ce po ja vlju ju i tu ma če. 
Bez ula že nja u so fi sti ci ra ne de ta lje ono ga što či ni do ga đaj, mo že se re ći da 
ova kvo tu ma če nje omo gu ću je Ba di juu (ali i Ži že ku) da ne ka is ku stva is klju-
če iz ka te go ri je do ga đa ja. 11 Ta kve ar ti ku la ci je se ne od no se na “simp tom ska 
kri vlje nja”, ne go sa mo na pro ble me u funk ci o ni sa nju si ste ma. Hi tle rov na-
ci zam, Sta lji no ve čist ke, islam ski fun da men ta li zam ni su do ga đa ji jer se 
mo gu raz u me ti unu tar re fe rent nog okvi ra do mi ni ra ju ćih zna če nja po mo ći 
ko jih tu ma či mo po li ti ku (Ži žek 2014: epub iz da nje).

Dru ge te ško će ovih te o ri ja ti ču se sa mo re fe ren ci jal nost do ga đa ja i iz ne ve-
ra va nje do ga đa ja. Ži že ko vo upu ći va nje na psi ho a na li zu te ško da mo že 
bi ti od po mo ću u ovom po gle du.

10  Ba di ju o pro te sti ma u Egip tu ka že: „Kao po no vo otva ra nje isto ri je, do ga đaj je 
na ja vljen sa tri zna ka, a svi od njih su ima nent ni ma sov nim na rod nim po bu na ma: in-
ten zi fi ka ci ja, kon trak ci ja i lo ka li za ci ja. Ovo su pre-po li tič ki ele men ti, po nov no bu đe nje 
Isto ri je kroz ne re de ko je na di la zi ne po sred nu po bu nu i njen sna žni ni hi li zam. Sa nji ma 
ot po či nje rad no ve isti ne, ko ja se, u po li ti ci, na zi va ’or ga ni za ci ja’.“ (Ba di ou 2012: 63)
11  Raz li ka Ži že ko ve i Ba di ju o ve ver zi je me si ja ni zma ni je u ovom po gle du ve li ka 
ko li ko Ži žek po ne kad to ho će da pred sta vi, ma da po sto ji pro blem tu ma če nja Ba di jo ve 
te o ri je s ob zi rom na pe ri o di za ci ju nje go vih de la. Pro to ko li isti ne Ba di juu omo gu ća va ju 
da pra vi raz li ko va nja za ko ja Ži žek mi sli da Ba di ju o va te o ri ja ni je spo sob na da ih na-
pra vi, ne go da mo ra da po to ne u ide o lo gi ju i pri zna raz li či ze ob li ke fa na ti zma. Vi de ti 
Ži žek 2010 i Bo ste els 2011. 
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Do ga đaj je sa mo re fe ren ci ja lan i sa mo oni ko ji su već deo do ga đa ja mo gu ga 
ozna či ti kao do ga đaj. Ar ti ku la ci ja je deo do ga đa ja, ni je ne što što do la zi na-
knad no. Zbog to ga do ga đaj po sto ji sa mo za ono ga ko je po sto ja ti sum nja da 
li je uop šte po sto jao do ga đaj, osim za ono ga ko je od lu čio da bu de uple ten 
u si tu a ci ju”. (Ži žek 2010: 82). Sto ga je do ga đaj do ga đaj sa mo za pri pad ni ke 
za jed ni ce ver ni ka. Mi si ja sve tog Pa vla, nje go va me si jan ska po li ti ka lju ba vi, 
ve re i na de, pa ra dig ma ti čan slu čaj po sta ja nja ne če ga do ga đa jem za one ko-
ji ni su deo do ga đa ja. Na rav no, “baj ka” o ču de snom us kr snu ću ni je ne što što 
mo že bi ti ube dlji va ar ti ku la ci ja do ga đa ja ko ji je u osno vi me si jan ske po li ti ke 
u mo der no do ba na u ke i teh no lo gi je. Unu tar njih do ga đa ju se kon ti gent ni 
upli vi isti ne ko ji an ta go ni zu ju is kva re no sta nje. Do ga đaj upu ću je na ra di kal-
no no vi po če tak ko ji se do ga đa na kon in ten ziv nog pro sve tlju ju ćeg is ku stva 
ko je ge ne ri še ve ru i en tu zi ja zam, po mo ću ko jih pre po zna je mo do ga đaj kao 
do ga đaj. Ali ov de se vr ti mo u krug ko ji nam ne omo gu ća va da raz li ku je mo 
do ga đaj od ne če ga što li či na do ga đaj. Sto ga, iš če ki va nje ve li kog do ga đa ja 
su o ča va se sa pro ble mom iz o stan ka do ga đa ja i ne mo guć no sti ko lek tiv nog 
de lo va nja i ko or di ni ra ne po li tič ke ak ci je: „Po gle daj mo evrop sku kri zu. Ni ka-
da u ži vo tu ni smo bi li su o če ni sa si tu a ci jom ko ja je bi la to li ko na bi je na re vo-
lu ci o nar nim pri li ka ma. Ni ka da u ži vo tu ni smo bi li to li ko im po tent ni. Ni ka da 
in te lek tu al ci i bor ci ni su bi li to li ko ne mi, to li ko ne moć ni da pro na đu na čin 
da po ka žu put u no vom prav cu.“ (Ži žek 2014: epub iz da nje).

Dru gi pro blem je što po sto ji mno go na či na da se iz ne ve ri isti na do ga đa ja 
unu tar za jed ni ce ver ni ka. Mno gi do ga đa ji iz ne ve re ni su ta ko što su bi li kon-
ta mi ni ra ni “sta rim” obra sci ma de lo va nja i tu ma če nja. To su naj če šće do ga-
đa ji ko ji su bu di li ve ru i iza zi va li erup ci je en tu zi ja zna ali su br zo okon ča va li 
u pe si mi zmu i me lan ho li ji. Po li tič ka isto ri ja mo že pru ži ti obi lje pri me ra. Čak 
i u onim tre nu ci ma ka da po li ti ka po ka zu je svo ju me si jan sku stra nu iz ba vlje-
nja, ne mo že mo bi ti si gur ni da se ra di o istin skom do ga đa ju. Po sma tra no sa 
ove tač ke, po li ti ka je ste me di jum iz ba vlje nja sa mo ako se pot pu no re kon sti-
tu i še kao de lat nost i oslo bo đe na prag ma tič nih ob zi ra. Ali i ta da, mo že mo se 
sa mo kla di ti, sa vi so kim ulo gom, ali i sa ne po zna tom ve ro vat no ćom, kao što 
je slu čaj u Pa ska lo voj op kla di, da An ti hrist ni je taj ko ji i ovog pu ta po be đu je.

Da kle, u oba slu ča ja po sto ji pro blem da se us po sta vi ve za do ga đa ja i spe-
ci fič nih ob li ka de lo va nja ko ji od li ku ju ver nost do ga đa ju, tač ni je da se us po-
sta vi ve za isti ne i su bjek ta. Ovaj ob lik me si ja ni zma tru di da nam pru ži 
ana li tič ka sred stva da se na pra vi raz li ka iz me đu do ga đa nja isti ne, do ga đa-
nja na lik isti ni i iz ne ve ra va nja isti ne, ali ona nam ne po ma že mno go u 
pre po zna va nju istin skog do ga đa ja. Haj de ge rov (He i deg ger) po jam do ga-
đa ja (Er re ig nis) i nje go vo tra gič no pre po zna va nje isto rij skog do ga đa nja 
je ste upo zo re nje ko je sto ji na umu. Ipak, uvo đe nje da ljih for mal nih ogra-
ni če nja ka ko bi se na pra vi la raz li ka i me si ja ni zam oči stio od one svo je 
po lo vi ne ko ja na stu pa „ka da se zve ri bu de“ i raz vi ja se „neo bič na mr žnja 
... pre ma svim stva ri ma i bi ći ma ko ja se ne pot či nja va ju bez re zer vno Me si ji“ 
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(Lo rens 2009: 49), vo di do da ljeg pra žnje nja po li tič kog i nje go ve im po tent-
no sti da sle di vla sti te ci lje ve. U kon krent nom slu ča ju, ra di se o zah te vu za 
či stom ve rom bez ja sno od re đe nog objek ta ve re, osim da je on mo guć, i da 
se op kla da na nje ga ima ve li ku vred nost. Ver nost isti ni i en tu zi ja zam ko ji pro-
is ti če iz nje da ju sna gu za hra brost, ne pot ku plji vost, is traj nost i te žak po li tič-
ki rad ko ji je usme ren do ga đa jem, ali objekt ver no sti je sa mo mo guć nost te ško 
pre po zna tlji vog ču da ko je se do ga đa ka da ve ru je mo. U ovom smi slu, u pi ta nju 
je svo je vr sna od bra na ve re u ve ru, od bra na ra zlo žno sti ve re.

Me si jan ska po li ti ka

Tri ana li tič ki raz dvo je na ob li ka po li tič kog me si ja ni zma uka zu ju na pro ble-
ma tič ni ve zu me si ja ni zma i ob li ka po li tič kog de lo va nja. Što je ta ve za ne-
po sred ni ja, to su opa sno sti od po ja ve ru žnog li ca me si ja ni zma iz ra že ni ja. 
Što je ta ve za po sred ni ja, po li tič ki me si ja ni zam se pre tva ra u ple me ni te ali 
ne moć ne po kli če za prav dom i isti nom. Du bi na me si ja ni stič kog za hva ta je 
ta kva da ona zah te va se man tič ko pre o kvi ra va nje stvar no sti ko je zah te va 
in ten ziv ni ide o lo ški rad (u gram ši jev skom smi slu), ali se isto vre me no iz la že 
ri zi ku su zbi ja nja je re si ra znim ob li ci ma dok tri nar ne re pre si je pre ma ne ver-
ni ci ma. Dvo stru ko li ce me si jan ske po li ti ke če sto se ko ri sti da de li gi ti mi še 
me si jan sku sta nu po li ti ke kao vi zi o nar sku i da uda lji iz ba vi telj ske pre ten-
zi je od gra ni ca po li tič kog uma. Za Rol sa (John Rawls), na pri mer, „ja ka 
ose ća nja i va tre ne te žnje“ ni su raz lo zi (Rols, 1998: 190). Sna ga i gor lji vost 
sa ko jom za stu pa mo na ša uve re nja ne go vo re ni šta ni o nji ho voj isti ni to sti 
ni ti o oprav da no sti nji ho vih pre ten zi ja, ali go vo re o že lji za vi zi o nar skim 
re di zaj ni ra njem sve ta pre ma vla sti tim te žnja ma. Pi ta nje je da li ove pre-
ten zi je, ma da sa mo i spu nja va ju ća pro ro čan stva, mo gu na knad no pro iz ve sti 
vla sti to oprav da nje i odr ža va ti ve ru u nji hov sa dr žaj.

Ne za vi sno od mo guć no sti me si jan ske po li ti ke da ču va ve ru u pro me nu, ras-
pra ve o me si ja ni zmu u po li ti ci uka za le su na ne ka ne u klo nji va obe lež ja 
po li ti ke ko ja su re le vant na za ras pra ve o de mo kra ti ji i nje noj kri zi. Jed no 
obe lež je je ne u klo nji va otvo re nost i ne pred vi di vost po li ti ke. Po li tič ko se ne 
mo že za tvo ri ti u sku po ve pro ce du ra ko je is klju ču ju mo guć nost ra di kal ne 
pro me ne. Ovo ne zna či da pre o bra žaj za vi si is klju či vo od ver no sti i po sve-
će no sti me si jan skom do ga đa ju ili ci lju, ali ver nost i po sve će nost pre-po li tič-
kim ci lje vi ma mo gu da uz dr ma ju sva ki po re dak. Dru go obe lež je od no si se 
na zna čaj du bo kih pre-po li tič kih vi zi ja i do ga đa ja ko ji uka zu ju da po li ti ka 
uvek sa dr ži di men zi ju iz ba vlje nja. Uko li ko de mo krat ski po re dak ne mo že 
da ih uklju či i pro ce su i ra kroz in sti tu ci o nal no le gi ti mi zo va ne po li ti ke, nje-
go ve in sti tu ci je po sta ju oko šta le for me ko je ni su u sta nju da odr ža va ju ve ru 
u vla sti tu vred nost, ko ja je od su štin ske va žno sti za nji ho vo funk ci o ni sa nje.

U po sled njem de lu ću ukrat ko ana li zi ra ti na pe to sti ko je uka zu ju na dvo-
stru ki de fi cit re al no po sto je ćih de mo kra ti ja. S jed ne stra ne, de mo krat ske 



658

ĐORĐE PAVIĆEVIĆ POLITIČKI MESIJANIZAM I DEMOKRATIJA...

in sti tu ci je ni su u sta nju da po lo že ra čun o to me da ide je o de mo kra ti ji ima-
ju re al ni sa dr žaj i da nji ho vo ostva ri va nje gra đa ni ma pru ža ori jen ta ci ju 
(obe ća nje iz ba vlje nja) u da tom dru štve nom okru že nju ili isto rij skoj si tu a-
ci ji. S dru ge stra ne, de mo krat ska te o ri ja ne mo že da po lo ži ra čun o to me 
pod ko ji ma uslo vi ma de mo kra ti ja mo že ču va ti ve ru u vla sti tu re a li za ci ju 
bez ob zi ra na to što ni je ra zum no pret po sta vi ti da se po li tič ke ide je mo gu 
do kra ja re a li zo va ti u bi lo kom fi zič kom so ci jal nom okru že nju.

Me si ja ni zam i ve ra u de mo kra ti ju

Me si jan ski ele men ti u mo der noj po li ti ci te ma ti zo va li su se na raz li či te na-
či ne. Mar ga ret Ka no van (Mar ga ret Ca no van) sle de ći Maj kla Ouk šo ta (Mic hael 
Oakes hott) pra vi, po ma lo ne sreć nu, di stink ci ju iz me đu po li ti ke iz ba vlje nja 
i po li ti ke prag ma ti zma (Ca no van 2000: 8). Ov de ću po li tič kom me si ja ni-
zmu, po slič noj li ni ji raz gra ni če nja, su pro sta vi ti po li tič ki ci ni zam. Po li tič ki 
me si ja ni zam ne gu je po zi tiv nu ve ru da po li ti ka mo že bi ti me di jum iz ba vlje-
nja kroz po li tič ku ar ti ku la ci ju pre-po li tič kih oče ki va nja i vi zi ja. Po li tič ki 
ci ni zam je skep ti čan u ovom po gle du i po li ti ci do de lju je ulo gu re ša va nja 
kon fli ka ta i kon kret nih pro ble ma, po mo ću jav nih po li ti ka, ne za vi sno od 
nji ho vog kraj njeg ci lja i sa dr ža ja. Uni ver zal ne vi zi je i vred no sti su po sao 
pro po ved ni ka i uto pij skih sa nja ra, ne po li ti ča ra. De mo krat ski me si ja ni zam 
sta vlja kar tu na mo guć nost ko lek tiv nog de lo va nja i spo sob nost udru že nih 
gra đa na da sta ve pod kon tro lu po li tič ke pro ce se, dok de mo krat ski ci ni zam 
sma tra da je de mo krat ska po li ti ka, kao i sva ka dru ga, ume će vla da nja i 
po li tič kog po slo va nja u spe ci fič nom in sti tu ci o nal nom okru že nju i ni je po sao 
za ama te re. Oba ob li ka po li ti ke, uze ti sa mi za se bi, is pu šta ju ne što va žno 
iz vi da. Prv, ne vo di do volj no ra ču na o uslo vi ma vla sti te ostva ri vo sti u re-
al nom isto rij skom i so ci jal nom okru že nju, dok dru gi gu bi ori jen ta ci ju i 
oslo nac ko ji mu obez be đu ju idej ni sa dr ža ji.

Na ovom tra gu, Mar ga ret Ka no van iz dva ja tri na pe to sti re al no po to je ćih 
de mo kra ti ja (Ca no van 1999: 10): a) nor ma tiv nu na pe tost iz me đu obe ća nja 
se ku lar nog iz ba vlje nja kroz ko lek tiv no de lo va nje i de mo krat ske po li ti ke kao 
“po hlep nog po li tič kog po slo va nja” pro fe si o nal nih po li ti ča ra-pred u ze ni ka; 
b) struk tur nu na pe tost u po gle du mo ći de mo krat ske po li ti ke da sta vi pod 
kon tro lu pi ta nja ko ja se ti ču gra đa na u od no su na upli ve eko nom ske mo ći; 
c) in sti tu ci o nal nu na pe tost u od no su na sve du blje “otu đe nje” gra đa na od 
ži vo ta de mo krat skih in sti tu ci ja. Unu tar re al no po sto je ćih de mo kra ti ja ne-
rav no te ža ide na stra nu po li ti ke ci ni zma. Em pi rij ske ana li ze po tvr đu ju ove 
uvi de i če sto se u nji ma iz ra ža va za bri nu tost za to što po li ti ka gu bi zva nje 
“ple me ni tog po zi va”. Pro blem je što se ova dva aspek ta po li ti ke ne mo gu se 
za seb no ar ti ku li sa ti, na knad no spo ji ti i ba lan si ra ti, po seb no ne sa po zi ci je 
sta bil nog i efi ka snog funk ci o ni sa nja si ste ma vla da vi ne. Ta kav pri stup osla nja 
se na for mal nu struk tu ru in sti tu ci ja i de mo kra ti ju svo di na pro ce se ko ji zah te-
va ju pri la go đa va nje gra đa na po sto je ćim in sti tu ci ja ma i pro ce du ra ma.
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Ši ro ko uče šće gra đa na ugro ža va sta bil nost de mo kra ti je. Ne u če šće gra đa na 
je, na kon Dru gog svet skog ra ta, po seb no kod ame rič kih po li tič kih na uč ni-
ka, sma tra no za dru štve no po želj ni po li tič ki fe no me ni, jer do pri no si sta bil-
no sti de mo kra ti je. Gru pa auto ra je u ana li zi ame rič kih pred sed nič ki kam-
pa nja tvr di la da gla sač ka apa ti je odr ža va po re dak i da „ubla ža va šok od 
ne sla ga nja, pri la go đa va nja i pro me ne“ (Pur zel 1973: 259). U na gra đe noj 
knji zi Ame rič kog udru že nja za po li tič ke na u ke (Ame ri can Po li ti cal Sci en ce 
As so ci a tion) iz 2006. go di ne, Dže ri Sto ker (Ge rry Stoc ker) gra đa ne na zi va 
po li tič kim ama te ri ma či je de lo va nje mo že „iri ti ra ti“ pro fe si o nal ce, a po vre-
me no bi ti i opa sno. On se za la že za ogra ni če no uče šće gra đa na, ka ko bi se 
sa ču vao de mo krat ski ka rak ter po ret ka ko ji je ugro žen pre te ra nim ci ni zmom 
i od boj no šću gra đa na pre ma in sti tu ci o nal noj po li ti ci. Zbog to ga Sto ker 
po zi va gra đa ne da bu du „vi še mo ral no sa mo kri tič ni i re flek siv ni u od no su 
pre ma po li ti ci. Oni bi tre ba lo da te že da po sta nu još kom pe tent ni ji ama te-
ri” (Stoc ker 2006: 14). Či ni se da se lo gi ka de mo kra ti je iz o kre nu la. Uko li-
ko su ne za do volj ni in sti tu ci o nal nom struk tu rom i pro ce som do no še nja 
od lu ka, gra đa ni su ti ko ji bi tre ba lo da pro me ne stav ka ko bi sa ču va li istu 
onu in sti ti tu ci o nal nu struk tu ru ko ja ih či ni ne za do volj nim i ci nič nim. Za-
uz vrat, pro fe si o nal ni po li ti ča ri obez be di će im pro stor za ama ter sko ba vlje-
nje po li ti kom, pod uslo vom da ne iri ti ra ju pro fe si o nal ce i ne do vo di u 
opa snost pro ces do no še nja od lu ka.

Ovo uda lja va nje de mo krat ske po li ti ke od gra đa na re zul tat je evo lu ci je poj-
ma de mo kra ti je na kon svet skih ra to va ko ja je vo di la ka to me da se kon-
kret na isto rij ska for ma de mo kra ti je učvr sti kao nor ma de mo kra ti je (Pur cell 
1973). To je for ma pred stav nič ke de mo kra ti je sa uni ver zal nim pra vom 
gla sa i re gu lar nim iz bo ri ma, ali i ustav nim ogra ni če nji ma ko ja su spre ča-
va la du blju po li tič ku in ter ven ci ju u ci lju ot kla nja nja dru štve nih ne jed na-
ko sti i ubla ža va nja “šo ka od pro me ne” ko ju je mo glo iza zva ti ši re nje pra va 
gla sa. De mo kra ti ja se u ve li koj me ri pre tvo ri la u sa mo za šti će nu for mu ko ja 
joj je ote ža va la sa mo tran sfor ma ci ju, ali ko ju je, ma kar u po sled njih sto go-
di na, kon stant no pra tio dis kurs o kri zi de mo kra ti je.12 Naj pre je to bi la kri za 
ko ju je pro u zro ko va la te ško ća par la men tar nih de mo kra ti ja da uspe šno mo-
bi li zu ju gra đa ne za rat, za tim kri za ko ju je iza zvao us pon ide o lo ških ne pri-
ja te lja, fa ši zma i so ci ja li zma, on da kri za ka pi ta li stič ke de mo kra ti je da uspe-
šno ser vi si ra so ci jal ne osno ve svog po sto ja nja, da bi se na kra ju go vo ri lo o 

12  Li te ra tu ra o kri zi de mo kra ti je, čak i pre ma sa mim na slo vi ma, je ne pre gled na. 
Pro li fe ra ci ja je po če la dva de se tih go di na pro šlog ve ka, a ni je se za vr ši la ni sa ne stan-
kom ide o lo ških ne pri ja te lja sa sce ne to kom de ve de se tih go di na. Na i me, No be lo va 
fon da ci ja je 1994. odr ža la sim po zi jum Po be da i kri za de mo kra ti je na ko me su po zna ti 
svet ski dru štve ni na uč ni ci ras pra vlja li o to me da li je po be da de mo kra ti je stvar na ili 
ona pa ti od ne kih unu tra šnjih ogra ni če nja zbog ko jih je neo p hod na stal na spolj na in-
ter ven ci ja ko ja bi sta bi li zo va la de mo krat ske usta no ve. (Hal de ni us 1997). Za in for ma-
tiv ne pre gle de kri ti ka de mo kra ti je u dva de se tom ve ku vi de ti Put zell 1973, Mi ler 2013.
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ima nent noj kri zi i pre la sku de mo kra ti je u post de mo kra ti ju. Sta nje kri ze je 
spe ci fič no po to me što pri zi va spolj nu in ter ven ci ju u ci lju odr ža nja si ste ma 
či ja rav no te ža je na ru še na. In ter ven ci ja, go to vo po pra vi lu, išla je ka ja ča nju 
iz vr šne vla sti na ra čun de mo krat skog pro ce sa, shva će nog u par la men tar-
nom smi slu (Mi ler 2013: 147-153).

