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DAYTON AND RIGHT-WING NATIONALISM
IN THE WEST

Abstract: The article looks at the question of why Western powers that claimed to
be committed to multiculturalism fashioned a post-conflict agreement for Bosnia-
Herzegovina that cemented in place the ethnicization of territory that had been the goal
of ethno-nationalist elites. In particular, why did officials from societies where far right
forces with ideological views very similar to the nationalist forces in Bosnia were seen as
marginal, accept that view as the basis for the Dayton Agreement? The paper answers the
question by looking at the way in which political space has been constructed in the liberal
democracies of the West and the ways in which majorities in those states imagine that
political space. The paper also draws a parallel between these centrist officials approving
of the Dayton Agreement and the rise of right-wing nativist forces in their own societies.

Keywords: Bosnia-Herzegovina, Dayton Agreement, ethnic conflict, Yugoslav wars,
post-conflict settlements, multiculturalism, nationalism

“[S]cholars and US military officers attending the two-day seminar
appeared to be in almost unanimous agreement that current state
boundaries in the Balkans should be redrawn to create ‘smaller, more
stable mono-ethnic states.’ According to the delegates, new boundaries
enshrining homogenous ethnic entities would follow the historical
patterns and ‘natural instincts’ of Europe, as witnessed over the past
300 years.” — Report on symposium on the future of US presence in the
Balkans region, February 2001, Columbia University, NY (Domi, 2001).

Almost twenty-five years ago the Dayton Peace Agreement was signed by the
presidents of Serbia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina at an air force base in the
US state of Ohio.? The Agreement, which is still the law of the land in Bosnia-
Herzegovina (hereafter referred to as Bosnia), included a constitution for the war-torn
state drawn up by US diplomats (Annex 4), which, like every peace plan put forward
by the West for the future of Bosnia (the Carrington-Cutileiro Plan; the Vance-Owen
Plan; and the Owen-Stoltenberg Plan), divided the country into Serbian, Bosniak and
Croatian territories, despite the fact that such a division did not reflect the pre-war

! vgagnon@ithaca.edu

% For the text see https://www.osce.org/bih/126173 (accessed 18 September 2019).



V. P. Gagnon, Jr.

demographics or the historical reality of the country. Such a division had, however,
been a major goal for the purveyors of the war in Bosnia.

Indeed, what is striking about this agreement is that for the first time in
Bosnia’s history, particular territories were defined as “belonging” to particular
national groups. Until the war, Bosnia’s population had been very mixed — in 1991
only 18 out of 109 municipalities had a population that was 80 percent or more of
one group, and the population of those municipalities made up less than 10 percent
of Bosnia’s total population.® No specific municipality or other political unit had ever
been assigned to specific national groups. Thus neither Serbs, Croats nor Bosniaks
were officially considered to be “minorities” regardless of their numerical presence
in any particular municipality or region. In this, Bosnia was unusual in a Europe of
nation-states, where starting in the late 18" century territory came to be identified
with particular national groups (France for French, Germany for Germans, etc.), and
with others in that territory becoming official minorities.*

Yet despite the purported goal of the West to maintain Bosnia’s multicultural
essence, the actual effect of the Dayton Agreement has been the opposite. The Serb entity
that was established at Dayton, Republika Srpska (RS) — covering territory that before
the war had a Serb population of less than 50 percent but that currently is 82 percent Serb
— has consistently used the institutional power granted to it in the Dayton Constitution to
stymie the functioning of a Bosnian state. Meanwhile, non-Serbs in RS, though formally
having equal rights with all other citizens,” know that they are in effect second-class
citizens in a state ruled by ethnonationalist parties committed to separating RS from the
rest of Bosnia. Likewise the Croat cantons in the other entity — the Federation of Bosnia-
Herzegovina — are dominated by the Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ) and other like-
minded Croat nationalist parties that are committed to creating a separate Croat entity; in
those territories too non-Croats are effectively second-class citizens.®

So while the Dayton Agreement ended the war, it also created a situation where
twenty-five years later Bosnia is still not a functioning state, and many of the people
who run the various entities of the country are the same people responsible for the
war. Both of these facts are due in very large part to the territorialization of ethnicity
established by Dayton.

3 These included Serb-majority municipalities of Bosansko Grahovo, Titov Drvar, Sekovi¢i, Bile¢a,
Celinac, Laktagi, Ljubinje and Srbac; Croat-majority Grude, Listica, Ljubuski, Posusje, Citluk, Duvno
and Neum; and Muslim-majority Velika Kladusa, Cazin, and Zivinice. The combined population of
these municipalities amounted to 9.8 percent of the total population of Bosnia-Herzegovina. (Based on
1981 and 1991 census returns.)

* On this historical process see Hobsbawm, 2012.

> One large exception to this is that only Serbs can become a representative of RS in the Federal Bosnian
Presidency. Although this provision of the Bosnian Constitution (Dayton Agreement Annex 4, Article
5) has been ruled a violation of human rights of RS’s non-Serb citizens by the European Court of Human
Rights in 2009, that ruling has had no practical effect on this provision. For a text of the ruling see Sejdi¢
and Finci v. Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2009.

¢ Inaddition, a Serb cannot according to the Constitution represent the Federation in the Presidency -
rather the positions are reserved only for Croats or Bosniaks.
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Dayton and right-wing nationalism in the west

Given their proclaimed support for the preservation of a multicultural Bosnia,
it is puzzling why Western diplomats and statesmen nevertheless acquiesced in the
violent and forcible ethnicization of territory in Bosnia. On the one hand, there were
“facts on the ground” at the end of the war, due to the massive ethnic cleansing
undertaken by nationalist forces, and Dayton does include a right to return for people
forcibly removed from their homes. On the other hand, the final Dayton Agreement
maintained the territorialization of ethnicity that had been put forth in all the other
Western peace plans (as mentioned above). The assumption from the beginning
seemed to be, as noted in the epigraph to this paper, that “mono-ethnic states” were
the most desirable outcome — a strange statement given that few if any western states
are mono-ethnic.

Interestingly, over the past decade right-wing nationalist forces have come to
the fore in a number of Western societies, forces that argue that a particular territory
“belongs” exclusively to a specific ethnically and/or racially defined group and
that the presence of others should be minimized — that is, that mono-ethnic states
are desirable not just in the Balkans. These forces all have in common opposition
to “multiculturalism” — they strongly disagree with the view that societies with
ethnically and culturally diverse populations can be successful societies. Rather,
they argue that such societies are doomed to failure. This is the same logic behind
the territorialization of ethnicity in the Dayton and other peace agreements put forth
for Bosnia, a logic noted in the epigraph to this article.

This right-wing nativist view, which until recently was seen as marginal in
most Western societies, is often contrasted with the longer tradition in Western
societies of acceptance and toleration. Of course all Western societies have historical
records that are marked by exclusion and oppression of minorities. Yet the general
view is that especially since the 1960s, Western societies have shifted so that the
mainstream view is that of tolerance and acceptance of a multicultural presence. All
of these societies have had extreme right-wing forces that reject that, and which are
often dubbed as “racist”, but up until recently they were seen as marginal in their
respective societies, and for the most part had minimal political influence in the
legislative process. In addition, the proposals for the ethnic division of Bosnia were
not put forth by members of far right-wing nationalist parties or groups, but rather by
diplomats and statesmen who were centrists within their own societies.’

The puzzle is why centrists who professed support for multiculturalism would
put forward solutions to Bosnia that were ideologically in line with forces that in their
own societies were seen as marginal and extremist. A seemingly unrelated puzzle is
how and why such previously marginal forces have become major political forces in
those societies, even vying for top positions and parliamentary majorities. In the case
of the US, how could a society that is made up of descendants of immigrants, which
has a long record of civil rights progress, come to be dominated by a nativist, extreme
anti-immigrant administration that not so secretly pines after a white ethno-state?

7 There were also academics who argued for ethnic separation of populations as the only way for

societal stability. See for example Kaufmann, 1996.
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This paper will argue that the shift in fact was not sudden; rather the way
that political space has been constructed in the liberal democracies of the West
predetermined the rise of forces who see their territory in ethnically and/or racially
pure terms. Drawing on the work of Australian anthropologist Ghassan Hage, this
paper argues that the Dayton Agreement that ended the Bosnian war is a prime
piece of evidence that even liberals who see themselves as tolerant and accepting
of multiculturalism in fact may have unstated assumptions about the demographic
claims to the particular territorial state from which they come. I argue that the
hegemonic way in which notions of belonging are conceptualized and implemented
in the dominant liberal states of the West is itself a problem for plural societies. In
the case of the successor states of the former Yugoslavia, this model has reinforced
the logic of the ethnic cleansers, and has undermined the position of those forces in
society that advocated for an authentic ethic of multiculturalism.

Indeed, asnoted earlier, in the Balkans, we are faced with the puzzle of seemingly
paradoxical behavior manifested by the West during and after the Yugoslav wars of
the 1990s. On the one hand, observers in the West condemned the brutal violence
against civilians, the murders and expulsions that have come to be known as “ethnic
cleansing,” decrying such acts as violations of liberal norms of human rights. On
the other hand, however, the same observers have often seen violence as an almost
natural outcome of the combination of ethnic diversity and a liberal democratic
political system. In addition, as with the Dayton Agreement, they have based their
actions and policies on that logic, often turning a blind eye to ethnic cleansing (the
cases of Srebrenica in Bosnia and Operations Bljesak and Oluja in Croatia in the
summer of 1995 come to mind), cooperating with ethnic cleansers in the name of
pragmatism?, formulating policies and peace plans based on the territorialization of
ethnicity as noted above, and finally, in the postwar era, ensuring the territorialization
and institutionalization of ethnicity, a focus on ensuring “minority” rights within the
framework of nationally-defined states or entities, and attempting to teach the locals
liberal values such as tolerance, all in the name of bringing stability and liberalism
to the region. However, these policies have served to reinforce the logic of the
ethnic cleansers and to silence and demobilize other, possible alternative ways of
thinking about political space. As noted above, they have also ensured that Bosnia-
Herzegovina remains a non-functioning state dominated by nationalist forces.

One reason for these outcomes is the liberal model’s understanding of the
causes of the violence described as “ethnic conflict,” in particular its assumption
that the existence of substantial “minority” populations, or the lack of a culturally
defined homogeneity, is a major problem for societies. From this perspective, cultural
pluralism is a problem to be managed or overcome in order to prevent the outbreak

# For example, both Serbian President Slobodan Milosevi¢ and Croatian President Franjo Tudman
were treated as valued negotiating partners despite the knowledge that both were also responsible for
massive human rights abuses. A particularly interesting example of this at the time could be seen in
the New York Times report on the Dayton negotiations, in which U.S. negotiators portray Milo$evic¢ as a
reasonable and effective negotiating partner, while Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovi¢ was portrayed as
cranky and difficult. See Sciolino and Cohen, 1995.
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of violence along ethnic lines (Kaufmann, 1996). It is this often unstated, underlying
assumption that drives the policy of “liberal multiculturalism.”

Yet, as I have shown elsewhere, in the case of the former Yugoslavia, sustained
violence was not caused by the fact that many regions of the country were ethnically
plural. Rather, the ultimate cause of the violence was to be found in the interests
and values of parts of the ruling elites in Serbia and Croatia, in the challenges and
threats they were facing from the wider populations in their republics who were
mobilizing for basic changes in the structures of political and economic power,
whose main concerns were nonethnic ones. The violence and the imposition of
ethnic homogeneity was a purposeful and strategic policy undertaken by certain
elites in response to those threats. In an attempt to impose political homogeneity
at home, they used violence framed in ethnic terms in order to demobilize, silence,
and marginalize these challengers. In other words, the violence was not the result of
cultural pluralism, but rather was a means by which to construct a society segmented
by ethnic identity; violence thus creates a society that fits the liberal preconceptions
of plural societies (Gagnon, 2004; Gagnon, 2020).

Given their claims to be tolerant, multicultural societies themselves, why
did the West accept the discourse of ethnicity almost unquestioningly, and pursue
policies in the region that reinforce ethnicization and thus the consolidation in power
of right-wing nationalist forces?

In answering these questions, I argue that those local actors who pursued an
ethnicized strategy of violence were acting not out of some innate Balkan pathology, but
rather according to an ethnicist logic that reflects western nation-state building, or, in the
words of the Report of the Columbia University symposium cited at the start of this article,
“the historical patterns and ‘natural instincts’ of Europe” (Domi, 2001). Ironically, the
threat to the security of states that are not ethnically homogeneous comes not from their
heterogeneity, or from the existence of “minorities,” but rather from the unproblematic
acceptance of this particular conceptualization of national space, which by its very nature
constructs parts of the population as “minorities.” Those who call for ethnically pure states
as a means to ensure stability have seriously misidentified the causes of instability. Indeed,
the concept — and policy — of ethnic purity, and of ethnically-defined liberal states, itself
is a cause of instability. The implicit assumption is that ethnically diverse communities or
states are not possible without either massive repression or the territorialization of “‘ethnic
groups.” The latter method, apparently preferred by the West, involves the construction of
an ethnicized “hierarchy” that assigns states to specific “ethnic groups” and treats others
within that territory as “minorities” to be tolerated.

The Yugoslav wars of the 1990s: What they were not

The starting point for this analysis is the sharp contrast between Western
portrayals of the violence in Croatia and Bosnia and the actual situation on the
ground in both places. In particular, despite Western conceptions, the violence in
both places was not caused by preexisting hatreds, but rather was purposefully and

13
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strategically imposed on the most ethnically diverse communities from outside, as a
result of policies in Belgrade and Zagreb.

The puzzle here is thus not why Serbia’s elites pursued a strategy of violence
— indeed, strategies of violence are quite common — but rather why they pursued
such a policy in the name of an ethnic nationalist imagining of space that was so
contrary to the realities on the ground, that did not reflect grassroots sentiments in
the affected communities, and that resulted in the destruction of those communities,
and in particular, the expulsion, murder, or displacement of the vast majority of
Serbs in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo®". A similar puzzle is presented by the actions
of Croatia’s leadership, which had the same effects on Croats in the ethnically mixed
parts of Croatia and Bosnia.

Indeed, even a cursory glance at the data gathered by Yugoslav social scientists
on interethnic relations in pre-1990 Yugoslavia is enough to show that ethnic relations
were not the cause of the violent conflicts that wracked the region in the 1990s.' In
all republics, but especially in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the site of the bloodiest and
longest war, what is clear from pre-war polling is that people prioritized questions
of economic reform and their standard of living, not an ethno-nationalist agenda.
Symptomatic of this were the extremely high ratings received by federal prime
minister Ante Markovi¢ in his two years of leading the federal government in the
direction of reform, as well as other polls showing priority given to issues of the
economy over narrowly ethnic issues (Bacevi¢, 1991).!

In addition to this data on the state of Yugoslav society in the years prior to the
war, one can also look at the actions and motivations of those political elites who
were responsible for the widespread violence. Suffice it to say here that impending
radical changes in the structure of economic and political power affected different
parts of each republic’s elites in differing ways. Some — “reformists” or “liberals” —
welcomed and indeed pushed for such change, while others — “conservatives” — were
extremely opposed to them (Gagnon, 2004). Beginning in 1987, with the victory of
the faction in Serbia led by Slobodan Milosevi¢, this conflict between reformists
and conservatives gradually came to consume first the League of Communists of
Yugoslavia, and eventually the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The violence
itself was a strategic policy on the part of conservative elites, especially in Belgrade
and in Zagreb (where, from 1989 onward these elites were the leaders of the ruling
HDZ), who sought to reconstruct the meaning of ethnicity, that is, what it meant to be
“Serb” or “Croat,” with the goal of ensuring nationally-defined authoritarian states.
This strategy was not a means to mobilize populations, however. Rather, the violence
served mainly to demobilize, silence and marginalize those challenger elites as well

°'This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244/1999 and
the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence. (Editorial note)

10 See for example, Dugandzija, 1991; Oliveira-Roca, 1991; Pupovac, 1991; Baki¢, 1989; Baki¢ and
Dunderovi¢, 1990; Hodson, Massey and Sekulic, 1993.

" For information from Croatia in the 1990s, see “Anketa istrazivanja IZBORI 1990, 1992, 1995, in
Kasapovi¢, 2001.
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as the large parts of the population who had been mobilizing for reforms in the late
1980s and in 1990 (Gagnon, 2004; Gagnon, 2010).

The question remains, however, as to why this violence was undertaken within
a discourse of ethnicity, why the violence was framed as ethnic violence, why it was
portrayed as the result of ethnic solidarity. Here it is necessary to look at how the
international norms of state-building have developed since the 19th century, as well
as how the West reacted to the violence and to the discourse of ethnicity that marked
the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s.

Conceptions of Political Space in Europe: The Europeanization
of the Balkans

Thinking of political space in ethno-nationalist terms is a European tradition. In
brief, pre-nationalist conceptualizations of space were based on dynastic empires with
very culturally heterogeneous populations. Such heterogeneity was not problematic
because there was no direct link between language, “ethnicity,” and politics. What
tied the populations of these empires together was their status as subjects of the
reigning dynasty; their language or “ethnicity” were basically irrelevant (though at
times certain linguistic or religious traits gave advantages to parts of the population).
The new, nationalist way of imagining political space — motivated by modernization
processes as well as by the growing participation of larger parts of the population in
various functions of the state — meant that now the characteristics of the population
within the borders of the state were crucial to this imagining. The result was a
series of conscious and strategic acts on the part of elites to construct an image of a
population with a common “national” culture and identity, to impose that culture on
the actual population, and to try to erase previous forms and images of coexistence
and pluralism in constructing the narrative of the nation.

