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Bojan Borstner
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Oddelek za filozofijo/Department of Philosophy

GROUNDING AS/OR METAPHYSICAL EXPLANATION
UTEMELJENJE KAO/ILI METAFIZICKO OBJASNJENJE

1. Is scientific or causal explanation the only kind of explanation?

If there is anything which can play such a trole what it is?

3. As K. Fine said there there may be a distinctive kind of metaphysical explanation, in
which explanans and explanandum are connected, not through some sort of causal
mechanism, but through some constitutive form of determination.

4. We will introduce the concept of grounding to denote the relation that one set of facts
bears to another set of facts they explain.

5. When we say the nonfundamental facts are grounded in the fundamental facts, we are
saying that there is a complete account or explanation of these nonfundamental facts
in terms of the fundamental facts.

6. Level of non-fundamental Metaphysics (first in physics then in society): Facts about
existence of atoms and molecules; Facts about Groupe’s intentions in acting.

7. Level of fundamental Metaphysics: Facts about existence of physical particles; Facts
about these particles’ intrinsic features (masses, charges, velocities); Facts about people
as the building blocks of social facts; Facts about people’s attitudes as triggers for con-
stitutive rules or conventions governing the social world.

8. Two ways of thinking about the relationship between metaphysical explanation and
grounding.

(i)  Metaphysical explanation is grounding. It means that the relation of grounding
just is the relation of metaphysical explanation. When we are saying: A metaphys-
ically explains B is just to say that A grounds B.

(i)  Grounding is the relation that backs metaphysical explanation - grounding is to
metaphysical explanation as causation is to scientific explanation. While a scien-
tific explanation itself is just a set of propositions, what makes a set of propositions
into an explanation is that it represents an underlying asymmetric determination
relation, such as a causal relation.

9. We will offer arguments that metaphysical explanation might be analysed without any
appeal to a grounding relation.

10. Therefore, metaphysical explanation is not necessarily based on grounding.
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MOPAJIHO OBJALUKBEKE W HEMOCPEAHO PA3SYMEBAHE:
KAHT U POC

Vntepnperanuja Kanrose ¢unosopuje Mopama Kkojy je HOHYANO jegaH oOf
yTeMe/buTe/ba CaBpeMeHOr eTryKor nHTynnnonusma [lejsup Poc (David Ross) n manac
MOXKe JIa IIOHYAM BaKHe IyTOKase 3a pasyMeBame Kanrose eruke. Poc KanTa BuAu
Kao ,,MHTYMUIMOHNUCTY . MopanHe MHTyuIuje ce Haj0o/be MOTy KapaKTepucaTy Kao
HeNOCPeHY He-eMIIMPUjCKU YBUAM, HaKle ¥ Kao HelMOCPeJHO pa3yMeBalbe MOPAaTHO
peeBaHTHUX cuTyanuja. OBaKBU YBUAY Ce MOTY OIMCATH KaO HEMOCPEHO pPa3yMeBame
MOpa/lHO peJieBaHTHe CUTyallMje Koje He 3axTeBa JOAATHO objaimmerme. KmacuuHu
IpuUMepy U3 JIUTeparype ce Hajuemhe ofHOCE Ha HENMOCPE[HO yodaBame HECIIOPHMX
ILY>KHOCTY, TIONYT JY>KHOCTH Jja ce ofip>ku obehame. Y oKBupMMa Koje HyAM MCTOPUjCKI
6urHo CuyBukoBor (Sidgwick) pasnukoBame cpOBOT ,IEPIIEITUBHOL MHTYUIIMOHN3MA
KOjY Y OCHOBM MMa 3aMICa0 IIOCTOjarba MOCeOHOT ,,MOpATHOT YyIa“ 1 ,,pumosodckor”
MHTYMIMOHM3MA KOjU IO pasyMeBa jja Cy MOpPa/JHU YBUAK [ie0 Pa3yMCKe CIIOCOOHOCTM
, KanToB mpuctyn ce moHekaza cBpcrasa y ,puaozodpcku nHTynmonnsam’. HapasHo ,
MHOTO TOTa Yy OBaKBOj MHTepIIpeTalMjy 3aBUCK Of Tora ITa he ce cBe mop ,, MHTyuIMjama“
nofpasyMeBary. 3ajeHNYKY UMeHNTe/b KaHTOBe eTMKe U MHTYMIMOHM3MA CBAaKaKo je
OClamame Ha yoOudajeHO carlefjaBame CBAKOJHEBHMUX MOPATHUX Ipobmema. OmumTu
okBup KaHToBe eTmke 3amcra [[03BO/baBa M MHTYMIMOHVWCTWYKY WHTEpIpeTALUjy
jep omry4yHo opmbalyyje MOTYhHOCT eMIMPMjCKOT MM ,HAyYHOI“ 3aCHNUBamba eTUKE,
a MHTyuLKje Mo AeUHUILMjU HUCY eMIMpUjcKu yBuan. KaHToBa eTmka CBOAM ce Ha
¢uno3opcku yBUJ y jeflaH allpMOPHY MOPATHM HPUHIUI — KaTeTOPUYKY MMIIEPATUB.
JMako KaTeropuyuky MMIIEPaTUB, KAO ,CUMHTETUUKY AIPUOPHU CYA“ HHUje caM IO cebn
HeToCcpejHO ounreat, KaHT cMarpa fja mwera Moxe fia ,casHa“ ceako. Mehyrum , Kant
jacHO Kajke Jja ra ,,00M4aH JbY[ICKM yM" IPUIMKOM MOPAIHOT cyhema yBeK ,uma y BUAY .
3aT0 ,,00MYHO palMOHATHO MOPATHO CcasHame“ Koje Beh 0b6yxBaTa cBe IOjMOBe KOju Cy
JIOBOJ/BHM 32 YBUJ Y MOPA/THU KPUTEPUjyM — mojaM (06pe) Bojbe 1 [y>KHOCTH, IIpe CBera
— MOXe Jja TIOCTY>KJ Ka0 OCHOB MOPaJIHOT ofjalrmema. To fajbe 3Ha4YM Jja 3a HEITOCPEIHO
pasyMeBame IIOCEOHUX AY>KHOCTY HMje MOTpebHO mocebHO ¢umozodpcko obpasoBame.
Cmnuno Kanty, Poc kao moGOpHUK MHTYMIMOHMCTMYKE €THKe MY>KHOCTH, CMaTpa
lla Cy MOpajJiHe MCTMHe II0 CBOjOj IpUPOAYU He-UCKycTBeHe. OH HaryamiaBa y OCHOBU
KaHTOBCKY OCHOBHY IJI€jy IIpeMa KOjoj je HEIIOCPEJHO 3Harbe O NY>KHOCTUMA, UCTUHA Y
ErOBOM CITy4ajy caMo ,,prima facie® gy»HocTiMa, 1OBO/BHO 3a 3acHMBame Mopana. Ha
tpary PocoBe nnTepnperannje KaHToBOr ,,3acHUBamba MeTausnke Mopana“ HacTaje Cy
U CaBpeMeHMje MHTYUIMOHUCTUYKE TeopHje, MOMyT OHe KOjy IO MMEHOM ,KaHTOBCKM
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MHTyUIMoHn3aM“ s3actyna Pobepr Aynm (Robert Audi). Y ocHoBM oBe Teopuje Hamasn
ce npeja aa je, mako KaHT kake [ja je Hajropy HauMH 3aCHMBamWba MOpaja 1M3Bobhemwe u3
T0je[MHAYHNX IpuMepa, Moryhe 3acTymaTy CTaB fla anpuopHM U GOpMaTHM MOPATHM
npyHIUN (KaTeTOPMYKM MMIIEPATVB) JOIYIITa TEOPMjCKO Objeluiberhe MojeTHauHIX
VHTYUIja IOJ ,jefHNM KpoBoM . OBaKBMM MaHeBpOM 136erao 6u ce Behn geo Teopmjckmx
Termkoha Koje 13a3uBajy MOTeHI[MjaTHU CYKOOM pasnnynTuX prima facie Jy>KHOCTH.

KrbyuHe peun: KaHT, Poc, nHTynLmje, KaTeropmuku nmnepaTtus, prima facie gyxHoctu

MORAL EXPLANATION AND DIRECT UNDERSTANDING:
KANT AND ROSS

David Ross, one of the forerunners of contemporary ethical intuitionism, proposed
an interpretation of Kant’s moral philosophy that may still offer vital clarifications for
understanding Kantian fundamental ethical concepts. According to that reading, both
Ross and Kant qualify as “intuitionists.” Moral intuitions are usually characterized as
immediate non-empirical insights and, therefore, as a direct understanding of morally
relevant circumstances. The idea is that such insights do not require any further explanation.
Classic examples of intuitions usually refer to so-called indisputable duties, such as the
duty to keep a promise. Within the historically significant Sidgwick’s framework based
on the distinction between raw “perceptual” intuitionism that involves the idea of a
distinct “moral sense” and sophisticated “philosophical” intuitionism that implies moral
insights are part of the rational faculty, Kant’s approach is sometimes interpreted as
belonging to “philosophical intuitionism.” Of course, much of this interpretation hinges
on what kinds of insights can be counted as “intuitions.” The common denominator of
Kant’s ethics and intuitionism is the reliance on the common awareness of everyday moral
problems. Since moral intuitions are, by definition, not empirical insights, and because
Kant openly excludes the possibility of any empirical or “scientific” foundation of ethics, an
intuitionistic interpretation of his moral theory is possible. His ethical system is founded
on a philosophical understanding of the categorical imperative, a singular a priori moral
principle. Although the categorical imperative is a “synthetic a priori judgment,” according
to Kant, anyone can “cognize” it even though it is not immediately evident. In making moral
judgments, the “ordinary human reason” always has a categorical imperative “in sight.”
Since the “common rational moral cognition” already encompasses all the ideas necessary
for understanding the categorical imperative as a unique moral standard, such as duty and
(good) will, it can serve as the foundation of moral explanation. Thus, a straightforward
comprehension of particular duties does not require a philosophical background. Like
Kant, Ross, as a proponent of the intuitionistic ethics of duty, considers moral truths non-
empirical. He emphasizes essentially the Kantian basic idea that direct knowledge of duties,
though only “prima facie” ones, is sufficient for the philosophical grounding of morality.

>«

Following Ross’s interpretation of Kant’s “grounding the metaphysics of morality,” more



8

contemporary intuitionistic theories have emerged, such as the one advocated by Robert
Audi under the name “Kantian intuitionism.” This theory is based on the idea that despite
Kant’s claim that the worst method of establishing morality is through individual examples,
it is still possible to argue that an a priori and formal moral principle (the categorical
imperative) can unify disparate intuitions under a “one roof.” Supposedly, such a maneuver
would avoid most of the theoretical difficulties caused by potential conflicts of various
prima facie duties.

Keywords: Kant, Ross, intuitions, the categorical imperative, prima facie duties
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NMAPOUTOBO OBJALWUHKEE OBJEAUBABAKBA TPARULVNOHAJIHO
CYNAPHNYKUX HOPMATUBHO-ETUYKUX TEOPUJA

Y cBoMm monyMeHTanHoM geny On What Matters, o6jaB/beHOM y BUIY TPOTOMHe
crypuje, [epex Ilapour je mokymao jga mokake MoryhHocT KoHBepreHuuje usmeby
TOje/iUHNIX TPafNI[MOHA/IHO CYIIAPHUYKIX HOPMATUBHUX TeOopuja, kao mrto cy KaHToBa
eTMKa, CaBpeMeHM KOHTPaKTyann3aM (CKEeHJTOHOBCKOT TMIIA) ¥ KOHCEKBEHIMjanan3aM
IpaBUIa, MOJ IMPETHOCTaBKOM fla Te TPU Teopuje, Y KpajibeM, TeXKe yCBajaly UCTOT
CKyIla MOpanHux npuHunumna. [la 61 Ta KOHBepreHIuja pesylTupana objefnmaBameM
CYIITMHCKY PasINYUTUX Teopuja IOJ, Ha3UBOM ,TPOCTpyka Teopuja’, Ilapdpur je mopao
ia mpuberHe M3BECHOM PeBU3MOHM3MY (IIpeKpajaiby) CBake IOMEHYTe TeopHje II0HA0C00.
Y nocnenmeM TOMy IIOMEHYTOT Aena, Ilapdur je peBupmpao COnCTBEHN peBU3NOHNU3AM
13 IIPeTXO/{HA /IBa TOMA, I1a je HabpojaHUM TeopujaMa IIPULOAAO0 U ,II0O0/bIIAHY BEP3Ujy
TaKO3BaHe ,,3/[paBOPa3yMCKe MOPATHOCTH , KOja HAaBOJHO TEXM YCBajalby MCTOT CKyIla
MOpa/THMX INIpUHLIMIA HOIyT Teopuja Beh oOjemumeHNX mHOJ HAasMBOM ,TPOCTPYKa
Teopuja“. Pesynrar Te HaAKHaHe peBM3Mje je IPOIINpemne ,TPOCTPYKe ¥ ,,.4eTBOPOCTPYKY"
Teopujy. Y oBoM pajy hy mokyuraTu fja mokakeM fia je IleHa Tako jakor objepumyjyher
PeBM3MOHM3MA IIPEBUCOKa f1a 61 6uta 0361/pHO puxBaheHa.

KrbyuHe peun: [lepek MapduT, cynapHuuKe HOpMaTMBHO-eTUYKE Teopuje, ,TPOCTPYKa Teopuja‘

»4€TBOPOCTPYKa Teopuja’, peB13NOHM3aM.

PARFIT’S EXPLANATION OF THE UNIFICATION OF TRADITIONALLY RIVAL
NORMATIVE ETHICAL THEORIES

In his monumental work On What Matters, published in the form of a three-
volume study, Derek Parfit tried to show the possibility of convergence between certain
traditionally rival normative theories, such as Kant’s ethics, contemporary contractualism
(of the Scanlonian type) and rule-consequentialism, assuming that these three theories,
ultimately, tend to adopt the same set of moral principles. In order for this convergence
to result in the unification of essentially different theories under the name ,triple theory*,
Parfit had to resort to a certain revisionism of each mentioned theory individually. In the
last volume of the work, Parfit revised his own revisionism from the previous two volumes,
so he added to the listed theories an ,,improved version® of the so-called ,,common-sense
morality®, which supposedly tends to adopt the same set of moral principles as the theories
already united under the name ,triple theory® The result of that subsequent revision is the
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expansion of the ,triple” into a ,,quadruple® theory. In this paper I will try to show that the
price of such a strong unifying revisionism is too high to be taken seriously.

Keywords: Derek Parfit, rival normative ethical theories, ,triple theory”, ,quadruple theory’,
revisionism.
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CTOMUUN U KAHT: O4 NPUKNAAHUX PAABU A0 AYXKHOCTHU

Vcropuja punosodckux uaeja HaMm mpyxa, usmehy ocrasnor, n yBuze kako cy ce
oppehenn ¢punozopcku MOjMOBU pas3BMjaly U MeHAIM TOKOM MCTOpUje, OTKpuBajyhn
yTHIjaje KOju HUCY YBEK CACBMM OUMITIeAHN. VIaKko ncnutuBame ogHoCa u3Mehy cromuke
u Kanrose (Immanuel Kant) ¢punosodcke Muciu Huje HOBMHA CBOjCTBEHA CaBPEMEHO]
¢unosoduju, npema jegHoj on pmaHac mpeosnahyjyhux crpyja Tymadema mpojekar
pasyMeBamba OBOT OIHOCA TeK je y caMoM 3a4eTKy. OBaKBa OlLieHa He 4y[U jep ce CBaKu
IOKYIIaj Ipy>Kama o0yxBaTHe KOMIIAapaTuBHe CTyAMje o cromuyuma un KaHTy cyouasa
ca 6pojunm noremkohama momyr KaHToBOr perTkor HaBobema IUTaTa M3 CTOMYKMX
TEKCTOBA U 13a30Ba yTBphuBama M3BOpa KOju Cy My OMIN JOCTYIHU U KOje je YUTao.
OrnaxaBajyhy OKOTHOCT IIpeficTaB/ba YMbeHn1a a ce KanT Huje 6aB1o aHaMM30M CBUX
cerMeHara cTonmdke punozoduje — cTomyka GpusnKa, enucTeMoIoryja ¥ IOTMKa HICY 6ue
y GOKyCy mberoBor nHTEpecoBama, Beh MprMapHO BIXOBY €TUYKYU CTABOBIL.

Haur iuse jecTe fa mpy»>KMMo HONPMHOC aKTye/THOM IO yXBaTy pasyMeBama KanTosor
OfIHOCA TIpeMa CTOMYKO] eTHIIN, ¥ TO TaKO IITO heMo ce KOHIIEHTPUCATH Ha jeflaH MojaM
KOjU je Off M3y3eTHOT 3Hadaja KaKo 3a CTOMYKY, Tako 1 3a KanroBy ¢unosodujy Mmopana
- mojaM npukIafHux pagmu (kabjxov), ogHocHo ayxHoctu (officium, Pflicht). Y npsom
Ieny nsnarama aHanusupahemo cronmukn xkabhjkov, a satum u Liuneponos (Marcus Tullius
Cicero) officium u To mpeBacxoHo ocnamwajyhu ce Ha Cenexkune (Lucius Annaeus Seneca)
u [IuniepoHoBe cryice 3a Koje ce Bepyje fia cy 6unn fieo Kantoe mrune 6ubnmoreke. [Ipyrn
meo pana 6mhe mocBehen ncnuTMBamWy M3BOpa MyTeM Kojux je KaHT fomrao /1o casHama
O CTOMYKOM CXBaTamwy AyXHocTu. Bupmehemo na je — mpempa je temko ca curypHouhy
YTBPAUTU Koja fena je KaHT unMTao y opurnHamy, Koja y HEMadyKoM IIPEBOJY, a ca KojuMa
ce ynosHao umrajyhm ayrope momyt Jlajonmua (Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz), Bonda
(Christian Wolft) n Xjyma (David Hume) — KaHT TOKOM CpeilOLIKOICKOT U (aKy/ITETCKOT
o0pa3oBama CTeKao BPCHO 3Harbe JTaTMHCKOT (M HelITO crabyje 3Halbe TPUYKOTL) je3nKa U
4ynuTao pumcke crouke u Llunepona. Y tpehem n nocnegmem meny usnarama ¢oxyc he
6uty Ha pasymeBamwy KanrtoBor cxBaramwa gyxHoctu (Pflicht), anu npeBacxogno xpo3s
IpU3MYy CTOMYKOT ofpeherma oBOr IojMa M Tparama 3a K/byYHUM Iapanenama Mehy
IJIXOBJM yUelMa.
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YouaBajyhn kako cmmaHOCTY TaKo 1 pasnuke nsMely cronukor u Kanrosor monmama
NPUK/TATHUX PafibU, OJHOCHO NYXXHOCTM (aly M JUCTMHKIMja KOje Cce y OKBUPY OBOT
nojMa rosaue), fohu hemo 10 3ak/pyyaxa 1) ga oCToje BaXkKHa OAY/lapamba Y BIXOBUM
onpebemnma, Kao 1 Ja je YuMTame CTOMYKUX CIIMCA M3BPIIMIO HECYMHIbMB YTUIAj Ha
KaHTOB HauMH NMpoMUII/balba OBE TeMAaTUKe, AN U 2) Ia ce HBUXOBa ofpehemwa nmak He
MOT'Y IIOMICTOBETUTM jeP TIOCTOje ¥ 3HaYajHa OJCTyIamba Koja IPONCTUYY M3 PasINIUTOCTI
BUXOBUX PMI030(PCKIX CUCTEMA U ICTOPUjCKOT TPEHYTKa y KOMe MUCIE U CTBApajy.

KmbyuHe peun: CeHeka, LimuepoH, KaHT, npuknagHe pagre, fyKHOCTW, nctopuja dpunosoduje,
ncTopuja ngeja

THE STOICS AND KANT: EXPLORING THE EVOLUTION
FROM APPROPRIATE ACTIONS TO DUTIES

The history of philosophical ideas offers, among other things, valuable insights into
how specific philosophical concepts have developed and changed throughout history, re-
vealing influences that may not always be immediately apparent. While examining the
relationship between Stoic and Immanuel Kant’s philosophical thought is not a novelty of
contemporary philosophy, according to one of the prevailing currents of interpretation, the
project of understanding this relationship is still in its early stages. This is not surprising
because any attempt to provide a comprehensive comparative study of the Stoics and Kant
faces numerous obstacles such as Kant’s rare citing of quotations from Stoic texts and the
challenge of determining sources that were available to him and that he read. A mitigating
circumstance is that Kant did not extensively analyze all segments of Stoic philosophy;
Stoic physics, epistemology, and logic were not the focus of his interest, but primarily their
ethical attitudes.

Our goal is to contribute to the current effort of understanding Kant’s relation to Stoic
ethics by focusing on a concept of exceptional importance to both Stoic and Kant’s moral
philosophy - the notion of appropriate actions (kajxov), or duties (officium, Pflicht). In
the first part of the presentation, we will analyze the Stoic concept of kajxov, and subse-
quently, Cicero’s (Marcus Tullius Cicero) concept of officium, with a primary focus on the
writings of Seneca (Lucius Annaeus Seneca) and Cicero — which are believed to have been
part of Kant’s personal library. The second part of the presentation will examine the sourc-
es through which Kant gained insight into the Stoic understanding of appropriate actions.
We will explore the challenge of determining with certainty which works Kant read in the
original, which in German translation, and which he encountered through authors such as
Leibniz (Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz), Wolff (Christian Wolff), and Hume (David Hume).
Despite these difficulties, we know that Kant acquired an excellent knowledge of Latin
(and a somewhat weaker knowledge of Greek) and read the works of the Roman Stoics
and Cicero during his high school and college education. In the third and final part of the
presentation, we will focus on understanding Kant’s concept of duty (Pflicht), primarily
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through the lens of the Stoic definition of appropriate actions, and explore key parallels
between their teachings.

Noting both the similarities and differences between the Stoic and Kant’s conceptions
of appropriate actions, that is duties (including the distinctions within this term), we will
draw two conclusions. Firstly, there are significant parallels in their definitions, and read-
ing Stoic writings undeniably influenced Kant’s thinking on this topic. Secondly, however,
these determinations cannot be equated due to substantial deviations arising from the di-
versity of their philosophical systems and the historical context in which they thought and
created.

Keywords: Seneca, Cicero, Kant, appropriate actions, duties, history of philosophy, history of ideas
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KAHTOBCKU KOHCTPYKTUBU3AM U OBJALUKBLEE MOPAJTHE
OBABE3HOCTU

Llon Pornc, y cBoMm kanutanHoM fieny Teopuja tipasge, yBORK ,KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKY
MEeTOly y CTBapamby IPMHIMIIA IIPaBJie U3 ,0pUTMHAIe To3unyje”. MehyTum, ekcmmunutHn
TepMMH ,KOHCTPYKTUBM3aM J00uja Ha 3Ha4ajy Tek y JljyjeBum mpenaBamyma us 1980.
ropuHe, rge Ponc ommcyje KaHTOBCKM KOHCTPYKTHMBM3aM y Teopuju o mopany. OBaj
KOHCTPYKTVUBM3aM, Kako Pornc TBpam, mpucyran je y Kanrosoj ¢umosodpuju mopana,
ca HAIJIaCKOM Ha IIpOLlefypa/HOM TyMauewy ayToHomuje. Ponc ymopebyje Kanrtos
KOHCTPYKTMBM3aM Ca ,paljMOHATHMM MHTYMIMOHU3MOM», TBpAehum ma Mmopaman
NPUHIVINM HUCY OTKPUBEHM Beh KOHCTpyMcCaHM Kpo3 IIpOLEAYypaaTHO TyMauere
ayToHOMMje. Y Ipe3eHTalMjI Ce CTPakyje OBa IMHNja TyMaderba, Ca HOCeOHM OCBPTOM
Ha KOHCTYKPMBMCTMYKM KapaKTep AY>KHOCTU U OfOaLMBalby HE3aBJMCHO JIATOT TIOpeTKa
BpegHocTy y KanToBoM cucremy mopana. Ilepom Inusung u Kpucrtun Kopcrapp cy
HEKU Off ayTopa KOji 3aroBapajy KOHCTPYKTMBUCTUYKO unTame Kanta. llHuBMHA TBpOU
ma KaHToBa Teopuja mpefcTaB/ba MOPATHOCT Kao JbY/ICKY TBOPEBMHY, Ca HAIJTACKOM Ha
obaBesaMa Koje memaTHMK caM cebu Hamehe. Kopcrapy Tymaun KanTta Ha TakaB Ha4uMH
la pauMOHa/HM U300p JelaTHUKA JOfe/byje BpeQHOCT, HarlalmaBajyhu obaBese koje
menaTHUK caM cebu Hamehe. OHo mTo he 6utn y doxycy oBe mpesenranuje jecre 36or
KOjUIX pasjiora Cy HaBelleHM ayTOpYM CMAaTpaln ,KOHCTYKTUMBUCTUYKO unrame KaHra
VICIIPaBHMM, Ca II0CeOHOM Ia>KIOM Ha aHa/In3y 1 objalnmerme obaBesHocTy Ko KaHra.

KrbyuHe peun: KaHT, KOHCTYKTMBIM3aM, MopasiHa obasesHocT, Kopcrapg, LHnBuHg

KANTIAN CONSTRUCTIVISM AND THE EXPLANATION OF MORAL
OBLIGATION

John Rawls, in his seminal work A Theory of Justice, introduces the notion of a
“constructive” method in generating principles of justice from the “original position”.
However, the explicit term “constructivism” gains prominence in Rawls 1980’s Dewey
Lectures, where Rawls outlines a Kantian constructivism in moral theory. This
constructivism, Rawls argues, is inherent in Kant’s moral philosophy, emphasizing a
procedural interpretation of autonomy. Rawls contrasts Kantian constructivism with
“rational intuitionism,” asserting that moral principles are not discovered but constructed
through a procedural interpretation of autonomy. The presentation navigates this line
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of interpreation, drawing attention to the constructed nature of moral duties and the
rejection of an independently given order of values in Kant’s framework. Authors such
as J.B. Schneewind and Christine Korsgaard further support this constructivist reading.
Schneewind contends that Kant’s theory depicts morality as a human creation, emphasizing
self-imposed obligations. Korsgaard aligns Kant with the idea that rational choice confers
value, suggesting that moral laws exist because we legislate them. The motivation for this
constructivist reading is explored, particularly in relation to Kant’s analysis of obligation.

Keywords: Kant, constructivism, moral obligation, Korsgaard, Schneewind
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YNNIOTA MOPAJIHUX YNHEHULIA Y HAJBOJbUM OBJALUBEHUMA

Y oBoM pany 6aBMMO ce NUTameM CTaTyca MOPAJHUX YMIbEHUIA M IBIXOBO]
CIIOCOOHOCTH Ja y4ecTBYjy y (Haj6o/beM) objallmery MopamHOr ¢eHoMeHa. IInrame
ce OHOCK Ha eKCIUVIAHATOPHM IIOTEHIMja/l MOPA/JHMX CBOjCTaBa ymnopebhusamem ca
€KCIUIAaHAaTOPHMM IIOTEHLMjaJIoM NPUPORNHUX CBOjcTaBa. [la 1M Cy MOpanHe TBpPAIbe
MOJ/I0KHE €MIVPUjCKOM TEeCTHpParby Ha Ha4MH Ha KOjU TO jeCy Hay4YHe XUIOTe3e?
Kama TecTmpamMo HeKy TBpJIby, MM IIOCMaTpaMoO Ja /M Cy IbeHe MMIUIMKaluje Npu
HocMaTpamwy UCTMHUTe. MopanHe TBpAbe He MOXKeMO TeCTMPAaTy Ha MCTM HadMH Kao
Hay4He. [TojeffHOCTaB/bEHO, MOpaIHA TBP/Iba TOBOPM LITa Tpeba fja bype cIydaj, a HaydHa
TBPZAIba TOBOPY LITA jecTe C/Iy4aj. To 3Ha4YM 1a MOpaHa objallmbera HICY OHe BPCTe Koja
Oy HaM [J03BOJIMJIA Jla TECTMPAMO MOpa/IHEe TBPJbe y CBETY Ha CBe OHe HauMHe Ha Koje
TO MOXKeMO ca Hay4HMM. Hema HaumHa fa ce MOpajiHa TBPAIba eMIMPUjCKM MPOBEPH,
OCHM aKO ce He pefyKyje Ha npupopiHy. [la 11 0oBO 3Ha4M Jla MOpa/jHa CBOjCTBA HUCY
peasiHa, HeMajy eKCIUTAaHaTOPHM MOTEHIVjaJl, Te Ia 3aIIpaBO He MOPajy YOIILITe OMTHU Jie0
Hajbopux objammerna? [la /1 je 3alCTa jeAMHO pellere 3a Ipo6/IeM eKCIIaHATOPHOT
NOTEeHIMjala MOpPaJHUX YMIb€HNUIA TO Jla UX pelyKyjeMo Ha IpupofHa cBojcTBa? Mnu
Ila UX IOCMATPaMO U3 HeKOTHUTUBUCTUYKE MePCIeKTUBe, JaKje [la UX He II0CMaTpaMo
YOIILITe Y TEPMUHMMA UCTMHUTOCTY U IaXKHOCTU? 3acTymnahy Tesy fa MopanrHa CBOjcTBa
MOTy OMTH eKCIIJITAHATOPHO e(KaCHa, OHOCHO fla YYeCTBY]y Y HajoO/bUM objallbemnyMa
U VICTOBPEMEHO MOTy OMTU HeCBOfMBA Ha NpPMPOJHA CBOjCTBA. 3a CBaKy IPUPORHY
YMIEHNILY Ha CBETY IIOCTOjU PeIeBaHTHO Objallliberbe, TaKO fla He IOCTOjU BalupiaH
pasyor Aa ce MOTEHIMjal HEKOr objallibera IpUXBATa IIPU pasMaTpamy NPUPOTHMIX
4NMIEHNIA, a 6e3 mofpobHor pasmarpamwa yckpahyje MopamuuM unmennnama. Kbydyna
3a aprymeHTanujy he 6utu uynmennIa 1a MopaaHa CBOjCTBA HICY MCTO IITO M IIPUPOJHA,
a/ly HUCY HM OfiBOjeHa Off IbUX; CyNepPBeHMjeHTHa Cy — BUILECTPYKO peajn30oBaHa Ha
muMa. OBO IpuxBaTame pasnnke nsMeby Hayke 1 eTuKe He MMIUIMIMPA IPOTEpPUBalbe
Mopara u3 chepe Ca3HajHOT, HUTH yKa3yje Ha Ipo61eM MOpaTHMX KOHIIeraTa OHaKO KaKo
noveTHa muTama cyrepuiny. Objammerma Hehe 6MTK peannsoBaHa Ha UCTY HAYVH, ajIN
he Hy)XHa IOBE3aHOCT IOCTOjaTH y HOMEHY y KOjeM MOpajHa CBOjCTBa CyIepBEHMPajy
Haj npupopHuM. Tume he ce, mocnepnyHo, MOKa3aTH HY>KHA PeleBaTHOCT MOPATHMX
CBOjcTaBa IpM MpyXawy Hajoobux objamrmera. CBaky IOKYIIaj [a ce MoOpasHa
CBOjCTBAa MHTEPIIPETUPAjy HA OMJIO KOju APYT¥ HA4yWH, a TaKBe IpeTIIoCTaBKe he 6uTn
npo6eMaT30BaHe y pafy, fOBeo 61 o Tora fa MOpaaHM (peHOMEH OCTaje HefJOBO/BHO
1o6po objalmeH, IITO OU JOBEIO 1 10 pobiieMa y pasyMeBarby YIIPaBO OHOTa IIITO CMO
XTENM J1a PaCBETINMO.

KrbyuHe peun: eTrKa, HayKa, HepeayKLUOHM3aM, CynepBeHnjeHLnja, Hajoorbe objalltberse.
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THE ROLE OF MORAL FACTS IN THE BEST EXPLANATIONS

In this paper, we address the issue of the status of moral facts and their ability to
participate in the (best) explanation of moral phenomena. The question pertains to the
explanatory potential of moral properties when compared to the explanatory potential
of natural properties. Are moral claims subject to empirical testing in the same way as
scientific hypotheses? When we test a claim, we examine whether its implications hold
when considering truth. Moral claims cannot be tested in the same way as scientific claims.
Simplified, a moral claim tells us what ought to be the case, while a scientific claim tells
us what is the case. This means that moral explanations are not the kind that would allow
us to test moral claims in the same ways we can with scientific ones. There is no way to
empirically verify a moral claim unless it is reduced to the natural. Does this mean that
moral properties are not real, lack explanatory potential, and may not actually be part of
the best explanations? Is the only solution to the problem of the explanatory potential of
moral facts to reduce them to natural properties? Or should we consider them from a non-
cognitive perspective, that is, not consider them in terms of truth and falsehood at all? I
will argue that moral properties can be explanatorily efficacious, participating in the best
explanations, while also being irreducible to natural properties. For every natural fact in
the world, there is a relevant explanation, so there is no valid reason to accept the potential
of some explanation when considering natural facts and deny it to moral facts without a
thorough examination. The key to the argument will be the fact that moral properties are
not the same as natural ones, but they are not separate from them; they are supervenient
- multiply realized in them. Accepting this difference between science and ethics does
not imply the expulsion of morality from the sphere of cognition, nor does it indicate a
problem with moral concepts as the initial questions suggest. Explanations will not be
realized in the same way, but the necessary connection will exist in the domain where
moral properties supervene over natural ones. Consequently, this will demonstrate the
necessary relevance of moral properties in providing the best explanations. Any attempt to
interpret moral properties in any other way, and such assumptions will be problematized
in the paper, would lead to the moral phenomenon remaining insufficiently explained,
resulting in a problem in understanding exactly what we wanted to clarify.

Keywords: ethics, science, non-reductionism, supervenience, best explanation
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BEPICOH 1 APXEOJIOLLKA UCTPAXKUBAA:
MPUMEP ERC BIRTH NMPOJEKTA

Hemno Amnpuja beprcona, mpefcraB/bano je 4YeCTO OAMOPMUINTE ¥ M3BOPUIITE
MHCONUpalyje y MOjUM HAayYHMM, OMOApXeO/NOMIKMM WUCTPAKMBabMMa IIPOLIIOCTH.
MebhyTum, mocreneHo, meropa ¢puno3oduja MOTIYHO je IPEOKPEHyIa MOj IOIMIe] U Ha
IPOIIJIOCT Kao TaKBY a/lMi ¥ Ha Hay4He OKBMPE Yy KOjIMa ce OHa MCTpaxkyje. Ta mpomeHa
KOjy je y MeHM musasBao beprcon, mosena je, fla ce M3pasuM ILETOBUM pedyMMa, [0
“axumje koja momMu Kpyr . OZHOCHO, /10 TOTa Jia ce OXpabpyM U MOYHEM Jia UCTPaXKYyjeM
IIPAaNCTOPMjCKO MAaTePUHCTBO KOjUM Ce TOHEe[JaBHO, 1 3a4y/I0, HAyYHNUIIM HUCY 6aBuan. Y
TOM CBETIY, II/b OBOT M3JIaTamba je MCKa3lBalbe 3aXBalmHOCTU beprcony mrTo Mu je fao
CMEJIOCTH He CaMo Jia Ha IIPOLIIOCT I/leflaM pyTradnje Beh u ga Hanuiem npojexar BIRTH,
Koju ce 6aBMO IPANCTOPUjCKMM Majkama 1 6ebama. Tume je yjemHo, 10 IPBU Iy T, HEKO
Hay4HO McTpakuBamwe y Cpouju nogpxao EBporcku uctpaxuBauku caset. Hajpaxuuju
yruiaj xoju je beprconosa ¢punosoduja nMana Ha Moje MOMMabe IIPOIITIOCTI OITIefia Ce
y ABe Tauke: 1) YKOIMKO IIpoy4aBaMO caMO OCTaTKe )KMBOTA (a TO je yImpaBO OHO IITO
YI[He apXeoso3n), o beprcoHy, To cTBapa “IaKHMU eBONYLMOHM3aM , M OHeMoryhyje
PEKOHCTPYKLMjy “IPaBOr eBOMYLMOHU3MA Tj. PEKOHCTPYKIUjy IIPaBOr >KMUBOTA;
2) Mako ce eBomynmja cacToju Of K/byYHMX TEeHJIEHIIMja, OHA HMje IMOIYT TOIOBCKOT
bynera. Jep mox ce eBonynuja onBuja, Kpo3 KbydHe TeHAeHIMje, “hyne” ce pacnpuryje y
MHOTO JlefIoBa. JIako oBa fpyra Mmucao HMje HOBa, HOBO je TO IITO beprcon ykasyje Ha
TO 7a flepMHUCAbeM K/BYYHMX TEHJEHIVja eBONMyIije MOXXeMO PeKOHCTPYMCATH KOjoj
Ol BUX IPUIALAjy OCTAlVM >KMBOTA Ha Koje Hamaasumo. OBe fiBe Tauke objalllibeHe
y beprconoBoj CrBapanmaukoj eBomynuju, oMoryhmme cy Mu jga pasyMmeM fa JIOK Kao
apxeos103y MpOy4YaBaMoO OCTaTKe )KMBOTA, MU He MICTPaXkyjeMo caM >KMBOT. CTora Kpos
aHa/IM3y OHOTa LITO HUje CTBapaH >XMBOT Beh caMO WeroBu OCTIW, WINM OTIALV, He
MO>KeMO Ca3HaTM KaKo Ce OH 3a1CTa Ofurpao y mpouutoctu. Takobe, kajja kao apxeonosu
JICTPa’)KyjeMo IPOILIIOCT, MU 3allpaBO CaKyI/baMo (parMeHTe “pacmpuieHor hysnera”,
anM JIOK MX aHalIM3MPaMO MM YITTABHOM He PasMUII/baMO O TOMe Koje Cy TO K/bydHe
TeHJeHI[Vje )KIBOTA YOIILITe Kpeupase i Boguie ofpeheno “hyne”. Crora je morpebHO
Ja TIpecTaHeMO Jia IMOKyIIaBaMO Jla PEKOHCTPYMINEMO >XMBOT Ha OCHOBY HerOBUX
OCTaTaka Te ja AeUHNIIEMO IITa Cy TO K/byYHe TEHJIEHILMje Y YOBEKOBOM OIICTAHKY.
HaxoH Tora, moTpe6HO je la MCTpa)kX1MMO KaKo Cy ce OHe Y IIPOLIZIOCTI Ofp>KaBaje U Ja
KaJla aHa/JM3MPAMO PacIHplleHe OCTaTKe IOKYLIAMO /la PasyMeMO KOjoj TeHIEHLMjU CY
Moru npunagary. OBakas IOI/IE]] Ha apXeOJIOIIKe OCTaTKe OMOryhno Mu je ja pasymem
7ia IOK MICTPa>KyjeMO MPOLIIOCT ¥ ONNUCYjeMO KEPAMMUKY, 3UMIOBE, OTHUINTA, U C/I. MU He
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CaMo Jja He 3HaMO KOjUM K/byYHUM >KMBOTHUM TeHJeHIIMjaMa IPUII/ajy, HETO U CaMe Te
TEeHJIeHIIMje He Y3/IMaMo 3a IIpeJMeT HAIllMX UCTPpaKMBamwa. PasMuipajyhn Ha Taj HaumH,
JIOHEKJIe CaM pa3yMesia HeOOMYHY YMbEHNITY Jla Ce HAYYHMIIM KOjU MCTPAXKYjy HPOIIIOCT
HICY M03a6aBMIM jeflHOM Ofi K/bYy4YHUX TeHJeHLMja-pahame m Opura o MOTOMCTBY Y
IPAVICTOPM)jH, je[IHAKO KaKO ce HUCY GaBUIN HM APYruM TeHfAeHIujama. CMarpajyhu fa
Ce pajii 0 Ba)KHOj TEHIEHI[MjU YOBEKOBOT OINCTAHKA, Of/TyYM/Ia CaM Jja MOKyIIaM Jia je
VICTPa)KMM ¥ HOCTyIIaM jeflaH Ba)kaH BeprcoHos caBeT “..aKko ce ja, MPOCTOHANIPOCTO
OaruM y Bony 6e3 cTpaxa, ja hy ce Hajipe gp>xatu Ha Bofu Kako Tako 6opehnu ce c wowm, n
MaJIONOMajIo HaBMKHYhy ce Ha OBy HOBY cpefVHy, Hayunhy mimBaTn.”

KrbyuHe peun: beprcoH, apxeosoLlka UCTpaXrBakba, MaTePUHCTBO, €BONYTUBHE TeHAEHLUMje

BERGSON AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH:
THE EXAMPLE OF THE ERC BIRTH PROJECT

The work of Henri Bergson was a frequent resting place and source of inspiration in
my scientific, bioarchaeological researches of the past. However, gradually, his philosophy
completely changed my view on the past as such, but also on the scientific frameworks
in which it is researched. Change that Bergson caused in me led, to use his words, to
“an action that breaks the circle.” That is, to encourage myself and to start researching
prehistoric motherhood, which until recently, and surprisingly, scientists did not deal with.
In this light, the aim of this presentation is to express gratitude to Bergson for giving me
the courage not only to look at the past differently but also to write the project BIRTH,
which dealt with prehistoric mothers and babies. Thus, for the first time, scientific research
in Serbia was supported by the European Research Council. The most important influence
that Bergson’s philosophy had on my understanding of the past is reflected in two points:
1) If we study only the remains of life (and this is exactly what archaeologists do), according
to Bergson, this creates “false evolutionism” and makes it impossible to reconstruct
“true evolutionism”, i.e. reconstruction of real life; 2) Although evolution consists of key
tendencies, it is not like a cannonball. Because while the evolution takes place, through the
key tendencies, the “cannonball “ disperses into many parts. Although this second thought
is not new, what is new is that Bergson points out that by defining the key tendencies of
evolution, we can reconstruct to which of them the remains of life we come across belong.
These two points explained in Bergson’s Creative Evolution allowed me to understand that
while as archaeologists we study the remains of life, we are not investigating life itself.
Therefore, through the analysis of what is not real life but only its remains, or scraps, we
cannot find out what really happened in the past. Also, when we as archaeologists investigate
the past, we actually collect fragments of a “dispersed cannonball”, but while analyzing
them we generally do not think about what key tendencies of life created or led a certain
“cannonball”, Therefore, we need to stop trying to reconstruct life based on its remains and
1 AHpu BeprcoH, 1932. CtBapanauka eonyuuja. Kapujatuge: beorpag, ct.191, npesog ®unun
Mepauh.
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to define what are the key tendencies in human survival. After that, we need to investigate
how they were maintained in the past and when we analyze the scattered remains try to
understand which tendency they could belong to. This kind of view of the archaeological
remains allowed me to understand that while we are researching the past and describing
ceramics, walls, hearths, etc. we not only do not know which key life tendencies they belong
to, but we do not take those tendencies themselves as the subject of our research. Thinking
in this way, I understood the unusual fact that scientists investigating the past did not
deal with one of the key tendencies - birth and care of offspring in prehistory, just as they
did not deal with other tendencies either. Considering that it is an important tendency of
human survival, I decided to try to investigate it and listen to one of Bergson’s important
advices “..if I simply throw myself into the water without fear, I will first stay on the water
as if fighting with it, and little by little I will get used to this new environment, I will learn

to swim.?”

Key words: Bergson, archaeological research, motherhood, evolutionary tendencies

2 AHpu BeprcoH, 1932. CrBapanauka esonyuuja. Kapujatnge: beorpag, ct.191, npesog ®Ounun
Mepauh.
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ONNO30OUNJA N HAYKA - TYMAYELE, U3BOPU, UCTOPUOTPAOUIA

Ila 61 ce pasymeo opHOC ¢punozoduje u HayKe, MOTPeOHO je ofpenntyu 0ba mojma y
IJIXOBOM JMICTOPMjCKOM KOHTEKCTY. 3aXBa/byjyhy McTOpUju 1I0jMOBa, 3HaMO Jja II0jMOBU
MeHajy CBOje 3Hayeme U OIICeI TOKOM BpeMeHa. TyMaueme cIca U3 IIPOLIIOCTU
3axTeBa ofnpehene mpenpajgme. MopaMo TOY3/jlaHO YTBPAUTY HUXOBY ayTeHTUYHOCT,
HA4MH Ha KOji Cy CacTaB/beHU, HECYMIBVMBO OUTY CUTYPHU KO je HBUXOB ayTOp U IIOTOM
PasMOTPUTM Ha KOjeM je3MKy CYy HalMCaHM M KOjOj UMTA/NAYKOj MyOINIM HaMeHeHN.
Tex xajja cBe 0BO y3MeMO y 0631p, MOXXEMO MPUCTYIUTH XePMEHEYTUYKOM U3ydaBarby
TEKCTa U3 MPOIUIOCTY, Y3UMajyhy y 0063up cBe MeTORONOIIKe Ipobieme ca KojuMa ce
MoxxeMo cycpectit. Puto3odcka XepMeHeyTHKa yKasasa je Ha TO [ja TyMad, aKo XKe/lu fia
Oyzme 00jekTMBaH KOJMKO je TO Moryhe, Mopa y3eTu y 063up COICTBEHY XepMeHEeYyTUUYKY
curyanujy. ITof ,xepMeHeyTMIKOM CUTYaLMjoM  TOApa3yMeBa ce CBECT O TOMe Jja TyMad y
TyMaueme YHOCHU ¥ CBOje MUII/berse. IIoTIyHa 06jeKTMBHOCT He IOCTOjM, Ay IIPeICTaB/ba
UJleaTHN IIM/b CBAKOT TyMadema. TeMa yHolllemba CONCTBEHOT 10T/Iefla Ha CBET y TyMauere
Y Melbarbe TYMadeHOT TeKCTa oBea je, MehyTum, 10 3a6yHa Koje MOI'y 3aMaI/InTi OCHOBHE
IIPeTIOCTaBKe JOOpOr 1 Ba/baHOT TyMadema. HyxHo ce Hamehe nurame fja mu yommre
MIMa CBpXe yJaraTu TPyJ y TyMaderbe TeKCTa U3 IIPOIIOCTH, KaJl Cé OH IIPU TOMe Meka U
1o61ja HOBO 3Haveme. 300T yHOLIeHha pe/laTUBU3Ma y TyMaderhe I pa3yMeBaibe, II0jeJuHN
ucTopnyapy ¢unozoduje KPUTUKOBAIU Cy OBe IIOCTaBKe PuIo3opcke XepMeHEyTHUKe.
JennHO ako 3HaMO IITa NPEACTaB/ba TEKCT KOjU CTOjM IpeJ HaMma, MMaMoO ILIaHCe fia
nporymaunmo. IIpu Tome, crioMeHyIu OMCMO fla pasnuyuTe OIIVje TyMaderma OCTajy
OTBOpEHe, a/IM HeMajy HMKakBo Behe mpaBo Ha (uI030PCKO IMOCTOjarbe Of MOCTYITHOT
Ipoy4YaBarba TEeKCTa 13 MPOIIOCTH, KOjU Ce IofipasyMeBa Y KpUTUYKOj UCTOpHOTpadmju.
TepMmuH ,HayKa“ MO>Ke MMaTy pas3nnyuTa 3Hauewa. AKO je KpUTepujyM IIpoBepa Teopuje
eKCIIepYIMEHTOM Y BeIITayKMM YCTIOBMMA, OHJIa Ce 3Hauyeme TePMIHaA ,HayKa“ 3HAaTHO
Cy>kaBa, ICK/bYYMBO Ha eKCIIepMMeHTaHe HayKe. [la 611 ce pa3dyMeo Ha4YMH pajia y Hay1u,
noTpebHO je, MehyTum, ysetu y o63up MCTOpUjy HayKe U YIOPESUTH je ca UCTOPYjOM
¢unosoduje. Ilokasahe ce ma cy rpanune pasgsajama gyro 6miae HejacHe U Jla ce TeK
y 19. BeKy, Kajia Cy IOCTaly HEYNUTHM JOINPUMHOCU HayKe CBAKOJHEBHOM >XMBOTY U
PasBUTKY IIpUBpeJe, MOXKe BUJIeTH Jja IPUPOJIHE HayKe ITOCTajy Y30p OCTa/MM HayKaMa,
na 1 ¢punosoduju. Beposasno ce y mapanenusaM NpUpPOSHNX U APYIITBEHNX HPeHOMEHA 1
BJIa/JaJIO je MUI/belbe [a APYILITBEHE HayKe MOTy OMTH IOy3/laHe kao 1 mpupoaHe. Hakon
nepuoja BIajlaB/He MO3UTUBM3MA [TI0KA3aJI0 Ce []a je OJHOC IPYIUITBEHUX I IPUPOSHUX
HayKa 3HaTHO crokeHMju. IToHOBO cy mocTaBbeHa OCHOBHa ¢Gumo3odcKa NMuTama o
TeMe/bUMa IOjeIMHNX HayKa U KpUTepujyMMMa 3a BUX0BO feduHucame. [lakie, Kaja
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pasMaTpaMo ofHOC punosoduje 1 HayKe, Hy>KHO MOPAMO MMATH y BUJY ¥ BpeMe, OfHOCHO
VICTOPMjCKY PasBUTAK ¥ IIPeLU3HO ofpehuBame TepMuHa. Je;IHO TaKo ce MoXe Johu 10
IVIOf{HMX U TIOY3[aHUjUX pe3yiTaTa.

KrbyuHe peun: Hayka, ¢punosoduja, nctopuja, uctopuorpaduja, XepMmeHeyTrKa, MHTEpPNpeTauyja

PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE - INTERPRETATION, HISTORICAL SOURCES,
HISTORIOGRAPHY

In order to understand the relationship between philosophy and science, it is neces-
sary to define both terms in their historical context. Conceptual history deals with the his-
torical semantics of terms. Terms change their meaning and scope over time. Interpreting
the writings of the past requires certain preliminary work. We must reliably establish their
authenticity, the way in which they were composed, be beyond doubt who their author
is, and then consider what language they were written in and what readership they were
intended for. Only when we take all of this into account can we begin the hermeneutical
analysis of a text from the past, taking into account any methodological problems we may
encounter. Actually all knowledge is historically conditioned. Philosophical hermeneutics
pointed out that the interpreter, if he wants to be as objective as possible, must take into
account his own hermeneutic situation. The “hermeneutical situation” means the aware-
ness that the interpreter brings his own opinion into the interpretation. The hermeneutical
situation in which we find ourselves understanding is the ‘horizon” which limits our very
own perspective. In the living process of tradition we acquire our prejudices leading to-
wards understanding the text. Total or pure objectivity does not exist, but it is the ideal goal
of any interpretation. Bringing one’s own worldview (prejudices) into the interpretation,
however, led to confusions that can obscure the basic assumptions of good and valid inter-
pretation. The question necessarily arises whether there is any point in investing effort in
the interpretation of a text from the past, when with each new interpreter it acquires a new
meaning. Due to the introduction of relativism in hermeneutic understanding, some his-
torians of philosophy have criticized these propositions of philosophical hermeneutics. At
the same time, we would note that different interpretation options remain open, but have
no greater right than the gradual study of the text from the past, which is implied in critical
historiography. The term “science” can have different meanings. If the criterion is the ex-
perimental verification, then the meaning of the term “science” is significantly narrowed,
exclusively to experimental sciences. To understand scientific work, however, it is neces-
sary to consider the history of science and compare it with the history of philosophy. The
boundaries of separation were unclear for a long time and it was only in the 19th century,
when the contributions of science to everyday life and the development of the economy be-
came unquestionable, that the natural sciences became a model for other sciences, includ-
ing philosophy. There was a belief in the parallelism of natural and social phenomena and
there was an opinion that social sciences could be as reliable as natural sciences. After the
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period of positivism, it turned out that the relationship between social and natural scienc-
es is much more complex. Basic philosophical questions about the foundations of certain
sciences and the criteria for their definition were again raised. Therefore, when we consider
the relationship between philosophy and science, we must necessarily take into account the
time, that is, the historical context and precise definition of terms. This is the only way to
achieve fruitful and reliable results.

Key words: science, philosophy, history, historiography, hermeneutics, interpretation
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TEOPUJCKO-NMPAKTUYHU ENUNOT Y PA3JINKOBAWY USMETRY
OBJALWUKEDA N PA3YMEBAE Y AIENTY TEOPIA XEHPUKA ®OH PUXTA

Xenpuk Teopr Bon Puxt (1916-2003) ¢uncknu ¢unosod ananuruuke punosodcke
opujeHTanuje, ofHOC U3Meby objalimema U pasyMeBaimba, IOCTABUO je KA0O jeflHO Of
Haj3HA4YajHMjMX METOLOMOIIKNX MNTaMbha KOje MMa HIMpe MMIUIMKALMje 110 pa3sBOj lerose
¢unosoduje, mocebHo mpaktTudyHe Gunosoduje, y CKIOIy Koje Cy MUCTAKHYTe Teopuja
Iieslara U Teopuja o cnobopu.

®oHn PuxroBa MeTOHO/MONIKA CXBaTamba O OFHOCY Objallllberba 1 pasyMeBama CToje
HAcCynpoT METO[IOJIOIIKOM MOHM3MY KOjeé y IberoBe BpeMe CHa>XHO MCTUYY JIOTUYKU
MO3NUTHUBU3aM U eMnpusaM. [IpemMa cxBaTamyMa eMIMPUCTA K TOTMYKNAX TO3UTUBICTA,
UJieas Ca3Halba je HAyYHO Ca3Hambe, TAYHMje Ca3Habe CTeYeHO, Pa3BujaHo n yHanpehnusano
y IPUPOSHUM HayKa, a METOJLONIOUIKY MMIIEPAaTUB 3a 3aCHUBakbe M pa3Boj CBaKe HayKe je
IpUXBaTakbe Ca3HajHUX MJeana U MeTOROJIOMIKMX oOpasalia IPUPOSHNX HayKa.

O6nasmajyhn naeje XVX -KoBHUX ayTOpa 113 HEMAYKOT TOBOPHOT MOAPYYja, MOMYT
¢unozoda Bunxenma dpon dnntaja u ucropnyapa Iayna [Ipojcena, @ox Puxt norenunpa
pasnuky msMmeby mpupomHUX M ZYXOBHMX HayKa, QoKycupajyhm ce Ha pas3nmkKoBame
n3Meby MeTofoIomKOr MOJieTa TP POJHIX HayKa, KOji ce 30MpPHO Besyje 3a objallmermne
U OYXOBHUX, TaYHMjUX APYWITBEHO-XYMaHMCTMYKMX HayKa, KOjé Kao METOJOJIOUIKY
napajurMy 1Majy pasyMeBambe.

Kao meTomonomku o6pasair, objanimerbe I0YBa TeXBI []a CBAKY ICKYCTBEHY II0jaBy
YUY IIpoliec objallkbaBa IIOCPEACTBOM II0jMa y3POYHOCTU Ha OCHOBY Kora ce (hopMyiuiie
M0jaM Y3pOYHOCTU YMjU aIICTPAKTHMjU ¥ ONIUTHjM M3pa3 MpeficTaB/ba M0jaM 3aKOHa. 3a
PasIMKy Off IPMPOJHIX HayKa, Y OKBUPY KOjUX Ce 0bjallliberbe O[HOCA JIBe TT0jaBe Ca3HajHO
TyMa4y ONIITUjUM CTaBOM, Ta4HMje 3aKOHOM, IIOCTOjU JPyLITBEHO-XUCTOPUjCKM CBET
y KOMe ce IojejuHayHy forabaju mam XMCTOpMjcKy Impoljecu TyMade MOTUBAIVjOM U
HaMepOM JIe/IaTHNUKA KOjJi Cy KOHKPETHO OMJIO0 IMPEKTHO MV MHAVPEKTHO YK/BYYeHU Y
BUX. PEKOHCTPyKIIMja MOTUBA 1 CBPXe Jieflalba Y KOHKPETHOM [ PYLITBEHOM-UCTOPjCKOM
KOHTEKCTY, IIOfipasyMeBa IaJlaMepPOBCKY pedeHo, CTalame Xopu3oHaTa nsmely onora ko
uctpaxyje ogpehenn peHomen mnm nporiec u camor peHoMeHa 1y poieca. PasymeBame
ce TI0jaBJbyje Kao MICKOHCKM aKT Y>KIB/baBamba, TAYHMje aKT UCKYCTBeHe caMopedrIeKcije
4Uji je LNWb IpefioYaBarbe YCIoBa MOTyNHOCTH 3a HacTaHAK U Pa3BOj HEKOT (PeHOMEHa,
Kao pacBeT/baBalbe CBPXY KOja je KOHKPETHUM APYLITBEHO-MCTOPUjCKUM II0jaBaMa U
npolnecuMa MMaHEHTHa.

3a pa3nuKy off HO3UTUBUCTUYKO-eMIIM PUCTUIKOT METOJO/IOUIKOT MOHM3Ma, BoH PuxT
MHCUCTHMpPA HAa MeTOJ0NONIKOM Iapasnennsmy. [locmeguua osor @on PuxToBor Teopujckor
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cTaBa je IeruTUManMja 06a MeTofoouKa obpacia, obpaciia objalmeHa 1 pasyMeBama.
Jlormyka jefTHCTBO y OKBUPY KOTa IIOCTOj) pa3/NKa OBa IBa METOJOIONIKIX obpasala
IIOBOAY JIO MIOTIYHUjET U Mpelu3HNjeT TyMadema II0jaBa Oulo y cBeTy npupope 6umo y
APYWITBEHO-UCTOPUjcKOM cBeTy. Vicxom ®oH PuUXTOBOT METOHONOLIKOr IapaiennsMa
je aHaIMTUYKM KOHLIM3aH U PAllMOHATHO YBEp/bMB CTaB O OCOOEHOCTM pasyMeBama.
s pybuncke aHanmse pasyMeBama KOja je CIPOBEJIeHa y PUTOPUCTUYKOM MAHUPY
a"anuTHuKe Gunosodcke Tpagunuje, Pon PuxT sacHmBa cBOjy npakTudny dunosodu;jy.
Y cknony Bon PuxroBe mpaktuuke ¢umosoduje y Kojoj ImocebHy yIOTy MMa Teopuja
IPaKTUYKOT Jleflalhba X CXBaTame crobofe.

Krbque peun: MeTogonowkn napanesinsam, O6jaLIJFbeH>e, pasymeBarbe, NPaKTUYHO Aenake,

cnobopa

A THEORETICAL-PRACTICAL EPILOGUE IN THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN
EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING IN THE WORK OF
GEORG HENRIKVON RICHT

Henrik Georg von Richt (1916-2003), a Finnish philosopher of analytical philosophical
orientation, raised the relationship between explanation and understanding as one of the
most important methodological questions that has wider implications for the development
of his philosophy, especially practical philosophy, in which the theory of action and the
theory of freedom.

Von Richt’s methodological understanding of the relationship between explanation
and understanding stands in contrast to methodological monism, which in his time
strongly emphasized logical positivism and empiricism. According to empiricists and
logical positivists, the ideal of knowledge is scientific knowledge, more precisely knowledge
acquired, developed and improved in natural sciences, and the methodological imperative
for the foundation and development of any science is the acceptance of cognitive ideals and
methodological patterns of natural sciences.

Reviving the ideas of nineteenth-century authors from the German-speaking world,
such as the philosopher Wilhelm von Dilthey and the historian Paul Droysen, Von Richt
emphasizes the difference between the natural and spiritual sciences, focusing on the
distinction between the methodological model of the natural sciences, which is collectively
related to explanation, and the spiritual, more accurate social and humanistic sciences,
which have understanding as a methodological paradigm.

As a methodological pattern, explanation rests on the tendency to explain every
experiential phenomenon or process through the concept of causality, on the basis of
which the concept of causality is formulated, the more abstract and general expression of
which is the concept of law. In contrast to the natural sciences, in which the explanation
of the relationship between two phenomena is cognitively interpreted by a more general
attitude, more precisely by law, there is a socio-historical world in which individual events
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or historical processes are interpreted by the motivation and intention of the participants
who were directly or indirectly involved in them. . The reconstruction of the motive and
purpose of action in a concrete social-historical context implies, in Gadamerian terms, the
fusion of horizons between the one who investigates a certain phenomenon or process and
the phenomenon or process itself. Understanding appears as a primordial act of enjoyment,
more precisely an act of experiential self-reflection whose goal is to present the conditions
of possibility for the emergence and development of a phenomenon, as an elucidation of the
purpose that is immanent in concrete socio-historical phenomena and processes.

In contrast to positivist-empiricist methodological monism, Von Richt insists on
methodological parallelism. The consequence of this Von Richt’s theoretical position is the
legitimization of both methodological patterns, patterns of explanation and understanding.
The logical unity within which there is a difference between these two methodological
patterns leads to a more complete and precise interpretation of phenomena either in the
natural world or in the socio-historical world. The outcome of Von Richt’s methodological
parallelism is an analytically concise and rationally convincing position on the peculiarity
of understanding. From an in-depth analysis of understanding conducted in the rigorous
manner of the analytic philosophical tradition, Von Richt bases his practical philosophy.
As part of Von Richt’s practical philosophy, in which the theory of practical action and the
understanding of freedom play a special role.

Key words: Methodological parallelism, explanation, understanding, practical action, freedom.
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TEOJIOLWKO OBJAWKEWE Y ULULLEPOHOBOM AWJANIOIY
DE DIVINATIONE

[Iuueponoso fgeno De Divinatione je decto ckpajuyrto, 6yayhu ma uma pemnyranujy
»HajMame ¢punosodckor of cBux Lnneponosux ¢punosodckux gujamora” (Wardle 2006),
YIIPKOC HEroBOM 3Ha4ajy 3a McTopujy u ¢unosodujy Hayke. TpaguimoHanHo, OBO
menmo 6mio je mpuKasuBaHo Kao Llureponos Hamapm Ha puMmcky penurujy (Pease 1920),
anM CKOpMja MCTpakyuBama ocrnopasajy maro rinepuimrte (Krostenko 2000). Jujamor De
Divinatione mopie/beH je Ha ABe KibUre — Y IPBOj KibU3N, ayTopoB OpaT KBUHT mokymIaBa
fla YCIIOCTaBM M3BeCHe apryMeHTe y IpPUJIOT IIPOpMIlama, YITTaBHOM II03uBajyhu ce Ha
exempla, mpuMepe IpopuIaka; y APyroj Kiuusu, Mapko, caM ayTop uan 60/be KapaKkrep
y aujanory (Beard 1986), mokymraBa fja moTKoma 6paToBjbeBe apryMeHTe. Y OBOM pafy,
pasMaTpaM KBUHTOBE aprymeHTe y IpMjor Npopuljama Kojy ce 3aCHIBAjy Ha IOCTOjarby
6ora 1 Teo/lOLUIKOM O0jallIberby.

KrbyuHe peun: LUuuepon, De Divinatione, npopuuarbe, noctojarte 60ra, TeonoLwko objalurmbere

ATHEOLOGICAL EXPLANATION IN CICERO’S DIALOGUE
DE DIVINATIONE

Cicero’s De Divinatione is oft-neglected, having the reputation of being ‘the least
philosophical of all Cicero’s philosophical dialogues’ (Wardle 2006), despite its significance
for the history and philosophy of science. Traditionally, it was portrayed as Cicero’s attack
on Roman religion (Pease 1920), but more recent scholarship has questioned this view
(Krostenko 2000). De Divinatione is divided into two books — in the first book, the author’s
brother Quintus tries to establish some arguments for divination, mostly appealing to
exempla, examples of divination; in the second book, Marcus, the author himself or rather
the character in the dialogue (Beard 1986), attempts to undermine his brother’s arguments.
In this paper, I examine Quintus’ arguments for divination based on the existence of a god
and a theological explanation.