Od go vor nost za ovu kri zu de mo kra ti je, u ve li koj me ri, sno se i gra đa ni, ko-
ji su iz gu bi li ve ru u de mo krat ske in sti tu ci je usled ne ra zum nih oče ki va nja 
od de mo kra ti je i pre te ra nog upli ta nja u po li ti ku. Zbog to ga se ja vio pro blem 
ka ko po vra ti ti po li tič ku ve ru i ob no vi ti ži vot de mo krat skih in sti tu ci ja, ali 
pod pret po stav kom oču va nja po sto je će for me. Po red po zi va na sni že na 
oče ki va nja, ne ki su po ku ša li da osmi sle spolj ne, ne po li tič ke pod sti ca je za 
osna ži va nje ve re u smi sa o nu par ti ci pa ci ju gra đa na, ali uz ogra ni čen pri stup 
po li tič kom igra li štu ko ji je kon tro li san od o zgo. Ne ke od ka rak te ri stič nih 
me ra uklju ču ju, na pri mer, lu tri ju za gla sa če, de mo krat ske ki o ske, fi nan sij-
ske po ti ca je, neo ba ve zu ju će fo ru me (Trec hsel and Schmit ter 2004; Schmit ter 
2011: 207-209). Ne za vi sno od za bav nog ka rak te ra ovih re še nja, ona uka-
zu ju na to da for ma osta je ne do di ri va i da se ne po sta vlja pi ta nje nje ne 
sa mo tran sfor ma ci je, upr kos to me što se do vo di u pi ta nje njen tran sfor ma-
tiv ni po ten ci jal da gra đa ne-ama te re mo ti vi še i ob no vi im ve ru (ili po ve re nje) 
da uče šće u po li tič kom pro ce su za njih mo že ima ti smi sla. Po li tič ka ve ra, 
me đu tim, ne mo gu se us po sta vi ti od lu kom i spolj nim po ti ca ji ma, oni mo-
ra ju iz ra sti iz unu tra šnjih od li ka. Me đu tim, uslo vi ostva re nja de mo kra ti je 
ne do pu šta ju da u ovom pro ce su gra đa ni ma sov no uče stvu ju.

Ova kvo gle di šte krit ku je ne dav no pre mi nu li ame rič ki po li tič ki te o re ti čar 
Šel don Vo lin (Shel don Wo lin). Uko li ko že li mo da za dr ži mo smi sa o no zna-
če nje poj ma, de mo kra ti ja se mo že u kon tek stu mo der nih dru šta va sa gle-
da ti sa mo još u ret kim mo men ti ma van si stem ske po li ti ke u ko ji ma se do-
ga đa ju blje sci ko lek tiv nog de lo va nja de mo sa ko ji pro bi ja ju i pro ši ru ju 
re dov no po li tič ko is ku stvo. To je još je di ni pre o sta li po li tič ki ob lik de lo va-
nja ko ji se mo že na zva ti de mo krat skim. Na kon to ga, de mo kra ti ja se po vla-
či i od la zi u iz be gli štvo (Wo lin 1996). Raz log za to je ste upra vo ve zi va nje 
de mo kra ti je za bi lo ko ju čvr stu po li tič ku for mu vo di ka ne sta ja nju de mo-
kra ti je. De mo kra ti ja je za nje ga nor ma ko ja se ne mo že ima ti čvr stu for mu, 
pa ni onu ko ju joj na me ću pre de fi ni sa ne mo ral ne nor me ili prav na for ma, 
jer de mo kra ti ja po sto ji sa mo u ak tu pre ko ra če nja (Wo lin 1994). Ovo gle-
di šte o de mo kra ti ji je pri lič no eks trem no i do sta je kri ti ko va no, ali uka zu je 
na jed nu va žnu stvar. Is po lja va nje de mo kra ti je ni je ima nent no bi lo ko joj 
in sti tu ci o nal noj struk tu ri. Šta vi še, sva ka čvr sta struk tu ra, pa i ona kon stu-
ci o nal na, je ste smrt de mo kra ti je.

Vo lin uka zu je na iz laz, ma da ga ne raz ra đu je, ka da ka že da je de mo kra ti ja 
“fe no men ko ji mo že da se sku ći, ali ne mo že da se re a li zu je unu tar bi lo 
ko je for me” (Wo lin 1996a: 63). De mo kra ti ji je, kao i sva kom uku ća ni nu, 
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po treb no po vre me no pro ve tra va nje ku će, a vre me nom i adap ta ci ja i re kon-
struk ci ja. Po li tič ki me si ja ni zam pra vi stal nu po met nju i upo zo ra va da se 
ova ku ća mo ra stal no do gra đi va ti da bi de mo kra ti ja, ma kar po vre me no, 
pre bi va la u njoj.

Za klju čak

Pi ta nje po li tič ke (um ne) ve re u de mo krat ske usta no ve je ste va žno iz naj-
ma nje dva raz lo ga. Naj pre, ve ra gra đa na je ste test za to da se kroz ove usta-
no ve re a li zu ju “pr ve i po sled nje stva ri” ko je se ti ču gra đa na. Ne po sto ji 
for ma de mo kra ti je ko ja to mo že ga ran to va ti. Šta vi še, in si sti ra nje na for mi 
če sto vo di do za bo ra va ko je su to “pr ve i naj va žni je stva ri” oko ko jih su se 
gra đa ni pr vo bit no oku pi li. Dru go, po sto ja nje ve re sta bi li zu je usta no ve iz 
“pra vih raz lo ga”. Usta no ve ne mo gu svo ju sta bil nost za sni va ti sa mo na 
efi ka sno sti i bes kraj nom is pu nja va nju zah te va. Po treb no je da se one bra ne, 
odr ža va ju i tran sfor mi šu i ka da su u kri zi, ka da je to po li tič ki po treb no. 
Te o ri je po li tič kog me si ja ni zma raz ra di le su kon cep tu al ni okvir na ko ji na čin 
se ova ve ra mo že odr ža va ti i mo ti vi sa ti gra đa ne da de lu ju po li tič ki i on da 
ka da to ni je u nji ho vom ne po sred nom in te re su. On pru ža test za to ka da 
je ova ve ra istin ska i ka ko se osta je ve ran nje nom sa dr ža ju. Po li tič ki me si-
ja ni zam i de mo kra ti ja je su bes kuć ni ci, ko ji se ne mo gu do kra ja re a li zo va ti 
u bi lo kom struk tu ri sa nom okru že nju, ali mo gu pru ži ti ori jen ti re za sna la-
že nje u slo že nom dru štve nom i po li tič kom okru že nju.
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Đorđe Pavićević
Political Messianism and Democracy: On Possibility 
of Political Self-transformation of Democracy
Abstract
The article deals with the relation of political messianism to ongoing debate on 
the crisis of democracy. The conceptual framework of political messianism is the 
convenient analytical tool because it makes the concept of crisis a starting point 
for formulating a different politics of redemption. Three conceptions of political 
messianism are being analyzed: as a revolutionary policies, as critical tool, as well 
as open possibility of radical changes. It shows in all three cases that deep beliefs 
play an important role in politics and that it is not possible to immunize political 
order from them. The second part of the paper points to the significance of these 
insights for understanding the discourse on the crisis of democracy which im-
portant part represents the loss of faith in the ability of democratic institutions 
to formulate a framework for meaningful political actions of citizens. As a result, 
there has been a transformation of the concept of democracy which now sees 
political actions of citizens-amateurs as a nuisance. Such a condition produces 
tensions which are burdening the functioning of democratic regimes. In conclusion, 
it is noted that contemporary democracies are not able to restore faith in the 
fundamentals of its existence as long as they insist on the primacy of the form 
of democracy, which in the meantime has become the norm, but fails to convince 
the citizens in their intrinsic values.

Keywords: Political messianism, Redemption, Crisis of democracy, Political faith, 
Regeneration
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Miloš Ćipranić

Inđić i Velaskez

Ap strakt   Svr ha ra da je do vo đe nje u pi ta nje lo gi ke či ta nja tek sto va Or te ge i 
Ga se ta o Ve la ske zu ko je je spro veo Tri vo In đić. Be o grad ski so ci o log je u tek stu 
„Or te ga i Ve la skes“ pre vi deo bit no pi ta nje ko je po sta vlja ma drid ski fi lo zof u okvi-
ru nje go ve in ter pre ta ci je Ve la ske za, a to je – ko ji je za pra vo uslov mo guć no sti 
po i ma nja de la (ovog) sli ka ra? Sli kar stvo je ne ma for ma iz ra za. Or te ga i Ga set se 
pi ta – ka ko go vo ri ti o lju di ma ko ji ne go vo re? Po što Tri vo In đić ni je is ta kao bit nost 
ovog pi ta nja i ot krio taj tran scen den tal ni mo tiv, sam nje gov nje gov tekst o Ve-
la ske zu bi će pro ble ma ti zo van u tom prav cu.

Ključ ne re či: mu ti zam, sli kar stvo, Ho se Or te ga i Ga set, Tri vo In đić, Di je go Ve la skez

Tek sto vi Tri va In đi ća u od no su na mi sao Ho se Or te ge i Ga se ta (José Or te ga 
y Gas set) ne mo gu da se po sma tra ju kao pro le go me na. Oni ne pre ten du ju 
da bu du op šti uvod u mi sao ovog fi lo zo fa. De lo Tri va In đi ća o Or te gi i Ga-
se tu ne mo že bi ti ozna če no na taj na čin, jer ne ma na me ru da to ut co urt 
iz ne se osnov ne te ze nje go vog fi lo zof skog si ste ma u ce li ni.

Tri vo In đić u naj ve ćoj me ri po sma tra mi sao Or te ge i Ga se ta sa sta no vi šta 
na u ke o dru štvu. Nje gov glav ni tekst po sve ćen ovom mi sli o cu je knji ga 
Us pon ma sa, u ko joj raz ma tra du a li stič ku kon cep ci ju dru štva i isto ri je Or-
te ge i Ga se ta sa so ci o lo ško-an tro po lo škog sta no vi šta. Još da lje od sva kog 
pro pe de u tič kog mo men ta, ovo de lo iz 1985. go di ne za sno va no je na is tra-
ži va nju sa za ključ kom ko ji je na stao uz po moć pre ci zno od re đe nog me to-
do lo škog apa ra ta. Iako iz ve sno naj va žni ji, ta knji ga ni je nje gov je di ni tekst 
o ovom mi sli o cu.

Upra vo bi je dan rad Kse ni je Ata na si je vić o Or te gi mo gao da od go va ra na-
če li ma pro le go me na. U član ku „Hu ma ni stič ka mi sao špan skog fi lo so fa 
Ho se Or te ge i Ga se ta“, za mi šlje nom kao krat ki uvod u obim no de lo, na 
ele men ta ran na čin ob u hva će na je i pre gled no iz lo že na nje go va mi sao i to 
je pr vi tekst na srp skom je zi ku ko ji ima ta kav cilj. Ako de lo Tri va In đi ća ne 
mo že da se po sma tra kao op šti uvod u mi sao ovog fi lo zo fa, mo že kao su-
štin ski do pri nos nje go vom uvo đe nju na ove pro sto re. Ra di se o od lu ču ju ćem 
mo men tu pre no sa Or te gi ne mi sli sa jed nog na dru gi kraj na šeg kon ti nen ta, 
iz Špa ni je u Sr bi ju, sa ju go za pa da na ju go i stok Evro pe. U pi ta nju je bi tan 
do ga đaj pri bli ža va nja Ma dri da Be o gra du, kri tič ko pre u zi ma nje i pro ble ma-
ti za ci ja ide ja jed nog u to vre me ov de de li mič no zna nog fi lo zo fa. Već je 
Kse ni ja Ata na si je vić, kra jem sed me de ce ni je XX ve ka, sa pra vom go vo ri la 
o nje go voj de lat no sti kao „ne do volj no po zna toj u na šoj sre di ni“ (Ata na si-
je vić 1967: 234).
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Ka da sam na zna čio da de lo Tri va In đi ća o Or te gi i Ga se tu ni je za mi šlje no kao 
uvo đe nje u nje go vu mi sao, to ta ko đe mi slim jer ono ne ma am bi ci ju da po-
kri je sve obla sti ko ji ma se on ba vio. Me đu tim, jed no pod ruč je ko jim se In đić 
iz me đu osta lih kon kret no je ste ba vio je pod ruč je nje go ve este tič ke te o ri je. 
Ra di se o tek stu „Or te ga i Ve la skes“. Tu ću i za sta ti. Da kle, mo ja na me ra ni je 
da ov de pre gled no iz lo žim i re kon stru i šem ce lo kup no In đi će vo či ta nje Or te-
ge i Ga se ta. Za dr ža ću se je di no na sta bil no sti jed nog mo men ta ko ji me in te-
re su je, a to je nje go va ana li za Or te gi nih ra do va o sli ka ru Di je gu Ve la ske zu 
(Di e go Ve lá zqu ez). Iako ovaj kra ći tekst pred sta vlja tek je dan seg ment In đi-
će vog de la o Or te gi i Ga se tu, on se ipak či ni vr lo vred nim nje go vog is ti ca nja.

Po red In đi ća, u pro jek tu ot po či nja nja pro mi šlja nja Or te gi ne te o ri je umet-
no sti bit nu ulo gu imao je i Mi lan Dam nja no vić. Na gla ša vam „ot po či nja nja“, 
jer uosta lom i sam Dam nja no vić u član ku „Me sto este ti ke u fi lo zof skom 
mi šlje nu Or te ge i Ga se ta“ na vo di, po tvr đu ju ći stav Kse ni je Ata na si je vić, da 
„se ma lo pi sa lo i o nje go voj [Or te ge i Ga se ta] este ti ci ili fi lo zo fi ji umet no sti“, 
a ne sa mo uop šte o nje go voj fi lo zo fi ji (Dam nja no vić 1985: 41). U član ku 
je na pra vljen lo gi čan pre laz od op šteg si ste ma Or te gi ne fi lo zo fi je ka nje go-
voj este ti ci, iz vo đe njem dru ge iz pr ve. Me đu tim, u nje mu ni je po kri ve no 
ce lo kup no de lo sa este tič kom pro ble ma ti kom ovog mi sli o ca, mno gi tek sto-
vi ni su uze ti u raz ma tra nje, već se Dam nja no vić za dr ža va pre vas hod no na 
uti caj nom ese ju De hu ma ni za ci ja umet no sti (1925).

U od no su na Mi la na Dam nja no vi ća ko ji da je op šti pre gled Or te gi ne fi lo zo-
fi je umet no sti, Tri vo In đić se pre vas hod no usred sre dio na je dan po se ban 
pred met, a to je Or te gi na in ter pre ta ci ja umet no sti Di je ga Ve la ske za. Dam-
nja no vić uop šte ne po mi nje ci klus tek sto va o špan skom sli ka ru XVII ve ka, 
to jest pred met ko ji će ob ra di ti In đić. Ana li za Ve la ske za od stra ne Or te ge i 
Ga se ta vr lo je sna žna, pro mi šlje na i fi lo zof ski ute me lje na. Zbog to ga je od 
ve li kog zna ča ja na me ra Tri va In đi ća da je pre ne se ov da šnjim či ta o ci ma i da 
uka že na nju. U pi ta nju je je dan vr lo spe ci fi čan seg ment Or te gi nog opu sa 
uop šte, zna lač ki i pa žlji vo oda bran, i da ni je bi lo In đi će vog ge sta ta ce li na 
bi sva ka ko du že vre me na ovim pro sto ri ma osta la neo pa že na i ne po zna ta. 
U tom prav cu nje gov tekst, ko li ko in for ma ti van, to li ko je i do bro do šao.

Od mah na po čet ku tek sta „Or te ga i Ve la skes“ uka za no je na ši ri nu ži vot ne 
de lat no sti ma drid skog fi lo zo fa, i na prak tič nom i na te o rij skom pla nu, ko-
ju je pra ti la nje go va ši ro ka eru di ci ja. Pri to me, na gla še na je ra zno vr snost 
pro ble ma ko ji ma se ba vio i o ko ji ma je pro mi šljao, i to „ni ka da bez slu ha“ 
da ih ču je u nji ho vo voj iza zov no sti. Pred me ti nje go vog in te re so va nja bi li 
su ra zno vr sni – od me ta fi zi ke do po li ti ke – ali ih je vo di la i spa ja la ja sna 
ide ja, upr kos spe ci fič nom na či nu pi sa nja.

Te žio je ka si ste ma tič noj, me to dič noj, ri go ro znoj mi sli, ma da sam ni kad 
ni je na pi sao ono što bi smo na zva li kom plet nom knji gom, za vr še nom stu-
di jom. (In đić 1985b: 33)
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U de lu Or te ge i Ga se ta sli kar „Vul ka no ve ko vač ni ce“ i „De mo kri ta“ ima is ta-
ku to me sto, bez ika kve sum nje naj i stak nu ti je od svih sli ka ra. „Ve lá zqu ez je, 
na i me, traj na Or te gi na pre o ku pa ci ja.“ (In đić 1985b: 34) Nji me se ba vio 
ce log ži vo ta, nje go vo ime bi lo je čest mo tiv u nje go vim ana li za ma, sli kar 
ko me se iz no va vra ćao, pr vo kao pra te ći pri mer na ko ga se po zi vao u ba vlje-
nju raz li či tim este tič kim raz ma tra nji ma, a po tom i kao sre di šnja fi gu ra 
nje go ve ana li ze. Tri vo In đić tač no na vo di da se Or te ga i Ga set na ro či to in-
ten ziv no usred sre dio na nje go vo pro u ča va nje iz me đu 1943. i 1954. go di ne. 
Za što baš in ter val ko ji se pro te že iz me đu ove dve go di ne? Iako to iz ri či to 
ne na vo di, raz log je za to što su ta da iz da ta dva Uvo da u Ve la ske za. Ta ko đe, 
u me đu vre me nu je Or te ga 1947. go di ne dr žao kurs pod istim na zi vom u 
San Se ba sti ja nu. Tri go di ne ka sni je po ja vi će se i nje gov tekst „Ve la ske zov ske 
te me“. Ti ra do vi či ne je zgro ci klu sa Or te gi nih tek sto va o ovom sli ka ru.

U istom tek stu, pre fo ku si ra nja na glav ni pred met, iz lo že na je ge ne za po-
i ma nja fe no me na evrop skog sli kar stva u mi sli Or te ge i Ga se ta. In đić na vo-
di da je ovaj fe no men pr vo sa gle da van kroz ka te go ri je umet nič kih sti lo va, 
da bi po tom ta kav kla si fi ka ci o ni pri stup bio od ba čen okre ta njem ka is tra-
ži va nju bi o gra fi je umet ni ka, od no sno „on to lo gi je ljud skog ži vo ta“ (In đić 
1985b: 36). Kao pa ra dig ma pr vo bit nog pri stu pa upu tan je esej „O tač ki 
gle di šta u umet no sti ma“ (1924). U nje mu se raz voj za pad no e vrop skog 
sli kar stva po sma tra kao pro ces in ter i o ri za ci je, to jest kao „pro gre siv na in-
tro ver zi ja tač ke gle di šta“. Pro me nom sti lo va kroz isto ri ju pr vo su se – sma-
tra Or te ga – sli ka le stva ri, za tim čul ni uti sci i, na kra ju, ide je.

Ka ko se Or te gi na mi sao o umet no sti bu de da lje raz vi ja la, nje ga će – na po-
mi nje In đić – sve vi še po či nja ti da in te re su je ži vot umet ni ka kao cen tral na 
ka te go ri ja u ve zi sa ovom pro ble ma ti kom (In đić 1985b: 37). Na rav no, ne 
ula ze ći u mo guć nost pro me ne re la ci o nih she ma, pi ta nje je ko li ko je u stva-
ri mo gu će raz dvo ji ti sli ka rev ži vot od nje go vog de la. Ve la skez ne bi bio 
Ve la skez da ne po sto je sli ke ko je su ga uči ni le ti me što je ste. Nje go vo ime 
sto ji za nje go va de la. Zbog to ga ne bi bi la gre ška ako bi se, zbog eko no mič-
no sti iz ra za, ume sto Ve la ske za go vo ri lo o Ve la ske zi ma, na onaj na čin kao 
ka da se ka že da jed na ze mlja, in sti tu ci ja ili oso ba po se du je od re đe ni broj 
Ve la ske za. U tom prav cu, mo že se re ći: „Sr bi ja ne ma ni jed nog Ve la ske za.“ 
Ako bi se ovaj is kaz uzeo u do slov nom zna če nju, is pa lo bi da po sto ji vi še 
njih, a u stva ri se sve vre me me to ni mij ski go vo ri o nje go vim po je di nač nim 
sli ka ma, a ne o vi še raz li či tih oso ba.

Pa ra lel no sa pre ba ci va njem ak cen ta na fi gu ru umet ni ka, uz in si sti ra nje na 
sin gu la ri te tu vr snog po je din ca kao od lu ču ju ćeg ele men ta u okvi ru raz vo ja 
za jed ni ce ko joj pri pa da, te ži će se iz be ga va nju po zi ti vi stič kog mo de la in ter-
ak ci je zna čaj nog umet ni ka i nje go vog epo hal nog kon tek sta. Po fi lo zo fo vom 
mi šlje nju, ide ja o eli mi na ci ji po je di nih lič no sti ko je ne od go va ra ju vred no-
sti ma od re đe ne epo he u ko joj su si tu i ra ni, to jest onih ko je ne iz ra ža va ju 
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naj ja sni je nor me u njoj usta no vlje ne, mo ra bi ti od ba če na. U su prot no sti sa 
ta kvim mo de lom, Or te ga an ti-po zi ti vi stič ki bra ni ide ju po ko joj zna me ni ta 
oso ba ne mo ra ide al no da re pre zen tu je vla da ju će ide je vre me na u ko me 
ži vi, ne go da ih svo jim de la njem od luč no ne gi ra i pre va zi la zi.

Ne mo že se raz u me ti Ve la skez ako se ne sa gle da kao oštra su prot nost 
za no si ma svog vre me na. Gre ška je pret po sta vi ti da su ve li ki lju di uvek 
pred stav ni ci svo je epo he, kao da se ne raz u me da bi ti pred stav nik zna či 
su pro sta vi ti se svo joj epo hi. Isti na je naj če šće ob ru nu to: ve li ki čo vek je 
ve li ki jer se opi re svom vre me nu. (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 589)

U če mu se sa sto ja la Ve la ske zo va iz u zet nost pre ma Or te gi i Ga se tu? Kao 
va žan po da tak na vo di da on pri pa da ge ne ra ci ji De kar ta (René De scar tes). 
U nje go vim oči ma to ne će bi ti ne bit na kon sta ta ci ja. Ve la skez je ro đen 1599. 
go di ne, De kart „tri go di ne ra ni je“. Ono na če mu špan ski fi lo zof in si sti ra 
je ste da je tzv. „ko per ni kan ski obrt“ u mi šlje nju po čeo isto vre me no da se 
do ga đa i u fi lo zo fi ji i u sli kar stvu.1 U ese ju „O tač ki gle di šta u umet no sti ma“ 
re če no je ka ko se pre Ve la ske za sli ka re vo oko „pto lo mej ski okre ta lo oko 
sva kog objek ta dr že ći se svo je rop ske pu ta nje“. Su bjekt umet ni ka, me đu tim, 
sa da do la zi u cen tar, is ti sku ju ći ta ko objekt po sta vlja ju ći ga is pred i na 
osno vu se be:

Oko umet ni ka po sta vlja se u sre di šte pla stič kog Ko smo sa i oko nje ga po-
či nju da kru že for me obje ka ta. (Or te ga y Gas set 1966, IV: 452)

Do vo đe nje u ve zu De kar ta i Ve la ske za, za po če to u ovom ese ju, bi će ka sni-
je raz ra đe no u dva Uvo da u Ve la ske za. Već na po čet ku pr vog Or te ga i Ga set 
će is ta ći da pri med ba da oba pri pa da ju is toj epo hi i, još uže, is toj ge ne ra-
ci ji, mo že da de lu je iz ne na đu ju će za či ta o ca, pret po sta vlja ju ći da se oni 
ret ko do vo de u ve zi je dan sa dru gim, da se ra di o pot pu no raz li či tim pu te-
vi ma bez nji ho vog ukr šta nja ili za je di nič kog ime ni te lja. Iako Or te ga i Ga set 
vi di fi lo zo fi ju i sli kar stvo kao „su pro sta vlje ne di sci pli ne“, on ide ka to me 
da Ve la ske za vi di kao De kar ta sli kar stva, a De kar ta kao Ve la ske za fi lo zo fi je. 
U sva kom slu ča ju, oba je su mi sli o ci pro ze.