The literature on nationalism makes quite clear that this shift was not “natural,”
that is, ethno-national states arose not as a reflection of some pre-existing reality on
the ground that merely “awoke” after a long period of slumber or repression. While
drawing on what Hobsbawm refers to as “proto-national” factors, the phenomenon
of space conceived of in ethnically or linguistically homogeneous terms was very
much a new one that was constructed purposefully by state-building elites, in which
proto-national elements were reshaped and reified, and given new, political meanings
as a way of trying to create political homogeneity (Hobsbawm, 2012; Gellner,
2009). Indeed, given that the territorial spaces in question were neither culturally nor
politically homogeneous, one of the major parts of the nation-state project in Western
Europe was the construction of this homogeneity. As Hobsbawm points out, early
to mid-19th century liberals saw this move towards cultural homogeneity — and the
disappearance of smaller “peoples” — as a step toward progress. The means by which
various state elites fostered or imposed homogeneity differed, ranging from the use
of violence against populations which did not fit into the newly ethnic designation
of political space — non-French speakers in France, aboriginal peoples in colonized
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countries, Jews and Gypsies in Europe — to imposing homogeneity through education
and linguistic standardization (assimilation and differentiation of regional variants of
language and culture by social status). This entire range of strategies has marked the
construction and reconstruction of Western European nation states — as well as the
European settler states in North America, southern Africa, and Australasia — right up
to the end of the 20th century.

This move toward an “ethnic”” homogenization of political space is thus clearly
a Western European phenomenon that, while not the result of instinct (as claimed by
the participants in the Columbia University conference cited at the beginning of this
paper), has certainly been and continues to be the hegemonic way that political space
has been imagined and constructed in Western Europe, as well as in the European
settler states. It also spread with European colonialism and (more recently) with
liberal democracy to other areas of the world, where it has been superimposed over
local, complex and plural conceptions and understandings of identities and their links
to political space. The result has often been the similar logic of “ethnic cleansing”
and violence to make demographic realities on the ground conform to these ideas of
homogeneous political space. Indeed, as Michael Mann points out, “genocide can be
seen ... as ‘the dark side of democracy’— the most undesirable consequence of the
modern practice of vesting political legitimacy in ‘the people’” (Mann, 1999).

This reconceptualization of political space in Western Europe over the course
of the 19th century also had its impact in the Balkans, where, as it had throughout
Europe, this idea clashed sharply with the demographic and social realities on the
ground. The import of this West European idea into Southeastern Europe would
thus lead one to expect a repeat of the various types of “ethnic cleansing” that had
been carried out throughout the continent. Such violence was thus the result not
of “ancient hatreds,” but rather of the spread of the logic of liberal West European
imaginings of political space.

Indeed, the very different, very heterogeneous realities in the Ottoman and
Habsburg empires came under increasing pressure as the ideas of homogeneous ethnic
nations spread from the West. Elites who wished to lay claim to a state on the territory
of either empire had to frame the claim in European terms of an ethnic/linguistic
nation, despite the fact that no territory in the region conformed to that demand.
In the case of the Ottoman Empire, the Western powers also directly intervened
by claiming certain religiously-defined populations to be under their “protection,”
effectively putting certain parts of the Ottoman population under their patronage and
recognizing as the local populations’ leaders those elites who mobilized a discourse
of ethno-religious separatism and boundedness. Thus, the West European model of
the nation-state

was imposed on all the Ottoman peoples by their leaders regardless of their historical
experience and political culture. Each major ethnic group ... sharing a kindred language
was assembled arbitrarily in a given territory and forced to accept a national identity
chosen by the self-appointed ‘national’ leaders (Karpat, 1982, p.166).
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The result was the violence and wars in the Balkans over the course of the
19th and early 20th centuries, including the effective “ethnic cleansing” of Ottoman
Muslims from the territories of newly independent nation-states (McCarthy, 1995).
Far from being the result of endemic hatreds or Balkan pathologies, however, they
were the result of a reconceptualization of space along European lines, in effect the
“Europeanization of the Balkans.”

The elites who were successful in establishing a Serbian state thus used a
discourse and an image of a “Serbian people” to construct the territorialized sense
of nation. The state-building nationalism that drove these policies was first officially
enunciated in 1844 by the minister of internal affairs of the Serbian principality, Ilija
GarasSanin, who argued that “Serbia must place herself in the ranks of other European
states.” Garasanin, who today is often portrayed outside of Serbia in negative terms
as the father of Serbian nationalism, laid out a basically liberal vision of a large
Serbian-dominated state in what was then the European realms of the Ottoman
Empire, as well as in the South Slavic realms of the Habsburg Empire. A major
contributor to Garasanin’s Nacertanije, in which he laid out this vision, was Czech
lawyer and soldier FrantisSek Zach. Zach, from the Habsburg Empire, was a liberal
and a Slavic nationalist whose views reflected the liberal views on state-building of
the time.'?

In this move to assert an independent Serbia policy, the ruling elites of the
principality were thus following in the footsteps of other European liberals, and
were also very strongly supported by Western powers who sought to prevent
Russian influence and control over the region. The strategy of the Western powers
was to establish West European-style nation states in the region regardless of the
demographic realities on the ground. As a result, just like European states earlier,
Serbian elites also undertook to impose a cultural homogeneity on their new nation-
state’s territory, in this case expelling the Muslim populations from the territories that
became incorporated into Serbia. As Hobsbawm points out, this homogenization was
part and parcel of mid-19th century liberalism and its vision of progress (Hobsbawm,
2010, pp.30-33).

As Serbian territory expanded, the Europeanization of these territories
continued, as Serbian elites sought to ensure the ethnicization (or more specifically,
the Serbification) of that territory. The Balkan wars of 1912-1913 likewise saw
fighting over territories that had been Ottoman, with very diverse populations. Yet
neighboring nation-states also laid claim to these Ottoman territories based on ethnic,
linguistic, religious grounds. Given the dissonance between the social-demographic
realities and the requirement of ethnic claims to territory, the wars themselves must be
seen as attempts by these states to force an ethnic conceptualization of space onto this
diverse space. The result — ethnic cleansing in the form of massacres and expulsions
— was part of this attempt to get the Western powers to accept claims to the territory.
Western acceptance of course did not mean the West actively condoned expulsions;

12 For an analysis of Garasanin’s “Nacertanije,” see Batakovi¢, 1994. On Zach’s role, see Batakovi¢, 2014,
pp.135-161.
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indeed, ironically, the violence was portrayed in terms of ancient Balkan enmities
and primitive passions, and the West stepped in to ensure “minority rights” for those
who did not fit the new description of the conquered space (Carnegie Endowment,
1993). But the very notion of people who had lived in territories their whole lives, as
had their ancestors, suddenly becoming “minorities,” along liberal Wilsonian lines,
showed that in effect the Western liberals, just as much as the extremist nationalists,
shared a basic conceptualization of political space in ethnic terms.

Yet there were alternative discourses; in Serbia, when the region that would
eventually become the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia was conquered, the
opposition Socialist Party argued strenuously that the population there should not
be reduced to second-class “minority” status; rather, they pushed for Macedonians
to have full civil and political rights.”* Indeed, in terms of on-the-ground lived
experiences, the most ethnically diverse parts of what became the state of Yugoslavia
maintained those realities up until the wars in 1991 and 1992, and some survived
even afterwards.!* These two conceptualizations of space continued to battle: on
the one hand the imagining of ethnically defined nation-states, with some arguing
for ethnic exclusivity and even expulsions to create homogeneous space, and others
arguing for tolerance and liberal minority rights; and on the other hand the realities
on the ground of plural, multiethnic communities. It seems contradictory that the
West has effectively come down on the side of those who have used violence to
achieve the ethnicization of territory and the territorialization of ethnicity — which
after all is a long tradition among liberal states in the West — while at the same time
demanding that the Balkan natives accept an ethos of multiculturalism. But as will
be explained below, these two apparently contradictory policies are in fact merely
two sides of the same coin, and are based on the same logic that Western states
themselves have conceptualized political space.

It thus also seems highly ironic that Western analyses of the wars in Yugoslavia
often treat them as something essentially different, as Balkan pathologies that are
fundamentally alien to anything in the West. This irony is made all the greater
given the West’s attempts to teach the Balkan natives to be good, liberal, tolerant
multiculturalists, when in fact the West’s attempts to impose liberal multiculturalism
have actually served to reinforce those factors in ex-Yugoslav societies that are the
most nationalistic and ethnicist."s

1> See the discussion of the Serbian opposition’s strong criticisms of the ruling party’s views on how
to govern the newly conquered territories in what is now the Republic of Macedonia in Carnegie
Endowment, 1993; for the same issue applied to Kosovo*, see Stefanovi¢, 2005.

! See for example Dimitrijevi¢, 2000.

1> In the words of Maria Todorova, “It is, of course, a sublime irony to observe leaders of the cleansed
societies of Western Europe fifty years after their ugliest performance raise their hands in horror and
bombard ... the former Yugoslavs in preserving ‘ethnic diversity” for the sake of securing a Volksmuseum
of multiculturalism in the corner of Europe, after having given the green light to precisely the opposite
process.” (Todorova, 1997, p.186). What Todorova misses is that the policy of “multiculturalism,” both
in the west and in the Balkans, is merely a continuation of the logic of ethnic cleansing, but in a friendly,
liberal form rather than in a nasty, bloody form.
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Thus as noted earlier, from the start of the war in Bosnia, every peace plan put
forth by the West proposed to divide the republic into ethnically defined territorial
units — districts, cantons, entities: all were based on the territorialization of ethnicity
and the ethnification of territory. The November 1995 Dayton Peace Agreement
that actually ended the war went one step further. It not only divided the country
into ethnically-defined entities, it then divided one of those entities into ethnically-
defined cantons. The Dayton Constitution, which was written by American officials,
also allocated positions in the Bosnian parliament and the presidency by ethnicity,
reinforcing and reifying the very logic that Dayton claims to oppose, that is, the
logic of the ethnic cleansers.'® Of course Dayton also contained provisions to ensure
“minority populations” all civil and political rights, and to allow “minorities” to
return to their prewar homes. But as Tone Bringa has pointed out, in pre-war Bosnia
Serbs, Muslims and Croats were not minorities anywhere in the Republic (Bringa,
1995). Now they are.

To be sure, the local nationalist parties in Bosnia itself (as well as the ruling
parties in Croatia and Serbia) favored this approach, going so far as to sacrifice
members of “their” nation in order to achieve those goals.'” What is of interest
however is the fact that Western ways of thinking about territory coincided with the
local nationalists’ own goals. That is, the form of violence seen in the Yugoslav wars
of the 1990s, the discourse within which it was carried out, and the effects it had
on the ground, were very much in line with dominant Western conceptualizations
of political space. While the West has condemned the violence, it has accepted
and indeed even promoted the logic of the violence — ethnification of territory, and
territorialization of ethnicity — because it is a logic on which the nation-states of
Western Europe and even the so called “civic nationalisms” of the US, Canada, and
Australia were themselves formed and on which they are still based in the eyes of
many citizens of those countries (although in the latter cases the “ethnic” definition
of the state is based on the concept of “whiteness™).'®

Indeed, the very call for tolerance and minority rights is based on the same
logic that underlies the actions of the ethnic cleansers, that is, that each “ethnic
group” has the right to its own territorial national state. Of course the liberal model
does not call for ethnic cleansing; its focus is on tolerance and the granting of rights
to “minorities.” But as Australian anthropologist Ghassan Hage has pointed out in

' While in socialist Bosnia there was an “ethnic key” that provided for representation of the various
groups in Bosnia in state and other official positions, including the presidency, this was a far cry from
what was put into place by Dayton. For example, in the elections for members of the Bosnian Presidency
within Socialist Yugoslavia, all Bosnian’s voted for who would be the Serb member; likewise for the
Croat and Muslim members.

17 See for example Bozi¢, 2018.

8 To be sure, alternative non-ethnic versions of identity compete with these ethnic ones; but the
dominant, hegemonic vision of national identity is, in all these cases, an ethnically defined “whiteness”
Those who advocate an inclusive vision of national belonging are fighting an uphill battle in all of these

societies. For an example from the United States, see Gerstle, 2002; Horsman, 1986. For an example
from France, see Maschino, 2002, 6-7.
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his work on multiculturalism, the main difference between the “bad” nationalists
who want to exclude minorities, and the “good” liberal nationalists who call for
toleration, is a matter of degree (Hage, 2000). In both cases the choice of tolerating
or not tolerating is assumed to belong to those who feel entitled to determine the
fate of a particular national territory; the ethnification of territory as a principle is
not in question. In both cases, national space is imagined as “belonging” to people
of the dominant culture, defined ethnically, who feel themselves empowered to be
the arbiters of the fate of that space. Thus in a liberal nationalist Croatia, people
who identify as Croats felt themselves empowered to have authority to tolerate or to
not tolerate Serbs, to grant them “equal rights” or to see them as a security threat to
the Croatian state. The Serb “minority,” on the other hand, does not tolerate others;
in Hage’s terms, “those in a dominated position do not tolerate, they just endure”
(Hage, 2000, p.88)."°

Liberal Multiculturalism in the West as an ethnicist project

Why have Western policy makers so easily adopted the logic of the ethnic
cleansers? It is because, as Australian anthropologist Ghassan Hage has convincingly
argued, the West’s own conception and policies of liberal multiculturalism are
themselves forms of ethnic nationalism, policies that serve in their own states and
societies to reinforce the fantasy of White supremacy (Hage, 2000). Although not as
obviously offensive as overtly racist, “evil” nationalists, this liberal multiculturalism
in Australia, North America, and Western Europe, serves to position whites as the
arbiters of national essence. Thus it is whites who are called on to be tolerant, which
implicitly recognizes that they are also the ones who feel entitled to be intolerant.
Their decision not to exercise their ability to be intolerant is seen as an act of
benevolence and generosity. Whites are told they should value diversity, that is, that
it is good to “have” minorities because they provide something important to the
whites (as opposed to merely recognizing that “we are diverse”). In short, whites
implicitly and naturally assume that it is up to them to accept or reject non-whites
as parts of their societies, to grant or withhold rights and a place in society. Whites
in effect assume themselves to have the privileged position as the managers of
national space. As such, liberal multiculturalism is a nationalism of inclusion; that
is, its threshold of tolerance is higher than the nationalism of exclusion, but it is still
nevertheless present.

As Cornel West expresses it in the US context,

“[FJor liberals, black people are to be ‘included’ and ‘integrated’ in ‘our’ society and
culture... [but they] fail to see that the presence and predicaments of black people are
neither additions to nor defections from American life, but rather constitute elements
of that life” (West, 1994, p.6).

¥ Or in the words of the Ashanti Prince Kwame Poku, in Arthur Japin’s novel of displacement and
identity, “Being tolerated signifies not being equal” (Japin, 2002, p.274).
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As another African-American scholar has described it, African-Americans
are considered to be “like one of the family,” though not exactly one of the family
(Collins, 2001). So despite the claims that the U.S. is based not on the “bad” ethnic
nationalism, but rather “good” civic nationalism, what becomes clear in this analysis
and in other African-American critiques of American identity is that the US too bases
belonging and membership on ethnic criteria (Collins, 2001, p.10).%° In this case,
however, the ethnic category is an overarching “White” identity, where non-whites
are systematically treated as second-class citizens, and in which European and other
immigrants do their best to “become white,” or to assimilate to the dominant culture,
because it is members of the dominant culture who are the managers of national
space.”! Thus it is “White” Americans who are asked to be tolerant and generous,
to appreciate the diversity that “minority” populations bring to their country. It is
also “White” Americans who pronounce on the desirability or dangers of a lack of
assimilation of newcomers, on the need for assimilation of native minorities into the
mainstream culture, on the levels of immigration and diversity that are acceptable
or excessive.

Given this background, it is no surprise that right-wing forces that openly
advocate for ethnically pure states in the West have come to positions of prominence
throughout the West. Indeed, many of them look to the actions of Serbian nationalists
as inspiration — the shooter in the New Zealand mosque shooting even specifically
citing Radovan Karadzi¢ as an inspiration (Zivanovi¢, 2019; Hajdarpasi¢, 2019).

Inthis sense, the Dayton Agreement, though crafted by centrist liberal politicians
in the West, is based on the same logic as the right-wing nationalist forces that have
seemed to be ascendant in the U.S. and Europe. Though not a coincidence, it shows
how the thinking behind Dayton was a sign that, as Hage notes, many in Western
societies do think of the “space” of their state as belonging to the dominant group.
They are however much more tolerant of others than the White ethno-nationalists.

Transported to the Balkans, while the West condemned “bad” nationalists
who overtly called for and carried out ethnic cleansing, what it promoted in fact
follows a similar logic, though with a different threshold of tolerance for “minority”
populations. While of course, as Hage points out, for “minorities” it is preferable to
live in a state dominated by “good” nationalists rather than “bad,” the problem is
that because they are looking at national space based on the same assumptions, the
proportions of “good” and “bad” can rapidly shift. And indeed that is what we have
been seeing in Western societies over the past several years. Thus the fact that U.S.
and EU diplomats accepted the ethnicization of territory in Bosnia was an indication
that this mode of thinking was not foreign to them, but rather was consistent with how
they viewed political space. The quote at the beginning of this article, though at the
time spoken about the Balkans and Europe, could just as easily have been stated by
White nationalists who seek to ensure that the US and European states become white

2 For an analysis of US identity as being centered on “whiteness,” see Marable, 1993.

2l On how immigrants to the United States become white, see Roediger, 2005 and Ignatiev, 1995. Hage
also has an interesting analysis of the hierarchy within Australian whiteness (Hage, 2000).
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ethno-states. In that sense, we can see the war in Bosnia and the Dayton Agreement

as

22

a precursor to current political trends in the West.
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JIEJTOH U JIECHUYAPCKU HAIIMOHAJIU3AM
HA 3ATIATY

Caorcemax: Unanak ce 0aBU MHUTamkEM 3aIITO Cy 3alafHe CHJIe KOje Cy TBpPAWIE 1a
Cy OIlpelesbeHe 3a MYITHKYITypaju3aM YOOIUYHiIe IOCTKOH(NIMKTHH CHOpa3syM
3a bocuy m XepreroBuHy, KOju je YYBPCTHO STHH3ALHjy TEPUTOpHja, IITO je OHO
[UJb JIOKATHUX €THOHAIMOHAIMCTUYKUX eluTa. KOHKpeTHo, 3aIuTo Cy 3BaHUYHMIH
W3 NpyIITaBa y KOjuMa Cy Kpajie JCCHE CHare, Koje Ce CMarpajy MaprHHAJIHHUM, C
UJICOJIOIIKAM CTaBOBUMa BpJIO CIMYHHMM HAIMOHAJIMCTHYKMM cHarama y bocHwm,
NPUXBaTWIE TO MISAMIITE Kao OCHOBY JlejToHCKOr criopasyma? Pan oaroBapa Ha 0BO
MUTake pa3Marpajyhn HaunH Ha KOjH je n3rpal)eH MOMUTHIKY IPOCTOP Y THOSPATHUM
JIeMOKpaTHjamMa 3amaja M HaunHe Ha Koje BehwHa y THM Jp)kaBaMa 3aMHILIba Taj
HOJINTHYKY TpocTop. Y pamy ce Takohe mpaBu mapajiena uiMelhy HEHTPHUCTHYKHX
3BaHWYHHKA KOjU cy omoOpaBamu [IejTOHCKH cropa3yM H yCIIOHA JCCHUYapCKUX
HATHBUCTHYKHX CHara y lBHXOBUM APYIITBUMA.