Keywords: Cicero, De Divinatione, divination, existence of a god, theological explanation
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FEHEAJIOTMJA - O KOHLUENTY AHTAMXOBAHOI' METOAA
NCTPAXKUBAIA KPO3 PAA MULLEJIA ®YKOA

Jenman off 3Ha4YajHUX TPEH[I0BA Y CABPEMEHNUM A PYIITBEHO-XYMaHUCTUYKMM HayKaMa
je GaB/beme NNUTalkEM BaH-HAYYHOT JONPMHOCA OBMX HAyKa, IIPe CBera MUTAmeM O
BJXOBMM MOTyhHOCTIMA Jja ONIPYMHECY eMaHIIUIIATOPHUM TeH/IeHIIjaMa y APYIITBEHO-
HOMUTUYKMM KpeTamuma. JVime Mumiena Dykoa je Hem3OeXHO y pasMaTpamy OBe
TeMaTuKe ¢ 003MpOM Jia je 0Baj ayTOp eKCIUIMIIMTHO MONUTU30BA0 CBOj MHTENEKTYalHN
paj, HEIOCpeHO ra Be3yjyhu 3a meMy caBpeMeHe IpyIITBeHe pobyeMe, aKTUBUCTIYKE
HOKpeTe U opranmsanuje. Ayrop he crora y oBoM m3naramy U3BPUINTY PeKOHCTPYKIIN]Y
dykooBOr cxBaTama OfiHOCA M3Mely MHTeNIeKTyaaHOT pajja M [PYIITBEHO-IOMUTIYKOT
aHTa>KMaHa He OM /1M TUM IIyTeM M3IPafirio KOHLENITya/THU MOJie/l aHTa)KOBAHOT MeTOfa
UCTpakMBaba.

[ToyeheMo XpOHONOWIKMM WM3TaraleM cTagujyma pasBoja PyKooBOr cxBaTama
aHTa)KOBaHe YJIOre TeHealoIKUX MCTPaXKMBamba, Off PAJHUX ceflaMfieceTuX O Kpaja
bEroBe Kapujepe CpeiMHOM ocaMjeceTux ropuHa. ITokasahemo kako ce y cBakoMm off
OBUX CTafiyjymMa pasBuja jelaH Off KOHLENTYa/THNX €lIeMeHaTa MOJie/Ia TeHeaNoruje Kao
aHTa>KOBaHOT MCTPa>KMBAaYKOT METO/a.

Y npBoM cTasimjyMy ycreq CBoje capajilbe ca MAaOUCTUYKMUM JPYIITBEHNM MTOKPeTuMa
¥ OpraHusalMjamMa 3a IIpaBa 3aTBOPEHNKA 1M MeHTanHo obonemux Pyko reHeamorujy
KOHILIENITya/In3yje Kao METOJi MCTOPMjCKOI UCTpa)kKMBarba 4uja je ylIora yKasubarbe Ha
apOuTpapHOCT TOCTOjehMX APYIITBeHNX MHCTUTYLIMja. TM ITyTeM pe3y/ITaTy reHea/IoIKIX
UCTpaXKMBamba QYHKIMOHNIIY IIONYT ,,AUCKYP3UBHOT OI/lefjaa‘ Koje YuTaolMa oKasyje
KaKO Cy Ha4MHM Ha KOje je IbJMXOBO COIICTBO OPraHM30BaHO IOJ yTUIajeM KOHTHHIE€HTHMUX
ucropujckux akropa. Pyko oBfie pa3Buja CXBaTarmbe IeHealoruje Kao MUCTPa KMBAYKOT
MeTofla 4Mjy je UMb AecyOjeKTuBalMja IOjefyHaLa Tj. yKasuBame Ha MOryhHOCTH 3a
OpraHusalujy COICTBA KOje CaBpeMeHe MHCTUTYLM]je IIOTUCKY]Y.

Y cnegehem cragujymy, Tokom PykooBOr MCTpakuBamwa (eHOMEHaA ,yIpaB/bama’
(governmentality), oH pa3Buja JpyT¥ aclieKT KOHIIENITYaJHOT MOJe/a reHeajoruje Kao
aHTa)KOBAaHOI METOJA MCTPa)KMBama, a TO je TeHIEeHNMja Ka M3TPajgibU ,KPUTHYKE
3ajepHune”. Hamme, ®yko ucTpaxKyje ynpapbame ca IU/beM Ja KPUTUKYje MOMUTUIKN
nporpaM Tajaume KoMmyHucTuuke maprtuje PpaHIlycke y Ke/bU Jla yTHUYe Ha PasBoj
aITepHAaTUBHMX OO/NMKAa INPOIPeCHBHOT IIOIMTUYKOT OpraHusoBama. OH CTOra OBie
pasBMja CXBaTambe TeHeasIoTyje Kao ,Manupama’ 3Ha4ajHUX TavakKa pasBoja MOMUTUIKOT
OTIIOpa M MOMUTUYKNUX CyKoba y pymTBeHOM 1ojby. Ocmamajyhi ce Ha HajHOBHUje aHaTU3e
o cazia He o6jaBbeHnx PyKooBMX pykomuca nokasahemo fia ce y oBom nepnony passuja
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KOHIIENITYa/IHM e/leMeHT KOju CXBaTame TIeHeajoruje Kao MeTofa fecybjekTumBanmje
Honyyje eneMeHTOM pecybjektuBanuje. Taunnje, Dyko reHeasnorujy nodnme ga cxsara
Kao NMCTPa)XMBAuKM METOJ Kpeupama 3Hama M JUCKypca 4mja je yiaora cybjexinmja
II0jeiIMHIa Ka0 aKTePa Y JeNaTHOj 3ajeJHMLIM YCMEPEHO] Ka IIPOM3BOIbY a/ITEPHATUBHIX
IIPAKCY ¥ MOJie/Ia CyOjeKTUBHOCT Y LBy IIPY)Kamba OTIOPa CaBPeMEHOM OpPraHU30Baby
OPYLITBEHOT XMBOTa I MHCTUTYLMja.

Hamnocnerky hemo ce ocBpuytu Ha Tpehm crapujym tokom kxor ®Pyko pasBuja
CBOje CXBaTame eTMYKOI OKBMpA TEHEaloOlKOr MeToAa WCTpaxyjyhu ¢deHoMen
»napesnje” (parrhesia). Ilog eTMYKUM OKBMPOM MUCIMMO Ha MOAYC €r3WUCTEHIMje Tj.
KOHLENTYya/NM3alNjy IeHeaJolIKOr MCTpaKMBamka Kao NMUCKYP3SMBHOr fenama. IIpema
dykoy mapesuja IofpasyMeBa AMCKYPC KOjU yKasyje Ha apburpapHOCT mocrojeher
ypebemwa fpymTBeHOT XMBOTA U CTOTAa YKa3yje Ha aATepPHATMBHE MOT'YNHOCTY HeroBor
opraHmsoBama. [lapesujacT fjakiie ersucTupa Ha ,rpaHNLIaMa Ky/IType" M BeroB IUCKYPC
yKasyje Ha OTUCHYTe IIOTEHIIMjaie 3a Ipyraduje HaunHe 6MBCTBOBabA.

Ocnamajyhn ce Ha pajjoBe caBpeMeHNX McTpakuBaya PyKooBe MICIN 3aK/bydrheMo
Jia ce TeHea/lolKM MeTO[, MOXKe BUJETM Kao NUCKYyP3MBHa IIpaKca IPOM3BOJIbE 3HAIba
KOje yKasyje Ha KOHTMHIEHTHY IPUPOAY MHCTUTYLMja y OKBUPY KOjUX IIOCTOJUMO Y
caBpeMeHocTH. Takobe 3ak/pyunhemo fma aHra)koBaHa [UMeH3Mja Te AMCKYP3UBHe IIpaKce
nozpasyMeBa ynyhuBame CBOjeBpPCHOT ,,II03MBa“ Ha aHTA)KOBAHOCT KPO3 YK/byUMBame y
»3ajeTHNITY " 4Mja je y/Iora IIPOU3BO/ba IPAKCY 1 00/IMKa OMBCTBOBamba KOje IIPeKopauyjy
IpaHNIie KYAType y KOjoj ce Hajase.

KrbyuHe peun: Muwen Qyko, METOL0JIOTWja, FTEHEANOMNja, aHTaXKMaH, Cy0jeKTUBHOCT

GENEALOGY - ON THE CONCEPT OF AN ENGAGED RESEARCH METHOD
THROUGH THE WORK OF MICHEL FOUCAULT

One of the significant trends in contemporary social sciences and humanities is the
exploration of the issue of the non-scientific contribution of these sciences, primarily
in terms of their potential to contribute to emancipatory tendencies in socio-political
movements. The name of Michel Foucault is inevitably considered in the discussion of this
topic, given that this author explicitly politicized his intellectual work, directly linking it
to contemporary social issues, activist movements, and organizations. Therefore, in this
presentation, the author will reconstruct Foucault’s understanding of the relationship
between intellectual work and socio-political engagement, aiming to build a conceptual
model of an engaged research method in the process.

We will begin with a chronological presentation of the stages of the development
of Foucault’s understanding of the engaged role of genealogical research, from the early
seventies to the end of his career in the mid-eighties. We will demonstrate how, in each
of these stages, one of the conceptual elements of the model of genealogy as an engaged
research method evolves.
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In the first stage, because of his collaboration with Maoist social movements and
organizations for the rights of prisoners and the mentally ill, Foucault conceptualizes
genealogy as a method of historical research whose role is to point out the arbitrariness
of existing social institutions. In this way, the results of genealogical research function
like a “discursive mirror” that shows readers how the organization of their own selves
is influenced by contingent historical factors. Foucault develops the understanding of
genealogy as a research method whose aim is the desubjectification of individuals, i.e.,
pointing out the possibilities for self-organization that contemporary institutions suppress.

In the next stage, during Foucault’s investigation of the phenomenon of
“governmentality”, he develops another aspect of the conceptual model of genealogy as an
engaged research method, namely the tendency toward building a “critical community”.
Specifically, Foucault explores governmentality to criticize the political program of the
Communist Party of France at the time, aiming to influence the development of alternative
forms of progressive political organization. Here, he develops the understanding of
genealogy as a “mapping” of significant points in the development of political resistance
and conflicts in the social field. Drawing on the latest analyses of previously unpublished
Foucault manuscripts, we will show that during this period, a conceptual element emerges
that complements the understanding of genealogy as a method of desubjectification with
an element of resubjectification. More precisely, Foucault begins to see genealogy as a
research method for creating knowledge and discourse whose role is the subjectification of
individuals asactors in an active community focused on producing alternative practices and
models of subjectivity to resist contemporary organization of social life and institutions.

Finally, we will turn to the third stage during which Foucault develops his
understanding of the ethical framework of the genealogical method by exploring the
phenomenon of “parrhesia”. By the ethical framework, we mean the mode of existence, i.e.,
the conceptualization of genealogical research as discursive action. According to Foucault,
parrhesia involves discourse that points to the arbitrariness of the existing social order
and thus indicates alternative possibilities for its organization. The parrhesiast exists at the
“limits of culture”, and their discourse highlights suppressed potentials for different ways
of existence.

Based on the works of contemporary researchers on Foucault’s thought, we can
conclude that the genealogical method can be seen as a discursive practice of knowledge
production that points to the contingent nature of the institutions within which we exist in
contemporary society. We can also conclude that the engaged dimension of this discursive
practice involves a kind of “call” to engagement by participating in a “community” whose
role is the production of practices and forms of existence that transcend the boundaries of
the culture in which they are situated.

Keywords: Michel Foucault, methodology, genealogy, engagement, subjectivity
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ONNO30OUNJA HAYKE NYABUKA OJIEKA N APXEOJIOLLKO
EBUAEHLUWOHO PE3OHOBAME

Apxeornoruja je 0671acT MCTpaKMBamba Jby/ICKe IPOIIOCTY ¥ CaJalllIbOCTV HA OCHOBY
MaTepujaaHe KYJAType Yy K0joj ce Ha creluduyaH HauuH nperinhy foMeHy IpupogHIX
¥ IPYIITBEHNX HayKa. 360r Tora Cy y caMoj CyIITMHM OBe O0/lacTy 3Hama IPUCYTHN
SIMCUTEMCKY IUTypaIM3aM ¥ TPaHCAMCIMIUIMHAPHOCT. ApXeo/loliKa objallmera I
TyMauerba II0CTajy HapOYMTO 3aHMM/bMBA Kajja ce Habhy Ha yBopuiTy MsMely npupopHo-
HAay4YHUX U [[PYyIITBEHO-XYMAaHUCTMYKUX Objalllibersa, MOIITO Ce MOpPajy IPMMEHUTH
U YKPCTUTHK TNEPCIEKTUBE KOje ce 4MHe cacBuM onpedyHuM. Peunma Eppujana Kupuja,
apXeo/Io3y Cy y OBOM CMMCIY METOHONOMKM cBamTojegu. OHM y MyHOM KaImauuTeTy
yBa)kajy KOHCTPYKTUBUCTMYKY IIPUPOAY apXEOJIOMIKOT 3Hakha M COLMja/HM KOHTEKCT
y KOMe Hay4YHO 3Hame HacTaje; OK Ce ca JipyTe CTpaHe, HelOperuBo 6ope 3a JbylIType
NPOIIIMX CBETOBA KpO3 pasyMeBalbe IbJMXOBE MaTePUjaTHOCTM Kao Qukcupane
KapaKTepPUCTUKE KOja jeé OCHOB 3a apXeoNOIIKO pe30HOBame. 3a pasyMeBame OBe
aMOMBaZIEHTHOCTH, KOja je TIOIOTBOPHA, Nocayxuhy ce ¢pumozodpujom Hayke Jlynsuxa
drexa Kpos3 jefjlaH apXeOolOLIKM IIPUMep.

JIynsuk ®nex (1896-1961) je MapruHanHu U, JOHEHABHO, 3abopaB/beHN (un1030¢h
Hayke. Peu je 0 mo/bCKOM MMKpPOOMONIOTY jeBpejCKOT IOpeKsa, YMji Cy Haj3sHadajHUju
eNMCTEMOIOLIKY PaZloBY 00jaB/beHM TOKOM TpuaeceTux rogyuHa X X Beka. FberoBo k/py4Ho
meno motudve u3 1935. rogune n 30Be ce ,,[eHes3a u paspoj HayYHe YNIbEHNLIE: YBOJL Y TEOPUjY
0 CTHUITy MUIIJ/bEEba 1 KOJIEKTUBY MUIIJberba . Kao 1mTo ce MoXke M HACTyTUTM 13 HAC/IOBA,
D1eK0BO CYIITUHCKO IUTak€ Ce OJTHOCK Ha PasyMeBaibe KaKO HacTajy HayYHe YMH-eHUIIE,
a Ib€TOB IIPUCTYII Ce 3aCHMBA Ha KOHI[ENTUMA KOJIEKTUBA MUII/bEIba, CTHU/IAa MUII/bEbha, Kao
U aKTUMBHMUX, OIHOCHO, IIaCUBHMX e/leMeHaTa 3Hama. Kpo3 mocMaTpame HayYHUX Tpyma
Kao0 KOJIEKTMBA MUII/betba, OH Pa3sMaTpa HayYHy IPOAYKINjY Kao PYIITBEHY aKTUBHOCT,
ompeheHor cTmma, CHa)XHO oOee)XeHy KOMeKTMBHUM acIeKTOM pajia, Je/loBama M
pasmere uzeja. Ctun MunuUbema je, mnpema ®nekoBoM Bubemwy, ycMepeHO IOCMaTpame
HAayYHUX TeMa U (eHOMEeHa y KOjeM IJIeflaMO COICTBEHMM OYMMa, Iy BUVMO O4MMa
3ajegHMIIe Kojoj mpumagamo. Meby 6pojHuUM KapakTepucTMKaMa KOJEKTVMBAa MUIIbEa
Ha Koje OH cKpehe maxmwy Moxe ce mctahm: IpymITBeHN NPUTUCAK y KOjeM ce paju,
conmupapHocT y rpymy, ocehaj mocBeheHocTu m Mucuje, BaXXHOCT MHMIMjanuje, Kao
U pasBUjarbe NEeMOKPATCKOT MM JOTMATCKOT CTM/Ia MUIbema y rpynu. Ilpema Onexy,
4MbEeHNIe Y HAYI[M HUCY flaTe, leMHUTIBHE ¥ He3aBUCHe Off Hay4YHe MHTepIpeTaluje,
any YNIEHNULE KapaKTePUIly IACUBHM M aKTUBHM ACIEKTU 3Hama. IlacMBHM acmekTu
Cy OHM KOjI 3aBICE Off EMIIMPUjCKe IPOBEPE, JOK CYy aKTUBHYU OHM KOjU IIPOU3N/IA3E Of
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NNUTakba Koje Hay4YHUK ofabupa fla mocraBy. 360T OBAKBOT CXBaTama IOJATaKa y HayLu,
Jlypsuk ®rnek je Teopmjckyu mo3uuMOHMpaH usMeby pemaruBusma u peanmsma. OBa
TO3UIINja ,,CPeIIer MyTa" je HApOUNTO MOorofHa 3a punosodujy apxeonoruje, yKOTB/beHY
n3Mehy pasHOpOZHMX eMCTEeMOIOrMja U AUCIUIIMHAPHUX IIPaKCH.

Y oBoMm m3nmaramy he Kpo3 IpuMep peMHTepIpeTHpama pPaHOCPEeHbOBEKOBHE
Hekpononie PaBHa-Cror kom KmakeBma y mcrounoj Cp6bujm 6MTM THOKa3aHa cCHara
eBUJICHIIMIOHOT pe30HOBamba U (UIEKMjaHCKOI TyMauema Kpo3 IoBe3NBame exopakama
ca apmepaxmuma. Haume, JOKyMEHTOBAaH!U INOJALM KOj y KOHTEKCTY apXeOJIOIIKMX
JICKOIIaBatba HIICY OVJIV IIPeIIO3HAT Ko peJIeBaHTHY 32 TyMadethe CPeITHOM JIeBefIeCTUX
rogyHa XX Beka [00Mjajy HOBM >KMBOT HaHAC 3axBabyjyhu pasyMeBamy aKTUBHUX
M IACMBHUX acIeKaTa 3Hama Kpo3 TPAaHCAUCLUIUIMHAPHOCT apxeonoruje. Crapa
eBUfIeHIIMja 106Mja HOBO pyXo Kpo3 ¢unozodujy Hayke JIlynsuka Prexa u, mocneamyHo,
Melba NepPCIeKTUBY O PAHOM CPe/ileéM BeKY KPO3 HOBO 3Halbe.

KrbyuHe peun: Jlyasurk Onek, apxeonowKko pe3oHoBatbe, eBuaeHUMja, TPaHCANCUUMINHAPHOCT,
CpearOBeKOBHa apxeosiorunja

LUDWIK FLECK’S PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVI-
DENTIAL REASONING

Archaeology, substantiates epistemic pluralism and transdisciplinarity as key to its
very essence by using material evidence to examine the human past and present. The
most thought-provoking archaeological explanations and interpretations intertwine
among the hard and social sciences as well as the humanities to force seemingly
contradictory perspectives to be applied. Therefore, to use a term coined by Adrian Currie,
archaeologists are “methodological omnivores” who fully appreciate the constructivist
nature of archaeological knowledge and the social context in which scientific knowledge
arises. Archaeologists, also in this sense, strive to find the traces of past worlds through
understanding their materiality as a fixed characteristic serving as the basis for
archaeological reasoning. To explore this nature of archaeology, I here apply Ludwik Fleck’s
philosophy of science through illustration of an archaeological example.

Ludwik Fleck (1896-1961), a marginal, and, until recently, forgotten philosopher of
science, was a Polish microbiologist of Jewish origin, whose most important epistemological
works were published in the 1930s. His seminal work of 1935, titled “The Genesis and
Development of Scientific Fact: An Introduction to the Theory of Thought Style and
Thought Collective”, delves into the creation of scientific facts. Fleck’s unique approach
is based on the concepts of the thought collective, thought style, as well as active and
passive elements of knowledge. Through the observation of scientific groups as a thought
collective, Fleck purports scientific production to be a social activity strongly marked
by the collective aspect of work, action and exchange of ideas. Fleck’s thought style is a
directed observation of scientific topics and phenomena in which we perceive with the eyes
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of the community to which we belong. He draws specific attention to social pressure, which
chiefly pertains to group solidarity, a sense of commitment and mission, the importance
of initiation, as well as the development of a democratic or dogmatic thought style in the
group. According to Fleck, facts in science are not given, nor definitive and independent of
scientific interpretation, rather characterized by passive and active aspects of knowledge.
Passive aspects depend on empirical verification, while active arise from the questions the
scientist chooses to ask. Owing to this understanding of data in science, Ludvik Fleck is
theoretically positioned between relativism and realism. Such a “middle way” position
is particularly suitable for the philosophy of archaeology, anchored between diverse
epistemologies and disciplinary practices.

In this presentation, the power of evidential reasoning and Fleckian interpretation
shall be demonstrated by connecting ecofacts with artifacts through the reinterpretation of
the early medieval cemetery Ravna-Slog (near Knjazevac in eastern Serbia). Such cases of
old evidence are given a fresh reexamination through the lens of Fleck’s philosophy, which
may consequently change the perspective of the early Middle Ages. Namely, thanks to the
understanding of active and passive aspects of knowledge through the transdisciplinarity
of archaeology, documented data in the context of archaeological excavations that had not
been recognized as pertinent for interpretation in the mid-nineties of the 20th century are
given new life today.

Keywords: Ludwik Fleck, archaeological reasoning, evidence, transdisciplinarity, medieval
archaeology
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ONNO30DCKA XEPMEHEYTUKA, YTEMEJbEHE CMUCTIA
PA3YMWJEBAHA UUWAEJA CNTIOBOAE

AyTop cmarpa fa nuTame 0 (Guno3o(pCcKoj XepMeHEYTHIV, HeHOM HACTaHKy U
pasBojy HIje caMo IUTakbe O HeKOj HOoCceOHOj OpyjeHTalNj1 Y caBpeMeHOM (prmo30pcKoM
MUIbeRY, Beh /1a je OHO Ipuje cBera MUTame Koje 3aXBara ILje/IOKyNHy ¢puno3opujy ox
ApyTe MOMOBMHE 19. Bujexa U pa3/iora meHe pefyKiije Ha UCK/byYNBO MO3UTUBUCTUYKY,
OJJHOCHO IPMPOJIHOHAyYHY OCHOBY pasMljeBaia YOBjeKOBOI flyXa. Y TOM CMUCTY
¢unozodcka xepMeHeyTHKa, MAKO U CaMa HAaCTaje YHyTap HAIlOpa U3IPajiibe jefiHe OIIIITe
Teopuje HayKe Kao TeOopMje KOja IOo4YMBa Ha IPUPOJHOHAYYHO] TEOPUjU Ca3Hama ca
Bunxenmowm [Iuntajem, npuje CBUX, ¥ IheTOBUM OLITPUM Pas3IMKOBaIbeM IPUPOJiEe U AyXa,
OJIHOCHO objalllberba U pasyMijeBama YCIIOCTaB/ba HEIIPOLjebIBO BasKHe IIPETIIOCTaBKe
3a IIPEB/Ia/JaBakbe MO3UTUBJUCTUYKOT, 3 Y OCHOBY TEXHMYKO-TOTA/INTAPHOT pasyMujeBatba
YOBjeKOBA.

To je arcker Ppunosodcke XepMeHeyTHKe KOjii IO ayTOPY Huje 610 JOBOBHO 3allakeH
y TeMaTusoBamwy Hocehnx xepMeHeyTMYKMX IOjMOBa OOjallliberba 1M pasyMujeBama, Te
YjeHO M OHaj KOju MOJXKE Jla YKa)Ke M Ha KPUTUYKMU Cafp>Kaj XepMEHEyTUKE je[lHE HOBe
COLIMOJIOTHMje pPasyMujeBatba, 3alIpaBo Ha heHy MMAHEHTHY JMjaJIeKTUYHOCT M3BaH CBaKe
UCTOPMjCKE Te/eonoru3anuje. Y TOM IIOINeNy ayTop ToKasyje Be3y JmnTajeBor mojMa
UHTyunuje ca l'agamMepoBuM IOjMOM IIpefipacyje, HasHauaBa ApPUCTOTENOB TeKCT Peri
hermeneias xao Teme/bHy upejy IunrajeBor mouMama Bede NCUXUYKOT U MPUPORHOL,
XajnerepoBe (eHOMEHOJIOIIKe MeTOfe IOCeOHO BUAJBMBE y HETOBOM TeKCTy VI3Bop
YMjeTHUYKOT fijenia, anu 1 PukepoBor TeMaTn3oBamba OJHOCA pUjedn U MUCMA.

AyTop cMaTpa ja je muTame O pasyMujeBary OHTOJIOLIKO HuTame par excellance,
Te Jla je OTYJ OHTOJIOIIKO NUTAKEe O je3UKy KOoje, ofylle CTU/bMBO, UIIAK Ha3HayaBa
lajamepoBa ¢umosodcka xepMeHeyTHMKa He HeKO perroHanHo, Beh ¢ynpmameHnrtanno
¢dunosodcko nurame Koja omoryhasa fa ce pasyMujeBarmbe YOIIITe, a TO OAMAX 3HAYN 1
caM IPeXOf[HM OHTOJIOIIKM CMJCAa0 pa3yMujeBama je3lKa M3Befie U3BaH foMuHMpajyher
VICK/BYYVBO IICUXO/IOTU3Mpajyher Tymadema

PHILOSOPHICAL HERMENEUTICS, FOUNDATION OF THE MEANING
OF UNDERSTANDING AND THE IDEA OF FREEDOM

The author believes that the question of philosophical hermeneutics, its origin
and development is not only a question of some special orientation in contemporary
philosophical thought, but that it is first and foremost a question that affects the entire
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philosophy since the second half of the 19th century and the reason for its reduction to
exclusively positivist, i.e. the natural scientific basis of the understanding of the human
spirit. In this sense, philosophical hermeneutics, although it itself arises within the effort
to build a general theory of science as a theory based on the natural scientific theory of
knowledge with Wilhelm Dilthey, above all, and his sharp distinction between nature and
spirit, i.e. explanation and understanding, establishes incalculably important assumptions
for overcoming positivist, and basically technical-totalitarian understanding of man.

It is an aspect of philosophical hermeneutics that, according to the author, was not
sufficiently noticed in the thematization of the leading hermeneutic concepts of explanation
and understanding, and at the same time one that can point to the critical content of the
hermeneutics of a new sociology of understanding, actually to its immanent dialectic
beyond any historical teleologisation. In this regard, the author shows the connection of
Dilthey’s concept of intuition with Gadamer’s concept of prejudice, indicates Aristotle’s
text Peri hermeneias as the fundamental idea of Dilthey’s understanding of the connection
between the psychic and the natural, Heidegger’s phenomenological method, particularly
visible in his text Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes, but also Ricker’s thematization of the
relationship between words and letters.

The author believes that the question about understanding is an ontological question
par excellence, and that hence the ontological question about language, which, albeit timidly,
is nevertheless indicated by Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics, is not a regional, but
a fundamental philosophical question, that enables understanding in general, which
immediately means the very previous ontological sense of understanding of the language
takes it beyond the dominant, exclusively psychologizing interpretation.
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XEPMEHEYTUKA KAO MATEOUJI0O30DUNJA:
AUNTAJEBO PA3YMEBAKE CYLUTUHE ®UJTO30DUJE

3a Junraja (Wilhelm Dilthey) Temess nyxoBHMX HayKa, KaKO OH Ha3/Ba APYLITBEHE
HayKe I XyMaHJCTHKY, jecy pasyMeBambe 1 TyMaueme. Objalimeme je, 3a ibera, HeIITOo IITO
je pesepBucaHo 3a mpupoaHe Hayke. OH yKasyje /ja Cy ce U3 BEeIITHHE TyMadera TeKCTOBa
pasBM/Ia MpaBMIa TyMadema U fla je U3 CyKoOa pasyuMTMX IIKO/MA TyMadera HacTazla
xemeHeyTuka. Iby oxpebyje kao yuyeme o BEeIITMHHU TyMauema TeKCTOBa. PasymeBame
oppebyje xao mpouenypy mnomohy Koje M3 Uy/lIHO HaTMX 3HAKOBa Ca3HajeMO OHO
yHyTpallmbe. XepMeHeyTHKa, 10 IeMy, 3 aHa/IM3e pasyMeBamba IOKYyIIaBa /ja yCIOCTaBI
onmTeBakehe Tymaueme. Y oBome mTO criefy 6aBUMO ce jeHUM IO3HMM JInnTajeBuM
MeTadumI030PCKNM TEKCTOM Koju je objaB/preH mopi HacnoBoM CymrtuHa $umosoduje.
Y meMmy OH IpefysuMa IIOKYIIAj pasyMeBama ¢unozodpuje nomasehn on mcropmjckor
TIOCTYIIKA, @ 3aTUM CYIITHHY Pp1mosoduje HACTOjU a pa3yMe 13 HeHOT MO/I0Kaja y OfHOCY
Ha J[yIIeBHU >KMBOT, [PyIITBO 1 ucropujy. Hapounta maxxma ce mocsehyje JnnrajeBom
yuemy o IIOoI/IefiiMa Ha CBeT I BbIXOBOM foBobemwy y Besy ca ¢pumozodpujom.

KrbyuHe peun: xepmeHeyTrKa, pa3yMeBare, Tymayetbe, Bunxenm Ountaj, metadpunosoduja

HERMENEUTICS AS META-PHILOSOPHY:
DILTHEY’S UNDERSTANDING OF THE ESSENCE OF PHILOSOPHY

For Wilhelm Dilthey, the foundation of human sciences, as he names social sciences
and humanities, is understanding and interpretation. For him, explanation is reserved
for natural sciences. He indicates that the rules of interpretation developed from the skill
of interpreting texts, and that the conflict between different schools of interpretation
resulted in the emergence of hermeneutics. He defines hermeneutics as knowledge of the
skill of interpreting texts, and understanding as a procedure that allows us to learn about
the internal from the signs provided by senses. Hermeneutics, according to him, tries to
establish a generally valid interpretation from the analysis of understanding. In this paper,
we discuss a later meta-philosophical Dilthey’s text, which was published under the title
“The Essence of Philosophy”. In it, he undertakes an attempt to understand philosophy
starting from the historical process, and then he tries to understand the essence of
philosophy in regard to its relation to psychic life, society and history. Special attention is
paid to Dilthey’s teaching on worldviews and their connection with philosophy.

Key words: hermeneutics, understanding, interpretation, Wilhelm Dilthey, meta-philosophy
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Wrop JaHeB
HayuHu caBeTHuK y MHcTUTyTY 32 noauTtuke ctyauje y beorpagy

HOBO OBJAWKEWE ANJANEKTUYKOI METOAA Y CBETNY
MPEBA3SUNAMXEKA ENNIEMEHTAPUCTUYKO-CTPYKTYPAJTUCTUYKUX
OrPAHVYEKA N KANMAUUTETU YHANPEBEDLA ANJANIEKTUYKE ONMLUTE
METOOJIOI'MJE

Y wucropmju paspoja OmmTe [ujaeKTM4Ke MeTORONOrMje, IMocebHO y pmoba
Mapkca u EHrenca, pasBuo ce CTPYKTypaauMCTUYKO-MaTepPUjaTUCTUYKY TIPUIa3 KOju
je MOCTy/IMpao Haveso Jja ce CBaKM eJIeMEHT OMJIO Koje CTPYKType MOXKe IIpecTaB/baTi
Ka0 CTIOKeH M Jla Ce CTOTra e/IeMEeHTV MaTepuje yBeK MOTY HeUTH 10 6eCKOHAYHOCTH.
OBakaB MaTepuja/MCTUYKY NIpUIa3 jefHO BpeMe je MOKylaBao fa opxbpanu u B. V.
JlelbMH KOju je Ha METOHOJIOIIKMM OCHOBaMa CTPYKTypaausMa IHOOMjao KBaHTHY
TeOpHjy, KOja je KaKo ce I0Kas3aja0 UMajla CBOje YIOPUIITE Y MaTEMATUYKIM MOJENNMA,
ma U excrepyMeHTanHoj ¢usuny. Crenbennny JlewnHa Cy KacHNUje MOTIIYHO Of6aLuIn
IIujanexTMdky MarepujaausaM, HaMBHO ra cmarpajyhm ,npesasubenum® (yrraBHom
ycres, MEXaHUIUCTUYKNX He-QU3NMYKMX objallmera), 3aMemyjyhu ra 3a ,,JIcTopujckn
MaTepyjanndaM” Kao BUJ, AUjaTeKTUYKOT IIpyIasa Koju je Moryhe mpuMemnBaTy caMo y
cepu ApyLmITBEHNX HayKa.

Tesa kojy oBfie 3acTyIlaMm je fla ce YK/by4lBameM ,KBAaHTHOT OrpaHNYema” y 1eobu
MaTepujalHUX CTPYKTypa U fa/be MoXKe OpaHuTH [[MjaneKTM4Ky MaTepujanmusam, Koju Ha
OcaBpeMereH HauMH JIMa IIYHY aKTyeJTHOCT IIPpM 06jalllbeby MaTepyjaTHUX 1 GUSUYKIX
(deHOMeEHa caBpeMeHOT cBeTa/yHUBep3yMa (OTHOCHO ,,CBeTa OHOT LITO jecTe”). YBohemeM
npara uHTepakiyje (koju ce MaHu(ecTyje KO YyecTulja Hy/ITe Mace MupoBama: GporoHa
1 HeyTp1Ha), moTBphyje ce GakT Aa penanmja, a He elleMEHT NPECTAB/bA IIONA3HY OCHOBY
CBaKe BUIIE CTPYKType OpraHmsalyje ,OHOT IITO jecTe OZHOCHO ,cBera'. Moj meron
KOji OBJle IIpeCTaB/baM CaM Ha3Bao [IMjaJeKTMUYKMM pelranuoHusMoM. Perannonmnsam,
IMjaTeKTIYKOT BUfIa KOjU je 6asMpaH Ha OCHOBHOj MHTepaKIuju (OZHOCHO pelamyju
II0/I0Ba, Ka0 OCHOBMU ,,CBera“) 6ojbe objalimaBa MpupopHe 1 GU3NYKe IojaBe Off ONLITIje
mebuHuCaHe KIacu4He aujanekTuke. IloydeH ¢U3MYKMM mOjaBama, AUjaNeKTUUKN
PenanyonnsaM ykbydyje HOBe NMPMHI[MIIE AMjaTeKTHUKe Ifie CIafiajy HecenapabyIHOCT
byHIaMEeHTaTHNUX efleMeHaTa (MM 1OJIoBa) Y pelalyji, M Hajja/be HepelylnjabyIHOCT
dyHaMeHTaTHe penanyje y Kojoj Cy IPUCYTHM HecemapabuaHu eneMeHTH. OBako
IIOCTaB/beH MjaIeKTUYKN TIpyuna3 oMoryhyje ancomyTHy AMHaMM3alnujy TOTalIuTeTa 1
elleMeHaTa, 4JMe Ce OCHOBHOM HMBOY MaTepuje (ny 61710 yera Ipyror IITO je Y OCHOBHM
»CBEra“) eMMMHMIIE HOCTe[bM €1eMEHT CTaTUYHOCTY OJHOCHO ,,MeXaHMIMCTUYIKOT
elleMeHTapu3Ma“. Y KOHKPETHOM CMICIY, OHO INTO mIpucranuie JlemuHa BuIe Kao
0eCKOHAYHO Jle/iere eJieMeHaTa MMa CBOj ,,IIPUPOIHY Kpaj*, Koju je ogpebeH dakTom fa
jemaH of ooBa ieobe ryOu KBaIUTaTMBHA CBOjCTBA M ITOCTaje ,HY/ITY IO/ MHTepaKIuje”
I7le Tajja MHTEPAKIIMja TOMIPYMa BUJL Pelaliyije Ca OHUM ,IITO Hije Hyma“. Tume oTKprBaMo
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fla penalyja y CTBapu NpeAcTaB/ba MHTEPaKILMjy MOMA ,HYy/Ie ca CBOjoM CynpoTHomhy
KOja ce pasJuKyje of ,Hyje (WM ,Hudera“) OfHOCHO pealyja ce MoXKe IIPefiCTaBUTI Kao
HpoTUBpeyHOCT n3Mehy nomosa ,Hudera“ u ,,cera“.

OBaxo 1ocTaB/beHa OCHOBHA IIPOTHUBPEYHOCT II0JI0BA (Tj. OCHOBHA peJaluja) mpyxa
HaM OJrOBOP Ha OCHOBHO ITUTalbe (bmnoso(bmje, aTO IUTalbe je: »Omake CBe ITO IIOCTOj U
(y omHOCY Ha HMIITA)“?

[Intame ce MOXKe MOCTAaBUTHU CaMO Y pelaliijii OGHOCHO ,y OfHOCY Ha Humra“. VI
OfiTOBOP Koju ce mobuja je fa MON ,,HMYera“ (Koju yBeK MOpa OMTV IPeTIOCTAB/beH) He
MOXKe peJIallIOHO TIOCTOjaTy 6e3 CBOje CYIpPOTHOCTH ,Hedera“. OfHOCHO, puMemyjyhn
Hujanexktnyky PemanyuoHnsam, oJHOCHO Havyesno He-CeHapa6I/I}IHOCTI/I, Hwumra n Hemrro
Ce HajTa3e y HEPa3BOjBOj OCHOBHOj pealiujiL, Koja je y3 TO U He-penyunjabumiHa.

Ha oBaj HauMH, MOXXe ce IIPY>XUTYU AMjaTeKTUIKA OATOBOP O HY>KHOCTH ITOCTOjarba
Hedyer OJZHOCHO cCBera, 4mMme ce 6asuuaH mpobmeMm ¢unozoduje pemapa. Pememe
OHToONOLIKOT IIpo6JIeMa ce y CTBapy CBOAM Ha ,,peAYKIMjy Ha allCYPA, jep IpuMemyjyhn
NPMHLMNII IIpara MHTepaKiyje, murame o “CBeMy’ T'yOM JTOTMYKY CMICAO.

KrbyuHe peun: cuctem, AnjaneKkTrika, 1oruka, CTPYKTypanvsam, MaTeprjanmnsam efleMeHTapu3am,
penauvioHn3am, NPOTUBPEUYHOCTH.

THE NEW EXPLANATION OF THE DIALECTICAL METHOD IN THE LIGHT
OF OVERCOMING THE ELEMENTALIST-STRUCTURALIST LIMITATIONS
AND THE CAPACITIES OF IMPROVING THE DIALECTICAL GENERAL
METHODOLOGY

In the history of the development of the General Dialectical Methodology, especially
in the era of Marx and Engels, a structuralist-materialist approach was developed that
postulated the principle that every element of any structure can be represented as complex
and that therefore the elements of matter can always be divided ad infinitum. For a time,
V. tried to defend this materialistic approach. I. Lenin, who refuted the quantum theory on
the methodological grounds of structuralism, which, as it turned out, had its foothold in
mathematical models and experimental physics. Later, Lenin’s followers completely rejected
Dialectical Materialism, naively considering it “outdated” (mainly due to mechanistic non-
physical explanations), replacing it with “Historical Materialism” as a type of dialectical
approach that can be applied only in the sphere of social sciences. The thesis I advocate
here is that by including “quantum limitation” in the division of material structures, one
can still defend Dialectical Materialism, which in a modernized way has full relevance
when explaining the material and physical phenomena of the modern world/universe
(that is, “everything that is”). By introducing the threshold of interaction (which manifests
itself with particles of zero rest mass: photons and neutrinos), the fact is confirmed that
the relation, and not the element, is the starting point of every higher structure of the
organization of “what is” or “everything”. I have called my method that I present here
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Dialectical Relationism. Relationism, a dialectical view that is based on basic interaction
(that is, the relationship of the sexes, as the basis of “everything”), better explains natural
and physical phenomena than the more generally defined classical dialectic. Taught by
physical phenomena, dialectical Relationism includes new principles of dialectics, which
include the inseparability of the fundamental elements (or poles) in the relation, and
furthermore the irreducibility of the fundamental relation in which inseparable elements
are present. This dialectical approach enables the absolute dynamization of totality and
elements, which eliminates the last element of staticity, i.e. “mechanistic elementalism” at
the basic level of matter (or anything else that is at the base of “everything”).

In a concrete sense, what the followers of Lenin see as the infinite division of elements
has its “natural end”, which is determined by the fact that one of the poles of the division
loses its qualitative properties and becomes the “zero pole of interaction” where then the
interaction takes the form of a relation with that which is “not zero”. Thus, we discover
that the relation actually represents the interaction of the pole “zero” with its opposite,
which is different from “zero” (or “nothing”), that is, the relation can be represented as a
contradiction between the poles “nothing” and “everything”. The basic contradiction of
the sexes (that is, the basic relationship) posed in this way provides us with an answer to
the basic question of philosophy, and that question is: “Where does Everything that exists
(in relation to nothing) come from”? The question can only be asked in relation, that is, “in
relation to nothing”. And the answer one gets is that the gender of “nothing” (which must
always be presupposed) cannot exist relationally without its opposite “something”. That
is, applying Dialectical Relationism, i.e. the principle of non-separability, Nothing and
Something are in an inseparable basic relation, which is also non-reducible. In this way,
a dialectical answer can be provided about the necessity of the existence of something or
everything, which solves the basic problem of philosophy. The solution of the Ontological
problem actually boils down to “reduction to absurdity”, because by applying the principle
of the threshold of interaction, the question about the oirigin of “Everything” loses its
logical meaning.

Keywords: system, dialectic, logic, structuralism, materialism, elementalism, relationism,
contradictions.
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FPAHULE PA3YMWJEBAA (KAHT U IEBUHAC)

Caxerax: Vsmarame npeTenpiyje fa 10 IUTamby PasyMujeBamba Cyoun IBa MUCINOLIA
KpO3 KOjUX C€ jaCHO olpTaBa MMCAao mbuxoBor BpeMmeHa. J KanT, y cBoM BpeMmeny,
u JIeBuHac y BpeMHY KOjUM BJIaja ,TyMOp y namhemwy“ mokymasajy jja fajy MCTUHCKM
TOIPMHOC YOBjeKOBOM CaMoOpasyMujeBaiby. HapaBHO, ca pasnnmumuTuM MOACTULAjUMA U
ycnjecuma.

KrmbyuHe punjeun: pasymunjeBarbe, CONCTBO, YM, [Ipyrn, rpaHunua.

LIMITS OF UNDERSTANDING (KANT AND LEVINAS)

Summary: This paper aims to confront the two thinkers in terms of their philosophies,
through which the thought of their time is clearly outlined. Both Kant, in his time, and
Levinas, in the time ruled by the “tumor in the memory”, are trying to make a genuine
contribution to man’s self-understanding. Of course, they each do so by different incentives
and with different degrees of success.

Key words: understanding, self, mind, the Other, limit.
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MPEAMET PA3YMEBAJYREI CABHAA

Caxerak: Y 0BOM OIJIefly Ceé DPasMaTpajy OCHOBHE KapaKTEPUCTHMKE HpeJMeETa
pasymeBajyher casHama. AyTOpOBO TEOPMjCKO IONAasMIITe je jefHAa HaIMalleHo
IePCIeKTUBUCTIYKA WMHTepnperanuja ¢unocopcke xepmeHeyTuke Xanca-Ieopra
lagamepa, NOceOHO METrOBOr CXBaTama XePMEHEYTMYKOT MCKYCTBa, IPU 4YeMy ce
pasymeBajyhe casHame IocMaTpa Kao jefaH of OONMKa XepMeHeYTMYKOT MCKYCTBa.
CpepuuiHy IIOjMOBM Yy aHA/NM3M XEPMEHEYTUMYKOT MCKYCTBAa Cy IIOJMOBM MUCTODHUje
JleNIoBamba U ICTOPUjCKO-TIe/IaTHE CBECT, MI3BOPHO YIIOTPeO/beHN Y KPUTUIU ICTOPUjCKOT
objextuBusMa. ITopey BIX, BaXKHY YMHIOIM XePMEHEYTUYKOT MICKYCTBA Cy U ITpefipacy/e,
npefpasyMeBame, Tpajulija M IEH ayTOPUTET, Ca3HAjHM XOPU3OHT U ,CTallambe
xopusoHara“. Pumocodcka XepMeHeyTMKa IIOCMAaTpa pasyMmeBajyhe casHame IpeMa
MoJleNly AMjasiora, CBOjeBPCHOT cCriopasyMa usMmeby mcropujckm cutympanux Ja u Tu,
cybjexTa ¥ IIpefiMeTa, U II0Ka3yje /i je TAKBO Ca3Harbe YBeK TPaHC)OPMATUBHO, Tj. 1 OHO
Mema XOpPU30HTe Y4eCHUKa y aujanory. YTonuko he caku ucropmjcku cnefiehn cy6jexar,
3aBUCHO Off CBOT €IOXa/JHOT IOJI0XKaja, Apyraduje pasyMeTu HeKU XePMEHeyTUYKU
npegMeT, Ha IPUMep HEeKM IPABHU, PEUTVMOSHU VIV KIbVDKEBHUM NOKYMEHT. Y Masboj
apryMeHTallujy YBOJIM C€ II0jaM eMUHEHTHOT TeKCTa, KOju ce, Kof I'ajlamMepa, ogHOCHK Ha
TEKCT KOjU Ce He WCLPIUbYje Y UCIyHhaBamby CBOje KOMYHMKanyoHe QyHKIUje, U KOju
OCTaje IMPUCYTaH HACIpaM CBAKOI HOBOT pasyMeBarba I CBOjUM HOPMAaTUBHUM BaKeheM
IPETXO/V CBAKOM HOBOM UMTalby. TaKaB TEKCT ce OI/IMKYje TMMe IITO je Y ’beMYy BaH CHare
CTaB/b€H 3aXTeB 3a ICTMHOM KaKaB MHAYe IOCTOjU Y HAIIMM MCKa3uMa U TEKCTOBUMA, U
KOjJ Ce CAcTOj| y peNlaliyjyi IpeMa ,,CTBAPHOCTU . EMUHEHTHY TeKCT He pedepuiiie HY>KHO
Ha CTBApHOCT, He MOpa OMTM OpMjeHTNCAaH IpeMa 3aXTeBY 3a ICTHOM, HUTH Ce Y BheMy
y IPBOM pefly pajiyi O CasHakby CTBapHOCTH. TO Ipe CBera Ba>kM 3a KEbVMXKEBHM TEKCT, a 'y
OKBIPY OBe BPCTe, TIOBIALTNeHO MeCTO MpMIIafia IECHIYKOM TeKCTy. Mozern pasymeBajyher
CasHama je, IpemMa TOME, HauMH pasyMeBarba IECHUMYKOI TEKCTa. YKOIMKO caja Kao
y30paH OO/MK IpefiMeTa XepMeHeyTUIKOT MCKYCTBa (OfHOCHO IpefiMeTa pasymeBajyher
Ca3Hama) CXBATMMO TEKCT y €MMHEHTHOM CMMCIY, OHfila OM Kao KapaKTepUCTMYHM
XepMEHEYTUYKY MPEIMET MOTao [ja Ce€ pasyMe €eMUHEHTHM TEKCT Ca CBOjOM UCTOPUjOM
menoBama. Ilokasyje ce ja aucTopmjcka ngeanTHoOCT TEKCTa YMHU OCHOBY 32 MCTOPU)CKO-
JleIaTHY MJea/THOCT ITPpefiMeTa XepMeHey TMYKOT UCKYCTBa. Y oHyheHoj mHTepnpeTanuju,
Ha4VIbeH je jolI jelaH Kopak y u3Bohemy, Koju ctporo pedero I'ajamep Huje popmyiucao,
MaKo ce Toj GopMyIanyju IpUOIIDKIO: HaMMe, ped je O 3aK/by4Ky Ia MU He caMO IITO
yBEK pa3yMeBaMOo Apyraunje, y 3aBUCHOCTY Off CBOT COIIVjaTHO-UCTOPUjCKY (HOPMMUPAHOT
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XOPU30HTAa, HETO je ApyTraduje ¥ OHO LITO PasyMeBaMo, IIOIUTO je [JMja/IOMIKN U3MEemheH
U XOPU3OHT CaMOr IpefMeTa. Y DPAasAMYMTUM eroxXamMa ¥ IOf YCAOBMMA DPA3TUYUTO
dbopMmpaHNx Tpagunmja, pasnukobahe ce ¥ XOpM3OHT ca KOjUM XepMeHEYTUYKI ITPeIMeT
ynasu y AMjasor ca KOHKPETHO WMCTOPUjCKM JIOIMPaHMM Cy6jeKTOM. YIPKOC CBOM
eMIHEHTHOM KapaKTepy, jeflaH Te VICTM TeKCT he ce HEMMHOBHO yKasMBaTH Apyradmje y
ernoxaMa U TpajuliijaMa JpyTadujiM off OHe Y K0joj je MI3BOPHO HacTao. Taj ogHOC BaXky 1
3a ipyre Moryhe mpepmeTe pasymeBajyher casHama.

KribyuHe peun: XepMeHeyTUYKO WCKYCTBO, pasymeBajyhe casHambe, UCTOpuja [esioBatba,
Tpagunuvja, XOPU30HT, EMUHEHTHM TEKCT.

SUBJECT OF UNDERSTANDING KNOWLEDGE

Summary: This essay examines the basic characteristics of the subject of understanding
knowledge. The author’s theoretical starting point is an emphatically perspectivist
interpretation of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics, in particular his
understanding of hermeneutic experience, whereby the understanding knowledge is
regarded as one of the forms of hermeneutic experience. Central concepts in the analysis
of hermeneutic experience are the concepts of “effect” of history and historically-effected
consciousness, which were originally used in the critique of historical objectivism. Other
important factors of hermeneutic experience are prejudices, preunderstanding, tradition
and its authority, cognitive horizon and “fusion of horizons”. Philosophical hermeneutics
considers the understanding knowledge according to the model of dialogue, a kind of
agreement between the historically situated I and the Thou, the subject and the object, and
shows that such knowledge is always transformative, i.e. that it changes the both horizons
of the participants in the dialogue. In this respect, each historically subsequent subject
will understand a hermeneutic object differently, depending on its epochal position, for
example a legal, religious or literary document. In the further argumentation, the concept
of the eminent text is introduced, which, according to Gadamer, refers to a text that does
not exhaust itself in the fulfillment of its communicative function and that remains present
in the face of every new understanding and precedes every new reading with its normative
validity. Such a text is characterized by the fact that the claim to truth that normally exists
in our statements and texts and that consists in the relationship to “reality” is suspended. An
eminent text does not necessarily refer to reality, it does not have to be oriented towards the
demand for truth, nor is it primarily concerned with recognizing reality. This applies first
and foremost to the literary text, and within this genre the privileged place belongs to the
poetic text. The model of understanding knowledge is therefore one way of understanding
a poetic text. If we now understand the text in the eminent sense as an exemplary form of
the object of hermeneutic experience (i.e. the object of understanding knowledge), then an
eminent text with its history of action could be understood as a characteristic hermeneutic
object. It is shown that the ahistorical ideality of the text forms the basis for the historical
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ideality of the object of hermeneutic experience. In the interpretation offered, a further
step was taken in the presentation, which Gadamer, strictly speaking, did not formulate,
although he came close to this formulation: namely, it is a matter of establishing that we not
only always understand differently, depending on our socio-historically formed horizon,
but that what we understand is also different, since the horizon of the object itself has also
changed dialogically. In different epochs and under the conditions of differently shaped
traditions, the horizon with which the hermeneutic object enters into a dialogue with a
concretely historically located subject will also differ. Despite its eminent character, one
and the same text will inevitably appear differently in other epochs and traditions than the
one in which it was originally composed. This relationship also applies to other possible
objects of understanding knowledge.

Keywords: hermeneutic experience, understanding knowledge, action history, tradition, horizon,
eminent text.
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PA3YMWJEBAIE , JbYACKE NPUPOAE” USMEHY TPAHCXYMAHU3MA U
ONNOCODCKE AHTPOMOJIOINMJE

CaBpemeHa ¢unocodcka aHTpononoruja je nmpsa ¢umrocopcka JUCHUIIINHA Koja je
npobyia enucTeMudKy rpanuny usmehy dmmocodbuje n emnupujckux Hayka. Tako ce
¢unocodcka aHTPONONIOrUja HallUIa Ha paHuuy usMeby HaydHOr Mopena objallmberba
Y BEeHNYHOT Marepujana U (GumIocopCKOr Mofena HBIXOBOT TEOPUjCKOT TyMadema. 1o
je cutrympano ¢punocodcky aHTPOIONOINjy HA ,HUYMjOj 3eM/BU", Ca eNMUCTEeMOJIOLIKI
po6/IeMaTUYHNM II0jMOM JbyficKe pupope. Ho, caBpeMeHM TpaHCXyMaHM3aM je, volens
nolens, IIOHOBO yBeO y UIPY IIOjaM ,JbyAicKe Ipupope”, GacUMHMPAH TeXHOIOTUjOM
Koja HaBOZHO oMmoryhaBa meHO ,mobomiame”. To faje HOBM mMmysc ¢umocodckoj
AHTPOIIONIOI M)} Y HACTOjalby Jja MSHOBA pasyMuje IPUPOJY YOBjeKa.

KmbyuHe pujeun: dunocodcka aHTpornonorvja, TpaHCXyMaHu3aMm, Jbyacka npupoga, MnaTtoH,
ApHong leneH, XaHc bnymeHb6epr, EnnmetejeB yoBjek

UNDERSTANDING,,HUMAN NATURE“ BETWEEN TRANSHUMANISM AND
PHILOSOPHICAL ANTHROPOLOGY

Abstract: Contemporary philosophical anthropology is the first philosophical discipline
that broke through the epistemic boundary between philosophy and empirical
sciences. Thus, philosophical anthropology found itself on the border between the scientific
model of explaining factual material and the philosophical model of their theoretical
interpretation. This placed philosophical anthropology in ,no man’s land“, with an
epistemologically problematic notion of human nature. But modern transhumanism
has, volens nolens, reintroduced the notion of ,human nature® into play, fascinated by
the technology that supposedly enables its ,,enhancement®. This gives a new impetus to
philosophical anthropology in an effort to understand the nature of man anew.

Keywords: philosophical anthropology, transhumanism, human nature, Plato, Arnold Gelen,
Hans Blumenberg, Epimetheus’ man
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MPUPOJA TEOJIOLLKOI OBJALUHEHA U HHEFOBU MPOBJIEMU

JemHOCTaBHO pedyeHo, PpyHKIMja Objallberba je 1a HeKy II0jaBy YYMHU PasyM/bUBOM.
[Ipema HekuM ayTopyMa, objallbera ce Ipybo MOTry IOfeINTH Ha Hay4YHa, IIepCOHATHA
u ucropujcka. O6MYIHO ce cMaTpa Jja TEO/MOIIKa 0bjalllberba CIIafiajy y nepconanHa. OBaj
KapaKTep MM je IaT Ha OCHOBY aBpPaMOBCKO-TEOJIOIIKOr CXBaTama bora xao mu4HOCTH.
MebyTnMm, unnu ce aaje Taj rnepuiiTe MHOro crapuju. [lepconanna i Teonoka objammerna
HA/Ia3MIMO Y HAjpaHMjUM PEIUIMO3HMM ¥ MUTOJOMIKMM IIpefcraBama. Beh y crapum
TEOrOHNMjaMa, OJTHOCHO KOCMOTOHMjaMa, OCHOBHM Je/IOBM CBeTa JoOujajy 60>KaHCKU U
IIepCOHAJIHYU KapaKTep. AKO HajpaHuje cadyBaHe MJICAaHe TBOPEBIHE TPETUPAMO Ko HEKY
BPCTY IIpaHayKe, OHJIa IEPCOHAIHM KapaKTep 60>KaHCTaBa MIMa YJIOTY Kpajiber y3poka 6e3
KOjer ce HUje[jHa IIPOMeHaA Y CBETY He MO>Ke 00jaCHUTHL.

Mebyrtum, Hajctapuje penurnje, ykbydyjyhu u one crapux I'pka, Hemajy pas3BujeHy
Teonorujy. Teomoruja ce cucTeMaTcKy pasBuja ca IojaBoM XpuInhaHCTBa, a KOfj, KaKO MX
xpuimhaHm Ha3MBajy, MaraHa, y HeomIaroHusmy. XpuurhaHcka Teo/moruja ce y mo4eTKy
pasBMjajzia KpO3 aIllOJIOTETVKY Ofl, KAKO OHM KaKy, IIAlAHCKUX ONTYXOM 3a aTemsam, a
IOCeOHY CYITHMIHOCT je JOCTUI/IA KPO3 BUIIEBEKOBHY IOJIEMMKY Ca HEOIIATOHMCTUYKOM
teonorujom. IToceban mpeameT Te nonemuke 61o je cnenehe murame: ga mu bor y3pokyje
CBOjOM IIPUPOAOM WM CBOjoM Bo/bOM. Ilopepn cariefaBama HaBeleHOT IpobeMa,
nokymahy ma mrycrTpyjeM Heka off IUTamba Te IOJIeMIKe CauyBaHUM CBEJOYaHCTBUMA U3
3abpameHe u cnasbeHe [loppupujese kmwure [Iporus xpunrhana. Ocspuyhy ce u Ha TO 1O
KaKBOT 011 TeOJIOIIKOT objalimbera foBeno cuennduyaHo Bubeme boxxuje TBopeBnHe Koje
HanasyumMo kop, I'puropnja Huckor.

Heka on Teomomkux objallmema Cy MCTOBPEMEHO ¥ TPafiMIMOHATHY apTyMEeHTH
3a nocTojame bora. Kpos TakosBaHM KOCMOJIOIIKM apI'yMeHT IIOKYIIaBa ce II0Ka3aTu Ja
je 60T y3poK IOCTOjara CBeTa, a KPO3 TeNeOJIOIIKM apTYMEHT fia je 60T y3POK HeroBor
nopetka. Ykasahy u Ha mpo6eMe Be3aHe 3a TEO[JUIKE]Y, Y KOjOj TEMCTY IIOKYIIABajy fja HaC
yBepe y TO Jia Ce 371a KOja Ce JIellIaBajy y CBeTy He MOTy IpummcaTi boxxujeMm yspokoBaby,
HUTY Ce BbUMe MOTY 00jaCHUTHL.

[Toxymahy fja Ha HeKMM IpuMepyMa yKa>keM Ha OCHOBHe pasiuke nsmeby HayqHmx
U TEOJIOLIKUX objalrmerma uctux nojasa. Hagam ce ga hy ycrern na ompaspaM Te3y ja
Cy TEOJIOIIKa 06jalllmberha 4eCTO 3HAK eNMMCTeMOTIONIKe MemocTH. [la 6ucMo momohy mux
06jacHM/IN HeKy II0jaBy HUCY HaM, Kao y HayIV VUIM MCTOPMjU MOTpeOHa MYKOTpIIHA
ucrpaxxupama. OBa ofjalImema ce IOHEKaJ, CBOJie Ha jeJHOCTAaBHO IIOMMbame bora kao
y3pokKa.

Ha xpajy nsnarama ucrahu hy ga manac He 6u tpebano ga Oyzme TelUIKo 3aMUCTUTH
MUpaH CY)XUBOT HayKe 1 Teonoruje. [Ipo6meM HacTaje OH/Ia KaJla HEKU TEUCTU TPETUPAjY
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TEONOTMjy Kao HEeKy BPCTy Hayke. Y TOM CIy4ajy U OHa 6m Tpebamo fa TOpexe
KpUTEpUjyMIMa HayKe. AKO CTBapy IIOCTaBMMO TaKO, OHJA TEOJOI¥ja CUI'YPHO Trybm
OUTKY. 3aTO HEKM CaBpeMEHV TEONO3M, WIM TeUCTUYKM OpMjeHTHCaHm ¢urosodn
penuruje, 3acTymajy IIeAuIITe 0 KOMe He OHM He 611 Tpebasio fja ce MOBUHYjy HAYIHUM
KpPUTepUjyMIMa, OFHOCHO 61 Tpebaso fa Urpajy mo aApyrauujuM npasunnma. Mehyrnm,
OHM 4eCTO MCTOBPEMEHO CYTEePUIY CTaB IIPeMa KOjeM Cy U Jiajbe €0 MICTe UTPe Ca HAYKOM.
Taxo fomasumMo y HeOOMYHY CUTYALUjy Aa HayKa M TEOTIOTMja UTPajy UCTY UTPY, /i CBaKa
10 CBOjUM IIPABU/IMMA.

KrbyuHe peun: objalltbere, TEONOrWja, pasymeBake, HayKa, aprymeHTauuja.

THE NATURE OF THEOLOGICAL EXPLANATION AND IT’S PROBLEMS

Simply put, the function of an explanation is to make a phenomenon understandable.
According to some authors, explanations can be roughly divided into scientific, personal
and historical. It is usually considered that theological explanations belong to personal ones.
This character is given to them based on the Abrahamic-theological understanding of God
as a person. However, that view seems to be much older. We find personal and theological
explanations in the earliest religious and mythological representations. Already in the old
theogonies, i.e. cosmogonies, the basic parts of the world are given a divine and personal
character. If we treat the earliest preserved written creations as some kind of proto-science,
then the personal character of the deities has the role of the ultimate cause without which
no change in the world can be explained.

However, the oldest religions, including those of the ancient Greeks, do not have a
developed theology. Theology develops systematically with the emergence of Christianity,
and with, as Christians call them, pagans, in Neoplatonism. Christian theology initially
developed through apologetics from, as they say, pagan accusations of atheism, and it
reached a special subtlety through centuries of polemics with Neoplatonist theology. A
special subject of that polemic was the following question: does God cause by his nature
or by his will. In addition to looking at the above problem, I will try to illustrate some of
the issues of that polemic with preserved testimonies from Porphyry’s banned and burned
book Against Christians. I will also refer to what kind of theological explanation the specific
view of God’s creation that we find in Gregory of Nyssa would lead to.

Some of the theological explanations are at the same time traditional arguments for
God’s existence. Through the so-called the cosmological argument tries to show that god
is the cause of the existence of the world, and through the teleological argument that god is
the cause of its order. I will also point out the problems related to theodicy, in which theists
try to convince us that the evils that happen in the world cannot be attributed to God’s
cause, and cannot be explained by it.

I will try to use some examples to point out the basic differences between scientific and
theological explanations of the same phenomena. I hope that I will be able to justify the
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thesis that theological explanations are often a sign of epistemological laziness. In them, to
explain a phenomenon, we do not need painstaking investigations, such as those in science
or history. These explanations are sometimes reduced to simply mentioning God as the
cause.

At the end of the presentation I will point out that today it should not be difficult to
imagine the peaceful coexistence of science and theology. The problem arises when some
theists treat theology as a kind of science. In that case, it should also be subject to the
criteria of science. If things are like this, theology is surely losing the battle. That is why
some modern theologians, or theistically oriented philosophers of religion, advocate a point
of view according to which they should not obey scientific criteria, that is, they should play
by different rules. However, at the same time, they suggest an attitude according to which
science is still part of the same game. This is how we end up in an unusual situation where
science and theology play the same game, but each according to its own rules.

Key words: explanation, theology, understanding, science, argumentation.



48

JoBaHa Koctuh Jovana Kosti¢

Onemetbe 3a punozodujy, Gunosodcku hakynrer, Philosophy Department, Faculty of Philosophy,
Yuusep3uret y beorpagy University of Belgrade
kostic.jovana345@gmail.com kostic.jovana345@gmail.com

MATEMATUYKUN AOKA3UN KAO OBJALLKBEHA

Y nsnaramy hy ce 6aBuTu jefHUM Of 3ajlaTaka KOjy Ce IPUINCYjy MaTeMaTUIKIM
IOoKasuMa a To je objalimere caipykaja TeopeMe KOjy ZOoKa3ayjy, Kao 1 pasiora 360r Kojux
je oHa mcTMHMTA. YOOMUajeHO je BepoBame Jla He MCIYHaBajy CBU JIOTMYKMU VICIIPaBHU
mokasy oBaj 3ajarak. Jlokas mcnmTuBameM crydajeBa (proof by cases) moxke cTaBuTH
BaH CyMHbe TO JIa ofrosapajyha reopema Baxu, anu He objalimasa 30T 4era je TO C/1ydaj.
Hepmocrarak eKcIIaHATOPHOT IOTEHI[Mjaja JoKasa OBe BPCTe OOMYHO ce objallmaBa
HEIOCTaTKOM OMINTOCTU M yHM(GOPMHOCTH. [loKasuBameM Ja TeopeMa BaXK! 3a CBAKM
objekar Ha KOju ce OJIHOCH, HeHO pasyMeBame ce He IpoAyOsbyje, HUTK ce objallmaBa
KOje 3ajefHIYKe KapaKTepUCTUKe TUX ofjekaTa 4YMHe JaTy TeopeMy IpUMEHBMBOM Ha
BUX. MaremaTnyapy 49eCcTO OCTajy He3aJOBO/bHM TAaKBMM JOKasuMa U HacTaB/bajy fia
Tpake OHe Koju cy y Behoj Mepu pacser/pyjyhu. OBa unmeHnIia TOBOPY Y IPUIOT TOME Jja
YCTaHOB/baBakbe ICTMHUTOCTY TEOPEME HMje jeflHa yIOoTa JoKas3a.