Sa da će se raz u me ti za što sam na po čet ku ovih stra ni ca sma trao bit nim 
pod se ti ti da De kart stro go pri pa da ge ne ra ci ji Ve la ske za. Di sci pli ne ko ji ma 
se obo ji ca ba ve ne mo gu bi ti uda lje ni je – one su sko ro dva su prot na po la 
kul tu re. Me đu tim, pro na la zim pri me ran pa ra le li zam iz me đu ova dva čo-
ve ka. [...] I je dan i dru gi vr še, da kle, istu pro me nu unu tar svo jih su pro-
sta vlje nih di sci pli na. Kao što De kart svo di mi šlje nje na ra ci o nal nost, Ve-
la skez svo di sli kar stvo na vi zu el nost. (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 484)

1  Dok Or te ga alu ziv no go vo ri o Ve la ske zo vom de lu kao o „kri ti ci či stog oka“ (la 
crítica de la pu ra re ti na) (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 477), Ma ra valj (José An to nio 
Ma ra vall), či ji je dug pre ma Or te gi oči gle dan i vi še stru ko is pla tiv, u obim noj stu di ji 
Kul tu ra ba ro ka iz no va iz no si ide ju o Ve la ske zu kao umet ni ku ko ji sli ka u pr vom li cu 
(en pri me ra per so na) (Ma ra vall 1975: 354).
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Obo ji ca se okre ću pro tiv mo de la usta lje nih u tra di ci ji ko ji vi še ni su do-
volj ni. Ka da Or te ga i Ga set pro mi šlja nji hov od nos pre ma ta da ak tu el noj 
dru štve noj stvar no sti, če sto i kon sti tu tiv no is kr sa va reč con tra. I je dan i 
dru gi, u kon flik tu sa pre o vla đu ju ćom kli mom svog vre me na, kao uzor ni 
po jed nin ci „ori jen ti šu se ka bu duć no sti“, te že ći u efek tiv no sti svo je mi sa o-
ne de lat no sti „pu tu naj kra ćem, ali naj sta bil ni jem“, raz bo ri to pro či šća va-
ju ći po lja svo jih di sci pli na. I na ovom kon kret nom me stu pri sut na je i 
pri me nje na Or te gi na pa ra dig ma lo gi ke dru štve nog kre ta nja i raz vo ja, to 
jest ono što či ni glav ni pred met In đi će vog is tra ži va nja po vo dom mi sli 
ma drid skog fi lo zo fa.

So ci o lo ške aspek te Or te gi ne te o ri je u bit no me je, da kle, pro u čio Tri vo In đić. 
U knji zi Us pon ma sa, ko ja je ob ja vlje na iste go di ne ka da i tekst „Or te ga i 
Ve la skes“, on je iz lo žio te melj na na če la i poj mo ve dru štve ne te o ri je Or te ge 
i Ga se ta, ali i dao ra ci o nal nu kri ti ku istih. Bit tog uče nja na la zi se u ide ji 
bor be iz me đu dva po la dru štve ne za jed ni ce, tzv. „eli ta“ i „ma sa“, i ta di ho-
to mi ja je ono što od re đu je pri ro du i struk tu ru sva kog dru štva kao ta kvog. 
Špan ski fi lo zof ključ nu ulo gu u odr ža nju i raz vo ju jed ne za jed ni ce bez u-
slov no pri da je nje nim elit nim slo je vi ma i In đić je sa pra vom ozna čio ovo 
sta no vi šte kao „ari sto krat sku in ter pre ta ci ju isto ri je“ (In đić 1985a: 74).

Pre ma to me, u okvi ru in ter su bjek tiv nih raz me na de ša va se pro ces sli čan 
za ko nu gra vi ta ci je, gde jed na gru pa ili po je di nac svo jom sna gom ak tiv no 
pri vla či one ko ji ma ne do sta je od lič nost pr vih. Fe no men ta kvog dru štve nog 
ra slo ja va nja evi den tan je već na naj jed no stav ni jim ni vo i ma me đu ljud skog 
od no še nja, već na ni vou obič ne kon ver za ci je. U pri log toj te zi In đić is ti če 
je dan či sto em pi rij ski ar gu ment:

Ka da se šest lju di na đu da raz go va ra ju, u po čet ku ne iz di fe ren ci ra na ma-
sa sa be sed ni ka usko ro se ar ti ku li še u dve gru pe, od ko jih jed na u raz go-
vo ru vo di dru gu, uti če na nju, po kla nja vi še ne go što pri ma. Ako se to ne 
do ga đa, ra di se o to me da se in fe ri or ni deo gru pe ne nor mal no opi re da 
bu de vo đen, da bu de pod uti ca jem su per i or ni jeg de la, i ta da je sva ki raz-
go vor ne mo guć. (In đić 1985a: 73)

Tre ba po no vi ti da Or te gi na ide ja o dru štve noj stra ti fi ka ci ji ni je kla sno, 
ne go etič ki kon ci pi ra na. Ni je to li ko bit no ko kom dru štve nom slo ju pri pa-
da, bit no je da po je di nac stre mi vr sno sti i auten tič no sti kao svr si ži vo ta. 
Mo ral na nor ma je uslov pri pad no sti bo ljem de lu dru štve ne za jed ni ce. Tri vo 
In đić od luč no kri ti ku je ova kvu Or te gi nu po zi ci ju, jer sma tra da ona za ne-
ma ru je „kon kret no-isto rij sku ana li zu kla sne struk tu re“ dru štva, to jest da 
je Or te gi na dru štve na te o ri ja u osno vi ne is to rič na (In đić 1985a: 16, 113, 
158). Iz vor di na mič ke stru ku tre dru štva ni je ni šta dru go ne go bor ba iz me-
đu nje go vih bo ljih i lo ši jih pri pad ni ka i u ta kvoj vr sti od no še nja je di no što 
se de ša va je da jed na eli ta do la zi ume sto dru ge, da je me nja u jed noj vr sti 
cir ku lar nog kru že nja, ali to ne tre ba da iz ne na di, jer je „ci klič no po i ma nje 
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isto ri je ti pič no za sve eli ti stič ke kon cep ci je“ (In đić 1985a: 76) od re đi va nja 
pri ro de dru štve ne kon sti tu ci je.

Po la ze ći od na ve de nih In đi će vih za pa ža nja u Or te gi noj mi sli, oči ta va se 
su štin ska pro tiv reč nost – ka ko to da fi lo zof ko ji se za la že za ide ju „isto rij-
skog uma“ (razón histórica) ko ri sti ne is to rič no od re đe ne ka te go ri je? Oda-
kle to da mi sli lac ko ji je na pi sao da „čo vek ne ma pri ro du, ne go ima... isto-
ri ju“ (Or te ga y Gas set 1964: VI, 41), tvr di da je pri ro da čo ve ka u pro se ku 
ko rup tiv na i lo ša, to jest isto vre me no vr ši „de duk ci ju iz ne is to rij skih, me-
ta fi zič kih shva ta nja o ljud skoj pri ro di“ (In đić 1985a: 131)? Da li je Or te gi-
na fi lo zof ska po zi ci ja po ovom pi ta nju u osno vi kon tra dik tor na?

Sa dru ge stra ne, In đić na gla ša va da se u na če lu na osno vu ko jeg Or te ga 
de fi ni še ove poj mo ve na la zi psi ho lo ški me ha ni zam, jer se nji ho vo od re đe-
nje svo di na od ređ ne ti po ve ljud skog po na ša nja – pri mer nost i po slu šnost 
(In đić 1985a: 147). Za i sta, tra go vi psi ho lo gi zma pri met ni su i na stra ni ca-
ma po sve će nim Ve la ske zu. Tra že ći uzrok bro ju na sli ka nih sli ka i nji ho voj 
pri ro di, Or te ga će po seg nu ti za psi ho lo škim ti pom ob ja šnje nja. Šta vi še, na 
osno vu po zna tih isto rij skih do ku me na ta po ku šao je uđe u pro fil nje go ve 
lič no sti, to jest u kon sti tut ci ju nje ne psi he.

Ve la ske zo va fleg ma tič nost bi la je, da kle, po zna ta. Ipak, fleg ma tič nost je 
naj vi ši ste pen mir no će a fleg ma tik mul ti mi li o ner vre me na, onaj ko uvek 
ima pre vi še vre me na. (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 462)

Na me stu gde se ba vi ovim pi ta nji ma, Or te ga i Ga set upo tre blja va ter min 
„par si mo ni ja“. On no si ba rem tri zna če nja. Mo že da ozna ča va uspo re nost 
pro u zro ko va nu spo koj no šću, šte dlji vost u po gle du tro še nja i raz bo ri tost u 
po na ša nju, ali par si mo ni ja se ta ko đe uzi ma kao jed no od na če la va lja nog 
fi lo zof skog mi šlje nja, u on to lo gi ji i lo gi ci. Sve u sve mu, u pi ta nju je je dan 
od na či na op šte eko no mi je ži vo ta.

U ci lju te melj ni jeg raz u me va nja mi sa o ne po zi ci je pi sca „Isto ri je kao si ste-
ma“ s ob zi rom na lo gi ku dru štve ne mor fo lo gi je do bro do šao je, ako ne i 
neo p ho dan, osvrt na kon tekst u ko me je fi lo zof de lo vao. Či ni se da su okol-
no sti u ko ji ma je Or te ga bio ne sa mo fi lo zof ski, ne go i po li tič ki ak ti van 
do pri ne le uob li ča va nju nje go ve te o ri je dru štva. An ti ko lek ti vi stič ke ten-
den ci je u nje go voj mi sli, oli če ne u iz di za nju i od bra ni fi gu re uzor nog i 
sa mo sve snog po je din ca, od ko jih bi ra Ve la ske za kao u isto ri ji jed ne od te 
vr ste eg zem plar nih, mo gu da se po sma tra ju i kao od go vor na kri ze ko je 
su po tre sa le špan ski po li tič ki si stem to kom pr ve po lo vi ne XX ve ka. Vre dan 
pri log ana li zi ove te me dao je Tri vo In đić stu di jom pod na slo vom Sa vre-
me na Špa ni ja.

Naj va žni ji i naj po zna ti ji Or te gin tekst po sve ćen pro ble mu raz vo ja mo der-
nih dru šta va sva ka ko je Po bu na ma sa. On je pi san 1926. go di ne (ob ja vljen 
u for mi za seb ne knji ge če ti ri go di ne ka sni je) kao dis kur ziv no uob li če no 
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sve do če nje na stan ku i raz vo ju to ta li tar nih ide o lo gi ja i po kre ta tog vre me na. 
To je ge ne ral no raz do blje kri ze li be ral ne dr ža ve u Evro pi, a u Špa ni ji kon-
kret no raz do blje voj ne dik ta tu re Pri ma de Ri ve re (Mi guel Pri mo de Ri ve-
ra) (1923–1930). Pe riod u ko me je Or te ga raz vi jao svo ju te o ri ju o ma si fi-
ka ci ji dru štva i nje nim po sle di ca ma, na ro či to kroz član ke štam pa ne u li stu 
El Sol, In đić je opi sao na sle de ći na čin:

„No vi po re dak“ je po čeo „za vo đe njem re da“ i „ozdra vlje njem na ci je“: 
uki nut je par la ment, za bra nje ne po li tič ke ak tiv no sti, pro ga nja ne po li tič ke 
par ti je, za ve de na cen zu ra, ućut ka ni in te lek tu al ci. (In đić 1982: 30)

Me đu tim, upr kos ja kom Or te gi nom re pu bli kan skom i li be ra li stič kom im-
pul su, ve o ma je zna ko vi to da je iz nje go vih tek sto va cr peo in spi ra ci ju i 
je dan Ho se An to nio Pri mo de Ri ve ra (José An to nio Pri mo de Ri ve ra), sin 
pret hod no po me nu tog ge ne ra la i osni vač Fa lan ge, fa ši stič ke or ga ni za ci je 
ko ja je po sta la oslo nac fran ki stič kog re ži ma.2 Am bi va lent nost Or te gi nih 
fi lo zof sko-po li tič kih ide ja, ko je kao ta kve mo gu bi ti raz li či to in ter pre ti ra ne, 
ili ba rem upo tre ba nje go vog poj mov nog apa ra ta i je zi ka, od no sno za vo dlji-
ve ter mi no lo gi je i nji ho va per for ma tiv na sna ga unu tar am bi jen ta u ko me 
su pi sa ne, ali i Or te gi na kri ti ka i re zer va pre ma par la men ta ri stič kom si ste-
mu, pru ži li su mo guć nost i za je dan ta kav ob lik po li ti ko lo škog uti ca ja.

Slom Dru ge Re pu bli ke i gra đan ski rat, na ro či to nje gov epi log, do ve li su do 
to ga da je ve li ki broj gra đa na usled stra ha od od ma zde i na si lja nad nji ma 
na pu stio gra ni ce ra zo re ne dr ža ve, me đu nji ma i Or te ga i Ga set, ula ze ći u 
okvir ono ga što se na zi va „Špa ni jom iz gnan stva“ (Espa ña pe re gri na). Or te-
ga je pr vo iz be gao u Fran cu sku, da bi na kra ju pre šao u Por tu ga li ju i oda tle, 
iz ze mlje Ve la ske zo vog po re kla, na kon go di na eg zi la vra tio se u Špa ni ju. 
Stra ho va nje je bi lo oprav da no, re pre sa li je nad gu bit ni ci ma ra ta bi le su na-
ro či to in ten ziv ne od mah u po čet ku, za vre me tzv. „Pla ve epo he“ (Era Azul). 
„Špa ni jom vla da muk“, a ze mlja pre tvo re na u „ogrom nu tam ni cu“, utvr di-
će In đić u Sa vre me noj Špa ni ji (In đić 1982: 89 i 90). Re pre siv nost re ži ma, 
ko ji se odr žao do sre di ne se dam de se tih go di na XX ve ka, ogle da la se i u 
za bra nji va nju štam pa nja od re đe nih stra nih knji ga, me đu ko ji ma je bi la i 
Ras pra va o me to di već po me nu tog De kar ta.

Da bi se utvr di lo ka ko se im pli ka ci je Or te gi ne dru štve ne te o ri je ma ni fe stu-
ju na jed nom po seb nom ni vou in ter su bjek tiv nog od no še nja po treb no je 
za dr ža ti se za tre nu tak na nje go voj stu di ji pod na zi vom Čo vek i lju di. Već 
u sa mom nje nom na slo vu, u ko me iz me đu dva nje go va glav na ele men ta 
po sto ji od nos opo ni ra nja, iako ih spa ja ve znik „i“, po sta vlje na je Or te gi na 
osnov na ide ja dru štve ne struk tu ra ci je i di na mi ke. One će se ana lo ški pre-
ne ti i na kon kret ne vi do ve čo ve ko vog iz ra ža va nja i od no še nja. Ovaj de lom 
ne za vr še ni tekst pu bli ko van je po sle nje go ve smr ti, 1957. go di ne. Me đu tim, 

2  Upo re di In đić 1982: 172–173 i In đić 1985a: 118.
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iako ta kve pri ro de, nje go va po gla vlja ja sno su ar ti ku li sa na a sve u kup na 
ide ja ko ju no si ne sum nji va. On ni je za vr šen pre sve ga iz raz lo ga što mu 
ne do sta ju po sled nja po gla vlja, či ji na slo vi su nam ipak po zna ti. Sa ma mi sao 
ko ja ga ob li ku je u nje go vom kre ta nju ne dvo smi sle no je ja sna i ocr ta na.

Je dan od osnov nih na či na kon sti tu ci je dru štve no sti iz ve sno je je zik, jer je 
on „či nje ni ca u ko joj se naj ja sni je i naj či sti je da ju ka rak te ri sti ke dru štve ne 
stvar no sti i, zbog to ga, u nje mu se is po lja va neo pi si vom pre ci zno šću bi će 
jed nog dru štva“ (Or te ga y Gas set 1964, VII: 237–238). Or te ga je po tom u 
vi du do dat ka na pra vio ter mi no lo šku ogra du u ve zi sa re či ko ju je na pret-
hod nom me stu upo tre bio. To je ura dio zbog to ga što „je zik ni ka da ni je 
„či nje ni ca“ (el hec ho) iz jed no stav nog raz lo ga što ni ka da ni je „uči njen“ (no 
está nun ca „hec ha“), to jest za tvo ren i sta ti čan.

U tek stu Čo vek i lju di vid no je na gla še na ide ja o „de hu ma ni zi ra ju ćem“ 
aspek tu je zi ka. U svim dru štvi ma na de lu je ten zi ja iz me đu je zi ka kao op-
šteg si ste ma go vor nih sred sta va ko ji je na met nut po je di cu spo lja u ob li ku 
pri ti ska i nje go vih vla sti tih stre mlje nja u ver bal nom iz ra ža va nju. Uz to, 
tre ba re ći da je go vor (ha bla) tek je dan od na či na is po lja va nja nje go vog 
bi ća. U istom tek stu na ve den je i je dan dru gi mo da li tet iz ra za, za pred met 
ove stu di je pod jed na ko bi tan. „Sve le pe umet no sti, na pri mer, je su na či ni 
go vo ra (de cir).“ U na me ri da se auten tič no iz ra zi, čo vek ne mo ra da se ap so-
lut no okre ne pro tiv usta lje nog obra sca go vo ra lju di, ali se mo ra di fe ren ci-
ra ti u od no su na nje ga. Iz ova kve pret po stav ke pro iz i la zi da se raz voj 
jed ne dru štve ne za jed ni ce iz vor no za sni va na su ko bu unu tar nje, a ko ji se, 
sa svo je stra ne, otva ra i u upo tre bi je zi ka.

Ova bor ba iz me đu iz ra za po je din ca i iz ra za lju di nor ma lan je ob lik po-
sto ja nja je zi ka. (Or te ga y Gas set 1964, VII: 254)

Da bi se raz u me la umet ni ko va na me ra, da bi se poj mi lo ono što je hteo da 
ka že, do to ga se do la zi na osno vu ono ga što je već ka zao. U če mu se sa sto ji 
obrt ko ji je umet nik iz veo u od no su na do ta da šnju tra di ci ju evrop skog sli-
kar stva mo že da se sa gle da ako se spo zna šta je spe ci fič nost Ve la ske zo vog 
go vo ra na spram dru gih umet ni ka, ali i, što je va žni je, na spram u to vre me 
usta lje nih kon ven ci ja sli kov nog iz ra ža va nja. Šta je umet nik na me ra vao da 
sa op šti za vi sni od to ga šta ga je sti mu li sa lo da to uči ni.

Ka da sli kar na ne se je dan po tez, on ga na ne se zbog od re đe nih mo ti va 
ko je, ma nje ili vi še ja sne, ima na svom umu. Ti mo ti vi su oni ko je nam je 
sli kar hteo ka za ti (de cir). (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 564)

Gle da no iz po sta vlje ne per spek ti ve, zna če nje sli ke bi bi lo ono što nam sli kar 
njo me go vo ri. To je le gi tim no pri hva ti ti kao po la znu osno vu. Me đu tim, 
mno go te že je re ći šta je to što je sli kar hteo da iz ra zi, to jest da „ka že“. 
Upra vo i sam Or te ga ka že da su ta kvi mo ti vi „ma nje ili vi še ja sni“ (da ne 
go vo ri mo što je reč „mo tiv“ sta vlje na u mno ži nu). Ovaj do da tak tre ba 
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ozbilj no uze ti u ob zir i ne tre ba pre le ta ti ola ko ili br zo pre ko nje ga, jer je 
„go vor“ sli ka ra vr lo spe ci fi čan, on ni je ver bal ne pri ro de.

In đić pre po zna je do pri nos Or te ge i Ga se ta na u ci o dru štvu, po seb no knji-
gom Po bu na ma sa iz 1929. go di ne. Is ti ca njem so ci o lo škog aspek ta Or te gi-
ne mi sli, on će je bli sko toj lo gi ci či ta ti i in ter pre ti ra ti. Iako ona u bit nom 
sa dr ži dru štve no-po li tič ku di men zi ju, ne bi je tre ba lo i ne bi se sme la so ci o-
lo gi zi ra ti, po i sto ve ti ti u pot pu no sti sa tom pro ble ma ti kom. To ni je na me ra 
Tri va In đi ća i on to ne či ni. Na u ka, a sa mim tim i na u ka o dru štvu, za sni va 
se na jed nom du bljem, me ta fi zič kom mi šlje nju, ono me što je Or te ga i Ga set 
ozna čio kao fi lo zo fi ju „vi tal nog uma“ (razón vi tal).

Di je go Ve la skez je za Or te gu i Ga se ta ne sum nji vo pa ra dig ma „ari sto krat skog 
ide a la čo ve ka“ o ko me se go vo ri. Iz ve sno to je je dan pra vac ko ji mo že le-
gi tim no da se sle di u okvi ru Or te gi ne ana li ze špan skog sli ka ra XVII ve ka. 
Lo gič no iz vi še raz lo ga, Tri vo In đić u svom tek stu „Or te ga i Ve la skes“ to i 
či ni. On na gla ša va Or te gi nu te zu pre ma ko joj je Ve la skez ozna čen kao „vr sni 
po je di nac“ ko ji se su pro sta vlja „so ci jal nog iner ci ji“, oli če noj u ne po volj nim 
spa cio-tem po ral nim uslo vi ma unu tar ko jih na sto ji da ostva ri zah te ve svo je 
vo ka ci je (In đić 1985b: 34). U tom smi slu, osa In đi će vog is tra ži va nja iz 
knji ge Us pon ma sa ko re la tiv na je osi nje go vog tek sta „Or te ga i Ve la skes“. 
Opo zi ci ja eli te/ma se sva ka ko je ste jed na od oso vi na ka te go ri jal nog apa ra-
ta Or te ge i Ga se ta i po sta vi ti je kao pred met u pr vi plan je ste ap so lut no 
ute me ljen i oprav dan gest. Ali glav no je pi ta nje da li u Or te gi nom po i ma nju 
su šti ne umet no sti ovog sli ka ra po sto ji još je dan put ko ji ni je ob u hva ćen u 
tek stu be o grad skog so ci o lo ga.

Tri vo In đić za pra vo u svom tek stu i da je na zna ke za je dan dru ga či ji pri stup, 
on pre no si Or te gi nu ide ju pre ma ko joj je za da tak Ve la ske zo vog de la „pro-
blem sli ke kao sa me sli ke“. Sa svo je stra ne, u ta kvoj vr sti is tra ži va nja po-
sto ji osno va za po kre ta nje fun da men tal nog pi ta nja o uslo vu mo guć no sti 
go vo ra o nji ma. Me đu tim, In đić ne pra vi taj od lu ču ju ći ko rak i za dr ža va se 
na sle de ćem za pa ža nju po vo dom Ve la ske zo vog ge sta:

„Pred met se pre tvo rio u či sti vi zu el ni en ti tet [...]. Ti me je sli kar stvo pri-
hva ti lo sa mo se be i po sta lo is klju či vo sli kar stvo.“ (In đić 1985b: 38)

Či ni se da ovaj mo me nat, gde Or te ga go vo ri o re duk ci ji sli kar stva na se be 
sa mog, o ot kri va nju nje go ve bi ti ko ja se ma ni fe stu je u op tič koj po jav no sti 
sli ke, je ste onaj ko ji je tre ba lo da lje ra di ka li zo va ti i iz vu ći iz nje ga kraj nje 
kon se kven ce, ume sto da se tek osta ne na pret hod no na ve de noj kon sta ta-
ci ji. Upra vo Or te gi ni tek sto vi prav da ju i na la žu ri zik ta kve od lu ke.

Ve la ske zo va na me ra sa sto ja la se u po ku ša ju iz grad nje je din stve nog vi zu el nog 
je zi ka. Ra di se o jed nom od od lu ču ju ćih mo me na ta u ukup nom raz vo ju 
evrop skog sli kar stva. „Još od Đo ta (Gi ot to) ovo je naj ra di kal ni ja pro me na u 
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li kov noj umet no sti.“ Za čas ću se od mak nu ti od ove tvrd nje iz član ka „Or te-
ga i Ve la skez“ i vra ti ti se na tekst „Ve la ske zov ske te me“, da bi smo vi de li u 
če mu je za Or te gu bit in di vi du al nog je zi ka bi lo kog zna čaj nog sli ka ra.

