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Letošnji izid slovenskega prevoda enega izmed najpomembnejših del 
Friedricha Wilhelma Josepha Schellinga System des transzendentalen Idealismus 
(1800) je pravzaprav prvo v celoti prevedeno večje delo tega velikana nem-
škega idealizma in šele druga knjižna izdaja njegove misli v našem jeziku. 
Prvo, naslovljeno Izbrani spisi, smo dobili leta 1986; šlo je za dokaj stan-
darden izbor tekstov, čeprav je pri Schellingu težko govoriti o možnosti 
»klasičnega izbora«, ki bi prikazoval razvoj njegove misli v odmerjenem pri-
povednem loku. Schelling je namreč mislec z izjemno razvejano filozofsko 
potjo, s katero si je prislužil naziv »filozofskega Proteja«. Čeprav je ljubil 
sisteme, jim ni prav dolgo ostajal zvest. Schellingova misel sicer ni nesiste-
matična v smislu odsotnosti kakršnekoli sistemskosti, vendar imamo pri njej 
opravka z nasprotno skrajnostjo: bralec celotnega Schellingovega opusa je 
soočen s poplavo različnih sistemskih izhodišč in sklepov, ki nepremostlji-
vo in vihravo sučejo njegova mnogotera in mnogovrstna miselna obdobja. 
V tem tiči izvorni – ne pa tudi odločilni – vzrok shizofrenosti sodobnih 
presoj Schellinga, ki jih bom obravnaval v nadaljevanju.

Sistem transcendentalnega idealizma je odlično preveden, vendar prevajalski 
dosežek Toma Virka kar malce zbledi ob drugem njegovem prispevku k 
temu delu, izjemno bogati in obsežni uvodni študiji, ki šteje 116 strani in 
bi si tako po obsegu kot tudi po vsebini zaslužila samostojno knjigo. Kljub 
temu je dobro, da se to ni zgodilo, kajti prav v neposredni navezavi na 
Sistem se, kot bom skušal pokazati, skriva njen največji adut.

V uvodni študiji se Virk spoprime s široko paleto manj in bolj zahtev-
nih nalog. Prvič, kot se za uvod spodobi, poda pregled osnovnih potez 
Schellingovega življenja in dela. Drugič, oriše kontekst Sistema transcenden-
talnega idealizma, namreč kaj mu predhaja, kaj sledi in kakšen je njegov 
pomen. Tretjič, analizira konstelacijo nemškega idealizma – zgodovinske 
in idejne platforme za razumevanje Schellingovega opusa. Četrtič, obrav-
nava t. i. romantično pobudo, tj. vpliv romantike na nemški idealizem in 
Schellingovo delo. In petič, na različnih ravneh, predvsem pa z gledišča 
filozofije umetnosti, poskuša Schellinga (re)aktualizirati.
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Oris Schellingovega življenja in pregled nemškega idealizma, ki ju 
lahko obravnavamo skupaj, sta izjemno dobrodošla. Gotovo gre za naj-
bolj dovršeno strnjeno pripovedovanje zgodbe nemškega idealizma v slo-
venskem jeziku. Virk se osredini na zgodnji del razvoja tega filozofskega 
toka, pri čemer žaromete, navadno usmerjene v njegove superzvezdnike 
– Fichteja, Schellinga in Hegla –, uperi tudi v kopico njihovih manj znanih 
sodobnikov. Takšno ravnanje je v skladu z najnovejšimi raziskavami, ki se 
zvečine spopadajo z že dolgo ne več ustrezno, a še vedno močno zace-
mentirano paradigmo Kant–Fichte–Schelling–Hegel. Čedalje bolj namreč 
postaja jasno, da so nekateri drugi misleci, ki jih je glavni tok zgodovino-
pisja filozofije odplavil v skupni predal »stranskih likov« nemškega idealiz-
ma, pomembno sooblikovali njegove temeljne poteze.

V družbi Kanta, Reinholda in Fichteja, ki jih Virk obravnava v poglav-
ju o Schellingovih »neposrednih filozofskih očetih«, se tako znajde tudi 
Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi. Virk mu pripiše dosti večji pomen, kot je to v 
navadi, kar ugotavlja tudi sam. Temeljni izziv, ki je izoblikoval miselne poti 
Fichteja, Schellinga in Hegla, sta bila po njegovem Jacobijevo »opozarjanje 
na dualizem Kantove teorije, ki ne more zares utemeljiti vednosti kot ne-
protislovne«, in »privzetje nepogojenega, nadnaravnega – pri idealistih to 
postane absolut –, ki je dostopen le neposredno, prek vere oziroma razodetja, 
saj je pred vsako vednostjo, ker jo šele utemeljuje, in je pravzaprav tisto, 
kar bi najbolj upravičeno imenovali realno« (Virk 24).

Ta prva in nenavadna poteza teksta že napoveduje njegovo osrednjo 
tendenco: izostriti tisto linijo v nemškem idealizmu, ki je bila v našem pro-
storu – in do neke mere pravzaprav povsod – izrazito zapostavljena pred-
vsem zato, ker idealizem trga iz predpostavljenega horizonta njegovega 
razvoja in preseganja nastavkov razsvetljenske misli ter ga postavi v dru-
gačno naracijo, v kateri imajo eno izmed osrednjih vlog protirazsvetljen-
ske ideje romantične Nemčije. Z ugibanjem o tem, iz katerih ideoloških 
predpostavk izhaja (še vedno navzoč) strah pred omadeževanjem razsvet-
ljenskih oaz idealizma, se v tej recenziji ne bom izčrpno ukvarjal. Recimo 
samo, da je pri protirazsvetljenskem toku, ki ga mnogi še vedno uvršča-
jo med kontroverzna in celo nevarna filozofska izročila (prim. Berlin, 
»Counter-Enlightenment«), veljalo za najbolj sporno njegovo koncipiranje 
mišljenja kot nečesa nezadostnega, nečesa, kar ne more rešiti temeljnih 
filozofskih dilem, ampak nujno potrebuje nekaj, kar mu predhaja in ga 
šele vzpostavlja; pri Jacobiju je to vera, razumljena v povsem religioznem 
smislu. Glede na to, da se je nekaj močnih filozofskih tokov, ki so izšli iz 
mladohegeljanskih krogov in imajo še zdaj velik vpliv na interpretiranje 
idealizma, dogmatsko zaobljubilo ultimatu ateizma, je želja po prezrtju 
njegovih protirazsvetljenskih razsežnosti vsekakor malce razumljivejša.
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Splošno mnenje, ki so ga o Schellingu izoblikovali najvplivnejši tokovi 
postidealistične misli (in ki je zato našlo svoje mesto tudi v učbenikih), se 
glasi nekako takole: Schelling je bil čudežni deček, ki je odrasel v nekaj dosti manj 
čudežnega, preveč navdušenega nad čudežnim.