Kao HavemHO, MO>keMO y3eTu ofpeheme eKCIIAHATOPHUX JOKa3a Kao OHMX KOjU
CMENITajy JaTy TeopeMy y MIMPU KOHTEKCT KOji IIPy>Ka pasjiore mweHe UCTUHUTOCTH. OBO
M3/Iarame VICINTYje y Kojoj MepH je Gpumo3odcko 6aBbeme TaKBUM IoKasuMa Moryhe, Tj.
fla JIM Ce Ha OCHOBY ITO3HATMX JJ0Ka3a KOjJ cé CMaTpajy eKCIVIAHATOPHMM MO>Ke Johnm 1o
KOPUCHMX TeHepanusanuja.

[IpencraBrhy Hekonuko ,,okasza us kwure (proofs from the book) koju npunanajy
pasmmunTuM obnmacTuMa MateMaTyke. OBa CMHTarMa ce KOpUCTHM 3a OKase KOjU TpPajy
U KOjU CaMI MMajy CTaTyC pesy/iTaTa y MareMaTuI. AKO je eKcIlaHaTopHa Moh Jjokasa
ETOBO Ba)KHO CBOjCTBO, OH/IA j€ 34 04eKMBATH [ja OHA KapaKTepuIle yIIPaBo TaKBe JOKas3e.
Vcnurahy, Ha gaTum npuMepuma, jja 1 mocToje ofipeheHe 3ajeqHMYKe KapaKTepUCTUKe
[oKa3a Koje X 4MHe eKcItaHaTopHuM. [Ipenusnnje, 6aBuhy ce cnenehum nuramnma:

o Jla MM eCHIaHAaTOPHM NOTEHIMjakl JOKasa 3aBUCU WCK/BYYMBO Of TOra
Koje je OH BpcTe (IZie ce IOJ pasIMYMTUM BpPCTaMa JIoKas3a IOfpa3yMeBajy:
TOKa3 MCHUTHUBAKkEM CIIy4ajeBa, [JOKa3 MaTeMaTM4YKOM MHIYKLWjOM, JOKa3
AMjarpaMoM, KOMOMHATOPHM JOKa3, popMarHu JoKas i ¢/1.)? VaKo je penaTuBHO
jeHOCTAaBHO yKa3aTy Ha ofipeleHe BpcTe JoKa3a Koji He NPYKajy objalimerne,
3HATHO je Te)Ke OIPESUTY JJa /I je Y HEKMM CTy4ajeBMMa caMa JIOTMYKa CTPYKTypa
TOKa3a OJrOBOPHA 32 IberOB eKCIJITAHATOPHM OTEHIMjaJl.

o Jla mm cy eKCIUIAHATOPHM [JOKa3)M M3 PA3IMUUTUX OOMACTM MaTeMaTHKe
pasnu4nTe BPCTe, Tj. fa JIM PasIMIUTUM OONacTMMa MaTeMaTUKe OAroBapajy
PasIMYMTU HAYMHY MULbEbhA U JOKA3MBambal

o AKO TO HUje HberoBa BPCTa, [a 1M Heke Apyre ¢popManHe KapaKTepUCTUKE, Ko
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IITO Cy ONIITOCT M/IM AIICTPAKTHOCT, YMHE JIOKa3 eKcItaHatopuum? Jla mu cy
OHe UCTe y PasINIUTIM 00TaCTIMA MaTeMaTyKe?

Ha kpajy m3marama, Kpatko hy ce ocBpHyTm Ha Be3y msmeby fokasa xoju cy
eKCTIJTAHATOPHY U OHMX KOjU Cy MHTYUTUBHY U TaKo pasymbysu. TBpanhy fa onn umne
JBe pasnMYuTe KaTeropuje JoKasa 3a Koje HMje yHaIIpeJ, jaCHO Jia JIM Ce U y K0joj Mepu
IIpeK/IaIajy.

KrbyuHe peumn: maTemMaTuKa, JoKa3, 0bjalltbere, MaTeMaTUKe 0611acTy, BPCTe AOKa3a
MATHEMATICAL PROOFS AS EXPLANATIONS

This talk is about the alleged role of mathematical proofs, which is to explain what the
corresponding theorem says and why this is true. It is commonly believed that not all proofs
accomplish this task. A proof by cases, for example, can convince us that the theorem in
question holds, but does not explain why this is the case. The lack of explanatory power
is usually attributed to the lack of generality and uniformity in the proofs of this kind.
Proving that the theorem applies to each of the objects it refers to does not deepen our
understanding of it, nor does it explain what common properties of these objects make the
theorem applicable to them. Mathematicians often remain unsatisfied with such proofs
and they keep searching for more revealing ones. This shows that mathematical proofs
have other roles beyond establishing the truth of theorems.

We can say, in a preliminary way, that a proof is explanatory when it puts the theorem
in a broader context that provides the reasons for its truth. This talk examines how much
can be said about such proofs, that is, to what extent are generalizations from the known
proofs considered as explanatory possible.

I'will presentseveral “proofs from thebook” belonging to different areas of mathematics.
The syntagm stands for the proofs destined to last and become classics. If the explanatory
power is an important aspect of proofs, then these proofs should possess it. Drawing from
these examples, I will try to determine if there are some common features that make
different proofs explanatory. More specifically, I will assess the following questions:

o Is the explanatory power of a proof determined by its type (whereby I mean
some of the following: proof by cases, proof by mathematical induction, proof
by diagram, combinatorial proof, formal proof, etc.)? Although it is relatively
simple to point to the types of proofs that do not provide explanations, it is more
difficult to determine if its logical structure alone is what, in some cases, makes
the proof explanatory.

o Do different types of proof turn out to be explanatory in different areas of
mathematics? In other words, do different mathematical areas ask for different
ways of thinking and proving?

o If it is not its type, are there some other formal features, such as generality
or abstractness, that make a proof explanatory? Are they the same across
mathematical areas?
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The talk will be concluded by a short reflection on the relationship between explanatory
proofs and the proofs that are intuitive and easy to understand. I will argue that they form

two separate categories of proofs and that the extent to which they overlap cannot be
determined a priori.

Keywords: mathematics, proof, explanation, areas of mathematics, methods of proof
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NCTOPUOIPAOCKE MEAUTALUIE: MOXKEMO JIN 3BPAJATU U
OAY3UMATU NCTOPWUIY?

Y oBOM pajy HaM je HaMjepa ja pa3MOTPUMO TPEHYTHO aKTye/THU TPEHJ] Y UCTPaXKMBabIIMa
HICTOpHUje KOju Ce O3HayaBa Kao Kauoounamuxa. OBaj TpeHJ 3aIlodyeo je, Kao HAacTaBaK
paHuje mocTojehnx KIMoMeTpujcKIX MeTOfIa y eKOHOMCKOj ncTopuju 20. Bujeka, aMepudKo-
pycku Hayunuk Ilerep Typuxmn. OcHOBHa Ilpemimca KOja CTOjM 1M3a KIMOFVHAMMYKIX
MCTPaXXMBamba jecTe JIa je MCTPaKMBambe VICTOpUje Moryhe BpIINTY HA MCTY HAYMH Ha KOjU
ce BpIlle UCTPaKMBama y IPUPOJHMM HayKaMa, Te fia je Moryhe y3 nomoh kBanTudukanmje
mohu He caMo J10 CIIO3Haje 1 pasyMujeBarba Ipolx gorahaja, Beh BpiuTy u npegsubama
oynyhux. Cama nzeja ja ce UCTOpyja MOXKe IIPOYYaBaTy MCTUM VIV CIMYHUM METOAMMA
HIMje HOBa, Oalll Kao HM KBaHTU(UKATUBHU METONL y MCTOpuUjI, Te heMo y papy matu kpahm
nperies UCTOpuorpadcKux u Gpuao3oPpCKMUX CTAHOBUIITA O TUM MUTABIMA, Off PpaHITyCKe
IKo/Ia AHajla U aMepudke eKOHOMCKe ycTopuje 1950-ux u 1960-ux y ncropuorpaduju,
Te TIacoBa 3a u nporus rucropunysma 1. I. Xemnena u K. P. Tlonmepa y ¢unosodpujn.
Y nacraBky hemo pmatu mperies MeTofonoruje Kojy ynorpetpasajy TypUXuH U HberoBu
capagHuiy y KamopuHamunu. Ha kpajy 6ucMo cBe OCBpHY/IM Ha KBaHTU(UKALMjy Kao
MeTOJly UCTOpHOTrpadumjy, a HAPOUNTO Ha IbeHe UMIUIMKaLuje y Oynyhum ncropruorpadckum
UCTPXMBABIIMA.

KrbyuHe pujeun: nctopuja, dpunosoduja, metogonoruja dunosoduje, unosoduja Hayke

HISTORIOGRAPHIC MEDITATIONS: CAN WE ADD AND SUBTRACT
HISTORY?

In this paper, we intend to consider the current trend in historical research, which is des-
ignated as cliodynamics. This trend was started, as a continuation of previously existing
cliometric methods in the economic history of the 20th century, by the American-Russian
scientist Peter Turchin. The basic premise behind cliodynamic research is that it is possible
to research history in the same way as research in the natural sciences, and that with the
help of quantification, it is possible not only to gain knowledge and understanding of past
events, but also to make predictions about future ones. The very idea that history can be
studied using the same or similar methods is not new, just like the quantitative method in
history, and in this paper we will give a brief overview of the historiographical and philo-
sophical viewpoints on these issues, from the French school of Annals and the American
economic history of the 1950s and 1960s. in historiography, and voices for and against the
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historicism of C. G. Hempel and K. R. Popper in philosophy. In the following, we will pro-
vide an overview of the methodology used by Turchin and his colleagues in cliodynamics.
In the end, we would assess quantification as a method in historiography, and especially its
implications in future historiographic research.

Keywords: history, philosophy, methodology of philosophy, philosophy of science
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NMPUPOAA U TPAHULEE OBJAWLKHEHLA UNMPEABUBAKA Y MPUPOAHUM
HAYKAMA CAIMEAAHE CA CTAHOBULWUTA KPUTUKE XJYMOBOT
NCUXOJIOTU3MA

Y XjymoBom npBoM ¢unosodckom gjerny, PacripaBu o byfckoj Ipupoau, ofroBopu
Ha INUTamba Be3aHa y3 IpobOieMe ycioBa MOIyhHOCTH, loMeTa ¥ TpaHMIA OIaXkKamba
U MCKYCTBa, PeOM Cy 3aBpILIABA/IM y PENTAaTUBUCTUYKUM M CKENTUYKUM OOnacTrma
acouujatMBHe ncuxosoruje. buno na je pujed o TeMebHUM, NMPOTOPEHOMEHOIOMIKIM,
arnopujama (pOKyCHpaHMM Ka I3Ha/Ta)XeHbY YCII0Ba HEOIIXOIHNX 3a OIIXKa ke IIPOCTe JATOCTH
CBAKOT IIOjeiTHAYHOI IIpeiMeTa HeKe HeNoCpefHe ONaKajHe Bese, OMIo o Temkohama
yCMjepeHUM Ka pacBjeT/baBamy nperxofiehux eneMeHaTa IMOTPeOHMX 3a KOHCTUTYNCAHE
KOHTVMHTEHTHIX, CBAaKOJIHEBHUX, UCKYCTBEHNUX Be3a, OMIO O, Y KOHAUHWIIM, allOPEeTUIIN
amoOAVKTMYKe W3BjeCHOCTM HAayYHMX TeHepanMsalMja MIM KOJNEKTUBHOT MCKyCTaBa
yomuure, XjyM, IPUCjeTUMO Ce, JO/Ia3y [0 Hajlasa Jja Cy CBU PE3YATATH acoLMjaliyje Hallux
MIMIIpecHja ¥ IpeficTaBa IPOU3BOJ HaBUKe — jeHe IICUXOJIOIIKe 0COOMHe HallleT Ca3Hamba.

Iocmenunie XjyMOBUX yBjepema — pe3yaTaTy IOKyIIaja /la ce 3aTOHETKe YC/IoBa
MoryhHOCTHM onakama 1 MCKYCTBa paspujellie YHyTap H0o/ba acOLjaTVBHE IICUXOJIOTHje —
oryefiaze cy ce, usMeby ocTasor, y ToMe LITO HU IPOLieC HY KOHAYHA IOCTBapera HaIler
Ca3Hamba BUIIIe HIICY MOIVIV IIOHMj€TH Ofi/IKe MUHTYUTUBHE U eMOHCTPAaTUBHE MI3Bj€CHOCTIL.
HeynmmuTHOCTY, KOH3MCTEHTHOCTM I KOXEPEHTHOCTM KaKBE€ 3aTMYeMO Y CasHajHUM
obmacTuMa Koje XjyM Ha3MBa OFHOCKMA J/ieja; faKile, y 00/1acTiMa alpyOPHIX, Ca3HajHUX
CUCTEMA, 4YMje IpUMjepe HajjacHMje yo4aBaMO y OIIITMM M HY>XHUMM IPUMHUMINMMA
MaTeMaTHKe M JIOTMKe, 33 HayKy IIOCTajy HefoCTIDKHe. TBpAilbe O NMpefBUABUMBOCTU U
00jeKTMBHOCTI Hay4YHVX 3aKOHUTOCTY, 3aJ001jeHe Ha OCHOBY IIOCMAaTpamba, MCIUTIBAbA
WIN eKCIepYMEHTATHOT NoOyhrBama pasInMunTuX ONaXKajHUX M MICKYCTBEHMX CTama U
Ipolieca, jefHaKO Kao ¥ TBPAbE O JIOTMYKOj KOH3VICTEHTHOCTY (MAEHTUTETY) U CIIO/bAII 0]
ersUCTeHIMju (JaTOCTM) CBAaKOT Off IIOje[lUHAYHMX e/IleMeHaTa HEKOr OIaXajHOI W
JICKYCTBEHOT CYOZHOCA, BMIIE HUCY MOIJIe OMTM jaCHO M HEYNUTHO AEeMOHCTpMpaHe.
AconyjatuBHy ncuxonorusaM XjyMose ckenrtuuke ¢unosoguje foBeo je 1o, IpUCjeTHMO
ce Xycepma - 6aHKpoTa 00jeKTMBHOT casHama. CBobeme ycmoBa mMoryhHocTM Haruer
YNBEHNYHOT Ca3Hala Ha acolMjaTMBHe IICUMXOJIOLIKEe IIpoliece NOJATHO je MOTBPAWIO
Beh mpuCcyTHe cKenTHYKe CTaBOBE O PENaTMBHOj, Mabe WM BUILIE BjepOBATHOj, alil He
U U3BjeCHOj, CYIUTMHY NPVHLIMNIIA U pe3y/lTaTa NpUPOSHUX HayKa. Bap/buBocT omakama
M VICKyCTBa apMIupana je M3BjeCHOCT HayYHMX IpefiBubama ¥ Hamasa 3afoOujeHux u
HOTBpHUBaHMX Ha OCHOBY MICTOT TOT OII)Karha I MCKYCTBA.

XjyMoBa ICUXONOIUCTUYKA IPONNUTHBaba I0/Ia31Ia Cy Off CTaBa [ja Cy M HEIIOCpeHI
OIIaKajHU CaJp>Kajyl Hallle CBUjeCTH, I Ha IhbJIMa 3aCHOBAHO MCKYCTBO M HAayKa, yTEME/beHI
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y MCTOj, TEIIKO J[JOKA3MBOj, CaMOpPa3yM/bMBOj IPETIIOCTABIM O jeSHOOOPasHOCTH U
OMHMTEMIIOPATHOCTM Ca3HajHOTa TOKa; Y jeTHOM JYOOKO YKOPMjeHheHOM yBjepery fia ce TOK
oynyhHocT mopynapa ¢ npouutomhy. Taksa, 3ajefHIYKa, a GUTHA, Ca3HajHA HETIO3HAHNIIA
HayKe, OIlakama Y ICKYCTBa, TBPAMo 6u XjyM, TOBOAMIIA je IO TOra Jja je CBaKy IOKYIIaj 1a
Ce MI3BjeCHOCT Hay4HUX IIPUHIUIIA 3a00uje MV JeMOHCTpUpa Y3 TOMOh MCKyCTBa WIN Jia
Ce MCKYCTBO M3BeJie Ha OCHOBY HEIIOCPENHMX OIIaXKajHIX 3IPY>KEHOCTH, HYXKHO 3aBPIIaBa0
Y JTOTMYKY HEfIONYCTUBOM, LIMPKYTapPHOM, 3aK/bY4UBaY Tj. Y Beh IPUCYTHOj, ZOrMaTCcKoj,
YIOTpeOu MCTOT TOT, 3ajeJHNYKOTL, BpeMEHCKOT IPMHIINIIA KOji je IIpobIeMaTIyaH 1 Koju
je, 3ampaBo, TeK Tpebano JeMOHCTPUPATH.

Bonehn ce KanroBom, KacupepoBom u XycepmoBoM KpUTHKOM XjyMOBOT
CKeNTHIM3Ma, pucjetnhemo ce fa je mpo6aeM XjyMOBOT IPYCTYIIA Cafip>KaH y TOMe IITO
je ¥ HaBMKa — IICUXOJIOIIKA (YHKIMja Koja je Tpebamo ma paspujemin yrnpaBOHaBeleHN
circulus in probando - Takobe yreme/peHa Ha MCTOM TOM IIPOOTIEMATMYHOM YBjepemYy O
jemHO06PasHOCTY 1 OMHUTEMIIOPATHOCTY Ca3HajHOTa TOKA. XjyMOBO IT031Batbe Ha HABUKY
BPIINJIO je MJIeHTNYHEe HeOolpaBflaHe ca3HajHe CKOKOBE KOji, 3alIPaBO, HUCY OM/IN HUIITA
APYTO [0 jOII jeflHO MHUIVPabe CTe OHe JIOTMYKe IOTPelKe KOjy je, yBohemeM HaBuKe,
Tpebano paspujelnTi.

Y pany hemo nokyuraty mokasaru fa 6u 6e3 jacHOT emycTeMOIOULIKOT oppehema
OBe TEIIKO [OKa3lBe, BPEMEHCKe, IIPeTIOCTAaBKe OIla)Kaiba, MICKYCTBA, HAaBUKE U HayKe
OMIO0 BP/IO TEIIKO pasjacHUTM IpobeM Ipupofe M TpaHuIa objallibera ¥ HAyIHOT
npensubama y Guaniy u [pyrumM IpuposHuM Haykama. Kako 61cMo 6paHWIN TakBy Te3y,
3a npumjep hemo ysetn XajseHOeproBe HayuHe U TeOPMjCKO-Ca3HajHe CTaBOBE Be3aHe 3a
penanuje Heonpehenoctu. Tepauhemo ma ce u Xjymy u XajseHOepry Moxke HOCTaBUTH
rOTOBO NJIeHTMYHO nuTame: Kako je moryha aconmjaumja nmnpecuja u mpepcrasa 4mje
ce OJIMKe MOTY MCKasMBaTH CaMo 3aK/bydllMa o BjepoBaTHohu/HeompeheHOCTM Hekor
oynyher norabama? Bmxe, mocraBuheMo nurame Aa u Cy 3aK/bydlM O BjepoBaTHOhn/
HeozipeheHOCTN — 3aK/by41IM Be3aHN 32 HEKY KOHKPETHY, HETIOHOB/BUBY 1 HEIIPe/IBU//bIBY,
CBAaKOJHEBHY WIN HayuHy, CUTYaljy IOoCMaTpama — Moryhm 6e3 mperxopHe ymorpebe
OIIITHUX U HY>KHUX, M3BjeCHNX, TOTMYKMX M Ca3HAjHUX IPaBUIa?

KrbyuHe pujeun: HaBuMKa, Mcuxonorvsam, BjepoBaTHoha, HeofpeheHocT, npeasubarme, Xjym,
Xaj3eHb6epr.

THE NATURE AND LIMITS OF EXPLANATION AND PREDICTION IN THE
NATURAL SCIENCES VIEWED FROM THE STANDPOINT OF CRITICISM
OF HUME’'S PSYCHOLOGISM

In Hume'’s first philosophical work, A Treatise on Human Nature, the answers to in-
quiries related to the problems of the conditions of possibility, the range and the limits of
perception and experience, ended up in the relativistic and skeptical areas of associative
psychology. Whether we reflect on fundamental, proto-phenomenological, aporias focused
on finding the conditions necessary for perceiving the simple givenness of each, individual,
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object of direct perceptual connection, or about difficulties connected with the elucidation
of the elements needed for the constitution of contingent, everyday, experiential connec-
tions, or, in the end, on aporias concerning the apodictic certainty of scientific universalisa-
tion or collective experiences in general, Hume concludes that all the results of the associ-
ation of our impressions and ideas are the product of habit - a psychological feature of our
knowledge.

The consequences of Hume’s convictions - the results of attempts to solve the riddles
of the conditions of the possibility of perception and experience within the field of associ-
ative psychology - were found in the fact that neither the process nor the final realization
of our knowledge could bear the characteristics of intuitive and demonstrative certainty
anymore. Necessity, consistency and coherence, as we could find them in cognitive are-
as that Hume calls relations of ideas; therefore, in the areas of a priori, cognitive systems,
whose examples we see most clearly in the universal principles of mathematics and logic
- become unattainable for science. Claims about the predictability and objectivity of scien-
tific laws, obtained on the basis of observation, examination or experimental stimulation of
various perceptual and experiential states and processes, as well as claims about the logical
consistency (identity) and external existence (givenness) of each of the individual elements
of a perceptual and experiential relationship, could no longer be clearly and unequivocal-
ly demonstrated. The associative psychologism of Hume’s skeptical philosophy led to, let’s
recall Husserl, the bankruptcy of objective knowledge. Reduction of the conditions of the
possibility of our factual knowledge to associative psychological processes additionally con-
firmed the already existing skeptical attitudes about the relative, more or less probable, but
not certain, essence of the principles and results of the natural sciences. The deceptiveness
of perception and experience affected the certainty of scientific predictions and findings,
obtained and confirmed on the basis of that same perception and experience.

Hume’s psychological inquiries were based on the position that both, the immediate
perceptual contents of our consciousness, and the experience and science based on them,
are based on the same, difficult-to-prove, self-evident assumption about the uniformity and
omnitemporality of the cognitive flow; in a deeply rooted belief that the course of the future
coincides with the past. Such a common, and essential, enigma of science, perception and
experience, Hume would argue, led to the fact that any attempt to obtain or demonstrate the
certainty of scientific principles with the help of experience or to derive experience on the
basis of immediate perceptual associations, is necessarily ended in a logically inadmissible,
circular conclusion, i.e. in the already present, dogmatic, use of the same, common, tempo-
ral principle, which is problematic and which, in fact, had yet to be demonstrated.

Guided by Kant’s, Cassirer’s, and Husserl’s criticism of Hume’s skepticism, we will
recall that the problem of Hume’s approach is contained in the fact that habit - the psycho-
logical function that was supposed to resolve the just mentioned circulus in probando - is
also based on the same problematic belief about the uniformity and omnitemporality of
cognitive flow. Hume’s appeal to habit made identical unwarranted leaps which, in fact,
were nothing more than another initiation of the same logical error that, by introducing
habit, should have been resolved.
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In the paper, we will try to show that without a clear epistemological determination
of this hard-to-prove, temporal, assumption of perception, experience, habit and science,
it would be very difficult to clarify the problem of the nature and limits of explanation and
scientific prediction in physics and other natural sciences. To defend such a thesis, we will
take as an example Heisenberg’s scientific and epistemological positions related to his inde-
terminacy principle. We will claim that an almost identical question can be asked to Hume
and Heisenberg: How is it possible to associate impressions and representations whose
characteristics can only be expressed by statements about the probability/indeterminacy of
some future event? More closely, we will ask whether statements about probability/indeter-
minacy - statements related to some concrete, unrepeatable and unpredictable, common or
scientific observing situations - are possible without the prior use of general and necessary,
certain, logical and cognitive rules?

Keywords: habit, psychologism, probability, uncertainty, prediction, Hume, Heisenberg.
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MJIATOHOB MOAEJ1 OBJAWKEHLA Y ANJANOTY TUMAJ

[Tnaronos pujanor Tumaj cneundudaH je o ase cTBapu. IIpBo, TO je KOCMOIOMIKN
IMjajIoT y KOjeM ce M3HOCH jefjHa MUTCKY ¥ Hay4YHO MH(OpPMICaHa IPpUPOTHO Ppumosodcka
TeopMja 0 HACTAHKY, CACTABHUM €JIEMEHTVMA M CTPYKTY P CBeTa. [Ipyro, ynuramy je fujanaor
y KojeM ¢uno3o¢ apTHKyIuile U CBOjy Teopujy HaydHodumrosodckor objammera. OBa
IBa acnekTa Tumaja, KOCMONOIIKA U IpyTH, Koju ce Tnde IIaronose nosumuje y mornegy
Hedvera wITo je de facto aHTMYKa Quno3oduja Hayke, He MOTY ce IOCMATpPaTy OfBOjEeHO
oynyhu na mo ¢umosody, yspory Koju HAeTepMMHMIIY KOCMOTeHe3y NeTepMUHMINY 1
IPUPOJY Ca3Haka BaCMOHe, a/IU U HAYMH HeHOr objalmaBama. Crora, a 61 ce pasymerna
[TnaToHOBa Teopuja objalrmera, MOpa ce IIPETXOIHO pa3yMeTH iberoa MeTapusnka.

Y cxmagy ca TMMe, IPBU fIe0 CBOT M3/Iarama IocBeTrhy OMTHIM KapaKTepucTuKaMa
MeTaduanIKe y3pOYHOCTH, KaKo je [Imaron pasyme y Tumajy. Ykasahy, npe cera, Ha BOjHY
IPVMPOJY Te Y3POUHOCTH: jeflHYy OHTONOMKM ofipeheHy, Koja je yMcKa, Tj. palMoHaTHa
Y OpMjeHTVCaHa Ha CBPXOBUTOCT, M JIPYIy OHTONOWIKM HeoppebeHy, T3B. ,myTajyhy”
Y3POUHOCT M/ 30HY, KOja je ITPOTe)KHa Vi IMILIeHa je yMa U cBpxe. 3atuM hy mokasary Ha Koju
HauyH II1aToHOB Mopen Hay4HO uIo3odcKor objalmera pedaeKTyje OBy MeTapU3NKy.
IToxasahy ma ce nBojHOCT MeTadu3MUKe Y3POUHOCTI MCIO/BaBa KPO3 /IBA €KCITIAHATOPHA
acmekTa Koje, Mo oBoM ¢ui030dy, LeOBUTO objallberhe MpUPOgHNX (peHoMeHa Mopa
capkaT. [IpBu of Ta 1Ba acmeKTa cacToji ce y reOMeTpPUjCKOj MHTepIIpeTanuji: GpeHOMeHN
ce objalmpaBajy yKasuBameM Ha BIXOBY HOMNENAPCKY CTPYKTYPY, IIPY 4eMy Cy Y OCHOBM
TeOMeTPMjCKM aTOMM3aM elleMEeHTAapHUX II0/IMIOHa (TPOYyINIoBa) M ujeja cumerpuje. [Ipyru
acIeKT objalllmberba je Teleo/IOIKY Y Majia je YHUBep3aaH, IIoce6Ho ce 1o6po youasa y
MMKPOKOCMOTeHe3H, Tj. Y 00jalllberby HaCTaHKa JbY/ICKOT Tea, Te (heHOMeHa IepIieniuje.
Ocum mrro hy ykasaTu Ha mpuMepe Koju Tpeba Jja 0J1aKIlIajy pasyMeBarbe OBa IBa aclIeKTa,
ucrahu hy u Ha koju HaumH Cy OHM, IO MOM MUIIbEHY, Y3ajaMHO IIOBE3AHN M 3AIITO
je Teneonoruju, y IImaroHOBOj eKcCITaHaTOPHOj BU3YpM, Aara IpefgHocT. KoHadHo, y
HOCTIefibeM JIeNy U3/larama ocBpHyhy ce Ha Mecto u ynory II1aToHOBOT ABOjHOT MOfesna
objalImera y OKBMPY IIMper KOHTEKCTa TPAINIINje PAaHUX IPYKMX NCTPaKIBaba IPUPOJie
KocMoca 11 4YoBeKa (T3B. peri physeos historiai), He OYIX IV TAKO 3a0KPY>KIJIa L[eJI0 M3/IaTrambe.
[Topenehn u xonrpactupajyhu IlnatonoB Mopen objalumerma ca MOAeIMMa Objallmberna
OBUX MCTPaKMBama, Tokazahy, Hanme, y uemy [InaTonoBa Teopuja HacTaB/ba Ty TPaguLAjy,
a y KOjuM eJleMeHTUMa je IaK KPUTUYKMU IpeBasuiasy npunpemajyhu repeH sa teopuje
KOje Jo7nase mmocre.

KrbyuHe peun: aHTUUKM Mogenu nprupoaHo Grnosodcknx objalltbera, [naToHOB ABOjHU Mogen
objalurbetba, reOMeTpUjcKa UHTepMpeTaLja, TeNeonorunja, Hy»KHoCT, yM, cBpxa (3o6po).
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PLATO’S TIMAEUS IN THE LIGHT OF THE THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC
EXPLANATION?

Platos Timaeus is a magnificent work that presents both a cosmology inbetween sci-
ence and myth and a peculiar theory of explanation for natural phenomena that aligns with
the early Greek natural philosophies (the peri physeos historiai). These two aspects of the
Timaeus are intertwined with Plato’s ontology as the ultimate determining factor. Therefore,
to understand Platos theory of explanation, one would do good to first comprehend his
metaphysics. In today’s talk, I will begin with an examination of Plato’s metaphysical causal-
ity as presented in the Timaeus, focusing particularly on the binary nature of causality. Pla-
to’s ontology includes ontologically determined causality, which is rational and teleological,
and ontologically indeterminate causality, known as the straying cause, which lacks cause
and meaning. I will then discuss how Plato’s model of scientific and philosophical explana-
tion reflects the binary nature of his Timaeus metaphysics. I will explain how it projects into
two necessary aspects of the complex Platonic explanation, the first being geometrical and
the second teleological. Furthermore, I will investigate the link between the two explanatory
aspects in the Timaeus and why teleology has the explanatory upper hand. Finally, I will
analyze Plato’s model of explanation in the context of the early Greek natural philosophies.
I will compare and contrast the Platonic model with the earlier theories, demonstrate its
continuity with the explanatory tradition of the peri physeos historiai, and explain how it
critically overcomes them, setting the scene for the metaphysical and explanatory theories
after Plato.

Key-words: ancient Greek models of scientific and philosophical explanation, Plato’s binary
explanatory model, geometrical interpretation, teleology, necessity, Mind, good.

3 Itis worth noting that Al was utilized to improve the formality of the original version of the English
text. To aid in the writing process, the author used Al prompts such as “Improve it” and “Sound formal.”
Moreover, the author created their own prompts, such as“Make it more precise.”



59

Anekcanpap KaHguh Aleksandar Kandi¢
Yuusep3uret y beorpagy University of Belgrade
Ouno3odckn dpakynter Faculty of Philosophy
UHcTuTyT 32 Yunozodujy Institute for Philosophy

YTUUAJ AHTUKE HA HAYYHY MUCAO MUNYTUHA MUJTAHKOBUTRA

Ham mcraknytnn HayuHuk MwrytuH Mmrankouh, 4nja je Teopuja KIMMAaTCKUX
IMKITyca JaHAc ommTenpuxsaheHa y HAayYHMM KPYroBUMa, OO je OfIMYaH MO3HaBasall
HICTOpUje HayKe, a HAPOUMTO aHTUYKe aCTPOHOMUje, MaTteMaryke u ¢punosoduje. Cprickn
Hay4HUK OM0 je, y M3BeCHOj Mep, MHCIIMPUCAH JIMKOM U fiesioM Apucrapxa ca Camoca, Koju
je Meby mpBMMa apryMeHTOBaO y IPUJIOT Xe/TMOLEHTPUYHOM CUCTEMY, KaO U IINTaroOpejcKo-
IUIATOHCKOM IapaJUTrMOM MaTeMaTUYKOTI MOJle/IOBalba IPUPOJHYX I10jaBa. Y IOMY/IapHO
HamucaHoM jfieny OCHMBauM NPUPOSHMX Hayka, MmaaHkoBuh ce 6aBM IMUTAaropejckom
dunosodujom, re Apucrorenom, Ilnaronom u JleMOKpUTOM, KOT OUMUITIEHO HAjBIIIIE LIEHN
Kao ,IIPMPOAbaKa’, cMaTpajyhu /ja merosa Imosunuja mpefcTaBba KoMIpoMuc nsmeby
IJIATOHMYAPCKOT UJieannsMa I apUCcTOTenoBCcKor emnupusma. Crapu Ipuy Meteoponoke
I0jaBe pasyMeBaayM Cy YIJIABHOM Ha CTaTM4YaH HAauyMH — OHe Cy OwiIe IOCIefuua
IPaBWIHNX KpeTamba HeOeCKUX Tela, Kao 1 MIPaBIMIHIX CMeHa TOUIIbUX f00a. 3amaKeHe
IIPaBITHOCTY OIPAB/IaBajy ynoTpeOy Mame VJIN BUIIE CJIOKEHOT MaTeMaTHYKOT anapara.
Moxe ce, mpeMa TOMe, TIOCTAaBUTH NNTalbe, IOCTOje /1M I'PAHNUIE IPYMEHe MaTeMaTHKe y
$USMYKUM TeopujaMa yOIIITe, ¥ KOHKPeTHO y obmactu Meteoponoruje? Mumankosuh y
CBOjUM YCIIOMeHaMa, J0XKVB/baj/IMa Vi Ca3HABIMA, y TeKCTY ,, Benmku kocMmyxy mpo6iem”,
cMaTpa fla MCK/bYYMBO Cpefba TOAMIIbA KIMMa MOXKe OUTU IpeaMeT MaTeMaTHYKOr
VICIATVBAkba, a He IOBPeMeHM 1 IoKamHy nopeMehaju atmocdepe, Te omtydyje fa ce myma
yomure He 6aBu. Buine o mona Beka HakoH MumankoBuha, J0ka3aHo je la YaK HU BeoMa
CTIOKeHe jefiHa4YMHe C KaKBMM ce cycpeheMo y HenyHeapHOj AMHAMUIIN He YCIIeBajy MyHO
Ia HaM Kaxy o nokanHuM nopemehajuma atmocdepe. Mehytum, croj TpagnumonamHor,
AQHTUYKOT IIOI7Iefla Ha CBET KOjU MHCUCTMPA Ha IIpeNo3HaBaby NPAaBIIHOCTY Y MOJIEPHOL,
eMIIMPUYKOT IIPUCTYIIA, Ie Ce YBEMVKO yBakaBa Oorara JUHaMMKa TEJIECHOT CBETa,
II0Ka32a0 ce y cIy4ajy MmtankoBuheBe Teopuje 13y3eTHO IVTOJHIIM.

KrbyuHe peun: MunytuH Munarkosuh, aHTuuka ¢rnosoduja 1 Hayka, CTaTUMHOCT/AUHAMUYHOCT,

MaTeMaTn4Kko moaenoBame aTMOc¢epe.

THE INFLUENCE OF ANTIQUITY ON MILUTIN MILANKOVIC’S
SCIENTIFICTHOUGHT

Our distinguished scientist Milutin Milankovi¢, whose theory of climate cycles is
now generally accepted in scientific circles, was an excellent connoisseur of the history of
science, especially ancient astronomy, mathematics and philosophy. The Serbian scientist
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was, to a certain extent, inspired by the character and work of Aristarchus of Samos, who
was among the first to argue in favor of the heliocentric system, as well as the Pythagore-
an-Platonic paradigm of mathematical modeling of natural phenomena. In the popularly
written work Founders of Natural Sciences, Milankovi¢ deals with Pythagorean philosophy,
as well as Aristotle, Plato and Democritus, whom he obviously values most as a “naturalist’,
considering that his position represents a compromise between Platonic idealism and Aris-
totelian empiricism. The ancient Greeks understood meteorological phenomena mainly in
a static way - they were the result of the regular movements of the heavenly bodies, as well as
the regular changes of the seasons. The observed regularities justify the use of a more or less
complex mathematical apparatus. Therefore, the question can be asked, are there limits to
the application of mathematics in physical theories in general, and specifically in the field of
meteorology? In his Memories, Experiences and Knowledge, in the text “The Great Cosmic
Problem”, Milankovi¢ proposes that only the average annual climate can be the subject of
mathematical examination, and not occasional and local disturbances of the atmosphere,
and thus decides not to deal with them at all. More than half a century after Milankovic, it
has been shown that even the very complex equations we encounter in nonlinear dynamics
fail to tell us much about local atmospheric disturbances. However, the combination of
the traditional, ancient worldview that insists on recognizing regularities and the modern,
empirical approach, where the rich dynamics of the physical world is greatly appreciated,
proved to be extremely fruitful in the case of Milankovic¢s theory.

Keywords: Milutin Milankovi¢, ancient science and philosophy, static/dynamic, mathematical
modeling of atmosphere.
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CONTINGENCY AND COUNTERFACTUALS IN UNDERSTANDING SCIENCE
HISTORICALLY

In this talk I will discuss the role of contingency and counterfactuals in the historical
understanding of scientific development. I will first sketch an approach to understanding
science historically that is based on the resources that are available to scientists and on
the constraints that circumscribe their available options. I will then claim that resources
and constraints delineate a space of possibilities, within which the trajectories followed
by historical actors are determined by contingent factors, such as their biographical
peculiarities and particular projects of inquiry. The ineliminable role of contingency in
scientific practice may seem to license counterfactual histories of science. As I will suggest,
however, the construction of counterfactual histories is predicated on two conditions: first,
the deliberate neglect of further contingencies along the counterfactual path; second, some
guiding “schema” (causal or inferential) underpinning the unfolding of that path. I will
argue, finally, that these conditions are not met in proper historical narratives. Rather,
they can only be met in “quasi-historical” accounts, such as those provided by rational
reconstructions of the development and acceptance of past scientific theories.
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METHOD AND MEANING: A PRAGMATIST ACCOUNT OF SCIENTIFIC
UNDERSTANDING

Contemporary discussions of scientific understanding still centre around explana-
tion and the related notion of explanatory understanding (representative statements are
found in Lipton [2004], Strevens [2013], de Regt [2017], Khalifa [2017], Potochnik [2020],
and Bird [2022]). By allying scientific understanding so closely to explanation, philosophers
of science continue to sell short the project of understanding scientific understanding. As
others before me have argued (like Humphreys [2000] and Lipton [2009]) understanding
is a richer — and potentially more fruitful — notion than explanation. In this talk, the aim
is to move further beyond explanatory understanding by articulating a pragmatist account
of scientific understanding that focuses on the function of concepts and methods in consti-
tuting understanding. Scientists do not just understand the world by explaining parts of it:
they interact with it in fruitful ways, engaging in method-learning and concept-develop-
ment, thereby gaining understanding which is not just explanatory.

The rest of the talk will proceed in two parts, corresponding to the two elements that
are crucial to the pragmatist account of scientific understanding: concepts and methods.
In arguing for the centrality of concepts in scientific understanding, I build on the work
of Arabaztis (2012) and Steinle (2016), both of whom have argued that there is a crucial
stage in scientific developments of developing the right kinds of concepts, that concepts
have something of a life of their own. As they show, theoretical explanations could only get
off the ground when scientists have developed appropriate concepts for their explanatory
purposes. Concepts provide indispensable frames (Chang 2022, Camp 2019) for making
phenomena intelligible, so that the phenomena can be thought and talked about as well as
interacted with intelligently. Without this, no sense can be made of particular phenomena,
and no understanding — explanatory or otherwise — can be gained of them.

The second part of the talk focuses on method-learning as an important aspect of
scientific inquiry, drawing especially on the pragmatist epistemologies developed by Henne
(2023) and Chang (2022) both of whom build on John Dewey’s pragmatism. I argue that
methods provide a crucial aspect of what it means to learn how to participate in a scientific
community, as well as providing the means to and standards for success in future activities.
Without method, scientists would be engaging in their research blindly, not building on
the successes of past generations of researchers. Methods provide patterns of successful en-
gagement with problems that provide suggestions for how to engage with new problems in
successful ways. In this way, methods capture an important part of scientific understanding,
namely understanding how fo perform and act within a field, dealing with its phenomena
and problems in an intelligent manner.
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I end the talk by discussing how this account provides a richer conception of scientif-
ic understanding than accounts of explanatory understanding, also briefly commenting on
how to think about the epistemic normativity of understanding on this view.

Keywords: methods, concepts, pragmatism, scientific understanding
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ON DISPOSITIONAL ACCOUNTS OF PRACTICAL EXPLANATION

It has been widely accepted that normative reasons can explain our actions (Raz 1999;
Scanlon 1998; Dancy 2000, Alvarez 2010). This consideration heavily relies on our common
practices of giving and seeking explanations, whereby it seems that when an agent acts in
light of a reason, this reason would contribute to making her action intelligible. For in-
stance, a subject might explain her action of going to a faraway supermarket with the reason
that there are good deals there; we can understand a swimmer’s action of quickly returning
to the shore of the beach if she tells us that there is a shark on the beach; there would be no
problem in understanding the policeman’s action of asking me to stop the car because the
headlights of my car do not work, and so on. However, it is not clear at all how normative
reasons can explain actions. Explanations would be constituted by objective metaphysical
relations between entities that are independent of the recipients of explanation, although
this independent relation is part of an explanation when it is recognized by agents and they
achieve some kind of intelligibility or understanding (Maurin 2019). But what is the meta-
physical connection between normative reasons and actions? To my knowledge, this rela-
tion had been unexplored until the emergence of Mantel’s dispositional account of acting
for a normative reason (2018). Her thesis is that the kind of metaphysical connection me-
diating between normative reasons and action is dispositional. Specifically, a tracking dispo-
sition ‘(...) to give a response in a certain relation to something else, in other words, to match
a response to certain conditions’ (2018, 209-210). Such a disposition figures in ‘non-causal
explanations’” in which the tracked entity can play the role of explanans. In the case of the
explanation of actions, the explanatory relation is based on a disposition to track normative
reasons that are manifested through actions.

Although Mantel’s account is a novel effort to account for the explanatory connection
between reasons and actions, the main objective of my presentation is to cast some doubts
on the dispositional account. I will proceed in two parts. First, I will argue that the disposi-
tional account posits a mysterious and ad hoc metaphysical relation that does not stand up
to critical scrutiny. Furthermore, I will show that possible replies to this objection will not
save her account and that we should thus abandon it. Second, I will argue that this outcome
has not led us to accept either a psychological account of our ordinary explanatory practices
or an error theory about them. In my view, it is possible to support a normative reading
of our practices according to which our explanatory statements do not aim to provide an
explanation of our actions, but the explanation of their justification. We will discuss the
metaphysical issues underlying this idea, and defend the view against some possible worries.

Keywords: practical reasons, explanation, action, dispositions, justification, grounding.
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EKCNJAHATOPHU NPEANKAMEHT: MOPAMO N1 TPYATU AA BUCMO
MUPOBANN?

Y norneny ®pereoBor samaxarma fia ICTa MUCA0 MOXKe OUTH M3pakeHa momohy
VHJEKCUYHUX U3pasa ,laHac" u ,jyde’, [lepn xaxe:

Ann Tpeba mu mucao 6utu ucra? BepoBame nspaxxeno nomohy ,,Mebyus6opu cy
laHac“ y yTopak MOTVBMIIIE OATOBOpHe rpabaHe fja iy Ha Iacame. BepoBame M3pakeHO
nomohy ,,Mebhyus6opu cy 61 jyde“ y cpeny Hehe MOTMBMCAaTI OATOBOPHE IIacade ja Uy
Ha I71acambe. V3IIea a ce BepoBama pasiiKyjy 110 casHajHOM 3Hauajy (Perry, J., Revisiting
the Essential Indexical, 2020, 51-52).

Vnak, Huje OUNUITIEHO KaKaB OIHOC M3MeDy uspuilamba MHEeKCUYKIX 13pasa “faHac”
u “jyde” Mopa OUTM YCIIOCTaB/beH Aa OM ce OCTBApMO YHYTapmU KOHTMHYUTET KOju
KOHCTUTYMIIE PeTeHIMjY U3BOPHOT BepoBarba (Kaplan, D., Demonstratives, 1989, 537, n.
64).

To moBopgu o mpobnema. [la 6ucmo crennduKoBanIuM OFHOC KOju Mopa 6uTu
yCIocTaB/beH Jja 0¥ CMO 00jacHM/IN peTeHIjy BepoBama IOTPeOHM Cy HaM AMHAMUYKI
(dpereoBcKM CMUCTIOBM WIM HEWITO IHJMMAa HaIMK. AU TO OHJjAa YMHMU BHBUX HOCHOLMMA
Ca3HajHOT 3HA4Yaja IIpe HEro ILITO TO YMHM 3Hadyema M3pasa ‘JaHac’ M ‘jyde’ Kao IITO
cmarpa Ilepn. Mu Tme Tpeba fa ofmycTaHeMo MM Off objallllbera peTeHIuje BepoBamba
WV Off o6jallIiberba IOHAIIAka, IITO Y/HIU U jeSHY U APYTY OILVIjy HelIPVMBIauHOM.

Msmas xoju mM3 OBOr NpeAMKaMeHTa IIpeIaKeM je OfyCTajambe Of HuAeje ha
nep3ucTUpajyhn auHaMmdky cMMUCIOBYU (WM BUMA CPOSHM II0jMOBU) Tpeba fla objacHe
noHamame. [la i je Ta neHa Bucoka?! Humarno, jep Kako rof HaM ce YMHUIIO, je3NUKa
3Ha4Yera MHJEKCMYKNX M3pasa “HaHac” ¥ “jyde” Kao aJTepHATMBHUX IIpeTeHJeHaTa Ha
HOCHolLe casHajHor 3Hauaja (ITepn) Hucy y mocny objaimerma MoHalama. Pesynrar Tora
je ma m3pakeHa Mucao (CMMCA0) OCTaje MCTa KPO3 MPOMEHY KOHTEKCTa “YIIPKOC MambUM
pasnukama” (Evans, G., The Varieties of Reference, 196). Mopamo Tpuatu ma 61cMo
MupoBau!

KibyuHe peun: NHaekcnkany, cMmncao, jesnyko 3Haueme, peTeHuuMja BepoBarba, MOTMBaUwja,
rnoHallame

AN EXPLANATORY PREDICAMENT: MUST WE RUN TO KEEP STILL?

In relation to Frege’s claim that one can express the same thought today by means of
‘yesterday’ that one expressed yesterday by means of ‘today’, Perry remarks:

But should the Thought be the same? The belief expressed by “The midterm elections
be today” on Tuesday motivates responsible citizens to go to the polls. The belief expressed
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by “The midterm elections be yesterday” on Wednesday will not motivate responsible voters
to go to the polls. It seems the cognitive significance of the beliefs are different (Perry, J.,
Revisiting the Essential Indexical, 2020, 51-52).

Yet, it not obvious what relation between the utterances of ‘today” and ‘yesterday’
must obtain in order to ensure the internal continuity that constitutes retaining the original
belief (Kaplan, D., Demonstratives, 1989, 537, n. 64).

This creates a problem: To specify the relation that is required to explain belief reten-
tion we need to appeal to persisting (dynamic) Fregean senses or their cognates. But this
makes them bear cognitive significance rather than the linguistic meanings of ‘today’ and
‘yesterday), as Perry holds. We either need to give up on explaining belief retention or on
explaining behaviour, which makes neither of these two mutually exclusive options very
attractive.

My way out of this explanatory predicament is to give up on the idea that persisting
senses ought to explain behaviour. Is the price too high? Not at all, since appearances to the
contrary, the linguistic meanings of ‘today’ as ‘yesterday’ as alternative contenders for being
the bearers of cognitive significance (Perry) are not in the business of explaining behaviour.
As a result, the thought (sense) that is expressed stays the same through the change of con-
text, “despite lower-level differences” (Evans, G., The Varieties of Reference, 196). We must
run to keep still!

Keywords: Indexicals, sense, linguistic meaning, belief retention, motivation, bevaviour
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A UNIFIED MODEL OF METAPHYSICAL AND CAUSAL EXPLANATION

Metaphysical explanations can be answers to ‘why?’ questions. They tell us what
makes something the case. Grounding underwrites those explanations by relating the rel-
evant facts. What makes B, some biological fact about function, the case? Answer: C, some
chemical fact about microstructure, makes B the case. Hence B is grounded in C. In this
paper I show that this model of explanation is the same as a model of causal explanation.
Where in philosophy metaphysical explanations involve grounding, in science causal expla-
nations involve causation. To make my case I claim that a metaphysical unity qua analogy
underlies grounding and causation. The upshot is that explanation is a unified enterprise
between philosophy and science, in which grounding and causation have the same essential
roles.

Grounding is usually considered a distinct kind of metaphysical dependence between
morefundamental and less-fundamental facts: one fact, A, asymmetrically determines an-
other fact, B; for A makes B so, brings B about, or is responsible for B (Audi, 2012, p. 688).
For instance, the fact an act maximises pleasure metaphysically grounds the fact it'’s morally
good. The first fact is more fundamental than the second fact, whose obtaining necessarily
depends on that of the first.

Causation is a similar kind of metaphysical dependence. Like grounding, causation
is a necessary, determinative, generative, and productive relation; but it obtains between
events. Causal explanations ‘horizontally’ trace temporal structure. Metaphysical explana-
tions ‘vertically’ trace levels of reality’s structure.

So how deep do their similarities run? A popular gloss amongst metaphysicians is to
say there’s an ‘analogy’ between grounding and causation. ‘Ground [...] stands to philosophy
as cause stands to science, writes Fine (2012, p. 40). Grounding should be treated ‘in the
image of causation, argues Schaffer (2016, p. 50). Grounding and causation are ‘different
species of the same genus, claims Wilson (2018, p. 724), and, as such, there’s a ‘systematic
analogy’ between the two (ibid., pp. 724, 725, 747).

However, these authors merely describe resemblances between grounding and causa-
tion. Their strategies miss an account of metaphysical unity which justifies grounding and
causation’s having the same fundamental role in explanation: to identify that X brings about
Y —our singular explanatory model. If grounding and causation can be shown to be of one
kind, the claim they ought to share formalisms and a singular vocabulary (‘because; ‘in vir-
tue of’, ‘causes, ‘depends on, etc.) is justified.

I argue analogy is the best candidate to explain the systematic similarities between
grounding and causation because it illuminates that unity. It does so with a framework of
generic and specific laws. I do not mean ‘analogy’ in the sense that Schaffer and Wilson mean
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‘analogy’. Their talk is rather loose. I mean ‘analogy’ in a strong sense of metaphysical analo-
gy. Following McDaniel’s (2017) blueprint, I draw up a generic formulation of metaphysical
dependence, of which grounding and causation are distinct modes. I call this formulation
bringing-about. Its central specification defines the features of grounding and causation fo-
cally. I claim to be the first philosopher to take the analogy seriously.

Keywords: analogy, causation, explanation, grounding
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ONTWO INCOMPATIBLE WAYS OF DISTINGUISHING EXPLANATION AND
UNDERSTANDING IN PETER’S WINCH EPISTEMOLOGY

My talk proposes a new reading of Peter Winch’s The Idea of a Social Science (ISS),
which is widely considered to be a seminal contribution to the demarcation between the
explanatory and the comprehensive sciences, and which supposedly places social science
unequivocally on the “understanding” side of the divide (Wright, p. 28-29). I intend to re-
examine Winch’s case for a rift between the epistemology of the social and natural sciences.
While his argument that the concepts of human action cannot be reduced to purely natu-
ralistic terms is valid, I argue that Winch fails to establish an essential difference between
two kinds of inquiry. On the contrary, I will show that Winch’s philosophical commitments
hold him to a common epistemological framework for the natural and the social sciences,
where both understanding and explanation figure as fundamental concepts for all forms of
inquiry.

The first section of my talk will address Winch’s arguments for a separation between
the methods of the natural and social sciences in ISS. I will begin by showing that there is
a valid argument against the reduction of the objects of the social sciences to those of the
natural sciences, but that this applies to the relations between the objects of different disci-
plines inside the natural sciences as well. I will then analyze what Winch himself says is his
main argument (ISS, chapter III, sections 5 and 6). I will argue that the argument relies on a
false dichotomy between being a fellow participant in an activity and relating to its external
object. Such a dichotomy will be shown to be incompatible with the Wittgensteinian frame-
work Winch is working with. Therefore, pace Winch, there is no fundamental difference in
structure between knowledge of social and natural objects. Winch’s argument shows at the
most that social studies are always reflexive (involve not only mastering concepts but taking
concepts themselves as objects of research). However, I will contend that every mode of
inquiry must present some level of reflexivity if it is to be called a science.

In the second and final part of my talk, I will argue that Winch does not succeed in
creating a methodological rift between the explanatory and the comprehensive sciences
precisely because he’s working with an original conception of epistemology as the descrip-
tion of “the conditions which must be satisfied if there are to be any criteria of understand-
ing at all” (ISS, p.21). I will explicate this lesser-known aspect of Winch’s philosophy, with
reference to passages from ISS and subsequent works. I will conclude this second section by
asserting the epistemological import of Winch’s work, describing him as a precursor to what
Brandom calls the “entanglement thesis” (Brandom, p. 200-202) regarding the inseparabil-
ity of epistemology, semantics and pragmatics. If time allows, I'll contrast two important
readings of Winch (Hutchinson et al ; Pleasants) with my own, showing that both works fail
to give due credence to Winch’s epistemology.
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FPAHULEE MOJMOBHE AHAJIU3E Y OUJI030OCKOM OBJALUKBLEKDY

ITpema momynapHoM cxBaTamy, Gprno3oduja mpescTapba 0OMNK UCTPaKMBamba Koje
ce y HajBehoj Mepu ocama Ha 10jMOBHY aHanuay. Vnak, 1o6po je mos3HaTo Ja MojMOBHA
aHa/IM3a 9eCTO JOBOAM [0 Pa3IMINTUX 00/IMKa 3aCTOja y apryMeHTalLlUjI, KOje KapaKTepuIle
HeMOTyhHOCT 3aCTyITHMKA CYITPOTCTAaB/beHMX CTPAHA Y IUCKYCHjH Ia TPY>Ke J0Ka3e 3a CBOje
dunosodcke nosuuyje u rese. Vaxo ce n3nas U3 OBUX CUTyalMja, MICTOPUjCKY IIOCMATPaHO,
Hajuenrhe Tpaxxuo y ybraxkaBamwy cXBaTama Win MofguduKaljaMa peleBaHTHIX II0jMOBa,
maHac ce ¢unosodpu cee vemhe oxpehy pesyrraTvmMa M MeTORONOMIKMM CpPefCTBMMA
APYTUX UCTPaKMBAYKMX obmactu. Vimajyhn y Buny na momeHyTa MHTEpAMCIMUIUIMHAPHOCT
y HOCTIefBNX HEKOIMKO JielleHNnja MOCTaje CBe ydecTalnja, Y TOKy OBOT IIpefjaBama hy
IpEACTAaBUTY HEKONIMKO IIPMMepPa KOji YKa3yjy Ha M3BECHA OTPaHMY€eha YICTO OjMOBHOT
pasMarpama oppebennx ¢unosodckux mpobnema, anm ¥ HEKOMUKO IIpMMepa KOju
II0Ka3yjy /ja II0jMOBHA aHa/IM3a HMKaJla He MOXe Ja Oyle y MOTIYHOCTY M30eTrHyTa Wn
M30CTaB/beHa. Y TOM CMMCIY, Y TOKY IpefaBama hy IOKyIIaTy fja Ipy>XUM AMpeKTaH
OITOBOP Ha IUTame O yJI03M, BPEIHOCTM, OTpaHMYEIbMMa M HeJoCTalMMa II0jMOBHE
aHa/nu3e y OKBUPY GUI030PCKUX objallIberba.

Kao mpumep ycmemmne mHTepakumje ¢umosoduje M OCTamMX MCTPAKMBAYKIX
obmacTy, npukasahy Ha KoOju HauMH Cy pe3yATaTM CaBpPeMEHMX HeYpOHayYHNUX
VICTPaKVMBambha JOBEIN y IUTambe MO3HATy (Pumo3odcKy Tesy O XefOHCKOj CUMeTpuju,
npemMa Kojoj je 3a7J0BO/bCTBO IoucToBeheHo ca ofcycTBOM 0071a, KOja CBOjy IIPBOOMTHY
dopmynanmja Hamasu jom kop Emmkypa, kako OM KacHMje HOCTYXWIa Kao TeMesb
YTUIMTapUCTUYKE TeOpHje Y €TV, Off BbeHe IpBoOuTHe homynanyje y pagosuma [lepemnu
benrama (Jeremy Bentham), ma cBe mo caBpeMennx ¢popmynarnmja KpajeM IpOLUIOT Beka.
Haume, HeypoHayyHa MCTpa)kMBamba MIPY>Kajy HEOCIIOPHE JOKa3e [a IICUXOJIOIIKA CTamba,
IIOITYT 3a/I0BO/bCTBA ¥ 00Ja, peannsyjy pasmmunute u MehycoOHO HesaBMCHe HeypajHe
CTPYKTYpe€, YMMe Cy y IOTIYHOCTH OCIIOpeHe KaKo Knacu4Ha EnmMkypoBa Te3a o XeJOHCKOj
CUMETPWjH, TAKO ¥ CBE IheHEe KaCHMje BapyjaHTe.

HaxoHn Tora hy npehn Ha cBe nmomynapHmje nmokyuaje a ce peureme Grm030PpCKnx
npobneMa mpoHabe y MCIMTHBaWy HAIIVX 3[APaBOPAa3yMCKMX MHTYMLMja. 3a Pas3mmMKy
OJ] TPETXOZHOr C/ydYaja, y KOjeM je HeypOHayKa IpelM3HO yKasaja Ha HeJoCTaTKe
JOTafAllBbUX - CI1000AHO MOXKeMO pehy, BUIIEMWIEHMjyMCKMX — IIOjJMOBHUX
ompebema m mayMcTMHKIMjA, TpencTaBuhy OpojHe MambKaBOCTU CaBPEeMEHMX IIOKYIIaja
ma ce ¢unosodcku mpobmeMu pele ocnamameM Ha vox populi. Ykpatko, TBpauhy ma
dunosodnja Moxke ma Hahe BeoMa KOPUCHO YIIOPHIITEe Y HEYpOHAayKaMa — Ha OCHOBY Yera
je KpajeM ocaMjeceTux ToAMHA CKOBaH TePMMH ,,Heypodunozoduja®, kojum ce pedepupa
Ha YIPaBO TakaB OOMK MHTEPAMUCLUIUIMHAPHOT MCTPaXMBamba — JOT/IE COLMOJIOLIKA
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VICIIMTUBAba 3[JpaBOPa3yMCKVX MHTYMIMjAa MOTY Ja HaM eBeHTyanHo oMoryhe jacHuju
YBUZL Y TO Y K0joj MepH je Heka ¢puno3ogcka Tesa npuxsaheHa U yKIoIbeHa y yoOudajeHn
HaulH PasMMI/baba O HEKOM IINTakby JWIN IIPOO/IeMy, a/li ce MIIaK He MOTYy YIOTpeOuTn
KaKo Oy ce Ha KOHK/Ty3MBaH HauMH J0Ka3ajie MM OCIOpUIIe HeKe Off CYIPOCTAaB/beHMX
¢unosodcknx nosuuuja.

KrbyuHe peun: nojMoBHa aHanm3a, Heypodunosoduja, xegoHr3am, 30paBopasyMcKke NHTyuLje.

THE BOUNDARIES OF CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS
IN PHILOSOPHICAL EXPLANATIONS

Commonly held beliefs suggest that philosophy primarily relies on conceptual analy-
sis as a method of inquiry. However, it is widely acknowledged that this approach often leads
to various obstacles in argumentation, marked by the inability of proponents on opposing
sides of a discussion to substantiate their philosophical positions and theses with evidence.
Throughout history, attempts to overcome these obstacles have often involved adjusting
or modifying key concepts. Today, however, philosophers are increasingly turning to the
results and methodological tools of other academic fields. Given the growing prevalence of
this interdisciplinary approach in recent decades, this lecture will illustrate several examples
that highlight the limitations associated with solely relying on conceptual analysis in ad-
dressing specific philosophical issues. Additionally, it will provide several instances where
conceptual analysis remains indispensable and irreplaceable. In the course of the lecture, an
effort will be made to offer a direct response to questions about the role, significance, limi-
tations, and drawbacks of conceptual analysis in the domain of philosophical explanations.

As an illustration of successful interdisciplinary collaboration between philosophy
and other research fields, I will demonstrate how modern neuroscientific findings have
posed a significant challenge to the well-established philosophical concept of hedonic sym-
metry, according to which pleasure is identical to the absence of pain and can be traced
back to its initial formulation in the works of Epicurus. This notion subsequently served as
the cornerstone for utilitarian ethical theories, evolving from its inception in the works of
Jeremy Bentham to contemporary interpretations in the late twentieth century. Present-day
neuroscientific research provides compelling evidence that psychological states, such as
pleasure and pain, are regulated by discrete and mutually independent neural structures,
fundamentally challenging both the classical Epicurean concept of hedonic symmetry and
its subsequent adaptations.

Following this, I will explore the growing trend of attempting to resolve philosophi-
cal issues by examining our common-sense intuitions. Unlike the earlier scenario in which
neuroscience precisely exposed deficiencies in longstanding conceptual definitions and
distinctions, I will emphasize several limitations in contemporary efforts to address phil-
osophical problems by relying on vox populi, or popular opinion. In summary, I will argue
that philosophy can find a valuable foundation in the neurosciences, a perspective that led
to the coining of the term ‘neurophilosophy’ in the late 1980s to describe precisely this form
of interdisciplinary investigation. Conversely, sociological studies of common-sense intui-
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tions may offer a clearer insight into the degree to which a philosophical thesis is embraced
and integrated into conventional thought regarding a particular issue or problem. However,
these studies cannot conclusively validate or invalidate any of the opposing philosophical
positions.