Ni ko ni je ve li ki sli kar ako ne ma je dan je zik (idi o ma). Zbog to ga ve li ki 
umet nik se ne raz u me ni sa kim. Ka ko će se raz u me ti ako je nje go vo po-
slan stvo da go vo ri dru gim je zi kom (len gu a je)? Zbog to ga isto ri ja umet-
no sti je ste Va vi lon ska ku la. Sli ka ri se ne raz u me ju se me đu so bom – is-
klju ču ju se. Ve li ki umet nik gra di oko se be vla sti tu izo la ci ju i gu ši se 
unu tra. Ta kva je nje go va sud bi na. (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 612–613)

Po sle di ca ova kvog vi đe nja, gde se in si sti ra na po seb no sti i ne po no vlji vo sti 
for mal nog je zi ka sva kog zna čaj nog sli ka ra za seb no, je ste us po sta vlja nje 
mo na do lo gi je sli kar skih je zi ka. Vi še njih iz se be eg zi sti ra ju na po re do, po put 
mo na da, kroz idi o mat sku mno štve nost. Me đu tim, ono što je pre sud no – 
sma tra Or te ga – je ste to što je kod Ve la ske za do šlo do ne gi ra nja sli kar skih 
je zi ka u ime je zi ka sli kar stva.

Svr ha Ve la ske zo vog ra da se, pre ma to me, vi di u jed noj kon kret noj na me ri. 
Nje gov pro je kat je bio sve sti sli kar stvo na sli kar stvo. Re če no vo ka bu la rom 
vi zi bi li stič ke te o ri je umet no sti, od u ze ti stva ri ma ko je sli ka sva ki ele me nat 
kor po ral no sti, od ba ci ti ono vo lu mi no zno u nji ma, ne gi ra ti „tak til no“ u ime 
či sto „op tič kog“.

U pr vom Uvo du po sta vlje no je pi ta nje zbog če ga o ovom umet ni ku ima 
ma lo po da ta ka da ti ra nih u vre me nje go vog ži vo ta. Za što se o nje mu, da nas 
ne sum ljni vo jed nom od na po zna ti jih i naj pri zna ti jih špan skih i evrop skih 
umet ni ka, ma lo go vo ri lo, od no sno za što on ni je bi lo po pu la ran ko li ko je to 
objek tiv no zbog svog ume ća za slu ži vao? Oda kle to „ću ta nje pi sa ca u od-
no su na Ve la ske za“? (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 463) Šta vi še, od nje ga je, 
ukup no gle da no, osta lo tek ne ko li ko iz ja va, i to uvek u for mi „sen ten ci o zne 
sa že to sti“. Or te ga, sli ko vi to go vo re ći, raz log ta kve okol no sti pro na la zi u 
„zmi ja ma za vi sti“ pri sut nim u nje go vom okru že nju.

Ni je se ši ri la [nje go va sla va], ni je pro iz vo di la efek te, i bu du ći da je zna-
če nje re či „sla va“ (fa ma) „go vo ri ti o“, o Ve la ske zu se ću ta lo. Za vid ni, već 
ka da ni su mo gli da je raz o re, po ku ša li su da je pa ra li šu, za u sta ve nje ne 
efek te i spre če nje no ši re nje. (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 465)

Iz ve de ni za klju čak psi ho lo ške je pro vi ni jen ci je. Ume sto da se jed no ne ga-
tiv no ljud sko ose ća nje, ka kvo je lju bo mo ra, tra ži kao uzrok pre ćut ki va nja, 
od no sno od su stva bi o graf skih in for ma ci ja, on mo že da se tra ži i u dru štve-
nom po lo ža ju i ugle du pro fe si je sli ka ra u Špa ni ji XVII ve ka, to jest o nje noj, 
na pri mer u po re đe nju sa si tu a ci jom na Ape ne nin skom po lu o str vu, ne za-
vid noj po zi ci ji. Ta kvu li ni ju is tra ži va nja usta no vio je i otvo rio 1976. go di ne 
Hu li jan Ga lje go (Julián Gállego) knji gom El pin tor de ar te sa no a ar ti sta, 
gde je dao isto ri ju prav ne bor be špan skih sli ka ra od XVI do XVI II ve ka u 
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ci lju po bolj ša nja svog sta tu sa u dru štvu i dru ga či jeg vred no va nja nji ho vog 
ra da i de lat no sti. Po red psi ho lo škog, na ovom me stu va lja lo bi tra ži ti i od-
go vor so ci o lo ške pri ro de.

U dru gom Uvo du, u ko me je u od no su na pr vi vi še pa žnje po sve će no ana-
li zi po je di nač nih sli ka, kao raz log u po čet ku ne po pu lar no sti Ve la ske za van 
gra ni ca Špa ni je na ve den je po da tak da su du že vre me na nje go va de la bi la 
za tvo re na u kra ljev skoj pa la ti i sa mim tim ne do stup na za jav nost. Taj fe-
no men sva ka ko pred sta vlja pred met so ci o lo gi je kao na u ke. Ve la ske zo va 
za šti će nost od po di la že nja uku su sva kog kli jen ta po na o sob do pri ne la je – 
Or te ga tvr di – da sva kom svo jom sli kom slo bod no raz vi ja vla sti te sli kar ske 
ide je. Nje gov ka rak te ri sti čan na čin sli ka nja, ozna čen kao ma ne ra abre vi a da, 
to jest eko no mi čan po tez ki stom, ko jim na no si tek ono li ko ele me na ta ko-
li ko je po treb no da bi is pu nio svo ju na me ru, do te me re da su nje go ve 
sli ke iz gle da le kao „ne za vr še ne“, to jest da su če ka le da ih oko po sma tra ča 
„za vr ši“, mo gao je ne sme ta no da se raz vi ja bez ri zi ka od uslo vlja va nja po-
ten ci jal nih kon zer va tiv ni jih na ru či o ca. Otva ra njem ko lek ci je na uvid ši roj 
pu bli ci si tu a ci ja se znat no pro me ni la i Ve la ske zo va sla va po tom se ši ri la i 
do sti gla akmḗ – sma tra Or te ga – iz me đu 1880. i 1920. go di ne. Še zde se tih 
go di na XIX ve ka od stra ne Ma nea (Édo u ard Ma net) bi će ozna čen kao le 
pe in tre des pe in tres. Nje go va is ku stva usvo ji li su oni umet ni ci ko ji će po sta ti 
za čet ni ci mo der nog sli kar stva.

Or te ga i Ga set na vo di ka ko je po če tak XIX ve ka vre me ka da u Evro pi po či-
nju da se pre po zna ju Ve la ske zo va do stig nu ća i uoča va ju vred no sti ko je 
otva ra nje go va umet nost. Ot kri ven je „Ve la skez, je dan no vi Ve la skez“, un 
nu e vo Ve lá zqu ez, onaj ko ji će bi ti pre po znat od stra ne umet ni ka ko ji će na 
nje go vom tra gu od re đi va ti da lju sud bi nu evrop skog sli kar stva. Sli kar stvo 
„se za tva ra u se be“, pro či šći va njem po sta je ono sa mo. Tri vo In đić, sle de ći 
Or te gu i Ga se ta, po tvr đu je da je tek „im pre si o ni zam po sle 1870. shva tio 
ovo Ve lá zqu e zo vo ot kri će i do veo ga do eks tre ma“.

U ese ju „O re a li zmu u sli kar stvu“ iz 1912. go di ne pro na la zi mo jed nu re če-
ni cu či ji po če tak nas te ra da se tu za u sta vi mo. Fi lo zof na tom me stu po či nje: 
„Ve la skez o ko me se da nas go vo ri...“ (Or te ga y Gas set 1966, I: 566). Ne 
jed no stav no Ve la skez, ne go onaj o ko me se da nas go vo ri (El Ve lá zqu ez de 
que hoy se ha bla...). Taj od re đe ni član „el“ ko ji sto ji is pred ime na sli ka ra 
ima od lu ču ju ću bit nost za ovu pro ble ma ti ku. To ni je Ve la skez, to je od re-
đe ni Ve la skez (El Ve lá zqu ez), ovaj a ne ne ki dru gi, ne ki o ko me se pri ča 
da nas (hoy), to jest ju če, baš taj a ne onaj o ko me se pri ča lo ra ni je ili o 
ko me će se pri ča ti ubu du će.

Ve la skez je u od re đe nom tre nut ku bio pre po znat kao otac im pre si o ni zma 
i po sma tran je iz te per spek ti ve. Sto ji li iza Or te gi nih re či iz ve stan isto ri zam 
ko ji nji ma upra vlja? Pot ka zu je li ga u toj re če ni ci pri log „da nas“? Me đu tim, 
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mo žda se ov de uop šte ne ra di o is to ri stič kom na či nu mi šlje nja, ne go o uka-
zi va nju na po sto ja nje raz li či tih prak si go vo ra o sli ka ru? Gde bi one go vo ra 
o Ve la ske zu „o ko me se da nas go vo ri“ ili o „Ve la ske zu, jed nom no vom Ve-
la ske zu“ bi le tek jed ne me đu osta lim? Ni jed na per spek ti va ne mo že bi ti 
ap so lu ti zo va na is klju či va njem dru gih na či na po sma tra nja nje go vog de la. 
Ar ti ku la ci ju te ide je ba rem pra ti mo još od tek sta „Isti na i per spek ti va“ iz 
1916. go di ne. Na če lo ta kve vr ste mi šlje nja u svo joj de mo kra tič no sti one-
mo gu ća va esen ci ja li za ci ju jed nog po gle da na špan skog sli ka ra i obez be đu-
je pro stor za po sto ja nje dis kur ziv nog per spek ti vi zma.

Ono što je vr lo in di ka tiv no, što upo zo ra va u star tu na ozbi ljan i opre zan 
na čin kre ta nja u is tra ži va nju Ve la ske za od stra ne Or te ge i Ga se ta, je ste to 
što nje gov tekst o ovom sli ka ru u svom na slo vu no si ter min „uvod“ (intro-
ducción). Iako je tekst vr lo sa dr ža jan i ot kri va la či i iako je Or te ga po sve tio 
do sta vre me na nje go vom iz u ča va nju, on mu ipak da je na ziv Uvod u Ve la ske-
za. To ipak ne što go vo ri. Upr kos ili upra vo u ime ono ga što je tu za pi sao i 
iz neo, on ta ko de fi ni san ipak osta je uvod u de lo sli ka ra. Or te ga re zul ta te 
svog is tra ži va nja ne sma tra, da kle, to li ko za ključ kom. Ako se ra di kal ni je 
pro mi sli ova ide ja, on da se tu za pra vo ni ne ra di o „uvo du“, ne go o „uvo-
đe nju“. „Introducción“ zna či i jed no i dru go, ova gla gol ska ime ni ca no si u 
se bi i svoj svr šen i ne svr šen ob lik. Kao ta kva ona do zvo lja va oba pre vo da.

Pro mi šlja ti o sli ka ri ma zna či uvo di ti u nji ho va de la. Is pred mi sli la ca o sli-
kar stvu sto ji od re đe ni za da tak. Me đu tim, cilj ko ji tre ba is pu ni ti jed no stav no 
se ne mo že is pu ni ti, što ne zna či da tre ba od u sta ti od te rad nje. Na kra ju 
kra je va, ka da su pred met mi šlje nja sli ke, ta na me ra ne ci lja na svo je is pu-
nje nje, ako nje na re a li za ci ja zna či za vr še tak uvo da. Go vo ri ti o jed nom sli-
ka ru zna či pra vi ti bes ko na čan uvod i pred mi sli o ci ma sto ji bes ko na čan rad. 
Upr kos to me na por ne će bi ti uza lu dan. Uvo đe nje je i ov de i sa da na de lu.

Sa dru ge stra ne, ni ka da ne po sto ji je dan uvod. I za i sta, ako po gle da mo knji ge 
i stu di je o Ve la ske zu po sto ji mno štvo te ma i pro ble ma ko je one po kri va ju i 
ko ji ma se ba ve. To zna či da sve tek sto ve o sli ka ru „Me ni pa“ i „Pre da je Bre de“, 
a ima ih do sta, ko li ko god iz me đu se be bi li raz li či ti, tre ba po sma tra ti pre sve-
ga kao uvo de u nje go vo de lo. To ne pro tiv re či nji ho vom ka rak te ru kao go to-
vim stu di ja ma. Ukup no go vo re ći, ta kva stra te gi ja iz gle da obe ća va ju će i či ni 
se va lja nom. Ono što bi bi lo po gre šno je ste či ta ti je kao ne ga tiv nu stvar.

Sa ma sin te za, u svo joj eko no mi zi ra ju ćoj stra te gi ji, nu žno pod ra zu me va 
is ti ca nje od re đe nih ide ja. Je dan mo me nat do đe do iz ra ža ja u pr vi plan, dok 
se u istom ak tu dru gi gu bi. Ka kav je bi lans tek sta Tri va In đi ća o Or te gi i 
Ga se tu i Ve la ske zu s ob zi rom na ne u mit nost po sle di ca ta kve lo gi ke? U nje-
go vom sa ži ma ju ćem pre gle du este tič ke mi sli ovog fi lo zo fa kroz od nos 
pre ma špan skom sli ka ru, iz o sta vlje na je jed na na iz gled ne bit na na po me na, 
a za ko ju se či ni da je od od lu ču ju će va žno sti.
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Ka ko Tri vo In đić sa pra vom pri me ću je, este ti ka Or te ge i Ga se ta je ste „ra-
z u  đe na“. Ne sa mo što po sto ji nje na raz u đe nost, što je ra su ta u mno štvu 
tek sto va, ona po red to ga po kri va „ra zno vr sne te me“, što ipak ne spre ča va 
– do da je In đić – da one bu du „uvek u funk ci ji osnov nog fi lo zof skog opre-
de lje nja“ Or te ge i Ga se ta (In đić 1985b: 33). Tre ba pri zna ti da ih je ne mo-
gu će na jed nom re la tiv no ma lom pro sto ru sve ob u hva ti ti. Me đu tim, ona o 
ko joj go vo rim ni je jed na od osta lih, ona je uslov svih dru gih te ma. Upra vo 
usled te mat ske ra zno vr sno sti u okvi ru nje go ve este ti ke, i re kli bi smo usled 
nje ne per spek ti vi stič no sti, otva ra ju se raz li či ti prav ci ko ji ma ona mo že da 
bu de iz la ga na i da lje raz vi ja na.

Pr vo što bi tre ba lo ura di ti je ste pro mi sli ti na ka kvoj je osno vi uop šte mo guć 
ta kav pro je kat ba vlje nja i pi sa nja o jed nom sli ka ru. Ko je je ono pi ta nje ko je 
pret ho di ana li za ma ka kve da je Tri vo In đić, ali i svim oni ma ta kve vr ste? Šta 
pr vo tre ba ura di ti i re ši ti da bi se one pred u ze le? Vra ti ti pred met u pred so-
ci o lo ški pro stor i po sta vi ti nje go vo is tra ži va nje na tran scen den tal nu ra van.

Po sto ji jed na te ma, jed na per spek ti va ko ja je za pra vo te ma svih te ma, 
per spek ti va svih per spek ti va. Ona se ti če sa me mo guć no sti pi sa nja i go vo-
re nja o sli kar stvu uop šte. Tek ka da se ja sno pro mi sli ovaj pro blem i po sta-
vi kao po la zi šte za sva da lja is tra ži va nja, uz pri hva ta nje svih po sle di ca 
ko je nje go vo po sta vlja nje sa so bom no si, on da se opre zno mo že pre ći na 
ana li zu dru gih pro ble ma. Or te ga i Ga set po sta vlja ra di kal no pi ta nje ko je 
se sa sto ji u to me ka ko uop šte go vo ri ti o ono me što ne mo že da go vo ri? Sa 
tim pro ble mom mo ra da se su o či onaj ko, ge ne ral no go vo re ći, ho će da se 
ba vi sli kar stvom.

Ovaj pro blem pred sta vlja bi tan mo tiv u tek sto vi ma o umet no sti Or te ge i 
Ga se ta. Nje ga pro na la zi ma i u oba Uvo da u Ve la ske za. U pr vom Uvo du, 
onom iz 1943. go di ne, za po če tak je iz ne se no jed no za pa ža nje ko je se kon-
kret no od no si na ovog sli ka ra, a po vo dom oso bi ne za ko ju sma tra da je 
ti pič na za lju de či ji je pro iz vod za sno van i na ra du ma nu el ne pri ro de.

Me đu tim, če sto je da sli ka ri, u ko ji ma is tra ja va iz ve sna za na tlij ska osno va 
za di vlje nje, ona ma nu el nog rad ni ka, bu du ću tlji vi (ta ci tur nos), a o Ve-
la ske zu zna mo da je to bio u naj ve ćoj me ri. (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 463)

Ova op ser va ci ja ima pri vre me nu vred nost i na njoj se kao ta kvoj ne mo že 
osta ti. Ne ra di se tek o pret po stav ci da Ve la skez ni je vo leo da pri ča, ili da 
to sli ka ri u em pi rij skom pre se ku iz be ga va ju da ra de. Or te ga i Ga set ka sni-
je u istom tek stu is ti če te melj nu pret po stav ku od ko je mo ra da kre ne mi-
sli lac o umet no sti sli kar stva. On mo ra da go vo ri o ono me ko ne go vo ri i to 
je su šti na. Kon sti tu tiv na ne iz ve snost za sni va nja ta kvog pro jek ta, ko jim 
upra vlja a pri o ri vi tal nog, mo ra se oči to va ti na nje gov re zul tat. Dru ga či je 
je ka da se go vo ri o oni ma ko ji ko ri ste re či i ba ve se nji ma, jer sli kar se pre-
va shod no ne mo iz ra ža va.
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Bi ti sli kar zna či od lu či ti se na ne most (mu dez). (Or te ga y Gas set 1965, 
VI II: 482)

U dru gom Uvo du (1954) Or te ga i Ga set po tvr đu je ide ju iz re če nu u pret hod-
nom, ali sa da ovo svoj stvo pre me šta i pro ši ru je sa sli ka ra na sli kar stvo u 
ce li ni, što bit no s ob zi rom na do mi nant ne re la ci je u nje go voj mi sli ne me nja 
stva ri. Ako se sli kar iz ra ža va na nem na čin, sli kar stvo je ste ne ma for ma iz-
ra za. U pi ta nju je tran scen den tal na ti ši na sli ke kao uslov nje nom pri stu pa nju. 
Po što Ve la skez ho će da od sli kar stva na či ni ono što ono za i sta je ste, nje gov 
je zik naj a de kvat ni je po ka zu je ovo op šte svoj stvo ko je ono u se bi no si.

Ovaj op šti mu ti zam (mu ti smo) sli kar stva šta vi še je na gla šen kod Ve la ske za. 
(Or te ga y Gas set 1965, VI II: 631)

Oni ko ji su pro u ča va li este ti ku Or te ge i Ga se ta i nje go vu mi sao o sli kar skoj 
umet no sti, a na ovim pro sto ri ma su to me da li svoj do pri nos Kse ni ja Atan si-
je vić, Mi lan Dam nja no vić i Tri vo In đić, mo ra li su da se su sret nu i su o če sa 
pro ble mom mu ti zma sli kar stva kao nje go vim ra di kal nim od re đe njem. Po-
sled nji po me nu ti od njih je, uzi ma ju ći za pred met Or te gi nu mi sao o Ve la-
ske zu, otvo rio, ta ko što je ni je is ta kao, upra vo onu te mu ko ju je Or te ga i 
Ga set u svo jim tek sto vi ma o ve li kom evrop skom sli ka ru XVII ve ka po sta vio. 
U od no su na sve ono do sa da re če no – da li je to uisti nu Ve la skez, taj gran 
si len ci o so? Šta nam go vo re nje go ve sli ke? Ko mo že po sled nji da dā od go vor 
na to pi ta nje i ka ko ga jed nom za svag da re ši ti i za tvo ri ti?

Kao što pi sac „Isti ne i per spek ti ve“ ka že da se sli kar od re đu je ne sa mo po 
ono me što je na sli kao, ne go i po ono me što ni je, isto ta ko se mo že kod 
Tri va In đi ća po sma tra ti šta on sma tra za bit no kod Or te gi ne mi sli o umet-
no sti, a šta ne to li ko. Ono što se ne po mi nje u nje go vom tek stu o Ve la ske-
zu ne zna či da ni je bit no, na osno vu tog od su stva mo gu će je od re di ti nje-
go vu po zi ci ju. Za to što ni je uzeo u raz ma tra nje i taj pro blem i sam nje gov 
tekst o Ve la ske zu se na kra ju do vo di u pi ta nje.

Ovaj gest se či ni oprav da nim iz raz lo ga što je u tek stu Tri va In đi ća pro pu-
šte na da bu de is tak nu ta te melj na ide ja, ona ko ja pro pi tu je sa mu mo guć-
no sti go vo ra i pi sa nja o sli kar stvu ge ne ral no. Moj tekst ni je to li ko kri tič ki, 
ko li ko ozna ča va do pi si va nje u od no su na po sto je ći. Ne ozna ča va ni ka kvu 
re vi zi ju pret hod nog, on je tek je dan do da tak, aneks ko ji isto vre me no po-
tvr đu je i de sta bi li zu je ide je iz lo že ne u nje mu.

Ne ka žem da Tri vo In đić ni je bio sve stan tog pro ble ma ili je ste, ne go da i 
sam nje gov tekst o Ve la ske zu ne osta je iz van, ne go pod le že ra du ogra ni ča-
va nja iz re če nih ide ja. Iz pod ruč ja dej stva te melj ne op ser va ci je o mu ti zmu 
sli kar stva ni je is klju čen ni onaj ko ji ju je iz re kao. Upra vo zbog tran scen den-
tal nog mo ti va ko ji je ot krio i is ta kao, mo ra se uze ti kao uslov no i ono što je 
Or te ga i Ga set pi sao o Ve la ske zu. Pro na ći i iz no va na gla si ti taj mo tiv ne 
zna či bi ti po šte đen nje go vog efek ta. Ni ovaj tekst ni je iz u zet od te opa sno sti.
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Miloš Ćipranić
Inđić and Velázquez
Abstract
The aim of this paper is to call into question the logic of interpretation of the 
texts of Ortega y Gasset about Velázquez made by Trivo Inđić. The sociologist 
from Belgrade in his text „Ortega i Velaskes“ [„Ortega and Velázquez“] overlooked 
an important question which the philosopher from Madrid proposed with regard 
to his interpretation of Velázquez – what is actually the condition of possibility 
to comprehend the work of (this) painter? Painting is a mute form of expression. 
Ortega y Gasset asks – how to speak about the persons who do not speak? 
Because Trivo Inđić did not stress the importance of this question and did not 
discover this transcendental motif, his text will be problematized in that direction.

Keywords: mutism, painting, José Ortega y Gasset, Trivo Inđić, Diego Velázquez
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How Does the Use of “Culture” and “Tradition” Shape 
the Women’s Rights Discourse in Transitional Serbia?

Abstract   Although social anthropologists have mostly abandoned the essentialist 
view of “culture” and “tradition”, these static notions are still frequently used in 
Serbian public discourse regarding women’s rights. I believe that analysing the 
production of cultural meaning and knowledge among different social actors and 
the state is important when exploring the implementation, transformation and 
protection of women’s rights at a local level. In this article, I shall investigate how 
“culture” and “tradition” are being constructed and used by certain right wing 
groups, political leaders, intellectuals and by the Serbian Orthodox Church. On 
one side, arguments of “culture” and “tradition” are used in order to “preserve 
the national identity” and save it from “imposed Western norms” and “Western 
imperialism”, while on the other, they are used to explain the cultural obstacles 
regarding the effective protection of women’s rights. “Tradition”, often con-
structed as a linear project of inherited “cultural” and “moral” values and practices, 
stands in opposition to the EU; therefore, it calls to be nurtured and protected 
or changed and abandoned. Consequently, I see women rights issues trapped 
into a pro-EU or against EU, pro-traditional values or pro-liberal values discourse. 
I conclude that women rights in Serbia are and probably will be affected more 
by the use and abuse of different concepts of “culture” and “tradition”.