Virk se sicer bolj ukvarja z mladim Schellingom, kar mu veleva časov-
ni okvir Sistema, vendar v nasprotju z ustaljenim prepričanjem v celotni 
Schellingovi misli vidi trdno jedro kontinuitete. Gre za idejo, »da je človek 
odpadel od absoluta, od prvotne brezšivne identitete kot svojega izvira, in 
da ga zato zaznamuje nepotešljivo hrepenenje po vrnitvi nazaj v prvotno 
celoto« ter da »filozofija ni iz tega zornega kota nič drugega kot izraz tega 
hrepenenja« (Virk 33). Ta lok, ki ga Virk potegne od mladega do poznega 
Schellinga, je brez dvoma drzen.

Če želimo zgodbo Kant–Fichte–Schelling–Hegel povedati brez epizo-
de, v kateri imajo ključno vlogo religiozna vprašanja, je prvo, kar moramo 
prezreti, pozni Schelling: v zadnjem obdobju se je ta mislec namreč največ 
ukvarjal z vprašanjem mitologije in razodetja ter s»spekulacijami o Bogu 
pred stvarjenjem« (Bowie). Po drugi strani je kvaliteta Schellingovih ber-
linskih predavanj, ki tvorijo glavnino njegovega poznega opusa, izjemno 
vprašljiva. Na svojih zadnjih velikih nastopih je imel morda največje, go-
tovo pa najpomembnejše občinstvo v svojem življenju, toda pozitivnih 
odzivov nanje skorajda ni bilo. Celo Kierkegaard, ki mu ne moremo oči-
tati kakega velikega odpora do prepletanja filozofskega mišljenja in vere, 
je v zvezi z berlinskimi predavanji zapisal: »Popolnoma sem obupal nad 
Schellingom,« in: »Schellinga še vedno imeti za filozofa – to je najbolj ne-
umna stvar, ki bi jo lahko storil« (Bowie 3). Tudi sodobna religiozna misel 
je do Schellinga kot religioznega filozofa zvečine precej zadržana, čeprav 
so med nekaterimi raziskovalci še vedno žive njegove ideje o »filozofski 
religiji« (prim. Wirth 233).

Drug – in za nas bolj pomemben – problem pa je, da interpreti pri no-
benem drugem idealistu ne postavljajo tako močnega poudarka na ločnico 
med zgodnjim in poznim obdobjem kot prav pri Schellingu.

Žilavo vztrajanje pri ostrem razločevanju med obdobji izžareva že 
Engelsov pamflet proti Schellingu, ki so ga spodbudila prav berlinska 
predavanja. »Lahko samo obžalujemo, da se je takšen človek ujel v pasti 
vere in nesvobode«, uzrl »fatamorgano absoluta« in je le še »prerok, pijan 
od Boga«, zapiše Engels in nostalgično doda: »Ko je bil mlad, je bil dru-
gačen« (Engels, »Anti-Schelling«). Engelsov motiv za te ostre besede je 
precej jasen, in sicer tudi v luči njegove pogosto navajane izjave, da je na 
Schellingova predavanja prihajal »branit grob velikega moža pred skru-
njenjem« (Hunt 45–46).Veliki mož je seveda Hegel, in pozni Schelling 
je bil po Engelsovem prepričanju le še zadnja prepreka pred popolnim 
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zmagoslavjem Heglove misli, ki »živi na govorniških odrih, v literaturi in 
med mladimi«, medtem ko Schelling »pušča skoraj vse svoje poslušalce 
nezadovoljne«. Čeprav je iz navedenega besedila očitno, da je imel Engels 
precejšnje težave z razumevanjem Schellinga (in tudi Hegel najbrž ne bi bil 
pretirano navdušen nad idejnim horizontom svojega apologeta), je njego-
va diagnoza popolnoma ustrezna. Triumf Heglove misli nad Schellingovo 
kritiko je zgodovinsko dejstvo. Vprašanje pa je, ali tudi filozofsko.

Andrew Bowie, eden izmed največjih sodobnih poznavalcev Schellinga, 
je prepričan, da s tem ni tako. V svoji odmevni monografiji Schelling and 
Modern European Philosophy postavi trditev, da je ena izmed prvih točk za 
reaktualizacijo Schellinga – poleg številnih aplikacij njegove filozofije iden-
titete, predvsem pa Naturphilosophie, ki je tako ali tako zaznamovala skoraj 
vse poznejše filozofije narave (prim. Hamilton) – prav njegovo razkritje 
Heglovih pomanjkljivosti. Pri tem se Bowie načrtno odpove razpravljanju o 
Schellingovi tematizaciji religioznega, v kateri ne vidi filozofskega presežka. 
Prizadeva si predvsem za rehabilitacijo specifičnega nabora »Schellingovih 
poznih idej, ki nas še vedno zavezujejo«; po njegovem mnenju gre za ideje, 
ki »razkrivajo, da metafizika, kakršno je zagovarjal Hegel, ni mogoča«. 

Virk sicer obravnava odnos Schelling–Hegel, vendar predvsem 
skoz premislek o njunih skupnih potezah, ki jih prepoznava v procesu 
Schellingove »anticipacije Hegla«. Antagonizem, ki ga izpostavlja Bowie, 
torej ni osrednja gonilna sila Virkovega prizadevanja za Schellingovo re-
aktualizacijo. Čeprav se Virk ne more izogniti Bowieju, se ta kot referenca 
pojavi v nekem drugem kontekstu: v kontekstu umetnosti (Virk 110).

V razdelku »Zakaj sploh?«, na prvih straneh uvodne študije, Virk nam-
reč utemelji izid Schellingovega Sistema transcendentalnega idealizma v zbir-
ki Labirinti, ki je namenjena predvsem teoretskemu okolišu literature, z 
ugotovitvijo, da je Schelling po krivici zapostavljen v estetskem diskurzu 
našega prostora. S tem ko primarno kvaliteto Sistema postavi v domeno 
filozofije umetnosti, na neki način že napove temeljni poudarek svoje in-
terpretacije Schellingovega dela. 