Kwyune peuu: Bocna n Xeprierosuna, /IejTOHCKH criopa3yM, €THHYKA CYKOO, paTOBU
y JyrociaBuju, HOCTKOH(INKTHHU CIIOPa3yMH, MYJITHKYITypaln3aM, HallHOHATIN3aM
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this general assumption on a sample of more than 10,000 young people aged from
14 to 29 years from ten countries of Southeast Europe. More specifically, the focus
of our research was to evaluate the effect of young people’s financial status, parental
education and self-rated health onto the level of fear and social distance expressed in
relation to immigrants and refugees. Our hypothesis was that better-off young people
in all three dimensions (money, education, and health) should be less fearful and
more open towards immigrants and refugees in each of the ten countries observed.
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Introduction

Following the influx of immigrants to Europe in recent years, studies of
attitudes towards immigrants and refugees have proliferated and often depict
increases in negative attitudes (Davidov, Seddig, Gorodzeisky, Raijman; Markaki,
Y., and Longhi, S. 2012; Meuleman, Davidov and Billiet 2009; Rustenbach 2010;
Semyonov, Raijman and Gorodzeisky 2006). Many studies show that the Europeans
perceive immigrants as a threat to social order, social cohesion, traditions and
norms (Ceobanu and Escandell 2010; Davidov et al., 2019; Rustenbach 2010)
and as a social, symbolic, economic and criminal danger to both individuals
and society (Heath, Davidov, Ford, Green, Ramos and Schmidt 2019; Martinez
Guilllem 2018).

Within the social sciences, there are several theoretical explanations of
indicators and predictors of public attitudes toward immigrants, yet there is no
unified theory explaining these attitudes. On the individual level, most studies
focus on socio-demographic characteristics, socioeconomic position, and political
attitudes as determinants of attitudes toward immigrants. Commonly, studies suggest
that poor socio-economic position, unemployment and low income influence the
development of negative perception (Coenders and Scheepers 2003; Gorodzeisky
2011, Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007; Krange 2001; Kunovich 2004; Mierina and
Koroleva 2015; O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006; Paas and Halapuu 2012; Roots, Masso
and Ainsaar 2016; Vlase and Preoteasa 2017) due to perception of immigrants as
competitors for resources that are necessary for survival.

Negative attitudes toward immigrants increase when low levels of
socioeconomic status coincide with low levels of education. Individuals with higher
levels of education are more favourable towards immigrants (Herreros and Criado
2009; Krange 2001; Rustenbach 2010), since educational systems tend to promote
acceptance of different cultural values and beliefs (Espenshade and Calhoun 1993;
Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007), thus promoting cultural and social openness. At
the same time, immigrants in the labour market mostly work in low-skilled manual
jobs and are therefore not perceived as a threat to people with higher levels of
education (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007; Krange 2001; Mayda 2005; O’Rourke
and Sinnott 2006). A higher proportion of unskilled immigrants also implies higher
wages for skilled workers (Mayda 2005). Unemployed people, unskilled workers,
and low-skilled natives are therefore more likely to have negative attitudes towards
immigrants because of the fear of losing a job or anger due to unemployment
(Gorodzeisky 2011; Krange 2001; O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006). Furthermore,
Rustenbach (2010) emphasizes that people appear less tolerant toward immigrants
because of the perception that economic competition indeed exists and tied to
frequent media portrayals of impoverished immigrants and refugees moving to
wealthier countries to improve their standard of living. Some authors emphasize
that these perceptions and attitudes depend on the economic state of the country.
Some studies suggest that in poor countries, highly-skilled workers appear more
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anti-immigrant than unskilled workers (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006). Various
studies have shown that regardless of their skill level, people will have higher anti-
immigrant attitudes when they live in regions where there is a high competition
for jobs accompanied by high unemployment rates (Gang, Rivera-Batiz and Yun
2002; Meuleman, Davidov and Billiet 2009; Rustenbach 2010).

The role of education in the development of these attitudes is of particular
importance for young people, since their attendance in school is mandatory. Apart
from offering education and skill development, these programmes often include some
options for international mobility of students, such as Erasmus+. Several researchers
list the experience of mobility as an important factor of influencing attitudes toward
immigrants on an individual level (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006). Such experiences
educate young people about other social environments, exposing them to other social
and cultural influences, and enabling them to form bonds with peers from other
countries, thus promoting openness and tolerance.

Within the family context, there are several important factors that influence the
attitudes of young people toward immigrants. Firstly, attitudes appear to be influenced
by their parents’ origin (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006), and young people with nationally
and ethnically diverse backgrounds appear to be more receptive toward immigrants.
Hence, those who have already lived abroad and were either born abroad, or with
foreign-born parents, are more likely to view diversity as a benefit rather than a cost
(O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006). However, Mierina and Koroleva (2015) discovered
the opposite: young people born outside the country bear more negative attitudes
towards minority groups than those born in the country of residence; in addition, the
ethnic minorities do not demonstrate more empathy towards immigrants than the
majority of young people. Secondly, attitudes toward immigrants and refugees appear
to be influenced by religious background. O’Rourke and Sinnott (2006) discovered
that Western Catholics are less anti-immigrant than other western respondents, but
Catholicism has no effect on attitudes in the East. Thirdly, attitudes toward immigrants
and refugees appear to be influenced by interpersonal trust (Rustenbach 2010) as the
results show that national-level interpersonal trust may be too variable to influence
an individual’s attitudes toward immigrants. In contrast, when interpersonal trust is
higher at a regional level, it is likely to influence individuals to be more trusting of
immigrants. Therefore, interpersonal trust is recognized as a strong predictor of anti-
immigrant attitudes: anti-immigrant attitudes are therefore lower among individuals
who have higher levels of interpersonal trust (societal integration) (Rustenbach 2010).
Fourthly, attitudes toward immigrants and refugees appear to be influenced by cultural
capital and socialization (Krange 2001). According to the power theory, anti-immigrant
attitudes tend to grow along with low cultural capital, and Krange (2001) suggests that
socialization and class culture should be taken into account when researching attitudes
toward immigrants. Finally, attitudes toward immigrants and refugees seem to be
influenced by an individual’s feeling of neighbourhood safety (see Chandler and Tsai
2001). For instance, individuals who experience fear of crime and fear for their safety,
act more protectively and more anti-immigrant.
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Within our analysis, we explore the idea that an increase in levels of individual
socio-economic well- being increases of one’s openness toward immigrants. Well-
being shows a strong linkage to economic development (Inglehart 2000) and high-
income countries show an increase in both happiness and interpersonal trust which,
according to Inglehart, should be understood as a part of the change from survival to
self-expression values:

These values bring increasing emphasis on the civil and political liberties that
constitute democracy, which provides broader latitude for people to pursue
freedom of expression and self-realization. Rising self-expression values transform
modernization into a process of human development, generating a society that is
increasingly people-centred. This reflects a humanistic transformation of modernity.
(Inglehart 2005: 3)

The connection between economic development and tolerance, which is one of
the key components of the survival/self-expression dimension, is particularly strong
(Inglehart 2005). Many studies support this assumption and show that economic
development decreases individual tolerance of inequality (Kelley, Evans, Haller, Jowell
and Smith 2009) while increases tolerance toward other social groups, in particular
homosexuals (Inglehart 2005; Florida, Mellander and Stolarick 2010; Berggren and
Nilsson 2013) and immigrants (Das, DiRienzo and Tiemann 2008). These results should
be understood following the assumption that socioeconomic modernization enables
the development of objective capabilities for humanist culture and thus induces both
cultural transformation on the level of society and behaviour on an individual level.

Socio-economic predictors of attitudes of young people towards immigrants
have been relatively little studied in the region of the Southeast Europe. A few studies
that exist are mostly limited either to a particular state, or national context (Dimitrova,
Buzea, Ljujic and Jordanov 2015) and rarely focus on specific intersection between
young people and attitudes towards immigrants and refugees. Our study attempts to
bring into focus the fear of immigrants as expressed by young people from Slovenia,
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria, Northern Macedonia,
Montenegro, Kosovo, and Albania. Our research is based on a total sample of more
than 10,000 young people, aged from 14 to 29 years. We hypothesize that:

1. (H1) in all 10 countries, the economic situation of young individuals
correlates negatively with fear of immigrants. This hypothesis is based
on research results indicating that individuals with lower economic
backgrounds tend to harbour negative attitudes towards immigrants
(Coenders and Scheepers 2003; Gorodzeisky 2011, Hainmueller and
Hiscox 2010; Krange 2001; Kunovich 2004; Mierina and Koroleva 2015;
and O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006);

2. (H2) in all 10 countries, the educational level of a young individual’s
parents correlates negatively with fear of immigrants. This hypothesis is
based on research results indicating that higher parental education tends
to exert a positive impact on openness towards immigrants (Miklikowska
2017; Margaryan, Paul, Siedler 2018);
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3. (H3)1in all 10 countries, the level of self-rated health of young individuals
correlates negatively with fear of young people towards immigrants. This
hypothesis is based on research results indicating that high levels of self-
rated health and other elements of subjective well-being exert a positive
impact on peace, openness, and tolerance (Diener and Tov 2007);

4. (H4) in all 10 countries, the economic situation of a young individual
correlates negatively with social distance towards immigrants. This
hypothesis is based on research results indicating that an individual’s
economic background correlates with social distance toward immigrants
and other social groups (Pamporov 2009; Goldschmidt and Rydgren
2017);

5. (H5) in all 10 countries, the educational level of a young individual’s
parents correlates negatively with social distance towards immigrants.
This hypothesis is based on the logical assumption that parents with
higher education exhibit more tolerant and inclusive behaviour and, in
consequence, strive to diminish social distance, an assumption that is also
supported by research results (Cavaille and Marshall 2017); and

6. (H6) in all 10 countries, the level of self-rated health of young individuals
correlates negatively with social distance towards immigrants. This
hypothesis is based on research results indicating that high levels of self-
rated health and other elements of subjective well-being exert a positive
impact on peace, openness, and tolerance (Diener and Tov 2007), thus
diminishing social distance.

Method

All analyses in this article were made on survey data gathered within the project
“Youth in Southeast Europe 2018,” which was commissioned by the Friedrich-Ebert-
Stiftung (FES) and conducted in early 2018 in ten countries of Southeast Europe:
Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo, Northern
Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia, and Slovenia.

Sample

In each country, the surveys were carried out on representative randomized
samples of young people aged 14 through 29. Samples were sorted along several key
socio-demographic characteristics, such as age, gender, place of residence, and type
of settlement. The average age of respondents was 21.9 years, ranging from 21.1 in
Albania to 22.6 in Romania. The sample consisted of 50.2% male and 49.8% female
respondents; the number of female respondents ranged from 46.7% in Kosovo to
51.5% in Montenegro. The sample size varied from N = 711 in Montenegro to N =
1,500 in Croatia. The average response rate was 64%, varying from 38% in Kosovo
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to 83% in Northern Macedonia. In Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo, Romania,
and Slovenia, the data were weighted to better fit the target population.

Instrument and data collection

The same core questionnaire with 127 questions, many of them consisting
of several Likert-type items, was administered in each of the ten countries. The
questionnaire was constructed by a team of experts in English and then, using a
forward-backward procedure, translated into local languages. It was designed
particularly broadly in order to shed light on all major issues concerning young
people’s lives in the region.

Measures and Analytical procedures

Our focus was to measure the attitudes and beliefs of young people toward
immigrants by observing the level of fear and the social distance they express to a
variety of fear factors and social groups. When analysing fear, we asked respondents
to what extent they were frightened or concerned in relation to the following things:
being a victim of physical violence, getting robbed by someone, getting seriously
ill, having no job, terrorist attack, war in the region/the world, pollution and climate
change, increasing poverty in society, social injustice, corruption, and too many
immigrants and refugees. Their answers were measured on a scale from 1 to 3, with 1
corresponding to“not at all” and with 3 equivalent to “a lot.” We calculated the extent
of fear towards immigrants and refugees by taking into consideration the mean values
of other fear factors. Thus, we computed a measure that we called “relative fear in
relation to immigrants” by way of dividing the level of fear of immigrants and refugees
by the average level of fear in relation to all other fear factors stated above.

When analysing social distance toward immigrants and other social groups, we
asked respondents how they would feel if one of the following families or persons
moved into their neighbourhood. We included the following groups: a local family
with many children, a homosexual person or a couple, a group of students, a Roma
family, a retired couple, drug addicts, ex-prisoners, a family from Western Europe,
and refugees. Their answers were measured on a 1-5 Likert scale (1 being “very
good” and 5 being “very bad”). The calculation of social distance towards refugees
consists of social distance towards refugees divided by the average social distance
towards all other groups stated above. Hence, we called the resulting variable
“relative social distance towards refugees”.
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Results

We begin by focusing on differences between countries in terms of relative fear
and relative social distance in relation to immigrants.

Graph 1: Mean values of relative fear and social distance toward immigrants and refugees
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Note: Values indicate the ratio between answers in relation to immigrants and the average of
answers in relation to other groups/concerns. For example, the value 1.04 for Bulgaria means
that among young people from Bulgaria, fear of immigrants is 4% stronger in comparison to
all other fears measured in the survey. Similarly, a value of 1.33 means that social distance
towards immigrants is 33% higher in Bulgaria than average social distance in relation to
other groups.

As shown in the graph above, the young people from Bulgaria express the
highest amount of relative fear (M=1.04) and relative social distance (M=1.33)
towards immigrants among the ten countries. This was the only country where the
amount of fear and social distance concerning immigrants exceeded other factors
associated with fear and social distance.

Interestingly, there are minimal differences when comparing the rest of the
countries studied; Serbia, Slovenia, Northern Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Romania, Montenegro, and Kosovo all exhibit similar results. The mean values of
relative fear toward immigrants were between 0.95 and 0.91, indicating that young
people in these countries feel slightly less afraid of or distant from immigrants than
other social groups or events. The more significant decrease is seen in the case of
Croatia (M=0.87) and Albania (M=0.75), where young people reported substantially
lower values of fear of immigrants in comparison with fear in relation to other social
groups or events. Young people from Croatia, however, displayed quite high levels
of relative social distance from refugees. Looking at both measures together, Albania
and Kosovo appear to be the two countries with the lowest relative fear of and social
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distance from immigrants and refugees.

We continue by focusing on the hypotheses formulated in the introduction.
Within our first hypothesis, we assumed that young people from financially more
stable households express less relative fear of immigrants.

Table 1: Correlations between self-rated health, household financial situation, parents’
education, and relative fear of immigrants

Country Household Father's Mother's Self-rated health
Financial Situation  education education

Albania -0.024 0.036 0.063* 0.016
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.011 0.006 0.006 -0.103%*
Bulgaria 0.125%* 0.000 0.047 0.039
Croatia -0.023 -0.021 0.001 -0.079%*
Kosovo -0.017 0.026 0.053 -0.017
Northern Macedonia 0.038 -0.013 0.012 -0.014
Montenegro -0.024 0.040 -0.021 0.048
Romania -0.096%* 0.037 0.030 0.059
Serbia -0.076* -0.002 -0.012 0.018
Slovenia 0.032 -0.021 -0.024 0.057

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).

The results from table 1 show a weak negative correlation between households’
financial situation and fear of immigrants in Romania (r = -0.096, p < 0.01) and
Serbia (1= -0.076. p < 0.05). Thus, if these two countries were the only ones in
our sample, we could confirm our first hypothesis. However, we must reject our
HI, since correlations are not statistically significant in most countries, while in
Bulgaria, better-off young people are even slightly more fearful of immigrants and
refugees (r=0.125, p <0.01).

In our second hypothesis (H2), we assumed that young people with better
educated parents express less fear towards immigrants. Among all countries, the
correlation was statistically significant only in the case of Albania and only for the
mother’s education (r = 0.063, p < 0.05). Furthermore, this correlation was positive,
which directly contradicts our second hypothesis, making it clear that H2 must be
rejected.

Regarding health (H3), we hypothesized that individuals rating their health
higher express less fear of and concern toward immigrants. While this can be
confirmed for Bosnia and Herzegovina (r =-0.103, p <0.01) and Croatia (r =-0.079,
p <0.01), correlations for other countries are not statistically significant. Therefore,
we must reject our third hypothesis.
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Table 2: Correlations between household financial situation, parents’ education, self-rated
health, and relative social distance from refugees.

Country Household Financial Father's Mother's Self-rated health
Situation education education

Albania 0.015 -0.025 -0.043 0.014
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.013 0.062 0.023 -0.037
Bulgaria 0.066 0.073* 0.145%* 0.143%%*
Croatia 0.053* 0.025 0.013 -0.117%*
Kosovo -0.011 -0.053 -0.050 -0.005
Northern Macedonia 0.143%* -0.064 -0.024 0.040
Montenegro -0.003 0.018 0.004 0.032
Romania -0.056 0.010 0.011 0.040
Serbia 0.056 -0.038 -0.056 0.066*
Slovenia -0.039 -0.005 0.042 -0.031

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (I-tailed).

Within our fourth hypothesis (H4), we assumed that financially more stable
households exhibit lower social distance from refugees. Contrary to what was
expected, the results presented in Table 2 show a positive correlation between a
household’s financial situation and social distance in Northern Macedonia (r =
0.143, p < 0.01) and Croatia (r = 0.053, p < 0.05), while no statistically significant
correlation was found in other countries. Consequently, H4 had to be rejected.