Keywords: culture, tradition, women’s rights, public discourse, EU, Serbia, Balkan

The aim of this article is to explore in what ways and for what purposes 
concepts of “tradition”1 and “culture” are being used in the public discourse 
related to women’s rights in contemporary, transitional Serbia. Although 
social anthropologists have mostly abandoned the essentialist (Grillo 2003) 
view of “culture” and “tradition”, these static definitions are still used in 
Serbian public discourse. Different actors, such as politicians, state officials 
and right wing groups are referring to women’s rights using arguments of 
“culture” and “tradition”. Moreover, in its observations regarding the im-
plementation of CEDAW, Serbia has “acknowledge[d] in paragraphs 100 
and 105 of its report that traditional views on the role of women and their 
status in society persist” (CEDAW/C/SRB/Q/2-3). After democratic changes 
in 2000 and the fall of Milošević regime, Serbia has chosen the path towards 
EU. Among many accession criteria is the obligation of the candidate state 
to guarantee the protection of human rights. Therefore, women’s and human 

1  I am using terms “culture” and “tradition” in inverted commas, as there is no 
consensus on their definition among anthropologists and other social scientists, and 
I “define” these terms as socially constructed, fluid, contested, relational, changing and 
dynamic.
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rights have been a part of every government’s agenda. Consequently, in 
order to meet relevant EU requirements, the Serbian parliament adopted 
several laws on human and women’s rights, (Council of the European 
Union, 2012) and expressed no reservation on CEDAW (CEDAW/C/SCG/
CO/1/CRP). This article explores the public discourse and the production 
of cultural meaning related to women’s rights in this particularly sensitive 
moment of struggle to obtain a date to open the negotiation process for 
joining the EU. How concepts of “tradition” and “culture” are used in ex-
plaining women’s rights and with what purpose? How do these arguments 
reflect the EU debate and how these arguments and the EU debate affect 
the women’s rights?

As Merry (2003) points out, in human rights discourse, particularly in 
CEDAW, “culture” is often seen as subordinating women while women’s 
rights and modernity are freeing them. The same view of “culture” and 
“tradition”, as this paper intends to show, is present in Serbian public dis-
course, where the fight for women’s rights becomes a fight against “backward 
mentality”, “tradition” (Nešić 2013), “rural thought” (Ramet 1996) and 
“Balkan’s re-traditionalisation” (Božilović 2010). On one hand, ruling state 
elites, which embrace women’s rights together with the EU perspective, are 
using the arguments of “culture” and “tradition” to explain encountered 
difficulties in the implementation of these rights. In this article, I argue that 
state officials use these arguments as an excuse, by blaming “tradition” for 
the inefficiency of the state to protect women’s rights. As a consequence of 
this, they turn the women’s rights fight into a fight against tradition 
(Merry 2003, Cowan 2001). On the other hand, right wing groups2 (“Dveri”, 
“Naši”, “1389”3) and the Serbian Orthodox Church present themselves as 
the protectors of “tradition” against “imposed Western values”. They also 

2  Some far right groups in Serbia, created a couple of decades ago as marginalised, 
religious, sport, sub cultural, para-political organisation gradually changed into le-
gitimate political parties. It has been estimated that almost 10% of Serbs voted for 
different far right representatives (CESID 2012).
3  “Dveri”, “Naši” and “1389” are three influential right wing organisations created 
in 1999 -“Dveri”, in 2004 - “Naši” and in 2005 -“1389”, declaring themselves as patri-
otic, non-government, non-profitable, aiming to “preserve tradition and […] [affirm] 
culture, historical, spiritual and other values of Serbian people[…]”(1389 2013). Those 
values are, for all three organisations, the Orthodox church […] and the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of Serbia (against the independence of Kosovo). They all declare 
themselves as being firmly against Serbia entering EU and NATO and they proclaim 
state alliance with Russia. “Patriotism and family values are among our most important, 
basic principles. We are also developing campaigns against drug addiction and abortion” 
(1389 2013). “Dveri” is more intellectually oriented, and highly political, producing a 
lot of studies, written documents and academic papers in support of their theories, 
“Naši” is firmly fighting “traitors and foreign spies” (Naši 2013) by producing lists of 
enemies and organising marches against gay pride while “1389” declares itself open 
to new ideas and even has a part of their website in foreign languages (1389 2013).
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strongly oppose the EU integration process. In their view, “tradition”, con-
structed as a linear and static project of inherited “cultural” and “moral” 
values and practices, stands in opposition to the “shameful” and “per-
verted” Europe and calls to be nurtured and protected.

The result of this analysis hints that the EU process may not be incentive 
to further development of women’s rights in Serbia but rather likely to 
marginalize the issue by setting those rights among mandatory and un-
popular political EU conditions.4 This may explain the fear of some human 
rights activists that the EU may turn a blind eye on women issues if Serbia 
does fulfil “more important” political conditions, like the normalisation of 
Serbia’s relations with Kosovo, judicial reforms etc. (Mršević, personal in-
terview 27 Feb 2013).

The production of cultural meaning, especially in relation to Serbia’s EU-
accession and to the Serbian symbolic battlefield around “tradition”, “cul-
ture” and women’s rights, cannot be understood without knowing the 
patterns of the Western “orientalist discourse”5 (Said 1978) in which Balkans 
is perceived as unfinished and “uncivilised” Europe. Created a couple of 
centuries ago, mostly in France and Great Britain, this set of negative im-
ages on Balkans and Serbia has been resurrected during the Yugoslav wars 
of the 1990s and has been kept alive since, both internationally and lo-
cally, deeply affecting contemporary Serbia and, more precisely, the EU and 
the women’s rights discourse. This oriental discourse has its roots in early 
travel books in which the Balkans was perceived as a mystical, patriarchal, 
tribal and rural place. After World War I, it inspired the creation of new 
words (balkanization, to balkanize) designating the breaking up “into 
smaller and often hostile units” (Encyclopædia Britannica, 2013). During 
fifty years of communism in the second half of the XX century, Yugoslavia 
was mainly known for its third way into socialism and an allied force dur-
ing World War II. However, the old patriarchal and tribal discourse made 
its forceful comeback in Western literature during Yugoslav wars (Drezgić 
and Žarkov 2006). As Drezgić and Žarkov (2006) notice, in most feminist 
academic literature regarding the Balkans and Serbia, men are presented 
as violent, misogynous warriors, while women are mostly defined as passive 
victims of the war (see Allcock 1991, Stiglmayer 1993). These revived 
“Western” media and cultural definitions of the Balkans and Serbia have 

4  Slow progression towards EU, unpopular political conditions (cooperation with the 
ICTY, Kosovo independence) made the public support to the EU integration process drop 
from 72 in 2002 to 41% in December 2012 (Serbia European Integration Office 2013).
5  The term describes what Said argued was an academic and artistic tradition of 
outsider interpretations of the East, based and shaped by prejudices and the European 
imperialism in the 18th and 19th centuries.
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been adopted and also partly produced by regional and local academic and 
political actors; they have contributed to this image and perpetuated these 
“imagined geographies”(Bakić-Hyden 1992).

In that sense, Drezgić and Žarkov (2006) provided an excellent analysis of 
the work of Slavenka Drakulić, often perceived as “Simone de Beauvoir of 
Eastern Europe” and “Gloria Steinem of Socialism” and whose works re-
garding communism and wars in ex-Yugoslavia represent an “authority in 
the West” (Drezgić and Žarkov 2006: 293). Throughout examples from her 
work, they reveal how Western stereotypes of communism were reproduced 
and combined with descriptions of the “savage” Balkans. Authors demon-
strate how Drakulić demonises communism through metaphors of tumour 
and dark, brainwashed people whose mentality and system of beliefs needs 
exorcizing, depicting irrationality that is about to explode, women as pas-
sive victims without agency and the communist society divorced from all 
individual responsibility. Furthermore, the savageness of the Balkans is 
illustrated through the images of wars in ex-Yugoslavia and examples of 
nationalism and the rural, male brutality, where “rural” becomes almost an 
explanation for violence itself (Drezgić and Žarkov 2006: 293−296). This 
“rural” motive as an explanation of violence and nationalism may be found 
elsewhere, for example in the work of Ramet (1996: 78):

“The rural character of the Serbian national movement explains the move-
ment’s ʻtraditionalʼ values, which are stridently anti-feminist, strongly 
oriented towards the Serbian Orthodox Church, and laced with xenophobia: 
in short, the paradigmatic ʻtraditionalʼ values that one associates with the 
countryside. It is also significant that the increase in inter-ethnic violence 
that had already begun in earnest in 1990 was accompanied by a simul-
taneous increase in wife-beating in Serbia.”

As Todorova (1994) points out, “Balkanism and its subject are imprisoned 
in a field of discourse in which ʻBalkansʼ is paired in opposition to ʻWestʼ 
and ʻEuropeʼ, while ʻBalkanismʼ is the dark other of ‘Western civilizationʼ.
[…] the Balkans are left in Europe’s thrall, anti-civilization, alter ego, the 
dark side within”(Todorova 1994: 482). This is important to note, when 
examining the production of cultural meaning, especially in relation to 
Serbia’s EU-accession.

European Union has an important role in spreading women’s rights and 
different gender policies, such as, for example, gender equality and gender 
mainstreaming policies (Spehar 2011). However, the contemporary political 
discourse regarding the Western Balkans and its EU accession (which includes 
Albania, Serbia, Montenegro, Kosovo, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina) stresses that “countries in this 
region have serious political and security problems, including the existence 
of intolerance, pathological nationalism and xenophobia, underdeveloped 
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democratic political culture and lacking the art of compromise” (Pritham 
2008, cited in Spehar 2011: 365).

Therefore, some Serbian academics believe that European integration of the 
Balkan countries implies, among other things, the release of their societies’ 
burdens of the past embodied in various traditionalist prejudices, super-
stitions, inferiority complexes or multiple values, habits, and mentalities 
(Božilović 2011: 114). Moreover, Božilović (2011: 117) argues that Serbia, 
since it belongs to the Balkans, still reflects strong tribal relations. As a 
consequence, he argues that Serbia should not count on support and aid 
from Europe, unless it gets rid of the negative burden of the past still present 
in people’s patterns of behaviour, such as hatred, contempt, envy, greed, 
hypocrisy, greed, deceit and malice. Therefore, the modernization, the de-
velopment of Balkans’ societies appears as a basic condition for its integration 
to the EU. In this way, this essentialist argument which reproduces the dis-
course of “Balkanism” (Todorova 1994) became strongly related to EU-ac-
cession, the perspective of which is described as a project of civilisation, of 
modernising and upbringing of the “savage” countries from the region.

As, arguably, the Western Balkans represent the most difficult set of pro-
spective accession countries so far encountered by the EU (in Spehar 2011: 
365), the described context – related to the Balkans, Serbia and the EU – 
frame women’s rights discourse in more than one way. These “imagined 
geographies”(Bakić-Hyden 1992), embraced as well as produced locally, 
define and generalise the Serbian context and “culture” as “rural”, “backward”, 
“barbarian”, “traditional”, “patriarchal” and “misogynous” while the imple-
mentation of women’s rights becomes related to the project of “modernisa-
tion”, “de-communisation”, “europeanisation” and “civilisation”. Describing 
them as “imagined geographies” (Bakić-Hyden 1992) does not qualify them 
as false or true, but stress the symbolic weight they contain, the generalised 
pictures they produce and the feelings they invoke.

Filipescu (2012) have identified the orientalist discourse in the enlargement 
documents of the European Union regarding the Western Balkans. The 
opposite may also be said: such academic and political discourses on the 
Balkans and Serbia shape the symbolic battlefield around EU in transi-
tional Serbia and reflect on the women’s rights. In order to examine in what 
way they do so, the next section of the article analyses relevant examples 
of the use of “culture” and “tradition” related to the women’s rights issue 
in Serbian public discourse in the recent past.

In 2009, when the Serbian government announced it would soon deliver 
a Law on Gender Equality, an important public debate on “Gender Equality 
in Serbia” was organised as a part of the project called “Democratic politi-
cal forum” which gave the floor to representatives from different subject 
fields, ministries, institutions and organisations such as the Director of 
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Gender Equality of the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, several uni-
versity professors, the European Movement in Serbia, the Belgrade Centre 
for Human rights, Ombudsman, the Belgrade Fund for political Excellence, 
Incest trauma Centre – Belgrade, Centre for Gender Equality, Centre for 
Women’s Studies and Gender Research, The Centre For Democracy Foun-
dation, eminent political democratic leaders, researchers, journalists and 
many more.

Almost all actors in the debate agreed that the Serbian legislation is largely 
aligned primarily with the consolidated EU Directive in 2006, mostly in 
dealing with social and economic issues of gender equality. In this sense, 
they consented that Serbia would “at least not have a problem at the norma-
tive level, when the experts from the Commission and the Council of Europe 
come”, as Gasmi (2009) pointed out. Nevertheless, all participants agreed 
as well that the implementation of legal provisions was likely to be difficult. 
While some actors concentrated on political, economic and educational 
constrains which were compromising the implementation of gender equality 
provisions, others were using the argument of “tradition” and “culture” as 
being a significant obstacle to a successful implementation of the adopted 
legal framework. However, the static and essentialist notion of “tradition” 
and “culture” they used in their discourse was not meant to serve national-
istic interests and discredit the universality of human rights as Pollis (cited 
in Harris-Short 2003: 164) would point out, or to give misleading interpre-
tations of “culture”, but was rather used to demonstrate that state elites, 
favourable to the EU integration of Serbia, were favourable to women’s 
rights and gender equality standards as well, but were having difficulties to 
implement them. As those difficulties were related mainly to cultural tradi-
tion, it almost implied that the state should not be held responsible for them.

In this respect, the statement of an influential politician, philosopher, and 
– at the time – member of the parliament for the Democratic Party, Dragoljub 
Mićunović (2009), seems particularly illustrative:

“I see the problem of male-female relationships, above all, coming from 
a male oriented, criminal and traditional culture and this has been like 
that since the time of old epics and Greek tragedies through the present 
day. This affects society and shapes its values. There is no relationship 
between men and women that is not marked by endemic violence by men 
against women […] It comes from the depths of our society […] That is 
how our society is like and that is what comes from culture. We have to 
act against this anti-women, violent culture. Take ʻBuilding of Skadar on 
Bojanaʼ[traditional folk poem] as an example, and how they bricked up 
one unfortunate woman with her child. When epics like this are taught, 
we have to say it is a terrible shame and that this poem is not beautiful 
but hideous, disgusting. Thus, it is an attitude requiring a change of 
values. We should count on facing terrible resistance […]”.
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Furthermore, Mićunović (2009) argues that “no good law can help. The 
problem of the rule of law in Serbia is not so much in the lack of legal 
documents, but in their complete disregard”. What he failed to explain was 
by whom these laws were disregarded or who was responsible to enforce 
and implement legal provisions. At the time he delivered this statement, 
Mićunović was a member of the formerly governing Democratic Party, which 
introduced significant police and judiciary reforms during 2003, 2006 and 
2009 (EU Delegation to the Republic of Serbia 2012). These reforms, how-
ever, kept old inefficient strategies, procedures and less than mild punish-
ments penalties against violence and discrimination towards women is 
Serbia (EU Delegation to the Republic of Serbia 2012). The Coordinator of 
Safe houses and the Counselling Centre for domestic violence Stanojević 
(2013) argues that Serbia’s regulations to punish violence against women 
are nothing more than a dead letter on paper, as the prosecutors, the 
judges and the police does not seem willing to apply them during the 
criminal chain process. Proceedings are slow, inadequate and long, dis-
missal of criminal investigation or dismissal of court case frequent, sen-
tences are light and the protection of women by the police or during pro-
ceedings is rare and inefficient, she explains. Therefore, the number of 
victims has not been reduced, says Stanojević (2013). Moreover, she 
stresses out that legal provisions are wrongly interpreted and performed 
in practice in a discriminatory way, involving witnesses and victims going 
through secondary victimization (Stanojević 2013). This example makes 
it obvious that relevant institutional actors are actually contributing to 
further violations of women’s rights and that the state have failed to protect 
those it has the duty to protect, demonstrating its incapacity to deal with 
those issues through the system and existing institutions. On the contrary, 
“tradition”, “customs” and “backward culture” arguments in the discourse 
of state officials may be seen rather as an abuse of existing stereotypes, 
which consequently transfer the blame and the responsibility from the state 
to culture. As Ombudsman and LGBT rights defendant Mršević (2009) 
points out, most victims of violence with tragic consequences had been 
seeking help from public institutions and the police or social welfare centres 
years before the tragic event occurred. Therefore, it may be concluded that 
arguments of “tradition” or “culture” in the state officials’ public discourse 
in Serbia serve as an excuse for inaction, inefficient government policies 
and deeper socio-economic reasons for violations of women’s rights, as 
described by Harris-Short (2003).

At the other end of the Serbian public discourse, the use of “culture” and 
“tradition” as arguments in the public discourse regarding women’s rights is 
observed among right wing groups. These groups declare themselves as de-
fenders of Serbian “authentic tradition and culture” which is threatened by 
“imposed Western ideas” (groups like “Dveri”, “Naši”, “1389”). This example 
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illustrates Narayan’s (1997, cited in Lilly and Irvine 2007: 96) argument that 
nostalgic reactions are often present in non-Western societies as a reaction to 
the potential threats to the established gender roles. Following this, it may be 
said that in Serbia, the concepts of “culture” and “tradition” are used against 
the emerging new order, West and its dominant model of gender.

In Serbia, right wing groups use culture, which includes different cultural 
and religious symbols, myths and history, as a powerful nationalist and 
political tool. Although the instrumental use of tradition has never been 
absent from the Serbian society, as Naumović (1994) explains, being a part 
of different nationalistic and political projects through history, its particu-
larly powerful comeback is observed during the 80s and the 90s. The in-
strumental use of tradition in Serbia, according to the same author, includes 
three separate but interrelated set of phenomena. The first is the Serbian 
Orthodox tradition which involves the conceptual system, churches, mon-
asteries, frescoes and icons, religious rituals and holidays. The second set 
relates to the Serbian historical tradition (real and mythic images that 
people have about their state and national past), and the third set is em-
bodied in the folk, rural tradition. The instrumental use of tradition is a 
practice of manipulating with any of those sets (cited in Božilović 2010: 
116). Although the instrumental use of tradition in the last three decades 
of the Serbian past is mainly referred to as to the political manipulation 
from the government, especially at the time of Yugoslav wars, it continues 
to shape all aspects of public life in Serbia. However, one striking contem-
porary example of the instrumental use of tradition is observed in relation 
to human rights issues in general, and women’s rights in particular.

Bearing in mind that all right wing groups in Serbia share a similar approach 
to tradition, women and EU, in order to illustrate this, I shall analyse how 
the most influential6 among them, the nationalistic and pro-fascist7 or-
ganisation “Dveri”, uses the concept of “tradition” and “culture” and how 
it manipulates with different cultural, historical, political and religious 
symbols in building its arguments against women’s rights.

“What is the meaning of a new, extreme feminism, arising out of the Bol-
shevik, who is now being imposed not only to Serbia, but to all Christian 
nations of the world, under the guise of fighting for women’s rights?” asks 

6  During parliamentary elections in May 2012 “Dveri” almost crossed the threshold 
and succeeded in entering the local administration after the local elections. (CESID 2012)
7  As Kuljić (2002) and Griffin (2006) (cited in Stakić 2013: 2) point out that con-
temporary right wing extremism has routes in fascism. Stakić (2013: 2) gives a brief 
overview on different definitions of contemporary fascism and provides a theoretical 
common ground. According to her, contemporary fascism includes: anti-liberalism, 
anti-modernity, anti-communism, cult of tradition, extreme nationalism, conspiracy 
theory, anti-Semitism and romanticism with militarism.
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the organisation via its website. The question is answered through a set of 
mixed arguments against the communist heritage, the “imposed Western 
norms” and critiques of tradition, illustrated, among others, by Mićunović’s 
speech during the debate on “Gender equality in Serbia”. They begin with 
the critique of communism and its secularity:

“The 8 March, the day […] celebrated as the Day of Women only in 
Eastern Europe, which is still partially polluted by Communism, coincides 
with the day the Church celebrates the Finding of the Head of St. John 
the Forerunner. St. John’s head had been cut off by the lawless king Herod 
the Younger, at the urging of his wife Herodias […] the darkest female 
character in the New Testament […]. Herodias, unlike other women de-
scribed in the New Testament, is the personification of lust, malice and 
hatred towards everything that is holy. So the Communists, accidentally 
or not (inspired by the Father of lies) have selected [for the Women’s Day] 
the same day the Church celebrates the honourable head of St. John the 
Baptist, inviting women to follow the example of Herodias, a personification 
of darkness, sin and death, instead of following the example of the Holy 
Mother of God” (Dveri 2009).

According to the organisation, the “usurious globalization” and the EU, as 
the Satan’s kingdom or the Fourth Reich,8 should be blamed for putting the 
pressure on Serbia to implement the Law on Gender Equality. This imposi-
tion is based on false ideological assumptions that women are subordi-
nated and discriminated in all societies, that their opportunities to engage 
in politics are limited and that all differences between men and women 
ultimately lead to discrimination of the latter (Dveri 2009). It claims that 
this legal provision is based on promoting the androgynous concept of a 
human being and continues: “Authorities appoint their Commissioners for 
ʻgender equalityʼ anywhere and everywhere: they continue to claim that 
the other names of Serbia are misogyny and violence [….] because, of 
course, Serbian culture is more violent than others”. This argument illus-
trates both the reaction of “Dveri” to the Western “hegemonic” discourse 
on Serbia, as well as the organisation’s perception of women’s rights as an 
integral part of that “imposed” discourse. Women’s rights are perceived as 
something externally imposed and not as something genuinely important. 
Moreover, the organisation criticises Mićunović’s attack on tradition and 
culture and his ambition to influence the way some traditional folk poems 
are interpreted in schools: “by starting a legislation on gender equality [and 
by] attacking the poem ʻBuilding of Skadarʼ [they intend to] complete the 
creation of a society with no incest and no taboos, in which paedophilia is 
normal [leading, in the end to] the triumph of cyborgs” (Dveri 2009).

8  More on “Dveri’’ and their vision of EU can be found in a special issue for Easter 
2008 of their magazine Dveri srpske called EUtanasia. http://www.dverisrpske.com/
pdf/casopis/37 KosovoiEvropskaunija.pdf
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If we assume that all the members of this right wing group share the same 
feelings of being pressured, threatened and conditioned by the “hegemonic 
and perverted” West, then, they may, as described by the hedgehog theory9, 
tend to resist and reject all ideas or policies of a presumably Western origin. 
This is a response to the oriental discourse as well: “Finally, we are the 
Balkans, ʻthe Otherʼ in Europe, the screen where [the EU] is traditionally 
projecting its own negative side, and we look at ourselves through that 
Western pair of glasses, we see ourselves as backward, monstrous and all 
wrong” says Papan (2008), one of the right wing ideologists.

Although it would be interesting to explore whether members of this right 
wing group, either as a group or individually, really believe to be threatened 
or are just manipulating with this idea, it would require a research of the 
internal group organisation and ideology that goes beyond the scope of 
this paper. Analysing their website, however, shows how they construct the 
“authentic tradition” and how, by combining different religious, national 
or mythical symbols in opposition to communism and the West, they intend 
to “defend the nation” from “this new revolutionary ecstasy about democ-
racy, human rights and the EU integration” (Dveri 2009).

Consequently, some right wing groups published, in 2012, a “black list” of 
Serbian NGOs (Autonomous women center 2012) :

“There is a new wave of traditionalization in Serbia which is reflected in 
the strengthening the role of the church and right-wing organizations [...] 
There are 3 women’s NGOs out of 17 civil society organizations on the 
list of ʻundesirablesʼ (Women in Black, Autonomous Women’s Center and 
Reconstruction Women’s Fund)” (Autonomous women center 2012).