Ta poudarek ni samovoljen, ampak vznika iz skrbne analize Sistema. 
Kot ugotavlja Virk, so bile vse druge teze in téme Sistema zasnovane ali 
vsaj nakazane že v zgodnejših Schellingovih spisih. Zares izviren element 
tega dela je torej prav in zgolj vrednotenje umetnosti, ki jo Schelling kot 
ultimativni presežek transcendentalne misli postavi nad samo filozofijo. 
Gre za nenavadno intenziven poudarek, pa ne le glede na spekter prvakov 
nemškega idealizma, ampak tudi glede na opus samega Schellinga, ki je 
to stališče v nadaljevanju svoje filozofske kariere sicer dodobra omehčal.

Virk ne skriva navdušenja ob plemenitih nazivih, ki jih umetnosti po-
deljuje Schelling, še bolj pa ga vznemirja način izvedbe tega kronanja. To se 
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namreč ne zgodi po kakem pretirano logičnem sosledju skrbne argumen-
tacije. Schelling sicer govori o umetnosti na splošno, vendar poezija – tu 
spet umanjka prepričljiv argument – v njej zavzema prav posebno mesto. 
Filozofija, pravi Schelling, in »vse znanosti, ki jih vodi proti popolnosti«, 
se bodo »po svoji dovršitvi kot prav toliko posamičnih tokov stekle nazaj 
v obči ocean poezije, iz katerega so izšle«. Zdi se, da Schelling pri tem 
zamolči ključno »pobudo«, ki je bila zanj in za njegove sodobnike samou-
mevna. Po Virkovem prepričanju je to romantika.

V poglavju »Romantična pobuda« Virk v barviti pripovedi o prigo-
dah jenskega romantičnega kroga, v kateri ne manjka številnih očarljivih 
anekdot, natančno predstavi tudi razmerje med filozofijo in poezijo, kot 
so ga vsak po svoje – in v marsičem usklajeno – mislili Hölderlin, Novalis 
in Friedrich Schlegel. Pri tem pokaže, da je bil nespregledljiv delež idej, 
ki jih navadno pripisujemo izvirnim, samostojnim izpeljavam Schellinga 
in Hegla, v zasebnih zapisih in dopisovanju romantične trojice izražen 
že dosti prej, preden sta jih javnosti v svojih publikacijah predstavila oba 
filozofa. Svojo tezo podkrepi tako z navedki avtorjev kot tudi s podobnimi 
sklepi dveh izmed največjih sodobnih strokovnjakov za nemški idealizem, 
Manfreda Franka in Fredericka C. Beiserja.

V tem oziru bode v oči predvsem predzgodba Schellingovega vredno-
tenja poezije v Sistemu. Romantiki – zlasti Friedrich Schlegel – ovir filozof-
skega mišljenja, ki jih je zmožen preseči pesniški uvid, niso mislili le prej, 
temveč tudi mnogo radikalneje kot Schelling. Glede na to, da jih poznamo 
predvsem kot genialne pesnike in da so njihovi filozofski napori, ki so jih 
zvečine skrivali pred očmi javnosti, dosegli zavidljivo raven, Virk ne more 
mimo tematizacije »odpovedi filozofiji zavoljo poezije«. Zdi se, da je prav 
ta motiv, ki ga je v nekem trenutku premišljeval celoten jenski krožek, 
spodbudil ključne teze Schellingovega Sistema.

Virk vpelje ustrezen razdelek svoje študije z analizo znamenitega 
»Najstarejšega programa sistema nemškega idealizma«, iz katerega je po 
njegovem mnenju tako strukturno kot idejno mogoče potegniti močne 
vzporednice s Sistemom transcendentalnega idealizma. V enigmi, ki zagrinja na-
tančne avtorske deleže v tem skupnem mladostnem podvigu Hölderlina, 
Hegla in Schellinga, pa lahko hkrati vidimo zgovoren alegorični prikaz 
Virkove osnovne poante.

Njegova središčna intenca namreč ni vzpostavitev alternativne zgodo-
vine, v kateri bi bili vsi osrednji dosežki nemškega idealizma že leta prej, 
preden so jih formulirali filozofi, kot rezultat postranskih hobijev zapisani 
v žepnih beležkah romantičnih literatov, ki so se sicer raje posvečali bolj 
pomembnim rečem od filozofije. Tudi ne postavlja nove paradigme, npr. 
Kant–Reinhold–Jacobi–Fichte–Hölderlin–Novalis–Schlegel–Schelling–
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Hegel, tako da bi morali potem vsakemu od naštetih mislecev natanč-
no odmeriti zasluge za prvi oris kake izvirne zamisli v razvoju nemškega 
idealizma od A do Ž. Nasprotno, Virk želi s svojim prikazom pretrgati 
s togostjo umetnih prikazov, ki poskušajo žanrsko ali ideološko izolirati 
vrhove obdobja, v katerem je vsaka markantna ideja hitro presegla okvire 
svoje izvorne postavitve in za katerega je značilno in usodno prav to, kar 
je znalo in uspelo bivati skupaj. To Virk imenuje »zgodnjeromantična kon-
stelacija«; v mislih ima poteze časa, ki jih ne določajo »individualni nazori«, 
temveč gre, »gledano v celoti in ob zanemarjanju specifik«, za »skupen 
zgodnjeromantičen pogled« (Virk 97).V tem oziru se Virk povsem približa 
sklepom eruditskega raziskovalnega dela Dietra Henricha, čigar osrednji 
pojem je prav »konstelacija« (Prim. Henrich). Fenomen »kulturne scene«, 
kulturnega prostora, v katerem vsi spremljajo vse in se vsi odzivajo na vse, 
najbrž nikdar v zgodovini ni bil tako intenziven in skoncentriran kot v 
romantični Nemčiji. Vrhovi tega obdobja imajo svoj izvir prav v prepletu 
filozofskih, umetniških in duhovnih vrenj ter pripravljenosti glavnih akter-
jev na njihovo eruptivno soočenje.

Z Virkovim uvodnim besedilom smo torej dobili prvi strnjen in celo-
vit pregled ključnih nastavkov nemškega idealizma ter njegovo postavi-
tev v širši družbeni in kulturni kontekst. Tekst predvsem zasleduje duha 
časa s ponižnostjo rado-vedne in nenasilne interpretacije, ki pa kljub svoji 
previd nosti – in morda prav zaradi nje – obrodi nekaj izvirnih uvidov. 
Čeprav je to tekst o Schellingu, zaradi svoje širine funkcionira kot celovit 
prikaz obdobja. Virk bralca hkrati ves čas opozarja na »vijuge poravnanih 
poti« in ga v bogatih opombah napotuje na ustrezna referenčna besedila.