The case with our fifth hypothesis is similar. While we hypothesised that the
relative social distance from refugees should be lower among young people with
more educated parents, the opposite is the case in Bulgaria where children of more
educated mothers (r = 0.073, p < 0.05) and fathers (r = 0.145, p < 0.01) exhibit even
higher relative social distance. In other countries, correlations are not statistically
significant, leaving us with no other choice but to reject HS.

Finally, we hypothesised that the relative social distance from refugees should
be lower among young people with better self-rated health. Indeed, this proved to
be the case in Croatia (r =-0.117, p < 0.01). However, the opposite was the case in
Bulgaria (r =0.143, p < 0.01) and Serbia (r = 0.066, p < 0.05), while no statistically
significant correlation was found in other countries. Therefore, even our last
hypothesis had to be rejected.

Discussion
In this study, we set out to explore whether better-off young people across
the countries of Southeast Europe were less fearful of — or reluctant to live with —

immigrants or refugees. Despite the fact that we found a body of literature supporting
this idea, our findings suggest that the answer to this question is a resolute no.
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Our first finding that provided general overview and comparison of young
people’s opinion was that Bulgarian youth conveyed the highest amounts of fear
and social distance toward immigrants among all 10 countries. These findings are
congruent with a paper presented by Ivanova (2018), who reports of existence of a
Bulgarian notorious group called Refugee hunters that represents a physical threat to
immigrants and enjoys public support. According to Ivanova (2018), approximately
70% of Bulgarians perceive immigrants as a national threat, a burden to the economy
and a cultural threat that will spread Islam in Europe. Many Bulgarians believe that
immigrants cannot be integrated, which is largely instigated by hate speech that is
spread through the media. Furthermore, young people are often concerned about
obtaining a job, which is yet another factor that can cause fear and distrust, since
newcomers are perceived as potential competition. On the other hand, it is worth
noting that Albania and Kosovo were countries with the lowest relative fear of and
social distance from immigrants and refugees. These two countries are among the
least economically developed countries in our sample. The fact that the highest levels
of relative fear of and social distance from immigrants appear to be present among
young people from the much more highly developed Bulgaria and Slovenia, can be
taken as a sign that economic welfare might not actually be a defining predictor of
more favourable attitudes towards immigrants on an individual level.

Additionally, our findings indicate that better financial situation of the
household does not make young people less fearful of immigrants and refugees in
eight out of ten countries observed — the two exceptions being Romania and Serbia.
It turned out that in Bulgaria, better-off young people are even slightly more fearful
of immigrants and refugees. This finding, again, resonates well with the results
published by Ivanova (2018), indicating that in comparison to people from other
countries, Bulgarians generally appear less supportive of immigrants, regardless of
their financial status. We assume that once such attitudes become mainstream, they
are also accepted by the young people with higher economic status.

The results also showed the absence of the expected effect of a better financial
situation on lower social distance and fear toward refugees. This effect is absent in
all ten countries. Furthermore, in Bulgaria, better financial situation is associated
with higher levels of relative fear of immigrants and refugees, while in Northern
Macedonia, better-off young people exhibit higher levels of relative social distance
from refugees. In short, none of the ten countries proves that a better financial
situation of young persons’ households would be conducive to more favourable
attitudes towards immigrants and refugees in both dimensions used in our study.

Moreover, our findings suggest that even higher parental education does not
reduce fearfulness of or social distance in relation to immigrants and refugees.
Albanians whose mothers achieved higher education, tend to report even higher
levels of fear, while in Bulgaria, the children of more educated parents exhibit
substantially higher social distance toward refugees.

When it comes to self-rated health, our results show that healthier young people
from BiH and Croatia tend to be less fearful of immigrants and refugees. In Croatia,
healthier young people also reported lower levels of social distance toward refugees.
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However, in all other countries, correlations were either statistically insignificant,
or running in the opposite direction. The latter was found in Bulgaria and Serbia
respectively, where young people who rate their health higher tend to express higher
social distance toward refugees.

All in all, our results show that the correlations between the observed variables
are weak and in most cases statistically insignificant. The main conclusion of our
study is that negative perceptions of immigrants and refugees are quite evenly
spread across different segments of young people in terms of their financial situation,
cultural background and health.

With this in mind, our second conclusion is that there is no universal pattern
across countries or across different indicators; the observed correlations vary
significantly between different societies and different measures. Within this volatility,
Bulgaria comes out as the only country with a relatively stable pattern. This pattern,
however, is the direct opposite to the one that we set out to find. In Bulgaria, better-
off young people tend to be more fearful of immigrants and refugees. It should be
noted that Bulgaria also stands out as the country with the most pronounced fear of
and social distance toward these groups of people. Further studies should therefore
on the one hand focus on the macro-relationship between the frequency of negative
attitudes toward immigrants and refugees, and correlations between these attitudes
and different measures of the socio-economic status of individuals on the other.
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JA JIN CE JOBPOCTOJERhU MJIA/IN MABE TUTAIIE

MUT'PAHATA N U3BETJIMIA? CTYANJA CTABOBA MJTAJINX
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Y JYTOUCTOYHOJ EBPOITN

Caocemax: bpojHe cTynuje moBe3yjy BUILIN HUBO 00pa30Bamka 1 OMIITE OJIarocTame ca
HIDKUM HUBOMMA KceHO(OoOMje U COIMjaliHe TUCTAHIE Y OTHOCY Ha cTpaHie. Mu cMo
TECTHUPAJIH OBY OIIITY NPETIIOCTAaBKY Ha y30pKy ox Buie ox 10 000 miagux y nobu
on 14 no 29 rogmuna u3 necer 3emasba jyroucroune EBpore. Taunuje, poxyc namer
HCTpaKUBama OMO je MpoLemhHUBakhe YTHIAja (PMHAHCH]CKOT cTaTyca MiaJuX, HUBOA
o0pa3oBama POAUTEIhA M CAMOOICH-ECHOT 3/[PAaBCTBEHOI CTama Ha HUBOY CTpaxa U
COIMjaJIHEe TUCTaHIIe Y OHOCY Ha MHUTpaHTe 1 u3bernuie. Hamra xunoresa ouia je ia
nobpocrojehn Mitaan y cBe Tpu AMMeH3Hje (HOBall, 00pa3oBame U 3/1paBJbe) MOKa3yjy
MamH cTpax W Behy OTBOpeHOCT mpema MHUTpaHTHMa M HM30eruiama y CBaKOj Of
JIeceT OCMaTpaHNX 3eMasba. AHAIN3E Cy MOKa3aje Jja HUjeJHa Of IIeCT TeCTHPaHNX
XHUIOTe3a HUje Moria aa Oyme moTrBpleHa. Y3 Bpiio peTke m3y3eTke, moOpoctojehn
MJIaJM HEMajy MO3UTHBHH]jE MEpLENIije MUTpaHara 1 n3oermmma. Y CyIITHHH, HallH
pe3yaTaTH CyrepHIly Ja Cy HeraTHBHE MEepIETIIije MUTpaHaTa i N30ennIa IPHIHIHO
paBHOMepHO pacriopeljeHe y pa3InIuTHM CerMeHTHMa MOMyJIalyje MIauxX, Y IOTIemsy
BUXOBE (PMHAHCHjCKE CHUTyalHje, KyJATypHOT MOpeKIa W HBUXOBOT 31paBiba. JennHu
JeTMMUYHU U3y3eTak je byrapcka, e cy Kopenanuje YIIaBHOM CYIPOTHE HalliM
OYeKrBambnuMa; 00Jba (PMHAHCHjCKA CUTYyaldja U 00JbE COMOOIEH-CHO 3PaBCTBEHO
CTare ITOBE3aHO je ca HeTaTHBHHjUM IIepIeTIijaMa MUTpaHaTa 1 H30enuna.

Kmwyune peuu: murpantu, nzoemmie, Miiaau, jyroucrouna EBporma, crpax, conujanta
JIFCTaHIA
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ABOUT HISTORICAL REASONS FOR CONTEMPORARY
SLOVENE DISSATISFACTION WITH SLOVENE
POSTSOCIALIST REPRESENTATIVE DEMOCRACY

Abstract: The text presents an analysis of historical reasons for contemporary Slovene
dissatisfaction with Slovene postsocialist representative democracy. The core reason for
this dissatisfaction lies in the fact that Western democracy differs in many characteristics
from native Slovene democracy, which was an important part of Slovene social
organization from the 6% century to the end of socialism. The analysis will present
Slovene native democracy and its most important characteristics and compare these with
the characteristics of imported Western democracy. The analysis proves that imported
Western democracy transgresses the most important practices and characteristics of
Slovene political heritage which are from a native Slovene perspective, connected, even
equated with democracy. This produces several problems, including dissatisfaction with
Slovene postsocialist democracy. In the text historical analysis and data collected through
field work in Slovene postsocialist society will be combined.

Key words: democracy, direct democracy, Western democracy, postsocialism,
Slovenia.

Introduction: About Slovene dissatisfaction with
postsocialist democracy

After more than 25 years of Slovene postsocialism, one of the key characteristic
of Slovene postsocialist society is the fact, that Slovenes are not satisfied with their
experience of post-socialism. Slovene citizens are not satisfied with Slovene postsocialism
in general, and with Slovene postsocialist representative democracy in particular. The
public opinion research reported that 3/4 of Slovenes are not satisfied with post-socialist
Slovenia (Caharijas 2016: 1) and the Slovene national study Politharometer reported
that 87 percent of Slovenes are not satisfied with the functioning of Slovene democracy
(Center za proucevanje javnega mnenja 2013, 2014). In the last decade, Slovene
dissatisfaction with democracy increased by more than 20 percent in just three years— in
2010 this dissatisfaction was at around 60 percent, and in 2013/2014 increased on 87
percent (Center za proucevanje javnega mnenja2013; 2014).

! vesna.godina@um.si
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This dissatisfaction can be understood and explained in multiple ways. However,
it is important to notice that in the year 2016 official Slovene politics celebrate 25 years
of an independent, post-socialist Slovene state. This celebration was accompanied by
several falsifications of Slovene history and by uncritical glorification of Slovene post-
socialism, under which the lives of the majority of Slovenes changed in one or more
aspects for the worse. Thousands of people lost their jobs and became unemployed for
the first time in their lives; thousands experienced poverty, the inability to buy food and
other basic goods for their families and children; they experienced social death. Those
who remained employed, lived in permanent anxiety about losing their jobs. They were
also excluded from decision making processes in the firms where they worked — contrary
to self-management, which was the normal organisation in firms during socialism.

Opinions, collected through my field work?, are in accordance with these
results. An unemployed worker commented: “There is no democracy in this state”
(Field material, unemployed worker, November 2009). A retired female worker
agrees: “This parliament supposed to be a democracy? This is a waste of money, not
a democracy” (Field material, retired clerk, July 2010). Or: “Maybe somewhere this
democracy functions...Perhaps in the West. But here this is not a democracy” (Field
material, retired male worker, September 2010).

Slovene dissatisfaction with post-socialism and Western democracy® is the
result of a complex interplay among several factors. One of these is nostalgia for
socialism.* Another is the social construction of mistrust (see Giordano & Kostova
2007), which occurs when ““a state repeatedly fails to perform its fundamental duties,
particularly the responsibility of creating the conditions to guarantee a ‘pacified
space’, in which they /citizens — VV G/ can trust each other through the ‘rule of law’”
(2007: 75). Such a failure is common in Slovene post-socialism.’

2 [ have been collecting data about Slovene post-socialism since 2005 with participant observation (see
Burges 1990: 78-101), semi-structured interviews and interviews as conversations (1990: 101-123) and
analysis of documents and texts. Qualitative research has been done in accordance with standards for
participant observation in social and cultural anthropology (see Burgess 1990).

* In the text, the term "Western democracy' is used as it is used in the native Slovene understanding of democracy,
namely as a synonym for the Western type of multi-party parliamentary democracy. Most Slovenes and Slovene
politicians use the term "Western democracy' as if there existed only one type of Western democracy. In this
understanding, differences between several-variants of democracy in different Western states are ignored.

* As anthropologists of postsocialism have established, nostalgia for socialism is in fact nostalgia “for
an age when they (people — VVG) had fewer and less secure rights in a legal sense, yet their needs were
more adequately fulfilled than is the case a decade later” (Hann 2007: 11). Hann and Hart stress that this
nostalgia does not mean that people would prefer to live in the old version of socialism if they could, but
that it should be understood as a form of resistance: in their opinion, nostalgia reflects resistance to the
dominance of new elites and Western products and resistance to neoliberal capitalism (Hann & Hart:
132-133). This resistance expresses itself in various everyday practices (Berdahl 1997; 1999; Velikonja
2008). This nostalgia has been documented also for Slovenia and other post-Yugoslavia states; in this
region it takes the form of Titostalgia (Velikonja 2008), i.e. nostalgia for Josip Broz Tito, the President
of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, who symbolises life in socialist Yugoslavia (see Adri¢,
Arsenijevi¢ & Mati¢ 2000) and of Yugostalgia (nostalgia for former socialist Yugoslavia).

® Social production of mistrust has become a regular practice in most postsocialist countries. Giordano
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However, I will analyse dissatisfaction with Western democracy in post-socialist
Slovenia as a result of the fact that, in Slovene post-socialism, local history and local
culture have been ignored. This mistake, regularly made in post-socialist societies, has
been extensively analysed by anthropologists of post-socialism (see Abrahams 1996;
Berdahl 1997, 1999; Bridger & Pine 1998; Giordano & Kostova 2007; Godina 2016;
Humphrey 1998, 2002, 2007; Lampland 2007; Hann 2007; Kalb 2007; Kaneff 1996,
2002; Kideckel 1999, 2007, 2008; Pine 2007; Verdery 1993, 1996, 1999, 2007). These
scholars prove that ignorance of local history and culture always produces complex
problems, because it ignores several aspects of social reality. One is ignorance of
the fact that “institutions are peopled by local actors” (Lamplaned 2007: 32), which
means that in post-socialist societies, answers to the question of “how specific cultural
understandings shape people’s behaviour” (Hann 2007: 8) are ignored. Also ignored is
the influence of local history on contemporary behaviour of local actors: “The tendency
to dismiss the consequences of local socialist history is problematic ... Socialism was
not simply a package of bad economic policies, but a complex social and cultural
world in which people lived and worked” (Lampland 2007: 32).

In their analysis of postsocialism, anthropologists of post-socialism develop
“a retrospective cultural area argument” (Kalb 2007: 322), which stresses that
post-socialist “transformation outcomes cannot be directly explained by transition
programmes but have unintended outcomes shaped by prior (socialist) conditions,
expectations and division of assets” (2007: 322). Anthropologists of postsocialism
“argue for the path-dependence of all transformation outcomes...Dynamic path-
dependence helps to explain how and why memories, knowledge and networks from
the past are reconfigured in the present to serve as tools for survival or advantage in
situated social practices under new conditions” (2007: 322, 323).

In my analysis I will use this dynamic path-dependency logic to explain how
and why memories, knowledge and networks from the Slovene past are present in
Slovene post-socialism and why these cannot serve as an advantage under new, post-
socialist conditions, but instead generate dissatisfaction with Slovene post-socialist
democracy. Slovene dissatisfaction with post-socialist democracy is, in my opinion,
a specific example of the principle, described by Kiedeckel (2007: 115); in his
opinion “the region’s problematic is not too slow a movement to capitalism...but too
fast; not too little capitalism, but too much”.

The most important historical data about native
Slovene democracy

According to historians (see Blaznik, Grafenauer & Vilfan 1970; Blaznik,
Grafenauer & Vilfan 1980; Macek 2007; Vilfan 1944; 1961), over the course of their

and Kostova stressed (2007: 75) that the social production of mistrust is a system of representations
and rational strategies, which “is based on specific practices that necessarily stem from past negative
experiences, which are reactivated in the present through the group’s collective memory”.
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history, Slovenes have developed their own typical form of native direct democracy.
They also stress that native Slovene democracy was not an invention of our Slovenes,
but was one of the key features of Old-Slavic social organisation before the time
of settlement by Slavs on today’s Slovene territory (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961:
27-28; 63). This social organization had already been described by two Byzantine
writers in the 6" and 7" century. Vilfan (1961: 24) notes “Prokopios...talks about
the democratic way of life among Slavs...who don’t have one man for a king, but
perform all public affairs collectively”.

The social form in which public affairs were performed collectively in Old-
Slavic society was veca, a special form of meeting or assembly “where members
or representatives of broader or narrower community, originally based on decent or
tribe community, met together. Democracy on one side, and anarchy and quarrelling
on the other side — a situation that was reported by Byzantine writers — this was
veca of different communities or their chiefs, from a Byzantine perspective. At veca
they accepted conclusions about common matters and probably also decided about
conflicts” (1961: 27-28).

Historians claim that the Slavs who moved to contemporary Slovene territory
in the 6th century brought this type of Old-Slavic social organization with them
(1961: 27-28; Macek 2007: 43). Old-Slovene society — i.e. the society in which
Slovenes lived between the 6th and 9th centuries — functioned in accordance with
elements of Old-Slavic social organization.®

In Old-Slovene society veca remained a meeting or an assembly at which
decisions important for the whole community were accepted (Macek 2007: 43;
Vilfan 1961: 63).” Veca also remained the most important institution in the decision-
making process and also the most important form of realization of the authority and
power of the Old-Slovene leader, knez.?

Knez realized his authority and power through meetings of veca. Knez formally
headed the meetings of veca (Macek 2007: 44; Vilfan 1961: 63) and participated in
the decision-making process, in which he could exert influence through his authority;
however, he was not able to accept decisions by himself. He was not superior to
veca, but subordinate to it. This means that in Old-Slovene society knez was not a
political leader of a political unit (Macek 2007: 44). The only exception was knez in
Carantania, who was a political leader of a political unit — Carantania state (Vilfan
1961: 57; Macek 2007: 44).° However, untill the 8th Century, knez in Carantania

¢ The most important historical source for Old-Slovene society is the document Conversio, which dates
to 871 (Vilfan 1961: 57).