Keywords: conceptual analysis, neurophilosophy, hedonism, common-sense intuitions.
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MABHE AUXOTOMMIE Y UCTOPUJUN HAYKE N bUXOBA OTPAHUYEHA

JluxoTomuje cy omTpa MeHTanHa opyba 1, kao 1 cBa opyba, Mory jja 6yay onacHe ako
ce BJIMa PyKyje HeIPOMUIIUbeHO. Y Haylu je ofpelheHr 6poj KOHIeNTyaTHUX JUXOTOMMja
HEM30CTaBaH JIe0 JOrMYKM (M MeTONONOMIKM) Ba/baHMX objammera. MebhyTum, MHore
Off TAaKBUX [VXOTOMMja, Y KOHTEKCTYy HAy4HNUX MCTPaXMBama, HNUCY HU U30MM3a
3aMMII/bEHe KAo aTCoMyTHe (TO jecT, y BbuMa ce [jBe CTpaHe He MICK/bY4Yyjy HEMMHOBHO).
[taBumre, ako ce 0Be JUXOTOMMj€ CXBaTe Kao aIlCOMYTHE, TO UM MOYKE 3HATHO YMAUTHU
Moh objammaBamwa. Taj mpobnem ce y ¢mio30pckuM WM APYLITBEHUM paclpaBaMa
0 TeMaMa Be3aHVM 3a HayKy HepeTKO IOTopluaBa 370CpeNHOM IpakcoM Jja ce CamMdHe
JUIXOTOMMUje IIOCMAaTpPajy Kao KPyT — U Y KPajib0j IMHMjU HEIIPOMEH/bUB — HTE/IEKTya/IHI
OKBUp, YMECTO Jja Ce YBaXKM fla Cy ¥ OHe caMe Jie0 eKCIUTAHATOPHe CTPYKType Koja 61Ba
KOHCTpyMCaHa (a TIOHeKaj, M [eMMMUYHO WAV TIPUBPEMEHO NeKOHCTPYMCaHa, LITO je
sine qua non HaydHor mporeca). CImyHa Ipakca HAPOYMTO IITETH HAllleM pasyMeBaiby
y CIIy4ajy OHMX AMXOTOMHja KOje je, Y Kpajib0j IMHMjI, HeOIXOAHO mpeBasuhn ma 6m ce
MOITIO PasMUIIUBATU O Ja/beM HaIpeloBaiby Ka paspellery AAaTor HayYHO-(P1mo30hcKor
npo6rema. OBe hemMo ykpaTrko pasMOTPUTH TpM NOTEHIMjalTHA IIpUMepa JUXOTOMIja
3a Koje 61 HaBeleHO YIIO30peme MOITIO fla BaXKM: PeNyKIMOHNM3aM HACYIPOT XONU3MY,
leTepMIHM3aM HaCYIPOT MH/IeTePMUHU3MY U MEXaHUIIM3aM HaCyNIpOT QyHKIMOHAIN3MY
y HayKama y xumBoTy. CBe Tpu OBe JUXOTOMIje OMBajy HOJATHO JOBefieHe y nuTame (M
JaK MoOMjeHe) CKOpaIIkbyM IIpaBLMMa pas3Boja Kako y 6uonoruju tako n'y ¢unosodujn,
noceOHO OHMMA KOjI ce OCamajy Ha xunoTte3y o laju Ilejmca J/laBnoka u JIun Maprynuc
¥ IbeHe TeKyhe paspajie 1 rpaHama, CacBMM Y CKJIaJly ca HacTyImajyhoM acTpo6uomomkom
PEeBOIYLIMjOM — HAapacTajyhuM MHTepAMCUMIUIMHAPHUM HACTOjameM fla ce IPOydaBambe
JKMBOTA CMeCT! y ofiroBapajyhm yHuBepsamuu (OfHOCHO KOCMMYKY) KOHTEeKCT. Haparme,
nokymaheMo 7a mokakeMo Ha KOjy je Ha4MH IPOLIMpPEHa CMHTe3a eBOTYLMOHe Teopuje,
Io4YeB Of Jla/lleKOCeKHNX papoBa Iynma, Ennpena, Jlyontnna u Bpbe o ,ucmpeknpaHoj
PAaBHOTEXM, ca CHaXHMM HAIJIACKOM Ha CBEIPUCYTHUM Yy3ajaMHUM Besama u3Meby
eBONIy1LMje, eKomoryje u passuha, Beh yBemnko ocmabuia cBako ancomyTUCTUYKO Bubeme
HaBeJleH!X AMXOTOMUja. Y CBAKOM Off pasMaTpaHMX IIpUMepa, 3acTylmahemo Iieguiire fja
je maTa IMXOTOMMja eIMCTEMOJIONIKY CBPCYCXO/IHA aKO U caMo aKo ce IouTyjy oppebhena
OrpaHMYera HbeHe IPYMEH/BMBOCTI, Te [a je TaKBa OIPaHNYeba HEOIIOXKHO IOTPeOHO
VICTIATAaT ¥ HOOMIbKe OfPeAUTH, M TO Ha KOHTEKCTHO-3aBMCAH HAYMH, Kako 6u ce y
HayKaMa 0 )KUBOTY MOITIO HACTABUTH 3aII09eTO I7I0OATHO CTpeM/berbe Ka MHTeIPaTHBHjOj,
VIHKTy3MBHMjOj U 0OyXBaTHMjoj mepcrekTuBy. OBakBa IIPOMeHa IepCIEKTVBE HIje
6e3 eTMYKMX MMIUIMKALMja, TI0CeOHO y CBETAy JaHANIkEr KaTacTpodUYHOr YTHIiaja
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JOBeYaHCTBA Ha 3eM/buHy 6mocdepy. Crora hemo M3nOXNUTH apryMeHTALVjy Y IPUIOT
3HAYajHO MOZIpOOHNje eKCIUIMKALMje HajpacpoCTpambeHjuX AuxoTomMuja y punosodckoj
aHanuau HaydHor npernyha. Hamocnetky hemo ce xparko mortahm mojenmHux Bemmkmx
¢unosodcknx Tpaguyja yCMEPEHNUX Ka ,,jeAMHCTBY CYIIPOTHOCTH .

Krbque peun: }J,MXOTOMI/Ije, penykunoHnsam, xonn3sam, OeTepMUHM3aM, NHOETEPMUHK3aM,
MeXaHunumnsam, (I)yHKLlI/IOHaJ'IVBaM

PRINCIPAL DICHOTOMIES IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE
AND THEIR LIMITATIONS

Dichotomies are sharp mental tools and, as all sharp tools, they can be dangerous if
wielded inconsiderately. In science, a number of key conceptual dichotomies are a neces-
sary part of logically (and methodologically) valid explanations. However, many of such
dichotomies are, in the context of scientific enquiry, far from being conceived as absolute
(i. e., their sides are not inevitably mutually exclusive). Treating them as such may therefore
severely impair their explanatory power. The problem is often aggravated in philosophical
or social discussions on science-related topics by the unfortunate practice of regarding such
dichotomies as a rigid — and ultimately immutable - intelectual framework, instead of the
recognition that dichotomies themselves are part of the explanatory structure that is being
constructed (and sometimes partially or temporarily deconstructed, which is a sine qua
non of the scientific process). This practice is particularly damaging to our understanding
in the case of dichotomies that ultimately need to be transcended if any advance toward
the resolution of a scientific/philosophical problem is to be contemplated. We will briefly
discuss three potential examples of dichotomies where the above caveat might apply: reduc-
tionism vs. holism, determinism vs. indeterminism, and mechanicism vs. functionalism in
life sciences. All three of these traditional dichotomies are additionally questioned (or even
undermined) by recent developments in both biology and philosophy, particularly those
centered on the Gaia hypothesis of Lovelock and Margulis and its ongoing elaborations
and ramifications, fully resonating with the advent of astrobiological revolution - the ris-
ing interdisciplinary effort to place the study of life in its appropriate universal (or cosmic)
context. In addition, we will try to show how the extended synthesis of evolutionary theory,
beginning with seminal works of Gould, Eldredge, Lewontin and Vrba on the “punctuat-
ed equlibrium’, with a strong emphasis on universal interrelationships between evolution,
ecology and development, has already vastly weakened any absolutist view of the aforemen-
tioned dichotomies. In each of the discussed examples, we will argue that the dichotomy is
epistemologically useful if and only if provisioned with certain limitations of its applicabil-
ity, and that such limitations urgently need to be studied and determined in a context-de-
pendent manner if life sciences are to continue their present global move toward a more
integrative, inclusive and comprehensive outlook. Such change of outlook is not without
ethical implications, particularly considering the current catastrophic impact of humanity
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on the Earth’s biosphere. We will therefore present a case for significantly more explication
of principal limitations of common dichotomies in the philosophical analyses of the scien-
tific endevour. Finally, we will briefly touch upon potential parallels with some of the great
philosophical traditions oriented toward the “unification of opposites™.

Key words: dichotomies, reductionism, holism, determinism, indeterminism, mechanicism,

functionalism
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ON THE CONTINUUM FALLACY:
ISTEMPERATURE A CONTINUOUS FUNCTION?

Philosophers of science (and even scientists) often endorse the continuum picture,
that is, they argue that continuity is essential for many accounts of scientific representation,
explanation and understanding: call this the Continuum Fallacy. One version of the fallacy
has it that continuum models are indispensable, “in principle’, because many macroscale
phenomena cannot be explained in purely reductive, microphysical terms, and can instead
be explained only by positing continuum models at the macroscale. That is, continuum
models play an indispensable role in scientific explanations despite being effectively decou-
pled from the microphysical details of the systems they describe (Batterman 2009; 2011;
2013). Another version of the fallacy relates to a pragmatic view of continuum models,
that is, the justification for such models comes from their mathematical convenience and
empirical adequacy, as discontinuous representations are generally intractable (Butterfield
2011). A further version of the fallacy has it that the discontinuities apparent in scientific
representations may not really be there when the associated physics is parsed out carefully,
and thus, all things considered, continuity seems to be the norm (Bangu 2009; 2019; Menon
and Callender 2013).

By focusing on the anomalous case of temperature discontinuities, we argue that the
continuum view is fallacious because:

i) continuum models at the macro level are not necessarily decoupled from the
microscopic features of a physical system, making continuum models empirically
inadequate and inapplicable in many situations of current scientific interest;

ii) the evidence of temperature discontinuities runs from the macroscopic to the
microscopic — that is, they are present in both the data (experiments and simu-
lations) and the phenomena (theories and models) pertaining to thermal systems;
and

iii) the discontinuous modelling of temperature profiles can not only be more em-
pirically adequate than continuum modelling but also provide us with a better sci-
entific understanding of the underlying thermal phenomena.

We choose the case of temperature because, following from the continuum view,
there is a commonly held misconception that temperature varying across a region of space
or time can always be represented as a continuous function.

We illustrate our arguments by analysing three inter-related cases of temperature
modelling in detail to make this point:

a) phase transitions in evaporative processes leading to temperature discontinuities
across liquid-vapour droplets (interfaces);
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b) thermal boundary resistance across solid-solid interfaces leading to temperature
discontinuities; and
c) temperature and velocity jump at walls in fluid flows, such as in micro-channels.
We conclude that a) continuum models are not indispensable in describing physical
phenomena; b) temperature is not necessarily a continuous function in our best scientific
representations of the world; and c) that its continuity, where applicable, is a contingent
matter. Our view is that both continuum and discontinuum models work in certain con-
texts and either fail or become intractable in others, and that the indispensability thesis is
thus misguided and unwarranted.

Keywords: Continuity, Scientific explanations, Idealisations, Temperature
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OBJAWUKEKE U PABYMEBAKE MPEBUOTUYKE XEMUJE: HACTAHAK
MKUBOTA KPO3 UHOOPMALIMJE U HAYKY O MPEXAMA

Y Tparamy 3a OTKpUBamWeM TajHU MOPEK/Ia XMBOTA HA 3eM/bl, IPEeOMOTUYKY XeMU4apy
Cy nyOOKO 3apOHWMIN Yy KOMIUIEKCHe MoJeKynapHe cdepe Omoxemuje TOKOM IIPOIIIOT
BeKa. IbyxoBM Hammopy ycMepeHM Cy Ha CTHIIalbe JyOOKUX yBMUZA y IeHe3y >KMBOTA, ca
OCeOHMM HAITIackoM Ha flemdpoBamy MOJIEKYIApHMX acIekara Omoxemuje. Ycpern
JKVUBUX JlebaTa 0 IOTEHIjaTHOj YHUBEP3ATHOCTY XeMUjCKMX OCHOBA >KMBOTA, M3HEAPIO
ce KOHCEH3YC: )KMBOT, y CBOjUM Pas3/IM4nUTIM MaHM(ecTanyjaMa, MHXePEeHTHO HOCU Ty0OoK
ocehaj oprannsosanocti. OBa MHXepeHTHa ypeheHOCT, koja mpoXX1Ma pas3IndnTe CKase
buocdepe, 03HaUaBa OCHOBHY UCTUHY — OPKeCTpallyja XXIBOTA IpeBasyIasy Mepe YicTo
XeMUjcKux cacTaBa. K/byyHo 3a pasyMeBambe HOpeKIa )KMBOTa HaTa3M Ce Y CBEIIPUCY THOCTH
ynore nadopmanuja. [locroje 6pojun foKas3m Koju WIyCTpyjy Ay6oK yruiaj nadopmaryja
y obnukoBamy came CTpyKType xuBorta. Of KoMIleKCHe Kopeorpaduje 61oxeMujcKux
peakuuja yHytap henmmja mo copucTunypaHMx MexaHM3aMa CUTHANIM3aLMje y >KUBUM
TKUBYIMA, Off Je/IVIKaTHe PaBHOTEXE Y eKOCUCTEMIMA JIO CIIeTa APYIITBEHUX CTPYKTypa
y OpywrtBuMa, MHOpMalMje BELITO TKajy Tamucepujy opraHmsanuje >kmorta. OBa
IepCIeKTVBa O3Ha4YaBa IPOMEHY IIapaiurMe, e XMBOT HHje CaMo IIPOM3BOJ, OM0XeMIjCKIX
peakuuja yHyTap hemujckux rpannija, Beh manndecranmja KOMIJIEKCHe UTpe MHTEPaKIIMja
U TpaHcopMalmja, BEIITO IOCpefoBaHe MHpOpManyjaMa. Y OKBUPY OBOT CIIO>KEHOT
Mojie/ia, HayKe O Mpe)kaMa ce I10jaB/byjy Kao HelIpOLIebJBIU CaBe3HMK, Hyfehy xomcTuakn
¥ KBAHTUTATUBHM IPYUCTYI pasyMeBamy CIOKeHOCTH X1BoTa. [Ipuxsarajyhn cucremckn
norsen 1 kKopuctehy aHamMTN4Ky Moh Hayke 0 MpeXkama, IIpeOMoTIYKa XeMiija ce Halasy
Ha 1pary Hose epe. OBaj MyITUAVICHUIUIMHAPHM IIPUCTYII He CaMO fla OCBET/baBa CHHTE3y
MOJIEKy/Ia Pe/leBaHTHUX 3a JPEBHY )XIBOT, Beh, IITO je joi BayKHUje, IpyXKa Jyboke yBuse
Y TO KaKO Cy OBJ MOJIEKY/IM 3ajeJHO KaTa/lM30Ba/IN I10jaBy NPBUX KMBUX CUCTeMA. Y OBOj
HapagurMy, MOJIEKY/IM NIPeCTajy Aa Oymy M30/I0BaHe je[VIHMLIE; OHM IIOCTAjy MIHTEIPaTHN
YBOPOBM Y OTPOMHOj, MehycoOHO 1oBe3aHoj Mpe>xu MOTyhHOCTIL. Y OKBUPY OBe AMHAMIYKe
Mpexe, pasMeHa mMHopMalMja U eHepruje mokpehe cyumTuHy opraHmsaumje >KMBOTA,
nosozehn o ouapaBajyhe croxxeHocTH y cBUM meroBuM obnuiyma. OBaj paj obyxsara
6oraro noapydje UCTpakMBama 1 0TKpuha (y IpeObnoTMIKOj XeMuji 1 HayLy O MpeXkama),
Hypehu cBeobyxBaraH Imperey KOMIUIEKCHe MHTepaKIyje n3Mehy 61oxeMujcKux mporeca
1 nHPOpPMALMOHO-TIOCPeoBaHe opranusanuje. PacBer/paBajyhy ocHOBHe mpuHIMIIE
KOj! yIIpaB/bajy OpPraHM3aIMjoOM >KMBMX CuUCTeMa, ¢puro3odcka Hajorpajma He camo
fa mpopy6/byje Halle pasyMeBame IOpeKIa >KMBOTa, Beh oTBapa HyT 3a MHOBAaTMBHE
npumeHe (Tj. objalimberba) y pasnMInTM HAYYHUM AMCLUIUIMHAMA, Off acTpobuonoruje
Io cuHTeTH4Ke Ouonoruje. [IpencraB/beHn npuMepy Mpyskajy YBPCTy OCHOBY 3a Oymyha
VICTPa)XXMBama, NoMepajyhu Hay4yHy 3ajefHMIy IIpeMa HOBUM TpaHHUIIaMa pa3yMeBaiba
caMe CYIITVHE OpraHu3alyje >KMBOTA.
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BRIDGING EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING
IN PREBIOTIC CHEMISTRY: LIFE’S GENESIS THROUGH INFORMATION
AND NETWORK SCIENCE

In the quest to unravel the mysteries of life’s origins on Earth, prebiotic chemists
have delved deeply into the intricate molecular realms of biochemistry throughout the past
century. Their efforts focus on gaining profound insights into the genesis of life, with a
particular emphasis on deciphering the molecular aspects of biochemistry. Amidst spirited
debates concerning the potential universality of life’s chemical foundations, a consensus
has emerged: life, in its diverse manifestations, inherently embodies a profound sense of
organization. This inherent orderliness, which permeates various scales of the biosphere,
signifies a fundamental truth - life’s orchestration transcends mere chemical compositions.
Central to this understanding is the pervasive role of information. Evidence abounds, illus-
trating the profound influence of information in shaping the very fabric of life. From the
intricate choreography of biochemical reactions within cells to the sophisticated signaling
mechanisms in living tissues, from the delicate balance in ecosystems to the tangled social
structures of societies, information intricately weaves the tapestry of life’s organization. This
perspective marks a paradigm shift, wherein life is not merely a product of biochemical
reactions within cellular boundaries but rather a manifestation of the intricate interplay of
interactions and transformations, all mediated by information. Within this complex frame-
work, network science emerges as an invaluable ally, offering a holistic and quantitative
approach to deciphering life’s complexities. By embracing a system-level viewpoint and
harnessing the analytical power of network science, prebiotic chemistry finds itself at the
threshold of a new era. This multidisciplinary approach not only illuminates the synthesis
of molecules relevant to primordial life but, more significantly, provides profound insights
into how these molecules collaboratively catalyzed the emergence of the first living systems.
In this paradigm, molecules cease to be isolated entities; they become integral nodes in a
vast, interconnected network of possibilities. Within this dynamic network, the exchange of
information and energy drives the very essence of life, leading to the mesmerizing complex-
ity of life in all its forms. This paper encapsulates the rich realm of research and discovery
(in prebiotic chemistry and network science), offering a comprehensive overview of the
complicated interplay between biochemical processes and information-mediated organi-
zation. By elucidating the fundamental principles that govern the organization of living
systems, philosophical upgrade deepens not only our understanding of life’s origins but
also paves the way for innovative applications (that is, explanations) in various scientific
disciplines, from astrobiology to synthetic biology. The findings presented herein provide
a robust foundation for future investigations, propelling the scientific community toward
new frontiers to comprehend the essence of life organization itself.

Keywords: Prebiotic Chemistry, Information, Network Science, Organization, Emergence,
Epistemology
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AYLWA, KOCMOC, bOI: AHANNOTUJA KPYT-LEHTAP-NONYNPEYHULU U
HEHA MPUMEHA

LInb oBOT pajia je Aa McInTa Kako je Apucrorenos ciyc O gy, 1oce6HO IOIIaB/be
3.2, TyMa4eH Yy OKBUPY KaCHMjMX IJTATOHMYAPCKMX Y HOBOIUTATOHMYAPCKUX TPAAULINja, ca
OCeOHUM HAITIACKOM Ha MCTPAXVBahy aHA/IOIHMje KOja YK/bydyje LleHTap Kpyra 1 mberose
nonynpeynuke. Hajaxuyr 3.2 nornasmbem Apucrorenosor cnuca O pymm, AjeKcangap
Acdpopusujcku je 610 IpBU KOjU je YHOTpeOMO TeOMeTpUjCKy aHAJIOTHjy LieHTpa Kpyra
U TONyIpeyHMKa fla WIYCTpyje Ipoliec KojuM ayura obpabyje pasmuuute ceHsauuje.
Konnenr cnmuHe aHanoruje msMmeby Aylme u IeT dyna paHuje Cy apTUKYIMCAIN HEKM
cronuku punozodu, nonyT 3eHoHa 1 Xpucuna. MehyTnm, onn Hiucy kopuctumm metapopy
Kpyra, Beh MeTadopy nmayka, Koja je IOCTy>KiIa Kao IpeTeda 3a KACHUjJ pa3Boj aHaJIOIje
Kpyra. XpUCHII je aHaJIOTHjy IayKa M FeroBe MpeXke IPVMMEHNO Ha OJHOC IEeT JbYACKNUX
YyjIa 1 I7IaBHE padyMcKe CIIOCOOHOCTM KOja ce HalasM y CpILy. Y OBOj aHA/IOTHUjI, MayK
cuMO0/M3yje IIaBHY JbY/ICKY CIOCOOHOCT padyMeBama, JOK HIUTHU Mpexe, Koje ce IIPOTExXy
y IIpaBIy ayKOBYX HOTY, IPEACTaB/bajy meT uyna. Anekcangap AQpopusujcku ce 061MIHO
CMaTpa HajBepOBATHUjMM M3BOPOM 3a yBobemwe MeTadope Kpyra y jJena MOTOMBUX ayTopa
nonyT ITnotuna, IIpokma, Tamacknja u @unonoHa. Y okBMUpy OBOT pajia, Ha MOYETKy hy
WIyCTPOBATU OPUTMHAIHOCT AJIeKCaHIpOBe MHTepIIpeTalnje ApUCcTOTeNIa UCIUTIBAbeM
aHa/IorMje Kpyr-LieHTap-MoMyIpeYHuIy. 3atuM hy HampaBuTu pasnmmky meby xacHujuM
HeoIlaToHM4apuMa, nonyT IInormua, Ilpokma, [Jamackuja m @PumomoHa, Koju cy
HPOLIVPIIN OBY aHA/IOTHjy U3 IOMeHa IICUXOJIOrHje, IToce6HO Bese uaMmeby pyiue u gyra,
Ha JJOMEH KOCMOJIOTHje, MUCTpaXKyjyhm nojMoBe nsmacka u3 u nosparka y JegHo. Ha kpajy hy
II0Ka3aTy KaKo je aHaJIOT¥ja KPyT-LieHTap-TIOTyIIPeYHNIY JOOWIa U CBOje MECTO Y JieMa
Tpu xpuirhaHcka ayropa: boernja, Inonucuja Apeonarura u Makcuma VicoBegHmka.
OHu ¢y ycBOju/IN OBY aHAJIOTWjy 113 HOBOIUIATOHMCTUYKUX M3BOPA M KOPUCTUIIN je He CaMO
y KOCMOJIOIIKOM KOHTEKCTY jja 61 pukasau Be3dy nsMeby jemnucrBenor bora u MHOIITBA
crBopenux 61ha, Beh u a 6u miycTposanmm ogHoc usMeby jennHCcTBeHe 60>KaHCKe CYLITHHE
Y MHOIITBAa OOXKQHCKMX eHepryja. AHaloIMja Kpyr-LieHTap-NOTyNpPEeYHNIY je OICTasa
Kao HajIIOTOJHNUje CPefCTBO 3a IpUKas3uBame OfHOca usMehy jemHor u MHowTBA. Jmak,
BbeHO Kopuitheme y JOMeHMMa KaCHOQHTUYKe IICUXO/IOTHje, KOCMOJIOTHje I OHTOJIOTHje
HOAB/IAYM IUIATOHCKM KOHIIENT IPOjeKTOBala OOXKAaHCKOT jefHCTBA Ha jeIMHCTBO
KocMoca ca borom, Kao 1 jefMHCTBO Jylle ca MePUMUIIMPAHNM CBETOM.

KmbyuHe peun: AHanoruja Kpyr-ueHTtap-nonynpeyHmun, bor, kocmoc, gywa, Apncroten,
Anekcangap Adppoaunsmjcku, HeonnatoHnsam
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SOUL, COSMOS, GOD: THE CIRCLE-CENTER-RADII ANALOGY AND ITS
APPLICATION

The objective of this paper is to examine how Aristotle’s De Anima 3.2 was received
and interpreted within the later Platonic and Neo-Platonic traditions, with a particular
emphasis on exploring the analogy involving the center of the circle and its radii. Inspired
by Aristotle’s De Anima 3.2, Alexander of Aphrodisias was the first to utilize the geometric
analogy of the center of the circle and radii as a means of illustrating how the soul processes
various sensations. The concept of a similar analogy between the soul and the five senses was
previously articulated by some Stoic philosophers, such as Zeno and Chrysippus. However,
they did not employ the circle metaphor but instead used the metaphor of a spider, which
served as the precursor for the later development of the circle analogy. Chrysippus drew a
comparison between the human five senses and the principal faculty located in the heart,
likening it to the relationship between a spider and its web. In this analogy, the spider
symbolizes the human principal faculty, while the threads of the web, extending towards
the spider’s legs, represent the five senses. Alexander of Aphrodisias is commonly regarded
as the most probable source for the introduction of the circle metaphor into the works of
subsequent authors, including Plotinus, Proclus, Damascius, and Philoponus. Within the
course of this paper, I will initially illustrate the originality of Alexander’s interpretation
of Aristotle by examining the circle-center-radii analogy he employed. Subsequently, I will
differentiate among the later Neoplatonic scholars, including Plotinus, Proclus, Damascius,
and Philoponus, who extended this analogy from the domain of psychology, specifically
the connection between the soul and the senses, to the domain of cosmology, exploring
concepts such as the precession from and the return to the One. Lastly, I will highlight how
the circle-center-radii analogy found its way into the works of three Christian authors:
Boethius, Dionysius the Areopagite, and Maximus the Confessor. They adopted this
analogy from Neoplatonic sources and employed it not only in cosmological contexts to
depict the connection between a singular God and a multitude of created beings but also
to illustrate the relationship between a singular divine essence and a multitude of divine
energies. The circle-center-radii analogy has endured as the most comprehensive tool for
depicting the relationship between the one and the many. Nonetheless, its utilization in
the domains of late antique psychology, cosmology, and ontology underscores the Platonic
concept of projecting divine unity onto the unity of the cosmos with God, as well as the
unity of the soul with the perceived world.

Keywords: Circle-center-radii analogy, God, cosmos, soul, Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Neoplatonism
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OTKPUBAHE CBEMUPA: HEJIMVHEAPHO LUAPEKE 3HAKBA NYTEM
MALWUUNHE KOJE PA3BUJAJY NAPARUTME

Hamre cxBarame cBeMMpa HEIPECTAHO Ce pa3BUjaja, 4eCTO Ha HEOYEKMBaHe HAaulHe,
CIMYHO IHErOBOM YOp3aHOM INMpery. Y OBOM WM3JIaramy MCTPaXKyjeMo AUHAMUYKY
IPUPOY CTUI[Atha 3HAA, UCTUIYNN 1a HAIIpelaK y pasyMeBaby Huje YBeK IOCTeleH NN
HpefBU/bUB, Beh MOXKe HACTYIUTY y 3Ha4ajHUM CKOKOBUMa. OBO je HOCeOHO U3PasKeHO y
o6/1acTy aCTpOHOMUje, Tie CY MTHOBAaTUBHE METOJie U TeXHOJIOTHje IOBeJIe 1O CYIITIHCKIX
npob6oja.

Y cpI1y OBOT He/IMHeapHOT LI peba aCTPOHOMCKOT 3HaHba Hajlade ce UHTeppepOoMeTpI,
copuCTUIMpaHM MHCTPYMEHTM KOjii KOPHCTe CIOKeHe obpaclie MHTepdepeHIje
CBeT/IOCTM, TIpeBaswnaasehm TpagmiuoHanHy iuHeapHy aHammsy. OBu  ypebaju
omoryhasajy nyboke yBuzie y kocMuuke peHOMeHe, n3a3upajyhn n npeobnukyjyhn name
pasyMeBame CBeMUpa.

Hacynmpor ToMe, K/IaCMYHM TeNIECKONM, yTeMe/beHU Ha TeOMEeTPMjCKOj ONTHIIN,
TPaAMLMOHAMHO Cy pPajgWIM y OKBMUPY JMHeapHOr pexuma. Mehyrum, ysobemwe
TEXHOJIOTYja IOIyT aflaliTUBHE ONTMKE ¥ CIEKTPOCKOINje PEeBOTYLMOHNUCANIO je OBe
MHCTPYMeHTe, fapyjyhu UM HelMHeapHe KapaKTepUCTHKe.

HennueapHu pa3Boj aCTpOHOMCKOT 3Hakba OIMYEH je y MHCTPYMEHTMMA IIOIYT James
Webb Space Telescope (JWST), the next-generation Event Horizon Telescope (ngEHT), n
npezcrojehemVera C. Rubin Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST). OBu teneckonn cy
BUIIIE Off TIOCMATPAYKIX a/IaTa; OHY Cy TPaHCHOPMATUBHM 110 CBOjOj IIPUPOAY, CIOCOOHN
f1a IpeobNIMKYjy 1 A f1ajy HOBe epCIeKTUBe yAa/beHNX raakcuja, Tume pegeduuniryhn
Hale Mecto y Miteunom Ilyty.

[Ipexopauyjyhu TpaguiuonaaHe mMHeapHe IPUCTYIe y AaCTPOHOMUjM, HOBU
VIHCTPYMEHTH CYy OTK/by4a/Iy HOBe cepe pasyMeBama, 3Ha4ajHO moMepajyhu rpanmie
JbYZICKOT 3Hama. OBa HacTojama Y MOJIEPHOj aCTPOHOMM)jH OfipakaBajy YOp3aHO Mupeme
CaMOT CBEMMPa, Kao U CTA/IHY OAMCEjy OTKpUBamba ¥ pasyMeBamba.

KrbyuHe peun: HenviHeapHoO LWnpetse 3Hakba, aCTPOHOMCKA MOCMaTpaba, MallnHe Koje pa3bujajy
napagvrme, onTuyKa CTaTUCTVKa BUHbEr peda.

UNVEILING THE UNIVERSE: NONLINEAR KNOWLEDGE EXPANSION
THROUGH PARADIGM-BREAKING MACHINES

Our perception of the universe has continually evolved, often in unexpected ways,
akin to its accelerated expansion. Here, we explore the dynamic nature of knowledge
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acquisition, highlighting that advancements in understanding are not always gradual or
predictable but can occur in significant leaps and bounds. This is particularly evident in
the field of astronomy, where innovative methods and technologies have led to substantial
breakthroughs.

Attheheartof this nonlinear expansion of astronomical knowledge are interferometers,
sophisticated instruments that use complex interference patterns of light, transcending
traditional linear analysis. These devices enable profound insights into cosmic phenomena,
challenging and reshaping our understanding of the universe.

In contrast, classical telescopes, rooted in geometric optics, have traditionally operated
within a linear paradigm. However, the introduction of technologies like adaptive optics
and spectroscopy has revolutionized these instruments, endowing them with nonlinear
capabilities.

The nonlinear evolution of astronomical knowledge is exemplified by the James Webb
Space Telescope (JWST), the next-generation Event Horizon Telescope (ngEHT), and the
upcoming Vera C. Rubin Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST). These telescopes are
more than observational tools; they are transformative in nature, capable of reshaping
our cosmic narrative and offering new perspectives on distant galaxies and epochs, thus
redefining our place within the Milky Way.

Stepping beyond traditional linear approaches in astronomy, new instruments have
unlocked new realms of understanding, significantly pushing the boundaries of human
knowledge. These efforts in modern astronomy reflect the accelerated expansion of the
universe itself, as well as a continual odyssey of discovery and understanding.

Keywords: Nonlinear knowledge expansion, astronomical observations, paradigm-breaking
machines, higher order optical statistics.
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DID PLANCK UNDERSTAND NOTHING ABOUT
QUANTUM PHENOMENA?

It is commonly stated that an agent has scientific understanding of a phenomenon
only if there is a correct explanation. However, there is no consensus as to what it means
for an explanation to be correct. One plausible way of approaching this issue is to appeal
to certain properties of the background theory from which the explanation is constructed
(see e.g., De Regt 2017). This is to say that the correctness of an explanation is due in part to
the relevant properties that the background theory possesses. Such properties may include
approximate truth, empirical adequacy, empirical success and intelligibility. Call this the
Inheritance Condition.

In this presentation, I argue that the Inheritance Condition is chauvinistic, i.e., it rules
out plausible cases where an agent seem to have at least some understanding. In explaining
blackbody radiation, Max Planck was operating with classical physics as his background
theory (Jammer 1989). However, classical physics is wildly false, empirically inadequate and
unsuccessful, let alone intelligible with regards to quantum phenomena. If the Inheritance
Condition is true, it rules out the possibility that Planck had any kind of understanding.
However, given how Planck’s mathematical description of the blackbody radiation facilitat-
ed correct predictions which subsequently led to the quantum revolution, the Inheritance
Condition seems overly demanding.

Against the Inheritance Condition, I claim that Planck had what I call minimal un-
derstanding. Roughly put, an agent has minimal understanding of phenomena P just in case
she has an accurate mathematical formalism of P, which she can utilize to predict, control
or manipulate P. Minimal understanding is less demanding than the Inheritance Condi-
tion because it does not require a correct physical theory. A physical theory provides the
necessary ontology and dynamics to construct an explanation of the target phenomenon.
But as indicated by the case of Planck, an agent can have minimal understanding even if
her ontology or dynamics is incorrect. What is necessary for minimal understanding is the
mathematical formalism that facilitates prediction and manipulation, even if it is devoid of
correct physical interpretation or ontology.

In closing, I illustrate how minimal understanding captures the degree of under-
standing that the Inheritance Condition ignores. Following Dellsen (2016), I argue that sci-
entific progress occurs in ways that expands and deepens our understanding of the world.
While the Inheritance Condition may provide a criterion for more substantial scientific
understanding, it fails to account for that understanding’s earlier stages. When we transi-
tion from absolute puzzlement about an anomaly to minimal understanding, there is much
more metaphysical and epistemic risk taking involved in the process than is depicted by the
Inheritance Condition. Including minimal understanding among our notions of scientific
understanding provides a more accurate picture of such theoretical developments across
the history of science.
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CAUSAL EXPLANATIONS IN BIOLOGY: DOES NATURAL SELECTION EVER
EXPLAIN AN INDIVIDUAL ORGANISM’S TRAITS?

The aim of the paper is to examine the role of natural selection in a causal explanation
of the presence of individual organism’s traits. Take for instance the following phenomenon:
kingsnakes are immune to venom. When invoking natural selection to explain this
phenomenon there is an ambiguity in what exactly is being explained: (1) why the current
population of kingsnakes are immune to venom, or, (2) why each individual kingsnake
is immune to venom. One camp in this debate (Cummins 1975, Sober 1984, Walsh 1998,
and Buller 1998) claims that natural selection only explains (1) and not (2), because,
while selection sorts the variants, it does not produce, or ‘transmit’ them from parents
to offspring. They argue that a different kind of causal explanation, i.e. a developmental
one, should be invoked to explain why individuals have the traits they have. The second
camp (Neander 1988, 1995, Millikan 1990) argues that natural selection should be invoked
in both (1) and (2). In their view, to explain why a particular kingsnake is immune to
venom, it is not enough to state that it inherited this trait from its ancestors. Rather, natural
selection should be invoked to explain how the ancestral population acquired the trait in
the first place.

I join this debate by examining its deeper assumptions regarding the nature of natural
selection. We should clarify what kind of thing natural selection is in order to examine how
and if it causally explains the presence of traits in populations or in individual organisms.
Namely, the process of natural selection is a “high-level” phenomenon that abstracts from
numerous diverse causal events. In order to shed light on this issue, I go through various
views proposed in the literature on the nature of natural selection - is it a force (Sober
1984), a mechanism (Baros 2008, DesAutels 2016), or a statistical consequence (Walsh,
Ariew and Lewens 2002), - and examine how they feature in the debate about whether
selection explains the presence of traits in individual organisms.
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EKCMJTAHATOPHA YHUOUKALUJA KOTHUTUBHE HAYKE

KorantuBHa Hayka je CyIITMHCKM MHTEPANCLHUIUIMHAPHA OO/MAcT M Kao TaKBa y
cebu cagpxxu Behm 6poj MCTpaXMBauKux IporpaMa Koju ca coboM HOCe U pas3ndure
Mojienie objalnmersa. Tako, Ha IIpUMep, Y KOTHUTUBHO] IICUXOJIOTYjU Ce 3a objallberbe I
pasyMeBame KOTHUTMBHMX CIIOCOOHOCTYM 4eCTO KOPUCTY (YHKIMOHA/IHA aHaIN3a KOjoM
ce jemHa CIOCOOHOCT WIVM AMCIIO3MLIMja CUCTeMa aHaau3Mpa Ha ofpeberm 6poj mame
npo6/IeMaTMYHNX CIOCOOHOCTM WM AMCIO3NIMja 4ija oprosapajyha manmdecrannmja
BOAM MaHM(eCTOBaY aHaIM3MpaHe CIOCOOHOCTM M aucnosunuje. C apyre cTpaHe, y
HeypoHayIu hemo ce Hajuenrhe cycpecTu ca MeXaHUIMCTUYKUM ObjallllbemyMa, Koja ce
ycMepaBajy Ha caMe MeXaHM3Me OJHOCHO IbUXOBE JIe/IOBe VIV KOMIIOHEHTe U Kay3aslHe
1 mpocTopHe ofgHoce Mehy muma. Vamely dyHkImoHanHe aHaMM3e M MEXaHMIMCTUYKOT
objaurmema y KOTHUTUBHO] Hayuy Hahy hemo u objammerma y3 momoh mosuBama Ha
BepoBama U JKe/be, CUMOONMYKO KOMIGjyTalOHA OOjallliberba, KOHEKIMOHMCTUYKA
objalimera, €BONYLMOHUCTHNYKA OO0jallberma, [PYLITBEHO-KYITYpPHA oObjalllmbera,
AMHAMUICTUNYKA objammera [ITH Tima, kao 1 pasnmunte BpcTe KOTHUTUBHMX MOJieNa
Koju Mory 6utu ¢eHoMeHanmHu Wi (PyHKUMOHanHM UTH. Beh ce oBpe jaBpa murame
HIICY /I HeKa Of] OBUX Objallibera caMo BpcTe Beh MOMeHyTUX, MONyT (PyHKLMOHATHE
aHa/IM3e WM MeXaHMLUCTIYKOr O0jalllibersa, IITO HAC 3ay3BPaT BOAM VM INUTAmY A JIN
Tpeba CTpeMUTH CaMo jeflHOj BpCTH 006jallliberha y KOTHUTYBHO] HayIIM M KOja 6Y1 TO BpCcTa
objammera 6ma.

[Intame yHuduKanmje KOTHUTUBHE HayKe ITIOCTOjY Off HeHOT 3a4eTKa — MaKO OHa
MOYMIbe Ka0 VHTePAUCHUIUIMHAPHM IIOAYXBAaT KOji HACTOjU Jja M3 CBMX PelaBaHTHUX
HepcrieKTVBa careia GeHOMeH KOTHUIYje, YMHM ce Ia OU Y BeHOj 3peroj dasu Tpebdaro ga
IIOCTOjJ TEOPUjCKY MHTETPUCAHO MO/be VICTPAXKMBaIba Ca jeITHCTBEHNM VICTPaKVBAUYKIM
IPOrpaMOM U METONOOTMjOM. YKOMMKO Ce TaKBO yjelluibelbe He IOCTUTHE MOXe ce
apryMeHTOBaTH Jja 611 TaJja KOTHUTVBHA HayKa M3TyOuIa CBOj IIOTEHIjaI Kao jelMHCTBEHO
IO/be MCTpaXKMBamba. Y M3jIaramy he ce apryMeHTOBAaTH Ja je 3aXTeB 3a TEOPUjCKOM
VIHTETPALMjOM ¥ MHTErPaljoM objallliberha y KOTHUTUBHO] HAyIM BalujaH LWb U [ia
je OHa IoXKe/bHMja Of ofroBapajyhe KoopauHalVje pasINuUTHX JUCHUIDIMHA Kao HbeHe
anrepHaruse. Carnefahe ce MapoB Ipeior KOMIjyTaliOHe MHTeTpaluje KOTHUTYBHE
HayKe ITyTeM aHa/I13e TPV HUBOA: KOMIIjy TaIlYIOHOT, a/ITOPUTAMCKOT ¥ MMIUIEMEHTAL[IOHOT,
a mocebHa maxmwa he 6utm nocsehena KpejsepoBom u IlnhunHuHmMjeBOM mpemmory
MHTerpalyje INyTeM Xujepapxuje MeXaHMIMCTUYKUX oOOjallliberba, IpeMa KojeM ce
(bYHKIMOHAHA aHAIM3a MOXKe CaryleflaT Kao MEeXaHMLMCTUYKO objalllmere Ha HUBOY
CKMIJa MEXaHNM3aMa, a TUMe Ce OTBapa HYT yjeAuiberba NCUXONOUKNX U HEYPOHAYUYHNUX
ucTpaxxusama. Kpejpepos 1 [InhuunHmjeB npepsior 6uhe KpUTHKOBaH He Kao HeyCIelIaH
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mauHTerpuile GyHKIMOHaIHA Objalmbersa (HIp. Bajckond ykasyje Ha HeKOMITIOHEHLIMjaTHY
npypony GYHKIMOHATHE aHA/MN3e Koja CIpeyaBa MEeXaHMIUCTIYKY PeMHTepIpeTanu;jy),
HIUTY he ce apryMeHTOBATH! Y IPUJIOT ITypann3Ma y KOTHUTMBHO]j HayIy (Kao LITO TO YMHe
Hejn, Iutpux n Yemepo), Beh he ce ykasatu Ha M3BecHe eKCITTaHATOPHE MamKaBOCTH
MeXaHMIMCTUYKMX Objalllberba 3a pasyMeBame KOTHUTUBHUX peHoMeHa. Ha kpajy, 6uhe
noHyheH aMaHAMaH MeXaHMICTMYKOM MHTETPaTMBHOM OKBUPY U 3acTymahe ce jemHa
Bepsyja XMOpUAHOT Mofiena objalllmbersa, Koje KoMOuHyje acrekTe (QyHKIMOHATHOT ca
MeXaHMIMCTUYKUM 00jalllberheM Ha Ha4MH KOjU He YTPOoXKaBa MHTETpaLujy.

KrbyuHe peun: KOrHuumja, MHTerpaLmnja, MeXaHMUMCTUYKO objallitberbe, GyHKLMOHaNMHA aHanmsa

EXPLANATORY UNIFICATION IN COGNITIVE SCIENCE

Cognitive science is an essentially interdisciplinary field that encompasses a variety
of research programs, which also bring different models of explanation into the field. For in-
stance, in cognitive psychology, functional analysis is often used to explain and understand
cognitive capacities. In order to explain a capacity or disposition of a system a researcher
will analyze it into a set of less problematic capacities (subcapacities) or dispositions, the
corresponding manifestation of which leads to the manifestation of the analyzed ability or
disposition. On the other hand, in neuroscience, mechanistic explanations are more com-
mon, focusing on the mechanisms themselves, their parts or components, and the caus-
al and spatial relationships among them. Except the functional analysis and mechanistic
explanation, in cognitive science, we will also find explanations that rely on beliefs and
desires, symbolic computational explanations, connectionist explanations, evolutionary ex-
planations, socio-cultural explanations, dynamical explanations of the DN type, as well as
various types of cognitive models that can be phenomenal or functional, and so on. Here,
the question arises: are some of these explanations merely variations of those already men-
tioned, such as functional analysis or mechanistic explanation? This, in turn, leads to the
question of whether cognitive science as a whole should strive for just one type of explana-
tion and what that type of explanation should be.

The issue of unifying cognitive science has existed since its inception. Although it
started as an interdisciplinary endeavor that seeks to examine the phenomenon of cognition
from all relevant perspectives, it seems that in its mature phase, there should be a theoreti-
cally integrated field of research with a unified research program and methodology. If such
unification is not achieved, it can be argued that cognitive science would lose its potential
as a unique field of research. In this presentation, the argument will be made that the de-
mand for theoretical and explanatory integration in cognitive science is a valid goal and
is more desirable than appropriate coordination of different disciplines as an alternative.
Marr’s proposal for computational integration of cognitive science through the analysis of
three levels: computational, algorithmic, and implementational, will be examined, and then
a special attention will be given to Craver and Piccinini’s proposal for integration through
a hierarchy of mechanistic explanations. According to this proposal functional analysis can
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be seen as a mechanistic explanation at the level of mechanism sketches, and this paves
the way to the unification of psychology and neuroscience. Craver and Piccinini’s proposal
will be criticized, not as unsuccessful in integrating functional explanations (e.g., Weiskopf
points out the non-compositional nature of functional analysis that prevents mechanistic
reinterpretation), nor will the argument be made in favor of pluralism (as Dale, Dietrich &
Chemero do). Instead, certain explanatory deficiencies of mechanistic explanations for un-
derstanding cognitive phenomena will be pointed out. Finally, an amendment to the mech-
anistic integrative framework will be offered, advocating for a version of a hybrid model of
explanation that combines aspects of functional and mechanistic explanation in a way that
does not undermine integration.

Keywords: cognition, integration, mechanistic explanation, functional analysis
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HW APUCTOTENTOBCKA HU TAJINJIEOBCKA OBJALUKEA:
O EKCMNTAHATOPHUM NMPOCNEKTUMA BEJIMKUX JESUYKUX MOLEJIA

Ha nipsu norep, unhy ce ga cy Benuku jeandxy Mmogenu (JIJIM-oBu, npema eHr. Large
Language Models), xkao moiBpcTa MOfie/la 3aCHOBAaHIX Ha aJTOPUTMMMaA AYOOKOT yuerma
(IJI, mpema eHr. deep learning), y HeCKIaay ca TpagULMOHAIHUM II0jMOM ,,00jalllberba”
Koju ¢urypupa y punoszocuju Hayke. Kao u cu ocranu JIJI mogpenu, JIJIM-oBu ce cactoje
off crenuduyHe BelITauke HeypoHcke Mpexxe (AHH, npema er. artificial neural network)
Koja ce 30Be TpaHCHOpPMep M Cafip)KM HM3 C/I0jeBa BEIITAYKMX HEYPOHA Yuje BPEIHOCTH
ce peBUAMPajy Y OGHOCY Ha Ipornec obydyaBama Mpexe. Y cymtnny, JIJIM-osu cy JJ1
MOJIeNIN KOjy Cy YCKO CHeIja/n30BaHu 3a oOpafy HPUPOJHOr je3Ka U pasyMeBambe
npupodaHor jesnka (3a nperner B. Lake & Murphy 2021). Tpauchopmepu ce o6ydaBajy
IIPeKO BEIMKOI Opoja TeKCTya/lHMX IOfjaTaka M je3aWdKUX KOpIyca, a M3JBajajy ce 360r
er30THYHe apXUTEKTYpalHe OfIMKe—C/Ioja KOjU CafipXKVl HEYypOHe 3afly>KeHe 3a ,TaXKby"
nyreM Kojux ce oBa AHH ,poxycupa®“ Ha oppelene acnekre ynasHux mnogaraka Koju ce
cBM y uctu Max o6pabyjy. JJIM-0Bu uMIIeMeHTHpPaHy y 4eTO0TOBE (Ko ILITO je, peluMo,
ChatGPT) ycnieBajy fia Ofip>Ke IIPUBIUZ PeaTUBHO (TyeHTHOT pasroBOpa ca KOPUCHMUIMMA
YIIpaBo 3aTo ITO TpaHcopmep O1pa Kao pe/ieBaHTHE OHe TOKEHe KOjI CY Ce CTaTUCTIYKI
Hajuemhe jaB/bany 3ajefHO y CKYIIy IIOfIaTaka 3a o0yJaBarbe.

MebyTtum, JIJI Mopenu ce reHepajHO CyodaBajy ca IpoOIeMOM ILipHe KyTuje, Tj.
HETPAHCIIAPEHTHOCTY Y TIOIVIENY HUXOBMX YHYTPAIIBMX MeXaHM3aMa. VIHXemwepu cy
PeTKO y CUTyaIji Jla MOTY Jia UCIIpaTe ITyT Off YIa3HMX MoflaTaKa /10 M3/Ta3HOT pesy/nTara
Oynyhu ma TakBy Mopmenmy cafipke 3HaTaH Opoj IapaMeTapa, Te CTOra He MOXKeMO OMTH
lla 11 je Besa u3Mely ylasHMX IofaTaka M M3/1a3HOT pe3y/iTaTa 3aucTa KaysaaHa JIM je
nyku apredaxr. VI3 oBor pasnora, ¢punosodu cy okaeBam ja OBe Mofiese HOCMaTpajy Kao
€KCIIAHATOPHE Y TPAIUIIMOHATHOM CMIUCITY, IOJ] YMMe Ce MOMYHO IOoApa3yMeBa IPOCIIeKT
Mofienia ia IPYXXU JeAYKTMBHO-HOMOJIOIIKO objammere (B. Boge 2021, ymop. Caiser &
Cichy 2019). Ilpema tepmuuonoruju ¢unosodxnumwe Hencu Koprpajr (Nancy Cart-
wright), oBo 6u 3ampaBoO 3HAYNMIIO Ja je TaIMIEOBCKO objalimere y caydajy I mozena
HenpyuMeH/bMBO. Mutatis mutandis, JIJIM-oBu nmajy nperput napamerapa-penumo, GPT-
3.5, JUIM xoju je mMIUIeMeHTHpaH y 6ecIulaTHy Bep3ujy nomenyror yer6ora ChatGPT,
uMa 175 MwInoHa IapaMerapa, a Hajsehy of 4eTwpm cKyma Iojjataka 3a obydaBame
canpxxy oko 410 munmjapau tokeHa. C pyre crpase, Hu apyru TepmMuH KopTpajrose,
HalMe apJCTOTENOBCKO 0bjallliberbe, Hije IpUMeH/bUB y cry4ajy [1J] Mozena jep cy mBpxa
n npupona JIJI mopiena mpepmert y3aBpene pacinpase Beh map roguna. Pacnpasa ce tuue
TOTA JIa JIM Cy OBU MOJE/IN YOIIIITe OMOMTOLIKM VN TICVIXOJIOIIKY TIIay3UOVIIHY, ¥ CAMUM
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TVM, PE/IeBaHTHM 3a Objallliberbe JbYACKe KOTHUIMje, WIN CY, TTaK, IPUMEH/BMBI je[IVIHO
y MHAYCTpPUjCKe U KOMeplijalHe CBpXe 3axBabyjyhm no6poj npenukrusHocty (Marcus
2018, ynop. Hassabis et al. 2017). Vcra gunema nocroju u 3a JIJIM-ose.

Y cBOM M3naramy IpeflakeM Apyradyjy IPUCTYI eKCIUVIAHATOPHMM IIPOCIIeKTIMA
JI/IM-oBa, KOju He 3aBUCH Ofj TPaAMIMOHAJHE AMXOTOMUje M3Mely apycTOTENOBCKUX
U Ta/IVICOBCKUX objaurmerma. AprymentyjeM fa JIZIM-oBu Tpeba ma ce aHa/mu3mpajy ns
HepcreKTVBe MofaTHoT MofenoBama (Sjolin Wirling & Griine-Yanoft 2021, Verreault-Ju-
lien 2023). Ipyrum peunma, TBpanhy fa MHXemepy BellITauKe MHTETUTeHIUje UCIIPOOaBajy
apxutektypanse ognuke JIJIM-oBa, npenpasmpajyhu u nonpasmpajyhu ogpebene menose
Mojfie/ia, Ha OCHOBY 4era II0OTOM MOTY Jja Ce IOBe/y Y IIUTakbe Hallle TeOpYjCKe IPETIIOCTaBKe
0 IIpefyc/IOBMMa 32 y4ere jesnka. KoHayHo, Ha 0Baj Ha4MH, MOXKeMo fia fohemo [0 yBuza
y To 1mTa 61 610 Moryhu MexaHu3aM y KOpeHy Haller o0aB/barba KOTHUTUBHUX 3aaTaKa,
nonyt obpazie 1 pasyMeBama je3nka, 6e3 Jja ce HY)KHO obaBexxeMo Ha To fa JIJIM-oBu
aKTYa/THO pelpe3eHTYjy WM BepHO CUMY/IMPajy 0BO 06aB/bambe 3agaraka. [Jpyrum peunma,
Te3a Kojy hy 6panntn je ma Ham JIJIM-0BM y HajMamy PyKy Ipy»Kajy Kako-je-To-moryhe
objalrmema yIpKoc IpobieMy IpHe KyTuje.

KrbyuHe peun: Benvku je3anukn mogenu, yboko yuere, Kako-je-to-moryhe objalurbera, MOganHo
MofefnioBake, NPobneM LipHe KyTuje.

NEITHER ARISTOTELIAN NOR GALILEAN EXPLANATIONS:
ON THE EXPLANATORY PROSPECTS OF LLMS

Large Language Models (LLMs), being a subtype of deep learning (DL) models,
seem to be at odds with the traditional concept of explanation as endorsed in philosophy
of science. Like all DL models, LLMs consist of a specific artificial neural network (ANN),
namely transformers, which has multiple layers of artificial neurons or units whose weights
are updated based on the received training. LLMs are essentially DL models specialized for
natural language processing and understanding (for an overview see Lake & Murphy 2021).
Transformers are trained on the vast amount of textual data and language corpora and have
a particularly exotic architectural feature-layers of attention units that prompt these ANNs
to “focus” on specific parts of the input while processing chunks of data at once. In this way,
LLMs are able to maintain a relatively fluent conversation with end-users when implement-
ed into chatbots like ChatGPT since the transformer picks out the most highly correlated
tokens that it had previously encountered in the training data.

However, DL models in general struggle with the black box problem, i.e., opaqueness
pertaining to their inner machinery. Given the exorbitant number of parameters in such
models, engineers are not able to trace the relationship between input and output, thereby
having to contend that we cannot be sure whether the obtained output bears the mark of
a genuine causal relationship, or amounts to a mere artifact. For this reason, philosophers
were reluctant to consider these models explanatory in the traditional sense of being able to
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offer causal explanations or deductive-nomological explanations (see Boge 2021, cf. Caiser
& Cichy 2019). In Nancy Cartwright’s terms, the notion of Galilean explanation was inap-
plicable in the case of DL models. Mutatis mutandis, LLMs are overflowing with param-
eters—for instance, GPT-3.5 implemented in the free version of ChatGPT has 175 billion
parameters and the largest out of the four datasets used for training contains 410 billion
tokens. On the other hand, Cartwright’s notion of Aristotelian explanation is not easily
applied here either, the purpose and the nature of DL models have been a matter of heated
debate-e.g., whether they have to be biologically/psychologically plausible to be relevant for
explaining human cognition or they have a purely industrial purpose and predictive role
(Marcus 2018, c¢f. Hassabis et al. 2017). The same goes for LLMs.

I propose a different perspective on the explanatory prospects of LLMs, which does
not hinge on the traditional dichotomy between Aristotelian and Galilean explanations.
I argue that LLMs should be analyzed in the context of modal and toy modeling (Sjolin
Wirling & Griine-Yanoft 2021, Verreault-Julien 2023): engineers of LLMs engage in toying
with architectural features, tinkering with the different parts of a model, and thus probing
our theoretical assumptions about preconditions for language learning. Ultimately, they
can see what could possibly give rise to our task performance, such as language production
and understanding, without necessarily being committed to actually representing or faith-
fully simulating our task performance. In other words, LLMs can offer us (at minimum)
how-possibly explanations despite the black box problem.

Keywords: black box problem, deep learning, how-possibly explanations, large language models,
modal modeling.
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HEYPOHAYYHUK KOJU HE OCERA BOJI1:
OBJALWUKEKE U PA3SYMEBAKE Y HAYLUU O CBECTU

Moxe nmu HeypoHay4yHUK Koju He oceha 6om 3HaTm wima ncrpaxyje? IpaxekoBa
Bep3uja apryMeHTa U3 3Hama (B. Jackson 1982; 1986; Lewis 1983) ykspyuyje cny4aj [Terpa,
VIJlea/THOT HeyPOHAyYHIKa KOjJ je KOHTeHITaTHO HeoceT/bMB Ha 6071. OH Ioceyyje IIOTIyHO
Heypo(dU3NOMOMKO ¥ (PU3NYKO 3Hame O MaTepyjalHOj OCHOBU U (PYHKIVIOHMCAIbY
MOXJaHUX CTama, oce6Ho 6oma. ITutame je: ,Ja M1 6M OH Hay4Mo HEIITO HOBO Kajia
6u My ce moBpaTmia oceT/bUBOCT Ha 601m?” (Grahek 1990, 60). Ipaxek 3akpydyje ma 6u
ITeTpoBo 3Hame Ipe CTUIAbA Te CIIOCOOHOCTM 6uTo HeroTyHO. KOHKpeTHO, HefjocTajana
O My ujeja WM IPefCTaBa O OCeTY ,U3HYTpa ; KBA/IMTATUBHY MU Cy0OjeKTUBHY aCIIeKT
MEeHTa/THMX CTaba KOj! je IbUX0Ba CymTIHA. [IeTpoBO 3aMUIIIbalbe MCHTA/THYX CTakba HeMa
¢deHomeHanmHy o6ojeHOCT. HaBeneHy nmpuMep nma mocieamiie o Hayky cBectu. Moryhe
je pas/IMKOBaTV MCTPaXMBAuKy IIEPCIEKTUBY NpBOr M Tpeher nmua ycen acumerpuje
Cy0jeKTUBHOT JOXX1B/baBatba U 00jeKTMBHOT IIOCMATpamba. Ja He JOKMB/baBaM aKTHMBALNjy
cBojux LI-BmakaHa, Hero fOXXMB/baBaM 601, C APyre CTpaHe, HEYPOHAYYHUK He IIOCMaTpa
Moj 6071, HETO MOjy MOX/JaHy aKTMBHOCT. VIcTH eHOMEH [JOCTYIIaH je U3 [jBe pas3amdnTe
nepcrekTuse. CBOj yM pa3dyMeMo IIyTeM MHTPOCIIEKIyje 11 pedieKcuje, Koje Cy cybjeKTUBHe,
0K MO3aK 06jalbaBaMo Iy TeM 00jeKTUBHe, eMIVpyjcke Hayke y Tpehem muiy. Besa nsmebhy
OBVIX IIePCIEKTVBA CBOMIY Ce Ha KOPe/IallMjy U aHaJIOTHjy, OMHOCHO, uHpeperyujy. Ilpemmer
VICTPaKVBaha HayKe O CBeCTU Ae(pVHICAH je MHTePHAIMCTUYKY — TO je Hall Cy6jeKTHBHO
JOCTYIaH MeHTa/lHM MBOT. CBeCHa MEHTA/IHa CTama Cy MHOTOCTPaHM (peHOMEHM, OHa
nocenyjy objektusHe (GU3MUKY peanusanmjy) u cybjeKTuBHe KOMIIOHEHTe ((peHOMeHaTHy
IVMeH3Mjy). YKONUKO je KBaIMTATMBHY aCIIeKT CYIITMHA MEHTA/JHNX CTama, TO OM 3a
HOCIeANIYy MMAJIO Jla HeYPOHAYyYHMK Koju He oceha 60 mnm, y paguKkamiHujeM CIydajy,
OHaj KOjU Y LIeJIOCTY He IOCeyje COIICTBEHN MeHTaTHY KUBOT (penumo Al nnm 30M61), He
MOJKe MMAaTH IPUCTYII CyOjeKTUBHOj AMMEH3MjY MEHTATHNX CTama. 3a mbera yooy nrie He
pou3BoAY 60JI — OH He 3Ha HM IITa je TO — Beh crenyduyHy akTMBHOCT Y HOLMIETITOPUMA.
Bon 6u 3a TakBOr HeypoOHayYyHMKa OMO ,,OHO  MMCTEPMO3HO MEHTATHO CTame KOju
THaljeHTY TBP/ie la HAaBOJHO MMajy Kazia cy uM aduuypana LI-raksa. OH 61 610 y cTamy
Ia objacHu KaysanHu ciep porabaja HakoH yboma MITIOM, alu He M Jja pasyme. Tume ce
yBomu pasnuka usMeby pasymesarwa u objawrera 'y dunosoduju nyxa. 3a pasymepare
IpeaMeTa HayKe CBECTY HeOIIXO/IHO je IOCeOBATU BIaCTUTY MEHTA/IHY XXMBOT, @ TO fla/be
noTpebyje Crloco6HOCT Aa ce Oy/e N3/I0XKeH CTBApHNUM (eHOMeHMMa Y MCKycTBY. 3a [TeTpa
O MO>KJIaHM PErMOHM KOjJi IIPOLeCyMpajy HOLUIeNTHBHe NH(OpManyje 61y CyBUIIHY,
PYAMMEHTM WU BeCTUIMja/THV OPTaHMU CIMYHO cienoM upeBy. Kaga 6u My ce moBpatumia
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CITIOCOOHOCT J1a caM J0>KMBYM 001, OH 6Y1 cTeKao 1 MOTYNHOCT J1a ra 3aMuUIIba, NAEHTUDUKYje
u pudepeHnypa IyTeM HOBOHACTANIOr (peHOMEHATHOr cBojcTBa. Takobe, on he mouern
la pasyMe Ha IITa Cy MalMjeHTH MUCTIN. 3a CBeOOyXBaTHYy HayKy O CBeCTM Koja He
penyKyje MHOrocTpaHe peHOMeHe Ha jeTHORMMEeH3MOHATHOCT, Te 6ynyhu fa ce peHomenn
HeypoHayKe HeMHMINY VMHTePHATNCTUYKN, HEONXOfAH je KOMOMHOBAaHM MPWUCTYI —
VIHKOPIIOpMpabe IepceKTyBe NpBor 1 Tpeher ma. PeHoMeHO/MIOMKa MHTPOCIIEKIja 611
VIMaJIa IPeSHOCT Y AepUHICalbY, Pas3TuKoBaby U ofpehnBamy cBecHuX peHOMeHa, Koju 611
3aTuM 61y ob6orahenn u gomymweHn omcuMa 1 objanrmemuma y TpeheM muiry Koju HaM,
y3eTu camu 3a cebe, He roBope Humita. [Toctap/ba ce MIMIETYC CaBpeMeHOj HeypOHayLI fia
eBOJIyMpa y HOBY HayKy CBeCTJ KOja Oy MHKOPIIOpPMpAIa I IbeHy CYOjeKTUBHOCT.

KrbyuHe peun: cybjeKTBHa OHTONOMMja; NepcneKkT1Ba NpBor nuua; GeHoMeHanHu acnekT;

MeHTaJlHa CTatba; HeYypPOHayKa.

NEUROSCIENTIST WHO DOES NOT FEEL PAIN: EXPLANATION
AND UNDERSTANDING IN THE SCIENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Abstract: Can a neuroscientist who does not feel pain know what he is investigating?
Grahek’s version of the knowledge argument (see Jackson 1982; 1986; Lewis 1983) involves
the case of Peter, an ideal neuroscientist congenitally insensitive to pain. He possesses com-
plete neurophysiological and physical knowledge about the material basis and functioning
of brain states, particularly pain. The question is: “would he learn something new if his
pain sensitivity was restored?” (Grahek 1990, 60). Grahek concludes that Peter’s knowl-
edge before gaining this ability would be incomplete. Specifically, he would lack the idea
or representation of the sensation “from the inside”; the qualitative or subjective aspect of
mental states that constitutes their essence. Peter’s imagination of mental states lacks phe-
nomenal coloration. The given example has implications for the science of consciousness.
It is possible to differentiate the first-person and third-person research perspectives due to
the asymmetry of subjective experiencing and objective observation. I do not experience
the activation of my C-fibers; instead, I experience pain. On the other hand, a neuroscientist
does not observe my pain but my brain activity. The same phenomenon is accessible from
two different perspectives. We understand our mind through introspection and reflection,
which are subjective, while we explain the brain through objective, empirical science in
the third person. The connection between these perspectives boils down to correlation and
analogy, or inference. The subject of the science of consciousness is defined internally - it is
our subjectively accessible mental life. Conscious mental states are multifaceted phenome-
na, possessing both objective (physical realization) and subjective components (phenome-
nal dimension). If the qualitative aspect is the essence of mental states, it follows that a neu-
roscientist who does not feel pain or, in a more radical case, one who entirely lacks his own
mental life (say Al or a zombie) cannot have access to the subjective dimension of mental
states. For him, a needle prick does not produce pain - he does not even know what that is
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- but rather a specific activity in nociceptors. For such a neuroscientist, pain would be “that”
mysterious mental state which patients claim to allegedly experience when their C-fibers are
affected. He would be able to explain the causal chain of events after a needle prick but not
understand it. This introduces a distinction between understanding and explanation in the
philosophy of mind. To understand the object of the science of consciousness, it is necessary
to possess one’s own mental life, which further requires the ability to be exposed to real phe-
nomena in experience. For Peter, brain regions processing nociceptive information would
be redundant, rudimentary, or vestigial organs similar to the appendix. When he regains the
ability to experience pain, he would acquire the ability to imagine, identity, and differentiate
through the newly acquired phenomenal property. Also, he will begin to understand what
patients meant. For a comprehensive science of consciousness that does not reduce diverse
phenomena to one-sidedness, and considering that the phenomena of neuroscience are de-
fined internally, a combined approach is necessary — incorporating the perspectives of the
first and third person. Phenomenological introspection would have an advantage in defin-
ing, differentiating, and determining conscious phenomena, which would then be enriched
and complemented by descriptions and explanations in the third person that, taken alone,
tell us nothing. An impetus is placed on contemporary neuroscience to evolve into a new
science of consciousness that incorporates its subjectivity.