Največja odlika Virkove študije je pristen stik s časom nemškega ide-
alizma in ne le želja vpreči ga v sedlo časov, ki prihajajo. Glede na to, da 
v našem prostoru še vedno prevladujejo popularni marksistični in psihoa-
nalitski prikazi (in prikazni) tega obdobja, ki mu interpreti prepogosto vsi-
ljujejo vlogo nekakšne ultimativne podstati za najrazličnejše sodobne mi-
selne tokove s precej vprašljivim deležem idealistične dediščine, je Virkov 
izdelek še toliko pomembnejši; govorimo lahko o prelomnem tekstu.
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In this article, I will try to shed some new light on the ageold question 
of possible epistemological convergences between the socalled ‘soft’ and 
‘hard’ sciences: the humanities and social sciences on one side and natural 
sciences on the other. Relations between the two kinds of science have so 
far been understood rather as discrepancies between two rigid systems of 
knowledge, that is, as the difference between nomothetic and idiograph-
ic sciences. However, the recent political assault on ‘pure science’ and 
theoretical production in general seems to imperil the very foundations 
of both kinds of science.1 Simultaneously, the whole research milieu is 
changing: from the university, which is constrained to submit to corpo-
rate governance and to engage in marketoriented ‘services’, to research 
institutions, which are pressed to justify their existence by providing in-
novations for enterprises. All these transformations are supposed to im-
prove the global competitiveness of states. At the same time, exceedingly 
quantitative selection criteria for funding or personnel decisions are being 
introduced under the aegis of the socalled ‘scientific excellence’, that is, 
the international competitiveness of local scientists. Academic publishing, 
a decisive institutional setting for presentation, distribution and exchange 
of research findings, is being taken over by profitdriven multinational 
corporations, which impose their own conditions on the access to pub-
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lishing. These external pressures pose a series of questions, specifically 
the questions regarding the epistemological position and selfreflection in 
scientific practices, the comprehension of material conditions of research 
work, the responses to external demands and the social positioning of sci-
ence. I see these questions as closely interrelated: the capacity of scientists 
to analyse their own material conditions of research and to take a stance 
towards these conditions depends on their epistemological positioning. 
And vice versa, if scientists are not capable to cope with their own condi-
tions of research, with what other task can we entrust them?

Counter-epistemology in social sciences

The notions of nomothetic and idiographic science were introduced by 
Wilhelm Windelband in 1894 as part of his critique of positivism; however, 
the debate itself goes back to Giambattista Vico and his polemics against 
Cartesianism as the critical method of the Moderns, which Vico contrast-
ed with the topical method of the Ancients. G. H. von Wright described 
nomothetic sciences as examination of events that repeat themselves and 
can be anticipated; such events can be moreover isolated with the aim of 
carrying out experiments whose observation may engender scientific gen-
eral laws. On the other side, idiographic sciences such as historiography 
study transient events, which we comprehend in the form of description. 
Wright (6) stressed that Georg Simmel compared historiography to the-
atre and defined the method of comprehending past events as empathy. 
During the modern age, the prestige of the nomothetic approach give 
birth to many new disciplines by annexing research areas that initially ‘be-
longed to’ the idiographic sciences (in this way, the nomothetic sociology 
‘appropriated’ the field that had been covered by historiography). Rastko 
Močnik (188–191) even claims that social sciences are a compromise for-
mation resulting from the pressure of the Galileian paradigm upon the 
humanities. However, tensions between nomothetic and idiographic sci-
ences not only stem from competing scientific disciplines implementing 
one approach or the other, but they are also inherently present in every 
research or scientific work. The success of every discipline and of each 
research depends on a suitable combination of both approaches.

Idiographic sciences recently responded to these tensions with what 
seems to be a counterattack based on Clifford Geertz’s anthropology and 
his ‘native’s point of view’ approach. Geertzian perspective has probably 
been the most widely accepted approach in the humanities since the pub-
lication of The Interpretation of Cultures in 1973, with an impact comparable 
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to the impact of Saussure’s linguistics (published in 1916) upon structur-
alism.2 Geertz’s idea that we can speak about societies only in their own 
languages, and that theoretical apparatuses invalid our comprehension of 
the functioning of societies, disqualifies the use of sociological approach-
es or ‘reified’ concepts such as structure, class and class struggle in the 
humanities. Traces of this disqualification can still be found all over the 
spectre of the humanities, including literary studies, historiography and, 
say, cultural studies. In Geertz’s ‘counterepistemology’ isolated and fixed 
social representations are presumably the only acceptable intermediaries in 
research examination. As a consequence, his approach impedes the basic 
principle of idiographic science, due to which Vico called this science the 
‘topical method’, according to which concepts should be able to provide 
a meeting point of various possible perspectives on a certain problem as 
well as space for their confrontation and comparison. Needless to say, this 
particular ‘postGeertzian’ epistemology also takes for granted a vision of 
society as consistent and pacified community in which only ‘soft social 
divisions’ may exist (Breznik 285). Epistemology is therefore also a politi-
cal statement.

As a consequence, Geertz’s epistemology is helpless when confront-
ing the teleological viewpoint that is currently imposed upon science by 
the ideologies of ‘innovation’, service to industry, economic efficiency 
and the like. By removing the topical method from research, this view-
point renounced the dialectical comprehension of human affairs, which 
is the most important contribution of the humanities to the interchange 
between nomothetic and idiographic sciences. Topical or dialectical ap-
proaches were a solid impediment against the teleological ideologies that 
easily undermine scientific efforts. After having given up these approach-
es, the humanities gave way to the ‘spontaneous ideology of scientists’ (to 
use Louis Althusser’s concept) that frequently manifests itself as the idea 
of ‘progress’.