7 Vilfan (1961: 66) treats veca as one of the most important survivals of Old-Slavic society in Old-
Slovene society.

8 Old-Slovene knez was a type of native Old-Slovene leader, who led and governed a territorial unit of
Old-Slovene society, called a knezevina (Viltan 1961: 57; Macek 2007: 37). This unity was organized
on territorial principles, not by descent (Macek 2007: 37; Vilfan 1961: 26, 27, 56). This characteristic
distinguished the Old-Slovene knez from the Old-Slavic knez. Despite this difference, historians treat knez
as one of the most important survivals of Old-Slavic society in Old-Slovene society (Vilfan 1961: 66).

° The state of Carantania was the only example of a political state in Old-Slovene social organization.
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was elected by representatives of the people of Carantania (Macek 2007: 37-39;
Vilfan 1961: 57-59; 1980: 291, 321). Later, when the position of Carantania’s knez
became hereditary, knez had to be confirmed by representatives of the people. The
ritual of electing and/or confirming knez by representatives of the people, called
ustolicevanje'’, was practiced till 1414 (Macek 2007: 37-39; Vilfan 1961: 57-59;
1980: 291, 321). Ustolicevanje represents not only one of the most stable survivals
of Old-Slovene society in Slovene feudalism, but also one of the most striking
examples of the indigenization of feudalism in Slovene feudal society."!

In Old-Slovene society, various forms of veca were practiced (Macek 2007:
43; Vilfan 1961: 63). The first type of veca was an electoral veca, i.e. the veca which
elected knez (ibid.). The second type of veca was a svobodinska veca, i.e. the veca
of free members of Old-Slovene society (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961: 63)'2. This
veca was “an assembly of all svobodins, who lived zupa”'" (Vilfan 1961: 63). This
was the most frequent type of veca in Old-Slovene society. This type of veca met for
a territory of one Zupa (known as a Zupska veca, i.e. Zupa s veca), or for a group of
vecas (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961: 63). For the territory of a whole knezevina, a
koseska veca (veca of kosezis) was usual (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961: 63)."

Historians agree that in Old-Slovene society different types of the veca had
different types of power: the veca of svobodins and the veca of one Zupa defined
obligatory rules which regulated social life in Zupa (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961:
63), which means that this type of veca had special types of public administration

It was located on the northern part of contemporary Slovene territory and on the southeast part of
contemporary Austria. Carantania existed from the 7th Century to 820.

1 For more about ustolicevanje, see Macek 2007: 38; and Vilfan 1961: 57, 58, 66.
" For more about the process of indigenization compare Sahlins 1994.

12 Svobodins were free farmers (the word svobodin comes from the Slovene word svoboda, which
means freedom). In Old-Slovene society, svobodins represented the majority of members of the society
(Vilfan 1980c: 293). Old-Slovene society did not practice classical slavery. Slaves lived together with
their masters within families as family members (1980b: 293). This type of slavery, called patriarchic
slavery (1980b: 292), already existed in Old-Slavic society (Macek 2007: 20; Vilfan 1961: 30).

13 A Zupa was the basic territorial and social unit of Old-Slovene society (Macek 2007: 35; Vilfan 1961:
30; 53;61). Zupa already existed in Old-Slavic society, but not as a territorial unit, but as a descent unit
(Grafenauer 1970: 248; Macek 2007: 22; Vilfan 1961: 52, 59; Vilfan 1980a: 30).

" A koseska veca was a special type of veca, whose members were kosezi. Kosezi were a special social
group in Old-Slavic society, with a special position and duties (Macek 2007: 36, 43; Vilfan 1944: 239;
Vilfan 1961: 55-56, 60, 109, 135; 1980a: 59; 1980b: 96; 1980c: 289, 291, 292, 299, 321). They were
free farmers with military obligations to the knez (Vilfan 1961: 55; 1980c: 289). A kosez was “partially
a farmer, partially and first of all a soldier” (1980c: 299). This last obligation marked them as different
from svobodins. They had a special social position and some public functions; they were attendants
of the knez (1961: 64); in Carantania they elected the knez; they had their own separate courts etc.
(1961: 55; Vilfan 1980a: 59; 1980c: 291; Macek 2007: 36, 39). They lived separate from the other
inhabitants of Old-Slovene society in their own Zupas, called koseske Zupe (2007: 36, 43; Vilfan 1961:
55-56; 1980c: 320). Their communities represent a special form of agrarian autonomy (Vilfan 1980a:
59). Kosezis veca was the only known element of representative democracy in Old-Slovene social
orgaization.
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duties, power and authority (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961: 63). The vecas of
broader teritories (i.e. the veca for more Zupas and kosezi s veca) accepted obligatory
decisions for a wider region of several Zupas or for a whole knezevina. These vecas
had special types of legislative duties, power and authority (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan
1961: 63). Historians agree that vecas also exercised court authority in Old-Slovene
society (Macek 2007: 43; Vilfan 1961: 63). All vecas always met in the open (Macek
2007: 43; Vilfan 1961: 63).

As the longest period of Slovene history (from 820 to 1848)%, feudalism
introduced a special type of Slovene feudal social organization. One characteristic of
that organization was the indigenization of Western feudalism in Slovenia. German
feudalism was adopted and adapted in accordance with Old-Slovene society and its
characteristics (Vilfan 1961: 66). The introduction of feudalism on the territory of
today’s Slovenia was a complex proces of social change'®, in which many characteristics
of Old-Slovene society survived and continued to exist and function in Slovene feudal
society. This was why many characteristic of Old-Slovene society persisted in Slovene
feudal society. One of these was veca. As a special form of native Slovene direct
democracy veca remainded a part of Slovene society under feudalism.

However, veca in Slovene feudalism changed some of its charactetristics. For
example, members of veca were no longer free farmers, svobodins, but members of
distinctive social gropus. Veca in Slovene feudalism was “an assembly of individuals
who formed not only a distinctive territorial, but also state, professional or any
other community with special interests. When a new community arose...a new
type of veca was also formed”(Vilfan 1961: 87-88). This means that under Slovene
feudalism, vecas were connected with a new feudal social stratification; different
types of the vecas were a manifestation of that stratification and an institutional form
of it. This is why veca was not repudiated by Slovene feudalism (Vilfan 1961: 87-
88). Even more, Slovene feudalism needed veca as a form of social control of people
and different social groups (1961: 87-88). This was also why vecas were introduced
in towns (Macek 2007: 43-44; Vilfan 1961: 63).

Another important reason why veca remained a part of Slovene feudal society
was that veca was such an important social practice for Slovenes that the new feudal
state had to accept it in order to avoid socal conflict (1961: 88). And it was accepted.
Vecas, with many of their typical practices remained an important part of Slovene
feudal society till the end of feudalism, i.e. till 1848.

In Slovene feudalism, vecas remained “organs of autonomy and self-
government”(1961: 87). As organs of autonomy, vecas adopted rules for the concrete

Y In the year 820, Carantania, the only Old-Slovene state lost its independence (Macek 2007: 31;
Vilfan 1961: 50); in 1848 the liberation of peasant holdings from feudal obligations represented the end
of feudalism in Slovenia (2007: 262-263).

!¢ This is also why the introduction of feudalism on today's Slovene territory was a slow process (Macek
2007: 56; Vilfan 1961: 96-97). It took approximately 250 years for the small Slovene territory to accept
Western feudalism (Macek 2007: 56); feudalism was introduced across Slovene territory only in the
11th Century and became a dominant and stable social organization between the 13th and the 14th
Century (2007: 99).
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social community (1961;87); as organs of self-government, they were in charge of
implementing these rules (1961: 87). Vecas continued to perform “administrative,
legislative and juridical activities” (1961: 87), characteristic of their activities in Old-
Slovene society. What is more, in Slovene feudalism these vecas always met in the open
(1961: 63; Macek 2007: 43), not only in villages, but also in towns (Macek 2007: 43-44;
Vilfan 1961: 63). Only decisions accepted by veca which had met in the open, were
understood as binding (Macek 2007: 44; Vilfan 1961: 63). The only modification of this
rule was the later principle that veca could meet in an open arbour (Macek 2007: 44;
Vilfan 1961: 63).

The majority of members of Slovene feudal society practiced veca in villages
as feudal serfs, #lacani. That is why village vecas were the most important form of
Slovene native direct democracy, in addition to Slovene feudal autonomy and self-
government. A feudal Slovene village practiced its self-government in the form of
veca, which met formally at least once a year, which is evident in the special tribute,
called vecnina, which was paid to landlords on the occasion of the formal veca's
meeting (Macek 2007: 168).

However, formal meetings of veca were not the only form of direct democracy
practiced in Slovene feudal villages. Tlacani had to practice autonomy and self-
government in a more regular and permanent fashion. What made that necessary was
the special organization of land under Slovene feudalism.

Under Slovene feudalism, the land of feudal serfs was organized into Slavic
hubas.”” In accordance with the strong egalitarianism characteristic of Old-Slovene
society’®, Slovene hubas were organised by markedly egalitarian principles: each serf
got not only the same sized /uba, but also an identically composed huba (Blaznik 1970:
191; Grafenauer 1970: 240; Macek 2007: 85; Vilfan 1961: 228-229)." This means that
the huba of a particular serf was composed from the same proportion of forest, pasture,

'7 Huba is an old name for a serf’s farm. In feudalism a huba was a property large enough to feed one
serf’s family. Its size depended on the percentage of land suitable for cultivation in the area, and usually
ranged between 15 and 20 hectares. It also represented a unit of taxation (Macek 2007: 297-298). For
Slovenes, the Slavic huba was characteristic. Its size was, according to historians, around 12 hectares
(see Blaznik, Grafenauer, Vilfan 1970).

18 Old-Slovene society was an egalitarian type of society, with very small differences between members.
The basic reason for such egalitarianism lay in the fact that Old-Slovene society did not recognize private
ownership of the land. Land was under the collective ownership of the Zupa, in which famlies cultivated
as much land as necessary for their survival (Macek 2007: 34, 64; Vilfan 1961: 53). Historians locate
the beginnings of private ownership of the land in the 10th century, i.e. in the process of feudalization
of Slovene territory (Macek 2007: 34). Prolongation of the egalitarianism of Old-Slovene society into
feudal society was one of the most important form of indigenization of Western feudalism in Slovene
feudalism. Prolongation of the egalitarianism of Old-Slovene society into feudal society was one of the
most important form of indigenization of Western feudalism in Slovene feudalism.

¥ The only exceptions to this priciple were the leaders of Zupas, called Zupani, who received double
huba, free of taxes (Macek 2007: 63). This type of huba in Slovene social organization was recognized
as an “extreme privilege” (2007: 63). Double hubas were given to Zupans by landlords as a recompense
for their help in the process of feudalization, i.e. for their help in the reorganization of Old-Slovene
zupas into feudal huba villages (2007: 63-64). Strong egalitarianism was one of those features by which
Slovene feudalism can be distinguished from those known in other parts of Europe.
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fields and other types of land as the hubas of other serfs. Since the Slovene region is
very diverse, this meant that the parcels of land held by each vassal were fragmented by
location because they lay in different parts of the village community or seigneury.** On
the same location, the land of several serfs was organized in accordance with the type
of land; all fields together, all forest together, all pasture together etc. (Macek 2007: 86).
There were no fences or paths between parcels belonging to individual serfs (2007: 86),
which meant that an individual could not approach his bit of property without stepping
on the land and crop of somebody else (2007: 86; Grafenauer 1970: 248). Therefore, the
members of a village community had to agree on when they would — simultaneously -
perform the same work on the land (1970: 248). This was the only method that allowed
cultivation of one’s land without destroying the crops of others. To achieve this type of
agreement, direct democracy was practiced in the village community.

It was thus cultivation of the land which was the “bases of village economic
management... The body responsible for this management was an assembly of all
farms owners in a village, leaded by zupan of the village” (1970: 248; also Vilfan
1980a: 10, 36). This management included village autonomy and village self-
government, which were first of all economic; both were used to organize cultivation
of the land in the village community. This type of self-government represents “the
most important type of self-government of Slovene farmers in history” (Vilfan 1944:
222). That was true also for the 18th century (1980: 50).

Democracy in village communities was also used by landlords: when they
wanted to arrange afairs, landlords organized assemblies at the higher levels of
social organization, for example in offices (1980: 50).

This village autonomy and self-government survived the end of feudalism
after 1848 (Vilfan 1980a: 53). It continued to function at the village level in various
forms of village autonomy and self-government, and continued to be the key feature
of Slovene social organisation even during self-management under socialism.
Socialism, therefore, did not invent direct democracy but merely proceeded on the
essential elements of the Slovene socio-cultural path, established through a 1400-
year history of direct democracy.

In socialist Yugoslavia direct democracy represented a formal political system,
called the “system of socialist self-management” (Kardelj 1977). It was introduced
in socialist Yugoslavia in 1953 (Pordevi¢ 1966: 233). The creator of socialist self-
management was the Slovene, Edvard Kardelj.?! He transferred traditional Slovene
village social organisation into the formal political system of socialist Yugoslavia.

The basic idea of Yugoslav self-management was to guarantee all individuals
the chance to decide about all aspects of their lives. As Kardelj (1977:112) stressed,

2 Hence the fragmented land tenure, which is till today a key feature of Slovene agriculture (Macek
2007: 287).

2! Edvard Kardelj (1910-1979) was one of the closest collaboraters of Josip Broz Tito and the most
important author of Yougoslav socialist ideology (Pirjevec 2011: 373- 469). He discussed all most
important characteristics and problems of Yugoslav socialism (see Kardelj 1955, 1957), he wrote all
four Yugoslav contitutions and he elaborated all basic principles of Yugoslav socialist self-management
(see Kardelj 1977, 1980).
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the essence of Yugoslav self-management was “decision making about personal,
common and general social interests”.

Self-management as a process of socialist democracy was practiced in all forms
and levels of individual and social life. The most important sites for practicing self-
management were factories and other organizations where people worked, and local
communities where people lived. On those basic levels, all workers and inhabitants
participated in the decision-making process in a form of direct democracy (see
Kardelj 1977, 1980). On those levels there was no representative democracy, and
each individual had the same power (one vote) when participating in decision-making
processes. This type of participation in decision-making processes was understood
in socialist self-management not only as “unalienable and untouchable right of all
working people and members of the community” (Kardelj 1977: 112), but also as a
basic social obligation of every inhabitant of socialist Yugoslavia (1977: 112).

At the higher level of social organization, self-management was organized
with elements of representative democracy (1977: 145-175; DPordevi¢ 1966: 153-
154). A representative of people from factories and local communities (called baza,
i.e. bases) at the higher levels of decision making process was a delegat (i.e., a
delegate). Delegates were organized into groups of delegates, called delegacija. The
political system of decision making, based on delegates and delegations, was called
delegatski sistem (i.e., delegate system). The delegate system was understood as
“a form of self-management and democratic social integration, which was able to
express contemporary interests and needs of man, diverse group interests and society
as a whole” (Kardelj 1977: 146). It was understood as a form of representative
democracy (Pordevi¢ 1966: 153).

A delegate was elected by baza, responsible to his or her baza, and the people
who elected him/her were able to end his/her representative position if the delegate,
in their opinion, had not successfully represented their interests. Kardelj (1977: 153)
wrote, “delegacija must be connected with its elective bases...it must inform its bases
regularly about delegation activities and problems...A delegation is responsible to
its elective bases and its self-management community for its work, and through this
always exchangeable”. Thus, delegates and the delegate system were supposed to be
subordinate to the baza, i.e. to the workers and inhabitants of socialist Yugoslavia.?

2 However, it would be wrong to clonclude from description above that socialist Yugoslavia was a
kind of democratic E/ Dorado. There were several reasons for that fact: first, socialist Yugoslavia had
one-party political system in which the Communist Party of Yugoslavia had a ruling position; second,
Party in many aspects practiced ideological control; third, in socialist Yugoslavia a political elite was
established, which was largely untouchable; fourth, in practical realization of self-management several
practices that were not in accordance with basic principles of Yugoslav self-management became part
of everyday life in socialist Yugoslavia; and fifth, self-management was ineffecitve in many situations.
In socialist Yugoslavia, leftist student movements and educated individuals criticized Yugoslavia for
such elements, by protesting during '68 and demanding more leftist democracy in Yugoslav society.
Despite all problems, Flere and Klanjsek (2019:101) described Yugoslav self-management as “Yugoslav
innovation that loosened the regime”. For more about socialist Yugoslavia and its self-management
compare: Allcock, Horton & Milivojevic 1992; Banac 1984; Bilanzi¢ 1985; Bowman 1993; Burg 1983;
Cohen 1995; Dedijer, Bozi¢, Cirkovi¢ & Ekmegi¢ 1972; Flere & Klanjsek 2014, 2017, 2019a, 2019b;
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Self-management was practiced as the formal political system of socialist
Yugoslavia until the collapse of the state in 1991. Its different forms and practices of
direct democracy ended with the disintegration of socialist Yugoslavia and with the
establishment of an independent Slovene state in 1991. The post-socialist Slovene
state dismissed self-management as a non-functional ‘survival of socialism’. The
Western type of representative democracy was introduced as a formal political
system. Democracy has been redefined and reorganized from direct democracy
to representative democracy. Representative democracy has been equted with
‘Democracy’ itself. Direct democracy was positioned as non-democracy.

Parts of Slovene post-socialist society accepted this redefinition. However,
many of Slovenes never did.

The Primary Characteristics of Native Slovene Democracy

As mentioned, Slovene native democracy had a set of distinctive characteristics
which defined it over a long historical period from the 6™ century to the end of
socialism in 1991.