Keywords: subjective ontology; first-person perspective; phenomenal aspect; mental states;
neuroscience.
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ANHAMUYKN MOAEN OBJALUKBEKHLA AENPECUIE: MCUXUIATPUIA
U3MEBY NPUPOAHUX U APYWITBEHUX HAYKA

I Mor n3marama he 6uTy 1a IpyKa>keM 3allITO je AMHAMIYKI MOJeI 0bjallberba,
6ap y HEeKMM CITydajeBUMa, y ICUXUjaTpuju 60/bM Off CTAHAAPAHOT MEAUIIMHCKOT MOJeNa.
CBojy Tesy HaMepaBaM Jja MITyCTPYjeM Ha IPUMEDPY Aenpecuje.

IIcuxmjarpuja mpescTaB/ba IpUMep HayKe KOja ce Hamasm Ha packpiuhy msmeby
NPUPOJHMX M [PYIITBEHMX HayKa. BehmHcku rmefaHo, IcuxujaTpuja ce yrmaBHOM cXBaTa
Kao fileo Me#uIyHe. Y CKIafy ca TuM, MeDy IcuxmjaTpyuma IpeoBiajjaBa MeAVIIMHCKN
Mojien objallberba IcuxonaTosoryja. Bogehn sactynmumk oBor Mopiena, Ha KoMe je, usmehy
ocTasor, 6asupad 1 [IMjarHOCTUYKM ¥ CTATUCTUYKY MIPUPYIHNK 32 MeHTamHe Topemehaj
(ICM), je Camjyen Iyse (Samuel Guze). OH je cmarpao fa mcmxmjaTpuja Tpeba ja ce
yI7Tefa Ha TO KaKo OIIITa MefUIMHA IMPUCTYIIA /ledery O0MecHNKa U [a KOPUCTHU IbeHY
»VHTE/eKTya/THy TPafuInjy i ,0oCHOBHe 1ojMoBe”. VI3 Tor pasyora, mpemMa MegUILMHCKOM
MoJienTy, ICUXMjaTpUjCKO o00o/bere ce M3jeflHadyaBa ca JPYTMM BpCTaMa OIIITHX
37paBCTBEHMX 000/bema 1 cMaTpa ce AUChYHKIMjOM fiena Tena, Hajuenthe mosra. Crora,
MeJMIIVIHCKM MOJIeTI jé 3aCHOBAH IIpe CBeTa Ha HeypOJIOIIKOM M OMOJIOIIKOM 06jalllibersy
IICHXOIIATOJIOTMja 3a Koje je Tepamuja n3bopa MaxoM ¢papMaKoIOLIKa.

IITo ce TMYe AMHAMIYKOT MOJie/a TICUXOIIATONOTHja, OH IIPECTaB/ba METONOIOUIKY
OCHOBY pa3yMeBaba eHaKTMBUCTUIKOT IPUCTYTIAa ICUXMjaTpuji. EHaKTUBU3aM IIpeICTaB/ba
TEOpHjy O IPUPOAN KOTHUIIMje KOjOM Ce MHCHUCTUPA Ha yTeTIOB/beHOM IPUCTYITY CYOjeKTy,
Kao 1 O/MMCKoj Be3y u3Mehy mera 1 cBeTa 3aCHOBAHOj HA CEH30MOTOPHOj MHTEPAKIVjH.
CeH30MOTOpHA MHTepaKIMja CybjeKTa 1 CBeTa je IoCpefoBaHa IPOLecOM KOji ce HasuBa
IpUNNCKBAabe 3HadYema. [IpuncnBameM 3HaYema CBETY, OFHOCHO 00jeKTVMa 1 /byAuMa
y BbeMy, Cyb6jeKTV MHTeparyjy ca CBeTOM Ha BeIlIT HauMH. Y OBaKBOM TE€OPUjCKOM OKBUDY,
AMHAMMYKY MOfen objallmera HaM pasjalllibaBa Kay3alHe Be3e Koje IocCToje m3Meby
cybjeKTa, IeTOBOT Te/Ia U CBeTa. Teopija AMHAMMYKMX CUCTEMA IIPeCTaB/ba MAaTEMATNIKY
TEOpMjy, JOK OCHOBHE OJ/IMKe AVHAMMYKMX MoOfiena jecy 1) caMOOpraHM30BaHOCT, 2)
KOHTMHYMPAHOCT Kay3a/THNUX Be3a 1 3) MOryhHOCT MeKOr 06/IMKOBama CICTeMA.

ITo MOM MMIIJbEIY, IUHAMMIYKY MOZe/ ObjalImberba IICHXONATOIOIMja IPeCTaB/ba
6omu Mopmen objallmersa Off MEIMIMHCKOT jep (eHOMeHMMa IpPUCTYIa OOyXBaTHO
¥ MeTONONOmKM Iutay3ubunHo. To 3Haum [a jemaH [AMHAMUYKM CUCTeM oMoryhyje
OMICKYy IIOBE3aHOCT KOMIIOHEHaTa Koje IpuUIIajiajy Kako OMONOrMju M HeypoOIoTuju,
Tako ¥ (EHOMEHONOIMjM M MCKYCTBY HPBOT /MILa Cy6jeKTa, JOK MEeIMIIMHCKU MOJeN
objammerma 3aHeMapyje (GEHOMEHONOMIKM acleKaT MCKYCTBAa IIalMjeHaTa. 3Hadyaj
Cy0jeKTUMBHOT MCKYCTBa NAllMjeHTa 3a pasyMeBame I Jiedere Y OKBUPY IICUXUjaTpuje ce
Haj6o/be MOXKe MIYCTPOBATU Ha NpuMepy genpecuje. Ilo peunma /pyau Koju 60myjy on
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Jleripecuje, OHM JOXMB/bAjy Kao Jia ce Ha/mase ,y PacKOpaKy ca CBeTOM', CBET UM Jenyje
manexo u ocehajy ma cy y HemoryhHOCTH [ja BemTo MHTEparyjy ca muM. CMaTpaM fia ce
nopemehajeM y AMHAMMYKOM JIaHIly ITOBE3aHOCTHM, KOjU JOBOAM o Tybmrka ocehaja
NPUIIAJHOCTY ¥ pPasyMeBama CBeTa MO)Ke 00jaCHUTM TIpoMeHa y (heHOMEHOIONIIKOM
aCIIeKTy JiepecHBHUX 0co6a. EHAKTMBMCTUYKIM IIOjJMOBHUM OKBVPOM PEYEHO, IIPOIieC
JlaBaiba 3HAUEHHA CBETY O1Ba HAapYIeH, IITO JOBOAY [I0 COLMja/THe IeCUHXPOHM3alMje, Kao
¥ JIO JeTIepCoHanm3alyje. Y CKIafy ca TMM, MUCIUM Ja IMHAMUYKM MOJeN objallmera
MOXKe JONPUMHETV IICHXUjaTpuju oMoryhaBameM IIMper ¥ KOMIUIEKCHMjeT pa3yMeBarba
IICUXOIIATOJIOIM)a, 3a KOjU je JOLATHO 3aC/Ty>KaH U eHaKTUBUCTUYKY II0jMOBHY OKBUP.

KrbyuHe peun: [UHAMUYK MOAENY, eHAaKTUBM3aM, NCKXMjaTpuja, ncmxonaTonoruje, genpecuja

DYNAMIC MODEL OF THE EXPLANATION OF DEPRESSION: PSYCHIATRY
BETWEEN NATURAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

The aim of my presentation will be to demonstrate why a dynamic model of expla-
nation, at least in certain cases, is superior to the standard medical model in psychiatry. I
intend to illustrate this thesis through the example of depression.

Psychiatry represents a discipline situated at the crossroads of natural and social
sciences. Broadly speaking, psychiatry is commonly perceived as a branch of medicine.
Consequently, the predominant perspective among psychiatrists aligns with the medical
model of explaining psychopathologies. Samuel Guze, a prominent advocate of this mod-
el upon which the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) is based,
considered psychiatry should emulate how general medicine approaches patient treatment,
utilizing its “intellectual tradition” and “basic concepts.” Accordingly, within the medical
model, psychiatric disorders are equated with other types of general health disorders and
regarded as dysfunction of a part of the body, most often the brain. Therefore, the medical
model primarily relies on neurological and biological explanations for psychopathologies,
with pharmacological therapy being the preferred choice.

As for the dynamic model of psychopathology, it constitutes the methodological
foundation for understanding the enactivist approach in psychiatry. Enactivism is a theory
about the nature of cognition that emphasizes an embodied approach to the subject and a
close connection between the subject and the world based on sensorimotor interaction. The
sensorimotor interaction between the subject and the world is mediated by a process called
meaning ascription. By ascribing meaning to the world, objects, and people in it, subjects
interact skillfully with the world. In this theoretical framework, the dynamic model of ex-
planation elucidates the causal relationships that exist between the subject, their body, and
the world. The theory of dynamic systems represents a mathematical theory, and the fun-
damental characteristics of dynamic models are 1) self-organization, 2) continuity of causal
relationships, and 3) the possibility of soft system shaping.

In my opinion, the dynamic model of explaining psychopathologies is a better ex-
planatory model than the medical model because it approaches phenomena comprehen-
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sively and methodologically plausibly. This means that a dynamic system allows for a close
connection between components belonging to both biology and neurology, as well as phe-
nomenology and the first-person experience of the subject, whereas the medical model of
explanation neglects the phenomenological aspect of patient experience. The significance of
the subjective experience of patients for understanding and treating within the field of psy-
chiatry can be best illustrated by the example of depression. According to individuals suf-
fering from depression, they experience being “out of sync with the world,” perceiving the
world as distant and feeling unable to skillfully interact with it. I believe that a disturbance
in the dynamic chain of connection, leading to a loss of a sense of belonging and under-
standing of the world, can explain the change in the phenomenological aspect of depressed
individuals. In terms of the enactivist conceptual framework, the process of meaning-mak-
ing in the world is disrupted, leading to social desynchronization and depersonalization.
Consequently, I think that the dynamic model of explanation can contribute to psychiatry
by enabling a broader and more complex understanding of psychopathologies, for which
the enactivist conceptual framework is also deserving.

Keywords: dynamic models, enactivism, psychiatry, psychopathologies, depression
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NCUXONTOTUJA UBSMETRHY EKCMEPUMEHTANTHUX U UCTOPUJCKUX
HAYKA

Y texyhmm nmpommiypamyMa HayqHOT CTaTyca IICUXOJIOTMje, HEKV IICUXOIO3U
Oy OMmM CKIOHM Jia je KIacudUKyjy y eKCliepMMeHTalHe HNpyupofHe Hayke. Mebyrtum,
OmbKe pasMarpame OBOI IMTama he cyrepucaT Aa ce ICUXO/NOTMja, IpeMa CBOM
METOZIONIOUIKOM IIPUCTYIY, KaO ¥ IPUPOAY CBOjUX IOCMATpama, Hajaa3M Ha I'PaHUIN
usMeDhy TpaguIMOHAaMTHMX eKCIEepPMMEHTATHNX ¥ MCTOPMjCKMX Hayka. Emnmpujcka
TIICMXOJIOTHja, CIMYHO eKCIIePMMEHTAJHUM NPUPOJHMM HayKaMa, ce IIPeBacXOgHO 6aBu
VICHUTUBAabEM Munosa 002ahaja, OFHOCHO QYHKIMOHATHVIM U Y3POYHVM IIPAaBIIHOCTAMA
MEHTAJTHOT >KMBOTA U NOHAIIAma /byAu. IlomyT Apyrux mpmpomHuX Hayka, ICHXOJIOIIKA
VICOUTUBaba Cy yCMepeHa Ha (eHOMeHe KOji ce MOTy IOCMaTpaTy y CajalllbHOCTH,
Te je TMMe oMOryheHO TecTupame XMUIIOTe3a Koje OAroBapa CTaH[apAyMa IPUPOHNUX
excrepuMeHTanHux Hayka (Cleland, 2012). VMnak, mcuxonmoruja 3Ha4ajHO Ofyzapa of
TPafMIIVIOHA/THUX NIPUHIINIIA NTOABPraBamba XUIIOTe3a KPYLVja/HUM TeCTOBMMA. YMeCTO
KOHBEHIIMOHA/THOT, UJIea/IMCTIYKOT IIPUCTYIIA HAYYHOM METOJY KOjJ je HajOorbe YOKBUpPeH
y TornepujaHCKu (ancuduKanonn3am, IICUXO0I0T1ja, Kao U OCTane eKCIepyMeHTaTHe
HayKe, 3allpaBO IIOKYIIaBa Ja 3alITUTU CBOje XMIIOTe3e Of JIAKHO IMO3UTUBHMX M
HeratuBHUX pesynrara (Cleland, 2002; Lakatos, 1974). Ca gpyre cTpaHe, IpegMeT
TICMXOJIOIIKNX TIOCMATpamba MHOTO BHMINE OATOBapa IPUMOPAM OICepBalMja Koje ce MOTy
Hahy y McTOpuMjcKMM HaykaMa. 3a pas/uKy Off NPMPOAHVX eKCIEePUMEHTATHUX HayKa
KOje Cy yKopemeHe y ¢usMuKe oIcepBauuje 1 puandke BpCTe, ICUXONOTUja UCIIUTYje
HOCTY/IMpaHe yHy Tpallme forahaje, crama, nmpornece. C 0631poM Ha TO ja Cy OB €/IEMEHTI
TI0 IIPUPOAY He-MaTepyjaiH, ICUXOTOLUIKOM IIOCMATpamy ce Jofie/byje ofpehenn crenen
onakeHe rmocpegHocTy. OBaKBa MOCPEHOCT MPUOMMKABA TICMXOJIOTH]y ONICEPBAIIVIOHOM
CTaTyCy KOju ce TUIIMYHO JOfe/bYje UCTOPMjCKMM HayKaMa, Te Ce 4eCTO ITOCTaB/ba MUTalbe
0 Ba/bAHOCTM ¥ POOYCHOCTM HbeHMX Halasa. VIako je y ICUXOIOrnjy, Kao M 'y UCTOPYjCKUM
HayKaMa, CTeTleH Pa3BojeHoCTH n3Mel)y oHOra IITO je JOCTYITHO AMPEKTHOM IIOCMATpaby
Y OHMX HeOIICepBaOMIHMX KOHCTpyKara Off MHTepeca O6uTHO Behm HO y mpumpopHUM
HayKaMa, NpOILleHe eNMCTeMUYKOI CTaTyca HAayYHUX OICepBalllja Ha OCHOBY CTeIeHa
»HETIOCPETHOCTH 3aHEMapyjy OCHOBHY CIMYHOCT M3Mel)y CBUMX HayyHMX AMCIUIIIVHA.
Y cTBapym je, ¥ y IpUpOSHMUM €KCIIePUMEHTATHUM, U Y UCTOPUjCKMM HayKaMa, IPUCYTaH
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uct QYHKUMOHAMHY OfHOC M3MeDy omcepparyja M TEOPUjCKMX KOHCTpyKaTa Koje OBe
oncepsanuje npescrasmbajy (Kosso, 1992). Jlelbenn n3a3oBy mpu TeCTUPAby XUIIOTE3A U
OIICEpBAIIMIOHM ja3 IOKa3yjy He CaMO CJIOKEHOCTY CBOjCTBEHE CBMM HAay4HMM O0/IacTUMa,
Beh ykasyjy u Ha npeBasubheHOCT TpafuIMOHATHIX pasyMeBarmba enucTeMUIKOr CTaTyca
PasnMYMTUX HayKa, IIp€ CBETa ONMYEHNX Y IOJeNM Ha MPUPOJHE €KCIEePUMMEHTAalHE U
VICTOPMjCKE HayKe.

KrbyuHe peun: ncnxosoruvja, NpMpoaHe eKCeprIMEHTATHE HAYKe, MCTOPUjCKE HayKe, TeCTPake

XMMOTe3a, HayuHe oncepsaumje

PSYCHOLOGY BETWEEN EXPERIMENTAL AND HISTORICAL SCIENCES

In the ongoing considerations regarding the scientific status of psychology, some psy-
chologists might be inclined to classify psychology as a natural experimental science. How-
ever, a more nuanced perspective suggests that psychology, in its methodological approach
and the nature of its observations, straddles the border between traditional experimental
and historical sciences. Empirical psychology, akin to experimental natural sciences, is fun-
damentally concerned with exploring event types or functional and causal regularities in
human mental life and behavior. The pursuit in psychology, like its natural science coun-
terparts, focuses on presently observable phenomena, thereby enabling hypothesis testing
that conforms to natural experimental scientific standards (Cleland, 2011). Yet, psychology
diverges significantly from the traditional principles of submitting its hypotheses to crucial
tests. Differing from the conventional, idealistic view of scientific methodology famously
encapsulated in Popperian falsificationism, psychology, much like other experimental sci-
ences, actually engages in safeguarding its hypotheses from false positive and negative re-
sults (Cleland, 2002; Lakatos, 1974). However, subjects of psychological observations more
closely resemble the nature of observations seen in historical sciences. Unlike the natural
experimental sciences, which are often grounded in physical observations and deal with
physical kinds, psychology explores postulated inner events, states, and processes. These
elements, being inherently non-physical, bestow upon psychological observations a degree
of perceived indirectness. This indirectness aligns psychology more closely with the obser-
vational status typical of historical sciences, often raising questions about the validity and
robustness of its findings. Even though the degree of separation between what is directly ob-
served and the unobservable constructs under investigation in psychology, like in historical
sciences, is significantly greater than in other fields of natural sciences, the assessment of the
epistemic status of scientific observations based on their “indirectness degree” overlooks
the fundamental similarity across all scientific disciplines. There is, in fact, the same func-
tional relation between observations and the theoretical constructs they intend to represent
in both natural experimental and historical sciences (Kosso, 1992). Shared challenges of
hypotheses testing and the observational gap highlight not only the complexities inherent
to all scientific practices but the obsolescence of some traditional understandings of the
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epistemic status of different sciences, most famously personified in the division between
natural experimental and historical sciences.

Keywords: psychology, natural experimental sciences, historical sciences, hypothesis testing,
scientific observations
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NOCTU3AKE UMWJBEBA XYMAHUCTUKE METOAUMA APYLWTBEHUX HAYKA:
AHTPONOJIOWWKO UCTPAXKUBAHKE HEMATEPUJAJTHOT KYJNITYPHOI
HACJIERA HA 3BANAAHOM BAJIKAHY C ®OKYCOM HA MUP U PA3BOJ

OBo m3jmarame UCTMYe 3HA4aj yrmorpebe MeToja APYIITBEHMX HayKa, ITOCEOHO
aHTPOIOJIOIIKNX MeTOAd, y IHOCTH3a’by XyMaHUCTMYKMX IJ/beBa Kao ILITO Cy MUP,
HIOMMpembe Y pa3Boj Y IOCTKOHGIMKTHUM ApyIITBMMA. Kpo3 cBeoOyXBaTHO NCTpaKMBambe
HeMaTepujanHor KynrypHor Hacnenra (HKH), ca noce6uum ¢poxycom Ha Cp6ujy u 3amagun
BankaH, Wb je fa ce Ipy>ke YBUAYM M IIPeIOpPYKe 3a HAay4HMKe, JOHOCUOLE OfIyKa M
IpaKTU4Yape 3aHTepecoBaHe 3a YIOTpeOy TpaHCPOPMAIMOHOT NOTeHIMjaIa Ky/IType 3a
IIOCTH3atbe O3UTUBHE IpyIITBeHe IpoMeHe. IloBe3yBameM XyMaHUCTHKeE V1 APYLITBEHIX
HayKa, TeKMMO He CaMO [OIPMHOCY y KOHTMHYMPAHOM 3ajlaramby 3a MUPHUjy 1
npocneputetHHjy 6ynyhnoct Ha 3anagaom bankany u mmpe, Beh 1 06HOBYU fyroroguiime
febaTe O METOHONOLIKMM M €TMYKMM MMIUIMKAIVjaMa yK/by4MBama IOjefyIHalla Koje
IIpOy4aBaMo y IpoLiec aKajjeMcKe IPOM3BO/be 3Haba. TpaiuliMOHaTHO, XYMaHUCTHUKA Ce
II0Be3yje ca IpoydYaBameM JbYACKe KyIType, UCTOpMje ¥ BpefHOCTH, Texxehu 1ybeBnMa
Kao IITO Cy yHarpeheme /byfickor 6/1arocTama, 04yBarbe Ky/ITYPHOT Hac/Iella, OfpyKaBambe
HIOMMpemba I IPOMOBUCabe MehyKynTypHor pasyMeBama. [locTisame OBUX LIM/beBa 4€CTO
3axTeBa MYITUAVCUMIUIMHAPHY IPUCTYII KOjJ MHTETPUILE YBYJie U3 IPYLITBEHUX HayKa.

[Toce6aH Harmacak CTaB/baMO Ha K/bYYHY Y/IOIy aHTPOINOJIOIIKMX MeTOfia, Koje
obyxBarajy IOoCMaTpame Ca y4eCTBOBAaHmEM, €THOIPadCKO MCTpaXkMBame, MHTEpPBjye 1
KBa/IMTaTUBHY aHamm3y. HemarepujamHo kynrypHo Hacnebe obGyxBara mpakce, uspase,
3HaIba I BEIITIHE KOje Ce IPeHOCe KPO3 IeHepaliyje i, Mako HeMaTepyjaJiHa, 0cTajy ycahenu
y Tpaguuujama 3ajemHuiua. PasymeBawe HKH kao Teme/bHOr efleMeHTa KO/IEKTVMBHOTL
UJICHTUTEeTa y 3ajefHMI}aMa NOroheHuMM KOHQIMKTMMA K/bYYHO je 3a IIpelo3HaBaibe
IHeHOT NOTeHIIMjala Ipy yHanpehuBamwy Hamopa 3a usrpafmwy Mupa, 3ato mro ce HKH
CMaTpa je3rpoM KOJIEKTMBHOT MJEHTUTETa “BpefHOr ymupamwa . MebhyTum, pasymename
OBe BAXHOCTHU 4eCTO je HEeJOCTIDKHO 0e3 IpVMMeHe PUIOPO3HMUX METOfia APYIITBEHVX
Hayka. OBa TeMa je off MOCeOHOT MHTepeca 3a ayTope y OKBUpuMa ¢punosoduje Hayke, ¢
0031pOM Ha TO fia Ce IleHTpasHa iebaTa y aHTPOIIOJIONIKOj METOJO/IOTH]) UCTPAXKIBabha
— 1j. puckycuja usmehy “seo-Ilonepmjanama” 1 “kOXepeHTHUX MOCTMOJEPHICTA” — BPTH
YIIpaBO OKO IIMTamba Jja i1 61 I/TaCOBM OHMX KOje IIPOyYaBaMo Tpebao fa Ouay NCK/bydeHn
VUV YK/bYYEHNU Y OHO IITO Ce CMAaTpa 3HameM yomITe. [JaHac, y MOMUTIYKOM OKPYXKemwby
KOje 3aXTeBa Jja HayKa OCTBapy YTHIaj ITyTeM YK/by4MBamba “3aMIHTEPECOBAHMX CTpPaHa,
OBO NUTakbe IOHOBO 0OUja Ha 3HAYajy, TOCEOHO y CBET/Iy IOHOBHOT jadama IOIMy/IM3Ma.

Krbque peun: XyMmaHUCTNYKE Hayke — UWbeBU, APYLUTBEHE Hayke — MeToAe, aHTpOI'IOJ'IOFI/Ija,
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ACHIEVING GOALS OF HUMANITIES BY SOCIAL SCIENCE METHODS
ANTHROPOLOGICAL RESEARCH ON INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN
THE WESTERN BALKANS FOCUSED ON PEACE AND DEVELOPMENT

This study emphasizes the importance of employing social science methodologies,
particularly anthropological methods, to attain humanistic objectives such as peace, rec-
onciliation, and development in post-conflict societies. Through a comprehensive explora-
tion of intangible cultural heritage (ICH), with a specific focus on Serbia and the Western
Balkans, we aim to offer insights and recommendations for scholars, policymakers, and
practitioners interested in harnessing the transformative potential of culture for positive
social change. By bridging the gap between the humanities and social sciences, we aspire
to contribute not only to the ongoing pursuit of a more peaceful and prosperous future in
the Western Balkans and beyond, but also to rekindle a longstanding debate regarding the
methodological and ethical implications of involving the individuals we study in the aca-
demic knowledge production process.

Traditionally, the humanities have been associated with the study of human culture,
history, and values, pursuing objectives such as enhancing human well-being, preserving
cultural heritage, fostering reconciliation, and promoting intercultural understanding.
Achieving these objectives often necessitates a multidisciplinary approach that integrates
insights from the social sciences.

We place particular emphasis on the pivotal role of anthropological methods, which
encompass participant observation, ethnographic research, interviews, and qualitative
analysis. Intangible cultural heritage comprises the practices, expressions, knowledge, and
skills transmitted across generations that, although intangible, resides as embedded within
communities” traditions. Understanding intangible cultural heritage as a foundational ele-
ment of collective identity within conflict-affected communities is essential for recognizing
its potential in advancing peacemaking efforts, as ICH is considered a core of the collective
identity “worth dying for”. However, comprehending this significance is often unattainable
without the application of rigorous social scientific methodologies.

This topic is of particular interest to scholars in the philosophy of science, given that
the central debate in anthropological research methodology—namely, the discussion be-
tween “neo-Popperians” and “consistent postmodernists”—revolves precisely around the
question of whether voices of those we study should be excluded or included in what is
considere knowledge at all. Today, in a political climate that demands science to gener-
ate impact through stakeholder inclusion, this question regains significance, particularly in
light of the resurgence of populism.

Keywords: humanities — goals, social sciences - methods, anthropology, intangible cultural
heritage, Serbia, Western Balkans, post-conflict societies, reconciliation, development, populism
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CYBAETEPMUHALMIJA, EKCTJTAHATOPHA MOKh UNCTUHOCHU CTATYC
FMOBANTHUX HAYHYHUX TEOPUJA

Hujem-KBajHoBa Te3a ropopy o ciydajeBuMa y Kojuma ase Mebhyco6HO HekomIta-
THOMTHE Teopuje IofIjeIHAKO YCIIeNHO 06jalmbaBajy jenan uctu penomer. OBM cmydajeBu
Ce Ha3MBajy CyO/ieTepMIMHALIMjOM 1 Pas3jIor 300T Kojer je oHa Moryha jeXxu y HeoBO/bHO]
ozipebeHOCTH Teopuje eMIMpUjCKUM cBefodaHCTBOM. byayhn fia ce jeman nctu eMnmpujckn
cajip>kaj MOXKe IOfjje[fHaKO YCIIeIHO 00jaCHUTM IO3MBameM Ha [iBe HeCIIOjUBe Teopuje,
HAYYHUIM HIUCY CUTYPHU 3a KOjy Off BUX ce Tpeba ompemenutu. Mehytum , coyuajesn
cybpeTepMMHaLuje Cy 3aHMM/BUMBU M ca unos3odcke CTpaHe, jep HaM IIOKa3yjy ja
eKCIUIaHaTOpHA Moh Hay4yHe Teopuje HMje HOBOJ/bHA Ja OMCMO je CMaTpalu MCTUHUTOM.
Hamnme, samucnuso je ja ocToje 1 gpyre Teopuje Koje Cy HeCIIOjUBe Ca BOM, a KOje IIPUTOM
HOfljeJHAKO YCIIeIIHO objalmaBajy ucte mojase. [locToje aBa HauMHa Ha Koja MOXKEMO
IPUCTYIUTHU CTy4ajeBuMa cyoneTepmmHanyje. Hajupe, cnenehy crpukTHO eMnmprcTuake
KpUTEpUjyMe, MOXKeMO TBPAUTH Jia Cy obe cybneTepMuHICaHe Teopyje UCTMHUTe, Oymyhn
Za [ajy MofjjeiHaKo ycIlelHa npeasubama. [[pyra oniuja je 1a cregMo HaTYpaauCTIYKe
Y peaMCTUYKe KpUTepujyMe U TBPAMMO Jia CaMo jeffHa Teopuja MO>Ke OMTU MCTUHUTA,
yIpKOC TOMe IITO obe MMajy IofijefHaKy ekcrmaHatopHy moh. IIpo6mem HemoBo/bHe
ofipebeHOCTH Teopuje MCKYCTBOM YjeSHO OTBapa ¥ IMTale TpPaHNUIA pasyMeBaiba
KOMIUIeKCHMX HAay4HMX Teopuja, Oyayhmu fma ce cybmerepMuHaimja jaB/ba IIPeBacXOZHO
KOJl 00yXBaTHUX ,ITIOOATHUX ~ TeOpHja Koje YK/bydyjy 03VBabe Ha HEBUJ/bIBE €HTUTETE
KOju jolI yBeK MMajy ctaTyc xumoresa. OTyza foasu jo Hekomnatubminocty usmeby nse
Teopuje, Oymyhm ma cBaka off BMX NPETHOCTaB/ba IIOCTOjalbe PasIMINTOr HEBU/BUBOT
eHTHUTeTa Kao Kpajier objanmmema. Tesa kojy hy sacTymatn y oBoM usjaramy je fa camo
jemHa ro6aHa Teopyja Moyke OUTY MCTMHNTA, MAKO HAaM HayYHMYKa ITpaKkca omoryhasa fia
06e TecTpaMo y MCTO BpeMe.

KrbyuHe peun: cybnetepmuHaumja, rmobanHe Teopuje, eKcriaHatopHa Moh, UCTUHA,

HaTypanusam, eMnupusam

UNDERDETERMINATION, EXPLANATORY POWER, AND THE TRUTH STA-
TUS OF GLOBAL SCIENTIFIC THEORIES

The Duhem-Quine thesis concerns cases in which two mutually incompatible the-
ories provide equally successful explanations for the same phenomenon. Such cases occur
due to underdetermination, that is the insufficient determination of the theory by empirical
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evidence. Since the same empirical content can be equally successfully explained by refer-
ring to two incompatible theories, scientists are unsure which one to pick. However, cases
of underdetermination are interesting from a philosophical perspective, as they reveal that
the explanatory power of a scientific theory is insufficient for us to consider it true. Namely,
we can imagine other theories that are incompatible with the one we are exploring and offer
equally relevant explanations of the same phenomena. There are two ways we can approach
the cases of underdetermination. First, following strictly empiricist criteria, we can claim
that both underdetermined theories are true since they provide equally successful predic-
tions. Alternatively, we can pursue naturalistic and realist criteria and claim that only one
theory can be true, despite both having equal explanatory power. The problem of insufficient
determination of the theory by experience also questions the limits of our understanding of
complex scientific theories, since underdetermination occurs primarily in comprehensive
“global” theories that refer to invisible entities, that is, those entities whose existence still has
the status of hypotheses. Hence the incompatibility between the two theories, since each of
them presupposes the existence of a different invisible entity as the ultimate explanation.
The thesis I will support in this presentation is that only one global theory can be true, al-
though scientific practice allows us to test both of them at the same time.

Keywords: underdetermination, global theories, explanatory power, truth, naturalism, empiricism
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CA3HAJHA BPEAHOCT MOCMATPAKHA CA YHECTBOBAKEM:
M3MEBY OBJALUKBEHLA U PASYMEBADBA

ITocMaTpame ca y4ecTBOBAaIbEM je METOJ, KOjUM Ce OINCYjy BepoBarba M IIpaKce
JBYAU Y IBUXOBOM IIPUPOJHOM OKpY>Kemwy. bpoHucias MannHOBCKM NIPBU je KOPUCTHO
Y ONMCA0 IOCMaTpame ca y4ecTBOBameM Kao emmmpujckm Metop. Hakon Kmmdoppa
T'epia, oBaj MeTOJL ce KOPUCTHUO 3a HOMa3aK JI0 ,IycTux ommca . OJHOCHO, IpefiCTaB/beH
je Kao MeTof| 3a ,,XepMeHeyTWUKy aHann3y KYITYype, TO jeCT Kao CPefiCTBO 3a Joa3ak
IO MHTepIIpeTaluja JbYACKMX IOCTYIaKa, JonmpuHocehu Ha Taj HauMH pasyMeBamy
COLMOKYNTYpPHMX (peHOMeHa. [Ipema ToMe, IIOCMaTpame Ca yU4eCTBOBABEM CMaTpa ce y
CYIIPOTHOCTY Ca UCTPAKMBAKEM KOje TPaXKM Y3pOKe OCMaTPaHMX II0jaBa.

Osgaj MeTof je Takobe aeduHNIITYha KapaKTepyCTIKA COLVOKY/ITY pHE aHTPOIIO/IOTMje
U IIPAaKTUKOBabe [IOCMaTparmba Ca yu4eCTBOBambeM HajMarme FOAMHY AaHa (OOMYHO TOKOM
IOKTOpara) HemsbexaH je ,o00pey mpenacka” y COLMOKY/ITYPHOI aHTPOIO/IOra. YIPKOC
CBOjOj LIEHTPAJIHOj Y/JI03U y OBOj AMCLUIUIMHMU, IIOCMAaTpame Ca YYEeCTBOBAIEM CTOjU
IO CTPaHM Kao Hay4yHu Merof. OUMI/Ief[HO ce pasNMKyje Off eKCIIepMMeHTanHe MeTofe,
KOja Ce 4eCTO INpeACcTaB/ba Kao IapajgurMaTi4yaH IpuMep HaydHe mpakce. Takobe ce
pas/uKyje off HyKMUX MeTO/la IOCMaTpamba — KAKO TO IIPAKTUKY]jY, Ha IpUMeP, aCTPOHOMHI
KOjy IIOCMATpajy 3Be3Jie MM €TOI03) KOjy IIOCMATpajy MOHAIlakhe XMBOTUbA. 3aUCTa,
IOCMATpay-Y4eCHUK MOpa OUTM AMPEKTHO YK/by4eH, NOBO/BHO BpeMeHa, Yy >KUBOTE
»lTocMarpaHux’. CaMo ce Tako MOXe JOh¥ IO MCTMHCKOT pasyMeBama Koje Tpaxke
COLMOKYATYPHU aHTpomonosu. IlocMaTpame ca y4ecTBOBambeM, CTOTa, MMa Cas3Hajy
BPEe/JHOCT, a1y ITIoceOHe BpCTe.

Crepie gBa muTama: IpBO, UITA IOCMATpabe Ca Y4eCTBOBabEM YMHY TAaKO BPEJHUM Y
IPOU3BOAILY 3HAA? [IPyTO, 1a I TOCMAaTpabe Ca y9eCTBOBAhEM MIMa Ca3HajHy BPEJHOCT
3a OHe KOjJl Tpa)ke y3pOo4yHa objalrmema?

Y oBoM pajiy aHa/mM3MpaM IIpolece Kpo3 Koje ce 3Habe IPOU3BOAY [Ty TeM IIocMaTpatba
ca yuyecTBOBameM. Moj apryMeHT IO4YMBa Ha OMNCY KOTHUTUBHUX IIpoLieca KOjU JIeXKe Y
OCHOBI OBOT MeTofa 6yayhu jja cMaTpaM jja KOTHUTMBHA aKTVBHOCT MHTepIIpeTalje
jOlLI yBeK Huje y IOTIYHOCTH omycaHa. Moj aprymeHr je cinemehm: TBpauM gma mpouec
MHTEPIIpeTalje y IOCMaTPalby Ca yYECTBOBAEM YK/bydyje y BeIMKOj MEPY OC/Ialbatbe Ha
OHO IITO KOTHUTVBHM HAyYHNIIV Ha3MBajy CIOCOOHOCTNMA ,dUTamba yma . I pyro, TBpauM
fla OBa KapaKTepUCTUYHA yoTpeba ,unTama yMa YMHY IIOCMATpalbe Ca yYeCTBOBAbEM
KOPMCHMM 3a M3HaTaXXemhe y3poKa COLMOKYNTYPHUX peHoMeHa. [lakiie, 3aK/bydyjeM fa
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je TIocMaTrparbe ca yY4eCTBOBaEeM aZleKBaTaH METOJ 3a ONMCUBAKbe Y3POYHUX Be3a Koje
KOHCTHUTYMUIIY COIIVIOKYNTYpHe eHOMeHe.

KrbyuHe peun: nocmMaTpame ca yueCcTBOBareM, pasymeBahe, UHTeprpeTaLmja, y3poyHo
objalwmbetbe, ,Yntare yma”

THE EPISTEMIC VALUE OF PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION:
BETWEEN EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING

Participant observation is a method that tries to capture the beliefs and practices of the
people being studied as they occur in their natural settings. Bronislaw Malinowski was the
first to describe participant observation as an empirical method. Following Clifford Geertz,
this method has been described as enabling “thick description”. It has been presented as a
method for the “hermeneutical analysis” of culture. As such, it is seen as the means for the
production of interpretations of human actions, contributing thereby to our understanding
of sociocultural phenomena. That is to say, participant observation is understood as being
at odds with the research that explores the causes of the phenomena observed.

This method also tends to be the defining feature of sociocultural anthropology and
practicing it for at least a year (usually during the PhD) is the inescapable rite of passage
for calling oneself a sociocultural anthropologist. Despite its central role in sociocultural
anthropology, participant observation stands aside as a scientific method. It obviously
differs from the experimental method, which is often presented as the paramount example
of scientific practice. It also differs from mere observational methods - as practiced, for
instance, by astronomers observing stars or even by ethologists observing animals’ behavior.
Indeed, the participant observer has to be directly involved, for a sufficient amount of
time, in the lives of the ‘observed’. Only this can bring the genuine understanding that
sociocultural anthropologists are after. Participant observation has therefore an epistemic
value, but it is one of a specific kind.

Two questions follow: first, what makes participant observation so valuable in
knowledge production? Second, does participant observation have epistemic value for
those who are looking for causal explanations?

In this paper, I analyze the processes through which knowledge is produced by way
of participant observation. My argument rests on a description of the cognitive feats of
participant observation since I hold that the cognitive activity of interpreting has not
yet been fully described and assessed as such. My argument goes as follows: I argue that
the process of interpretation in participant observation involves relying heavily on what
cognitive scientists call “mind-reading” capabilities. Second, I claim that this characteristic
use of mind-reading makes participant observation useful for identifying the causes of
sociocultural phenomena. Thus, I conclude that participant observation is an adequate
method for describing the causal relationships that constitute sociocultural phenomena.

Keywords: participant observation, understanding, interpretation, causal explanation, “mind-
reading”



111

Hukona JaHgpwuh
UCTPaXMBAY-NPUNPaBHUK
WncTuTyT 32 dunoszodujy, Gunosodekn hakyntet Yuusepsutera y beorpagy

O rPAHUUAMA HAYYHOT OBJALUKBEHA ONTO30DCKUX NMPOBJIEMA:
CNIYYAJ CYBJEKATCKOI HATYPAJIN3MA

Y cBoM wm3maramy TroBopuhy O HajcaBpeMeHMjeM ¥  HAajIUIay3MOVIHMjeM
HATYPaIMCTUYKOM IIOKYIIajy objalllbera 3HauYeHwa, TO jeCT IPONO3MUIMOHATHOT M1
IIOjMOBHOT CaJip)Kaja KOjy KapaKTepullle JbyCKe je3dKe MHTEPAKLKje.

Jesuuke MHTEepaKlyje KOMIIETEHTHMX TOBOPHMKA KapaKTepulle HEITO BUILE Of
IyKe pa3MeHe IPOU3Be[eHNX 3BYKOBa: Cy0jeKTI KOjU je3WUYKV MHTEParyjy y IpWINLY Cy
7la Ha jeAMHCTBEH M HeIBOCMIC/IEH HaulH ITpeHecy jefiaH apyrom onpebene nadopmanuje.
OBo je cnyuaj ympaBo 300T uYMIeHNIIE [ja M3pasy CBAKOI je3MKa MMajy OOjeKTMBHa
U HEJIBOCMINC/ICHA 3Hadema Koja YIOTpeOOM TuX mu3pasa OuBajy KOMYHMIMpaHA.
TpaguyoHamTHy HATypanMCTUYKM TIOKYIIaju objallmerma 3Hauema OBaj (eHoMeH
PEKOHCTpyMIIy I03MBajyhm ce Ha y HATypalUCTUYKU pPeCIeKTaOVIHOM BOKabOymapy
onpebene objexte mmm morabaje 3a Koje ce TBpAM Aa MX oprosapajyhm jesmukm mspasu
O3HAYaBajy MIM NpefcTaBbajy. OBakBo ofpeheme 3Hauema cyodaBa ce ca ImpobnemMmuma
MeCTa KOju IOCTaB/bajy HUTama IONYT: Ifje y Cy y HaTypalUMCTMYKMM BOKaOyrapom
OIVICAaHOM CBETY allCTPaKTHMU 00jeKTu? I]ie Cy y HaTypaMcTMYKIM BOKaOy/IapoM OIICaHOM
ceery BpegHoctu? IllTa rom TBpAMIM O 00jeKTMBHOM IOCTOjalby €HTHUTETa O KOjuMa
BOKaOy/ap Mopasa WM BOKabymap ancTpakTHUX objekara roBope, HAaTYPalIUCTUYKU
opujeHTIICaHU Pumo30du 1 fasbe Cy JY>KHU fa 06jacHe KaKo je CIydaj a ce OBU BOKaOyIapu
KOPJMCTe U JIa Ce IbJIXOBMM M3pasyMa I0fie/byjy 00jeKTMBHA 1 HeIBOCMICIEHA 3HAYeHha, Tj.
Ja ce HaBENEeHM M3Pasy MOTY Jia ceé KOPUCTE Ha JCIIpAaBHE U IIOTpelIHe HaduHe. YIIPaBo
W3 OBUX Pas3jIora, BeMKU OPOj HATYPaIMCTUYKY OPMjEeHTUCAHMX (pumo3oda IMoCTymmpa
IOTATHY, Pa/INKaTHO Pa3HOPOIHY Off IIPBOOMTHOT eKCIIPeCUBUCTIYKI MOJIeN ObjalImberha
IPOIO3UIIOHAIHOT ¥ TTOJMOBHOT cajpykaja uujyu GyHAaMEeHTATHV eKCIITAHATOPHY ajIaT
He MPeJCTaB/ba peallja O3HaYaBarba WK MIPeCTaB/bamba. HaBenena ekcupecuBuCTYKa
no3uIMja NofpasyMeBa Te3y Oudypkanuje Koja TBpAY fla HeKe JieK/IapaTyBHE pedeHMIie
caMo M3ITIefiajy Kao Jja TOBOpe O CBETY, JOK 3alCTa TO He unHe, Beh nspakasajy ogpehene
CTaBOBE TOBOPHMKA.

Cy6jexarcku HarypammsaM Xjya ITpajca (Huw Price) npencrasmpa rmobanusanujy
Te3e eKCIPeCcUBN3Ma, y CBOM IOPEeKTy GOpMy/IncaHe Kao CYIITUHCKA JTOKaTHE IO3ULIUjY
4nja CBpXa je Ja ,IONyHM pyIe“ Koje OCTajy M3a TPaAMIMOHATHOT HATYPaTMCTUIKOT
pasyMeBama 3Hauemwa. [IpajcoBa aHamm3a 3Hayewa OuBa M3BpIIEHA Y TEPMMHUMA TOTa
IITa KOHKpeTaH cybjekaT Mopa fIa MOXKe Jla YMHM Jja 61 ce cMaTpajo Ja Ha KOMIETEeHTaH
HaulMH KOPUCTY KOHKpeTaH BOKaOymap. JIpyrum pedmma, CyOjekaTcKu HaTypaamsaM ce
y CBOM oObjalmeny 3Hauema (GOKycupa Ha Ipakce Koje je3ndky cybjeKTu Mopajy 6murtu
y CTamy jAa Bple fja 6y ce cMaTpaay KOMIETEHTHUM TOBOPHMIIMMA HEKOr BOKabyapa —
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aHa/M3a KOHKPETHOT BOKaby/apa BpIIM ce Y TEPMMHMMA IIParMaTN4kor MeTaBoKabymapa.
TpapuiMoHa/THY HAaTYpaIMCTUYKM IIOKYILIAju Objalllbera 3HaueHa, ca Apyre CTpaHe,
dokycupajy ce Ha eHTHUTeTe Koje M3pasu BOKaOylapa O3HAyaBajy WIM IPeNCTaBrbajy
- aHa/M3a Cce BPIIM y TEPMUHMMA CEMAaHTMYKOT MeTaBoKabymapa. Yrtomuko, ITpajco
HaTypan3aM je cy6jeKaTcKu, IOK je IpBOOUTHY, TPafULMOHAIHY OOMNK HaTypanusMa
objexarckn. TBpamhy ma mparMaTWyky MCKopak Kojyu Cy6jeKaTCKu HaTypanmsaM IIpaBu
He CTaB/ba HATYPAINCTe Y MoJe 60/bY MOI0XKAj Off OHOT y KOM Cy Ce IIPBOOMUTHO HAIIN:
objamImerse 3Hauyewa y TepMuHMMa IIpajcoBor cybjeKaTcKOr HaTypaamsMa 3axTeBa
ynorpeby eKCINTMIIMTHO HOPMAaTYBHOT IIParMaTIYKOT MeTaBOKabymapa, Koji je Kao TakaB
PaiMKaTHO PA3IMYMUT Of M HECBOAMB Ha OWIO KOjU HATYPaIMCTUYKM pecleKTabuiaH
MeTtaBokabyap. [Tokasahy ma IIpajc Huje cBecTan oBor mpo6meMa, Te ja y CBOM IOKYIIajy
objalmera y TEepMUHNMMA HATYPaMMCTUYKUX IIParMaTNdKX MeTaBoKabynapa ocTaje 6e3
Ha4MHA Jla HAIpaBU JeMapKaiyjy usMeby je3sMukux U Heje3sMuKUX MHTEpaKLuja, Te Jja
06jacHY IPONO3ULIMOHATHA 1 TIOJMOBHU CafIpXKaj.

KrbyuHe peun: HaTypanu3am, 3Hauere, CeMaHTUKa, NparmMaTuka, HOpMaTMBHOCT, BOKabynap

ON THE LIMITS OF SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATION OF PHILOSOPHICAL
PROBLEMS: THE CASE OF SUBJECT NATURALISM

In this presentation I will discuss the most contemporary and plausible naturalistic
attempt to explain meaning or the propositional and conceptual content that characterizes
human linguistic interactions.

Competent speakers’ linguistic interactions involve more than mere exchange of pro-
duced sounds: subjects engaged in linguistic interaction are capable of conveying certain
information to each other in an objective and unambiguous manner. This is precisely be-
cause the expressions of a language have objective and unambiguous meanings that are
communicated through their use. Traditional naturalistic attempts to explain this phenom-
enon reconstruct meanings by referring to objects or events in a naturalistically respectable
vocabulary, claiming that corresponding linguistic expressions designate or represent them.
However, this definition of meaning faces the placement problems that raise questions such
as: Where are the abstract objects described in the naturalistic vocabulary? Where are the
values in the world described by the naturalistic vocabulary? Regardless of claims about the
objective existence of entities described by the moral or abstract object vocabulary, natu-
ralistically oriented philosophers are still obligated to explain how it is the case that these
vocabularies are used and their expressions assigned objective and unambiguous meanings,
i.e.,, how it is that these expressions can be used in correct and incorrect ways. For these
reasons, many naturalistically oriented philosophers postulate an additional, radically dif-
ferent model of explanation of propositional and conceptual content whose fundamental
explanatory tool is not the relation of designation or representation. This expressive posi-
tion implies the bifurcation thesis claiming that some declarative sentences only appear to
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be talking about the world but do not actually do so; instead, they express certain attitudes
of the speaker.

Subject naturalism, as proposed by Huw Price, represents the globalization of the
expressivist thesis, originally formulated as an essentially local position aimed at “filling
the gaps” left by the traditional naturalistic understandings of meaning. Price’s analysis of
meaning is conducted in terms of what a subject must be able to do to be considered a
competent user of a vocabulary. In other words, subject naturalism focuses on the practices
that linguistic subjects must be able to perform to be considered competent speakers of a
vocabulary - the analysis of a vocabulary is done in terms of a pragmatic metavocabulary.
Traditional naturalistic attempts at explaining meaning, on the other hand, focus on the
entities that expressions of the vocabulary designate or represent — the analysis is done in
terms of a semantic metavocabulary. Thus, Price’s naturalism is subject-oriented, while the
original, traditional form of naturalism is object-oriented. I will argue that the pragmatic
leap that subject naturalism makes does not put naturalists in a significantly better position
than they originally found themselves in: explaining meaning in terms of Price’s subject
naturalism requires the use of explicitly normative pragmatic metavocabulary, which is rad-
ically different from and irreducible to any naturalistically respectable metavocabulary. I
will demonstrate that Price is unaware of this problem, and in his attempt at explanation in
terms of naturalistic pragmatic metavocabularies is left without a way to demarcate between
linguistic and non-linguistic interactions, and thus to explain propositional and conceptual
content.

Keywords: naturalism, meaning, semantics, pragmatics, normativity, vocabulary
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THE PROBLEM OF MATHEMATICAL EXPLANATION

Some scientific explanations appear to explain physical phenomena in terms of pure
mathematical facts—so called distinctively mathematical explanations. A theory of distinc-
tively mathematical explanations must account for what sets them apart from other scientif-
ic explanations in which mathematics serves only to represent physical goings on. However,
such theories face a profound philosophical problem. How can mathematical facts explain
physical phenomena? The idea flies in the face of what we tend to think about both mathe-
matics and explanation. In this paper, I develop a novel theory of mathematical explanation
that dissolves this problem.

I first develop a concrete formulation of the problem, informed by the wellmotivated
and widely-held view that explanations are in the business of revealing objective, directed
dependence relations between portions of reality. The problem I address is encapsulated by

the following triad:
(1) There are mathematical explanations of physical phenomena.
(2) A explains B if and only if B depends on A.
(3) Physical phenomena are not mathematically dependent.

(1)-(3) are eminently plausible yet seemingly inconsistent. (1) and (2) together sug-
gests that mathematical explanations invoke a distinctive kind of mathematical depen-
dence. But then (3) tells us that there is no such kind of dependence. Call this the problem
of mathematical explanation.

The vast majority of extant theories of mathematical explanation distinguish them by
suggesting that they reveal explanatory mathematical relations of some kind, and contradict
either (2) or (3) as a result. I will show that these theories face serious difficulties, and hence
that this approach to the problem of mathematical explanation is untenable. The approach
goes wrong in assuming that the only way to distinguish explanations is to distinguish be-
tween the explanatory relations they invoke.

In contrast, I propose that mathematical explanations are distinctive because of the
manner in which they convey information about familiar physical relations of dependence.
The manner is non-representational: rather than ruling out possible worlds as non-actual,
the mathematical facts serve to partition possible worlds to reveal that the explanandum
occupies the same position in the network of physical dependence relations as another
phenomenon whose position in the network is already known. This manner of conveying
explanatory information is distinctively mathematical because the partitioning and the in-
ferences it licences are grasped at the level of mathematical classification, and turn on the
distinctive modal force it carries. Thus, our understanding of the physical explanandum is
dependent on our understanding of the mathematical fact, even if the explanandum itself is
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not dependent on the mathematical fact. I call this the co-dependence theory of mathemat-
ical explanation.

The co-dependence theory reveals that (1)-(3) are in fact consistent, and so dissolves
the problem of mathematical explanation. It also inherits further advantages as a result of
rolling mathematical explanations into a plausible general theory of explanation. I conclude
that the co-dependence theory is a serious contender, and close by drawing out some of its
interesting philosophical consequences concerning the theory of explanation and mathe-
matical ontology.

Keywords: Mathematical Explanation; Counterfactual Theory of Explanation; Intervention;
Dependence; Mathematical Platonism; Mathematical Nominalism
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AnekcaHpap Opawkosuh
Opemetbe 3a punozodujy
Ouno3odcku hakyntet YHuBepauteta y beorpaay

AEKAPTOB MEXAHUUU3AM U KPUTUKA APUCTOTEJIOBE TEOPWUJE
Y3POYHOCTH

ApucToTenoBa Teopuja 0 YeTHPY Y3pOKa MM TpUHINIIA (pOpMaTHIL, MaTepujaIHu,
euiyjeHTHN M (PUHATHU) je HECYMIBMBO OOENEXNIA aHTUYKY, i U CPEIbOBEKOBHY
¢unosodujy n (Mmera)pusnky. berosa ocHOBHa nzieja je 6a ga cBaKy cTBap win GeHOMeH
Tpeba 06jacHNTH YIIpaBO ITyTeM IIOMEHYTa YeTUPHU y3POKa.

Pene Jlexapt (René Descartes) je jemaH op Mucimmana 3a Kojer ce TBpAM fa He
IpefICTaB/ba CaMo IIPEeKPeTHUILY y uctopuju ¢punosoduje (mpenasak ca CpeflOBEeKOBHE Ha
MofiepHy), Beh 1 1a je jemaH of pogoHauenHNKa MOfiepHe HayKe (0OMYHO ce cMaTpa Ja cy
nopept wera kbydHe urype Hip. lamneo Ianujej (Galileo Galilei) u @pencuc bejkon (Fran-
cis Bacon)). Y cBom m3naramy hy Hajnpe TBpanTH A2 jemaH of pasiora 360r Kojux JlekapT
IpefCcTaB/ba TaKO 3HAYAjHY U PEBONYLMOHAPHY IMYHOCT Y MCTOPUju Guno3oduje 1 Hayke
IpeJCTaB/ba HberoBa 13y3eTHO YTHI[ajHa KPUTUKA APUCTOTEIOBE TeOpHje O YeTUPY Y3POKa.
Ykpartko, [lexapT je ogbanmo MarepujanHu (TOTOBO TPUBMja/IHY, jeTHOCTABHO Ce OHOCE
Ha MaTepujy Of Koje je HeKa CTBap cacTapjbeHa), GMHATHM (CBpXe KOjy CTBapy HOCERYjy
Cy HecasHaT/buBe, Oynyhu ma ce Hamase y ,,HeJOCTIDKHOM HOHOPY Boxkje Mympoctn®) u
dopmanHu yspok (cyncraHuujanHe $opMe, KaKoO Cy MX CXOIACTM4Yapy HasMBaIM, CY
3a [lekapTa OIICKYpHM M HepasyM/bMBU IIOjMOBH, Te UX 360r Tora Tpeba ombaryrn). Ca
Ipyre CTpaHe, jefMHO epUIMjeHTHU Y3pOLMU OCTajy ,MMyHU Ha JleKapTOBY KPUTUKY U
IIpefiCTaB/ba TeMe/b Ha KojeM he rpafuTut cBOjy pu3NUKYy.

Ipyru feo nanarama he ce TMLATV O3UTUBHOT fena [lekapToBOT pasyMeBama
Hay4HMX objammema. OH je cMaTpao fa epuuMjeHTHN y3pony Tpeba Ia ImpeficTaBbajy
OCHOB OOjallibelba U padyMeBaba IMPUPOJHNUX CTBapyu 1 (eHoMeHa. TBphemeM ma cy
epUIMjeHTHN Y3pOLY jefMHM KOji Cy eKCIITaHaTOpHO BpenHu, [lexapt dopmyuiie
CBOjy ayTeHTMYHY ¥ 3HAYajHY MEXaHUIVCTUYKY Teopujy. MexaHuIusaMm, yKpaTKoO
roBopehu, mpencTaB/ba MOJell Hay4YHOT Ofjallibera Koje, IIpe CBera, ysuma y o063up
Ie/IoBe Off KOjUX je HeKa CTBap CacTaB/beHAa, Kao U BUXOBOT Kperawma 1 Mebhycobne
nHTepakiyje. Kako 6u ce gobunta noTmyHnja cimka o JlekapToBOM MeXaHMIMCTUIKOM
HAy4YHOM METORY, Y HaCTaBKy hy pasMOTPUTM 1 HETOBY YTUIIAjHY TEOPH]Y O IPUPOTHUM
3aKOHMMa — BPXOBHUX IIPMHIMIA KOjU Bake y IPUPOAM U YIpPaB/bajy CTBapUMa y
csety. [lekapt TBpAu fa u3 BoKje HEMPOMEH/BMBOCTU ¥ NPUHIINUIIA Ofp>Kalba yKYIIHe
KONMYMHE KpeTamwa, Clefie TPM OCHOBHA IPMPOJHA 3aKOHA: 3aKOH MHepIuje, 3aKOH O
IIPAaBOJIMHICKOM KpeTamby U 3aKOH Cyzapa.

MeTo/O/IOMKY ¥ TeOPUjCKYU 3a0KPeT, Y OHOCY Ha aHTMKY U CXONTACTHKY, KOjI je
Jlexkapt n3Bpuo y cBojoj Metapuani v GpU3NLMU ce He OJHOCK CaMO Ha HBeroBy KPUTHUKY
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Apucrorena, MeXaHMIIM3aM ¥ TeOPHjy IPUPOJHNX 3aKOHA, Beh 1 Ha M3y3eTHO 3HaYajaH
HPUCTYI Ipy GOopMyINcCamy HaydHUX objaurmema. Hanme, Jlekapr je jacHo MHCuUCTHPaAO
Ha 3HaYajy MaTeMaTusaluje HayyHux Teopuja. bes mwe, He 61 611a Moryha renepanusarnuja
HayYHMX TBphema, a TMMe HM YuTaBa HayKa. Y ToMe ce, TakoDe, oI7efia OrpoMaH yTHIIaj
Koju je JleKapT MMao Ha HaCTaHAK M pa3Boj MOJEpHE HayKe.

KmbyuHe peun: [Jlekapm, Apucmomeri, MexaHuyu3am, y3po4yHocm, NPUPOAHN 3aKOHWN.

DESCARTES' MECHANISM AND CRITIQUE OF ARISTOTLE’S THEORY OF
CAUSALITY

Aristotle’s theory of four causes or principles (formal, material, efficient, and final)
undoubtedly marked not only ancient but also medieval philosophy and (meta)physics.
His fundamental idea was that every entity or phenomenon should be explained precisely
through these four causes.

René Descartes is considered not only a pivotal figure in the history of philosophy
(transitioning from medieval to modern thought) but also a progenitor of modern science
(alongside key figures like Galileo Galilei and Francis Bacon). In this exposition, I will first
argue that one of the reasons Descartes holds such significance in the history of philosophy
and science is his influential critique of Aristotle’s theory of four causes. In essence, Des-
cartes rejected the material (deemed almost trivial, merely concerning the matter compos-
ing a thing), final (asserting that the purposes objects possess are inscrutable, residing in the
“unfathomable depths of God’s wisdom”), and formal causes (substantial forms, as termed
by the scholastics, are obscure and incomprehensible concepts, hence should be discarded).
On the other hand, only efficient causes remain “immune” to Descartes’ critique and form
the foundation upon which he constructs his physics.

The second part of the exposition will focus on Descartes’ positive understanding
of scientific explanations. He believed that efficient causes should constitute the basis for ex-
planations and understanding of natural entities and phenomena. By asserting that efficient
causes alone hold explanatory value, Descartes formulated his authentic and significant
mechanistic theory. Mechanism, in essence, represents a model of scientific explanation
that primarily considers the parts composing a thing, their motion, and their mutual inter-
actions. To provide a more comprehensive view of Descartes’ mechanistic scientific method,
I will further explore his influential theory of natural laws — supreme principles governing
nature and guiding things in the world. Descartes argues that from God’s unchangeability
and the principle of conservation of the total quantity of motion, three fundamental natural
laws ensue: the law of inertia, the law of rectilinear motion, and the law of collision.

Descartes’ methodological and theoretical shift from antiquity and scholasticism,
evident in his metaphysics and physics, doesn’t solely revolve around his critique of Aris-
totle, mechanism, and theory of natural laws, but also emphasizes a remarkably important
approach in formulating scientific explanations. Namely, Descartes insisted on the signif-
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icance of mathematizing scientific theories. Without it, the generalization of scientific as-
sertions and thus the entire field of science would not be feasible. This underscores the
immense influence Descartes had on the emergence and development of modern science.

Keywords: Descartes, Aristotle, mechanism, causality, natural laws.



119

Henrique Cassol Leal
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
henrique_cassol@hotmail.com

REASON AS THE UNIFYING THREAD OF SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATIONS

In this paper, I defend that a plausible unifying thread of scientific explanations is the
concept of “reason”. To offer an explanation is to give a reason to believe a phenomenon oc-
curs. Reasons can then be cashed out in terms of any other model of explanation. Consider
inference to the best explanation. Darwin’s acceptance of the natural selection hypothesis was
grounded in the belief that this hypothesis provides the best explanation for the available ev-
idence. This belief, in turn, serves as a reason for the hypothesis and, similarly, as an explana-
tion of the phenomenon. All other forms of explanation, as explanations by constraint, based
on causes, induction, etc. can also be viewed as reason to believe that a phenomenon occurs.

I defend this reason-model of explanation from two objections raised by Peter Lipton
(2004), who found it “extremely implausible”. First, he claims that it cannot explain the dif-
ference between knowing and understanding. According to this model, understanding why
a phenomenon occurs is having a reason to believe that it occurs. However, we sometimes
already have a reason to believe that a phenomenon occurs, despite lacking understanding
of why. If a bridge has collapsed, we already have a reason to believe that the collapse oc-
curred, but may not understand why it happened.

Lipton’s second objection is that many explanations do not provide reasons for belief.
After all, some explanations are self-evidencing, which this model shouldn’t allow. For in-
stance, if someone asks “Why are there tracks on the snow?” and, based solely on the tracks
I respond “because someone (probably) passed this way”, then that explanation cannot be a
reason to believe in the phenomenon given it presupposes the phenomenon.

To address the first objection, I appeal to Errol Lord’s distinction between possessed
and unpossessed reasons (2017). A reason is considered possessed when we are capable of
manifesting knowledge of how to use that reason to form an attitude. Based on this, we can
assert that only possessed reasons generate understanding. For instance, I understand why
the bridge collapsed if I can manifest knowledge of why to believe so, just as an engineer can
by referring to theories of loading, stress, etc.

In response to the second objection, I contend that self-evidencing explanations are
indeed reasons to believe the phenomenon, even if they imply overdetermination. Fur-
thermore, if the overdetermination of explanations poses a challenge for the reason-based
model of explanation, it should similarly be a concern for the causal model of explanation
and other models.

Finally, at the end, I suggest that the notion of reason as the unifying thread of ex-
planation holds promise as a future monistic model of scientific explanation and a monistic
general explanation model.

Keywords: scientific explanations; reasons to believe; understanding; unification; Peter Lipton;
philosophy of science
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MATEMATUYKA NPUMIJEHA N MATEMATUYKO OBJALUKEE Y HAYLN -
HEKW ACNEKTWU Y BE3U CA MATEMATUYKUM NMNIATOHA3MOM

ITosHaro je ma MareMaTMKa MMa IIMPOK CIEKTAp HMPMUMjembUBOCTU y IPUPOSHUM
Haykama. OHO IITO MO>X/Ia HMj€ JOBOJ/HHO jaCHO jecTe KaKBa je IPMPOJia Te IPUMjeUBOCTI.
Ipy6o roBopehnu, Mornm 6mucMo roBOpUTH O JBUje BPCTe IPUMjebMBOCTH: ,CTATUIKO] 1
»>IVHaMI4Koj . [Ipyra BapujanTa 61 y oZHOCY Ha IIpBY Tpebaso fa 6yae OCHa)kKeHa y/IoroM
objaurmbera Kojy MaTeMaTuKa nma y ofpebennm npumMjenama. Ha mpBom 06Ky npumjeHe
3acHoBaH je KBajH-IlaTHaMOB apryMeHT HEM30CTaBHOCTH, JOK YIIOPUIITE y JPYTOM MMa
bejkepos I1ojayanu apryMeHT HEM30CTAaBHOCTMU.