It is precisely by way of the idea of progress that capitalist interests 
can grasp the scientific practice, something they are doing very efficiently 
at the moment.3 It would be shortsighted to consider the ideology of 
progress merely as a ‘spontaneous’ component of scientific practices;4 
while the ideology of progress emerges as the spontaneous ideology of 
scientific practices only in specific and well determined situations,5 it is 
the dominant ideology of the apparatuses of capitalist state: it secures the 
unity of scientific ideological apparatuses and articulates them onto other 
apparatuses of the capitalist state.6 State apparatuses rigorously enforce 
this ideology and accelerate the reorientation of scientific work into in-
novations for the development of the capitalist articulation of productive 
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forces. Looking at the European Commission’s latest administrative cre-
ation, Horizon 2020, or at the latest Slovenian national research strategy, 
Drzna Slovenia (Daring Slovenia), we see that the politics of the European 
Union and its national epigones compel science to work exclusively on 
innovations as economic factors for raising economic ‘growth’ (conceal-
ing the fact that economic growth actually means securing and increasing 
profits for capital owners).7 In this framework, the humanities and social 
sciences are assigned the task of pacifying conflicts that inevitably arise 
from the ‘innovative’ restructuring of the labour processes and generally 
from exploitative and repressive relations produced by economic growth 
itself; the humanities and social sciences are being encouraged to specialise 
in identity ideologies in order to maintain social cohesion for the accumu-
lation of capital.

Old and new revolutions

The material conditions of research work, especially in the publishing 
area, are now being redesigned so as to comply with the idea of progress. 
The development of worldwide establishments for the publication, distri-
bution and exchange of printed texts was certainly a great leap forward, but 
this development hardly guarantees access to printed texts greater than in 
the early modern print culture. Academic publications (the socalled ‘aca-
demic electronic publishing’) are restricted to the members of universities 
that can afford to pay expensive subscriptions, while remaining inacces-
sible to the majority of scientific workers. Similarly, access to literary and 
other printed works is increasingly restrained due to progressive dissolu-
tion of public cultural programmes. The new models of publishing impose 
a certain elitist social position of science. Moreover, these models dictate a 
certain ‘epistemology’ (focusing on novelty, experiments and innovation), 
prescribe research topics (such as social ‘cohesion’ and ‘exclusion’, ‘iden-
tities’, etc.), or, according to Bill Cope and Mary Kalantzis, bring ‘epis-
temological disruption’ into scientific work (see Cope and Kalantzis). It 
is therefore hidden publishing structures that nowadays ‘write’ scientific 
articles, novels and poems; they efficiently impose norms upon writers as 
they assume a neutral look with respect to scientific or artistic practices 
and operate in a commonsense way, like the forces of nature, not as a 
product of human decisions and actions.

The new print revolution, electronic digital publishing, is associated 
with a belief that technological possibilities may open a larger general ac-
cess to printed works and promote greater social equality. With a brief 
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digression into Gutenberg’s print revolution I would like to show that 
the persistent belief in technologically determined progress can be prob-
lematic. The following case is moreover instructive because it shows that 
without the topical approach we would not be able to grasp unexpected 
social correlations.

Let me briefly go back to the fifteenth century, to the time of 
Gutenberg’s invention of print. French historian Christian Bec recon-
structed Florentine family libraries from this period on the basis of the 
inventories of Magistrato dei Pupilli. The ‘Magistrate of the Pupils’ exer-
cised custody over Florentine orphans and maintained a detailed registry 
of family heritage for each child. This inventory included the list of books 
of every household, on the basis of which Bec examined which books the 
households possessed. He divided the inventories into two periods, di-
vided by the invention of print. According to his findings, in the first half 
of the fifteenth century, family libraries contained a relatively small num-
ber of books, which were, however, equally distributed among Florentine 
households regardless of the economic strength of families. The list of 
the most frequent works in Florentine households of that period is quite 
surprising: these were either writings in Italian (with Dante and Boccaccio 
prevailing) or translations (especially Donatus), while religious books were 
not as frequent as one might expect. In the second half of the fifteenth 
century, the amount of books in family libraries as well as the preferences 
of readers changed. The most frequent authors were Petrarca, Cicero, 
Dante, Virgil, Ovid, Boccaccio, Donatus and Tit Livy in Latin language, 
a selection more suitable for educated humanists. The number of small 
family libraries was progressively decreasing, while big family libraries with 
hundreds of books appeared in that period. We should know that Italy 
surpassed even Germany, where the invention of print technology took 
place, in the number of printing presses soon after their invention; and 
as for the number of printed books in that period, Florence occupied the 
fourth place in Europe (Febvre and Martin). Even though the accessibil-
ity of printed books in Florence was wide, Bec concludes that after the 
invention of print, most Florentines had a more limited access to books 
than during the preceding period, when books had been copied by hand. 
Only wealthy and well educated individuals could afford printed books, 
and they were buying a lot of them, particularly in Latin. Additionally, a 
new cultural barrier appeared with the books printed in Latin, which most 
people could not read.

Another historian, Samuel K. Cohn, Jr., drew a similar conclusion 
from his examination of commissions of paintings in testaments. During 
the first half of the fifteenth century, many people were commissioning 
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religious paintings post mortem for a low price, while during the last years of 
the fifteenth century, big commissions of large frescos started to prevail, 
while small commissions almost disappeared.

These two conclusions contradict Richard Goldthwaite’s claim that 
after having lost the world economic leadership in basic products (such as 
wool), Italy successfully substituted this regression with the export of lux-
ury goods. According to Goldthwaite’s interpretation of this substitution, 
the peak period of the Renaissance arts sponsorship is actually the mo-
ment when the first protocultural industry was established. Goldthwaite 
tries to prove his claim by noting that during this period, the share of 
wealthy population in Florence was greater than in other parts of Europe. 
However, this argument is correct only if we compare the Florentine 
wealthy social strata with other wealthy social groups in Europe; that is, 
the argument holds if we look at the society from the top down. But if 
we change the perspective and look from the bottom up, a mass of very 
poor people appears before our sight. The poverty and deprivation of the 
poor in Florence in 1427 were incomparably worse than the situation of 
the poor in Great Britain in 1688 (at the presumably brutal beginning of 
industrial capitalism) or, say, in 1962 (Cippola 5–17). As a consequence, 
it seems impossible to see in the high Renaissance a period when a con-
siderable portion of the population could participate as consumers on an 
accessible cultural market. The process would be much better defined as 
‘conspicuous consumption’ by a relatively small social group. From this 
observation we can draw the conclusion that there is no necessary correla-
tion between artistic prosperity and social equality; various socioeconom-
ic and cultural factors (such as economic inequalities, social stratification 
and learned culture in Latin inaccessible to the majority of people) may 
generate contradictions between productive forces and relations of pro-
duction. Technological development may enlarge the group of those who 
benefit from it, while expropriating many others who have already taken 
advantage from the ‘socialisation’ of previous technology. It is also appro-
priate to note here that the idea of an irreversible and continuous ‘civilis-
ing process’ is illusory; the history of society is actually full of disruptions, 
and simultaneous heterogeneous processes result in recompositions and 
rearticulations of social practices and institutions for which it is not pos-
sible to say whether they have anything to do with progress.