The first characteristic is that native Slovene democracy was direct democracy.
In rare situations some elements of representative democracy were part of native
Slovene democracy (kosezi’s veca in Old-Slovene society, the delegate system in
socialist self-management), but the majority of decisions were not accepted in that
way. The essence of self-management was direct democracy: “In self-management it
was the people who decided about all aspects of their life” (Field material, professor,
March 2011). And: “Self-management was about direct decisions, accepted by

Godina 1998; Heuvel & Siccama 1992; Jovi¢ 2003; Kardelj 1955, 1957, 1977, 1980; Lampe 1996;
Meier 1999; Pirjevec 2011; Ramet 1992, 2006; gtaubringer 1980; Ustava SFRJ 1976; Zupanov 1977.
Data collected through observation with participation prove that inhabitanits of contemporary post-
socialist Slovenia still remember several deficiencies of self-management, but they generally stressed
the positive aspects of self-management as more important (Godina 2016). This attitude toward self-
management is in accordance with Pine's (2007: 111) conclusions about social memory: “Social memory
is selective and contextual. When people evoked the 'good' socialist past, they were not denying the
corruption, the shortages, the queues and the endless intrusions in infringements by the state; rather,
they were choosing to emphasize other aspects: economic security, full employment, universal healtcare
and education”. This practice can be understood as a special kind of nostalgia for socialism, which — as
with all practices that form part of this nostalgia — raise several questions about how one understands
socialism in a given ex-socialist country.

Moreover, in professional discussions, the question how to understand Yugoslav political system still
remains open. In several texts, Flere and Klanjsek (2014, 2017:57-67, 2019a:97-125, 2019b:91-115)
prove that socialist Yugoslavia did not fulfil elements for totalitarian system: “from the middle of the
60s, millions of copies of religious newspapers were published and economic enterprises operated
beyond the state command economy. In addition, the republics were largely autonomous players and
catered for their own interests. Although Tito’s cult was promoted, his power was limited by the federal
nature of the state. Neither any other

elements of totalitarianism could be found”(2014:237). They suggest that the “Yugoslav political
system could be nominated an authoritarian consociation, as of the middle 1960s on, given the absence
of a better fitting designation” (2019b: 109).
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workers. In our factory workers made all the important decisions” (Field material,
unemployed textile worker, April 2009).

Direct democracy allowed members of the actual social community to
participate in decision making process about all problems of their everyday lives.
This participation was expected, and, as already described, in many situations also
necessary (for example in Auba village). Under self-management, this obligation was
asserted by the Yugoslav constitution (see Ustava SFRJ 1974). Not to participate in
this process was understood as negative behaviour or even as anti-social behaviour:
“Only those who were not interested in the factory and the interests of the factory
failed to participate in self-management. But they were the minority. And we treated
them as weird. The majority participated. We wanted to have control over things”
(Field material, unemployed worker, June 2010).

The fact that Slovene native democracy was direct democracy is connected to
the second crucial characteristic of Slovene native democracy: native Slovene direct
democracy included every member of the group in the processes of decision-making,
regardless of their wealth or gender. This characteristic substantially separated Slovene
native democracy from the ancient Greek version, in which gender and wealth were
presuppositions for participation in democratic decision-making processes. If Greek
democracy in the polis was exclusive, Slovene native democracy was inclusive. This
characteristic was the bases for the previously mentioned principle that veca always
met in the open. This allowed everyone to participate in the decision-making process
(Macek 2007: 43-44; Vilfan 1961: 63). An enclosed space might have prevented this.
In Slovene feudal society, closed veca could not make valid decisions (Macek 2007:
43-44; Vilfan 1961: 63). Later, such vecas were proclaimed illegal (Macek 2007:
43-44; Vilfan 1961: 63).

During socialist self-management, meetings of workers were organized in
the biggest factory hall or other appropriate part of factory; to prevent someone
from participating in the decision making process was understood as manipulation.
“Sometimes the director and his team didn’t want us workers to accept certain
decisions, for example about extraprofit, what to do with it, to buy new machines
or to use it for our salaries ... They didn’t want to organize workers’ meetings. That
was a clear manipulation. If anyone tried to prevent us workers from participating in
the decision-making process, we understood that as manipulation and as a misuse of
power” (Field material, an unemployed worker, November 1999).

The third crucial characteristic of Slovene native democracy is that this
democracy was first of all economic democracy, i.e. a democracy through which the
economic problems of members of a given social group were solved. This dimension
of Slovene native democracy became dominant especially in village democracy,
because “assemblies of villagers of one village...were limited to the economic
affairs of the village” (Vilfan 1980a: 40). Village democracy was not concerned with
political questions.

Also self-management was primarily economic democracy (see Kardelj 1977,
1980), which practiced the decision-making process especially when work was in
question. Although self-management was also practiced in local communities where
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people resided, self-management in production in factories, was understood as the
core aspect of self-management (see Kardelj 1977, 1980; Ustava SFRJ 1974).

The fourth key feature of the Slovene native democracy has been its focus on
survival. Organization of economic production in village communities and later in
socialist factories had a clear aim: to organize economic production in such a way,
to facilitate survival of the members of community. This aim connects the Slovene
economic democracy directly to the domestic mode of production, which in Sahlins’
(1972) opinion, is the characteristic mode of production for agrarian societies.

And Slovene society was during the most part of its history an agrarian society
(Macek 2007). The common goal of all members of the homestead, organized
around Auba, was to ensure the survival of all members of the household by pooling
each member’s work and products. Homesteads operated on the principle that each
member contributed according to his or her ability and received according to his or
her needs (Sahlis 1972: 124). This principle was valid for those who worked at the
homestead as well as for those who were unable to work; otherwise, children, old
people and the sick members of a household would not have survived.

Moreover, in socialist self-management, the survival of all workers and all
members of Yugoslav society was the basic aim of economic organization. The
economy should guarantee work, salaries, residence and pensions for all Yugoslavs,
for those who were able to work and for those who were unable to work or didn’t
work. The Yugoslav socialist economy was organized in accordance with the social
principle of the survival of all members of the socialist community, not in accordance
with profit. This aspect of the Yugoslav socialist economy was strongly criticized,
especially by economists. A common criticism was that the Yugoslav socialist
economy was not economically rational. That was true: the aim of the Yugoslav
socialist economy was not economic rationality, but social rationality, not profit, but
the surviving of all members of the Yugoslav socialist community. The survival of all
members of the community was the ultimate aim of all activities in Yugoslav society,
at all levels of social and economic organization, from the state to each individual
factory.

In factories this aim was realized through the institutions of guaranteed work
and salaries. A job was almost impossible to lose. Moreover, a minimum salary was
guaranteed to all, independent of the quantity and quality of work. In a socialist
factory, just as in a village household, it was membership and not the quantity or
quality of work that was the precondition for survival. All processes in socialist
factories were organized in such a way that survival of all workers was guaranteed.
The same was also true for the direct democracy of the self-management system.

The fifth key feature of native Slovene direct democracy was that it was a
system of negotiation and decision-making, tending to seek and build a consensus,
not to overrule anyone. This characteristic substantially separated Slovene native
democracy from both ancient Greek and Western democracy. As a characteristic of
Slovene native democracy, consensus was linked to the fact that all members of a
village community had to coordinate when they would simultaneously perform the
same work on the land. This was the precondition that allowed cultivation of one’s
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land without destroying the crops of others. To achieve this way of cultivation, it was
necessary to come to a consensus. A majority vote did not suffice.

As the final crucial characteristic of Slovene native democracy, we should
emphasise the fact that the decision making process in Slovene native democracy
was permanent. Processes of decision making, especially those which were
connected to the organization of work, formed a permanent part of social life in a
village community. Some of them were practiced daily. Moreover, self-management
was a permanent process of decision making, which was always activated when
management or/and workers wanted to discuss problems and accept decisions: “We
decided about problems when it was needed. We had regular meetings of the worker’s
assembly, but if needed, we also had other meetings” (Field material, unemployed
worker, June 2008).

Why Do Slovenes Dislike Imported Western Democracy?

These six characteristics of native Slovene democracy prove that there do exist
several important differences between native Slovene democracy and the Western
democracy, that was imported into post-socialist Slovenia.

Having in mind the basic characteristics of Slovene native democracy, it
is clear why the import of Western parliamentary democracy produced several
misunderstandings and problems in Slovene postsocialist society. Western
parliamentary democracy is organized around principles different from native
Slovene democracy; its logic and practice of decision making are in many respects
in contradiction of, even in conflict with the logic and process of decision-making
process in native Slovene practice of democracy. Those differences crucially
determine the negative evaluation of postsocialist Slovene democracy by Slovenes.

The first crucial difference lies in the fact that Western democracy is
representative, not a direct democracy. We have already mentioned that native
Slovene democracy also had elements of representative democracy (kosezi's veca,
the delegate’s system); however, these elements were neither the most important
elements of Slovene democratic practices, nor crucial elements of that democracy.
Over the course of Slovene history, the representative principle was understood as
secondary and evaluated as a subordinated democratic practice to direct democracy.

It is interesting that Kardelj (1977: 145-166) explicitly tried to defend the
delegatski sistem as a representative element of self-management; with direct
democracy, he didn’t have this type of problem. He insisted on the position that the
delegate system was not only a system of government and power (1977: 146). He
stressed explicitly that such an understanding of the delegate system was wrong,
because it ignored the fact that the delegate system was also “an exponent of self-
management communities and their self-managing process of decision making”
(1977: 146). He stressed that “for further integration of self-management into a
homogeneous social system, both components of the delegate system ought to be
developed” (1977: 146). This means that in his opinion even in the delegate system
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as a representative element of self-management, elements of the self-managing
decision-making process (i.e. elements of direct democracy) should have been
reinforced (1977). Or, to put it another way: the representative aspect of self-
management needed as much correction by direct democracy as possible. What type
of democracy was in that perception evaluated as positive, is clear.

Such evaluation is still present in post-socialist Slovene society. My informants
regularly evaluate these two types of democracy in this way: “If democracy is
a government of people, what we have now in Slovenia, is not a democracy. In
democracy, decisions are made by people” (Field material, retired worker, September
2010). And: “Parliamentary democracy is just an image of democracy” (Field
material, May 2013). Or: “The Parliament is just a masquerade!” (Field material,
unemployed textile worker, February 2011).

From the native Slovene perspective, representative type of democracy is
problematic because this type of democracy disallows direct participation of people in
the decision making process. “Today we cannot decide about anything. All decisions
are accepted by Parliament. This is not a democracy” (Field material, employed
worker, May 2010). And: “There was more democracy during socialism. We could
make decisions about everything. We had influence” (Field material, retired women,
November 2009).

Among Slovenes, the absence of direct democracy is understood as proof
that contemporary Slovene postsocialist society has no ‘true’ democracy or even no
democracy at all.

The second important difference between native Slovene democracy and
Slovene post-socialist democracy is connected with the question of who participates
in the process of decision making. In native Slovene democracy all members of the
social community participated in the decision making process. In self-management,
such participation was not only a right, but also an obligation. This characteristic of
native Slovene democracy is also blocked in Slovene postsocialist democracy. As
in all parliamentary democracies, also in the Slovene parliamentary democracy it is
members of Parliament who participate in the process of decision making. However,
in the Slovene native understanding of democracy, power belongs to the people, to all
members of the social community. If an institution takes this power from people, this
is not understood as representation, but as stealing. That practice is understood by
Slovenes as ‘stealing power from people by Parliament’: “Through parliament they
stole power from people” (Field material, retired worker, September 2010). Those
who stole a power from the people are the Parliament and members of Parliament.

This perception clearly evaluates ‘people’ as positive political carriers of
power, and the Parliament and members of Parliament as negative carriers of power.
Such an evaluation is connected with a de-legitimization of Parliament, members
of Parliament and the whole system of representative democracy in postsocialist
Slovenia, as well as with the social construction of mistrust (Giordano & Kostova
2007), which is a characteristic process in postsocialist Slovenia.

On the other hand, this understanding is connected with the positive evaluation
of socialism as a system in which democracy did exist: “We had more democracy
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under socialism” (Field material, retired worker, September 2010). “We had more
democracy under socialism than we have now” (Field material, unemployed textile
worker, May 2012). This positive evaluation of socialism can also be understood
as a special form of nostalgia for socialism (see Berdahl 1999; Hann & Hart 2011:
132-133).

For Slovenes, the next problematic dimension of imported Western democracy
lies in the fact that decisions are taken by majority vote. This characteristic of
Western democracy is in clear contradiction with the native Slovene way in which
decisions were and should be accepted, namely, by consensus. Among Slovenes,
consensus is understood as a democratic practice, and overruling is understood as
a non-democratic practice. The reason for this understanding lies in the already
mentioned fact that in native Slovene democracy practiced in huba village, overruling
was not a practice through which the cultivation of Auba land was possible. For
this cultivation, consensus was needed from all famers and members of the village
community. Explicitly, the social practice of cultivation of Auba land was possible
only if this practice was in accordance with the opinions and interests of all the
farmers and members of the village community. Nobody’s interests and opinions
should be ignored.

In postsocialist imported Western representative democracy, the opinions and
interests of many people — some of my informants indicate the of majority of people
— are ignored. Some options and opinions are regularly overruled, a practice which
among Slovenes is understood not as democracy, but as the inability of the overruled
to realize their interests etc., i.e. as an absence of democracy. Those who practice
it are understand as non- democrats: “People who are not in power, who don’t
have a good background, they don’t have any voice, any power. They are regularly
overruled. Nobody ask them what they need, what they want. They don’t exist in this
society. This is not democratic. In democracy everyone is important, everyone has a
voice” (Field material, employed worker, July 2012).

An illustrative example of that understanding of democracy happened in April
2016. The Leftist party in the Parliament, called The United Left, had a congress
where they discussed the possibility of formally uniting the four political parties
which were elements of The United Left. The leader of The United Left, young, very
popular Slovene politician named Luka Mesec, also a member of Parliament, agreed
with the idea of formal unification of four separate political parties into one political
party. However, many members of these four parties didn’t agree with the idea of
unification. The same was true for the leaders of one particular party that was part
of The United Left. Discussion at the congress didn’t result in consensus. At the end
they decided to vote. The majority supported the idea of formal unification. Those
who were overruled attacked Mesec as being non-democrat, i.e. as a politician, who
was not a socialist (if he had been a socialist, he would have insisted on consensus
and democracy); they accused him of ignoring the opinion of the base (baza) etc.
According to the standards of native Slovene democracy, Mesec had made a mistake:
he should have insisted on discussion as long as necessary to produce consensus. Only
with consensus could he have authorization for formal unification of the political
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parties that comprise The United Left. Without this consensus, his insistence was
seen as an undemocratic practice. He took even one step further in delegitimizing his
position: on TV he explained that he had support for his idea about formal unification
of the parties by a majority of voters, who belong to The United Lefi, and added:
“This is a normal practice in representative democracy!” The sentence with which
he publicly defined himself as a person who does not understand what the Slovene
understanding of democracy is.

The next characteristic of imported Western democracy that is criticized
among Slovenes concerns the fact that this democracy excludes workers from the
decision making process: “Workers don’t get the chance to accept decisions. That is
absolutely wrong” (Field material, an unemployed worker, April 2009). And: “Today
all decisions are accepted either by Parliament or by management. They don’t know
anything about our problems, our life. Their decisions are wrong, unrealistic. For
example, their evaluation of the minimal costs of surviving in Slovenia - nobody
can survive on the state support for unemployed workers” (Field material, employed
worker, November 2011).

Also missing is the possibility for people to accept decisions about all aspects
and problems of their lives. In post-socialist Slovene democracy, people can vote
only on decisions about who will over the next four years take decisions in their
name. People can’t accept these decisions by themselves. This inability is understood
as one of the most crucial mistakes of Slovene post-socialist democracy: “We cannot
decide on anything. We can only participate in voting. This is not a democracy”
(Field material, employed intellectual, October 2011).

From the native Slovene point of view, it is also very problematic that imported
Western democracy does not solve the problems of Slovene citizens that affect their
everyday lives, their survival. “The system we have doesn’t work. It doesn’t solve
the problems of the people” (Field material, employed male engineer, March 2008).
And: “Who is addressing the problem that people don’t have work? Nobody. And
poverty? Nobody...” (Field material, employed male engineer, March 2008). Or: “If
you watch the 3rd Chanel on TV, it is obvious that they are not interested in solving
people’s problems*? (Field material, retired clerk, August 2012 ).

Another important difference between Slovene native democracy and imported
Western democracy lies in the fact that native Slovene democracy in all its variants
was an economic, and not a political democracy. Regular negative comments on
and evaluations of imported Western democracy concern the fact that post-socialist
Slovene democracy doesn’t solve the economic problems of Slovenes: “They discuss
and solve some abstract political problems. But nobody solves the basic economic
problems of Slovenes and the Slovene state” (Field material, retired bank clerk,
August 2013).

The last problematic aspect of Slovene post-socialist democracy is that this
democracy prevents people from participating permanently in the decision making
process. In Western democracy citizens can participate in the decision making process

% On Channel 3 of TV Ljubljana, sessions of the Slovene Parliament are broadcast.
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only periodically, at elections. This characteristic of Slovene postsocialist democracy
is also in conflict with native Slovene democracy, in which people participate
regularly in decision-making process, even on a daily basis. In postsocialism,
however, participation is limited to elections, which take place only once in four
years. What people have in contemporary post-socialist Slovene democracy is a
temporary possibility to choose a person who will decide in their names over the
next four years. This type of participation by voters in the decision making process
is understood among Slovenes as the key proof that Western democracy is not
democracy: “That you can decide only once in four years - this is not a democracy”
(Field material, employed engineer, March 2012). “This is not a democracy. This
is a farce of democracy. We can decide only once in four years” (Field material,
retired clerk, August 2012). “We can decide only once in four years, and they in the
Parliament can do what they want” (Field material, retired clerk, August 2012).

From Slovene native perspective, democracy means the regular opportunity
to participate personally in the decision-making process. What people have in
contemporary postsocialist Slovene democracy is the occasional opportunity to
choose a person who for the next four years will decide in their names. As long as
this other person participates in decision-making process instead of them, the electors
cannot participate in the decision-making process. From the perspective of native
Slovene democracy, such a situation is seen as clearly non-democratic. Several things
are missing: first, the regular opportunity to participate in decision-making process;
second, participation of all members of the social community in the decision-making
process; third, consensus as the way of finding solutions; and fourth, the chance for
people to make decisions about all aspects and problems of their lives.