Iloctoje mpumjepy npuMjeHe MaTeMATUYKOTL ajlaTa y Hayly Y KOj/IMa ce pe/laTMBHO
mako Moxe pehy fja mu Ta IpyuMjeHa yK/bydyje, MM He M MaTeMaTHMdkKo objamrmere. Ha
IpuMjep, Y TPUBUjaIHOj CUTYALMjU Y K0joj ce Yy Gusny Kopucte 6pojeBu MCK/bYYUBO
KaKo 01 ce HampaBmIa KBaHTH(UKanMja ofpehennx Gpuanukmx BeIMunHa TEUKO MOXKEMO
rOBOPUTH O 6M/I0 KAKBOM MaTeMaTUYKOM Objalllberby HeMaTeMaTH4KMX rojasa. Ca apyre
CTpaHe IOCTOje IO3HATU NpuMjepyu Kao mto ¢y MocroBu Kennrcbepra wmm ITpobrem
Oy>XXUHE >XMBOTA CjeBEPHOAMEPMYKMX IIBpYaKa y KOjUMa Cy MaTeMaTM4Ka CpefcTBa
HeCyMBbJBO McKopuiIheHa 3a objanrmerme Gpuanyke/IpupoyiHe IojaBe.

Kapa roBopyuMo o mpoujen TBpAe 0 (He)IoCTojarmby MaTeMaTUIKOT Objalllmberha
Yy IpUMjeHM MAaTeMaTM4KOr ajlaTa y HEMAaTeMaTM4YKUM II0jaBaMa CUTyalyja Huje yBUjeK
TpuBHjanHa. HauMe, y HeKMM cTydajeBuMa Ta IIPUMjeHa je y jefHy PyKy TONMMKO IIPOCTa I
nozpasyMjeBajyha (kopucre ce cBMMa II03HATe MaTeMaTHYKe YNbeHIIIE), WU Y APYTY PYKY
He CacBUM AMPEKTHO Be3aHa 3a II0jaBY Koja ce objalrmaBa (reHepanusalija Ha OCHOBY
y30pKa). Y TaKBMM OKOTHOCTMMA IIOjeIHM Ay TOPU ITPOO/IeMaTu3yjy yIory MaTeMaTUIKOT
objalmerma HeMaTeMaTHYKNX ojaBa. TaKBM OCBPTU MOACTUYY UAEjy O Knacudukanuju
PasIMYNTUX TUIOBA MAaTEeMATMYKMX OOjallllberba C 003MPOM Ha Y/IOTYy MaTeMaTHYKOT
objammema y objallmeny 1ojaBa. Y TOM CMUCTY, Ipy6o roBopehu, Mo>kxeMO TOBOPUTH
O IOTIIYHOM, Aje/IIMUYHOM WIM 3aHEMap/bMBOM MaTeMaTM4YKOM Ofjallmey. Y IpBOM
CTydajy je objallmbere HeMaTeMaTH4Ke IOjaBe/TIpo6leMa cacBMM MaTeMaTH30BaHO, Y
IPYTOM je MaTeMaTM4Ko OOjallliberbe y PelaTMBHO PaBHOMjepHOj CHa3¥ KOMOVHOBAHO
ca HeMaTeMaTuMdkmM, a y Tpehem je MaTeMaTMyko oOjallilbere yHOTpUjeO/beHO Ha
€/IEMEHTAPHOM M OIIHITEOCTYITHOM HUBOY.

KibyuHy mojam, MIak He CaCBUM jacaH, y KOHTEKCTY MaTeMaTUYKNUX objallmerma y
HeMaTeMaTMYKMM II0jaBaMa I1a U Y Be3U Ca CaBPeMEeHMM IUIATOHUCTUYKMM apryMeHTUMa,
jecTe 1ojaM HEM30CTaBHOCTU. IIUTame IeroBOT pasjallmberba je, JaKile, JUPEKTHO IIOBE3aHO
Ca CHaroM IATOHMCTUYKMX apryMeHaTa y KOjuMa ce KOPUCTH. Y HOC/befIblX JIBafieceTak
rofivHa 61710 je BMINe ITOKYIIaja Kako Ou OBaj mojaM 610 yunmeH pasympusujum. Hekn
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Cy ¥Ma/lyu BUllle MHTYUTUBHY GOpMYy J[OK Cy Apyru mmamm ¢opmanamju npucrymn. M
jemHM u ipyru cy uManu caaboctu. IIpBu ¢y fanu cyBullle NIMPOK IPOCTOP 3a pasInuuTa
IPOM3BOJ/bHA TyMadera JJOK Cy Apyru Kopuctehn ¢popManHy cTporoct saxTujeBani fapy
dbopmanmusanyjy n neduHNUCabE HOBUX II0jMOBA.

Ha ocHoBy cBera ce Moxxe pehm fa IVIATOHMCTMYKY apryMEHTH OC/IOHWEHM Ha
apryMeHTe y Be3) ca Hem3ocTaBHoIIhy Hamtase Ha OpojHe M3a30Be uuje pjellere Hije
M3BjeCHO. AKO He IPUXBATVMO MOBPATaK TPAAMIMOHATHOM MeTa(u3NIKOM apryMeHTY
KOjuM OU ce I/IaTOHM3aM OpaHMO YMHM Ce Jja YT IIPOHAJIacKa IberoBe anrepHaTuBe Hehe
OuTH N1aK.

KJ'byLIHe pmjewl: MartemaTtmuka anMjeHa, MaTeéMaTn4Ko O6jaLIJH>eI-be, APrymeHTn niatoHn3ma,

nojam HeM30CTaBHOCTH.
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MATHEMATICAL APPLICATION AND MATHEMATICAL EXPLANATION IN
SCIENCE - SOME ASPECTS RELATED TO MATHEMATICAL PLATONISM

It is known that mathematics has a wide range of applicability in the natural scienc-
es. What may not be clear enough is the nature of that applicability. Roughly speaking, we
could talk about two types of applicability: “static” and “dynamic”. The second variant, in
relation to the first, should be strengthened by the explanatory role that mathematics has
in certain applications. The Quine-Putnam indispensability argument is based on the first
form of application, while Baker’s Enhanced Indispensability Argumentis based on the sec-
ond.

There are examples of the application of mathematical tools in science in which it is
relatively easy to tell whether or not this application includes a mathematical explanation.
For example, in a trivial situation where numbers are used in physics exclusively to quan-
tify certain physical quantities, we can hardly talk about any mathematical explanation of
non-mathematical phenomena. On the other hand, there are well-known examples such as
the Konigsberg Bridges or the North American Cicadas Lifespan in which mathematical
means were undoubtedly used to explain a physical/natural phenomenon.
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When we talk about the assessment of the claim about the (non)existence of a mathe-
matical explanation in the application of mathematical tools in non-mathematical phenom-
ena, the situation is not always trivial. Namely, in some cases that application is on the one
hand so simple and self-explanatory (everyone uses mathematical facts), or on the other
hand not quite directly related to the phenomenon being explained (generalization based
on a sample). In such circumstances, some authors question the role of mathematical expla-
nation of non-mathematical phenomena. Such reviews encourage the idea of a classification
of different types of mathematical explanations considering the role of mathematical expla-
nation in the explanation of phenomena. In this sense, roughly speaking, we can talk about
a complete, partial or negligible mathematical explanation. In the first case, the explanation
of a non-mathematical phenomenon/problem is completely mathematized, in the second,
the mathematical explanation is combined with non-mathematical ones in relatively equal
strength, and in the third, the mathematical explanation is used at an elementary and gen-
erally accessible level.

A key concept, although not entirely clear, in the context of mathematical explana-
tions in non-mathematical phenomena and in connection with modern Platonist argu-
ments, is the concept of indispensability. The question of its clarification is therefore directly
related to the strength of the Patonistic arguments in which it is used. In the last twenty
years, there have been several attempts to make this term more understandable. Some had
a more intuitive form while others had a more formal approach. Both had weaknesses. The
former gave too wide a space for different arbitrary interpretations, while the latter, using
formal rigor, demanded further formalization and definition of new concepts.

It can be said that Platonist arguments based on arguments related to indispensability
encounter numerous challenges whose solution is uncertain. If we do not accept a return to
the traditional metaphysical argument that would defend Platonism, it seems that the path
to finding its alternative will not be easy.

Keywords: Mathematical application, mathematical explanation, arguments of Platonism,
concept of indispensability.
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OBJALUBEE U PASYMEBAIE Y EPU T3B. TPAHCXYMAHU3MA:
BNO-APT, O4 ANTEPHATUBHE ECTETUKE O MAUHCTPEM-A

TexcT caomnmiTema, Ha TeMe/by JTOTMYKMX M METOLOMOMIKMX McTpaxsamwa G. H. von
Wrighta u Paul Feyerabenda, Te mpeonomke nmpomonuje T3B. TPAaHCXYMaHVU3Ma Y IO/bY
YMETHMYKOT CTBapajalliTBa, pa3MaTpa yMETHUYKE M eTUYKe NPETIIOCTaBKe Kpeuparma
“nHemann” (Paul Vrilio) xao mpomusBopa ykpiuTama caBpeMeHe TEeXHONOIMje ¥ >KMBUX
opraHusama y ynabopaTopujamMa IMIMpOM CBeTa, ca MoKpuheM reHepycama YMETHOCTU U
LYJbeM MHCTUTYIMOHATHOT IIPM3HamKka JIa je ped O YMETHOCTH, M TO Off CTPaHe eCTeTHUKE,
Teopyje YMETHOCTM U YMeTHMYKe KpPUTMKe. 3a OBy INPWINKY, BaXXHO je OCBETINTH
VHTEHIVjy MHTePAMCIMUIUIMHAPHOT YKPIITaka HayKe M yMEeTHOCTH, Te Moryher objalimermna
VI pa3yMeBarba OBUX ITPOIeca, KaKo Ca CTAHOBUIITA XyMaHIUCTKe, TAKO U Ca CTaja/INIITa T3B.
TpaHcxyMaH3Ma. CIMYHO, CMAaTpPaMo /ja je BaKHO pedIeKTOBATH 1 O IOTpebu eTabmpama
U (QUHAHCMpama YMETHUYKUX IIpOjeKaTa KOju Off CBOT IIPBOOMTHOT aITepHATMBHOT
JieTIoBamba IPeTeH/Yjy Ha yIa3ak, U TO Ha Be/IMKa BpaTa, Ha MaMHCTpeaM yMEeTHUYKY CLieHY.
Jaxo cy nojemHyu yMe THUYKM eKCIIePUMEHTH Yy 0BOj 06/1aCTi TO3HATH jOLI OFf IOYeTKA OBOT
Beka (Stelarc, Eduardo Katz, u npyru), ynuTHo je ja 1 je oBze 3amcta ped 0 yMETHOCTI,
VI O HEJOBO/BHO pep/IeKTOBAaHOM 1 HayTeMe/beHOM TPEH/IY KOj)i Y OBOM TPEHYTKY, Kao
jemaH o MaMHCTpeaM IIpaBalja pa3Boja, 3acTyIla CaBpeMeHY YMETHOCT.

KrbyuHe peun: objalitberbe, pasymeBatbe, 6110-apT, eCTeTVKA, eTHKa

EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING IN THE ERA OF THE SO-CALLED
TRANSHUMANISM: BIO-ART, FROM ALTERNATIVE AESTHETICS
TO MAINSTREAM

Based on the logical and methodological research of G. H. von Wright and Paul
Feyerabend, and the ideological promotion of the so-called transhumanism in the field of
artistic creation, the article examines the artistic and ethical assumptions behind the cre-
ation of new forms of life (Paul Virilio). This emerges as a product of the intersection of
modern technology and living organisms in laboratories worldwide, presenting itself under
the guise of art and seeking institutional recognition as such, validated by aesthetics, art
theory, and art criticism.

For this occasion, it is crucial to problematize the interdisciplinary intersection of science
and art, exploring the potential explanation and understanding of these processes from
both humanities and transhumanism perspectives. Equally important is the reflection on
the necessity of establishing and financing art projects that, originating from their initial al-
ternative activity, aspire to enter the mainstream art scene. While some artistic experiments
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in this area have been known since the beginning of this century (Stelarc, Eduardo Katz,
and others), the article questions whether this truly represents art or if it is an insufficiently
reflected and well-founded trend that, at this moment, stands as one of the mainstream
directions of contemporary art development.

Keywords: Explanation, Understanding, Bio-art, Aesthetics, Ethics
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OHTOJIOLWWKO 3HAKE

OByM M3narameM >XeNMMO Ja IPEACTAaBUMO ¥ INPEAIOKUMO I10jaM OHTOJIOUIKOT
3Hama. OHTOJIONIKO 3Hame je II0jaM KOjuM MMeHYjeMO 3aXBaT y4ecTBOBama y 61hy kao
TaKBOM U Y I|e/IMHY; 3aXBaT KOjJ CAONIITaBa KaKBONy M Impupojy OHora IITO jecTe — fia
jecte 1 Kako jecte. Kako je oHO 1ITO jecTe yBeK IPUCYTHO, TAKO je ¥ OHTOJIOIIKO 3Hambe
YBEeK Ha PACIoaramy, a 3a CBeCT ce II0Kasyje Kao Ofif0BOP Ha MOJAUTHYTO NuTame. Kao
TaKBO, OHTOJIONIKO 3HaHe IPETXOM ITOCTABIM OM/I0 KOT TeOPHjCKOT OKBMpPA M MOXKe OUTH
OCHOB I>€TOBE U3IPajitbe, aKo je yBakeHo. OHTONIONIKO 3HaIbe M3MMYE BaH JOMallaja
o6pasoxerma IIyTeM HayKe ¥ HAyYHOT METOJIa, @ CPORHO je MeTapu3n4KkyM (OHTOMIOIIKIAM)
CUCTeMNUMa ¥ HAjONIITHjUM MofienMa (QU3MYKOT CBeTa; Off HBUX Ce pas3iyKyje o ToMe
IITO je MPeATeOPMjCKO. YTONMMKO OHTOJIONIKO 3Halbe MOXKe OMTU OCHOB yoOnmnyaBama 1
usBobhema MerTa/PU3NUKOT MOfe/la pasyMeBama CTBAPHOCTY, KaO0 OHO KakKO U OfjaKie
TAaKBOI' pasyMeBaiba. OHTOJIOIIKO 3HaME Ce MOKasyje M BaH TEOPMjCKOT IPOMUIL/balba,
Kao (yH[aMEHTAa/THO 3Hame KOje Ce HEeIMOCPeNHO M HeTeMaTCKU OYMTYje y MOCTYIAIbY,
(MHXVIbePCKOM WM/IM 3aHATCKOM) CauMibaBamy 1 (YMETHUYKOM) CTBAPAY.

ITojMOM OHTONOIIKOTr 3HaIa MMEHYjEMO 3aXBaTaibe M carjlefilaBarbe Koje M3MMYe
ycTa/beHMM opfpebemyuMa 1 ommcuMa 3Hama; OHO HMje MCK/BYYMBO AIPUOPHO HU
aIlOCTEPMOPHO, HM AHATIUTUYIKO HY CMHTETUYKO, HU PaljiOHa/IHO HI eMIupujcko. Vnak,
6110 KOju Off HaBeJleHNX OTPaHMYeHMX OIyca 1 00/IMKa 3Hama MOYKe YKa3aTy Ha OfINKe
OHTOJIOIIKOT 3Hamba. [lomyT anpuopHOr 3Hama, OHTOMNOIIKO 3Hale He HaCTaje CMHTE30M
WIY yoHIITaBameM Nonmasehm of campkaja moOMjeHMX YyTHMM OIXKambeM; HUje HI
MHTYUILYja HY MHCTUHKT. JIIaK, OHTOJIOIIKO 3Hambe je IPUCYTHO, MaJla He yBeK yBa)keHO
¥ TIPENO3HATO, Y CBAaKOM OIIaKamy: OHO He HacTaje Ipe OlaKama CTBAPHOL, Beh M3 u
yHyTap Tor cycpeta. OHTONIOIIKO 3Hambe HMje 3Habe O M30TI0BAHOM IIOjelMHAYHOM, Beh
0 CBUM OJJHOCVIMA YjeJHO, I1a ¥Ma (GOPMaJIHY U alICTPAKTHY IPUPOJY IO KOjOj je CPOIHO
aIIpMOPHOM 3Halby. VIIIaK, OHTOMOIIKO 3Hake Hje OrPaHMYeHO Ha aHAIMTUYKO IIoMMabe
cMucra, Besa U ymnoTpebe mojMoBa. Ka IOjMOBHOM MHIUBEHY, OHO Ce IOKasyje Kao
KopekTus Beh nsrpaleHe mojMoBHOCTU 1 Kao M3BOp Moryhe m3rpajme HOBUX ITOjMOBa 1/
VIV TIOJMOBHMX OJHOCA.

Kao TaxBO, OHTO/IOIIKO 3Habe IIPETXOAM PA3NUIY 00jalllberba M Pa3yMeBama, Te Y
Haueny obyxBara 1 omoryhasa o6oje. Kako ce kacu4HO cynpoTcTaB/bambe objalmerma 1
pasyMeBarma OHOCH Ha paslM4NTe BPCTe HayKa (IpMpofiHe U APYIITBEHEe HayKe), TAKO Ce
OHTOJIOIIKO 3Hame He MOXX€ CBPCTATU HU TIOf] jefHY Off TUX Kareropuja. tbemy npunagum
o6y ,,06janImema” U/ MM ,pa3dyMeBama’ Pas3BUjajy ce M3HYTPa, KAO eKCIUIMKAIje
yHyTpallllbe JIOTMKe 3axBaheHOr cMucia. YHyTpalllba JIOTMKA OHTOJIOLIKOT 3Hama
HepaCKMIMBO je ITperieTeHa ca 3axBaheHNM CMIICIIOM - lbeTOBUM CafipsKajeM, U ITPOM3IIa3n
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3 TOT CMUCTIA. Y Cafip)KITHCKOM IOTJIefly, OHTOJIOIIKO 3Halbe Ce II0Ka3yje MHOTOCMMC/IEHVIM
¥ BUIIE3HAYHUM, Te IIpeBasmIasy 3a0Kpy>keHa ofipebema u gedpunniuje. Y popmannom
IOITIeNly, YHYTpallllba JIOTMKAa OHTOJONIKOT 3Halba He IIPero3Haje pPaBHOIPABHOCT
K/ITaCUYHUX JIOTMYKMX aITepPHATIBA, OJHOCHO payBame Ha JBe JIOTMYKe MoryhHoCTH; jecte
U HMje, TaYHO U HeTayHO. OHO LITO je OHTOJIOUIKY HEAKTUBHO (OHO IITO HMje) He y3uMa
ce y 003up 1 Huje IpefMeT pasMaTparma. OHTOMOIIKO 3HaMe je 3HaHbe 0 OHOME IITO jecTe
- Jla jecTe ¥ KaKO jecTe, ¥ II0 TAKBOM Hadesy, HOC/e[UYHO, 3Hahe O OHOME IITO Huje — Jja
Huje. OTy/a ce HerMpamwe MOXKe METOJCKI YIIOTPeOUTH 3a Ha3HAYaBarbe OHOI'A IIITO jecTe,
Kao beros n3ocTaHak. OHTOJIONIKO 3Habe U IbeMy IIPUIIA/IHY YHY TPAIlby TOTUMKY CMICIA
OBIM M3JIarameM IpefcTaBuheMo Kao Mofies1 MeTaM3NIKOTr 0bjalllberha.

KrbyuHe peun: OHTOMOLWKO 3Hakbe, YHYTpallka JOr1Ka, BULWEe3HAaYHOCT cMucna, dopmarsnHo,

ancCTpPaKTHO.

ONTOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE

In this essay, we would like to present and propose the notion of ontological knowl-
edge. Ontological knowledge is the notion used to refer to grasping the participation in
being as such and as a whole; grasping that communicates the character and nature of what
there is — that it is and how it is. Since that which exists is always present, the ontological
knowledge is always in place, being recognized in consciousness as an answer to a question
posed. As such, ontological knowledge predates establishment of any theoretical framework
and can be the basis for its development, if recognized and followed. Ontological knowl-
edge is beyond reach of scientific elaborations and proper scientific method, but it is akin to
metaphysical (ontological) systems and the most general models of the physical world, from
which it differs as being pre-theoretical. Consequently, ontological knowledge can be the
basis for the formulation and development of the meta/physical understanding of reality, as
the origin and modus operandi of such understanding. Also, ontological knowledge is man-
ifested in non-theoretical contexts, as fundamental knowledge immediately and non-the-
matically shown in actions, producing (in engineering or crafts) and the (artistic) creation.

We are using the notion of ontological knowledge to refer to grasping and envisaging
which eludes the established definitions and descriptions of knowledge. The ontological
knowledge is exclusively neither a priori nor a posteriori, neither analytical nor synthetical,
neither rational nor empirical. Nevertheless, any of the enumerated narrow descriptions
and forms of knowledge can point to properties of ontological knowledge. Similar to a pri-
ori knowledge, ontological knowledge is not derived through synthesis or generalisation
from the information gathered by the sense perception; it is neither intuition nor instinct.
However, ontological knowledge it is present, although not always recognized and acknowl-
edged, in every sensation: it is not gained before perception of reality, but within such en-
counter and from it. Ontological knowledge is not about the isolated individual, but about
all relations at once, and thus it has a formal and abstract character which makes it akin to a
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priori knowledge. However, ontological knowledge is not restricted to the analytical under-
standing of meanings, relations and usage of notions. Regarding the conceptual thought, it
can serve as the corrective of already existing notions or as a source of possible formation of
new concepts and/or relations of notions.

As such, ontological knowledge is prior to the difference between explanation and
understanding; in principle, it encompasses and enables both. Since the classical opposition
between explanation and understanding is related to different kinds of sciences (natural
and social sciences), ontological knowledge cannot be classified under either of these two
categories. Forms of ‘explanation’ and ‘understanding’ belonging to ontological knowledge
are developed from within, as explications of the inner logic of thus grasped meaning. The
inner logic of ontological knowledge is inextricably connected with the grasped meaning
- its content, and follows from such content. In terms of content, ontological knowledge
encompasses various meanings which cannot be articulated using finite determinations and
definitions. Formally speaking, the inner logic of ontological knowledge does not recognize
the equality of classical logical alternatives: it is, and it is not; true and false. Ontologically
inactive (what is not) is not taken into consideration and is not a subject of reflection. On-
tological knowledge is about what is - that it is and how it is; and consequently, according
to such principle, knowledge about what is not — that it is not. Nevertheless, as the absence
of being, negation can be methodologically used for pointing out to what is. In this essay,
we will present ontological knowledge and its inner logic of meaning as the model of met-
aphysical explanation.

Keywords: ontological knowledge, inner logic, variety of meaning, formal, abstract.
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MNOJAM PA3YMEBAHKA Y TABAMEPOBOJ XEPMEHEYTULN

Y oBoM pajy aHanM3upaMo IojaM pasyMeBama ¢unosodcke Tpagunmje y lagame-
poBoj xepmeneyTunu. [agamep cMaTpa fa je ImpoleC IIOHOBHOT YMTalba M pasyMeBarba
dunosodcke TpapuIMje HeIPEKUJAH M 1A je CBAKO HOBO UNTambe Apyraunje. Y IpefcTaB/balby
lamamepoBe aprymMeHTanyje IoasuMo Off aHa/IM3e MojMa XOPMU3OHT Aa 61cMo 06jacHMIM
IITa 3HAYM JIa je pasyMeBame cmanare xopusonama. OBa aHa/mu3a Hac fjaj/be yryhyje Ha
lamamMepoBO Tymaverme IOjMa Ipeapacyfe U pasMarpaibe IPOCBETUTEbCKE Tpajuuuje.
AHanu3upaMo 3aIlTo je y CKIoIy ofipeDersa KOHIleNTa pasyMeBarma pexabuIMToOBaH MojaM
npeppacyge. Kpajiwy 1wb oBor paja je fia ce IpeUcINUTajy apryMeHTH Kojuma lajamep
OpaHu CBOje CXBaTame I10jMa pasyMeBama.

KrbyuHe peun: pasymeBare, dpunosoduja, Tpaguumja, Xopn3oHT, lagamep, xepmeHeyTrKa,
npeppacyza.

THE CONCEPT OF UNDERSTANDING IN GADAMER’S HERMENEUTICS

In this paper, we analyze the concept of understanding the philosophical tradition in
Gadamer’s hermeneutics. Gadamer believes that the process of re-reading and understand-
ing the philosophical tradition is continuous and that each new reading is different. In pre-
senting Gadamer’s argumentation, we start from the analysis of the term horizon to explain
what it means that understanding is the fusion of horizons. This analysis further points us
to Gadamer’s interpretation of the concept of prejudice and consideration of the Enlight-
enment tradition. We analyze why the notion of prejudice was rehabilitated as part of the
definition of the concept of understanding. The final goal of this paper is to review the ar-
guments with which Gadamer defends his understanding of the concept of understanding.

Key words: understanding, philosophy, tradition, horizon, Gadamer, hermeneutics, prejudice.
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OAHOC UBMEBY OUNTO30OCKOI PASYMUJEBABA
N OBJAWUKWHEHA Y HAYUU HA TEMEJbY APUCTOTEJIOBOT YHEA

Y pany ce aHanM3Mpa fa M apUCTOTEIOBCKA TPafiMiiMja MUIUbEHA, ¥ HEroBO
TE/ICOJIOIIKO pa3yMujeBame, 3aTUM KOHIeNT ¢uio3oduje Kao MeTadusuke, HYAU
yHoTe6/p1Be apryMeHTe 3a objallmere GUNIKNX peHOMeHa, U IMHaMM3aM KOji BJIafia
y obmacTu eMOMpMjCKOT MICKYCTBAa HPHMPOJie, KaO U 3a METOfO/IOTHjy MOJIepHe HaykKe.
Hapounro, ako ce nMa y BUAly y3pO4HO Ofjalliberbe Ka0 KpUTePUjyM HayqHOT 00jalllberba,
HerOB OCHOBHM MOJYC, aly M IpPEUCIUTVBAabe HErOBUX JOMeTa ¥ TpaHuua. Y TOM
KOHTEKCTY Ha TeMeJ/by ApMCOTOTENOBOr HaYlMHA MUII/beHa MOKYIIaBa ce OTOBOPUTH Jia
JIN je pasyMmujeBarbe JOMIUHAHTHO OOM/beXXje [PYIITBEHNX VM XYMAaHMCTUYKIX HayKa, M fIa
nu je Moryhe roBOpUTM O NpeIUINTalky MeTOA IPMPOJHUX U APYLUITBEeHUX Hayka. Ocum
TOTa, HACTOjU Ce PACBUjeTIMTH Jla M je CasHame MaTepujasHo, Y CMUCIY Jia TOCMaTpa
HeKy objexar wm je ¢popmanHo u 6aBu ce GopMOM pasyMma ¥ CaMor yMa, ITOjMOBUMA,
IPMHIMIIMMA ¥ ONIITKM IPaBUINMa MUIUbEHa YOIIITe, 63 pasiyke U ynyheHocTn Ha
objexre.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHILOSOPHICAL UNDERSTANDING
AND EXPLAINED IN SCIENCE ON THE BASIS OF ARISTOTLE’S LEARNING

The paper analyzes whether the Aristotelian tradition of thought, and its teleological un-
derstanding, then the concept of philosophy as metaphysics, offers usable arguments for the
explanation of physical phenomena, and the dynamism that reigns in the field of empirical
experience of nature, as well as for the methodology of modern science. Especially, if we
consider the causal explanation as a criterion of scientific explanation, its basic mode, but
also the questioning of its scope and limits. In this context, on the basis of Aristotle’s way
of thinking, an attempt is made to answer whether understanding is the dominant feature
of social and humanistic sciences, and whether it is possible to talk about the interweaving
of the methods of natural and social sciences. In addition, it tries to shed light on whether
cognition is material, in the sense that it observes an object, or is it formal and deals with
the form of reason and the mind itself, concepts, principles and general rules of thinking in
general, without distinction and reference to objects.
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MPOBJIEM OBJALLKBEHA U PASYMEBAHA MOPAJTHUX CYAOBA

IIpema smormuy MopamHOr Cyfa, CBaKa aJieKBaTHA Teopyja O HEroBOj IPUPOAK
Tpeba fja Oyje y cTamy fia IPyXu objalmere Bese n3Mehy MopamHux cygoBa 1 pasiora
Ha KOjuMa Ce OHM 3aCHUBAjy. [laX/buBO NpUKyIUbarbe U IPOLEHA Pa3/iora 3a U IPOTUB
HAIIMX MOPA/JHNUX CTaBOBA jecTe HajOO/bM HAUMH Ja Ce OTKpuje CHeluduyaH KapakTep
MopalHuX unmeHnna. Ommre Baxehn je yTucak ma ce BehyHa HalMx BepoBama MOTY
U3BECTU U3 IPYTMX BepOBama 3a KOja ceé CMaTpa fa Jlajy pasjore 3a OHA IpBa, pasjore
KOjy ce MOfipa3yMeBajy WM UX HMKaJa HUCMO 6ymm cBecHM. Vmak, Kajia ce OCTaBU TO
IMTabe Pasjiora 3a CBaKM Ja/bU Pasjiorn, JOMAsuMO [0 Kpajie Tauke, Kajja gohemo fo
HEKOT C/Ty4aja OIIITET Hayesaa KOju ce He MOXKe JeAYKOBAaTU M3 HedeT jOLl OYMIVIESHUjET,
KaJia YaK HM TeopujcKy Huje Moryhe nhu fa/be, OTKpUTU HeKu fy6/bM pasiior BepoBama.
Mmak, mefykoBaHM MCKa3yM Cy Cy 4€CTO Y TOIMKO] MEPM CaMOOYMITIENHM Kao M OHU
Koje cMO ycBojumm 6e3 mOKasa, IONMYT HEKMX CAaMOOYMITIENHUMX €THMYKMX Hadesa, Kao
TO je ,,Tpeba moctymatu Jo6po“ a Koje M3BOAMMO HelocpenHO 13 ocehama. JemHa of
peneBaHTHUX OfpeNHIIA UCIIPABHOCTY HEKOT IIOICTYIIKA jeCY OKOTHOCTU Y KOjuMa Ce Taj
noctynak ogurpao. Ca cBoje cTpaHe, OBO CXBaTambe MOpajTaHe IpaKce objalllbaBa HalTy
320KYIUbEHOCT MOPA/IHUM JI0Ka3oM. JIpyra oco61Ha MOpaJIHOT IIOCTyIIalka OJHOCHU Ce Ha
IpakTUYHe VIMIUIMKAILMje MOPAIHOT CyAa, Tj. Ha MOoceb6aH YTULAj KOj) HALIXM MOpaIHU
CTAaBOBM MMajy Ha Hallle IOCTYIIKe, JaK/le Kao MOTVBAI[MOHe UMIIIMKaluje. Y 0ba crydaja
objammeme Tpeba ma Oyme [aro, MMaTM MOPATHO MUIIbEHE IPOCTO 3HAYM VIMATH
oprosapajyhy motusanujy ga genyjemo. Ha oBom Mecty ce Hamehe jenHo GpyHmaMeHTaIHO
nyTarbe O TOMe IIITa Ce Y3MMa Kao MOJIe/l 33 pasyMeBarbe /by CKOT IIOCTyTIatba. Y OBOM pajy
6uhe roBopa 0 eTMYKMM TeoprjaMa, HONYT MHTYULMOHU3MA, pean3Ma U CyOjeKTUBIU3Ma,
KOje 13 pas/IMYNTHUX IO3NIUja IPYXKajy CBOjeBpCHe CMepHMIle ofjalllberba ¥ pasyMeBamba
MOpaJHMX CTaBOBa. VIHTYMIIMOHUCTU TBpfie [ja OCHOBHE MODAjHe IPMHILMIIE KOjU CY
CaMO-eBUJICHTHM, Ca3HajeMO Ha IocebaH HauuH, YaK ¥ IPEeKO CIelyjalHe CIOCOOHOCTI
KOja ce Ha3yBa MOpa/Ha MHTynIMja. CIIOpHO je IUTambe OKO MCTMHUTOCTY VM Ta>KHOCTHU
MOpaTHMX CTaBOBa. MHOIM MUCTIMOLM CMATpPajy fa Cy MOPa/lHU CTaBOBM M3Pa3 MOpPAJIHe
HO3MIIMje HEKOT MOjefiHIIA M KaO TAaKBU MOTY OMTY VIV MCKPEHM WIM HeVCKPeHU, JaKiie
TAaKBY CTABOBY Ce He MOTy yOpajaTi y casHarbe, He MOIM OMTY MCTUHUTH. VIHTyUIIMOHNCTH
IIaK TBPJIE [1a TIOCTOj€ YMbEHNUIIE O OHOME LITO j€ MOPA/IHO MCIIPABHO M1V IIOTPEILHO T€ [ja Ce
MOPAJIHE YMH-E€HULIE Ca3Hajy MHTYUTULIVjOM, MOPA/THUM 49y/IOM KOj€ HaM OTKPYBAa MOPA/IHy
VCTMHY, Ha C/IMYaH HAYMH HA KOjU 04N OTKPMBAjy UCTUHY O OHOME IIITO HAC OKpYXyje. Y
OZICYCTBY Objalltberba HauyHa Ha KOjy OBa CIIOCOOHOCT feryje MOTpeOHO je 00jacHUTY IITa
Ha OCHOBY MHTYMIMj€ caryieflaBaMo, a TO LITO carjaefaBaMo jecTe Ofi/IMKa CUTyalyje y KOjoj
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Ce Ha/lasMMOo 1 Koja ofipehyje kako Tpeba jja ce monamamo. Tum 3anaskameM Of/InKa jefHe
CHTYyalyje Ha OCHOBY MHTYMUTVMBHE VHAYKI[Mje OTKPMBAMO MOPAIHM IPVHIMI y OHOMe
IITO Cafp>KN IOjeaMHadHy cry4aj. Kaja mak ¢popmymmieMo eTnuky cy6jeKTuBM3aM, IpBa
MICa0 HAaC HaBOAM Ha TO Jla Cé MOPATTHUM CYIOBMMA M3pakaBajy IPEBACXOIHO YOBEKOBA
mmaHa ocehama, Ipy 4eMy cBako ocehame He MOXKe OUTV MOPATHM Cyfi. YMECTO TaKBOT
jeBHOCTPAHOT CTAHOBMINTA, PAfIU C€ O FeTOBOM IIOCTEIICHOM I000/bIIABAIGY U IOjadamby,
IloflaBameM OAroBapajyhmx pasyMckux kpanmdukaimja, uMMe eTUUKM CyOjeKTHBM3aM
IIOCTaje afieKBaTHUjM APYTMM TeopujaMa O NMPpUPOAM MopanHora cyza. CXOgHO ToMe, y
IOKYIIajy fa afieKBaTHMje GOpMy/IUIIeMO CyOjeKTMBUCTUYKO pasdyMeBambe eTIYKOr Cy/a
MOyKeMO pehu f1a HellITo jecTe MOpaTHO MCIPaBHO IIOCTYIIabe, YKOMMKO T'a MOXKe 000 puTH
jeIHa IIOTIIYHO pa3yMHa M HEIPYCTpPacHa TMYHOCT. OBaKBYM CHHKPETWYKIM IPUCTYIIOM
YAPYXXMBamby €THYKOT CyOjeKTMBM3MA Ca eTUYKUM pPalMOHAIN3MOM, Cy0jeKTUBM3aM
abuuypa 1 ocraje BuIIe panyo-cybOjeKTUBU3aM.

KrbyuHe peun: mopanHu cyn, ocehama, pasyMm, MHTyMUMOHU3aM, CybjekTBU3aM, peanvsam,
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THE PROBLEM OF EXPLAINING AND UNDERSTANDING
MORAL JUDGMENTS

According to the logic of moral judgment, any adequate theory of its nature should
be able to provide an explanation of the connection between moral judgments and the
reasons on which they are based. Carefully collecting and evaluating the reasons for and
against our moral positions is the best way to discover the specific character of moral facts.
The general impression is that most of our beliefs can be derived from other beliefs that are
thought to provide reasons for the former, reasons that are taken for granted or that we were
never aware of. However, when the question of the reason for every further reason is raised,
we reach the final point, when we come to some case of a general principle that cannot be
deduced from something even more obvious, when it is not even theoretically possible to
go further, to discover some deeper reason for belief. Nevertheless, deduced statements are
often as self-evident as those we adopt without evidence, such as some self-evident ethical
principles, such as “one should do well” which we derive directly from feelings. One of the
relevant determinants of the correctness of an action is the circumstances in which that
action took place. In turn, this understanding of moral practice explains our preoccupation
with moral proof. Another feature of moral behavior refers to the practical implications of
moral judgment, ie. on the special influence that our moral attitudes have on our actions,
therefore as motivational implications. In both cases an explanation should be given, hav-
ing a moral opinion simply means having the appropriate motivation to act. At this point,
a fundamental question arises about what is taken as a model for understanding human
behavior. In this paper, we will talk about ethical theories, such as intuitionism, realism and
subjectivism, which from different positions provide specific guidelines for the explanation
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and understanding of moral attitudes. Intuitionists claim that basic moral principles that
are self-evident are learned in a special way, even through a special faculty called moral
intuition. The question of the truth or falsity of moral attitudes is disputed. Many thinkers
believe that moral attitudes are an expression of the moral position of an individual and as
such can be either sincere or insincere, so such attitudes cannot be counted as knowledge,
they cannot be true. Intuitionists, on the other hand, claim that there are facts about what is
morally right or wrong, and that moral facts are learned through intuition, the moral sense
that reveals moral truth to us, in a similar way that the eyes reveal the truth about what
surrounds us. In the absence of an explanation of how this ability works, it is necessary to
explain what we perceive on the basis of intuition, and what we perceive is a feature of the
situation in which we find ourselves and which determines how we should behave. By ob-
serving the characteristics of a situation based on intuitive induction, we discover the moral
principle in what the individual case contains. When we formulate ethical subjectivism, the
first thought leads us to believe that moral judgments primarily express a person’s personal
feelings, and every feeling cannot be a moral judgment. Instead of such a one-sided point of
view, it is about its gradual improvement and strengthening, by adding appropriate ration-
al qualifications, which makes ethical subjectivism more adequate to other theories about
the nature of moral judgment. Accordingly, in an attempt to more adequately formulate
the subjectivist understanding of ethical judgment, we can say that something is a morally
correct action, if it can be approved by a completely reasonable and impartial person. With
this syncretic approach to the association of ethical subjectivism with ethical rationalism,
subjectivism abdicates and becomes more of a ratio-subjectivism.

Key words: moral judgment, feelings, reason, intuitionism, subjectivism, realism, consciousness,
explanation, understanding, proof.
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ErMBUCTEHUUNJANIHO-OHTOJIOWKA AHAJIU3A CMPTU U HAYYHO-
OHTUYKO PA3YMEBAKE N OBJALUKBEHE UCTOI DEHOMEHA

Y pany ce msnaxe cnerMduYHM OFHOC pasymMeBama U objalmema monasehn on
Xajpmerepose ¢yHmaMeHTanHe-oHTONOTHje. Y (POKYCYy je TPBEHCTBO €r3VCTEHIMjaTHO-
OHTOJIOIIKE aHa/lM3e CMPTU Ipel HAyYHO-OHTUYKUM pasyMeBameM I ObjallliberbeM
uctor gpenomena. OBo MpBEHCTBO ce MaHMGeCTyje Kao: pasrpaHudere, GyHAUpame 1
IIOHaB/bambe. Xajerep pasrpaHudyje ersyCTeHIVjalTHO-OHTONIOIIKY aHA/MN3y CMPTU  Of
HayyHMX objalllibera U pasyMeBama. [loToM, (yHIaMeHTaTHOOHTONOIIKO pasyMeBame
CMpTM OTBapa OHTOJIONIKYy HMpOOIEMaTMKy Ha KOjoj Ce 3aCHMBAjy IPMPOJHOHAYYHa
VUM JPYLITBEHO-XYMaHUCTIYKA UCTPAXMBama cMPTU. TakBo GyHAMpame He IIPeTXOan
BPEMEHCKM TT0CeOHO-HAayUYHMM OOjalllberbliMa Y UCTPKUBabIIMa CMPTH Y Hfje HUXOB
ycnoB HanpezioBama. Konauno, mpema Xajzerepy, HaygHa CTpakuBama cMpTH (6uonoruja,
aHTPOIIO/IOTYjA, MENUIIMHA, eTHOJOIMja..) IIOHAaB/bajy (YHIAMEHTAaTHOOHTOIOUIKY
Ipo6/IeMaTUKY CMPTH TaKO LITO je MMIUVIMIIUTHO IIPETHOCTAB/bajy.

KrbyuHe peun: pasymeBatbe, 0bjalltbere, GyHAaMeHTaNHa-OHTOIOM1ja, CMPT, MOHABIbatbe,

MapTuH Xajgerep.

EXISTENTIAL-ONTOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF DEATH AND SCIENTIFIC-ON-
TICUNDERSTANDING AND EXPLANATION OF THE SAME PHENOMENON

The paper presents a specific relationship between understanding and explanation
starting from Heidegger‘s fundamental ontology. The priority of the existential-ontologi-
cal analysis of death over the scientific-ontic understanding and explanation of the same
phenomenon is in focus. This primacy manifests itself as: demarcation, foundation and re-
petition. Heidegger demarcates the existential-ontological analysis of death from scientific
explanations and understanding.Then, the fundamental ontological understanding of death
opens the ontological problem on which natural scientific or social-humanistic researches
of death are based. Such foundation does not precede specifically scientific explanations and
investigations of death in time and is not a condition for their progress. Finally, according
to Heidegger, scientific studies of death (biology, anthropology, medicine, ethnology, etc.)
repeat the fundamental ontological problem of death by implicitly presupposing it.

Key words: understanding, explanation, fundamental-ontology, death, repetition, Martin
Heidegger.
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ENMVWKYPOBA AHTU-TEJIEOJIOTUJA

Enukyp je cMaTpao [ja HacTaHaK YHMBEP3yMa Kao M CBera OHOTa LITO BUAVIMO MK
IITO TIOCTOjY y HeMy HUje pe3yITaT HeKe OOXKaHCKe cuie Wi mak nposubemwa. OH je,
Ka0 I CBe IEeroBe MpUCTANNIE, JyOOKo KpUTHKOBao ¢umosode Koju cy BjepoBanm fa je
YHUBEP3yM HACTao ca Kao JMCXOf] HaMjepe, OfTyKe MM BO/be HeKOT boxxaHckor 6uha (mmm
Buile byx). Y KJI 1 ce jacHo TBpan fia ,,671a5keHO 11 BeuHO (HenponasHo) 6uhe (60xkaHCTBO)
HJI caMO HeMa HUKaKBy Tero0y, Hutu onrepehyje Hexo gpyro 6uhe tero6om. 3aTo He 3Ha
HJI 33 THEB HM 3@ IPUCTPACHOCT, jep CBe TO y cebu cafip>xu cmadocr.

BoxxaHCTBa, IpeMpa OCToje, He 6aBe ce CBUjeTOM HUTH yIIpaB/bajy blMe, Beh sxuse
y BjedHOM O71a)KeHCTBY, Herflje n3Mehy cBjeToBa, Ja/IeKo Off MeTeXa KOjy BJIafia CBUjeTOM,
CTBapuMa I JbyiuMa y ieMy. CaMyuM TUM, CBUjeT HeMa HEKY CBPXY MUJIM 11€e710C, Tj. He TIOCTOj U
pasjior 3amrTo je HacTao Beh je, jeHOCTaBHO, HacTao. Objallmberme HErOBOI HACTAHKA je
MarepujamucTiake npupoge. CBe MITO MMaMO JaHAC je MOCefuIa CTOOOTHOT KpeTama
(mapama) aToMa y IIpasHMHY Kao 1 IbJIXOBOT M3HEHA/JHOT CKpeTama ca yoOudajeHe Iy Tame.

OBo Bak11 KaKO ca KOCMOJIOLIKe CTpaHe TaKO 1 ca aHTpononolke. ITocnenniie oBakse
eIMKYypejcKe Teopuje Ccy Bullle3HayHe. [IpBo, MaTepujaIuCTUYKO pasyMMjeBame CBUjeTa
BOJM HaC y JleTepMUHI3aM, IITO je ENuKypy HenpuxsaT/buBo. [Ipyro, He3anHTEpeCOBAHOCT
Oorosa 3a /by/iCKa JelllaBama paspjellyje 4oBjeka of Opure 1 cTpaxoBa Koje raju mpema
BUMa ¥ cMpTH; Tpehe, 1 Hama pesIeBaHTHO jecTe [ja, ypyLIaBajyhy TeneonomKy IpyHINII,
Ha HeKM Ha4YMH Ce aHTUIUINPA ,,Ta/INIejCKO  objalllberbe y HayLM — KOje ce 3aCHMBA Ha
IIOCMATPamy ¥ eKCIIePUMEHTY, HaCYIpPOT ,apYCTOTETIOBCKOM  IIPUCTYITY KOju ce 6asupa
Ha QpMHATHOM y3POKY Kao 00jalllbemby.

Enukypejcka ¢usmka, HaCympoT HEKMM pPaHUjUM IIpefcTaBaMa KOCMOJIOIMIKMX
Teopuja Koje MMajy cBoje (KOHauHe) CBpXe M KOje MOXKEMO y3eTM Kao HEKy BPCTY
VHTEIMTEeHTHOT WIM IIaK IPUPOJHOT JAu3ajHa (IMOIyT AHAKCaropmHOr HOyc-a,
EmnenoxneoBux J/by6asu u Mpxme, a moce6Ho Ilmatona u ApucroTena), 3acHUBa ce Ha
CKpeTamy aToMa. To M3HEHa/[HO CKpeTambe MOXKEMO pasyMjeT! Kao MH/IeTEPMUHICAHOCT,
CIIOHTAaHMUTET, HEOUEKMBAHOCT UM CIy4ajHOCT. C jeflHe CTpaHe CKpeTambe MOXXEMO Y3eTHU
Kao CJIy4ajHOCT KOja je JIMIIeHa CBaKe CBpXe MM LIM/ba, JOK C APyre MOXXeMO IPUXBATUTU
Jla OHO IIpefiCTaB/ba HEKYy aKTMBHOCT KOja je IOTIYHO HeIpOy3pOKoBaHa. Y 06a cayu4aja,
OBaKBY UJIejy MO>KEMO CXBAaTWUTH Kao PYyAMMEHTapHM OONIMK CaBpPeMEHOr IOojMa IIaHCe
WV BjepoBaTHOhe, OFHOCHO Kao MpOoOaOMINCTUYKO ¥ He-TeNeOJIOIIKO ofjallmbena
YHUBEp3yMa.

KrbyuHe pujeun: Envkyp, objalitbere, MHAETEPMIMHM3aM, MPUPOAa.
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EPICURUS’ ANTI-TELEOLOGY

Epicurus believed that the origin of the universe and everything we see or everything
that exists within it is not a result of the divine force or divine providence. Like all of his
followers, he strongly criticized philosophers who held that the universe came into being
as a result of the intention, decision, or will of the divine being(s). That is made extremely
clear in KD 1: “A blessed and eternal being has no trouble himself and brings no trouble
upon any other being; hence he is exempt from movements of anger and favor, for every
such movement implies weakness.”

Deities, although they exist, do not concern themselves with the world or govern it.
Instead, they reside in eternal bliss, somewhere between worlds, far from the turmoil that
prevails in the world, its affairs, and the people within it. Consequently, the world has no
purpose or telos, i.e., there is no reason why it came into existence; it simply came about.
The explanation for its origin is materialistic. Everything we see today is the result of the
movement (falling) of atoms in the void and their occasional swerve (deviation) from their
usual path.

This applies both to a cosmological and anthropological perspective. The conse-
quences of this Epicurean theory are multifaceted. Firstly, a materialistic understanding of
the world leads us to determinism, which is unacceptable to Epicurus. Secondly, the indif-
ference of the gods to human affairs frees people from the worries and fears they have about
the gods and death. Thirdly, and relevant to us, by undermining the teleological principle,
it in some way anticipates the “Galilean” explanation in science — which is based on obser-
vation and experimentation, as opposed to the “Aristotelian” approach, which relies on the
final cause as an explanation.

Epicurean physics, in contrast to some earlier cosmological theories that postulate
their (ultimate) purposes, which can be understood as a form of intelligent or natural de-
sign (such as Anaxagoras’ nous, Empedocles’ Love and Strife, and especially in Plato and
Aristotle), is based on the swerve of atoms. This sudden swerve can be understood as inde-
terminacy, spontaneity, unpredictability, or randomness. On one hand, we can perceive the
swerve as randomness devoid of any purpose or goal, and on the other hand, we can accept
that it is an activity that is completely uncaused. In both cases, we can interpret this idea as a
rudimentary form of the modern concept of chance or probability, that is, as a probabilistic
and non-teleological explanation of the universe.

Key words: Epicurus, explanation, indeterminism, nature.
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NCTOPUJA ®NTO3O0DUJE U HEH 3HAYA)J

Tema oBor pajia jecte pasmarparbe yyore 1 3Ha4aja ucropuje punozoduje 3a 6apbermne
¢unosodujomrenepanto. Y papy hy ce moHajsuiie ocnamwaru Ha Tese Tumory Bunmjamcona
(Timothy Williamson) xoju mogpo6Ho pasmarpa MecTo uctopuje punozoduje y cucremy
¢dunosodckux puciuImHa, nonasehn ox crasa fa je nomoxaj punozoduje gaHac [y6oko
y3OpMaH 1 fa ¢unosoduja TPy pasmuuuTe KYITYpHe M Hay4dHe Npefpacype. YnmeHnia
je Iia cy muTama pelleBaHTHOCTH U yryiefa ¢punosoduje, BeHOT OHOCA ca PYTUM HayKaMa,
Kao U IMTama HeHOI IpefMeTa ¥ MeTOAa U fla/be OIIITe MecTo Mehy dmnosoduma n
HAayYHUIIVMMA, ¥ JaHalllbe BpeMe IOIYIAPHOCTM er3aKTHUX HayKa MOX/A U BMUIIE HETo
nKaga npe. CMaTpaM Jia jeflaH Off pasjiora 3a TO JIeXXM) y HelOBO/bHOM UCTHULIAY BaXXHOCTH
ucropuje punozoduje. Crora he jeman of mpBUX cTaBOBa KOje 3aCTYIIaM y OBOM pajy Outu
CTaB Jla MIO3HaBame UcTopuje Gpunosoduje geTepMuHMIIe HONOXAj Koju ce punosoduju
mozebyje Mehy Haykama, Kao ¥ IIOCMaTpame HEHOT OffHOCAa Ca OCTalMM HayYHMM
AUCLUIUIMHAMA. Y TOM CMMCIIy Takohe moppasymeBaM ja AyO/be IIO3HaBame MCTOPUje
¢unosoduje momaxke y pasrpaHMdaBamy JOMeHa IpoydyaBama usMehy ¢umosoduje n
HayKa Koje, yCIIef, CBOjuX IIpefMeTa, Aene ofpebene Teme ca pasmuantuM Gpunozopckum
AVMCUMIUIMHAMA, 1oy T ¢uto3oduje jesnka u MMHIBUCTUKe, punosoduje HayKe U pusmke
W MefunyHe, punrosoduje u ncuxonoruje u candHo. Jpyra tesa kojy hy 6panuru tnye
ce yBepema fia puo3oduja MMa jefHCTBEH OJHOC IpeMa CBOjOj VICTOPUjU, APyrauuju
Hero OCTajie HayKe IIpeMa CBOjUM McTopujama pasButka. OgHoc ¢umoszoduje u uctopuje
¢unosoduje je moceban us Buire pasmora. Hajpe, cMarpam jja je Hemoryhe Ha mpasu
HauMH passujatu oppeheny mpejy wmm dunosodpcku nmpobnem 6e3 nmo3HaBama y3pOIHO-
HOC/IEANYHOT Pa3Boja MUCIIM KOjU je TOBeo 0 0OnMKa Te upeje nin npobaeMa KakaB MU
cycpehemo anac. [laspe, prmosod cBoje nzeje v HOBe apryMeHTe He IPIIV CaMO VI3 CBETa OKO
cebe, Beh 1 13 ucropuje crapux ueja u punosodcknx ypepemwa. Prosod kao nojepnHar
HMKaJla He MO)Ke MCK/bYYMBO CBOjUM YMOM CMMCIUTH CBE OHE MJCAOHE eKCIepUMEHTe,
IpyMepe MM KOHTpAIpuUMepe Koje Cy NPYXuin cBU pumo30odpcku yMOBHU Off aHTUKe
mo maHac. 3a ¢unosoda u meropo OaBbeme PrUI030(hUjoM Of KPyLMjalIHOT je 3Hadaja
IpeBasuIaXKembe YCKOT IPYLITBEHOT KOHTEKCTa Koju My Hamehy MecTo Ha KoMe 1 BpeMe y
KoMe X1BH. [IpeBasunakere rpaHuIia COICTBEHOT BpeMeHa U IpocTopa Moryhe je camo
y3 mpoy4aBame ucropuje ¢punosoduje. Kako ¢punosod kpos TakBo nmpoyuasame Takobhe
KPUTUYKY IPOMATpa I yjeJHO yCBaja MUCAOHe eKCIIepMMEHTe U HaulMHe apryMeHTHCamba
npyrux ¢punosoda mpe mera, 3aK/by4ak Kojy M3BOANM jecTe CTaB fia ucTopuja punosoduje
Hje caMo BakHa ¢uno3odcka AucunIvmMHa, Beh n meton punoszodpupama. Linse oBor pasa
jecTe UCTHUIIalbe HEOCIIOPHE Ba)KHOCTY ITO3HaBamba McTopuje Gpuao3oduje 3a KBaTUTETHO
6aB/berbe 611710 KOjoM ApyroM ¢pumo30¢hCKOM JUCHUIIINHOM.
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KrmbyuHe peun: punosoduja, uctopuja punosoduje, prunosod, sHauaj prunosoduje, ynora
dunosoduije, Hayka.

HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE

The topic of this paper is the consideration of the role and importance of the history of
philosophy for philosophy in general. In my paper, I will mainly rely on the theses of Timothy
Williamson who examines in detail the place of the history of philosophy in the system of
philosophical disciplines, starting from the opinion that nowadays philosophy suffers from
various cultural and scientific prejudices. The fact is that the questions of the relevance and
reputation of philosophy, its relationship with other sciences, as well as the questions of its
subject and methods are still differently interpreted among philosophers and scientists, per-
haps more than ever having in mind the popularity of exact sciences. I believe that one of the
reasons for this lies in insufficient emphasis on the importance of the history of philosophy.
Therefore, one of the first positions I advocate in this paper will be the position that knowledge
of the history of philosophy determines the position assigned to philosophy among (other)
sciences, as well as the observation of its relationship with other scientific disciplines. I also
find that a deeper knowledge of the history of philosophy helps to demarcate the domain of
study between philosophy and sciences which, due to their subjects, share certain topics with
different philosophical disciplines, such as philosophy of language and linguistics, philosophy
of science and physics or medicine, philosophy and psychology and so on. The second thesis
that I will defend concerns the belief that philosophy has a unique relationship to its history,
different from other sciences to their histories of development. The relationship between phi-
losophy and the history of philosophy is special for several reasons. First of all, I believe that
it is impossible to properly develop a certain idea or philosophical problem without knowing
the cause-and-effect development of thought that led to the form of that idea or problem
which we encounter today. Furthermore, the philosopher creates his ideas and new arguments
not only from the world around him, but also from the history of old ideas and philosophical
beliefs. A philosopher individually can never come up with all those thought experiments,
examples or counterexamples that have been provided by all philosophical minds from An-
tiquity to the present times. For a philosopher it is of crucial importance to overcome the
narrow social context imposed on him by the place and time in which he lives. Overcoming
those limits is possible only with the study of the history of philosophy. Since the philosopher,
through such study, also critically observes and at the same time adopts the thought exper-
iments and ways of argumentation of other philosophers, the conclusion I draw is that the
history of philosophy is not only an important philosophical discipline, but also a method of
philosophizing. The aim of this paper is to highlight the indisputable importance of knowing
the history of philosophy for quality engagement in any other philosophical discipline.

Key words: philosophy, history of philosophy, philosopher, importance of philosophy, role of
philosophy, science.
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CYWTUHA KAPTE3UJAHCKOT NMAPAAOKCA MNPBE ®UJTO30OUJE

Y papy ce pasmMaTpa TeMe/bHM acleKT [lekaproBe MeTadM3MKe, OHOCHO IIpBe
¢unosoduje. Y mpsom pujeny pujed je o yobudajeHoM cxBaramy [lekapra Kao Kpearopa
MofepHe ¢utozoduje, Te 0 OIPaBIAHOCTH, a/IM VM OTPAaHMYECIbVIMA TAKBOT CTaBa. To je HUT
BOIM/bA YNTABOI paja. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY je MPUCYTHO ¢uao30dpoBo pyuieme “TBphase
cxomacuke”. VicroBpeMeHO ce cKkpehe ImaXkba 11 Ha OCTaTKe CXOTACUKe Y Fer0BOj MUCTIN.

Y #pyrom amjeny mocTaB/ba Ce INTalbe pyLIerma WM 0OHOBe, KOHTUHYNUTETA VIJIN
IVCKOHTMHYMTeTA IIpBe puozoduje. Y UCTpaKuBambe ce yBOAU ¥ APUCTOTEI Kao KpeaTop
K/bYYHUX IOjMOBa, a/lM 1 Kao ¢uao3od uuje je Hacmehe jomr 6mmo “xuBo” y BpujeMe
Kapresuja. ¥ ynmorpe6u cy nmojmosu dinamis u energeia, 6uhe xao 6uhe, te muxosa moryha
IpMMjeHa U oloBprapame Kofi Kapresuja. Y LeHTpy nakme je mUTame KaKo OHTO/IOTWja
- U3BOPHO Hayka o 6uhy kao 6uhy je, 3ampaBo, Hayka o 3Hawy. Ty ucrpaxusame
HOCTVOKe 3eHUT. LIM/b je eKCIUIMIMpaTy Kako MUC/INOLM KapTesujaHCKe Tpajuiyje rpaje
OTKOH Off TpajmIyje, aam 1o ceby je mpobIeMaTyHO ITO TO U3BOJAE TPAAUIVIOHATHIM
¢uno3odcknm ojMoBruMa. Y ToMe je ,,4BOp” HMapagoKca.

Y tpehem pujeny roBopu ce 0 mapajjlOKCaTHOCTY IIOjMa res extensd, Te Kako
MMIDbEbe Kao Jjeatbe, JaKile, MPOoIlec, Kao IJIaro/l MOXKe YOIILITe OUTH cmeéap, HEelITo
CTBOPEHO U HENPOMjen1BO. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY Ce TOBOPM M O HY>KHOCTY I'PYKOT MOfena
MMUILJbEIbA U NTOCTAB/bakba MNTaMba KOje je YCMjePEHO HY>KHO YCMjepeHO Ha HEKO IITACTBO,
HEKY Oy CHUY, JOK je Wb MOIEPHUX IV HAMIKA, IPOMjeHa, IpoLiec.

KmbyuHe pujeun: [ekapt, ApucToTen, cxonacuka, CyWTWHA, KapTe3njaHCKX MapafoKkc, npBa
¢dunosoduja, oHToNoruja, buhe Kao brhe, 3Harbe, res extensa.

THE ESSENCE OF THE CARTESIAN PARADOX OF FIRST PHILOSOPHY

The paper discusses the fundamental aspect of Descartes’ metaphysics, that is, the
first philosophy. In the first part, we are talking about the usual understanding of Descartes
as the creator of modern philosophy, and about the justification, but also the limitations of
such an attitude. It is the guiding thread of the entire work. In this context, the philosopher’s
demolition of the “fortress of scholasticism” is present. At the same time, attention is drawn
to the remnants of scholasticism in his thought.

In the second part, the question of demolition or restoration, continuity or discon-
tinuity of the first philosophy is raised. Aristotle is also introduced into the research as the
creator of key terms, but also as a philosopher whose legacy was still “alive” at the time of
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Descartes. The terms dynamism and energeia, being as being, and their possible application
and refutation by Descartes are in use. In the center of attention is the question of how on-
tology - originally the science of being as a being, is actually a science of knowledge. That’s
where the research gets to the heart of the problem. The goal is to explain how the thinkers
of the Cartesian tradition build beyond the tradition, but it is problematic in itself that they
do it in traditional philosophical terms. This is the “knot” of the paradox.

In the third part, we talk about the paradoxical nature of the term res extensa, and
how thinking as an action, therefore, a process, as a verb can be a thing in general, some-
thing created and unchanging. In this context, the necessity of the Greek model of thinking
and asking questions is also discussed, which is necessarily directed at some entity, some o
u s i u, while the goal of modern dynamics is change, process.

Key words: Descartes, Aristotle, scholasticism, essence, Cartesian paradox, first philosophy,

ontology, being as being, knowledge, res extensa.
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MJIATOHOBA TEOPUJA EJAOCA KAO MOJEN
Y3POYHOTI OBJALLKBHEHA OBJEKATA

KoHlenTyanmsoBaHo Kpo3 IPU3MY jef[HOT NUTamba, LM/b CAONIITEHA je faBarbe
OZITOBOPA Ha TO 3auimo je Ilnamon yonuime nocmynupao meopujy ejooca. Ananusupajyhm
OBO NMNTame ¥ IeroBe IPEeTIIOCTAaBKe, JKeMMMO Ja yYeCHMIMMA CKyTla IpefCcTaBMMO
ITnaToHOB MOpen y3podHOT objammemna. Haga Ham je a hemo oBume fogaTHO oboraTutn
Oynyhe mpoMunubame 1 paj y4eCHUKA, KAaKO OHUX KOju ce OaBe APYIITBEHUM TaKO U
IPUPOITHUM HayKaMa.

Y oBOM pajly HacTojuMO fia 3aheMo y Heke Marbe TI03HaTe MPeTIOCTaBKe aHTIYKO-
IPYKOI MMILJbEIbA, T€ Jla U3 Te IEPCIEKTMBE IOKaXXEMO Ja je TeOpUjy €jgoca CacBUM
KOHCEKBEHTHO M WCTOPMjCKM YTeME/beHO MOryhe 4YmMTaTM Kao TeOopHujy y3pOYHOT
objammerma. OBakaB IIOCTYMAK OTKpUBa IoIexxehy HaydHN, UIejHN ¥ MCTOPMjCKI CKIIaf
KOjJ IIeTIOKYITHOCT oBe MeTadusiuke Teopuje Takopehu crymra ca “He6a” Ha “semby’”.

Yrememyjyhu cBoje m3jlarame MCTOPUjCKMM YMIbEHUIIAMA ¥ “TIPUPOMHAYKIM
acnekTrMma [ImaroHoBe ¢punosoduje, ykazahemo Ha TO fia je LIe/IOKYIIHA TeOpHja ejaoca mpe
CBeTa OfITOBOP Ha eKCIUIAHATOPHM ja3 y HAYYHOM IPOMUIIUbAKY CBETA.