However, conservative ideas are not the exclusive property of right wing 
organisations. Some independent researchers, for example, use cultural 
arguments to discredit adopted legal provision regarding women’s rights 
on the basis of their incompatibility with the local context. Certain laws 
“simply cannot be implemented here, because they are essentially betraying 
the established patriarchal relations, which is not good” says a well-known 
criminologist for a wide-circulation newspaper (Nikolić 2012). This be-
trayal of established gender relations, explains Nikolić (2012), has led to 
a situation where mothers are spending the whole day at work, come 
home “frustrated” and therefore quarrel with their husbands. In this case, 
the argument of patriarchal tradition is given a positive connotation. 
Women’s agency should, according to him, be reduced to private sphere, 
to family and home, while the violence against women is described as a 
consequence of change in gender roles. Consequently, working women 

9  The hedgehog dilemma, in psychology, describes how people’s possible reactions 
to ostracism, or any other social rejection. (Maner et al. 2007)
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are to blame for playing an inappropriate role in a recommendable pa-
triarchal context.

Finally, regarding the use of notions of “culture” and “tradition” in Serbian 
public discourse, Malešević (2006, cited in Božilović 2010: 125) points to 
the complete marginalization of those aspects of Serbian tradition that are 
based on rationalism and the Enlightenment, the liberal and universal 
values of openness towards the other and all those elements of Serbian 
heritage that are complementary to the best aspects of European tradition.

Apart from the described problematic discourse going from the “civilising 
the savage” to “defending real Serbian traditional values”, women’s rights 
in transitional Serbia are also trapped inside the imperative obligation of 
abandoning “inappropriate” heritage and tradition related to communism. 
By this inappropriate heritage I mean everything that was created and 
installed by the former communist regime. In respect to this, we should 
bear in mind that most international women’s rights have not been alien 
to the local context, due to the country’s fifty years long communist past 
and to the significant role women had played as guerrilla fighters in the 
communist-led Yugoslav Liberation Army during the World War II. There-
fore, Yugoslav women were recognised as officially equal and were grant-
ed civil rights (Gudac-Dodić 2006). However, in a transitional context where 
the state seeks to distance itself from all its communist past, this positive 
heritage has been entirely left out from the public discourse.10

On the contrary, as Malešević (2006, cited in Božilović 2010: 125) stressed 
out, conservatism and patriarchy, xenophobia and primitivism with elements 
of hate speech remain unreasonably vital.

10  The debate on women’s position and women’s equality within Yugoslav com-
munism goes beyond the scope of this paper. On one hand, it is said that “After the 
success of the ʻpartisansʼ in suppressing the fascists, and the establishment of the Socialist 
Federal Republics of Yugoslavia, the Anti-Fascist Front of Women was disbanded by 
the Communist Party, on the basis that, under communism, women would have equal 
rights with men, and so there was no need to organise separately. However, communism 
has never effectively addressed the fact that societies throughout the world are patri-
archal, regardless of their political and economic structures. This means that there are 
a number of unwritten rules and regulations, implicit to our cultures, which explicitly 
disadvantage women” (Stanisavljević 1995: 37). In contrast, there is the argument that 
“In communist Yugoslavia, the Titoist programme was archetypally of the city. The 
emphasis on self-management (a model of decision making drawn from a specifically 
industrial context), like the accompanying efforts to promote secularism, gender equal-
ity, and ethnic coexistence all undercut the ethos of the village. Titoist politics was 
hostile to the political aspects of traditional culture, and made strong efforts to overcome 
traditional-rural prejudice against women, to erode the political authority of the 
Churches (always strongest in the countryside), and to anathematize all manifestations 
of nationalist sentiment, especially when translated into political programmes or de-
mands” (Ramet 1996: 76).
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Public actors in Serbia use the essentialist notion of “culture”, where culture 
is perceived as a static, shared, consensual and coherent system. This old 
notion of culture is a form of cultural essentialism that defines culture as 
a way of life, a property of the people who are the carriers of that culture. 
Culture, perceived in a static way that determines individual and collective 
identities (Grillo 2003), can be easily blamed for disadvantages or viola-
tions of human rights and this old, misread notion of culture makes it 
harder to spread and implement human rights (Merry 2003). Paradoxi-
cally, although – as we have examined – state representatives’ talk about 
culture conceals their incapacity to efficiently protect and implement 
women’s rights, by indirectly or directly putting the blame on “rural thought” 
and engaging in a fight against “tradition”, they actually do perpetuate 
“tradition” as an essentialist notion and consequently, it does become an 
issue. On the other hand, despite the fact that right wing conservative 
groups use different “cultural” and “traditional” arguments for different 
purposes than the pro-EU state officials, they keep perceiving culture in 
the same essentialist and static way, mainly in order to oppose the he-
gemony of the official discourse while spreading their nationalistic ideology 
or conservative ideas.

Presenting patriarchy, primitivism and misogyny as “Serbian tradition” is 
a form of politically ineffective essentialism. It perpetuates the post-war 
media and political discourse about Serbia people may easily find offensive, 
thus giving fuel to right wing groups to “defend the authentic tradition” 
and to discredit women’s rights and all policies coming from the “West”. 
As authenticity is just a historically specific dominant ideology, which can 
change over time (Asad 1979, cited in Wright 1998: 8), the official presen-
tation of “culture” and “tradition” in such ways normalises this problematic 
discourse without having the power to challenge it. Thus, the patriarchal 
and misogynous definitions of culture become a dominant discourse and 
unquestionable truths. This politicisation of “culture” is a form of ideology 
that becomes a prevalent way of thinking and in such a hegemonic system 
“culture” appears coherent and consensual (Wright 1998). As Merry (2003) 
points out, culture is not only a system of beliefs, it is also a product of in-
stitutional arrangements and legal provisions so, in this process, the state 
plays an important role in shaping culture and public opinion.

I strongly agree with authors who claim that human rights should be 
grounded in the local “culture” (Merry 2003, An Na’im 1990, Dundes 
Ruteln 1988); therefore, investigating the local context is important. Before 
blaming “culture” or “tradition” for the lack of implementation of women’s 
rights, all specific causes for gender inequality, violence against women 
and others structural obstacles on the ground as well as within institutions, 
laws and constitutions should be examined. The country will not advance 
on human rights matters if there is no honest political will to implement 
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and spread women’s rights through all state’s structures and official insti-
tutions such as education and social services. Unfortunately, it appears 
that Serbian government and state officials are willing to fight for the 
advancement of women’s rights only through legislation and because it is 
a condition set by the EU.

The analysis of the public discourse of different actors who have the 
power to define “culture” and “tradition” in relation to women’s rights in 
Serbia shows that women rights issues in Serbia are trapped into a pro-EU 
or against EU, pro-traditional values or pro-liberal values discourse, between 
tradition or modernity and that consequently, in the public discourse, 
women’s rights appear as a condition to access the EU rather than a genu-
inely important issue. I agree with Višnjić (2012) who evaluates women’s 
rights in Serbia as being a mere decoration of democracy. Therefore, in my 
view, women rights in Serbia, as a kind of collateral damage, are and prob-
ably will continue to be strongly affected and shaped in the future by the 
use and abuse of concepts of “culture” and “tradition”.
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Sara Petrovski
Kako upotreba „kulture“ i „tradicije“ oblikuje 
diskurs o ženskim pravima u tranzicionoj Srbiji?
Rezime
Iako su kul tur ni an tro po lo zi ma hom na pu sti li esen ci ja li stič ko vi đe nje „kul tu re“ i 
„tra di ci je“, nji ho ve sta tič ke de fi ni ci je su i da lje pri sut ne i če sto upo tre blja va ne u 
jav nom dis kur su o žen skim pra vi ma u Sr bi ji. Sma tra ju ći ana li zu pro iz vod nje ovih 
kul tur nih zna če nja od stra ne raz li či tih i re le vant nih dru štve nih ak te ra na dru štve no 
po li tič koj sce ni u Sr bi ji va žnom za raz u me va nje im ple men ta ci je, tran sfor ma ci je i 
za šti te žen skih pra va na lo kal nom ni vou, u član ku pro u ča vam na ko ji na čin de-
sni čar ske or ga ni za ci je, po li tič ki li de ri i in te lek tu al ci iz raz li či tih dru štve nih sfe ra, 
kao i Srp ska pra vo slav na cr kva, kon stru i šu i upo tre blja va ju „kul tu ru“ i „tra di ci ju“. 
Sa jed ne stra ne se ar gu men ti „kul tu re“ i „tra di ci je“ upo tre blja va ju u ci lju „za šti te 
na ci o nal nog iden ti te ta“ od „ na met nu tih za pad nih vred no sti“ i „za pad nog im pe-
ri ja li zma“. Sa dru ge stra ne, oni slu že da oprav da ju kul tur ne po te ško će sa ko ji ma 
se su sre ću dr žav ne in sti tu ci je i dru gi re le van ti ak te ri u pro ce su za šti te žen skih 
pra va, gde je „tra di ci ja“ če sto per ci pi ra na kao ne u pit ni, li ne ar ni pro je kat na sle-
đe nih „kul tur nih“ i „mo ral nih“ vred no sti i prak si ko je su u su prot no sti sa po li ti kom 
i kul tur nim vred no sti ma Evrop ske uni je. U skla du sa tim, „tra di ci ja“ mo ra bi ti ili 
bra nje na i za šti će na, ili iz me nje na i na pu šte na. Po sle di ca to ga je da su žen ska 
pra va uple te na u dis kurs o bor bi za ili pro tiv EU, za ili pro tiv „tra di ci je“ ko ja sto ji 
na su prot „mo der nim“ i „li be ral nim“ vred no sti ma. Za klju ču jem da upo tre ba i in-
stru men ta li za ci ja raz li či tih kon ce pa ta „kul tu re“ i „tra di ci je“ na mno go na či na 
uti če na raz u me va nje, pri hva ta nje i za šti tu žen skih pra va u Sr bi ji.

Ključ ne re či: kul tu ra, tra di ci ja, žen ska pra va, jav ni dis kurs, Evrop ska uni ja, Sr bi ja, 
Bal kan
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The term social capital is increasingly gaining in 
importance. Its multidimensionality affects to 
deal with it not only theoreticians from the opus 
of economic sciences, as expected, but also 
scholars from the field of sociology, philosophy, 
political sciences and religious studies. Book 
„Social capital, social identities – from ownership 
to belonging“ points to this crucial feature of 
social capital as a significant phenomenon of 
modern social science.

As a collection of papers, this book actually starts 
from the question what is social capital? What 
is its role in contemporary society? Piere Bourdieu 
finds social capital as a network of relationships 
and products of investment strategies, individu-
al or collective, consciously or unconsciously 
aimed at establishing or reproducing social re-
lationships that are directly usable in the short 
or long term, implying durable obligations sub-
jectively felt (respect, feeling of gratitude, etc.) 
or institutionally guaranteed (rights) (Bourdieu, 
1986). James S. Coleman use the concept of 
social capital as a part of generally theoretical 
strategy and he is taking rational action as star-
ting point but rejecting the extreme individual 
premises that often accompany it (Coleman, 
1988). Robert D. Putnam by “social capital” 
means features of social life – networks, norms, 
and trust – that enable participants to act together 
more effectively (Putnam, 1995). In contem-
porary political or economic sciences, reference 
is most generally made to the works of Putnam 
when dealing with the notion of social capital. 
It is precisely on these issues leads the biggest 
polemic in this book, starting from different 
theoretical viewpoints.

Made up of three key components, social networks, 
moral obligations, norms, and also social values, 
social capital is looked upon as a central condi-
tion of social integration and cohesion, economic 
success and the well-being of nations (p. 85.). 
All three of these components can be seen as 
parts of a larger whole, and that is a social stra-
tegy, permeated with the rules of behavior fol-
lowed by the members of the community. For a 
rule of behavior to be a social norm, it must be 
in the interest of everyone to act in accordance 
with the rule if all others were to act in accordance 
with it. Social norm are (Nash) equilibrium rules 
of behavior (p. 48.). Because of this, economic 
success of developed countries and high level of 
political integration among their population, is 
a result of a high degree of accumulated social 
capital. The quality and the structure, but also 
societal consequences of those components 
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(norms, networks, and rules, especially informal 
social relations) have increasingly attracted the 
notice of sociologically, politically, and economi-
cally oriented scholars, culminating in the deve-
lopment of the concept of “social capital”.

Dieter Thoma linked the concept of social capital 
for the concept of belonging, and identity: “I can 
make something belong to me by an act of ap-
propriation, or I can belong to something (mem-
bership or association).” He points out the two 
dimensions of social capital: a) a person is a part 
of (or belong to) a network; b) social capital is 
a resource that is at the disposal of a person (or 
figures among her belongings) (p. 16.). He de-
scribes the metabolism of social capital as well 
as taking the initiative, as active participation in 
social processes and as the development process 
in terms of connecting with others. It is about 
building relationships and acceptance of own 
position in the light of these new experiences.

Starting from the assumption of most authors 
(Mike Savage, Martin Endress, etc.) that social 
capital is an important for understanding the 
meaning of contemporary inequality, especially its 
cultural and symbolic aspects, Martin Endress 
conclude that while forms of belonging as well as 
types of social capital are highly rooted in constel-
lations of social inequality and therefore structu-
rally ambivalent, the societal problem with which 
we are confronted is not the fact that there are 
boundaries and forms of exclusion in general. The 
problem, more specifically, that has to be analyzed 
is the historical and power-based specificity of 
forms of exclusion and disqualification in contem-
porary societies (p. 37.). Every discussion about 
social capital and belonging is political.

It is interesting to mention the view of Hans 
Bernard Schmid, who says that “...in terms closer 
to social science, social capital leads to a form 
of self-alienation in which the means by which 
people can achieve their goals somehow turn 
against them so that the goals they jointly pursue 
do not reflect their aims. Social capital corrupts 
our agency in such a way that what we are doing 
is not what we want to achieve.” (p. 62.). Because 
of that, he conclude that social capital can be 
intrinsically dangerous thing: it is a means for 

the pursuit of our goals which may easily turn 
against us and direct our actions from our values, 
but conditions under which membership don’t 
alienate the participants from their own goals 
are conditions under which individuals can at 
the same time satisfy their need for companion-
ship and unity, and their need to be able to make 
sense of what they are doing collectively in terms 
of their own individual perspective. He points 
out that this is one of the core normative ideals 
of democracy – making sure that the goals pur-
sued as a society are rooted in the whole of the 
lives of the participating individuals (p. 61 – 68.). 
Following up on Schmid, Henning stressed that 
it is not very clear why social capital should be 
considered as a good thing and why is it so at-
tractive in the first place? Social capital may also 
have its bad effects. But, its good effects are the 
main reason for its attractiveness. At the state/
macro level among good effects we can find 
social cohesion, stability, democracy, and perhaps 
growth, as a consequence of their efficiency. At 
the civic/meso level we can mention participa-
tion, and on the family/micro level there are 
good health, better education, good jobs, happi-
ness, in short: fulfilling lives. All of these are 
good ends, and what serves these ends the best 
is good as a means (pp. 112 – 118.). He points 
out that it is good because of its desired effects, 
not because we call it “social capital”.

So we can on the basis of a short insight into the 
most significant conclusions of mentioned authors 
point out that the concept of social capital sub-
limates a series of political, economical, sociolo-
gical, and philosophical assumptions, which 
must be taken together into account if we want 
to have one overall approach of the analysis of 
social capital in contemporary society. Book 
„Social capital, social identities – from ownership 
to belonging“ provides us with a handful of initial 
assumptions from the corpus of those disciplines, 
which is an excellent starting point for any future 
research in this area. This book opens many 
questions and dilemmas concerning of this highly 
current topic and thus further inflame the ima-
gination of the scientific research. Thus provides 
excellent opportunities for future researchers to 
find their own direction of scientific arguments.
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At the beginning of his book Revisiting Kant’s 
Universal Law and Humanity Formulas Sven Ny-
holm asks: “Why Yet Another Book on How to 
Interpret Kant’s Ethical Theory?” This may seem 
like an odd question to begin with. However, 
since there are countless books on Kant’s ethics, 
many written by distinguished Kant scholars, the 
author’s desire to lay out his reasons for writing 
a comprehensive analysis on this subject is quite 
understandable. He offers two main reasons: 
firstly, Kant’s theory is widely misunderstood in 
contemporary Anglophone moral philosophy and 
that is why many objections to his theory fail; 
secondly, contemporary ethics is heavily influen-
ced by “methodological intuitionism”, often lea-
ding to moral relativism or skepticism, and Kant’s 
theory can offer an alternative stance, which he 
calls “moral constitutivism”. In answering this 
question, Nyholm also wants to emphasize his 
opinion that the majority of influential interpre-
tations of Kant’s ethics are in fact distortions of 
his theory; if we truly want to understand Kant’s 
thoughts, we must read his words carefully and 
accept that nothing in his theory is redundant.

The book itself is divided into four main parts, 
of which the first one is the introduction. In the 
introductory chapter, Nyholm explains in what 
sense Kant’s ethics is a “kind of constitutivism”, 
building his view on Christine Korsgaard’s “Con-
stitutional Model” of human agency and its re-
lation to the principles of morality (p. 12). Kors-
g aard offered two models for understanding 
human agency: “combat” and “constitutional” 
model. While the former model explains human 
agency as the outcome of a struggle between 
different forces within the agent, such as passions, 
desires, impulses, etc. (the paradigm example for 
this model is Hobbes’s moral theory), the latter 
pictures human agency as an act of self-constitu-
tion. Korsgaard thinks that Plato and Kant are the 
best representatives of “moral constitutivism”. 
Plato gave the first hint by claiming that the unity 
required for human agency is the same kind of 
unity that the republic with just constitution has, 
and that virtue is the outcome of the inner harmo-
ny among different parts of our soul with reason 
acting as a ruler, helping people achieve inner 
peace. On the other hand, Kant claimed that the 
distinction between agency and a mere behavior 
or reaction to impulses consists in the fact that it 
is authored and that the unity necessary for an 
action cannot be achieved without commitment 
to morality because we constitute ourselves by 
making laws for ourselves. Furthermore, Korsgaard 
claims, the only way to be well-constituted is “by 
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governing yourself in accordance with universal 
principles which you could will as laws for every 
rational being” (p. 13). Thus, agency is the result 
of a person’s constitution and it sets a criterion 
for judging the morality of an action.

Nyholm affirms that moral law is the constitutive 
principle of particular kind of agency and that 
Kant’s theory is a theory of moral constitutivism, 
but he also argues that Korsgaard’s view is much 
more stringent than Kant’s. Namely, while she 
claims that agency is only possible if we act ac-
cording to the moral law we set for ourselves, 
Kant thought that agency is actually possible 
outside of the moral law and that is in fact why 
moral law is an imperative for human beings. 
Because of freedom that each human has, all of 
us exercise some form of agency: if, for example, 
someone chooses not to be guided by moral prin-
ciples, but rather by maxims which promote their 
own happiness, they enjoy freedom of the will in 
the sense they are not absolutely determined by 
impulses (like animals are), and if someone acts 
in accordance with the categorical imperative 
they can be considered autonomous because their 
will is independent from determination through 
the sensual drives. Hence, the agent is any crea-
ture capable of exercising some degree of impul-
se-control by reason. “The agent who is not go-
verned by the moral law is somewhere on a 
continuum between the following two extremes: 
full autonomy through the rule of her own prac-
tical reason, at the one extreme, and a complete 
lack of agency and freedom through the rule of 
irresistible impulses, at the other extreme” (p.14). 
Accepting that moral law is constitutive principle 
of fully autonomous agency (or positive freedom), 
Nyholm relates this idea to the humanity formu-
la. Since we are beings with dual nature – rational, 
capable of autonomy, and animal, subject to needs 
and desires – we can fully realize our humanity 
only if our pursuit of happiness does not come 
before our autonomy. In other words, if our actions 
are always guided by principles which could serve 
as universal laws of autonomous human agency, 
without abandoning our personal pursuit of hap-
piness, the preservation and full realization of 
humanity becomes the most general purpose of 
morality. Therefore, Nyholm concludes, Korsgaard 
is right in claiming that human beings constitute 
themselves through the principles they choose for 
their actions, adding that full realization of hu-
manity is only possible if the sensual aspect of 
human being is governed by the rational one, that 
is, only if people subject themselves to maxims 
that can serve as universal laws.

Furthermore, Nyholm points out that Kant had 
accepted Plato’s analogy between just political 
constitution and just constitution of the soul, and 
this is an additional argument in favor of Kant’s 
moral theory being a kind of constitutivism. 
Namely, the author claims that Kant formed his 
view regarding the freedom of the will by em-
ploying Rousseau’s theory of civil liberty: just as 
people can only achieve civic liberty by subjecting 
themselves to laws they give to themselves as 
citizens, so too human will can only be free from 
external rules by subjecting itself to self-legislated 
laws. The analogy, however, ends here. When 
explaining the nature of moral laws autonomous 
people set for themselves as guiding principles 
for their actions, Kant uses the analogy with laws 
of nature, as defined in his critical philosophy. 
Laws of nature serve as a model on which we 
form our moral laws, and that is why Kant had 
argued that the universal law formula is also 
equivalent to the law of nature formula. In the 
formal sense the term “nature” refers to a parti-
cular constitution or a type of being that is pos-
sible in accordance with some universal law. The 
term “reason-endowed nature” refers to beings 
who can be governed by their own practical 
reason, and whose existence is possible in accor-
dance with maxims such beings give to themselves 
that are fit to serve as universal laws. Conse-
quently, when reason-endowed beings act accor-
ding to such principles, they are making the 
existence and realization of their nature into the 
most general end or purpose around which all 
other actions are organized. On the other hand, 
human beings are also animals with needs and 
desires, from which their general wish for hap-
piness springs. So, when humans make their 
twofold nature and full realization of humanity 
into the most general purpose of their action, 
they never treat other human beings only as 
means for some other purpose, but at the same 
time as a purpose in itself. Thus, the author con-
cludes that the principle of humanity is the con-
stitutive principle of human nature. Extensively 
explaining these arguments and contrasting them 
with various objections all throughout the book, 
he will offer a plausible argumentation in favor 
of Kant’s claim that the humanity and the uni-
versal law formulas are equivalent.

The second chapter is dedicated to a detailed 
analysis of the universal law formula. Nyholm 
firstly presents the main features and characte-
ristics of prevailing understanding, or as he calls 
it “the standard reading”, of Kant’s universal law 
formula, in order to explain the background 
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assumptions leading to “the various seemingly 
devastating objections that have been raised 
against” it (p. 24). These objections are summa-
rized in Derek Parfit’s book On What Matters, but 
they are also previously put forward by authors 
such as Barbara Herman, Onora O’Neill, Thomas 
Hill, Christine Korsgaard, and Allen Wood. Nyholm 
points out five features of this „standard reading“, 
showing that mentioned authors base their ob-
jections on some peculiar understanding of the 
meaning of Kant’s term „maxim“, or on an inser-
tion of the notion of rationality into his universal 
law formula, or on a quite common disregard for 
the wider context of his ethics and philosophy as 
a whole. Having done this, the author then presents 
seven objections against the universal law for-
mula, designed to illustrate that it has complete-
ly absurd and outrageous implications. Going 
through these objections one will surely understand 
better Nyholm’s motives to write “yet another 
book on how to interpret Kant’s theory”, as the 
extent of distortions, interpretative mistakes and 
overlooked fundamental features of Kant’s theo-
ry had led some philosophers to draw conclusions 
“that we are morally permitted to engage in 
convenience-killing, mass-murder, deception when 
it benefits us etc., while at the same time forbid-
ding us to save drowning children if we are ego-
ists and requiring us not to devote our lives to 
philosophy or to move to Iceland, etc.“ (p. 30).