Electronic publishing was a revolutionary innovation comparable to 
the introduction of print technology in the fifteenth century. It is still de-
veloping, so we cannot anticipate all possible publishing and distribution 
models. However, it is already very clear that the new technology, assisted 
by extraeconomic forces such as copyright regulation, will certainly im-
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pose new relations of production, which will support the appropriation 
of technology and its results for individual capital gains. Like print five 
centuries ago, electronic publishing may have increased the number of its 
beneficiaries. But it also imperils the general access to published works, 
particularly by undermining the public library system. Electronic publish-
ing has eliminated the institution of ‘public lending’, which had been of-
fering general access to printed works. Public libraries are only allowed 
to offer to their members distant access to epublished works if they pay 
costly licences. Moreover, copyright holders have the right to limit access 
to their works to a special group of library members, while being entitled 
to request exorbitant compensations. Hence, libraries usually restrict the 
access to their ecollections (academic ejournals, ebooks and databases) 
to the exclusive group of their members. This was inconceivable in the 
previous period, when public libraries were tightly associated with general 
access they had to facilitate.

The conclusions we usually draw from our research depend, as we can 
see, on the perspective we take. There is no objective approach or quanti-
fiable data that would by themselves make possible any reflection without 
theoretical elaboration, which starts with the first determination of the 
object of research. The humanities cannot examine human affairs without 
taking into consideration a plurality of perspectives. This is why a rejec-
tion of the topical method exposes research to imprudent simplifications, 
if not ideological deception.

Science of science and scientific efficiency measuring

In my view, the implicit epistemological position, tacitly imposed upon 
scientific practices by the new methods of presumably objective evalu-
ation of scientific work as well as by other regulations of academic and 
research establishments, increases the powerlessness of scientists, forces 
upon them certain epistemological choices while excluding others, ob-
structs the production of theoretical problématique and imposes ideological 
problems. It has deep social effects: it radically changes the conditions 
of research work, decides where and how scientists should publish their 
research results and atomises scientific communities (Močnik 441–510). 
Yet so far, the resistance of scientists to the newly imposed regulations 
has been weak and inefficient, which should be a matter of particular con-
cern, since the erosion of the institutionalisation of scientific practices 
as a special social field abolishes the institutional separation of scientific 
work from ideological practices and processes. The production of the epis
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temological break is certainly the permanent task of any theoretical practice: 
however, in the present situation when the epistemological break is insti-
tutionally undermined, theoretical practices have to be exercised against 
their institutional conditions of possibility.8

The socalled objective evaluation of scientific work comprises several 
sets of procedures: the quantification of data for measuring scientific ef-
ficiency of every scientist by the number of publications and citations; the 
evaluation of academic journals by their ‘impact factor’; university rank-
ing; international innovation scoreboard; and international science rank-
ing. Electronic academic publishing and information management made 
manageable enormous quantities of scientific data: this technological pos-
sibility alone seems to be a sufficient reason to impose the citation index 
and impact factor as the main elements of the evaluation of scientific work. 
However, most of other arguments speak against the use of such measure-
ment, as the allocation of research funds and the distribution of university 
posts have been subjected to these controversial measuring procedures.

Electronic publishing of academic journals brought about numerous 
possibilities of collecting data from the published articles. It made possible 
a largescale use of the citation index methodology. It is important to note 
that academic publishing is a profitdriven industry with the highest profit 
rates in the publishing sector. In 2009, three of the top five publishers with 
the largest turnover were publishers of academic journals (Reed Elsevier, 
Thomson Reuters and Wolters Kluwer). They have concentrated enough 
journals to take advantage of the new business opportunity and are now 
offering to their clients not only journals and articles, but also metadata 
about authors, publications, citations and impact assessments. Because of 
this double function of the quasimonopolistic academic publishing cor-
porations, authors are forced to cooperate with them for two reasons: the 
main two criteria for the evaluation of scientific work are publications 
in journals with the highest impact factor and citations of authors in the 
articles written by other authors for the same group of journals. So the au-
thors have no other choice than to fight for publications in journals with 
high impact factors and for as many citations of their works as possible, if 
they want to keep working as researchers or university teachers.

The idea to measure citations in scientific articles, books or confer-
ence proceedings originates from the 1920s;9 gradually, it was developed 
into ‘unobtrusive measures that do not require the cooperation of a re-
spondent and do not themselves contaminate the response (i.e. they are 
nonreactive)’ (L. C. Smith, qtd. in Bornmann and Daniel 45). The citation 
betrays the information scientists’ desire to forge an objective measure-
ment of scientific efficiency. Eugene Garfield, the founder of the Institute 
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for Scientific Information, argues that this methodology has roots in the 
history of science (he cites Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions) and 
its legacy:

Certain presuppositions, both historical and sociological, underlie the idea of 
‘mapping’ science by identifying key papers and events through citation analysis. 
The basic unit of analysis in mapping is the highly cited document. The assump-
tion is that these articles and books are markers for critical scientific ideas or 
events, taken in the broadest sense. This includes theoretical formulations, specu-
lative hypotheses, experimental results, procedures or methods, and any combi-
nation of these. The fact that some documents have been highly cited within a 
specified timeperiod confers upon them a special status as providing important 
‘ideas’ in their respective areas or specialties. (Garfield et al. 181)

Citations certainly can, to a certain extent, indicate10 ideas, procedures, 
methods and concepts of the current scientific production; for the history 
of science they are amazing tools for the reconstruction of invisible scien-
tific currents and paradigms. These methods are probably quite applicable 
in cumulative nomothetic sciences, which rely on uptodate experiments, 
procedures and discoveries. However, if we only take rough statistical 
indicators as information about scientific work, we tend to simplify the 
available data and reproduce the empiricist notion that all we can assess 
is there in the presumed objective reality and does not need any further 
intellectual intervention (which is the problem of Geertz’s epistemology). 
By proceeding in this manner we also imply that scientific publishing in a 
particular publishing setting with certain power relations and profitdriven 
motives can be taken as an exact mirror of what we believe to be ‘scientific 
production’. This type of reasoning is obviously very difficult to accept.