Jlo oBOr MOMEHTa [j0/1a3MMO Ha OCHOBY K/by4He ummeHune aa je IlmaroHoBa
npeficTaBa cBeTa (WITO je yjeAHO CMMITOMATMYHO 33 aHTUYKO-TPYKO MUIUBEHE TOT
moba) MpeTHOCTaB/bana MOjaM MaTepyje KOju Ce PafiMKajHO pas/luKyje Ofi OHOTa ILITO
“Mn” (y HajIIMpeM CMMCITY TOT ‘MU’ - HAaCTIeHUIN jyAeo-XpuithaHCKe U TPOCBETUTEIbCKe
TpajyIuje) TOX TuMe HoppasymeBamo. OBfle HMje ped O CYNTWIHMM pas3iaMKaMa I
pPeYHMYKMM HemoayAapHocTuMa. 3a IlnaToHa, Kao ITaTOHMYape HapeJHOT MIIEHUjyMa
Marepuja je Impe CBera: IpasHyHa, OACYTHOCT M JIMIIEHOCT.

Oryma MoXeMoO [ja IIOCTaBMMO KpyIMjalHO INTame: YKOMMKO He Marepmja (c
0031pOM Jia je HeMaMO Kao eKCIIAHATOPHY IPYHINUII) - IITa je OHO IITO 00jeKTIMa Jaje
peanHocT? Kao mrTo hemo mokymary jja mokaxkeMo, oBa Teopuja HMje CIMPUTUCTIYKA
y caBpeMeHOM CMUCITy Te peun. Iberosa pemiema 3a IuTame OHTONOLIKOT peanuTeTa
Cy JieflyKTMBHA U CUCTEMCKA - C TMM IITO je pedepeHTHM OKBUP M3MEIITEH Y OJHOCY Ha
“Hame” IPeTIOCTaBKe 1 II0jMOBe.

OBo HaM foTyITa /1a HeKe CACBMM KPUIITUYHE U IICeyIO-CIMPUTUCTIYKE pedeHNIe
nomyT “o6jekar X' OCTOjU Ha OCHOBY €MI0Ca X, TYMA4/MO Y TOTOBO HATypPa/IMCTUIKOM
K/by4y.

YsMyMo jemaH mpumep Koju je cacBUM CHMIITOMaTu4daH 3a IlmaToHoB Mopmyc
MMIberba. By 61cMOo CKIOHU fla Ka>KeMO KaKo je KOMIIO3UTOP OATOBOPAH 3a CTBapame
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usBecHe CMMQOHUje M CXOZHO ToMe MaHMdecTOoBaHOT OONMKa sienome, cKnadad u
xapmoruje. TInaToH 61 MHCUCTUPAO [1a Y OBOM CXeMaTU3My IIOCTOjU joII jefiaH (y3pOdHO-)
KOHCUTYTUBHM €IEMEHT: JIOTUYKO-OHTOJIOIIKO YCTPOjCTBO CBeTa. MaTpuila Koja usBecHe
objexTe y cTapTy umHyu Moryhmm, a ipyre HeMoryhum; y o0BoM CIy4ajy: TO je YMIbeHMIIA [ja
je meroTa MIpUHIMIINje/THO IPUCYTHA ¥ Moryha y Halloj peaTHoCTIL.

OBakaB Ha4MH MMI/bEA CACBUMM IPUPOJHO oTBapa MHore TeMe. Illta je ocHOB
pucTuHKIMje Moryher u Hemoryher? [la i je y muTamy TOIMYKa KOXePEHTHOCT MPeCTaBa
VIV HelTo ipyro? II/1aToHoBO 3amakame je cnefehe: yKONMMKO ce HeKM IIPVMHIINII ITOCTAB/ba
Kao perynaTtop AMCTUHKTMBHUX KaTeropuja (HImp. moryher m Hemoryher), oHpia Taj uctn
IPUHINI Mopa Aa (Y HeKOM CMUCITY) CTOjU BaH TUX KaTeropuja. OBo je 0CHOBa Ha K0joj OH
TPafiyl TK3. TPAHC-OHTOJIONIKY ITO3MUL]y Y MeTadusNLN.

KrbyuHe peun: MNnaToH, ob6jallimerbe, y3pOoUHOCT, TeopUja ejaoca

PLATO’S THEORY OF FORMS AS A MODEL
FOR CAUSAL EXPLANATION OF OBJECTS

Conceptualized through the lens of one question, the aim of this presentation is to
answer why Plato postulated the theory of forms in the first place. By analyzing this ques-
tion and its assumptions, we aim to present Plato’s model of causal explanation to the par-
ticipants of the conference. We hope to enrich the future contemplation and work of the
participants, both in social and natural sciences.

This paper endeavors to delve into some lesser-known presuppositions of ancient
Greek thought, showing that the theory of forms can be consistently and historically inter-
preted as a theory of causal explanation. This approach reveals an underlying scientific, ide-
ological, and historical harmony that brings the entirety of this metaphysical theory down
from the “heavens” to “earth.”

Grounding our presentation in historical facts and the “naturalistic” aspects of Plato’s
philosophy, we will demonstrate that the entire theory of forms primarily addresses the
explanatory gap in the scientific contemplation of the world.

We reach this point based on the key fact that Plato’s world view (characteristic of an-
cient Greek thought of that time) presupposed a concept of matter radically different from
what “we” (in the broadest sense of the term as inheritors of Judeo-Christian and Enlight-
enment traditions) understand it to be. For Plato, and Platonists of the next millennium,
matter is primarily emptiness, absence, and deprivation.

Hence, we can pose a crucial question: if not matter (since it lacks explanatory power)
- what gives objects reality? As we will try to show, this theory is not spiritualistic in the mod-
ern sense of the word. Its solutions to the question of ontological reality are deductive and
systematic, albeit with a reference frame shifted from “our” presuppositions and concepts.

This allows us to interpret seemingly cryptic and pseudo-spiritualistic statements like
“object x1 exists by virtue of eidos x” in an almost naturalistic manner.
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Take an example symptomatic of Plato’s mode of thinking. We might be inclined to
say a composer is responsible for creating a certain symphony, thus manifesting beauty,
harmony, and balance. Plato would insist that in this schema, there is another (causally-)
constitutive element: the logical-ontological structure of the world. The matrix that makes
certain objects possible and others impossible; in this case: the fact that beauty is funda-
mentally present and possible in our reality.

Such thinking naturally opens up many topics. What is the basis for the distinction
between the possible and the impossible? Is it the logical coherence of representations, or
something else? Plato’s observation is as follows: if a principle is set as a regulator of distinc-
tive categories (e.g., possible and impossible), then that principle must, in some sense, stand
outside those categories. This is the basis on which he builds his so-called trans-ontological
position in metaphysics.

Key Words: Plato, explanation, causality, theory of forms.
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CnbuH bpatnHa

Ounozodckm hpakynter YHusep3uteta y Mpuiutunm

ca npupemeHum cefuiutem y Kocockoj Mutposuum
Acuctent

NPEUCMUTUBAKE TBPAHE MATEMATUKA=OHTOJIOTUJA
KOJ ANTAHA BAAJYA

TBpama MaTeMaTNKa=OHTO/IOTMja MIPEACTaB/ba OCHOBHY WJiejy II0 K0joj je m3rpaben
dunosodcku cucrem Anana bazgjya. On 0BoM TBp/jHOM OKYILIABa /1A YCIIOCTaBY MATEMATHKY
He caMO Kao OCHOBY CBake Hayke, Beh kao ocHOBy ¢mnosoduje Takohe. Ako mHaue
MaTeMaTyKa Tpeba fla CTyXKM Kao OCHOBA HAYYHOCTY IIPMPOJHNUX HayKa ¥ HOPMA/IHO UTpa
yrory objaiimerba y Hayny, Kofi bajijya oHa mpeysyuMa u yory pasyMeBama UCTOBPEMEHO.
I[Ipy>xajyhm Teopuju cKynoBa OHTOJIOLIKY MHTepIIpeTalujy, bazjy ce Tpynu ga nomohy Tako
cxBaheHe MaTeMaTIKe pa3yMe KaKO Ce TIOHAIIIA CIIO/bAIllbI CBET I [1a OATOBOPY Ha INTabe
mTa je To 6nhe. 3a wera, IOCTOj| CAMO OHO IITO Ce MOXKe TpeOPOojaTH, TO jeCT, MaTeMaTUIKI
IPYKa3aT, a MOJIET 32 pa3yMeBambe CBeTa IIpeiCTaB/ba TeOpMja CKYIIOBa.

3a mera, YIIPKOC TOMe, MaTeMaTyKa He IIPeJiCTaB/ba UCTUHY LieIoT cBeTa, Beh camo
uctuny 6uha-kao-6uha u HayuHor nornesna Ha ceeT. OCuM e, OH IIPU3HAaje jOII U HOeMCKY
chepy, Kao ¥ MOMUTHUKY ¥ /by6aBHY. OBe fpyre cdepe HeMajy CBOj OFHOC IIpeMa Hayly,
i yucrtoM 6uhy, Beh camo mpema oHome 3a mTa ce Moxxe pehu fa je mocrojehe xpo3s
MmareMcKy cdepy. [Topen Tora, oHe ce OUINKYjy PyTauyjoM IIepCIIeKTVBOM Off HayYHe IIpeMa
nocrojehum crBapumMa. OHO IITO je 3ajeTHMYKO CBUM IIOMEHYTMM cdepaMa Impolenypa
VICTVHE je BMXoBa ¢popMa, ofipehena MareMaTnuky myTeM GopMaTHe OHTONOTH]jE, KOjy ce
bapjy Tpyau ma passuje. OBo camo 1o ce6u Huje HOBOCT, MHOTM (pumo30du Cy MoKyuamm
la MaTeMaTuKoM 06e30elle PalMOHATHOCT U YBPCTMHY CBOjUX CUCTEMA, ajli Majlo KO je
3ay3e0 OBAaKO paJMKalaH PO MaTeMATIYKN CTaB.

[Ipobneme oBakBe ofpenHuIle MaTeMaTyKe (MM OHToNOrKje) heMo aHamM3yparu
y pagmy. 3a pasiuky of ApyruX MpoLefypa UCTVHE y KOjUMa Ce TeXM eKCIUIMLIUPABY U
OTKpMBamby HOBMX MCTHA, 3a bazjya, MaTteM mocTaje MHepTaH, jep ce 3aCHMBA KOHKPETHO
Ha TEOPUjy CKYIOBa, Te YKOIMKO OM ce OHAa M3MEHWIA, Ta M3MeHa OM MMaja yTuuaja un
Ha BagjyoBy dumosodcky konnenuujy. IIpemnoxuhemo ybnakeHo pasyMeBame TBpmbe
MaTeMaTyKa =OHTOJIOTMja M TO y OONMKY /la ce MaTeMaTMKOM CaMoO IIpaBe MOJeNM 3a
pasymeBambe 61ha, a He Ja OHa y MOTHYHOCTM ycIeBa fa moroau u oxpenn 6mhe. Kao
HajOIIIITHja AUCLMIUINHA Koja ce 6aBM ofpen6oM KBaHTHUTETa, OHA CBAKAKO MOpa MMAaTH
BO)KHO MECTO y CUCTeMY M ofpehuBamy OHOra mTa IIOCTOjU, alyu Jienyje Kao ja 6m
pajuKanaH 00K yTBphuBama oBe Bese 1o GopMyIu MaTeMaTIiKa =OHTOJIOTHja UITAaK 6110
HeaJleKBaTaH y mpoleHy 6uha, ako HMIITA pyTo, 300r BpeMEeHUTOCTH CaMe MaTeMaTHKe.
JMako mpenMeT caMe MaTeMaTuKe HMje HUIITA IITO Ce MeHba y BPEMeHY, OHa caMa ce IaK
Mema y BpeMeHY U Kao TaKBa OJJIMKYje ce eroxaaHoumhy cBojux cTaBoBa, 6e3 marnena o
TOMe JIa MO>KeMO IIPETIOCTaBUTY KaKo Oy msrienao (1 ga mu je Moryh) 061k y kome 6u
OHa y TIOTITYHOCTH aleKBaTHO OATOBapasa CTPYKTYpH CIojballmber 61ha.

KrbyuHe peun: MmaTeMaTliKa, OHTONOMMja, Npoueaypa UCTUHe, forahaj, ckyn, mogen, buhe.
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RETHINKING THE MATHEMATICS=ONTOLOGY CLAIM IN ALAIN BADIOU

The statement mathematics = ontology represents the basic idea on which Alain Ba-
diou’s philosophical system is built. With this statement, he tries to establish mathematics
not only as the basis of all science, but as the basis of philosophy as well. If otherwise math-
ematics should serve as the basis of the science of natural sciences and normally plays the
role of explanation in science, with Badiou it takes on the role of understanding at the same
time. By providing the theory of sets with an ontological interpretation, Badiou tries to un-
derstand how the external world behaves with the help of mathematics understood in this
way and to answer the question of what this being is. For him, there is only that what can
be counted, that is, mathematically represented, and the best model for understanding the
world is set theory.

For him, despite this, mathematics does not represent the truth of the whole world,
but only the truth of being-as-being and the scientific view of the world. Apart from it,
he also recognizes the poetic sphere, as well as the political and love spheres. These other
spheres do not have their relation to science, or pure being, but only to what can be said
to exist through the mathematical sphere. In addition, they are characterized by a different
perspective towards existing things than the scientific one. What is common to all the men-
tioned spheres of truth procedures is their form, determined mathematically by means of a
formal ontology, which Badiou tries to develop. This in itself is not new, many philosophers
have tried to use mathematics to ensure the rationality and solidity of their systems, but few
have taken such a radical pro-mathematical position.

We will analyze the problems of this determinant of mathematics (or ontology) in the
paper. Unlike other procedures of truth in which one strives to explain and discover new
truths, for Badiou, math becomes inert, because it is based specifically on set theory, and
if it were to change that, that change would have an impact on Badiou’s philosophical con-
ception as well. We will propose a relaxed understanding of the statement mathematics =
ontology, in the form that mathematics is only used to create models for understanding be-
ing, and not that it fully succeeds in predicting and determining being. As the most general
discipline that deals with the determination of quantity, it must certainly have an important
place in the system and determination of what exists, but it seems as if the radical form of
determining this connection according to the formula mathematics = ontology would be
inadequate in the assessment of being, if nothing else, because temporality of mathematics
itself. Although the subject mater of mathematics itself is nothing that changes in time, it
itself changes in time and as such is characterized by the epochal nature of its truths, with-
out the possibility that we can assume what is the form in which it would look like (and
whether it is possible) in order to be completely adequately corresponded to the structure
of the external being.

Keywords: mathematics, ontology, truth procedure, event, set, model, being.
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META®U3NYKO OBJALUEE NEP3UCTEHUUIE

[IBa craHmappHa MeTadusnuKa objalllmbera YMbeHNuIe fa 00jeKTU Iep3UCTUpajy
JlaTa Cy fjBeMa CyIpOTCTaB/beHUM Teopujama Koje je [lejsup Jlyuc HasBao meppypanTusam
u eHpypantusam. [Ipema mepmypaHTusMy, 06jeKTH IIep3NUCTMPajy TAaKO IITO IIOCEAYjy
pasnMyuuTe TEMIIOPAIHE [IEJIOBE Y pasnuuuTiM BpeMeHuMa. C ipyre cTpaHe, €H[ypaHTUCTA
TBPJie KaKo 00jeKTV Iep3UCTUPajy TAKO IITO CY Lie/IU IPUCYTHU Y CBAKOM BpeMeHY y KOMe
nocroje. bpojun ¢unozodu ykasamm cy Ha TO fa ce I0jaM OUTH Ije0 IPUCYTaH He MOXKe
Ha 3aJJ0BO/baBajyhu Ha4MH OfpenTH, 360T Yera je y TOKy pacipaBe eH/[ypaHTI3aM CBefleH
Ha HEeraTMBHO OHTOJIOLIKO TBpDheme, OfHOCHO Te3y O HEellOCTOjalby TeMIIOPA/THUX Je/I0Ba,
Yl TMMe je JIMIIEeH eKCIUIAHATOPHOT cajpikaja, Oymyhu fa HaMm 4mmeHMIa fja 00jeKTH He
Hocefyjy TeMIIOpaHe fIe/IoBe HUILITA He TOBOPYU O HAuMHY Ha KOjU IIep3UCTUPA]y.

Y Mertadmsnuum Ieps3uCTeHIUje IMOCTeNIBUX TOAMHA MIOLUIO je MO TaKO3BaHOT
»JTOKaTYBHOI 3a0KpeTa“ U JiBe Teopuje Cy cajia GOpMy/IMcaHe y TepMMHUMA JIOKaluja
WIV PperyoHa IpOCTOp-BpeMeHa Koje oO0jekTu 3aysmmajy. Tako fa ce JIOKaTMBHUM
IepypaHTU3MOM TBPAN A 00jeKTH Mep3UCTUPAjy TAKO IITO 3ay3MMajy caMo jeflHy TauHy
JTIOKAIjy Y IPOCTOP-BPeMeHY, JOK IOKaTUBHM eHIYPaHTUCTH CMATPajy /1a 00jeKTI TO YiHe
TAKO ILITO 3ay3MMajy BUIIE PAa3AM4YUTUX TAYHUX JIOKALMja; TM€ je TayHa JOKalMja HEKOTr
o6jeKTa IIPOCTOPHOBPEMEHCKY PETMOH MOTIIYHO MCTOT 00/IMKa U BEIMYMHE, U KOjU CTOjI
y OTIIYHO VICTUM peJlaliijaMa IpeMa IpyruM 00jeKTiMa, Kao Taj 00jeKaT Kojy ra 3ay3uMa.

KipyuHo nmuTame Ha Koje hy moxymaru ga ofroBopuM jecte fja 1 peopMyancaHu
eHlypaHTU3aM HyAu UHQGOpMaTUBHO MeTadusnyko objalmere IIep3UCTEHINje
objexara. JcToBpemeHo, ucnutahy 1 eBeHTya/nHe IOCTefuIle JOKATMBHOT 3a0KpeTa
[0 eKCIUTAHATOPHY CIOCOOHOCT mepaypaHTusma. Kpos muckycujy he 6utu peun u o
MofieuMa MeTaU3IYKOT 0bjallliberba Koje MIPeTIOCTaB/bajy YUYeCHUI Y PacIpaBy OKO
OBOT IpobeMa.

KrbyuHe peun: MeTadmsnuko objalltberbe, eHAYPaHTN3aM, NepAyPaHTV3aM, TOKAaTUBHM

eHAypaHTU3aM.

METAPHYSICAL EXPLANATION OF PERSISTENCE

Two standard metaphysical explanations for the fact that objects persist were given
by two opposing theories, termed perdurantism and endurantism by David Lewis. Accord-
ing to perdurantism, objects persist by having different temporal parts at different times.
On the other hand, endurantists argue that objects persist by being wholly present at every
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time they exist. Many philosophers have pointed out that the concept of being wholly present
cannot be satisfactorily defined, which is why during the debate endurantism was reduced
to a negative ontological statement, i.e. the thesis about the non-existence of temporal parts,
and thus became devoid of explanatory content, since the fact that objects do not possess
temporal parts says nothing about the way they persist.

In recent years in the metaphysics of persistence, there has been a so-called “locative
turn” and two theories are now formulated in terms of locations or regions of space-time
that objects occupy. Locational perdurantism claims that objects persist by occupying only
one exact location in space-time, while locational endurantists believe that objects do so by
occupying multiple exact locations; where the exact location of an object is a spatiotempo-
ral region of exactly the same shape and size, which stands in exactly the same relations to
other objects, as that object occupying it.

The key question I will attempt to answer is whether the reformulated endurantism
offers an informative metaphysical explanation of the persistence of objects. At the same
time, I will examine the potential consequences of the locative turn on the explanatory ca-
pacity of perdurantism. The discussion will also cover models of metaphysical explanation
assumed by participants in the debate on this issue.

Keywords: metaphysical explanation, endurantism, perdurantism, locational endurantism.
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3ABUCHOCT METOAA Y NCUXOJNTOTNJN KAO CMNMEUUJAJTHOJ HAYUM O
HOPMWUPAHOCTU NPEOAMETA NU3YYABAKA

IIcuxonoruja xKao crelyjajaHa HayKa paclojaxke IMMPOKNMM PACIIOHOM TeXHMKA U
MeTOJ1a, Ka0 1 pa3HOPOJHUM IIpeIMeTIMA U3y 4aBatba, 0 peHOMEHOOMIKIX, CTPY TKY PHUX,
IPOLIECHNUX Y XepMeHAayTHYKNX. PaclioH ICUXOIOMKMX MeTofia U pasybeHoCT mpenmera
nicuxosnoruje (HIIp. IO MOJIAPHOCTH), HUCY HEIOBe3aHu, n y pany he 6utu nmpukasaHu
IIpefyIor MOfie/Ia II0BE3aHOCTY OBa [iBa aCIIeKTa IICUXOJIOLIKe HayKe, U IIpefjIaXe JMMeH3Mja
“HOpMUpaHOCTM TIpefMeTa IICUXOJIOIIKOT M3ydaBarma Kao jedHa off AuMeH3uja. [Tomohy
OBe JIVIMEeH3Mje OTKPMBA Ce T3B. “‘CaMOJOBO/BHOCT  IICUXOJIOTHje, OHOCHO Ja ce ileUHNITY
moMeTu 1 objalllberba M pa3yMeBama, uMajyhu y Bugy MapoBe aHaIUTUYKY XUjepapXujy.
Mertop koju ynoTpe6/paBaMo 3a MCTpaKMBamba MOXe [ja Ce JOBefle y Be3y ca OBaKBOM
»>HOPMUpaHOIINY® IpefMeTa MCTpaXKMBama: IITO je HOPMMPAHOCT (OpManu3oBaHuja
(HIp. HOpMe cy 13 QU3MKe WIN JIMHTBUCTHUKE), @ ,CAMOJJOBO/BHOCT IICHXOJIOTHje” Mamba,
Ha paclojaramby HaM je Beha mIpenusHOCT Mepemwa, ma u Ipensubama (Ha mpumep,
eKCIIEPUMEHT), /M je MOJAPHOCT IIpefMeTa M3ydaBamba HIDKA ¥ II0/be UCIIUTHBAMA je
penmaTuBHO ycKo AedmHucano. Kopucr of excrnepuMeHTaqTHOr HPUCTYIIA HUje CaMO Y
MoryhHOCTM MCHNUTVBamba Kay3a/HOCTH, IITO Ce OOMYHO HAaBOAYM Kao INABHA IIPEJHOCT
eKCIIepUMeHTa, Beh je 1 Ta 1a Manupa OHe IPaBMTHOCTY KOTHUTHBHOT GYHKIIMOHNCaba Koje
IPefICTaB/bajy OfIMKY BPCTE, TAKO3BAHY MOHOMOP(HY yHUBEpP3a/ujy. YHYTap BbIX, HOTOM,
nudepeHIyjanH 1 0cTanu (Heypo, KBaIUTATUBHI) IIPUCTYIIM MOTY /i OIINIIIe JHAMUKY U
IICUXUYKe eJIeMeHTe TUX YHUBep3anuja. Mopen he 6utn nnycrpoBas npumepuma. Periumo,
y UCIIUTHBaby KOMIUIEKCHUX KOTHUTMBHUX IIPOLIeCa, y MOYETKY IpeAMeT UCTPaKuBamba
HMje IIOCTaB/beH Kao ICUMXOJOIIKY, Beh je b 610 IMCHXO/MOMKO objallmberbe 10jaBa 1
crucTeMa Koje Cy ommcane fipyre pucuiiummae (¢nmosoduja, MareMaTnka) UMM KOju Cy
jemHocTaBHO mpuMeheHN y >KMBOTY /bygy. Y CIydajy IICHXOMMHIBUCTHKE, KOPUCTMMO
Ce JIMHTBUCTMYKUM OIMCOM je3uKa (pelyMmo, OINMCOM HOMUMHATMBa M BOKaTMBa I
BUXOBUX (PYHKIMja Y pedeHNIM) U ITOCMAaTpaMo Ia Kao IPUPOJHM CUCTeM — Jja 6ucMo
OIMCAIN je3NYKy KOTHUTMBHY (yHKUMjy. BemexxermeMm Op3uHe IpenosHaBama Ja je y
eKCIIepMMEeHTY IpuKasaHo ,,Camba“ BOKaTUB, a He HOMVHATHB, WIM KaKO pasyMeMo Jia
»-KpameBuhy Mapko“ y HapopHOj mecMu uma QYHKIMjy HOMMHATHBA, a He BOKATUBA.
Y cmydajy mcmxororuje Inepleniyje, IpaTVMO Ha KOjU HAuMH HAIl YyTHU KOTHUTMBHU
CUCTeM Ca3Haje U Ipolemwyje GUINUKY peaNHOCT ONMCaHy apaMeTpyMa Koji Jojase u3
¢dusuKe, Ipy 4eMy HaM je MEPHU aIapaT 3a OHO LITO BapypaMo Y eKCIIEPYMEHTY I 3a OHO
mTo MepuMo — uctu. Kaga ce ucnuryje npouemnsame fabiHe, MOXEMO Y MeTpUMa Jia
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U3pasyuMo 1 peanHy 00jeKTUBHY yHa/beHOCT ayTobyca Koju HaM ce NMpUOIDKaBa, amn U
Cy0jeKTMBHO IPOLICHEHY JOKUB/bEHY YAA/bEeHOCT, Kao U J1a JTAKO 3a0eIeXNMO OfCTyIamba
usMmel)y oBa jBa mojaTKa ca MHTEpBATHMX CKaIa. [la 61cMO ncmrTany CTpyKTypy IMIHOCTH,
OC/IakbaMo Ce Ha HOpPMe U3 €TCKUX M eMCKUX CTYAMja M JIeKCUYKY XUIOTe3y — 6asu4Hy
IPEeTIIOCTAaBKY fla CY BaXKHY aCIEeKTV COLMOICUXOMIOMKOr (PYHKIMOHNCaba 3a0ee)keHn
Kao peun y IpupofHuM jesunyma. Off modeTaka ICUXOJIOTHje, U3 OB€ TeMe/bHE Mfeje U
HepCIIeKTUBE MOJKe Ce, Iy TeM UCTIATIBabha je31Ka, Ca3HATY MHOTO O 6a3MYHUM IICUXUIKUM
CTPYKTypaMa, Kao LITO CY HIIP. CTPYKTypa IMYHOCTY WV CTPYKTYpa COLMjaTHUX CTaBOBa.
Ha cynpoTHOM Kpajy oBe AMMeH3Mje ce Haja3y HIIp. ICUXOAHa/IN3a: ja 6¥CMO ONMUCAIN
Heulje MeXaHNU3Me NpeB/IaJjaBama, MexaHnu3Me offopaHe, MOTMBALIMjY 32 y4erme U 6pojHa
IpyTa CTama I ITOHAIllamka, JOBOJ/BHO jé Ila C€ OCTIOHMMO Ha KOHCTPYKTE KOj! IOTUYy CaMO
U3 (IMHAMCKe) IICUXO/IOTHje.

KrbyuHe peun: NcrxosiolKke MeTofe, HOPMUPAHOCT NpeAMeTa, MCUXOoruja

DEPENDENCE OF METHODS IN PSYCHOLOGY AS A SPECIAL SCIENCE ON
THE NORMATION OF THE SUBJECT OF STUDY

Psychology as a special science has a wide range of techniques and methods, as well
as various subjects of study, from phenomenological, structural, process, and hermeneutic.
The diversity of psychological procedures and the subject of psychology (e.g., by molarity)
are not unrelated, and this paper will give a proposed model of the relationship between
these two features of psychological science. One of the factors to be discussed is the degree
of “normation” of the subject of psychological inquiry. The dimension of “normation” of
the subject of psychological study as one of the dimensions will be discussed. Using this
dimension, the so-called “self-sufficiency” of psychology enables us to define the scope of
both explanations and understanding, with Marr’s analytical hierarchy. The method used
in research can be linked to the “normation” of the research object: the more formalized
the norm (e.g. the norms are from physics or linguistics), and the less “self-sufficiency of
psychology”, the greater the precision of measurement at our disposal, and hence the pre-
dictions (for example, an experiment), but the molarity of the object of study is lower and
the field of inquiry is relatively narrowly defined. The benefit of the experimental approach
is not only in ability causality testing, which is usually cited as the main advantage of the
experiment, but it is also that it maps regularities of cognitive functioning that represent the
characteristic of the species, the so-called monomorphic universality. Within them, then,
differential, and other psychological (neuro, qualitative) approaches can describe the dy-
namics and psychological elements of those universalities. The model will be illustrated
with examples. For example, in the examination of complex cognitive processes, initially,
the research subject was not postulated as psychological, but the goal was the psychological
explanation of phenomena and systems described by other disciplines (philosophy, math-
ematics) or simply observed in people’s lives. In the case of psycholinguistics, we use the
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linguistic description of the language (say, the description of nominative and vocative cases,
and their functions in a sentence) as a natural system - to describe the linguistic cognitive
function. By recording the speed of recognition that in the experiment “Sanja” is shown as a
vocative and not a nominative, or how we understand that “Kraljevi¢ Marko” in a folk song
has the function of a nominative and not a vocative. In the case of the psychology of percep-
tion, we follow how our sensory cognitive system learns and evaluates the physical reality
described by the parameters that come from physics, whereby the measuring apparatus for
what we vary in the experiment and for what we measure is the same. When examining
distance estimation, we can express in meters the real objective distance of the approaching
bus, but also the subjectively estimated perceived distance, as well as easily note the devi-
ations between these two data from the interval scales. To examine personality structure,
we draw on norms from etic and emic studies and the lexical hypothesis — the basic as-
sumption that important aspects of sociopsychological functioning are recorded as words
in natural languages. From the beginnings of psychology, from these fundamental ideas and
perspectives, through the examination of language, psychology reveals basic psychological
structures, such as the structure of personality or the structure of social attitudes. At the
opposite end of this dimension is e.g., psychoanalysis: to describe one’s coping mechanisms,
defense mechanisms, learning motivation, and numerous other states and behaviors, it is
enough to rely on constructs that come only from (dynamic) psychology.

Keywords: psychological methods, normation of subject, psychology
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MATUJCKO MULWJBEHE U MATUJCKO OBJALLBELE Y
OnNo3001JN N NCnXonornin

Y caBpeMeHMM pa3MaTpamiMa pAaIVIOHATHOCTM Yy OO0jallllberlby MOTy ce
Pas/IMYNTY Pa3ININTa CXBaTakba MarkjCKOr MUIUbEba, KOje Cy OOMYHO MpefiCTaB/ba Kao
CYIPOCTaB/beHO PAIIOHAIHOM, 1A YaK M ,Pa3yMHOM BEpOBambYy Kao TeMe/by Ca3Hama.
JemHa o Haj3HAYajHUjUX MHTEPIIpeTalllja OBe BPCTe KaTeropujaiHe MoaBojeHoCcTy usmehy
JICTUTUMHOT 1 HEJIETUTVMHOT yBepemwa, OBHOCHO u3Meby Marujckor BepoBama 11 IIpaBor
casHama, notude of Iloseda Aracmja (Joseph Agassi). OBo msmaramwe he ce 6aBuTH
AracujeBoM K/1acHpMKaIjoM MaryjCKOT U pallMOHaTHOT 00jalllberba, 1 foBelrhe y muTame
PaLMOHANMNCTIYKY WJEjy O TOMe Jla Cé Ca3Hambe MO)Ke HOPMUPATH CaMO Kao JIETMTUMHO
BepoBame IIOTKPEIUbEHO ONTMMAIHNUM [okasuMa. VcmocraBumhe ce ma je Marmjcko
BepoBame, OJHOCHO BepoBame Koje ce 4eCTO MoKasyje Kao MCTMHUTO, a 3aCHOBAHO je Ha
Ca3HajHUM IIpOoIleffypaMa Koje HeKa eIoXa, KY/ITypa WIN YaK MpodecuoHaTHa JUCLUIUINHA
He IIPM3HAjy Kao JIETUTUMHe IIpoliece ca3HaBama ¥ 00jalllberba, jeflHAKO MPAKTUIHO U
APYLITBEHO BPELHO K0 ¥ JIETUTUMHO ,,Ca3Hame . JefjaH off HajounI/IefHUjUX IpuMepa je
TIICMXOAaHa/IN3a: IPUCTYI KOjI je TOCTIeAbIX HeKOMKO JielleHNja GaKTUIKM MCK/bydeH U3
OpOjHUX IOCTIEANIUIOMCKIX IIporpamMa CTyAuja ICUXOJIOTHje U IICUXOTepaluje, Ipe cBera
3060r TOra LITO Ce CMaTpa ,MarkjCKUM ', HaCyIpoT ,,IICUXO/IOTMj! 3aCHOBAHOj Ha JOKa3yuMa“
(evidence-based psychology). Vnax, ucKycTBO je moKa3aso ja Cy K/by4He ICUXOaHATUTUIKe
IIOCTaBKe JICIIpaBHE y IICUXOTEpalleyTCKOM IIpoLleCy M Ja muxoBe ¢(unosodcke u
ncuxoronke pamudukanyje ogpehyjy unrase KpymnHe obmactu ncuxoTepanuje.

CaBpeMeHa HOPMaTVBHA MHTEPIpeTalja TNIHOCTH Y G11030(uUju U IICUXONIOTHjI,
a moce6Ho y ¢punosoduju ncuxujarpuje u punozoduju ncuxorepanuje, y Hajpehem ceom
menmy 61 ce, CTPOro IOCMAaTpaHO, TpeTHpana Kao 00acT Marujckor objallmera, jep
IbeHe ITIOCTaBKe U apryMeHTH He IIO[JIeXy HeIOCpeqHO] BepupMKauuju U MO4YNMBajy Ha
IIVPOKUM VHTEPIPeTAaTUBHUM TeMe/buMa Koju oMoryhaBajy BUCOK CTeIeH UCKpelyje U
KPeaTVBHOCTH Y IPAKTUYHO] IIPMMEHN.

Hexa op HajsHavajHMjux fema koja cy dopmupana ucropujy ¢umnosoduje, us
HepCKeTUBe ,HAYYHOCTH  Ca3Hama I JJaHaC JOMMHAHTHUX KpUTepujyMa 3a yTBphusame
»MarmMjCKor“ HaCyIpoT ,lIpaBOM " M/IN ,,HAYYHOM , WU ,,PAIIVIOHQTHOM “ Ca3HamYy, CIafiajy
y JOMEH YNCTOr MarujcKor objammerma. JJOBOBHO je, orpaHm4aBajyhm ce Ha MopiepHY
¢unosodujy, nomenyru Hudea, Cnmno3sy, unm JyHra, umje pasymeBambe TMYHOCTU je
yTeMe/bI/IO YUTABY jeqHY Pr1030(CKO-IICUXOIOLIKY TPaYILINjyy pasyMeBawby MAeHTUTETa,
fa 61 IOCTaJO0 jaCHO KOMMKO je MAarujcKo TeMe/bHO 3a (pmmo3odcKo M IICUXOJIOUIKO
munbeme. Harmacak oBor nsarama je Ha ayupMariiju Marujckor Kao KOMIIEMeHTapHOT
PaLMOHATHOM O0jalllberby, Y3 UCTOBPEMEHO pasMaTpame Moryhe KOMIUIEMEHTapHOCTU
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MaryjcKoT Ca3Harba PallOHaTHOM Ca3Hamby, y3 y3uMame y 003Up CaBpeMeHNX MPYCTYIa
MarujcKoM objamerby IIoIyT ,comaecTeTnke Prdappa Illycrepmana (Richard Shusterman).

KrbyuHe peun: paunoHanHo objalltbere, Marvjcko BepoBare, UICTUHWTO BEPOBaHe, ONpaBLaHO
BepOBakbe, COMaTCKa KOorHuumja, abeKTBHa KOrHMLMja, UHTYUTUBHO Ca3Hakbe.

MAGICAL THINKING AND MAGICAL EXPLANATION IN
PHILOSOPHY AND PSYCHOLOGY

Modern considerations of rationality in scientific explanation include various concep-
tualizations of magical thinking, often depicting it as opposed to the rational, or even reason-
able belief, which is customarily takes as a foundation of knowledge. One of the most influ-
ential distinctions between legitimate and illegitimate belief, or between proper knowledge
and magical belief, is that by Joseph Agassi. This discussion focuses on Agassi’s classification
of the magical and rational explanation and questions the rationalist idea that knowledge is
singularly predicated upon the legitimate belief, backed by optimal evidence. It turns out that
magical belief, as belief that is often true, but is based on cognitive processes that a particular
time, culture, or even professional discipline do not regard as legitimate, tends to be equally
practically and socially valuable as legitimate knowledge. One of the most obvious examples
of this principle is psychoanalysis: a perspective that, over the last few decades, has been de
facto excluded from many postgraduate study programs of psychology and psychotherapy,
primarily because it is considered “magical’, as opposed to the so-called “evidence-based
psychology”. However, experience has shown that the key psychoanalytic ideas are in fact
correct and useful in the psychotherapeutic process — moreover, that their philosophical
and psychological ramifications tend to frame entire large areas of psychotherapy.

The modern normative intepretation of the personality in philosophy and psycholo-
gy, and especially in the philosophy or psychiatry and philosophy of psychotherapy, could
strictly speaking be considered as a realm of magical thinking, because its ideas and argu-
ments doare not subject to verification and rest on broad interpretative foundations that
demand a high degree of discretion and creativity in their practical application.

Some of the most significant work that is the substance of large swaths of the history
of philosophy belong to pure magical thinking if they are udged by the modern ,,scientif-
ic* and ,.evidence-based” criteria of knowledge. Just consider Nietzsche, Spinosa or Jung,
where Jung’s view of the personality has founded an entire philosophical and psychological
tradition in understanding identity. Magical thinking in this sense is therefore foundational
for philosophical and psychological thinking sui generis.

The emphasis of this discussion in on the affirmation of magical thinking as comple-
mentary to the rational thought, specifically in light with the modern approaches to magical
explanation such as the ,Somaesthetics“ of Richard Shusterman.

Keywords: rational explanation, magical/true/justified belief, somatic/affective cognition,
intuitive knowledge
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OBJAWKEKWE U PASYMEBAHKE MEHTAJIHUX BOJIECTU

»MeHTa/Ha 6071eCT” je CpeAnINBY [10jaM IICUXONIOTHje U IICUXMjaTpuje, 6e3 Kojer 6u
caBpeMeHa KJIMHMYKa IMpaKca OBUX JVCHUIUIMHA 61Ta i HeMoryha, wim 61 y HajMamwy
PYKY Mopana IpeTpIeTy peBONylyoHapHe npoMmeHe. Objalmberbe U padyMeBambe OBOT
II0jMa Yy MHOTYM K/BYYHMM acCIeKTVMMa Pa3BUJIO Ce Ko aHa/Ioruja mojMy 60mecTyt Kojuma
ce TpagMLMOHATHO 6aBMIa coMarcka MemuuuHa. To je m3Mehy ocramor mosemo o
MefIMKann3anyje CTamba Koja je CBPCTaBajy Kao MeHTamHe 60/1ecTy. 3apaBo, y IOCTIebhe
BpeMe JIOLIIO je O HeBepoBaTHe eKCIIo3uje Opoja ocoba MOAJIOKHMUX HEKOj MEHTAJTHO]
AMjarHO3M, IIpe CBera y JApPYIUTBYMA T3B. pasBUjeHOr 3amaja, aau u raodanHo. IIpema
noysgaHuM usBopuMa (kao Hip. nih.gov), y Cjenumennm JIp>kaBaMa TPEeHYTHO IIPEKO
22% YKyIIHOT OfIpac/iorT CTAHOBHMIITBA IIATY M JIeYM Ce Off HeKe MeHTa/lHe 60/IecT, 0K
Mmeby ocobama crapoctn on 18-25 rogmHa taj 6poj goctike yak 33%. Illto ce Tnye fene
1o 17 rofuHa CTapoCTH, CTame je cImdHo. PeruMo, kaza je ped o mopemehajy HemocraTka
naxume ca xunepakrusHouhy (t3s. ADHD wi ADD), nujaraosy nma oxo 13% nere 12-
17, 10% 6-11, 2% 3-5 roguHa CTapoCTH, a IIpeMa IMpoLieHaMa JIEKOBE 3a OBO CTambe MpuMa
vak 10.000 pere mnabe o 3 rogure. [Iujarnosy aHKCO3HOCTY MMa oKo 10%, a gempecuje
4,4% pmeue crapoctu 3-17 roguua (usBop: CDC).

YIpKoc 4MmbeHNIN fia ce AVCHUIIIMHE KOje ce KIbYYHO OC/Iambajy Ha I10jaM MEHTAJIHe
OormecTy JaHAC YITIaBHOM CMAaTpajy jefHAKO JIETMTMMHYM Kao 1 0CTajle rpaHe (coMaTcke)
MeJVILIVHe, Ha 0361/bHe IIpobyieMe y Be3! ca JOTMYHMM IT0jMOM II0YesIO Ce YKa3MBaTH jOII
CPeAMHOM IPOLIIOT BeKa. JeflaH Off MMOHMpa Y TOM pany 6muo je ncuxujatap Tomac Cac
(Thomas Szasz), y uemy cy ra KacHuje ClIefV/Ii MHOTM JPYTHU, M KOHTPOBEp3e jOII yBeK
TpPajy U JaHac. JefiHa Off K/bYYHUX Ta4aKa Hec/larama je fa /i je GeHoMeHe KOji ce Ha3MBajy
MEHTAJTHUM 00jeCcTMMa IMPUKIAZHO OOjallllbaBaTH y CKIafy ca COMATCKUM MOJETIOM,
VI pasyMeTy Kao COLMjajIHe, eTH4Ke, M Ky/ITypoyolike peHoMeHe. Y CKIany ca MpBUM
MOJIe/IOM, Y3pOLY HOTMYHUX (peHOMeHa Cy AUCKpeTHO ofpebena u (bapem y Haverny)
jacHO TIpenosHaT/BMBa (MU3NUYKA CTalba HEPBHOI CUCTEMA, U YaK ¥ aKO Halle TPEHYTHO
[I03HaBalbe TUX CTamba He 3aJj0BO/baBa HEOIXO[HE KPUTEepUjyMe HAyIHOT eMIIMPUjCKOT
3Hama, TAKO Ce IpeMa ’bYMa Bajba U ONXOANUTH, YK/bYUYjyhu Ty M JOMMHAHTHO Jiedere
dapmarieyTCKUM CpefcTBMMA Kao M y CIy4ajy Apyrux comarckmx 6omectu. Ca apyre
CTpaHe, IpeMa [pyroM MOJielly IIpelo3HaBame ) pasyMeBame OHOra IITO Ce HasuBa
MEHTaJTHUM 6oecTMa HeMoryhe je 6e3 oc/amarma Ha II0jMOBe KOji Cy fiepUHICAHN IIpe
CBera [IPYLITBEHVM ¥ HOPMAaTUBHUM (PaKTOpUMa, Te Ce IpeMa myMa Tpeba ClIecTBEHO
Y ONIXONMTH, OCTAaHalbeM Ha METOJIe CBOjCTBEHE TPETHPaAjy ApYLITBEHO-HOPMATUBHMIX
10jaBa, 4eMy OM MeMKaIm3alyja 4eCTo CaMo IpefCcTaB/bajla IPEIpPeKy.
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Y 0BOM KOHTEKCTY, MOja HaMmepa je ia 6panuM cnefehe e TBpame. [IpBo, y HajMamy
PYKY, CBe MOK He IIOCTOjM 3aloBOJ/baBajyhe HaydHO oOfjallibere COMATCKUX TeMerba
deHOMeHa Kojy ce Ha3UBajy MeHTaTHUM 00/IeCTIMa JOMIHAHTHO OC/Ialbatbe Ha COMATCKI
MEIUIVHCKM MOJeTl je TpOoO/IeMaTN4HO U3 eTUYKIX Pa3jIora, Te My CTora Tpeba Ipy>XKnTu
CBECTaH OTIIOP, IIa ¥ Ha HUBOY APYIWITBEHUX U ITOJIMTUYIKMX yCTaHOBA. JIpyro, YnHM ce ga
6u pasyMeBame 6apeM HEKVX Off OBUX (eHOMeHa y CKIafly ca IPYLITBEHO-HOPMaTUBHUM
MOJIe/IOM OIICTA/IO YaK M CIy4ajy IOCTH3ama 3al0BoJ/baBajyher eMmmMpujcKor mo3HaBama
COMATCKVX Y3pOKa, Te OM ce CTOra Kao He3aMeH/bUBO Ba/bajIo fla/be IPORYO/BMBATU U
VMHCTUTYLMOHAIN30BaT YHYTap AUCLUIIIMHA KOje ce HbJMa KIMHIIKY OaBe.

KJ'byLIHe peyn: MmeHTallHa 6OJ'IeCT, COMaTCKMn Mmoges, ApylwTBEHO-HOPMAaTUBHU MOAET, I'ICI/IXVIjanI/Ija

THE EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING OF MENTAL ILLNESSES

‘Mental illness’ is the central concept in psychology and psychiatry, without which
contemporary clinical practice of these disciplines would either be impossible or would at
least have to undergo revolutionary changes. Explanation and understanding of this con-
cept in many key aspects has developed as an analogy to the concept of illnesses which
traditionally been the subject of somatic medicine. This has, among other things, led to
the medicalization of conditions which are classified as mental illnesses. In fact, recently
there has been an incredible explosion of the number of persons subject to some mental
diagnosis, primarily in the countries of the so-called developed West, but also globally. Ac-
cording to reliable sources (e.g. nih.gov), in the United States currently over 22% of total
adult population suffers from and is treated for some mental illness, while among those
18-25 that number reaches even 33%. The situation is similar among the children under
17. For instance, when attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD or ADD) is con-
cerned, around 13% children between agel2 and 17 are diagnosed, 10% between 6 and 11,
2% between 3 and 5, and according to some estimates even 10,000 children under 3 receives
medications for this condition. Around 10% children age between 3 and 17 are diagnosed
with anxiety, and 4.4% with depression (source: CDC).

Even though those disciplines which fundamentally rely on the concept of mental
illness are today considered equally legitimate as the other branches of (somatic) medicine,
serious concerns regarding this concept have started to be raised as far back as the middle of
the previous century. One of the pioneers in this regard was the psychiatrist Thomas Szasz,
who has subsequently been followed by many others, and controversies remain even today.
One of the key points of contention is whether it is adequate to explain the phenomena
classified as mental illnesses in accordance with the somatic model, or to understand them
as social, ethical, and cultural phenomena. According to the former model, the causes of
these phenomena are discretely defined and (at least in principle) clearly identifiable physi-
cal states of the nervous system, and even if our current grasp of these states does not meet
the necessary conditions of scientific empirical knowledge, we ought to approach them as
such, including treating them predominantly by pharmaceutical means like other somatic
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diseases. On the other hand, in the framework of the latter model, identification and under-
standing of conditions that are classified as mental illnesses is impossible without relying on
the concepts determined primarily by social and normative factors, so they should be treat-
ed accordingly, by relying on the methods appropriate to approaching the socio-normative
phenomena, where medicalization would often present just an obstacle.

In this context, I intend to defend the following two claims. First, at least until a
satisfactory scientific explanation of the somatic foundations of the phenomena classified as
mental illnesses is reached, dominant reliance on the somatic medical model is problematic
on ethical grounds, and thus should be consciously resisted, including at the level of social
and political institutions. Second, it appears that the understanding of at least some of these
phenomena in accordance with the socio-normative model would remain useful even in
the case of achieving a satisfactory empirical knowledge of the somatic causes, so it should
therefore, as irreplaceable, be further expanded and institutionalized within the disciplines
which treat them clinically.

Keywords: mental illness, somatic model, socio-normative model, psychiatry
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EBOJIYLUMNOHO OBJALUKBEE MCUXOMNATUJIE U MPOBJIEM MOPAJTHE
OAroBOPHOCTU

[Tcuxomnaruja ce 06u4HO cMaTpa TpajHuM nopemehajem MMYHOCTH KOju ce, uaMehy
OCTAJIOI, KapaKTepullle OACYCTBOM eMIIaTuje, MaHUIYAaTUBHOIINY, U VMIYJICUBHUM U
HaCYTHNYKVM NoHamameM. C 0031poM Ha aHaTOMCKe (Heypo6bmoriolike), GyHKIOHAIIHE,
KOTHUTUBHE J €MOIMOHA/IHE HeOCTAaTKe KOjU Cy KapaKTepUCTUYHM 3a ICUXOMATH)y, Ha
OZICYCTBO KaIlallXTeTa 3a MHTEPHA/IM3ALMjy MOPa/IHMX IIpaBIIa U Temkohe y pasymeBamy
pasnuke n3Mehy MOpamHMX ¥ KOHBEHIIMOHATHMX IIPaBIIA, jeflaH 6poj ayTopa cMarpa fia
je mpuIMCcUBame MOpalHe OATOBOPHOCTY 0cobaMa ¢ IMCUMXOIATCKUM KapaKTepuCTUKaMa
HeocHoBaHO. Ha pasBmhe mncumxomaruje yTuMdy TeHETMYKM U CPEAMHCKM YMHMOLM.
3axBaspyjyhu reHeTMYKMM YMHMOILIMA IICUXOIATCKe KapaKTePUCTHUKE Cy CTaOMIHE TOKOM
BpeMeHa. Y eBO/NYIVIOHO] paBHM, YMHMU Ce OYMITIEAHMM Jja TICUXOIMATCKe KapaKTepUCTUKe
porpuHoce noBehamwy afanTMBHEe BPEJHOCTM OpPraHM3Ma, U3 MCTUX OHMX pasJora
360T KOjuX y €BONMYIMOHUM MOJeNNMa ceOudHe jefyHKe Iporase 6osbe Of anTpyncTa.
Mebytum, mamu 6poj mcuxomara y HOIyIaljy yKasdyje Ha TO Ja OHM He Iposase Oaii
HajOo/be y eBONMyLMoHoj yTakMuiy. C Ipyre cTpaHe, BUXOB KOHCTaHTaH Opoj yiyhyje Ha
TO J1a Ce OBe KapaKTepUCTVKe Ha HEKM Ha4YMH YCIIeNTHO OfIp)KaBajy y momynanuju. Mapa ce
0 IICUXOIATCKMM KapaKTepUCTIKaMa 0OMYHO TOBOPY Kao O HeOCTALMMA, UMK je Moryhe
Jla HeypOOMOIOLIKM MEXaHU3MM OBMX 0c06a QYHKIMOHMIIY YIIPaBO OHAKO KaKo Tpeba 1
(YHKIMOHNIITY, IITO 3HAUN fIa CY HUXOBE KapaKTEPUCTUKE 13 €BOYLVIOHE NTePCIeKTIBe
HOpMaJiHe. YKOIMKO IIOCTOjeé HEeypOOMOJIOIIKM MeXaHM3MM KOju Cy afjanrtanuje u
KOjy 3a TIOC/TIeMIly MMajy, ofpeheHe Imcumxomarcke KapaKTepUCTHKE M aHTHCOIMjajHe
OuxejBropanHe obpaciie, OHa MOXKeMO fia JaMo (Kay3a/lHO) eBOTYLMOHO Objalllmbermse y
KOMe Cy OBe KapaKTepUCTUKe ¥ OMXejBIOpanHy 0Opaciy 0bjalllbeHn Kao npase yHkuyje
(eHr. proper function) oBuMX MexaHusama. AKO je ICMXOIIaTMja HOPMajHW BapujeTeT
JbyZiCKe BpCTe, a He mopeMehaj, kao mTO cyrepuile eBOMYIMOHO (aZaNTAl[MOHMCTIYKO)
objalmere, OHJIA, je O[TyKa O TOMe Jja /M IIcuXomnarama Tpeba Jja ce IpUIICyje MOpanHa
OfITOBOPHOCT JiOflaTHO oTexkaHa. C jegHe CTpaHe, aKO je IICMXONAaTHja HOPMAaaHM
BapyjeTeT /byfiCKe BPCTe, OHJIA je Y HajMamby PYKy TelIKO fla cé YBUAY 3aIITO ocobama ¢
IICUXOIATCKUM KapaKTepUCTUKaMa He OMCMO NMPUIVCUBAIY MOPAIHY OATOBOPHOCT, Kao
IITO je MPUINCYjeMO OCTAIMM WIAHOBMMA MOpAJIHE 3ajeflHNIIe 3a Koje MOofipasyMeBaMo
fla Cy KOMIIeTeHTHe MopaiHe cyguje. C apyre cTpaHe, IOJ, IPETIOCTAaBKOM Jja HaceheHn
OVMOJIOIIKY MeXaHU3MM IICUXOIIaTe Y/He MOPAIHUM CTPaHLIMMA I ja 0cob6aMa He MO>KeMO
Z1a IIPUIINCYjeMO MOPAJIHY OATOBOPHOCT 3a IIOCTYIIKe KOjU Cy M3BaH IbIIXOBE KOHTPOJIE, KOjI
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Cy CTBap KOHTMHIE€HTHMX OKOJTHOCTHU, OFHOCHO IIOC/IEMIIA [e/IoBamba HeypOOMOMOIIKIX
MexaHM3aMa T00VjeHNX Ha TeHeTUYKOj IYTPUjI, OCTaje OTBOPEHO MUTabe Ha KOjJi HauuH
OBMM 0c0o6aMa MOXXeMO Jla IPUINCYjeMO MOPAIHY OTOBOPHOCT.

KrbyuHe peun: ncuxonatuja, MopasiHa O4roBOPHOCT, eBOJTYLIMOHO O0jalltberbe, YCI0B KOHTPOTE,
MOPanHO/KOHBEHLMOHATHO

EVOLUTIONARY EXPLANATION OF PSYCHOPATHY AND THE PROBLEM
OF MORAL RESPONSIBILITY

Psychopathy is typically conceptualized as an enduring personality disorder char-
acterized, among other things, by a lack of empathy, manipulativeness, and impulsive and
violent behavior. Considering the anatomical (neurobiological), functional, cognitive and
emotional deficits specific to individuals with psychopathy, as well as their inability to inter-
nalize moral rules, and difficulties in distinguishing between moral and conventional rules,
several authors argue that attributing moral responsibility to psychopathic individuals is
unfounded or insufficiently founded. Genetic and environmental factors contribute to the
development of psychopathy. Psychopathic traits remain stable over time due to genetic
factors. In terms of evolutionary biology, it appears self-evident that psychopathic traits
enhance individual fitness, similar to why selfish individuals tend to outperform altruists
in evolutionary models. Nevertheless, the relatively small number of psychopaths in the
population suggests they do not excel in the evolutionary context. On the other hand, the
consistent presence of these traits indicates their successful maintenance within the popula-
tion. Although psychopathic traits are typically considered deficits or harmful dysfunctions,
it remains plausible that the neurobiological mechanisms in these individuals function as
they should, suggesting that, from an evolutionary standpoint, their characteristics are nor-
mal. If there are neurobiological mechanisms that are adaptations and that lead to specific
psychopathic traits and antisocial behavioral patterns, it is possible to provide a causal evo-
lutionary explanation in which these traits and ensuing behavioral patterns are described
as the proper functions of these mechanisms. If psychopathy is a normal variation within
human species and not a mental disorder, as suggested by the evolutionary (adaptationist)
explanation, the question of whether moral responsibility should be attributed to psycho-
paths becomes even more complex. On one hand, if psychopathy is a normal variation
within the human species, it is challenging to understand why we should not attribute moral
responsibility to individuals with psychopathic traits, as we do with other members of the
moral community, whom we presume to be competent moral judges. On the other hand,
assuming that inherited biological mechanisms render psychopaths moral aliens and that
we cannot hold individuals morally responsible for actions beyond their control, which
are influenced by environmental contingencies or random neurobiological mechanisms ob-
tained in the genetic lottery, the question of how to attribute moral responsibility to these
individuals remains open.

Key words: psychopathy, moral responsibility, evolutionary explanation, control condition,
moral/conventional distinction
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HaTawa Puctnh Bennmnposuh
JOKTOPaHZ Ha 0fiesbetby 3a Gunoodujy
Ouno3odckor pakynteta Yuusepauteta y beorpagy

OUNO30OCKU U KOHLUENTYAJIHUA MPOBJNIEMU KNACUOUKALUJE
MEHTAJIHUX MOPEMERAJA

Omnepanyonanusanyja 3Hamba y HNCUXUjaTPUjU, Y CKIafy Ca HO3UTUBUCTUYKUM U
PERYKIMOHUCTUYKYM CTPEM/bEIbMMA, IOBENA je MO HU3a PEeBU3Mja HO3O/IOIIKE KaTeropu-
3alyje MeHTaHUX nopeMehaja Kpo3 1mocena Tpy U3ama AMjarHOCTIYKOT IPUPYYHMKA
DSM. Ynpkoc ToMe, JUCKOHTMHYUTET Hay4HE TEOPUje M KIMHUYKE IIPAKCe OCTao je He-
pemen. IIntame Koje ce Hamehe rmacu: fja u mpegMeT ICUXMjaTpuje, a TO Cy MEHTA/THN
nopemehaju, crlafia y npupogHe BpCTe, a aKO He CIafia, fla M Kao aITepHATUBHM KOHIICIT
3aJip)kKaBa CBOjy Hay4Hy IIay3u6maHocT. Hay4yHy 3acHOBaHOCT IcuxmjaTpuje IIocMaTpamo
u3 yria ¢punosoduje Hayke. [Torpeba 3a oneparoHann3anmjoM HayYHe HOMEHK/IAType J0-
BeJIa je O HOBMX, PeBUAMpPaHuX usfamwa: DSM-3 (1980), DSM-4 (1994) u nocnexwwer, DSM-
5(2013). Hujenno on HaBemeHUX M3fama HMje MCIYHMIIO CBPXY, a TO je Jla Ha aJjleKBaTaH
Y KOHTMHYMPaH HA4MH NOBEXEe TEOPUjCKM, MCTPAXMBAYKM aCHEKT IICUXMjaTpuje ca Kiu-
HIYKOM ITPAKCOM: ia 06e36ey eBMIeHTaH HayYHY CTATyC AMjaTHOCTUIIV U HEIBOCMIIC/IEHO
Ofipeny IPUPOJY IpeaMeTa KOjuM ce cuxujarpuja 6aBu. Kao HajpeneBaHTHUjM IPUTOBOP,
VICTMLIAHO je fa pupyyHnK DSM canpsxu mpeBuine BpefHOCHNX IIOjMOBa ¥ AedMHUIINja
KOju He MOTy OMTH TpeaMeT Hay4yHe Bepudukalyje u UCTpaxnBama. [loctojehu aujarno-
CTMYKM CYICTeMU OCTIaEbajy ce Ha oIcepBabuiHe Bapyjabie Kao IITO Cy CYMIITOM, CMHPOM
¥ 3HAK, IITO je pe3ylITHpasno THMe Ja aKTyelHe HepMHIMje He OffpakaBajy Ha aJeKBaTaH
Ha4MH HeypoOMOIolIKe 11 61XejBropanHe obpaciie HEOIIXOHE 3a MEAMIIMHCKY eKCIIopa-
1yjy. TakBa HO30/I0IIKa KaTeropyusanuja Koja 3aHeMapyjy eTUONOTH]jy, MaTo(u3noory;jy,
3aHeMapyje M MICIMTVBamba HOBMX HaumHa jedera. Kopucrehn pap llepude Texun The
missing self in scientific psychiatry, ysehemo y pasmarpame ncuxujarpujy Kao model building
scierce Tj. HAyKy 3aCHOBaHy Ha MOJE/IOBamby. Y CKJIOIY TAKBOT OCTONEPAIIOHATUCTAIKOT
cxBarama Hayke ucnmurahemo MoryhHocT ynorpe6e ¢pumo3odckor Mopena: MHOTOCTPYKOT
self-a y ncuxujarpuju. Iuwp TecTupama OBOT MHTEPAVCUUIUIMHAPHOT MOJIeTIa jecTe Ja ce VIC-
TPaXMBAYKM ACTIEKTH IICUXMjaTpHje ycaraace ca KIMHIMYKOM IIPAKCOM 1 Jla Ce ICIIUTA fla JIN
yBobheme oBor ¢pnm030dcKor KOHIIeNTa 1 Mofiena yHanpebyje HaydHM aclieKT muxujarpuje.

KmbyuHe peun: DSM, ncnxnjatpuja, drnosoduja Hayke, HayKa 3acHOBaHa Ha MOeNY, MHOFOCTPYKM

cend, aHTUCNNCXMjaTPUja, KNUHUYKK, TEOPUjCKI

PHILOSOPHICAL AND CONCEPTUAL PROBLEMS
OF CLASSIFICATION OF MENTAL DISORDERS

The operationalization of knowledge in psychiatry, in accordance with positivist and
reductionist aspirations, led to a series of revisions of the nosological categorization of men-
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tal disorders through the last three editions of the diagnostic manual DSM. Despite this,
the discontinuity between scientific theory and clinical practice remained unresolved. The
question that arises is whether the subject of psychiatry, which is mental disorders, belongs
to natural species, and if it does not, whether it retains its scientific plausibility in such an
alternative concept. We look at the scientific innovation of psychiatry from the perspective
of the philosophy of science. The need to operationalize scientific nomenclature led to new,
revised editions: DSM-3 (1980), DSM-4 (1994), and the latest, DSM-5 (2013). None of the
aforementioned editions have fulfilled their purpose, which is to adequately and continu-
ously connect the theoretical, research aspect of psychiatry with clinical practice; to provide
an evident scientific status to diagnosis and unambiguously determine the nature of the
subject that psychiatry deals with. As the most serious objection, it was pointed out that the
DSM manual contains too many valuable terms and definitions that cannot be subject to
scientific verification and research.Existing diagnostic systems rely on observable variables
such as symptom, syndrome, sign, resulting in current definitions not adequately reflecting
the neurobiological and behavioral patterns necessary for medical exploration. Such noso-
logical categorization, which ignores etiology, pathophysiology, also ignores the investiga-
tion of new ways of treatment.Following the research paper of Serife Tekin: The Missing Self
In Scientific Psychiatry, we will consider psychiatry as a model building science, i.e. model-
ing-based science. As part of such a post-operationalist understanding of science, we will
examine the possibility of using a philosophical model: the multiple self in psychiatry. The
goal of testing this interdisciplinary model is to align the research aspects of psychiatry with
clinical practice and to examine whether the introduction of this philosophical concept and
model improves the scientific aspect of psychiatry.

Keywords: DSM, psychiatry, philosophy of science, model-based science, multiple self,
antipsychiatry, clinical, theoretical
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Mpo¢. ap LejaH Hhophesunh

Axazemuja TexHnuKo-BacnuTaukmx ctyanja-Oacek Mupot

ONNO30ONIJA NCUXUIATPUIE N NMPOBJIEM OBJALUKBEHA

JenHa opf LEHTpaTHMX JMMEH3Mja eNMUCTEMOJIOMIKOr acHekTa ¢umozoduje
IICUXMjaTpHje OHOCHK Ce Ha ITpo6yeM o6jallmberha HOHaIlaba ICUXVjaTPYjCKIX ITalyijeHaTa.
OBaj mpo6s1eM je y TONMMKOj Mepy U3paXkeH Jia Cy MojefiIHe MICAOHe MTO3MIIMje 1 JOIpUHeIe
CTBapamy IOKpeTa KOjJ je ITO3HAT II0f] Ha3MBOM ,aHTuIcuxujarpuja‘. lnmp oBor paja je
pacBeT/baBame GMI030(CKMX IIEAUIITA KOja Ce jaB/bajy Kao OroBop Ha Taj mpobmem. C
TVIM y Be3U, HAKOH YBOJIHOT M3/IaTama, ayTop pacBeT/baBa PM3MOHOMUjY peanncTudKe u
aHTMpeanMCTNyKe nosuiyje y ¢unosoduju ncuxujarpuje. Ilputom ce nocebHa makma
nocsehyje peanMcTMYKOM CTQHOBUIITY KOje 3acTyIa CaBpeMeHM KaHajcku ¢umosod
ncuxujarpuje Jlopu PusHumk.Ykasyje ce m Ha moryhe mpuroBope koje 6u PusHUKOBO]
HO3ULIMjY YIYTUIe NpUCTanule anTupeanusma. Ha Kpajy paga ayTop moHOCH 3aK/by4ak
ma ¢unosodcko pasMaTpame InpobneMa objalllmbera IIOHANIAba IICUXUjATPUjCKUX
THalyjeHaTa HeMa Y)CTO TeOPMjCKM 3HAuaj;yKOMMKO O HIIp. aHTMpPeaTMCTIYKa IT03NInja
IOCTasIa IMPOKO IpuxsaheHa y jaBHOCTM, Ta YMIbEHNUIIA OU MOIJIa JOIPYHETH 3aKOHCKO]
3a0paHu MPUHYAHMX ICUXUjaTPUjCKUX NHTepBeHIuja. Baxky, HapaBHO, 1 0OpHYTO.