Moreover, Nyholm stresses, most of these inter-
pretations show a remarkable misunderstanding 
of the claim Kant repeatedly makes that the 
universal law and humanity formula are two 
formulations of one law, or in other words that 
if we subject ourselves to maxims that could hold 
as universal laws, we are in fact treating the 
humanity in each person as a purpose in itself. 
Being unable to understand the logic behind this 
so called “equivalence claim”, some of these 
authors simply ignore it, and some analyze two 
formulations as different laws, attempting to 
prove that Kant was mistaken as the “equivalence 
claim” is false. Because of this, Nyholm offers 
“eight steps towards new understanding of the 
universal law formula” (p. 32) devised to help 
the readers form a better understanding of the 
universal law formulation of the categorical 
imperative, to show in detail why Kant’s “equi-
valence claim” is undeniably true and why all 
mentioned objections must fail. Indeed, if the 
readers had any doubts or confusions about the 
essential features of the categorical imperative, 
Nyholm’s “steps” would help them understand 
every aspect of Kant’s thoughts by indicating 

crucial terms and their meaning, underlining 
Kant’s examples and clarifications, as well as 
notions which have to be considered within 
wider context of his entire philosophy.

In the third chapter Nyholm thoroughly investi-
gates the humanity formula with respects to its 
interpretations offered by influential contem-
porary scholars who teach in the American uni-
versities – the members of “the American school 
of Kant’s interpretation” as he calls them (p. 46). 
What they all have in common is the conviction 
that the humanity formula does not have the 
same content as the universal law formula, be-
cause the former, as opposed to the latter, affirms 
one substantive value – the absolute value of all 
human beings. The point of dispute here is Kant’s 
reasoning leading up to articulation of the hu-
manity formula. The American school believes 
that, on the one hand, he claimed that the hu-
manity in each person has an absolute value, and 
that, on the other hand, he did not defend this 
claim with the arguments having to do with the 
universal law formula being the constitutive 
principle of human agency, but rather on some 
other grounds (upon which they disagree amongst 
themselves). The second controversial issue is 
their understanding of the relation between what 
has an absolute value – a good will and what is 
an end in itself – the humanity within each per-
son. Nyholm, however, argues that the only thing 
Kant had believed to have an absolute value is 
a good will, and humanity „has absolute value 
only in a derivative or conditional way, only 
insofar as it is related to the capacity for mora-
lity (i. e. the possession of a good will)“ (p. 47).

In order to show why the American school’s 
understanding of the humanity formula is unju-
stified, the author locates key sections in the 
Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals and 
main claims Kant himself had made before he 
put forward the humanity formula. At this point 
he is letting Kant speak for himself, cautiously 
clarifying his words and intentions to the reader, 
trying to hold up his own comments. After Kant’s 
words, Nyholm introduces arguments held by 
the members of the American school, most notably 
Wood and Korsgaard. When reconstructed atten-
tively, their interpretation of the humanity for-
mula implies that the humanity and the uni-
versal law formula are not equivalent and that 
Kant attributes the absolute value to the same 
thing he claims to exist and should be treated as 
an end in itself. The author suggests a simple 
test for this reading: if these implications were 
correct, there should be a match between the 
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reasons they think Kant had offered in favor of 
humanity being an end in itself in the Groundwork, 
and those he explicitly gave in other works such 
as the Critique of Practical Reason and The Meta-
physics of Morals. However, bearing in mind pre-
viously cited passages, Nyholm concludes that 
Kant’s own words do not confirm this reading 
and the only conclusion possible, other than Kant 
was completely inconsistent, is that the American 
school’s understanding of the humanity formula 
is not accurate. This conclusion leads to Nyholm’s 
reconstruction of Kant’s reasoning, which passes 
the test of consistency with Kant’s other works 
and, therefore, proves to be superior to those 
offered by highly praised Kant scholars. In addi-
tion, he writes: “In offering us a way of ap-
proaching the basic principles of ethics that derives 
these from the basic preconditions for the possi-
bility of fully responsible self-governing agency, 
while at the same time recognizing that the human 
being also has (if you will) a “non-rational” side 
(which means that many of our personal values 
tied to our individual or communal conceptions 
of happiness are based in our “particularly con-
stituted faculties of desire” or our personal sen-
sibilities), Kant offers us an important alternative 
to the intuitionist approach to moral theorizing 
that plays such a dominant role in much contem-
porary moral philosophy.” (p. 74)

The last chapter of this polemical book explores 
Kant’s views on virtue, human flourishing, the 
highest good and permissibility in relation to the 
humanity formula, by refuting some further 
objections against his theory. The major source 
of misunderstanding on these subjects, Nyholm 
thinks, is the inability to detect two important 
distinctions Kant rigorously makes. The first one 
is between morality and legality: moral action is 
done out of respect for the moral law and legal 
action is merely in accordance with it. Further-
more, the action is permissible if it has the pro-
perty of legality, but, as some commentators fail 
to notice, we cannot infer anything about its 
morality. The second distinction is between ho-
liness and virtue: while it is in the nature of the 
holly will that it necessarily acts in accordance 
with the moral law, human beings are not ca-
pable of holiness; because of their twofold nature, 
people are only capable of virtuousness. Another 
recurrent source of misunderstanding is related 
to Kant’s view of morally ideal human life and 
the content of his notion “the highest good” with 
respect to the humanity formula. Nyholm argues 
that, although concepts of permissibility and 
holiness do have a role in Kant’s moral philosophy, 

in the analysis of the humanity formula virtue is 
the key concept. However, many authors un-
derstood Kant to be claiming that holiness is the 
highest moral ideal (which is false because holiness 
is not even possible for human beings), and that 
the humanity formula’s chief function is to deter-
mine permissibility of actions (which is also not 
the case because Kant’s discussion is mostly con-
cerned with virtue and, as already mentioned, 
there is no inference to be drawn from permissi-
bility to virtuousness). In order to clarify Kant’s 
thoughts on these subjects, Nyholm chooses the 
objections to the humanity formula being a test 
for permissibility made by T.M. Scanlon and Derek 
Parfit, and an interesting (albeit unjustified) ana-
lysis of the distinction between virtue and holiness 
in relation to the humanity formula in Rae Langton’s 
discussion of Kant’s correspondence with his ad-
mirer Maria von Herbert.

After careful analysis of Scanlon and Parfit’s in-
terpretation of Kant’s examples, the author detects 
their basic assumption: that permissibility of 
person’s action depends on what attitudes, mo-
tives, etc. they would be acting on in performing 
these actions (p. 82), which means that Kant is 
mainly interested in the legality of actions when 
he discusses the humanity formula. But, if Kant 
had been exploring the legality of actions, then 
he would have considered only whether the 
action is compatible with treating the humanity 
in each person as a purpose in itself, without 
going into that person’s motives for acting in a 
certain way. Alternatively, if Kant had also been 
interested in morality of actions, then the que-
stion of whether actions are performed on the 
basis of, or out of respect for, the moral law would 
have become the crucial one. In order to test 
Scanlon and Parfit’s objections, Nyholm presents 
Kant’s own words in the suicide example, the 
example of leaving one’s talents and capacities 
uncultivated, the example of being helpful to 
others and the example of the lying promise. He 
concludes that, firstly, Kant was also interested 
in morality of the actions and not just their le-
gality, and secondly, permissibility of actions does 
not depend on a person’s attitudes, motives, etc. 
Therefore, their objections fail because they 
overlook Kant’s crucial distinction between le-
gality and morality.

Having said quite a lot about Kant’s theory about 
one aspect of human nature – the rational one 
– and its capacity for inner freedom (with regard 
to which human flourishing consists in acting in 
accordance with the categorical imperative), 
Nyholm calls our attention to the sensual or 
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animal aspect of human beings. Arguing against 
Langton’s interpretation that morally ideal human 
life includes apathy understood as a state of 
indifference, he claims that human flourishing 
from the sensual aspect simply consists in hap-
piness, viewed as “the achievement of a state 
where we can be content with our lives since 
everything goes in accordance with our desires 
and wishes” (p. 91). Besides morality, human 
beings also seek happiness, and because of that 
making the humanity in each person into an end 
of ours also involves making the happiness of 
every other person an important part of that goal. 
Therefore, Kant’s term “the highest good” relates 
to both sides of our nature, and it must be un-
derstood as the best possible state of affairs we 
could imagine from the point of view of practical 
reason – achievement of both happiness and 
virtue. The highest good is possible “if we sub-
ordinate our pursuit of happiness to the con-
dition that we always act in according with and 
on the basis of self-adopted basic maxims that 
are fit to serve as universal laws in accordance 
with which all human beings can fully realize 
their nature as the particular kind of reason-
endowed beings they are.” (p. 385)

Returning to the starting point of his book, in 
the concluding passages Nyholm defies Langton, 
O’Neill and Korsgaard’s understanding of the 
humanity formula, as they claimed its main pur-
pose is to enable everyone exercise agency. This 

reading captures Kant’s intentions only partially, 
because it does not take into account the sensual 
part of person’s humanity and, consequently, 
happiness of an agent. Therefore, according to 
this reading, the highest good would not consti-
tute the world “of virtue (which indeed involves 
the exercise of fully autonomous agency) in which 
everyone also gets all the happiness they desire 
and their virtue makes them worthy of” (p. 94). 
Making the full realization of the humanity in 
each person into an end of ours involves the 
flourishing of the whole human being – with 
respect to their capacity for autonomous agency, 
as well as their desire for happiness. Thus, Kant’s 
suggestion to use the laws of nature as a type 
when choosing maxims in accordance with which 
we will act, means that we should choose the 
most general principles in accordance with which 
human beings can exist and fully realize their 
nature, and that both the capacity for agency 
and fulfillment of needs and desires have to be 
the objects of the moral law.

Overall, this study presents a systematic, care-
fully conducted evaluation and refutation of 
major objections against Kant’s “universal law” 
and “humanity” formulations of the categorical 
imperative discernible in contemporary interpre-
tations of his ethics, aiming to show that Kant’s 
insistence on the fact that these formulations 
express the same law is not to be neglected or 
considered false.
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In the conclusion of his book, Alex Gourevitch 
writes that at the outset of his research, his in-
tention was to provide a Marxist critique of the 
‘republican revival’ associated with authors such 
as John G. A. Pocock, Quentin Skinner, Philip 
Pettit or others. In the end however, the book 
turned out to be something fundamentally dif-
ferent. For the findings strongly suggest that the 
very concept of freedom espoused by Marx also 
builds on the republican tradition, in other words, 
that Marx himself could be considered something 
of a republican too. The claim in itself is quite 
extraordinary, given Marx’s hostility to some 
notable figures of the republican tradition such 
as Cicero or others. So to prove the plausibility 
of his suggestion, Gourevitch draws our attention 
to the fact that when Marx talks about wage-
slavery, alienation and so on, he apparently uses 
a republican political vocabulary, and in fact talks 
about un-freedom stemming from domination, 
rather than interference which is, so to speak, a 
distinctly republican concern.

This might need a word of clarification. Domina-
tion is a state when one’s freedom is dependent on 
the goodwill of others. It need not require actual 
interference from the side of these ‘others’, no 
concrete form of coercion; it also need not manifest 
in the use of a lash or anything of the sort. Domi-
nation is something much more subtle. It only 
requires one to be at mercy of others, to be in an 
asymmetric power relation; in other words to 
depend on certain other’s choices. For the powerful 
may prefer to interfere, or not to interfere, but that 
is not the point. The point is that freedom under-
stood as non-domination requires one to have 
immunity from any arbitrary interference, which 
means that the powerful need to be barred from 
interfering no matter what their preferences are. 
A benevolent master is considered just as dan-
gerous to freedom as an evil one, since he is what 
he is: a master. He can only cease to exist as a 
master, once his power is effectively limited, or - to 
be more precise - controlled by the citizens of the 
republic. In short: once he no longer has the power 
to interfere arbitrarily with others. This is at the 
heart of republican political philosophy. And it 
seems that the concerns put forward by Marx, such 
as wage-slavery touch on the very same aspect of 
freedom. For a wage-slave is unfree not because 
he is interfered with, but because he is in an asym-
metric power relation with his employers.

Therefore, republicans and Marxists do not seem 
so distant from each other after all. This realiza-
tion made it difficult for Gourevitch to follow up 
on his original intentions - namely to provide a 
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Marxist critique of the republican tradition. Instead, 
he sets out to unfold the radical emancipatory 
potential within the republican tradition itself. He 
turns to the writings of nineteenth century labor 
republicans, most notably to those of the Knights 
of Labor. These nineteenth century unionists ra-
dicalized republican political philosophy by clai-
ming, that freedom understood as non-domina-
tion requires the liberation of labor itself from the 
alienating tendencies of market capitalism. They 
attempted nothing less, but to transpose the re-
publican program to the domain of private labor 
relationships: ‘into the mines and factories, not 
to mention the Louisiana sugar country’. This was 
no easy task since in order to do so, they first 
needed to transcend what Gourevitch calls the 
‘paradox of slavery and freedom’, a paradox that 
had haunted the republican tradition for centuries.

The paradox - analyzed beautifully in the first 
chapter of the book - consists of two conflicting 
propositions. The first one states that republican 
liberty is a condition that has certain requirements, 
namely social requirements. It is also not acces-
sible to all, since no society can provide the neces-
sary economic resources for all of its citizens to 
enjoy non-domination. The reason is plain and 
simple: the mentioned resources require the slave 
labor of certain segments of the population. As it 
happens, slave labor (and even wage-labor for that 
matter) by definition means that the laborer has 
no control over his activity. Therefore it is a speci-
fic form of un-freedom. In other words, the freedom 
of the few always presupposes the slavery of others, 
or in some versions - the slavery of the many. In-
deed, it is commonplace that the most notable 
‘advocates of liberty in the classical republics were 
some of the most ardent slave-owners.’ Aristotle 
for example famously defined slaves as people 
who lack deliberative reason by nature, or to put 
it bluntly, who cannot form independent judgements 
about the common good. They therefore naturally 
bear the burden of coerced labor, and there is 
nothing objectionable about this, because the 
products of their toll wins the freedom of the few 
deserving. Similarly, Sallust and Cicero, two key 
figures of the Roman republican tradition, argued 
that the “only real independence is that of leisured, 
landed wealth’, and evidently ‘this land would 
have been worked by slaves’. To sum up, ancient 
liberty was dependent on the domination of a 
large segment of the population, which means it 
was a highly particularistic political ideal.

The second proposition is the product of moder-
nity - claims Gourevitch. It states that any political 

ideal that cannot be universalizable comes into 
conflict with the demand of equality, which was 
indented to become the ‘organizing principle for 
collective life’. Here lies the essence of the pa-
radox. How could republicanism maintain its 
positions in modernity, or more precisely, how 
could it be modernized? The problem pushed 
republicans to reformulate their positions. Ac-
cording to Gourevitch, two relevant reactions 
unfolded between late eighteenth and mid nine-
teenth century America.

One of them could be associated with the southern 
élites, including figures such as James Henry 
Hammond who famously rejected universal equa-
lity in favor of republican liberty. They intended 
to hold on to the classical particularistic position 
of Cicero and Sallust, and effectively spoke against 
the abolition of slavery. For slavery, be it natural 
or not, was a ‘necessary convention to uphold 
the common interest in republican institutions.’

The other reaction, associated with the late Abra-
ham Lincoln and others, took a very different 
path. They proposed a solution to accommodate 
republican liberty with the demand of universal 
equality. This solution - called the ‘agrarian ideal’ 
by Gourevitch - would envisage a commonwealth 
of free small scale agricultural producers, each 
owning a small patch of land that ensured their 
ability to control their own labor, and where ‘the 
independence of each citizen is guaranteed through 
their own, self-developing efforts.’ To meet the 
most urging demand of equality, the proponents 
of the agrarian ideal fought for the abolishing of 
slavery - in this they eventually succeeded.

The viability of their proposition rested of course 
on the delicate balance of land and population. 
According to Gourevitch, Lincoln believed that 
the ‘new world’ had plenty of unused land for the 
settlers and the former slaves as well, so therefore 
the question of reform was only of a technical 
kind. In other words, the natural resources were 
given, they only had to be distributed justly. Ho-
wever, Lincoln’s plan was never put to the test. 
The reason lies not in the failure of the United 
States’ government to act, but in the massive 
social and economic transformation of the second 
half of the nineteenth century - industrialization. 
Factory production rapidly extended, thus creating 
a large number of ‘permanent wage-laborers’, 
who had no reasonable chance ever to ‘own pro-
ductive property, be it land or tools and raw ma-
terial, which appeared to mean that they could 
not be independent’ - at least from the point of 
view of the agrarian ideal. Some tried to oppose 
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industrialization - among them republicans too, 
namely Thomas Jefferson -, but their efforts were 
futile. The times had irreversibly changed. After 
industrialization, America would never be the 
same again. Similarly, republicanism would never 
be the same again either.

For with the transformation of the social reality, 
an ‘intellectual crisis’ hit the defenders of republi-
can freedom. It became unrealistic to cling to the 
agrarian ideal, therefore the position needed to be 
reformulated once more. The question was no 
longer whether every citizen could attain economic 
freedom stemming from land ownership. Instead, 
it was what to do with the masses of factory workers? 
What were the requirements of universal freedom 
in the age of industrialized America? One possible 
answer - dealt with in chapter two - was provided 
by the so called ‘laissez faire republicans’.

Their idea - associated with William Lloyd Gar-
rison and others - was that the freedom of any 
laborer requires nothing more but the freedom 
of the labor contract itself. Chattel slavery was 
gone, no human being could be coerced into 
working for another according to law - everybody 
had the right to choose with whom they wished 
to step into contract with. Unlike slaves, wage-
laborers could now decide to leave their jobs at 
any time they wished. According to laissez faire 
republicans, this effectively guaranteed liberty 
for all. But what followed from all this? To answer 
the question, Gourevitch makes two illuminating 
remarks. First, by equating non-domination with 
the right of free contract, ‘laissez faire’ republicans 
became undistinguishable from modern market 
liberals. In other words, there was nothing spe-
cifically republican about them, except for the 
rhetoric. Second, the defense of freedom of con-
tract ‘contributed to a rejection of many attempts 
to regulate or control through various types of 
collective actions’ but on the other hand gave 
employers full freedom to put workers into certain 
new forms of dependence through the contracts 
and the labor process as well.

Thus the laissez faire position in the end resulted 
in the defense of asymmetric power relations 
between workers and employers, the latter being 
the more powerful of course. For the ‘weakness’ 
of the workers lie precisely in the fact that they 
could not bargain successfully over the conditions 
of the contracts, and consequently these contracts, 
despite their legal legitimacy, bore the marks of 
the power of the employers. Once again: this was 
not considered to be a form of domination by 
the laissez faire republicans.

But it was considered to be just that by others, 
namely the labor republicans. Chapters 3, 4 and 
5 deal with them, and this is where Gourevitch 
is at his best. Using the debates published in 
American periodicals such as the Journal of Uni-
ted Labor, the Knights of Labor, or The Liberator, 
books, pamphlets and novels published, and 
speeches given by notable, and less notable mem-
bers of the movement, he reconstructs the hono-
rable intellectual heritage of labor republicanism. 
Its ideas come to life on the pages of the book, 
and it soon becomes evident that Gourevitch 
intends not only to give an antiquarian account 
of a long lost tradition. On the contrary, the stakes 
are much higher. Namely, the question is whether 
labor republicanism has something relevant to 
say about contemporary emancipatory struggles? 
I shall come to answer this shortly.

But first, who were these so called labor repu-
blicans? According to Gourevitch they were a 
loosely knit movement that included individuals 
- for example Langdon Byllesby, William Heighton, 
Stephen Simpson and Thomas Skidmore -, parties, 
and labor unions as well. As for the latter, the 
most extraordinary case is that of the Knights of 
Labor, a biracial (white and black) union that was 
active between the 1860s and early 1890s. At their 
height the Knights numbered possibly up to 700 000 
members, with assemblies active all over the 
United States. They believed in the idea that ‘eve-
ryone should have not just higher wages, shorter 
hours, or better conditions, but full economic 
independence. A life spent working should not be 
a life spent working under someone else’s will.’ 
Furthermore, they were the first labor union ‘ever 
to organize black workers together with whites 
on a mass basis - an effort not meaningfully du-
plicated in the United States for nearly a century’.

Their eventual downfall was brought about by 
the horrors of the 1887 Thibodaux massacre, 
when white citizen-vigilantes, called the ‘Peace 
and Order Committee’, unleashed a three-day 
‘torrent of killing’ on the protesting black sugar 
cane workers, led by the Knights. Although no 
body counts were done, the news of the killing 
quickly spread around the country and discouraged 
workers from any further participation in strikes 
and union activity for some time. This effectively 
ended the career of the Knights.

But what did they want? What is their legacy? 
Before answering these questions in detail, we 
need to make two preliminary remarks. First, the 
movement was far from homogenous - as Gou-
revitch himself admits it. But this does not mean 
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that we cannot find certain common motives and 
ideas, therefore it might not be an exaggeration 
to call it a tradition. Second, it was highly political 
in the sense that it was always articulated in op-
position to the aforementioned laissez faire repu-
blicanism. In other words the movement can only 
be understood in a political context, in the very 
struggles fought over the rights of workers, the 
structuring of economic production and so on.

Let us enumerate the key ideas and motives of 
labor republicanism, as identified by Gourevitch. 
The first is their theory of value, from which 
important conclusions can be drawn with regards 
to freedom understood as non-domination. In 
short, the claim is that wage-laborers are on the 
one hand dependent on employers - for they must 
find work, if they are not starve, whereas pro-
pertied employers are not in danger of starving 
-, and on the other hand they are exploited by 
these same employers. For ‘if a worker received 
a lower wage than the value he created, the 
employer unfairly acquitted (…) the value of 
that worker’s labor’. This meant that ‘the labor 
market was not defined by relations of equal 
independence, but rather by relations of unequal 
dependence and thus domination. The employers’ 
regular extraction of profits was a sign of their 
arbitrary power over employees.’

The second idea follows from this. If un-freedom 
stems from the unequal power relations, the 
unequal dependency relations within the labor 
market itself, a republican position requires much 
more than the formal ‘freedom of contract’. 
Namely, labor republicans proposed the concept 
of cooperative production, which was ‘broadly 
understood as a form of associated production 
in which property was held in common, all able-
bodied members of the community worked, in 
exchange for which they received a guarantee 
that they would be provided all necessities’. In 
other words, workers should take over ownership 
of the means of industrial production, they should 
cease to work under the will of employers, and 
thus they should cease to be dependent on their 
current masters. For cooperative production 
means that workers have the opportunity to live 
and work on their own terms, exercising full 
control over the process of production, over 
decisions concerning working hours and leisure 
time, and of course control over the products of 
labor as well.

Two points need to be noted here. For one, labor 
republicans demanded that it should be the wor-
kers who shall be provided with all necessities 

in exchange for their toll, and no one else. Second, 
they demanded that these workers should have 
full control over the products, in other words, 
they should be able to enjoy the ‘full fruits’ of 
their labor. Now any old Marxist would of course 
object to these points - as does Gourevitch himself 
in the conclusion of the book. As for the first 
point, it could be argued that ‘it is hard to accept 
the justice of a society that links consumption 
exclusively to the ability to work’, for this would 
leave the weakest groups of society - the unem-
ployed, the sick, the old, the mentally or physi-
cally disabled - completely at the mercy of the 
powerful. They would depend on private dona-
tions of various sorts, and this of course would 
mean complete and utter un-freedom. This stands 
in clear contrast with the concept of universal 
liberty, understood as non-domination. ‘There are 
some needs that people should be able to satisfy 
without being able or even willing to work.’ As 
for the second point - the one regarding the 
enjoyment of the full fruits of labor -, it might be 
argued that if ‘workers received the full value of 
what they produced’, the political community 
would be left without means to finance the rea-
lization of certain common goals, such as the 
building of roads, energy supply or whatever.