However, a crucial question about scientific production remains an-
swered. What separates scientific work from ideology and enables science 
to make the epistemological break, which differentiates it from ideological 
practices? Louis Althusser taught us that we must know how to separate 
what he calls the real object, l’objet réel, which exists independently of our 
thoughts, from the object of knowledge, l’objet de la connaissance, which is 
the product of our reasoning and exists independently of the socalled 
real object. The two processes belong to different ontological realms: on 
one side, formation and duration of the real object pertains to reality by 
the working of natural and historical forces; on the other side, the object 
of knowledge is produced by our thoughts in accordance with specific 
cognitive processes that use concepts as their tools of production. Albeit 
concepts may ‘reproduce’ real objects, they do not belong to their realm 
of existence, and perform specific functions in the production of the ob-
jects of knowledge. Scientific practice is therefore theoretical production, 
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a special social production that produces objects of knowledge (Althusser 
et al. 3–79). This is an initial formal identification of scientific practice 
that of course needs further elaboration. Moreover, we have to take into 
consideration that there exist two different thinking processes: ideologi-
cal and scientific thinking process. This is why we have to introduce the 
concept of epistemological break as the tool for differentiating scientific 
thought from ideological thought. This makes the epistemological break a 
necessary constitutive element of theoretical production.

Garfield and his colleagues took a quite empiricist shortcut and pre-
sented citation data as a possible instrument to survey and control scien-
tific practices. This is how they presented their visionary claim: ‘At the 
Institute for Scientific Information (ISI), we operate on the fundamental 
assumption that citation data can be used as indicators of present, past, 
and perhaps future activity in science.’ (Garfield et al. 179–180)

However, what we can get from citations and the reconstruction of 
ideas, paradigms, methods and concepts (that is, from science mapping) 
is a mere factographic description of intellectual activities. This remains 
an empiricist project that tells little or nothing about scientific and/or 
theoretical production. It may inform us about the spread of ideas in sci-
entific production, but it can also reveal merely a star system in science or 
uncover an elitist academic network. Within the framework of Garfield’s 
method we cannot determine the nature of the ‘facts’ established by that 
method. The history of science in Garfield’s sense yields factographic de-
scription rather than an examination of scientific production. In order 
to examine scientific production, we have to take into consideration the 
specificity of a scientific practice, and examine the way it produces the 
epistemological break, which differentiates the ‘prescientific’ history of 
a particular scientific area from scientific practice proper (Althusser 47). 
These are probably the minimal necessary steps to approach science as a 
special social production of scientific objects of knowledge.

Citation data are an amazing rough material for further research in 
the history of science, but cannot pretend to be an aim in itself. But 
this is precisely what happened. Since 1982, when Thompson Scientific 
& Healthcare bought Garfield’s Institute for Scientific Information, the 
company offers a citation index and its derivatives (the impact factor and 
Hindex) for evaluating the scientific work of a scientist, department, uni-
versity or country. Since then, the supply has been extended: Elsevier of-
fered the SciVerse Scopus Database, and Google offered Google Scholar 
with free access. Under the influence of wellargued criticism (see O’Segen, 
Cameron, as well as Bornmann and Daniel, for a review of arguments) the 
databases have been improved, but only partially: the time span in which 
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citations are collected was extended from two to five years, and Hindex 
replaced the initial impact factor. However, the fundamental argument 
against the use of citation data for evaluating research has been put aside.

It is difficult to understand why scientific communities so easily accept-
ed citation data for evaluating research, something that is contestable as a 
method and inappropriate for evaluating research work. This is surprising 
because the method itself is probably in many aspects inconsistent with the 
social science methodology; from the epistemological point of view, it con-
tradicts the basic conditions of science as social practice; from the point 
of view of the people involved, it jeopardises the very existence and work 
of scientists. As we have seen, the citation data method combines a num-
ber of detrimental features: the weakening of epistemological reflection in 
scientific production (the question of topical method, the epistemologi-
cal break); the scientists’ incapacity to control and question the changing 
conditions of work (such as publishing and evaluation systems); and as a 
consequence, the servile attitude towards external ideological demands and 
expectations. These features are systematically interconnected and equally 
harmful to the ‘soft’ and the ‘hard’ sciences. They indiscriminately chal-
lenge all the sciences to reclaim their social role and to act socially and 
politically. There is no science without social and political involvement.

What is the proposition on the other side? To answer this question we 
should look at the final argument why citation data should nonetheless be 
considered an appropriate method for evaluating research, as it was pro-
posed by Bornmann and Daniel. The authors meticulously present argu-
ments for and against citation indexes. They conclude their examination 
with an assessment that at the microlevel, at the level of local scientific pro-
duction, there is a greater possibility that a citation does not reflect the sci-
entific impact of the work cited. Authors more often cite works by authors 
with whom they are personally acquainted, they may build up reciprocal 
exchange of citations to help each other, etc. Therefore, the low aggregation 
level of citation data is likely to produce, according to the authors, results 
that do not reflect the scientific impact of the work. But at the high ag-
gregation level such distortions disappear, since the highly cited ‘work […] 
is accepted by the relevant scientific community as important and correct 
(the core of research), and it is more or less uninfluenced by social variables 
and processes’ (Bornmann and Daniel 70). This argument is a real acrobatic 
feast that makes possible a deduction from all the negative premises valid 
for local scientific communities a positive conclusion applicable to a larger 
scientific community, although this presumed larger scientific community 
consists but of local scientific communities. At the high level of aggrega-
tion, where institutional world hegemony really operates, academic con-
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nivance and hierarchical conformism are washed out, and, presumably, the 
truth appears. The truth of the power relations, one should add.

Conclusion: Science on the stock exchange

A quite possible outcome of the processes outlined above is scien-
tific work as an investment on the stock exchange. Publishers have trans-
formed academic publishing into a close equivalent of a stock exchange 
with a system of quantification and valuation of items such as publica-
tion, citation, rejection of articles, impact factor, Hindex, etc. The pro-
cess of ‘securitisation’ transforms nonmonetary values into quantitative 
values that can enter into the process of monetisation of scientific data. 
Quantitative values created in this process are exchanged by authors for 
university posts, research funding, rewards and prestige; the national 
funders use them as quantitative research funding criteria and as inter-
national score rates of national scientific competitiveness; and publishers 
use them to plunder public funds for education and research. The system 
seems to work well as it binds its agents together by a network of re-
ciprocal obligations and benefits. Publishers have thus created a binding 
system of ‘monetary dependence’ where scientific work itself cannot find 
its appropriate price.

NOTES

1 Recently, both the current Prime Minister and the Minister of Science justified se-
vere cuts in the financing of public high education by claiming that Slovenian universities 
should make a better use of their ‘internal reserves’ and adding that the average university 
teacher works four to six hours per week.