KrbyuHe peun:prnozoduje ncrxmjatpuje,objallbere, peansam,aHTmpeanmsam

PHILOSOPHY OF PSYCHIATRY AND THE PROBLEM OF EXPLANATION

The problem of explanation of a psychiatric patient’s behavior is very important when
it comes to the epistemological aspect of philosophy of psychiatry-the existence of antipsy-
chiatry testifies to this. The aim of this paper is to introduce the readers to the main stand-
points in this field. Therefore the author firstly explains away two main positions:realism
and antirealism. Special attention is given to realist position of Lawrie Reznek, contempo-
rary philosopher of psychiatry.His position is also confronted with the spectrum of possible
antirealist objections. The author finally comes up with the following conclusion: both real-
ism and antirealism can produce some rather ,,visible“ practical consequences. For example,
if antirealism is held true by the public, it can contribute to legal prohibition of involuntary
psychiatric interventions. The reverse is also true.

Key words: philosophy of psychiatry, explanation, realism, antirealism
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CryneHT foKTOpCKNX CTyAmja dunosoduje Phd student of philosophy at Faculty of Philosophy,
Ha Ounosodckom dakyntery YHusep3uteta y beorpagy, Cpbuja University of Belgrade, Serbia

KAKO TEJIEOJIOLWKA OBJALWWHEHLA OUT'YPUPAJY Y CABPEMEHOJ
EBOJIYLUMOHOJ TEOPUJIA

Teneosnouka o6janrmerna UMajy FYTy UCTOPU]Y Y JUCKYPCY O 06jalllberby MHOTHX
acrekara IPMPONHOT CBeTa (KOCMONOWIKMX M OMOJIOIIKMX 3ajeHO) KOjyu Cy Hau3IJIen
CBPCUCXOIHM UM YCMEPeHM Ka HeKMM LM/beBMMA. JefTHOCTAaBHO PEYeHO, Te/lIeO/IOlIKa
objaimera HaBofie crienn¢uyuHa (Kpajiba) cTama Y3pOYHUX Mpolleca U (PyHKIMOHATHA
cBojcTBa OobjexkaTa m XMBMX 61ha Kao pe/leBaHTHe YMHMOLE 33 Objallllbelbe 3auimo ce
TY IPOLeCH JIelllaBajy ¥ TU eHTUTeT nocroje. OBM YMHUOLM Cy Takohe peneBaHTHM 3a
objamrmeme GU3NYIKNX M CTPYKTYPHUX KapaKTePUCTUMKA PasIMINTUX objekaTa (Koje je
HAIIPaBIO YOBEK), OpraHM3aMa ¥ MPUPOJHMX IIPOLieca, OGHOCHO 3a 00jalllberbe 3aulno
Cy OHM TaKBM KakBl jecy. Termeornomnika objaumerba TBPAE 1a je HeKM eHTUTET VI MPOLiec
CTPYKTYpUpaH Ha ofipeheHy HaumH 3amo wimo Tpou3BOAY jeflaH VI BuIle edeKaTa Koju
CY pa3no3u HeTOBOT II0CTOjaba, IOCTOjaHOCTU Y BpeMEHY 1 IOMEHYTe CTPYKTYpe.

Teneonomky HauMH pasMulUbama je 010 Be3daH 3a XpUIINAHCKY pPeIUTMjCKY
TPafuIMjy KOja je opraHusMe U HUXOBe OCOOMHE CXBaTajla Kao CTBOPEHe Off CTpaHe
bora pa ciy>xe ogpeheHnM cBpxama y BUXOBUM OJHOCHMA IIpeMa PYTUM OpraHM3MMUMa
U IPUPOSHOM OKpyXKemwy. CMaTpano ce fa Cy OpraHM3MM MHTENMIEHTHO [IM3ajHMPaHN
aHa/IOTHO 06jeKTMMa Koje je HaIpaBMO YOBEK. 1aj TUII Te/IeoNOUIKOT pasMMIbama je
HaIylITeH ca JJapBMHOBOM TeOPMjoM eBONyLMje IyTeM IpupofHe cenexnyje. OH je yBeo
IOTIIYHO HOBe, HaTypa/MMCTUYKe II0jMOBE, je3UK, OHTOIOTHjy U IIOI/Iefl Ha XXMBOT Aa 61
objacHno ¢eHoMeHe OPraHM3MMYKUX AfAIITMBHMX OpraHM3aluja ¥ mUXoBa (HaBOJHA)
TejleoromKa cBojcTBa. CaMO HEKONMKO felieHNUja KacHUje, HOBOpa3BUjeHe NVICLUIUIMHE
K/IaCYYHe ¥ MOJIEKy/IapHe TeHeTHKe Cy Omooruju o6esbefie fogaTHe 10jMOBE, OHTOTIOTHjy
U MaTeMaTH4Ke ajlaTe M 3ajeflHO CYy yAPYy>KeHe ca NAapBMHOBCKOM CENIEKIIMjOM y MOJEPHY
€BOJTyLIMIOHY Teopujy. ANy TO HIje FOBEIO 1O MOTIYHOT HAaIlyIITakha TeeOoNOIIKOr je3/Ka
U pasMHUII/baba kao makeoe. [locToju MHOro cny4ajeBa y kojuma ¢unozodu (6uonoruje)
M HeKM OMO/IO3M joIl yBeK KOPMCTe TaKaB je3uK ja Ou pacIpaBbany O afalTUBHUM
oco61HaMa, IOHAIIAKY 1 TeJIECHUM IIPOLIeCHMa OpraHy3aMma.

Y cBoM mpefaBamy hy 00jacHUTM KaKO Te/ICONOLIKM je3MK, pasMMIIbame I
objammema Gurypupajy y caBpeMeHoj OMO/IOIMju, Tj. y KOHTEKCTY Teopuje IpUPORHE
celleKIuje 1 afjalTuBHe eBoyuuje. [la 6ucMoO pasymennu Kako ce Te/lIeoJIoTHja yKiama y
CTIOKEHN OKBUD OB€ Teopuje U y ueMmy je mpobnem, ommcahy cBe peneBaHTHe IOjMOBe
obe eKCIUIaHAaTOpHe Ino3uuuje. Jou of mpee momoBuHe 20. BeKa MOJEpHA €BOTYLMOHA
Teopyuja ce BUAM Kao jeAMHO oprosapajyhe objammere (HAaBOJHNUX) TENEOTOLIKIX
CBOjcTaBa 6MONOMIKNX 0coOMHA. Moj Wb je [a TIpeficTaBuM HeKe Mfeje 0 ToMe KaKo ce
TEJIE0/IOUIKY je3MK MOKE YCKIAUTH Ca HATYPATUCTUYKUM U 9MCTO MEXAaHUYKUM je3VIKOM
MOJiepHe eBOJIyLMOHe Teopuje. YIlaBHOM hy gma xopuctum papose on Epucra Majpa
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(1992) n ®pannucka Ajane (1970, 1998, 1999, 2012) 3a opujeHTauNjy U Kao Boguye 3a
CBOje IIpefaBabe. IbuxoBa pasmarparma MOry HaM moMohi a 06jacCHIMO 1 ONIMIIEMO KaKO
JlaHaC MO>KEMO TOBOPUTH O Te/TEOJIOIIKUM ObjalllibenliMa 11 KOje je HUXOBO 3HaYeme U
MEeCTO y CaBpeMeHO]j OMONIoruju.

KrbyuHe peun: Teneonoruja, objalimetrbe, CBPXa, Lnrb, aganTtaumja, NpupoaHa cenekumja

PedpepeHue
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20: 41-50.
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HOW TELEOLOGICAL EXPLANATIONS FIGURE IN MODERN
EVOLUTIONARY THEORY

Teleological explanations have a long history in discourse about explaining many
aspects of the natural world (both cosmological and biological) which are seemingly pur-
poseful and directed toward some goals. Simply put, teleological explanations cite specific
(end) states of causal processes and functional properties of objects and living beings as rel-
evant factors for explaining why those processes happen and entities exist. Those factors are
also relevant for explaining physical and structural characteristics of various (man-made)
objects, organisms, and natural processes, that is for explaining why are they the way they
are. Teleological explanations claim that some entity or a process is structured in a certain
way because it produces one or more effects that are the reasons for its existence, persistence
in time and said structure.

Teleological thinking was tied to Christian religious tradition which conceived of
organisms and their traits as created by God to serve specific purposes in their relations to
other organisms and natural environment. Organisms were seen as intelligently designed
analogous to man-made objects. That type of teleological thinking was abandoned with
Darwin’s theory of evolution through natural selection. He introduced completely new, nat-
uralistic concepts, language, ontology, and view of life to explain phenomena of organismic
adaptive organizations and their (apparent) teleological properties. Just a few decades later
newly developed disciplines of classical and molecular genetics provided biology with addi-
tional concepts, ontology and mathematical tools, and were joined together with Darwinian
selection into a modern evolutionary theory. But this has not led to the full abandonment of
teleological language and thinking as such. There are many instances where such language is
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still being used by philosophers (of biology) and some biologists to discuss about adaptive
traits, behaviours and bodily processes of organisms.

In my lecture I will explain how teleological language, thinking and explanations
figure in modern biology, i.e. in the context of the theory of natural selection and adaptive
evolution. In order to understand how teleology fits into the complex framework of this
theory and what the problem is all about, I will describe all relevant concepts from both
explanatory positions. Since the first half of 20th century modern evolutionary theory has
been seen as the only adequate explanation of (apparent) teleological properties of biolog-
ical traits. My goal is to present some ideas about how teleological language can be made
compatible with naturalistic and purely mechanistic language of modern evolutionary theo-
ry. I will mainly use papers from Ernst Mayr (1992) and Francisco Ayala (1970, 1998, 1999,
2012) for orientation and as guides to my lecture. Their considerations can help us explain
and describe how can we talk about teleological explanations today and what is their mean-
ing and place in modern biology.

Keywords: teleology, explanation, purpose, goal, adaptation, natural selection
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KAHTOB MOPAJIHU KOMIAC:
JEAHA CABPEMEHA EMNCTEMUWYKA NEPCIMNEKTUBA

LleHTpamHM IOjaM MOpajHe eNMCTEeMOJIOTrHje, IpeMa MMIIbermy ANNCOH XMIIC
(Alison Hills), Huje MopanHo 3Hame Beh MopanHO pasymeBame. XWIC cMaTpa fAa 3a
BpIIelbe MOPA/IHO BPeflHe pajiibe HUje HOBO/BHO 3HATH fia 1 (Huje MoOpo jaraT), HUTH
3HATY 3aIITO 7 (3aTO IITO je TO HEeIOLITOBAabe PYINX), HETO je HEONIXOMHO U pasymemu
3aIuTo 71 (CXBATUTH /I je HeIIOLITOBabe APYIMX PasJIor 3allTO je Jarame JIolle).

Ha npumep, nako Mory a 3HaM (jep Cy Me pOAMTE/bY TAaKO HAYYNIIN) /ia je TOIITOBabe
APYTMX MOPAJIHM PA3JIOT 3a TOBOPEHbE UCTUHE, MOXKe Ce IECUTH Ja He BUUM HMIITA JIOLIe
y TOMe Jla HeKOTa C/IakKeM M TaKo ce6y mpubaByM KOPUCT YKOIMKO IPOLIEHNM Jia Ta 0coba
HajBepoBaTHUje Hehe HU casHaTM fa caM je cmarana. TakBo HOHAIIambe OY ITOKa3asIo Ia caM
IPUXBATH/IA PasJIor ,3aTO IITO HA OCHOBY TYDNX CBelouea, ami Ja CYIITUHCKM HUCAM
cxBaTuna Besy usMehy phaBocty mocTynka u pasjora 3amro je oH o, 6e3 dera, Ipema
TBP/bY OBE ayTOPKe, HeMa MOPaJIHOT Jie/lama.

Hamnme, oBa caBpemena KaHTOBKa MOpasHO BpelHY pajiby BUAM Kao VICHPaBHY
pajmy yu4MmbeHy U3 UCIIPaBHUX pasjora. Kaja uMHM TakBy pafmby [ieMaTHUK UMa JOOpY
MOTHUBALMjy, HIIp. K€M Ja TOBOPU MCTUHY, JoOpo mpocybyje, anu pasyme u pasior
KOjI je 4YMHM MCIpaBHOM. PenuMo, YKOIMKO IOCefyjeM 3Hame pasjiora, MOTy HenaTu
UCIpaBHO U He jmaratu. MehyTum, na 61 papma 611a MOpaIHO BpefHa, HEOIXOLHO je 1
fla ce OpMjeHTHIIIEM Ha IPaBy HAauMH y IOITIEAY CBOjUX BepOBama, IITO Huje Moryhe 6e3
MOPaJIHOT pa3yMeBamba Kao KOTHUTMBHO-MHTEJIEKTYa/THOT aclleKTa OpujeHTaluje IpemMa
pasnosuma 3a IMOCTyIaK.

Ium oBor M3narama je ga MCINUTA peleBaHTHOCT KaHTOBOT ayTOHOMHOT MOPaTHOT
KOMIIaca Tako LITO he ra carnegary Kpo3 oBako cxBaheH ofHOC 3Hamwa 11 pasyMeBama. Paj
HACTOju Jla UCTpaku ja i je KanToB Mopanuu kommnac Moryhe 6paHnTy 11 U3 mepCcreKTuBe
caBpeMeHe eIVCTeMOJIOTje.

KrbyuHe peun: KaHT, MOpanHO pa3ymMeBake, MOPasHX Pasfor, MOpasHN eKCrnepT, ayTOHOMHY
MOPaHV Komnac

KANT’S MORAL COMPASS:
A CONTEMPORARY EPISTEMOLOGICAL INQUIRY

According to Alison Hills, a central concept in moral epistemology is not merely
moral knowledge but moral understanding. Hills argues that to perform morally worthy

« »

actions, it’s insufficient to merely know that “p” (lying is wrong) or even know why “p
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(because it disrespects others); what is required is understanding why “p” (grasping that
disrespecting others is the reason lying is bad).

For example, even though I may know (because my parents taught me so) that re-
specting others is a moral reason for telling the truth, it can happen that I see nothing wrong
in deceiving someone and gaining an advantage for myself if I assess that the person is
unlikely to find out that I lied to them. Such behavior would show that I have accepted the
reason “because” based on others’ testimony, but that fundamentally, I have not understood
the connection between the wrongness of the action and the reasons why it is bad. Accord-
ing to this author’s claim, without this understanding, there is no moral action.

Namely, this contemporary Kantian sees morally valuable actions as right actions
performed for the right reasons. When an agent performs such an action, they have good
motivation, for example, they want to speak the truth, make good judgments, and under-
stand the reason that makes the action correct. For instance, if I possess knowledge of the
reasons, I can act correctly and not lie. However, for the action to be morally valuable, it is
also necessary to orient myself properly regarding my moral beliefs and reasons, which is
not possible without moral understanding as the cognitive, intellectual aspect of the orien-
tation to moral reasons.

The aim of this paper is to examine the relevance of Kant’s autonomous moral com-
pass by considering it through the mentioned relationship between knowledge and un-
derstanding. It seeks to explore whether it is possible to defend Kants autonomous moral
compass from this standpoint of contemporary epistemology.

Keywords: Kant, moral understanding, moral reason, moral experts, autonomous moral compass
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Ip Jenena hypuh

WHCTUTYT ApyLUTBEHNX HayKa

PA3YM, OBJAWLKEHE N PASYMEBAKE

AyTop xmure “Objaimmerme 1 pasymeBame” PoH Puxrt, Hactojao je ma pasperin
HareTocT u3Mely HAac/IOBHMX IOjMOBa IPOM3BEfEHY PasIMUUTOCTMMA JIOTMYKUX M
eIVICTEMOIOIIKIX MCTPAXMBama, Ca jefHe CTpaHe, U TeXHe 3a YBUAOM y TOTATUTET
JbYZICKe eT3MCTeHIINje, ca apyre. Ped je 0 HameToCTH HaCTasIOj yCIey Be3a U pasyinKa n3Mehy
IBOCTPYKVMX HaulHA IIOCTOjalba: JIeJIOBama M Y3POYHOCTHU, CI0OOME ¥ JeTepMUHM3MA,
BpeMeHa 1 ucTuHe. [loBe3nBame TiX HaurHa oMoryhaBajy akTyasHe TeMe, IIONYT OFHOCA
4yoBeKa IpeMa mpupopy, OynyhHOCTM MopepHe LMBMIM3aIVje M HAYYHOTEXHOTOUIKOT
nporpeca. Ilpobmem “xymanusanuje npupope” HaBeo je ®PoH Puxrta Ha npoMeHy
IOI7Iefla Ha YOBEKOBO MECTO y NPUPOAM, Ha KPUTUKY TPAAMIMOHATHUX Hyannsama
U Ha INpeoO/MMKOBame CXBaTama OfHOCa M3Mehy NMpMpoOgHMX U JPYIITBEHMX Hayka.
PeByampaHo je cTaHOBMIUTE ITpeMa KOjeM HayKe O YOBEKY MOpajy OMTV MOZEeIOBaHe I10
y30pY Ha er3aKkTHe HayKe y I1/by CTBapaiba jejHe yHITapHe HayKe. Y HACTOjamy fa n3berHe
“IeTepMUHUCTUYKY UTY31jy’, alu 1 “can” 0 “00HOBU™ CBeTa KOjM je U3IIefia U3ry6/peH 360r
¢aTamTHO MPOMEHEHOT bYACKOT CTatba KOTHUTUBHUM Xubpucom, Pox Puxr ce ocnama Ha
“KaHTOBCKY Tpaauiyjy” (BaH “Ta/lmiejeBcKo” — “apuCTOTe/IOBCKe” AUXOTOMMje U Y CKIafy
ca MjejaMma HOBOT XyMaHM3Ma) MCTU4Yyhu fja upeae /pyackor yma Huje Moryhe ncrpaBHO
TpeTUpAaTU KaTeropyjaMa ersakTHOT pasyMa.

KrbyuHe peun: pasym, pasymeBarbe, NPorpec, XyMaHusauuja npupose, HoBM XyMaHn3am

REASON, EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING

The author of the book “Explanation and Understanding” Georg Henrik von Wright,
tried to resolve the tension between the title terms produced by the differences of logi-
cal and epistemological research, on the one hand, and the aspiration for insight into the
totality of human existence, on the other. It is about the tension arising from the connec-
tions and differences between two modes of existence: action and causality, freedom and
determinism, time and truth. The problem of “humanization of nature” led von Wright to
change his view of man’s place in nature, to criticize traditional dualisms, and to reshape
the understanding of the relationship between natural and social sciences. The point of
view according to which human sciences must be modeled after exact sciences in order to
create a unitary science has been revised. In an effort to avoid the “deterministic illusion’,
but also the “dream” of the “renewal” of the world that seems to have been lost due to the
fatally changed human condition through cognitive hubris, von Wright relies on the “Kan-
tian tradition” (outside of the “Galilean” - “Aristotelian” dichotomy and in accordance with
the ideas of new humanism) pointing out that it is not possible to properly treat the ideals
of the human mind with the categories of exact reason.

Key words: reason, understanding, progress, humanization of nature, new humanism
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OTKPURE, UHCMTAPALUIA, OTKPUBEIDE:
AOMETU OBJALUKBEHA U PASYMEBADBA

Y caommTemy MOKYyIIaBa fja ce yKake Ha TO Jla He TIOCTOj! jacHa rpaHuia nsmebhy
objalmberba 1 padyMeBaba 11 f1a je OHa BeLITauyKy [I0CTaB/beHa y BpeMe PaLiIOHATNCTUYKOT
alcoMyTU3Ma, Yuju je BpXyHan 6mna ¢punocoduja mosutususma. Taj, cMarpamo, KpynaH
ca3HajHU IpobeM, OBJie ce UCTpaxKyje ImpeKko ogHoca naMeby orkpuha, nHCIMpanuje n
OTKpMBema. Y B3N ca TUM, 3aroBapa ce IIPeTIOCTABKa Ja u3Mehy mIX He OCTOoje omTpe
TpaHMIle 1 Jla CBAKM BEJIMKU UJEjHU CTBapaall IlyTeM CBa TPY M3BOpa CasHalba 3all04Nibe
CBOje UCTpaXMBambe.

I pyrum pednma, TpeHyTaK ca3HajHOT IIPOROPA, YBU/A Y HOBE II0jaBe 11 ogHOCe Meby
1BJIMa, Y HayL[Y, YMETHOCTY ¥ PE/IUTHjU MMa OCOOMHE CBa TPM Pa3/IN4NMTa HAYMHA JOIacKa
IO BIUX.

OcHoBHa pa3muKa Mebhy BMMa JIeXU Y YMIBEHUIV [a je HayYHO M YMETHUYKO
ca3Hame, OJHOCHO, oTKpuhe 1 MHCIMpanyuja, IPUPOSHOT IOPEK/Ia U IIOTUYe Off YyTHUX
yTHUCaKa M PallVOHA/JHOI IIOBe3MBama J aHajNM3e, JOK je OTKpMBEHe HATIPUPOAHO U
usMmde 61710 KaKBOM pallMiOHaTHOM 00pa3ioKemy.

Anu, pa nmu cy oHu y3ajaMHO HeopBojuBM? VICKycTBa OpOjHMX BelMKaHa Hayke,
YMETHOCTU M CBUX CBETUTE/ba ITOKA3yjy fa HUCY, fa Cy PESOBHO MOBE3aHN U Ja HUKO Off
BJX He MOXe CBOj YBUJ, CMaTpaTy UCK/bYYNBO jeSHUM, pasTpaHNYeHUM off ocTanux. To
noctaje Moryhe kacuuje, y a3y aHanmse mogaraxa o KOjux ce HOILUIO, ¥ TO CaMO TaMO
JIOKJIe OCEXKe PAIMOHATHO Objallberbe.

HaBopme ce mnpumepu IbyrHa, Tecnme, baxa, Monapra, beroBena, cnmkapa
MMIIpECMOHNUCTA, CB. JoBaHa borocmoBa u mpopoxa Mnuje. IbytH n Tecna cy, nopep
era3KTHUX HayYHMKA /1 ¢puaocoda, OMIM U penurno3nu byan (jeHOOOIIIN) KOji Cy
CBOje cas3HajHe YBUJie TeCHO IoBe3anu ca bubnujom u cMaTpanmu aa je oHa 6umia K/by4HU
M3BOP 32 BJXOBO yuBplIhembe y CTaBy la HOBOOTKPMBEHO IIOCTOjU KA0 3aKOHUTOCT BUILET
pena. baxosa BeunTa nHcnmpanuja cy 6mi CBeTo M1cMo 1 Ipefabe, oK Cy OpojHM ApyTH
YMEeTHMI[M CMAaTpany fila X HajlaXibyje OHO IITO CY Ha3Bay ,BUIIOM CUIOM', Makap U
IPUPOTHOM PETUTUjOM.

Kag cy y nuramy cBetutemy, Mehy kojuma je 6110 1 HayuyHMKA M YMETHUKA, Oe3
pasinKe TBpJe fa IIOCTOju XUjepapXMja OBMUX Ca3HajHUX YBU/IA Y KOjOj OHO, LITO Ce ca3Haje
YyJIHO ¥ Pall¥IOHAJIHO, IPeICTaB/bajy CaMO CTeIleHNIIe Ha Ty Ty Ka OTKPUBEIbY, KA0 HajBUIIEM
007MKy casHamwa — yMHOM. OHM nTpaBe pas3iuky usMeby cBeta Matepujamayx (pU3NIKNX 1
APYIITBEHMX), IICUXOMOMKYX (AyIIeBHNUX) 11 JYXOBHMX (YMHUX) 1T0jaBa. IbuxoB 3akpydak
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je ma camo mocrefbe craja y chepy HaTIPUPOITHOL U Jielyje HEIIOCPENHO, a IIPBa /iBa Cy
pesynrar 60)aHCKOTr HajjaxHyha, Koja ce /JbyAMMa fiaje myTeM O/1arofaTy ¥ MOCPEJHO — Ha
HauVH JOHeK/Ie 00jalllibVB ¥ pa3yM/bUB JbyauMa. Vnak, carnacHu ¢y y HOITIeAy TOra ia Hi
jemaH of yBupa — Hu oTKpyhe HU MHCIMpaluja HU OTKPUBEHe He MOTY OMTU MCTOBPEMEHO
HIOfJapEeHN CBAKOM II0jefiMHIIY 1 [ia Cy OIleT pe3y/ITar fiefioBawa CBeTor gyxa.

360r HaBeIeHNX OfI/INKA, 0Baj peHOMeH Hitje caMo (prIocoPcky Beh ¥ ICHXOOMKI 1
penuro3Hu. AKo yoIIIITe Mo>ke OMTVI TOBOPA O Ier0BOj aHA/IM3M, OHA IMa CBOje OTpaHIYeHe
JIOMeTe jep HeKe Off IbJX Hyje Hy Moryhe HM TOTpeOHO aHa/IM3MpaTy — C 003MPOM Ha CBPXY
VI Wb, Ka KOjYIMa TeXXe. 3aTO ce OBJie TIOAB/IAYM Jja CY y3ajaMHO HEO[[BOjYBIU V1 HECBOJIVBI
CaMo Ha jefjaH M3BOP Ca3Hama ¥ JONaKema 10 MCTHHE.

KrbyuHe peun: casHame, NCTMHA, MeTof, CBpXa, OTKpuhe, nHCNMpauwja, oTKpuBere

DISCOVERY, INSPIRATION, REVELATION:
THE REACHES OF EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING

In the statement, he tries to point out that there is no clear boundary between expla-
nation and understanding and that it was artificially set at the time of rationalist absolut-
ism, the peak of which was the philosophy of positivism. This, we consider, a major cogni-
tive problem, is explored here through the relationship between discovery, inspiration and
revelation. In this regard, the assumption is advocated that there are no sharp boundaries
between them and that every great creator of ideas begins his research through all three
sources of knowledge.

In other words, the moment of cognitive breakthrough, insight into new phenomena
and relationships between them, in science, art and religion, has the characteristics of all
three different ways of reaching them. The main difference between them lies in the fact that
scientific and artistic knowledge, that is, discovery and inspiration, is of natural origin and
comes from sensory impressions and rational connection and analysis, while revelation is
supernatural and escapes any rational explanation.

But are they mutually inseparable? The experiences of numerous great men of sci-
ence, art and all saints show that they are not, that they are regularly connected and that
none of them can consider their insight exclusively one, demarcated from the others. This
becomes possible later, in the phase of data analysis, and only as far as a rational explanation
is concerned.

Examples of Newton, Tesla, Bach, Mozart, Beethoven, impressionist painters, St. John
the Theologian and the prophet Elijah. Newton and Tesla, in addition to being exact scien-
tists and/or philosophers, were also religious people (monotheists) who closely connected
their cognitive insights with the Holly Bible and considered that it was a key source for their
consolidation in the position that the newly discovered exists as a law of a higher order.
Bach’s eternal inspiration was the Holy Scriptures and tradition, while many other artists
found themselves inspired by what they called a “higher power”, even natural religion.



169

When it comes to the saints, among whom also there were scientists and artists, they
claim without distinction that there is a hierarchy of these cognitive insights in which what
is learned sensuously and rationally are only steps on the way to revelation, as the highest
form of knowledge — the mind. They distinguish between the world of material (physical
and social), psychological (soulful) and spiritual (mind) phenomena. Their conclusion is
that only the latter belongs to the sphere of the supernatural and acts immediately, and the
first two are the result of divine inspiration, which is given to people through grace and
indirectly - in a way that is somewhat explainable and understandable to people. However,
they agree that none of the insights — neither revelation nor inspiration nor revelation can
be given to each individual at the same time and are again the result of the action of the
Holy Spirit.

Due to the mentioned characteristics, this phenomenon is not only philosophical but
also psychological and religious. If one can talk about his analysis at all, it has its own limit-
ed scope because some of them are neither possible nor necessary to analyze - considering
the purpose and goal they are aiming for. That is why it is underlined here that they are mu-
tually inseparable and irreducible to only one source of knowledge and arriving at the truth.

Key words: knowledge, truth, method, purpose, discovery, inspiration, revelation
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Ap Mapwvja juHos, Dr. Marija Dinov,

He3aBUCHI MCTPaXKMBAY independent researcher

OBJALWIKEKE U PASYMEBAKE MY3UKE

YHMBep3anHNU ONNuC MojMa My3uka (Tp4. HovUOIKY — YMETHOCT My3a, /IaT. Musica)
M3MULIA0 je KPOo3 UCTOpujy OpojHUMM TeopeTmyapyuma, ¢punosopuma, nekcukorpaduma,
KOMITO3UTOPMMA U CaMUM Mysudapuma. [lojam OKBUpPHO 03Ha4YaBa BPCTY YMETHOCTH KOja
Kao Mefiuj KOPMCTM 3BYK OpPraHM30BaH y BpeMeHy. Hemro mornyHmjom pedpuHMIIMjOM
MY3HKa ce MOXKe OIMCATH Ka0 YMETHOCT Kpeupamwa i KOMOMHOBamba 3ByKOBa Koju, IIpeMa
onpehennM sakoHnMa pusnke, pr3nonoIKe (TerecHe) peakuyje 1 GOpMaTHIX KOHBEHIINja,
U3pa)kaBajy I 1M3a31Bajy CEHSUTUBHI ¥ eMOTMBHMI HaJIpa)kaj IIPEKO YyJia CIyxa.

IlojaBe y My3M4KOj YMETHOCTH, BbMXOBE OJHOCE, IPABIJIA M 3aKOHUTOCTY ITPOyYaBa
MY3UKOJIOTHja, IOK C€ aHA/IM30M M TyMaderbeM MY3MYKMX e/leMeHaTa MHKOPIOPUPAHNX Y
IpaKce KOMIIOHOBama I M3Bohema My3nUKuX fiena 6aBy Teopuja mysuke. Hayka o Mysunm
VI 10j CPOJiHE IVCIMIUIMHE pasBIIe Cy METOIONOIIKe MexaHn3Me momohy kojux je moryhe
ATy pesleBaHTHA 06jalllberba CBUX MAPTUKYTAPHIX MY3MYKIX I10jaBa ¥ IbUXOBMX OffHOCA.
C mpyre cTpaHe, My31Ka, Y CBOjoj MeTapM3MYKOj, IOETCKO] AVIMEH3MjM, HIfje CaMO CK/IaJHO
YOZIHOLIIEH CIIOj pas/MMIMTIX MY3MUYKIX efleMeHaTa. Mysuka je cyonuMaH GpeHOMeH duje ce
pasyMeBarbe He MOXKe CBECTM CaMO Ha JIOTMYKE U aHATUTHYKe ITpolLece.

Y cBoM m3maramwy OpaHuhy Tesy ma ce pasymeBame MYy3NMKe OfIBMja IIpe CBera
VIHTYUTUBHO, Ha YYJIHOM, TeJeCHOM ¥ aQeKTMBHOM HNBOY, a fia je Cy0jeKTUBHM
€MOLIMOHA/THY JO)KVBJbaj KOjU Ce jaB/ba Kao peaKIjyuja Ha aTMocdepy Kojy MY3UUKI CafipKaj
eMuTyje Moryhe nmpeBecTy Ha KOTHUTVBHM HUBO 1 OHZIA Ta U Bep6OanHo nspasutu. Jbyacko
TEJI0 KPO3 CBOj MEPLUENTUBHM allapaT IMaMTy MCKYCTBO CBOT OfITOBOPA Ha PACHONOXKErhe
13a3BaHO MYy3MKOM. Pellenmuja, ofHOCHO pasyMmeBaibe, HAacTaje CTBapambeM CBECTH O
TOXXMBJ/bEHOM VICKYCTBY My3JKe KPO3 MMCAOHe IIpolLiece IOy T eBOKallyje, KOHTEMIUIaLuje
¥ cyO/mMMalyje Tor UCKyCTBa. VI3marame hy morkpernmyn npumMepuma u3 My3udke Impakce
KOMIIO3UTOPa, M3BoDhaya 1 cirymanana.

KroyuHe peun: geduriHucarbe Mysuike, objaliberba My3MKaIHUX MOjaBa, peuenuuja MysuKe,

n3pasu My3nyKor NCKyCTBa

EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING OF MUSIC

The universal description of the term music (Greek: povoiksy — the art of the muse,
Latin: musica) has eluded numerous theorists, philosophers, lexicographers, composers,
and musicians themselves throughout history. The term tentatively denotes a type of art
that uses sound organized in time as a medium. With a complete definition, music can be
described as the art of creating and combining sounds that, according to certain laws of
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physics, physiological (bodily) reactions, and formal conventions, express and cause sensi-
tive and emotional stimulation through the sense of hearing.

Musicology studies the phenomena in musical art, their relationships, rules, and reg-
ularities. In contrast, the analysis and interpretation of musical elements incorporated into
the practices of composing and performing musical works is dealt with by music theory. The
science of music and its related disciplines have developed methodological mechanisms that
enable us to provide relevant explanations of all particular musical phenomena and their
relationships. On the other hand, music, in its metaphysical, poetic dimension, is not just
a harmoniously related combination of different musical elements. Music is a sublime phe-
nomenon whose understanding cannot be reduced to mere logical and analytical processes.

In my presentation, I will defend the thesis that understanding of music takes place
primarily intuitively, on a sensory, bodily, and affective level, and that the subjective emo-
tional experience that occurs as a reaction to the atmosphere emitted by the musical content
can be translated to a cognitive level, and then verbally expressed. Through its perceptual
apparatus, the human body remembers the experience of its response to the mood caused
by music. Reception, i.e., understanding, is created by the emergence of an awareness of
the lived experience of music through thought processes such as evocation, contemplation,
and sublimation of that experience. I will support the presentation with examples from the
musical practice of composers, performers, and listeners.

Keywords: defining music, explanations of musical phenomena, reception of music, expressions
of musical experience
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Byk Mumanosuh / Vuk Miljanovic¢

»O PA3JIMLUN KAHTOBOI PA3YMUJEBABLA U MEJACYOBOT
OBJALWMKEHA UAEJE BOIA (CXBATAHE NWAEJE BOTA USMERY
TPAHCUEHAEHTAJIHE ®1OCO®WUJE U CNEKYJIATUBHOT PEAJIU3MA)”

OBgaj paj 1Ma 3a II1/b 1 TOKa)Ke KaKo je MapaiurMa pasanKoBama nsMehy objanmerma
U pasyMujeBama Kao METONOJIONIKA, OJHOCHO M Kao Kao XMUCTOPMjCKO-pumocodcka u
Kao cucTeMaTcKo-¢dunocodcka, y ocHoBu offHoca n3Mely KaHToBe TpaHcleHmeHTanHe
¢unocoduje 1 MejacyoBor cnekynaruBHor peammusma. Hanme, MejacyoBa kputuka Kan-
TOBe TpaHCILieHIeHTalHe ¢uiocoduje jecTe MmomasHa OCHOBA CHEKYIATUBHOT peann3Ma.
Ho, oHO 4unMe Ta KpUTHKa pe3yNTHpa jecTe HefIBOCMICIIEHO Makbe CXBAT/BMBO U cxBaheHo.
Crora je moTpe6HO Ha Ba/baHOM IIPUMjepy, a TO je IpobyieM cxBaTama ujeje bora, mokasaru
IpUPOJY HaBeIeHOT OTHOCA U OIICET U JOCET Te KPUTHKE.

Beh y ckmapy ca rnegamem Ha KanTa mTo ce cacBuM yobudajuno y ¢umocoduju,
Ba/ba MOCTABUTY HEKONMKO MPETXOAHMX U Bofehyx nmurama u To: He motupe m KanToBa
¢unocodpuja 6110 KakBO MIpoMuIUbame 0 bory? Huje /1 werosa ¢puaocoduja cpadyyHara
Ha TO Jja TOTKOIA IETUTYMHOCT TaKOBOT IPOMIII/bakha WJIN, TIAK, Ha TO [la OTPAHMYY 3HaIbe
o Bory camo Ha oHo 1mTO ce ia 0 Fbemy onpehn, yknpajyhn herose meradmsnuke ocHoBe?
je mu Moryhe cTBapu mocMaTpary jpyrojaduje JO Tako ja ce Ap>ku Kako KaHT cmjepa
Ha TOTKOIIaBabe PENNUTUjCKUX OpraHM3alija M TO CBODemeM peMMIMjCKMX BjepoBarmba
U Jjenama Ha IpepylIieHy MOPANHOCT! He 3aMjewyje mu KaHT MeTadusuky Teopujom
Hay4YHOT Ca3Hama Koja BjepHuImMa yckpahyje Hapy na he mckycuru onoctpano? I1po6em,
MebyTum, HUKaKo 1 HUCY caMa Ta UTamba, f00po Mo3HaTa MUTamba OJHOCA 3HaMa I Bjepe
y ToKyIIajuma cxparama bora: Hanportus. [Ipo6yeM mpefcTaB/bajy yBpujexXeHU OATOBOPH,
OIIIITa MjecTa KOja Ce Ka0 TaKBa HEIPECTAaHO [I0HABIbA]Y.

ITo Mejacyy, mosunmja crieKy/1laTMBHOT peanysMa jecTe Hy>KHa II0C/befULIa YU beHN e
ma je dmnocoduja Kao TaKBa YCTAaHOB/beHAa Ha HEKOMKUM XMCTOPUjCKO-pumocodcknm
BacCIIOCTaB/bEHMM aKCMOMVMA, KOjU Ce 3alpaBO YBMjeK CaMO IIOfIpasyMMjeBajy Kao
CUCTeMaTCKO-PMUIocoPpCKM BabaHM, MAKO caMa XucTopuja ¢pumocoduje He Jaje TOBOJb-
HO OCHOBA 3a TakoBo IITa. Kao moce6Ho 3HavajHO, Mejacy BuiM Haiula>Kelbe OHOTa LITO
Ha3yBa KOPEeMALVjCKMM LUK/IYCOM, IIOTO 6J CaMO TaKOBO IOCTYIame OMIO HOCTATHO
3a ,IpobMjame Ka ArconyTy,“ mro u Mejacy cMaTpa puMapHuM 3agarkoM ¢unocoduje.
Mejacy cmaTpa fja ce KOpelnauyjCKy OUKIYC Kao TaKaB He MOXKe IIPUMUjebUBaTH Ha OHO
IITO jecTe 06yxBaheHO IOjMOM IPETXONHOCTH, Te Jja CTOTa CBAKM IOKYIIaj Gpumocopckor
casHama , a Mejacy ce npu ToMm ocBphe nmoce6no Ha Kanra, Mopa ogbanuTy HaBefjeHe aK-
cuoMe 1 3acHoBaT! ¢rocodujy Ha APyrojaunju HauyH. VI3 cBera HaBeleHOT CIUjeny Ja
MejacyoB cneKylTaTUBHM peanusaM MOJPasyMujeBa jeflaH paiUKaJTHU MHTEPIPETAaTUBHA
MOJIe ¥ jefilaH TUM pajuKanHuju ogHoc ¢punocoduje n xucropuje punocoduje: Hanme,
MAaKO 3a IPeTIOCTAaBKy CBaKOT MCTMHUTOHOCHOT objalllmberma Xucropuje ¢uaocoduje
CMaTpa HEOIIXOHOCT NpeBasu/lakera OHOTa IITO Ce Y Ih0Oj CMaTpa aKCMOMaTCKuM, Mejacy
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U JaJbe CMaTpa Kako je objalimerbe xucropuje punocoduje HyKHO 3a punocodujy camy,
ma moryhHocT came ¢unocoduje mourBa Ha TyMadewy beHe XUCTOplHje, TyMadewy Koje
jecTe pajyIKalHO, /M je UCTO TAKO yCMjepeHO Ka OHOMe IITO jecTe caMa Ta ¢pumocoduja.

Vmajyhu y By HaBeieHO, 0Baj paji Xohe Ioka3aTy KaKo MCTpaXiBambe MoryhHoCTH
W/WIN CTBApHOCTU CXBaTama MAeje bora Kpo3 MeTOHONOIIKY pasiuKy objallmema 1
pasyMimjeBama, jecTe OCHOB XMCTOPMjCKOT ¥ CUCTEMATCKOT (GMI0CO(CKOT HacTojama fia ce
CXBaTM He CaMO HaBefieHM IpobeM, Beh a ce mpy MCTpaXkMBamwy TOT IMpobIeMa MOKaXxe
KaKoO je Ta MEeTOJ[O/IOIIKA Pa3jIMKa OHa Koja JIOKM Y OCHOBU GMUIOCOPCKOTr HACTOjarba Kao
TaKBOT.

KrbyuHe pujeun: objalirbetbe; pasymujeBare; KaHT; Mejacy; metogonoruja; bor;
TpaHcUeHAeHTanHa ¢unocoduja; cnekynaTMBHu peanmsam;

ABOUT KANT’S UNDERSTANDING AND MEILLASSOUX’S EXPLAINING
OF THE NOTION OF GOD (COMPREHENSION OF THE NOTION OF GOD
BETWEEN TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY AND SPECULATIVE REALISM)

This text aims to demonstrate that distinguishing between explanation and under-
standing is the methodological paradigm, i.e. historical and systematical, at the basis of
the relationship between Kant’s transcendental philosophy and Meillassoux speculative re-
alism. Meillassoux’s critique of Kant’s transcendental philosophy is the starting point of
speculative realism. But what this criticism results in is unequivocally less comprehensible
and accessible. Therefore, it is necessary to analyze it at the valid example, which is the prob-
lem of understanding and/or explaining the idea of God, showing the nature of the stated
relationship and the scope and reach of that criticism.

Bearing in mind all this, this text tends to underline that exploring possibilities and/
or reality of comprehending the idea of God through the methodological difference of ex-
planation and understanding is the basis of a historical and systematic philosophical en-
deavor to comprehend not only the stated problem, but to demonstrate that this method-
ological difference is one that lies at the center of the philosophical endeavor as such.

Key words: explanation; understanding; Kant; Meillassoux; methodology; God; transcendental
philosophy; speculative realism;
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MHTEPAKTUBHA NCUXOAHAJIN3A - OBJINK OUNO30DCKE NMPAKCE

LImm oBor pajja cacToju ce y pasMaTpaiby NPaKTUYHOT NPUCTyNA Mnmepakmuste
ncuxoamanuse, HOBOr o6mmka ¢uIo3odcke Mpakce. AHANMUUPABEM UHMEPAKIMUBHUX
nosuyuja* omoryhyje ce aHamM3aHAMMA YBUJ, Y Y3POKe HIXOBMX aCOIMja/THIX ITOHAIAbA
KOjU YyTMYy Ha IUXOB CBAaKOJHEBHM >KMBOT. Hamme, mpoMeHa y cxBaTamy OfHOCa
u3Mehy mojMa ¥ OKpy>Kemwa y IIM30MIHUM CTambUMa, He VICK/bydyje IoTpeby cybjexTa 3a
npunarohasamem koje he My omoryhuru curyprocT cBakoiHeBHOT X1BoTa. HoBoHacTamy
CUTYallMjy JOKMB/baBajy Kao ABOCTPYKY MaHM(ecTanujy cBera ¥ OKonmHe. Ibuxosa
CBaKOJHEBHA Pea/THOCT UCIYbEHA je IIOTParoM 3a CMUC/IOM M TO He CAMO Y MEXaHUCTUYKOM
acrexTy, Beh 1 moTpeba 3a TeleoNMoOUKUM ObjalimbembeM. Pe3ylrTaT MOr UCTpaKuBamba
KOje caM CIPOBeO Ha JIOTMYKMM painoHMILIaMa Kof, ocobama ca mm3odpeHnjoM, mopern
HeYPOJIOIIKMX XUIIOTe3a, yKa3a/n Cy U Ha OTpeby aHa/M3e MULUbEHa U IIXOBOT OIHOCA
Ca OKOJITHOM aHA/IM3UPAHOL. Y TPEHYTKY Kajja Mopare Ja JIoHeceTe OIIyKy Ha KojuMa he
ce rpaIuTH Balll OJHOC Y COILIVjaTHOM OKPY>Kelby He IOCEXKeTe 34 MHCTUHKTOM, MHCTMHKTHI
He 3axTeBajy ofyke. VIHCTMHKTM cy yrpaheHnu, To je ayTOMaTCKyM HAauMH pearoBama
y cuTyanumjama of Omoromkor 3Hadema. MebhyTum, XMBOT je MHOro KOMIUIEKCHUjU
fla 611 ce caM HAaroH Morao M300pMUTH ca OKOJIMHOM Te MOPAaMO Hay4UTM O CTBApuUMa U
HAul[Hy OJHOCAa IIpeMa CTBapuMa I J/byAuMa. Y CIenupUYHOM HAYMHY MUIUbeba
KOZl /bYAM Ca IMjarHOCTM(UKOBAHOM IMIM30(PPEHMjOM, [Ba Cy OCHOBHA IUTama KOja
ce Mehyco6Ho mpermhy Ha myTy Ka cMuchy, kaxo u 3awimo. He nanasehu ogrosope y
HOBOHACTaJI0j CUTYaLUj|, Ca JO30M HECUTYPHOCTM M CTpaxa, NOKYLIABajy Jia Ce YK/byde
y pasroBop, amu cy ycpencpehenr Ha mpencnmTUBame JOTHMYKE U je3nYKe MHTepaKIyje
ca okpyxemeM. OHU UYeCcTO 3aHeMapyjy TeMy O KOjoj CaroBOpPHMLM IIpUYajy, IITO
moBozu o nopeMehaja 1 y BUXOBUM APYLITBEHNM OJHOCKMMA CTBapajyhm HoBe obpacue
noHamama. Ca3HajHM IIPOLeCy Kao BUPTYaTHM MaTepyas yIpaBo Cy oMoryheHu koyemeM
HAarOHCKO MHTEHLMOHAMHMX Ipoleca TABA HeypoTpaHCMUTEPOM, KOjU CY YTeMe/beH! Y
IOIIaMIHCKVM ITyTeBMMa VM aKO He HaJla3MIMO pellerbe, Hallle IIOHaMmame 6uhe y ckagy ca
TYM TIpOLieCHMa. Y4erbe y CIOXKEHMM COLMjalTHUM OfIHOCKMMA flaje HaM (IeKCHOMITHOCT,
MebyTum, mocao ofTydnBama je Ha HaMa.

KrbyuHe peun: acoumjasiHa MoHallaka, WHTEPAKTVBHA MCKXOaHanm3a, WwrsodppeHmnja, ABOjHa

NojaBHOCT, camoperynauuja.

4 Pasmatpatrbe ogHOCa Nojma ca OKpy»KereMm (cafia 1 OBAE) Yy MOMeHaTy Kafia aHanv3aHau
[OXVMB/baBajy cneurdmnyHe MUCaoOHe akKTUBHOCTY, ( BUAE U CMaTpajy Aa yrpaBsibajy OKONHOM, MpeaBuajajy
6ynyhHoCT ntg.).
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INTERACTIVE PSYCHOANALYSIS - A FORM OF PHILOSOPHICAL PRACTICE

The aim of this paper is to consider the practical approach of Interactive Psycho-
analysis, a new form of philosophical practice. Analyzing interactive positions® enables the
analysands to gain insight into the causes of their antisocial behaviors that affect their daily
life. Namely, the change in the understanding of the relationship between the term and the
environment in schizoid states does not exclude the subject’s need for adaptation that will
provide him with the security of everyday life. They perceive the new situation as a dual
manifestation of the world and the environment. Their everyday reality is filled with the
search for meaning and not only in the mechanistic aspect, but also the need for a teleo-
logical explanation. The results of my research that I conducted at logical workshops for
people with schizophrenia, in addition to neurological hypotheses, also indicated the need
to analyze thoughts/opinions and their relationship with the analyzed environment. At the
moment when you have to make a decision on which to build your relationship in a social
environment, you do not reach for instinct, instincts do not require decisions. Instincts are
built in, it is an automatic way of reacting in situations of biological significance. However,
life is much more complex in order for the drive itself to be able to cope with the environ-
ment, and we must learn about things and how to relate to things and people. In the specific
way of thinking with people diagnosed with schizophrenia, there are two basic questions
that intertwine on the way to forming a meaning, how and why. Not finding answers in the
new situation, with a touch of uncertainty and fear, they try to join the conversation, but
they are focused on questioning the logical and linguistic interaction with the environment.
They often ignore the topic that the interlocutors are talking about, which leads to distur-
bances in their social relationships, creating new patterns of behavior. Cognitive processes
as virtual material are made possible by inhibiting instinctual intentional processes with
the GABA neurotransmitter, which are based in dopamine pathways, and if we do not find
a solution, our behavior will be in accordance with those processes. Learning in complex
social relationships gives us flexibility, however, the decision-making job is ours.

Key words: antisocial behaviors, interactive psychoanalysis, schizophrenia, double occurrence,
self-regulation.

5 Consideration of the relationship of the term and the environment (now and here) at the mo-
ment when the analysands experience specific thought activities, (they see and believe that they manage
the surrounding, predict the future, etc.).
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BEPA U PA3YMEBAME:
XEPMEHEYTUKA BEPE U HbEH XEPMEHEYTUYKU KATNMALUUTET

Vima nmu ATnHa MKakBe Be3e ca JepycanmMmoM, U Aa mu ce usMeby Bepe m 3Hama
MO)Ke TBPAIUTY MKOja pyTa Be3a OCUM y33ajaMHOT UCK/byderma?! OBaKkBa 1 CIMYHA MUTamba
cy Hammpoko obpabmsana y ¢unosoduju pemuruje. Y oBom Tekcty hemo mokyuratu
ca HEWTO ApYrayMjuM INpPUCTYIOM, Hactojehm fma objacHMMO QeHOMeH Bepe M IbeHe
XepMeHeyTH4YKe KallalluTeTe ca Teo/MolKe nosuiyje. VHrenyja nehe 6uryu anomoreTcka,
CTOra IITO HUje MONeMUYKa, MAKO Cy GpeHOMeHM Bepe U HeBepe CaCBUM MCIIPEIUIeTeHN.
deHoMeH Bepe je OlyBeK IIOBE3aH Ca pasyMeBameM CBeTa U YOBeKa ca jeflHe CTpaHe, U
ca IpaKTUYHUM [IeIOBambeM YOBEKa Y TOM CBeTy ca Apyre. Bepa ce, kao mro je fo6po
TII03HATO, He Be3yje CaMo 3a TEeUCTHYKe IIOITIefie Ha CBeT, Beh je y cBojuM pepmBaTiMa
Kao LITO Cy yBepeme ) IOoBepere, Takopehyu cBempucyTHa M y Hay4yHOj aHA/IU3U U Y
CBaKOJHEBHOM OMTHCamby. AKO ce IIOCMaTpa YHyTap TeMCTUYKOT IOI/Iefia Ha CBET, Bepa ce
Ha TIPBY IIOIJIE] jaB/ba Kao TeMe/bHM M CTOTa YHUBep3anHu GpeHoMeH Koju je Moryhe mame
Ipeun3npaTy caMo ¢ 0631pOM Ha KOHKpPeTHU caapskaj Hekor credo. To je camo monexie
TagHo. Bepyjyhu pga xpnmhaHcko oTKpuBemwe JOHOCK HelTO 3aucta HOBO 1of CyHIeM,
nokymahy f1a ce mpuOIVHKIM jeTHOM CKPOBUTHjeM CMIUCTTY BepOBama Kao KOHCTUTYNCamba
CTBApHOCTM 4OBEKa y CBETY, Ile Ce Bepa He jaB/ba Kao IICUXO/IOLIKA, Beh ImpeBacxomHO
Ka0 OHTO/IONIKA CTBapHOCT. OfjaMax MCTUYEM Jja OHTO/IOTHja O KOjOj je ped HeMa HMKAaKBe
Be3de ca AHCeIMOBMM JioKazoM boxumjer mocrtojama HuTH ca ToMMHUM ydemeM O IIeT
nyreBa. OHTOJIOTHja OBJie He Kasyje ha verum est ens, Beh ykasyje Ha caMO HOCTOjambe
kao 6ynyhu pmorabaj, mok ce Bepa He mocmaTpa kao myt 6uha Beh kao myT kxa 6uhy, kao
MIIOCTAC caMor Iocrojama. OBako cxBaheHa Bepa je y O/MMCKOj Be3M ca €CXaTOTOLIKIM
IICIIyBelbeM Koje He IpeficTaB/ba Bpahame Ha IoYeTaK, joll Mame BeyHO Bpahame 1CTOT,
a1 HY MHeapHy Teneonorujy. O6pHyTa ImepcleKTyBa, Koja CaCBUM KOHTPAMHTYUTUBHO
npenaxe OynryhHOCT Kao NpBY U IOCTIeA Y UCTUHY CBeTa, CMeIITa arche Ha Kpaj, 1 TO y
mmaHocTH oHora Koju 3a cebe xaxe fia je Anda u Omera, IIpsu u Iocnenwu. Cycpesin
ce ca OBAaKBOM KMPUTMOM, HEJOBO/bHO ITXK/bMB YMTasall he MOX/ja IOMMCIINTH ia je ped
o jour jenHoj pycHOoTM Ha [Tmarona. MebyTum, TakaB yTucax je morpeuas ynpkoc 6pojHuM
T€PMMHOJOIIKMM IIPEK/IANAILMMA, jep OBfie HUje ped O TEOYPIUjCKOM OIPUCYTHEHY
6oxkaHCTBa WM fayMoHa u3 Bummx cdepa, Beh o ecxartonomkom porabajy ITapycuje
Ka0 M3BOPY caMor nocrojama. Kajja oBako cxpaheHa Bepa IOCTaHe OCHOB XepMEHYTHKe,
eH Wb BUIIE HYje eKCIUIMKaluja factum-a pagyu objeKTuBHe aHanuse, Beh mposepa
uMIUIMKanyje 6yayher morabaja koju je yBek HeopeIMBO TMYHOT KapaKTepa.

KrbyuHe peun: Bepa, pasyMm, 3Hatbe, pasymeBatbe
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FAITH AND UNDERSTANDING:
THE HERMENEUTICS OF FAITH AND ITS HERMENEUTIC CAPACITY

Such and similar questions have been widely discussed in the philosophy of religion.
In this text, we will try a slightly different approach, trying to explain the phenomenon of
faith and its hermeneutic capacities from a theological position. The intention will not be
apologetic, since it is not polemical, although the phenomena of faith and unbelief are com-
pletely intertwined. The phenomenon of faith has always been connected with the under-
standing of the world and man on the one hand, and with the practical action of man in that
world on the other. Faith, as is well known, is not only associated with theistic views of the
world, but in its derivatives such as faithfulness and trust, is, as it were, omnipresent both in
scientific analysis and in everyday existence. Faith, as is well known, is not limited solely to
theistic perspectives on the world; rather, in its derivatives such as conviction and trust, it
is virtually omnipresent in both scientific analysis and everyday existence. If viewed within
the theistic worldview, faith appears at first glance as a fundamental and therefore universal
phenomenon that can be further specified only with regard to the concrete content of a cre-
do. That is only partially true. Believing that the Christian revelation brings something truly
new under the sun, I will try to get closer to a more hidden meaning of belief as constituting
the reality of man in the world, where faith does not appear as a psychological, but primarily
as an ontological reality. I immediately point out that the ontology in question has nothing
to do with Anselm’s proof of God’s existence or with Thomas’s teaching about the five ways.
Ontology here does not say that verum est ens, but indicates existence itself as a future event,
while faith is not seen as a way of being but as a way to being, as a hypostasis of existence
itself. Faith understood in this way is closely related to eschatological fulfillment, which
does not represent a return to the beginning, much less an eternal recurrence, nor a linear
teleology. The inverted perspective, which quite counterintuitively proposes the future as
the first and last truth of the world, places the arche at the end, and that in the Person of the
One Who claims to be the Alpha and the Omega, the First and the Last. Encountering such
a kyrygma, an insufficiently attentive reader may think that it is another footnote to Plato.
However, such an impression is wrong despite numerous terminological overlaps, because
here we are not talking about the theurgical manifestation of a deity or daimon from higher
spheres, but about the eschatological event of the Parousia as the source of existence itself.
When faith understood in this way becomes the basis of hermeneutics, its goal is no longer
the explication of a factum for the sake of objective analysis, but the verification of the im-
plication of a future event that is always undeniably of a personal character.

Key words: faith, reason, knowledge, understanding
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CnobopgaH KarbeBal Slobodan Kanjevac
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OBJALUKEE U PASYMEBAE

Y uemy je pasnuka nsmeby osa gBa mojma?

MeTononOMKY IPUCTYIIN Y CasHaBalby CY YC/IOB/bEHM M IIPEAMETOM UCTPaKMBabha,
Ipyu 4eMy je OMTHA pasiyKa y TOMe Ja /U Cy TO IPUPORHU WIM APYLITBEHM, OFHOCHO
nyXoBHM deHOMeHN. VIcTndeMo OBy pasnMKy HOIITO HU CBU APYIITBeHM (HEeHOMEH! He
obyxBarajy HY>KHO, Ha IpuMep U (eHOMeHe YMETHOCTH, /I MCTO TaKO HM TyMademe
VICTOPUjCKMX (peHOMeHa He THdYe Ceé yBeK CaMO JPYIITBEHOT aMOUjeHTa, Y CTPOroj
HOTU(NKAIMjJ COIMOMOMKNX MojaBa. CeM Tora, 06/1acT 6100MKOr (MEAMIMHCKOT Ipe
CBETa) YeCTo je HeCBOJbMBA CaMO Ha peruje Koje Tymade pUpojHe HayKe, MUCTIMMO OBJie
HajIpe Ha peruje ncuxuykor. HapasHo jja ce penera Mory Hahy wim mokasary uMajyhm y
BUJY 00/1aCT KOjy 03Ha4aBaMO Kao MHTePAVCLUIIINHAPHOCT.

Mu hemo TOKOM OBOr M3/larama objallllbere U pasyMeBame IpefcTaB/baTi Kao
IIeTIOBe 3aje[[HNYKOr IojMa — TyMademwe, ¢ TUM WITO heMo 3a objalImeme MMATH, 110
IpaBUIY, 06/1acT KOja ce OHOCU NPEeTeKHO Ha IMPUPOJHE, a pasyMeBame yITaBHOM Ha
(dbeHOMeHe [yXOBHOT WM APYIITBEHOT MIOPeKIa.

Koje BpcTe mpyackux Mohu ydecTByjy y Kpenpamy objalliberba, a Koje y Kpenpamwy
pasyMeBama’?

Kapma ce pagu o Tymademuma MOpaMo MIMaT! y BUAY Ipupopay morabaja, mpoueca
WM fiefla KOoje TyMaduMo. Y OJHOCY Ha IPUPORY, CTPYKTYPy M IIOPEK/IO ,00jekma
mymauerba” ONpene/byjeMO CBOj IPUCTYII Ma TAaKO MOYKEMO TOBOPUTU O TOMe Jia /N je
TO TyMaueme objallmerme WM pasyMeBaamwe. Hapape, mpepgcraBuheMo m Heka OMTHa
obenexxja ¥ pasIMUUTOCT TUX ObjeKaTa TyMaderma, OJHOCHO, HJXOBE CHEIMIYHOCTH
Kajja ce MMajy y BUAY M3BeCHa je3M4Ka CBOjCTBa, ceMaHTM4YKa, Ha mpumep. Vmamo
HaMepy Ja IPefCTaBUMO BPeJHOCT 00a Bujja TyMauemwa M Ja IOKaXeMO Ba>KHOCT TOT
pasMKOBamwa 3a jaCHUjU YBUA Y CIennUIHOCT IOpeKIa objekaTa TyMaderma. HakoH Tux
IpenMIHAPHNX ofpehema nmaxxmy hemMo ycMepuTy Ha IpeicTaB/bame naeja punosodcke
xepMmeHeyTuke XaHca [eopra Iagamepa. Pasnosy 3a To cy BUIIECTPYKM: HAjIIpe 3aTO LITO
je werosa ¢pu030¢uja y IeHTap CBOjUX UCTPaKMBamba IIOCTABIUIA [I0jaM pa3yMeBama,
3aTVM, LITO Ce je3K IOCMaTpa y jefHOj HOBOj TeOpMjCKOj BU3ypu U To uMajyhu y Bumy
BUILIEBEKOBHY Tpajuiujy, a moce6bHo yruiaj Xyceprma u Xajmerepa Ha yobOnmdaBame
HbEroBe XepMeHeyTH4Ke Teopuje. [agameposa ¢umosodcka BpPeTHOCT je U y NPU3HABY
MICTPAXMBAYKIX JOMETA KaJla Ta XepMeHeyTHKa 3a1001ja CTaTyC Teopuje YiMe je yIMbeH
OTKJIOH Of] OHe KOja je paHMje BaX1jIa YIIAaBHOM caMo Kao MeTtopa. Hama naxxma he 6urtn
yCMepeHa 1 Ha IIOKYIIIaj ITpeBasIakKeba IpobieMa, OffHOCHO I10jaBe Koja ce OHOCK Ha He-
pasyMeBaarbe, IITO je Kao IMpo6jieM Haropemrasao 1 caM [agamep y cBoM geny nctuayhn
la 3Hayaja pasyMeBaama Taja II0CeOHO mocTajeMo cBecHu. [lakie, ckuiupahemo jeman
MoJielT Koju 61 MOTao Jja IIPeTIOCTaBM HeKY BPCTY ,,00pacIia IpeBasuIaxema’ caydajeBa
KaJia 1071a3y 10 He-pasyMeBama Mel)y caroBopHmiuma.
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EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING

What is the difference between these two concepts?

Methodological approaches in process of cognition are conditioned by the subject of
investigation, with a crucial distinction based on whether they pertain to natural or social,
or spiritual phenomena. We emphasize this difference because not all social phenomena
necessarily encompass, for example, phenomena in the realm of art. Similarly, the inter-
pretation of historical phenomena does not always relate solely to the social context but
extends to a strict notification of sociological occurrences. Furthermore, the field of biolo-
gy (primarily medical) often cannot be confined solely to the regions interpreting natural
sciences; here, we primarily refer to the psychological regions. Solutions can, of course, be
found or demonstrated by considering the area referred to as interdisciplinary.

Throughout this presentation, we will present explanation and understanding as
components of a common concept - interpretation, with the understanding primarily fo-
cused on phenomena of spiritual or social origin, while explanation predominantly relates
to natural phenomena.

What types of human faculties are involved in creating explanations, and which in
creating understanding?

When it comes to interpretations, we must consider the nature, structure, and origin
of the “object of interpretation.” Based on this, we determine our approach, and we can thus
differentiate whether the interpretation is an explanation or understanding. Furthermore,
we will present some significant characteristics and differences in these objects of interpre-
tation, considering certain linguistic properties, for example, semantic aspects.

We intend to present the value of both types of interpretation and demonstrate the
importance of this differentiation for a clearer insight into the specific origins of objects of
interpretation. After these preliminary definitions, we will focus on presenting the ideas of
philosophical hermeneutics by Hans-Georg Gadamer. There are multiple reasons for this:
firstly, because his philosophy placed the concept of understanding at the center of his re-
search, and secondly, because language is viewed from a new theoretical perspective, con-
sidering a centuries-old tradition, particularly the influence of Husserl and Heidegger on
shaping his hermeneutical theory. Gadamer’s philosophical value lies in recognizing the
research scope when hermeneutics obtains the status of a theory, marking a departure from
its earlier classification primarily as a method. Our attention will also be directed toward
attempting to overcome the issue, or rather, the phenomenon related to non-understanding,
which Gadamer himself hinted at as a problem in his work, emphasizing the significance of
understanding. Therefore, we will outline a model that could presuppose a kind of “pattern
for overcoming” in cases where non-understanding arises among interlocutors.

Key words: explanation, understanding, interpretation, hermeneutics, phenomenon, Gadamer,
language.