On the other hand, these characteristics of Slovene postsocialist democracy are
connected with the statement by many Slovenes that Members of Parliament, who
are in a positon to vote on solutions, use this power to validate solutions which are
in their interest, not in the interest of the people who elected them. This means that
people lack the power to approve the solutions they are interested in, and Members
of Parliament are in power to misuse their power. Slovene people regularly report
that Members of Parliament misuse their power to approve solutions which are in
their interest only: “Members of Parliament have no idea about democracy. They are
supposed to contact the people who elected them, they are supposed to represent their
problems, interests...But they only take care of themselves. This is not democracy”
(Field material, unemployed textile worker, November 2011).

Such evaluations prove that among Slovene voters, the Slovene parliament is
understood as a homestead unit, as a unit that functions in accordance with homestead
principles (see Sahlins 1972): its concern is the survival of its own members, without
regard to what this means for the rest, who are not members of this ‘estate’. This is
the Slovene Parliament, as seen by numerous citizens of Slovenia. Unfortunately,
analysis of political practices in the Slovene Parliament proves these evaluations and
opinions in many situations to be correct.

Bearing in mind the basic characteristics of Slovene native democracy, it is clear why
implementation of Western parliamentary democracy produced problems in Slovene post-
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socialist society: Western parliamentary democracy is organized around principles distinct
from those of native Slovene democracy. The logic and practice of decision making in the
two types of democracy are in many respects in contradiction, even in conflict.

Conclusion

In our analysis of the political heritage in Slovene postsocialism, insistence
on the significance of pre-postsocialist history, stressed by several anthropologists
of postsocialism, proved to be correct (see Abrahams 1996; Bridger & Pine 1998;
Giordano & Kostova 2007; Godina 2016; Hann 2007; Humphrey 1998, 2002, 2007;
Kalb 2007; Kaneft 1996, 2002; Lampland 2007; Pine 2007; Verdery 1993, 1996,
1999, 2007). We have established that the native Slovene type of direct democracy
had been part of Slovene social organization since the Old-Slovene society. The
same is true for the most important characteristics of Slovene direct democracy. It
is true that those characteristics, together with native Slovene direct democracy, are
among the basic characteristics of Yugoslavian socialist self-management. However,
these were not new inventions. What was new was the form in which the political
heritage of direct democracy was practiced during Yugoslavian socialism (delegate
system, delegates, system of socialist self-management etc.).

The same is also true for contemporary Slovene postsocialist society. The current
dissatisfaction with the Slovene parliamentary system and the Slovene system of
representative democracy stems from the fact that the contemporary Slovene political
system thwarts possibilities for practicing direct democracy as one of the most important
political heritage of Slovenes. As my field material additionally proves, this obstruction
is connected not only to dissatisfaction with the political system - so characteristic of
Slovenes - but also to a new delegitimization of the contemporary Slovene political
system and ultimately to an increasing refusal of political participation among Slovenes
in Slovene postsocialist society and with a positive re-evaluation of Yugoslav socialism.

On the other hand, in the last decade, reintroduction of direct democracy was
proposed by different groups, which are not satisfied with Slovene postsocialist
democracy. Among them are The United Left, several civic initiatives and members
of uprising movement in Maribor. Different forms of direct democracy have been
introduced in different factories and entertainments in Slovene ownership which are
today recognized as examples of good economic practice (see Vaupoti¢, Mladi¢ et
al. 2015). In the year 2015, Slovene Economic Chamber had organized a conference
about reintroduction of direct democracy in form of direct economic democracy in
economic productive units (see Vaupoti¢, Mladic et al. 2015).

There also exist examples of reintroduction of direct democracy in local
communities where people live. Most active initiatives are present in Maribor, the
town which was in 2013 the centre of Slovene uprisings against the Mayor of Maribor
Franc Kangler and the Prime Minister Janez Jansa. On invitations for meeting in
local community in Maribor there wrote: “We are not stupid. We are not dreamers.
We are upraised, awoken, conciseness people who want rights and better lives, who
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want democracy every day, not only on elections!” (Godina 2016: 250).

The lesson is clear: what is going on in Slovenia is a spontaneous reintroduction of
direct democracy as a form of political heritage. Through this process Slovenes realize an
indigenization of imported Western representative democracy. They teach formal political
institutions the lesson that only with the recognition of political heritage and the reform
of the political system to incorporate Slovene direct democracy into the contemporary
Slovene political system, can the most important problems of contemporary Slovene
political system be solved. Slovene postsocialist democracy cannot be successful without
this recognition, but only with the political heritage from the pre-socialist (and also
socialist) past; not without but with native Slovene direct democracy.

Whether such a redefinition of the Slovene political system should be understood as
the re-traditionalization of Slovene society, or as indigenization of an imported Western
solution, is a question we cannot discuss here. It could plausibly be the first or the second
explanation, or even more probable, a unique combination of both processes. What
is important is that productive change in Slovene postsocialist society and in Slovene
postsocialist democracy is not possible without the incorporation of Slovene political
heritage into contemporary and future Slovene society.

References

Abrahams, Ray, ed., 1996. After Socialism: Land Reform and Social Change in Eastern
Europe. Oxford: Berghahn.

Adrié, Iris, Arsenijevic¢, Vladimir. & Mati¢ Porde. (2000). Leksikon YU mitologije. Zagreb
& Beograd: Rende, Postscriptum.

Sejdi¢ and Finci v. Bosnia and Herzegovina. (2009). European Court of Human Rights.
Online at https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#{%22itemid%22:[%22001-96491%22]}.
Accessed: [February 10, 2019]

Allcock, John B., Horton, John J. & Milivojevic, Marko (eds). (1992). Yugoslavia in
Transition. London: Berg.

Banac, Ivo. (1984). The National Question in Yugoslavia. Itaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Berdahl, Daphne. (1997). Where the World Ended: Re-unification and Identity in German
Borderland. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Berdahl, Daphne. (1999). ,,(N)Ostalgie for the Present: Memory, Longing, and East
German Things®. Ethnos 64(2), pp. 192-211.

Bilanzi¢, Dusan. (1985). Historija SFRJ. Zagreb: Skolska knjiga.

Blaznik, Pavle. (1970). Poljska razdelitev. In: Blaznik, Pavle, Grafenauer, Bogo & Vilfan,

Sergij (eds). Gospodarska in druzbena zgodovina Slovencev. 1. zvezek: Agrarno
gospodarstvo. Ljubljana: DZS, pp. 185-196.

Blaznik, Pavle, Grafenauer, Bogo & Vilfan Sergij (eds). (1970). Gospodarska in druzbena
zgodovina Slovencev. 1. zvezek: Agrarno gospodarstvo. Ljubljana: DZS.

Blaznik, Pavle, Grafenauer, Bogo & Vilfan Sergij (eds). (1980). Gospodarska in druzbena
zgodovina Slovencev. 2. zvezek: Druzbena razmerja in gibanja. Ljubljana: DZS.

57



Vesna Vuk Godina

58

Bowman, Glenn (ed). (1993). Antagonism and Identity in Former Yugoslavia. Journal of
Area Studies 3.

Bridger, Sue, & Pine, Frances (eds). (1998). Surviving Postsocialism: Local Strategies
and Regional Responses in Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union. London:
Routledge.

Burg, Stiven L. (1983). Conflict and Cohesion in Socialist Yugoslavia. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Burgess, Robert G. (1990/1984/). In the Field: An Introduction to Field Research. New
York: Routledge.

Caharijas, D. 2016. »Po Cetrt stoletja razocarani nad drzavo.« Dnevnik 20.6.2016, p.1.

Center za raziskovanje javnega mnenja. (2013). Politbarometer, 1/2013. Available at:
https://www.ip-rs.si/fileadmin/user upload/Pdf/razno/politbarometer 1-2013.pdf.
[Accessed: Ferbrauy 09, 2019]

Center za raziskovanje javnega mnenja. (2014). Politbarometer, 6/2014. Available at:
https://www.iprs.si/fileadmin/user_upload/Pdf/razno/politbarometer 1-2013.pdf.
[Accessed: February 10, 2019]

Cohen, Lenard. J. (1995). Broken Bonds: Yugoslavia's Disintegration and Balkan Polities
in Transition. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Dedijer, Vladimir, Bozi¢, Ivan, Cirkovi¢, Sima & Ekme¢i¢, Milorad. (1972). 4 History of
Yugoslavia. New York.: McGraw Hill.

Pordevi¢, Jovan (ed.). (1966). Mala politicka enciklopedia. Beograd: Savremena
administracija.

Flere, Sergej & Klanjsek, Rudi. (2014). “Was Tito’s Yugoslavia totalitarian?”. In:
Communist and Post-Communist Studies 47, pp. 237-245.

Flere, Sergej & KlanjSek, Rudi. (2017). Da [li je Jugoslavija morala da umre. Beograd:
Dan Graf.

Flere, Sergej & Klanjsek, Rudi. (2019a). Analiza razpada Jugoslavije v luci nacionalizma,
Maribor: Umiverzitetna zalozba.

Flere, Sergej & Klanjsek, Rudi. (2019b). The Rise and Fall of Socialist Yugoslavia. Elite
Nationalism and the Collapse of a Federation, Lanhm, Boulder, New York, London:
Lexington Books.

Giordano, Christian & Kostova, Dobrinka. (2007). ,,The Social Production of Mistrust*.
In: C. Hann, ed., Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia. London,
New York: Routledge, pp. 74-93.

Godina, Vesna, Vuk. (1998). Antropoloske teorije. Ljubljana: FDV.

Godina, Vesna, Vuk. (1998). ,,The outbreak of nationalism on former Yugoslav territory:
a historical perspective on the problem of supranational identity”. Nations in
Nationalism 4(3), pp. 409-422.

Godina, Vesna, Vuk. 2016(2014). Zablode postsocializma. Ljubljana: Beletrina.

Grafenauer, Bogo. (1970).,,Poljedelski obdelovalni nacini®. In: Blaznik, Pavle, Grafenauer,
Bogo & Vilfan, Sergij (eds). Gospodarska in druzbena zgodovina Slovencev. 1.
zvezek: Agrarno gospodarstvo. Ljubljana: DZS, pp. 225-250.



About historical reasons for contemporary slovene dissatisfaction with slovene ...

Heuvel, Martin Van Den & Siccama, Jan G. (eds.). (1992). The Disintegration of
Yugoslavia. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Hann, Chris M. (2001). ,,Farewell to the Socialist ‘Other’. In: Hann, Chris M. (ed.).
Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia. London, New York:
Routledge, pp. 1-12.

Hann, Cris M. & Hart, Keith. (2011). Economic Anthropology. History, Ethnography,
Critique. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Humphrey, Carolina. (1998). Marx Went Away - But Karl Stayed Behind. Ann Arbor:
University of Michingan Press.

Humphrey, Carolina. (2002). The Unmaking of the Soviet Economy: Everyday Economies
after Socialism. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Humphrey, Carolina. 2007(2002). ,,Does the Category ‘Postsocialist’ still make Sense*.
In: Hann, Chris (ed.). Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia.
London, New York: Routledge, pp. 2-15.

Jovié, Dejan. (2003). Jugoslavija — drzava koja je odumrla. Zagreb: Promete;.

Kalb, Don. (2002). ,,Afterword: Globalism and Postsocialist Prospects. In: Hann, Chris
(ed.). Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia. London, New
York: Routledge, pp. 317-335.

Kaneff, Deema. (1996). ,,Responses to ‘Democratic’ Land Reform in a Bulgarian Village*.
In: Abrahams, Ray (ed.) After Socialism: Land Reform and Social Change in Eastern
Europe. Oxford: Berghahn, pp. 85-114.

Kaneff, Deema. (2002). Who Owns the Past? The Politics of Time in a ‘Model’ Bulgarian
Villag. Oxford: Berghahn.

Kardelj, Edvard. (1955). Problemi nase socialisticne graditve, Vol. I11. Ljubljana: DZS.
Kardelj, Edvard. (1957). Razvoj slovenskega narodnega vprasanja. Ljubljana: DZS.
Kardelj, Edvard. (1977). Smeri razvoja socialisticnega samoupravljanja, Ljubljana: Komunist.

Kardelj, Edvard. (1980). Self-management Planning, second ed., Sarajevo, Beograd:
Aktuelna pitanja socijalizma.

Kideckel, David A. (1999). ,,Storm and Stasis: the Paradox of Labour in post-socialist
Romania®“. Emergo: Journal of Transforming Economies and Societies 6(2), pp. 24-46.

Kideckel, David A. (2002) 2007. ,,The Unmaking of an East-Central European Working
Class®. In: C. Hann, ed., Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia.
London, New York: Routledge, pp. 114-133.

Kideckel, David A. (2008). Getting by in postsocialist Romania: Romanian villagers to
the revolution and beyond, Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Lampe, John. (1996). Yugoslavia. Twice There Was a Country. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Lampland, Martha. (2002). ,,The Advantages of Being Collectivized: Cooperative Farm
Managers in the Postsocialist Economy*. In: Hann, Chris (ed.). Postsocialism: Ideals,
Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia. London, New York: Routledge, pp. 31-57.

Macek, Joze (2007). Na zemlji domaci. Celje: Celjska Mohorjeva druzba.
Makarovi¢, Marija. (1982). Strojna in Strojanci. Narodopisna podoba koroske hribovske
vasi. Ljubljana: Mladinska knjiga.

59



Vesna Vuk Godina

60

Meier, Viktor. (1999). Yugoslavia: A History of its Demise. New York: Routledge.

Pine, Frances. 2007(2002). ,,Retreat to the Household? Gendered Domains in Postsocialist
Poland. In: Hann, Chris (ed.). Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in
Eurasia. London, New York: Routledge, pp. 95-114.

Pirjevec, Joze. (2011). Tito in tovarisi. Ljubljana: Cankarjeva zalozba.

Ramet, Sabrina. (1992). Nationalism and Federalism in Yugoslavia. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

Ramet, Sabrina. (2006). The Three Yugoslavias. State-building and Legitimation, 1918-
2005. Indianapolis, IN: University Press.

Sahlins, Marshall. (1972). Stone Age Economics. New York: Routledge.

Sahlins, Marshall. (1994). ,,Goodbye to Tristes Tropes: Ethnography in the Context of

Modern World History*. In: Borofsky, Robert (ed). Assesing Cultural Anthropology.
New York, etc.: McGraw-Hill, pp. 377-395.

Staubringer, Zvonko. (1980). Plamenica iz Kumrovca. Ljubljana: DDU Univerzum.

Ustava SFRJ. (1976) Ljubljana: Komunist.

Vaupoti¢, Karmen, Mladi¢, Mirjana, Luzar Sajt Dusanka, et all. (2015). S sodelovanjem do
zaupanja in uspesnega poslovanja. Maribor: DEMINE.

Velikonja, Mitja. (2008). Titostalgija: Studija nostalgije po Josipu Brozu. Ljubljana:
Mirovni institut.

Verdery, Katherine. (1993). Transylvanian Villagers: Three Centuries of Political,
Economic and Ethnic Change. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Verdery, Katherine. (1996). What Was Socialism and What Comes Next?, Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Verdery, Katherine. (1999). The Political Lives of Death Bodies: Reburial and Postsocialist
Change. New York: Columbia University Press.

Verdery, Katherine. 2007(2002). ,,Whither postsocialism?* In: Hann, Chris (ed.).
Postsocialism: Ideals, Ideologies and Practices in Eurasia. London, New York:
Routledge, pp. 15-29.

Vilfan, Sergij. (1994). ,,0c¢rt slovenskega pravnega narodopisja™. In: R. Lozar, ed.,
Narodopisje Slovencev. Ljubljana: Klas, pp. 217-263.

Vilfan, Sergij. (1961). Pravna zgodovina Slovencev. Ljubljana: Slovenska matica.

Vilfan, Sergij. (1980a). ,,Soseske in druge podezelske skupnosti“. In: Blaznik, Pavle,
Grafenauer, Bogo & Vilfan, Sergij (eds.). Gospodarska in druzbena zgodovina
Slovencev. 2. zvezek: Druzbena razmerja in gibanja. Ljubljana: DZS, pp. 9-74.

Vilfan, Sergij. (1980b). ,,Zemljiska gospostva“. In: Blaznik, Pavle, Grafenauer, Bogo
& Vilfan, Sergij (eds.) Gospodarska in druzbena zgodovina Slovencev. 2. zvezek:
Druzbena razmerja in gibanja. Ljubljana: DZS, pp. 75-239.

Vilfan, Sergij. (1980c¢). ,,Kmecko prebivalstvo po osebnem polozaju®. In: Blaznik, Pavle,
Grafenauer, Bogo & Sergij Vilfan (eds.) Gospodarska in druzbena zgodovina
Slovencev. 2. zvezek: Druzbena razmerja in gibanja. Ljubljana: DZS, pp. 279-353.

Zupanov, Josip. (1977). Samoupravijanje i sociologija. Zagreb: Skolska knjiga.



About historical reasons for contemporary slovene dissatisfaction with slovene ...

O NUCTOPNICKUM PA3JIO3MIMA 3A HE3AZIOBOJbCTBO
CJIOBEHAYKOM ITOCTCOLIJAJIMCTNUYKOM
I[MTPEJCTABHNYKOM JEMOKPATIJOM V¥V CABPEMEHOJ
CJIOBEHNIA

Caosicemax.: TeKCT TpeNCcTaBba AHAIN3Y HCTOPHjCKHX pasjiora 3a HE3aJ0BOJHCTBO
CITOBEHAYKOM MMOCTCOIH]aTHCTHYKOM MPEICTABHUYKOM JEMOKPATHjOM Y CaBPEMEHO]
CrnoBennju. CyIITHHCKH pas3ior OBOT HE3aJ0BOJBCTBA JIOKH Y UYHILCHHIIM A Ce
3amaiHa IeMOKpaTHja y MHOTUM KapaKTepUCTHKaMa Pa3JInKyje Ol H3BOPHE CIIOBEHAYKE
JIEMOKparHje, Koja je Oria BakaH 710 CIIOBCHAYKe APYIITBEHE OpraHu3alje ox 6. Beka
10 Kpaja conujanu3Ma. AHanu3a he npeacTaBuTH CIOBEHAYKY H3BOPHY AEMOKPATH]Y
U BeHE HajBAKHHU]C KapaKTEPUCTHKE M YIIOPEAUTH UX Ca KapaKTePHCTHKAMa YBE3CHE
3amagHe JaeMOKpardje. AHanM3a J0Kasyje Ja yBe3cHa 3amajHa JIeMOKparhja
npeHeOperaBa HajBaKHUje Mpakce W KAPAKTEPUCTHKE CIOBCHAYKOT IMOJTUTHYKOT
Hacieha Koje Cy M3 M3BOpHE CIOBEHAYKE TMEPCIEKTHBE TOBE3aHe, YaK H3jeqHauCHEe
ca gemokparujom. To cTBapa HEKONHKO Mpobiema, YKBYydyjyhu He3aaoBOJBCTBO
CITOBEHAYKOM MOCTCOIHjATMCTHIKOM JIEMOKpaTHjoM. Y TekcTy he ce KOMOMHOBATH
HCTOPHjCKa aHalM3a W TIOJAll MPUKYIUbEHH TEPEHCKAM pagoM y CIOBEHAYKOM
MOCTCOIHjATUCTHIKOM JPYIITBY.