2 A suggestion that comes close to Geertz’s idea was formulated by Claude LéviStrauss 
in his 1950 ‘Introduction à l’œuvre de Marcel Mauss’ (LéviStrauss). For LéviStrauss, 
Maussian ‘total social fact’ should be conceptualised both as a ‘Durkheimian thing’ and 
as a ‘native representation’. It should be noted that LéviStrauss proposed a way out of 
Geertzian deadend even before its appearance.

3 I use the wording ‘capitalist interests’ insofar as these are the real interested party 
behind the ‘state interests’.

4 In this case, it would pertain to the ‘cumulative’ phase of a scientific practice located 
between two ‘ruptures’ of the theoretical problematic: this is the typical epistemic situation 
of the applied sciences and also of peripheral practices in those sciences where epistemic 
‘ruptures’ are conditioned by important financial inputs. Applied sciences are favoured by 
the capital interests in general, while the peripheral practices are politically and institution-
ally dominant in peripheral zones such as Slovenia.

5 See footnote 4.
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6 Althusser’s thesis that the dominant ideology unifies various ideological apparatuses 
should be extended into a thesis that the dominant ideology also unifies the field of re-
gional apparatuses such as the scientific ideological apparatus in its various modes of mate-
rial existence of (scientific) ideology: universities, academies of science, research institutes, 
etc. In particular, the dominant ideology determines the criteria of financing, the mode of 
financing (mostly ‘by projects’, in order to secure efficient control), criteria of recruitment 
of the personnel and modes of employment of personnel (mostly precarious, in order to 
undermine the solidarity between scientists and to subordinate them to the requirements 
of capital and the state). The way how the dominant ideology integrates the scientific field 
is increasingly in contradiction with the logic of scientific practices: it promotes individu-
alism and competition where practices are collective and cooperative, it imposes short 
term utilitarianism for capital where practices are in principle longterm and have their 
own specific criteria of ‘utility’. In the EU, integration by the dominant ideology has all 
but excluded theoretical practices and their agents from scientific institutions (including 
universities) and from the system of financing. (See Breznik and Močnik.)

7 For more on the Slovene research strategy, see Žagar and Korsika, eds.
8 The current tendency of scientific and academic institutions towards the abolishment 

of the institutionalisation of the epistemological break, that is, of the separation between 
theoretical and ideological practices, is destroying ‘the separation of the principle of power, 
the principle of law and the principle of knowledge’, considered by Claude Lefort as the 
central and ‘unprecedented event’ constitutive of modernity and its political emancipation 
(Lefort 65n8).

9 For the first documented application of a citation index, see Gross and Gross.
10 I say ‘to a certain extent’ because there are various reasons why one cites a certain 

work, and they do not always reflect scientific impact on the author.

WORKS CITED

Althusser, Louis. Philosophy and the Spontaneous Philosophy of the Scientists, and Other Essays. Ed. 
Gregory Elliot; trans. Ben Brewster et al. London: Verso, 1990.

Althusser, Louis et al. Lire le capital. Paris: PUF, 1996.
Bec, Christian. Cultura e società a Firenze nell’età della Rinascenza. Rome: Salerno editrice, 1981.
Bornmann, Lutz and HansDieter Daniel. ‘What Do Ditation Counts Measure? A Review 

of Studies On Citing Behavior’. Journal of Documentation 64.1 (2008): 45–80.
Breznik, Maja. ‘Pisanje in brisanje (spremna beseda)’. Roger Chartier. Pisanje in brisanje. 

Ljubljana: Studia humanitatis, 2008. 271–301.
Breznik, Maja, and Rastko Močnik. ‘Humanistika in družboslovje v primežu liberalne 

Evrope’. ČKZ 36.233 (2008): 178–198.
Cameron, Brian D. ‘Trends in the Usage of ISI Bibliometric Data: Uses, Abuses, and 

Implications’. Librarian and Staff Publications 3 (2005): 105–125. Available at: http://
digitalcommons.ryerson.ca/library_pubs/3 (24 July 2012).

Cippola, Carlo M. Before the Industrial Revolution. London and New York: Routledge, 1993. 
Cohn, Samuel K., Jr. ‘Piété et commande d’œuvres d’art après la peste noire’. Annales 51.3 

(1996): 551–573.
Cope, Bill and Mary Kalantzis. ‘Signs of Epistemic Disruption: Transformations In the 

Knowledge System of the Academic Journal’. The Future of the Academic Journal. Ed. Bill 
Cope and Angus Phillips. Oxford: Chandos, 2009. 13–55.

Febvre, Lucien and HenriJean Martin. L’apparition du livre. Paris: Albin Michel, 1958.
Garfield, Eugene, Morton V. Malin and Henry Small. ‘Citation Data as Science Indicators’. 

Essays of an Information Scientist 6 (1983): 580–581.



Pkn, Volume 35, Number 2, Ljubljana, August 2012

278

Geertz, Clifford. The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays. New York: Basic Books, 1973.
Goldthwaithe, Richard A. Wealth and the Demand for Art in Italy, 1300-1600. Baltimore: 

Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993.
Gross, P. L . K. and E. M. Gross. ‘College Libraries and Chemical Education’. Science 

66.1713 (1927): 385–389.
Lefort, Claude. ‘Droits de l’homme et politique’. Lefort, L’Invention démocratique : les limites 

de la domination totalitaire. Paris: Fayard, 1981. 45–86.
LéviStrauss, Claude. ‘Introduction à l’œuvre de Marcel Mauss’. Mauss, Sociologie et anthro

pologie. Paris: PUF, 1950. Xxiv–xl. 
Močnik, Rastko. Spisi iz humanistike. Ljubljana: Založba /*cf., 2009.
O’Segen, Per. ‘Why the Impact Factor of Journals Should Not Be Used for Evaluating 

Research’. British Medical Journal 314.7079 (1997): 498–502.
Vico, Giambattista. ‘La méthode des etudes de notre temps’. Vico, Vie de Giambattista Vico 

écrite par lui-même. Ed. Alain Pons. Paris: Bernard Grasset, 1981. 185–284.
Wright, Georg Henrik von. Explanation and Understanding. Ithaca (NY): Cornell University, 

2004 [1971].
Žagar, Igor Ž. and Anej Korsika, eds. (Pre)drzna Slovenija. Ljubljana: Pedagoški inštitut, 

2012. Available at: http://www.pei.si/Sifranti/StaticPage.aspx?id=117 (24 July 2012).


	263923
	263923_1