The third key idea in labor republican thought is 
that those participating in emancipatory struggles 
for the establishment of a system of cooperative 
production should effectively form a community, 
which means they should foster a sense of soli-
darity and an attachment to the common good. 
Labor republicans formulated this ‘way of thinking 
about virtue as something neither absolutely 
counterposed to self-interest nor simply assimi-
lated to it. (…) In all, they identified the politics 
of virtue with the practices of self-organization 
and self-education through which workers acted 
collectively to transform society.’ Now this is no 
mere radicalization of the standard republican 
theory of virtue - which of course has taken many 
forms in the course of the centuries -, but some-
thing profoundly different. Namely, labor repu-
blicans break with the traditional idea that civic 
virtue should be linked to the potentially coer-
cive state, and that it is in a way conservative. 
Instead, they proposed that it can be used to 
give normative arguments for participation in 
emancipatory struggles, and that it need not 
involve the active interference of any kind of 
state authority. In Gourevitch’s words: ‘Labor 
republicans sought to transform not preserve 
institutions, to cultivate virtue in themselves 
rather than have virtue coercively inculcated’.
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To sum up the noted points, labor republicans 
found that the masses of factory workers were 
in a state of domination precisely because of the 
structure of the labor market, and this led them 
to focus their attention not on state institutions, 
but on the institutions of the market and the 
economy in general. They argued that universal 
freedom could only be acquired by radically 
transforming the mode of production, founding 
it on the cooperation of workers, rather than the 
self-interest of capital holders. To achieve this 
transformation, emancipatory struggles were 
needed with the active participation of virtuous 
worker-citizens.

We are now in a position to ask what salience 
these ideas have in our age. According to Gou-
revitch, when Facebook comments, the holding 
of political views to which bosses object to or the 
support of unionization may lead to the loss of 
jobs, when employers may force employees to 
attend rallies, or when after-hours activities are 
monitored on a regular basis, it seems all too 
apparent that domination is here to stay in the 
labor market. ‘Controversies over power and 
control in the workplace remain a part of our 
economic and political experience.’ Moreover, 
‘liberty is most frequently invoked to argue against 
worker attempts to exercise collective control 
over their labor’, and in favor of increasing ma-
nagerial domination over the workforce. In other 
words, labor republicanism may yet provide a 
useful political vocabulary, since the very power 
relations that were its target remain intact.

However, a few theoretical objections may be 
raised - objections that are not, indeed, voiced 
by Gourevitch. First of all, by focusing on the 
transformation of economic institutions, labor 
republicans fall short on providing a coherent 
theory of the state. They argued for some sort of 
a minimal state that would only institute the 
most basic regulatory limits, such as a maximum-
hours law, ‘some’ public schooling and so on. But 
- according to their concept - it would be the 
worker-citizens who would ‘provide the actual 
content, through their own institutions’. Now 
this claim is highly problematic from a republican 
point of view. For according to most republicans 
it is precisely the state that should be seen as the 
defender of liberty - as long as it is effectively 
controlled by its citizens. This means that a strong 
and democratic state that actively interferes in 
the life of the citizenry is not seen as dominating, 
but rather as a necessary tool to forward the 

common good. Second, the minimal state opens 
the doors for potentially over powerful worker 
institutions - a problem that could be tackled 
with the republican concept of the mixed con-
stitution. The danger seems even more apparent 
if we take into account the fact that bottom-up 
institutions may organize on a variety of bases 
other than class, such as culture, religion or the 
like. A minimal state has no power to effectively 
limit cultural institutions that are potentially 
oppressive towards their membership. This leads 
to the third problem, which is that labor repu-
blicans saw class conflict as the only relevant 
political cleavage, and therefore completely 
neglected others. The truth of the matter is that 
domination may arise from a variety of power 
relations that of course may nevertheless be 
connected with the economic aspect, no question 
about that. Fourth, there is an apparent problem 
with the labor theory of virtue as well - a problem 
not quite separable from the labor theory of the 
state. Namely, it seems quite implausible to trust 
the cultivation of civic virtue solely on bottom-up 
institutions, for they may prove to be volatile in 
doing the task. Why the state - provided it is 
effectively controlled by the citizenry - should 
not be entrusted with this? It is the state that has 
both the resources and the legitimacy to effec-
tively cultivate civic virtue, not to mention it is 
only through central/common institutions that 
inter-group solidarity can be easily forwarded, 
solidarity that would encompass the entire political 
community.

Apart from these objections, it is safe to say, that 
Alex Gourevitch is right when he claims that 
labor republicanism indeed does have relevant 
things to say about contemporary theoretical 
debates and political struggles as well. The pictu-
re of an ever changing, ever adapting republican 
tradition arises, a tradition that has succeeded 
many times to reformulate its position on liber-
ty and its requirements. It is truly an eye-opening 
book, beautifully written, that challenges con-
temporary history of political thought and poli-
tical philosophy as well, drawing our attention 
to certain neglected aspects of the republican 
tradition. Most notably, it shows two things. One 
is that republican liberty has not always had a 
universal scope - on the contrary. The other is 
that it can be successfully radicalized even in 
opposition to the institutions of the capitalist 
market economy. This is a claim that should be 
kept in mind - for it may still be used in the 
struggles ‘for a freedom that is yet to come’.
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1  Naučni savetnik, Institut za evropske studije, Beograd.

Mi lan Su bo tić je te o re ti čar i isto ri čar ide ja ko ji 
se u na šoj kul tu ri naj o zbilj ni je si ste mat ski ba vi 
to ko vi ma ru ske mi sli i ru skom in te lek tu al nom 
tra di ci jom. Nje go ve mo no gra fi je o evro a zij stvu 
(Put Ru si je – evro a zij sko sta no vi šte, Be o grad, 
2004) i o tu ma či ma ru ske ide je (Tu ma či ru ske 
ide je, Be o grad, 2001) ima ju sta tus kla si ka u na-
šoj sa vre me noj po li tič koj te o ri ji. Na ža lost, naj-
ve ći deo nje go vih obim nih i in tri gant nih ra do va 
raz ve jan je još uvek po ča so pi si ma ko ji ge ne ral no 
ima ju sla bu re cep ci ju, i na da mo se da će u ne ko 
do gled no vre me bi ti ob ja vlje ni u zbor ni ci ma ili 
mo no gra fi ja ma po put onih ra do va ko je je sa ku-
pio u po sled njoj knji zi Ru ske te me (2013).

Kra jem pro šle go di ne Su bo tić je za po tre be po-
zna te Čo lo vi će ve bi li o te ke XX vek pri re dio ve o ma 
za ni mljiv i ko ri stan zbor nik ra do va sa vre me nih 
ru skih auto ra, ko ji no si na ziv Dru ga Ru si ja. Pa ra-
le la sa ov da šnjim po du hva tom slič nog ti pa ko ji 
je ob ja vljen po čet kom ju go slo ven skih gra đan skih 
ra to va 19922 je vi še ne go ja sna i zna čaj na. Kao 
što su pre dva de set i pet go di na ov da šnji le vi li-
be ra li pi sa li kri tič ke tek sto ve o sta nju srp ske 
na u ke, po li ti ke, dru štva i ve zi po li ti ke i in te lek-
tu al nih to ko va, ta ko su pre sve ga pod okri ljem i 
uti skom ra ta u Ukra ji ni, anek si je Kri ma i or ga ni-
zo va ne voj ne po bu ne u is toč nim de lo vi ma Ukra-
ji ne, ru ski li be ral ni auto ri po ja ča li ra ni je za po če-
tu de kon struk ci ju i kri ti ku ade kvat nih vla da ju ćih 
mi sa o nih i po li tič kih to ko va. Ana lo gi je su broj ne 
i ov da šnji či ta lac će pro na ći mno go to ga što je 
kod nas mo gao da pro či ta pre če tvrt ve ka: Do-
njec ka i Lu gan ska Re pu bli ka se slič no kao ono mad 
Re pu bli ka srp ska kra ji na tre ti ra ju kao plod agre-
si je Ru si je na su ve re nu su sed nu dr ža vu, vrh Ru-
si je se op tu žu je za skre ta nje ka na ci o na li zmu, 
kon zer va ti vi zmu i im pe ri ja li zmu, a sve se to ob ja-
šnja va kao pri kri va nje dik ta tu re i enorm ne pljač-
ke ko ju po li tič ki vrh spro vo di nad svo jim gra đa-
ni ma. Ta ko đe se tvr di da Pu tin kao Mi lo še vić 
sve sno gu ra Ru si ju u izo la ci ju od „sve ta“ i pra vi 
ci vli za cij ski iz bor ko ji Ru si ju oda lja va od evrop ske 
kul tu re i ci vi li za ci je. Itd.

Či ta lac će vr lo la ko na ći pa ra le lu i sa sta tu snim 
po lo ža jem auto ra ko ji su za stu plje ni u knji zi 
(Su bo tić da je vr lo ko ri sne bi o graf ske cr ti ce o 
sva kom na kra ju knji ge). Naj ve ći deo njih je ve-
zan za stra ne fon da ci je, uni ver zi te te, fi nan si je re 
i dru ge in sti tu ci je bli ske ze mlja ma sa ko ji ma je 
Ru si ja da nas u su ko bu. Se ti će mo se ulo ge pre 
sve ga Fon da za otvo re no dru štvo u Sr bi ji de ve-
de se tih. Ovaj po da tak je va žan za to što mo že da 

2  Ivan Čo lo vić, Aljo ša Mi mi ca, (ur.), Dru ga Sr bi ja, 
Be o grad ski krug, Bor ba, Be o grad, 1992.
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ob ja sni niz jed no stra no sti i pri stra sno sti ko je se 
mo gu na ći u tek sto vi ma. Do du še, i sa mi auto ri 
uglav nom ne skri va ju svo ju an ga žo va nost i po-
li tič nost čla na ka.

Zbor nik se sa sto ji od Su bo ti će vog uvod nog član-
ka i dva na est autor skih pri lo ga ko je je pri re đi vač 
iza brao pra te ći sa vre me nu ru sku in te lek tu al nu 
i pu bli ci stič ku pro duk ci ju. Je di ni autor pri su tan 
sa dva tek sta je ne dav no pre mi nu li ve te ran ru ske 
li be ral ne sce ne i ru ko vo di lac po zna tog Le va da 
cen tra za is tra ži va nje jav nog mne nja Bo ris Du bin.

Osnov ni mo tiv pri re đi va nja ovog zbor ni ka Su-
bo tić je pre ci zno ob ja snio u uvo du. On je u pra-
vu ka da tvr di da ova vr sta in te lek tu al ne pro duk-
ci je ni je pri sut na u na šoj jav no sti u ko joj su 
po sled njih go di na ob ja vlje na broj na iz da nja 
auto ra ko ji su pred met li be ral ne kri ti ke: Du gi na, 
Na roč nic ke, Re šet nji ko va. To su ta ko đe i auto ri 
ko ji su ov de vi še pu ta do la zi li i da va li in ter vjue 
u pre sve ga pi sa nim me di ji ma (uz njih tre ba 
po me nu ti i Le o ni da Sa vi na, ali i ge ne ra la Iva šo-
va i Alek san dra Pro ha no va, ru ko vo di o ca Iz bor skog 
klu ba itd). Od auto ra ove dru ge pro ve ni jen ci je 
za i sta je ma lo šta ob ja vlje no: Čo lo vić je ob ja vio 
Vla di mi ra Kan to ra3, a por tal Pe šča nik pre par 
go di na knji gu Ane Po lit kov ske Pu ti no va Ru si ja.4 
U tom smi si lu ovaj zbor nik pre sve ga tre ba da 
pri ka že dru ga či ju sli ku Ru si je, ali i sa vre me ne 
ru ske po li ti ko lo ške pro duk ci je od one ko ja do-
mi ni ra u na šem jav nom mne nju. Sam pri re đi vač 
je sve stan da ovaj iz bor ra do va ni je mo gao da 
bu de sa svim re pre zen ta ti van, već je na stao kao 
re zul tat oda bi ra od ma te ri ja la do kog je Su bo tić 
mo gao da do đe ra de ći u Be o gra du. Sto ga je 
zbor nik ka ko autor ka že „pri log re a zu me va nju 
Dru ge Ru si je“ u ko me je iz dvo je no ne ko li ko za-
ni mlji vih i ilu stra tiv nih te ma.

Po sle Su bo ti će vog tek sta sle di okvir ni čla nak 
Ol ge Ma li no ve ko ja pod se ća na ključ ni ide o lo ški 
spor u Ru si ji iz me đu za pad nja štva i an ti za pad-
nja štva tu ma če ći ga kao pro ces du gog tra ja nja 
iz me đu onih ko ji vi de Ru si ju kao deo za pad ne 
ci vi li za ci je i onih ko ji na raz li či te na či ne tra že 
ele men te po seb no sti i po seb nog ru skog pu ta. 
Sle di za tim kra tak te mat o ak tu el nom ob li ku te 
po seb no sti, neo e vra zij stvu. Mak sim Kan tor naj-
pre go vo ri o sa bla sti Evra zi je. Ra di se o iz ra zi to 
pro pa gand nom i bor be nom tek stu u ko me autor 
vi še ne go ola ko de li eti ke te i osni va či ma evro a zij-
skog po kre ta i nji ho vim sa vre me nim na sta vlja či ma, 

3  Vla di mir Kan tor, Ru si ja je evrop ska ze mlja, XX vek, 
Be o grad, 2001.
4  Ana Po lit kov ska, Pu ti no va Ru si ja, Pe šča nik, Be o grad, 
2008.

po ku ša va ju ći da en gross de za vu i še i po plju je 
sva ki mi sa o ni na por ko ji kri tič ki po sma tra za-
pad no de lo va nje pre ma Ru si ji, ili tra ži dru ga či ji 
od nos sa Za pa dom od onog ko ji je po sto jao u 
Jelj ci no vo do ba.

Da le ko je vred ni ji i kva li tet ni ji tekst Mi ha i la Su-
slo va u ko me se de talj no i si ste mat ski ana li zi ra 
raz voj ge o po li ti ke u sa vre me noj Ru sij. Autor je 
de talj no po bro jao i ana li zi rao udž be ni ke, dis kurs 
na ko me se gra di ge o po li ti ka kao po seb na di sci-
pli na, „za ko ne“ ko je nje ni pro mo te ri raz vi ju itd. 
Su slov ta ko đe po ku ša va da raz ja sni po zi ci ju ko ju 
po nje mu kon zer va tiv na i mi sti ci zmu okre nu ta 
ge o po li ti ka igra u sa vre me noj ru skoj jav no sti. No, 
do sta su pro ble ma tič ne oce ne ko je on iz no si, da 
je ge o po li ti ka u sa vre me noj Ru si ji za u ze la me sto 
ko je je ne ka da imao mark si zam, kao i da su nje ni 
na la zi ba zi ra ni na ide ji o na ci o nal nom ili im pe ri-
jal nom in te re su Ru si je ne što što tre ba sme sti ti u 
te o ri je za ve re, od no sno pa ra no id ni stil po li ti ke.

Sle de dva tek sta ko ji se ba ve tzv. po li ti kom isto-
ri je, od no sno na či ni ma na ko ji se pro iz vo di isto-
rij ski dis kurs i ka ko se pri la go đa va za he vi ma 
prak tič ne po li ti ke. Ni ko laj Ko po sov ob ra đu je 
isto rij sku po li ti ku za vre me Pu ti na, a Igor Tor ba-
kov upo tre bu po li ti ke isto ri je u kon tek stu me đu-
na rod ne po li ti ke sa vre me ne Ru si je. Ko po sov 
da je i ko ri stan ma te ri jal ana li zi ra ju ći udž be ni ke 
isto ri je, i po seb nu pa žnju obra ća na ra to ve pam-
će nja u po gle du gu la ga, kri vi ce i tu ma če nje Dru-
gog svet skog ra ta. Za nje ga je to ja sna evo lu ci ja 
ko ja ob ja šnja va i „agre si ju na Ukra ji nu“. Tor ba kov 
se po seb no ba vi spo ro vi ma sa is toč no e vro plja ni-
ma oko Ka ti na, oku pa ci je Polj ske, a za tim i ovla-
da va nja tim ze mlja ma na kon Dru gog svet skog 
ra ta. Kri vi ca je po nje mu is klju či vo na ru skoj 
stra ni ko ja bi mo ra la da pre u zme svo ju od go vor-
nost i vra ti se u okvi re za pad ne ci vi li za ci je pri-
hva ta ju ći ono što joj se na me će.

Do la ze za tim tek sto vi Alek san dra Et kin da i Ilje 
Ka lji ni na ko ji go vo re o po pu lar nom poj mu de-
mo der ni za ci je u Ru si ji. Oni uka zu ju na zna ča jan 
pro blem re surs ne ori jen ta ci je ru ske pri vre de i 
dr ža ve ko ja i da lje po lo vi nu bu dže ta pu ni pro-
da jom naf te i ga sa. Et kind to po ku ša va da sta vi 
u du gu tra di ci ju ru ske pri vred ne de lat no sti, a 
Ka lji njin iz no si čud nu te zu o po ve za no sti ta kve 
ori jen ta ci je pri vre de i kon zer va tiv nog za o kre ta 
u ru skoj kul tu ri i jav nom mne nju (kao da ta kva 
ori jen ta ci ja ni je po sto ja la i pre Pu ti na i na vod nog 
sko ra šnjeg kon zer va tiv nog za o kre ta).

Alek sej Mi ler i Igor Ze ve ljev kri tič ki go vo re o 
kon cep ci ji i gra ni ca ma „ru skog sve ta“, poj ma 
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ko ji je za i sta do bio mno go ši ri uti caj u Ru si ji 
to kom po sled njih dva na e stak go di na. Ze ve ljev 
vr lo le po uoča va ve o ma ši ro ku po li tič ku i ge o-
po li tič ku upo tre blji vost ovog poj ma ko jim se 
ob u hva ta ju i Ru si, ali i pri pad ni ci dru gih na ro da 
van Ru si je ko ji de le od li ke ru skog kul tur nog 
iden ti te ta, ose ća ju na klo nost za Ru si ju itd, što ih 
či ni le gi tim nim objek tom pri bli ža va nja i bri ge od 
stra ne Ru si je.

Tu su još dva Du bi no va tek sta na sta la kao re zul tat 
tu ma če nja re zul ta ta is tra ži va nja jav nog mne nja, 
kao i tekst Ser ge ja Me dve de va ko ji po vo dom de-
ša va nja u Ukra ji ni go vo ri o ru skom re sen ti ma nu. 
On npr. za klju ču je da Za pad ne že li su ko be sa 
Ru si jom, da ne na me ra va da joj uzi ma re sur se, već 
sa mo da že li da ona bu de sta bil na i ne a gre siv na.

Onaj ko po put auto ra ovog pri ka za ne de li sta vo-
ve auto ra za stu plje nih u knji zi imao bi mno go 
pod sti ca ja za po le mi ku i oko či nje ni ca, i oko tu-
ma če nja i oko vred no snih i ide o lo ških sta vo va. 
Ov de ću se me đu tim osvr nu ti na ono što je či ni 
mi se naj ve ći ne do sta tak zbor ni ka. Ako ne ko po-
ku ša da na osno vu pri lo že nih tek sto va for mi ra 
sli ku o Ru si ji do bi će pred sta vu o kon zer va tiv nom, 
im pe ri jal no usme re nom Pu ti nu ko ji pre o bli ku je i 
kon tro li še ce lu dru štve nu, po li tič ku i obra zov nu 
sce nu, me di je, pri vre du, re sur se itd. Do bi ja se 
sli ka o mal te ne ho mo ge nom kon zer va tiv nom 
esta bli šmen tu gde su je di na opo zi ci ja ova kvi li be-
ral ni i pro za pad ni gla so vi. To bi li či lo na si tu a ci ju 
ko ju smo ima li u Sr bi ji po čet kom de ved se tih.

No to za Ru si ju ap so lut no ne va ži. Pu tin npr. ne 
kon tro li še moć ni Ga sprom či ji su me di ji po put 
NTV ili mo skov skog Eho ra di ja naj gla sni ji kri ti-
ča ri Pu ti na i to kom iz bor nih kam pa nja i u re gu-
lar no vre me. Dru go, Pu tin je pri pad nik prag ma-
tič nog, ali pre sve ga li be ral nog kru ga ko ji je 
na stao oko ne ka da šnjeg gra do na čel ni ka Sankt 
Pe ters bur ga Ana to li ja Sop ča ka. Naj ve ći deo pri-
pad ni ka nje go ve ad mi ni stra ci je su li be ral no i 
pro za pad no usme re ni po li ti ča ri i bi zni sme ni ko-
ji ma stra šno te ško pa da ju su ko bi oko Ukra ji ne 
jer su im ugro že ni po slo vi i mo guć no sti za ži vot 
i pu to va nja u luk su znim za pad nim gra do vi ma i 
mon den skim me sti ma. Npr. u mi ni star stvu spolj-
nih po slo va, na uni ver zi te ti ma, u me di ji ma, ja sno 
do mi ni ra ju ta kvi sta vo vi, a o to me u ovom zbor-
ni ku ne ma go vo ra. Du gin ko ji se pred sta vlja 
mal te ne kao ne ka kav sve u ti caj ni gu ru vla sti i 
no vog dis kur ziv nog po ret ka, je u Ru si ji deo po-
li tič ki mar gi nal ne al ter na ti ve, čo vek ko ga je 
moć ni član Pu ti no vog ka bi ne ta Sur kov is te rao 
sa Mo skov skog dr žav nog uni ver zi te ta jer ga je 
op tu žio da na če lu še ste ko lo ne pod ri va bor bu 
opol če na ca u No vo ru si ji.

Unu tra šnji po li tič ki, ide o lo ški i idej ni od no si u 
Ru si ji su da le ko slo že ni ji od ono ga što nam ovi 
auto ri pri ka zu ju. Me đu tim, ka ko je Su bo tić i 
na ja vio, ovaj zbor nik tre ba da nam do pu ni po-
sto je ću sli ku o Ru si ji i sa te stra ne nje gov po du-
hvat je za i sta us peo jer nam do no si niz po da ta ka, 
ko ri snih ana li za i osve tlja va nja pro ce sa o ko ji ma 
se kod nas go to vo uop šte ni je pi sa lo.
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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 mar-
ks, 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 (vi-
ewed 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 na-
čin citiranja najčešćih bibliografskih jedinica; in-
formacije 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 je-
dinicama) fonetski se transkribuju u skladu s 
pravilima pravopisa, a prilikom prvog javljanja 
u zagradi se navodi njihov izvorni oblik. Imena 
geografskih i sličnih odrednica takođe se fonet-
ski transkribuju bez posebnog navođenja origi-
nala 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 tekstu: u zagradi prezime autora, godina izdanja, 
dvotačka, stranica. U napomeni: prezime autora,  
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godina izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. U napomena-
ma, 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, 
naslov časopisa u italiku, godište časopisa, u za-
gradi broj sveske u godištu ukoliko paginacija 
nije jedinstvena za ceo tom, dvotačka i broj stra-
nice. U tekstu: u zagradi prezime autora, godina 
izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. U napomeni: prezi-
me autora, godina izdanja, dvotačka, stranica. 
Ne sta vlja ju se skraćenice „str.“, „vol.“, „tom“, 
„br.“ i slične. U napomenama, članci se citiraju 
isklju čivo na skraćeni 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 
prezime autora, godina izdanja, dvotačka, stra-
nica. U napomeni: prezime autora, godina izda-
nja, 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 za-
gradi godina, naslov teksta pod navodnicima, slo-
vo „u“ (u zborniku), ime i prezime priređivača 
zbornika, 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, stra-
nica. U napomeni: prezime  autora, godina izda-
nja, dvotačka, stranica. Skraćenica „str.“ dopu-
štena je samo u spisku literature.
Primer:
U literaturi: Nizbet, Robert (1999), „Jedinične ide-
je sociologije“, u A. Mimica (prir.), Tekst i kon-
tekst, Beograd: Zavod za udžbenike i nastavna 
sredstva, str. 31–48.
U tekstu: (Nizbet 1999: 33).
U napomeni: Nizbet 1999: 33.

12. ČLANAK IZ NOVINA
U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagradi go-
dina, naslov članka pod navodnicima, naslov no-
vina 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 
naslova samog teksta, navesti i datum posete 
toj stranici, kao i dodatna određenja ukoliko su 
dostupna (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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