Kwyune peuu: Jlemokparuja, IMPEKTHA IEMOKpaTHja, 3amaqHa 1eMOKpaTHja,
nocrconujainzam, ClroBeHmja

61






Toouwrax 3a coyuonoaujy XV/23 (2019), 63-75

Muorn Jopanosuh! I[perneanu HaydHu paj
Yuusepsuret y Hunry, ®unozodceku dakynrer, UDK 316.2 Enujac H.

jy, Hum, Cp6uyj
JenaprmaH 3a counonornjy, Hum, Cpouja Mpserio: 12.1.2020.

Pesuampana Bep3mja: 20.1.2020.
Onodpeno 3a mramiry: 21.1.2020.

APUPMALINIJA CONUOJOMKOI ITPUCTVYIIA
UAEHTUTETY Y TEOPUJU HOPBEPTA EJINJACA®

Casicemax: Pan ce 0aBH KOHIIETITOM HJICHTHTETA Kao IpoIleca, MPHUCTYIIOM KOJH je
cHaxxHO 3aroBapao HopOepr Exnmjac. Bberosa ,,nporecHa comnuosnoruja“ ouia je Ha-
CTojame Ja ce mpesasul)y AyaTHOCTH Koje cy onrtepehuBaie conmosiomky TeopHjy.
Ennjac je mokpeHyo KpUTHKY TEOPHjCKOT ITOCTBApUBama JPYLITBEHE CTPYKType Kao
00jexTa KojH je U3BaH I10jeJMHIa U He3aBHCaH o iera. MlcroBpeMeHo, OH je 010a1io
OHO ILTO je Ha3Bao homo clausus (KOHLIENT y KOjEM Ce Haracak CTaBJba Ha ayTOHO-
MH]Y, CJI000/ly ¥ HE3aBHUCHOCT aKTepa) Kao MPEKOMEPHH MHAWBHUyaIn3aM, Y CKIaLy
ca KOjUM ce JPYIITBO CXBaTa Kao HaMEpaBaHU MCXOJ 110jeMHAYHUX JIeNama. Y CBOjOj
Teopuju naeHrurera, Enujac je, uamel)y ocrasnor, kopuctio rnojMose xaburyca, pury-
paumje u ,,ja-“ u ,,Mu-uaeaTuTera’”. OH je mucao 0 XabUTyCy Kao o ,,APYroj IPUpOIu‘
WIN ,,MEXaHN3MYy ayTOMAaTCKe M CJere COMOKOHTPOJIE™, KOjU Ce Ha MHAWBHUIYyaTHOM
HHBOY JIOKHMBJbABa Ka0 CTPYKTypa JIMYHOCTH, aJIH KOjU j€ KOJICKTHBHO IPOM3BEICH U
PpenpoyKoBaH TOKOM IIeJIOT )KHBOTa. EnMjac je MHANBUIyaIHN HACHTHTET IPETO3HA0
Ka0 BPEMEHCKY TBOPEBHHY, T€ HETOBa TCOPHjCKa MEPCIEKTHUBA J03BOJbABA aHAIU3Y
IIPOMEHA y OHOCY ,,ja—MHu*‘, 0e3 aaBarba MPEeIHOCTH OMIIO KOM eJIEeMEHTY OBOT Iapa.
Takole, HICHTHUTET je 3aMHUIBEH Ka0 MYJITHIICPCIIEKTHBUCTHYKY (PETallioHH) U 00-
JMKOBaH (urypanujama (JaHuMa Mely3aBucHocTn).

Kmwyune peuu: pouec, nAEHTHTET, XabuTyc, puUrypanuja, ,,ja-- u ,,MM-MJICHTUTETH .

VBon

Kpajem XX, a nHapounto nouetkom XXI Beka 00HaBJba ce MHTEPECOBALE 3a
neno Hopoepra Enujaca (Norbert Elias). 3aHuMame 3a leroB paji 01O je TaKO BEJIH-

! milos.jovanovic@filfak.ni.ac.rs

2 TIpBM HaupT OBOT pajia IpeAcTaB/beH je Ha MehyHapomHoj Hay4yHo] KoHpepeHumju Kymrypa
U UAEHTUTETH, OFPKaHoj of 25. o 27. okrobpa 2019. rogune y Mehasuuky u Aupgpuhrpany y
opranmsanuju CpIckor couuonomkor apymrsa, Comyonomkor apyursa Peny6nuke Cpricke u
MHCcTHTYyTa 32 TOMUTUYKE CTYANUje.

KonauHa Bepswuja je ypabena y okBupy mpojexra Kopak ka mpodecuoHannsanmju Conyonoruje
2: aHanu3sa norpeba 3a mpodecnjom, Koju peanusyje demaprman 3a coumonornjy Pumosopckor
¢dakynrera Yausepaurera y Humry. OBo ucrpaxubamwe GUHAHCUjCKM je MOAPXKano MUHICTapCTBO
IIpOCBeTe, HayKe I TeXHOJIOLIKOT pa3Boja Perry6nuke Cpouje.
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Munow Josanosuh

ko 1a je lenujen I'opaon Hamucao: ,,/Jla je Hayka o apywmTBy cropt, Hopbept Enujac
(1897-1990) 6u no6uo Harpamy 3a noBparak (comeback) croneha® (Gordon 2002:
68). O oBome cBemoun Opoj MoHorpaduja u 30opHuKa nocsehenux Emnmjacoroj co-
nuonoruju (Dépelteau & Landini 2013; Dunning & Hughes 2013; Elias, Goudsblom
& Mennell 1998; Heinich 2002; Kilminster 2007; Landini & Dépelteau 2014, 2017;
Mennell 1992; Smith 2001; Van Krieken 1998), xao u OpojHu WiaHIM U3 Yacomuca
W TIOIIaBJba y XpecToMarujama’. JlomaTHu nmokasaresbu oBe noBehaHe naxKmbe YhHEe
1 MyOJHMIIMCTHYKY TTOLyXBaTH, Hajipe u3nasauke kyhe SAGE xoja je 2003. roaune,
y okBHpYy eaunje Majcmopu cagpemene mucau o opywmey (Masters in Modern
Social Thought), o6jaBuiia 4eTBOPOTOMHHM 300pHHK panoBa rmocBehennx EnxmjacoBoj
COIIMOJIOTHjH, A 3aTUM M U3/1aBa4KOr IEHTPa YHHUBEP3UTETCKOT Kouena u3 Jlabnuna
(University College Dublin Press) xoju je y nepuoay ox 2005. no 2014. ronune Ha
CHIVIECKOM je3uKy o0jaBuo cabpana nena Hopoepra Enujaca y 18 Tomosa®.

Kpajem neBeneceTux roguHa Mpouwior Beka yoOnn4aBa ce jeqaH oJl MOKpe-
Ta y CaBPEMEHUM JIPYIITBEHUM HayKama KOjU je O3HA4YeH Kao ,,pelalldOHUCTUYKH
3aokpet™ (relational turn). OBaj MIPUINIHO XETEPOTECHU CKYI HAYIHHUX ITOAyXBaTa
(Bumeru: Crossley 2011; Dépelteau 2018; Dépelteau & Powell 2014; Emirbayer
1997; Powell & Dépelteau 2013) jenan je on moxymiaja mpeBa3mwiiakema Kpuse y
COIMOJIOTHjH, aJId U Y MOJICPHUM JPYLITBUMA YOIIITE. PelallMOHUCTUYKN IPUCTYII
CBOJY ,,lIEPCIIEKTHBY * IYT'yj€ YIIPABO COLMOJIOIKO] KOHIEIIIM]H KOjy j€ eJIad0oprpao
Emmjac, Tako na ,,ioBparak u peaxkTyenu3alija mETOBOT OIyca Y TOM KOHTEKCTY
no0ujajy MMyHH CMHCAO.

Penanyonusam

»» PEJIAIMOHUCTHYKY 3a0KpeT’ y APYIITBEHO]j Teopuju (...) odehaBa npeBasu-
JIAXKEHhE allCTPAKTHUX M CTATHYKUX (DHII030(pCKUX KaTEeTOpHja M 3IPaBOPa3yMCKO
cBOheme APYIITBEHHX OAHOCA, MpOIleca W CTPYKTypa Ha MojeAnHadHe (r3nuke
crBapu’ (Law 2015: 276). Ha 3npaBopa3syMCcKOM HUBOY C€ YUHH OYHUITICTHUM Ja Cy
JpYLITBO, OAHOCHO OHMJIO KOja Ipyna, U JbYJCKa jeuHKa oiBojeHr enTuteT. Ho, pe-
JAIIMOHM3aM ,,AHCUCTHPA Ha Taukama IMOBEe3aHOCTH u3Mely cTBapH, a He cTBapuMa
o cebu. CBe nmojequHa4dHe ‘cTBapH’ O0OIMKOBaHE Cy Mel)yCOOHUM KOHTaKTOM jeTHUX

> Moxpa oBfie Tpeba HaBecT! U MOfaTak ja je 1998. roxyue MehyHapoOHO COUUONOUWKO YOpyrHcerbe
(International Sociological Association) Enujacos IIpouec yusunusayuje HaBeno Kao CeaMy HajBaXKHI)Y
comyonomky kwury XX Beka (Bumeru: https://www.isa-sociology.org/en/about-isa/history-of-isa/
books-of-the-xx-century/ranking-order).

* Enujacos magnum opus — Ipoyec yusunusayuje je xop Hac mpesesied (Enmjac 2001), kao u mwerosa
xwura lima je coyuonozuja? (Elias 2007). Viseopm ns npsor Toma Uber den Process der Zivilisation -
»O TI0BE3aHOCTV KOHTPOJIe HATOHA M 00/IMKA TOPOIIIE, OHOCHO APYLITBEHE CTPYKTYpe 06jaBbeHN
CY Y COLIMOJIONIKO] XpecToMaruju Pahare modepre iopoduue (Enujac 1988). VInTepsjy ca Emmjacom:
,»HMCMO HayunIn 1a JOBO/HO KOHTPOJIUIIIEMO IPUPOLY 1 cebe“ 06jaBrbeH je y ppyrom 6pojy XKyprana
3a coyuonozujy (Enujac 2004), a meros 4jaHak, OpUrMHANIHO objaBbeH 1971. ropune, ,,Connmonornja
3Hama: HOBe IepcriekTuBe” y 300pHuKy Jpywitiéo u snare (Enujac 2015).
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Adupmayuja coyuonowxoe npucmyna uoenmumemy y meopuju Hopbepma Enujaca

ca apyruma‘. [lpumemeH Ha mpobieM oHOCa MHAMBUYE U APYIITBA, OBaj IPUCTYII
Ce CaXMMa y UCKa3 Jia ,,[H|e MOCTOju APYIITBO O3 MojeinHaIa 1 HeMa UHIUBUIya
6e3 apymrea“ (ibid.).

HapaBHo, 0BaKBO HaramiaBame CBEOIIIITE MOBE3aHOCTH HUje HOB, HUTH HC-
KJbY4YHBO corponomku npuctyin. Tako kox Aupuja beprcona (Bergson) Hamnasumo
HA €eMHUHEHTHO PENTallMOHUCTUYKO 3alaKarbe:

Yommrenuje y3eB, 3ap (QUKIHja jeTHOT H30JI0BAHOT MAaTEPHjaTHOT MPEIMETa
HE MoJpa3yMeBa HEKy BPCTY alCypAHOCTH, jep Taj MpeAMET mo3ajMibyje (uznuka
CBOjCTBa O] OTHOCA KOj€ O/IpyKaBa ca CBUMa OCTaJIMMa, M CBaKo O] CBOjuX ofpelema,
a CXOZHO TOME M CaMO CBOje TIOCTOjame, TyTyje MeCTy Koje 3ay3uMa y YHUBEP3yMy
kao nenunu? (beprcon 2013: 24-25)°

I'eopr 3umn y jennom ox nornasiba Coyuonoeuje—,,Kako je apymrso moryhe?*,
Harjalasa Ja WHAWBUAYa Tperno3Haje cede y CroJballlleM CBETY KpO3 APYLITBEHE
omgnoce (Buzmetu: Simmel 2009: 40-52). Jomr panuje Mapkc KoHCTaryje jaa ,,Karu-
TaJl HAje HeKa CTBap, Beh ApymITBeHH ogHOC Mel)y JIMIUMa, OMHOC KOJH TTOCPETy]y
ctBapu’” (Mapkc 1964: 470), Te ga ce mpymTBO ,,HE CACcTOjU ON MHAMBHUAya, Beh
n3paxkaBa CyMy OHUX MOBE3aHOCTH, OJJHOCA Y KOjHUMa ce Te HHIUBHIYe MelycoOHo
Hanaze* (Marx 1979: 147).

CBoj Haj3penuju o0nuK, pe Enujaca, penanuonnsam goduja y paay Kapna
Manxajma (Mannheim) 3a kora ,,[p]enaliuoHu3aM 3Ha4u caMo y3ajaMHHU OJTHOC
CBUX eJIeMEeHAaTa CMHCIIa Y FlbXOBY CMHUCAOHOCT KOja ce y3ajaMHO 3aCHUBA Y
jemHom oapehenom cucremy” (Manxajm 1978: 85)°. Byayhu na je o 1930. mo
1933. ronure Ennjac y @pankdypry 0no MaHXajMOB acCHCTEHT, Pa3yMJbHB je
yTHLAj KOjU je mpodecop OCTaBHO Ha CBOT capaanuka. Enujac je, Hajuemnthe
npehyTHO, pa3pahuBao OpojHe uzaeje cBOT (caMo YeTUpPHU TOAMHE) CTapH]jer KoJiere,
Meljy KojuMa 3armaxeHo MeCTO 3ay3uMa OHa Kojy je MaHxajM J1ao y 00Ky
CBOjEBPCHOT 3aBeIITama: ,,MoXK/1a BUIIIM 331aTaK JIS)KH YIPaBO y TOME J]a HAy9uMO
Jla MUCJIMMO PENTalliOHAHO ¥ TWHAMHWYKH, a He cTarnaku' (Mamxajm 1978: 86).
KpuTHKa KOHIIEITYaJIHOT arnapara Koju ApyIITBeHe Ipolece ,,CBOJM Ha CTama
(Zustandsreduktion) unan okocHuity Enujacose ,,ipoliecHe COIUOIOTHje .

* Ynopenutu ca Bypaujeom: ,, Texxuna/cHara yTuiiaja Koja je mpuiicaHa JeaTHIUKY, KOju ce HOofBprasa
CIIaMa I107ba Y MICTO BpeMe JJOK IIOMayke HherOBOM CTPYKTYPUCAIbY, 3aBUCH Off CBUX JPYIUX
IeaTHMKA, Off CBUX APYIUX TadakKa y IPOCcTopy 1 MehyoqHoCa CBUX TayaKa, TO jecT Of IPOCTOpa y
umenoctu (Bourdieu 2004: 33).

¢V orneny ,,HapmeTarme kao KyITypHa 1ojaBa“ MaHXajM pas/inKyje penaTiuBy3aM ,I10 KOjeM je CBaKo
M HUKO Y IIPaBY" Off penayuoHu3ma ,Koju Kaxe fia ce ofpeheHe (kBamuTaTuBHE) MCTUHE HE MOTY
ojMuTY Win GOPMY/IMCATU OCUM Y OKBMPY eTr3UCTeHIMjaTHe Kopernalyje usMmeby cybjexra u objexra
(...) To 3HA4M fa cy oxpeleHn YBUAN O HEKOM KBAMTATHBHOM BUY )XMBOTHOT IIpOLieca UCTOPHje
TOCTYIIHM CBECTIL CAMO aKO €y GopMupaHy ofpeheHnM MCTOpUjCKIM 1 APYIITBEHNM OKOTHOCTIIMA,
I1a MICTOPHjCKO-APYIITBEHO opMuparbe Cy6jeKTa KOjyt MIC/I U 3Ha CTHYe eMICTEeMOJIONIKI 3HaYaj
(Mamnxajm 2009: 239).
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OcHoBe EnmjacoBor comuoomkor npucTymna

Joxan XayncOmym ¢popmysriie YeTHPH OIIITA Hauella WIH MoJla3Ha PUHIINTA
EnmjacoBor conmonomnikor nmpuctyma (Goudsblom 1977: 6):

1) Jbyncka 6uha cy melyy3aBucHa, Ha pa3IHUNTe HAYMHE, IbUXOBU CE JKHBOTH

pa3Bujajy y, U y 3Ha4ajHOj MEpH Cy OOJIMKOBaHH, JPYIITBEHUM (QUTyparijama

koje mehycodono popmupajy.

2) OBe ¢urypanuje cy y CTaJHOM NpPEBUpAbY, H TPIE MPOMEHE Pa3iuIuTOr

pena — Heke Op3e U KpaTKOTpajHe, APYre CIopHje, ajl MOX/a TpajHH]e.

3) JyroTpajHu MpOIECH pa3Boja KOjU ce JEMIaBajy y JbYACKAM IPYIITBEHUM

(urypanmjama cy OuiHM 1 HacTaBJbajy Aa y Hajsehoj Mepu Oyly HETUTaHUPaHU

W HeripenBul)eHu.

4) Pa3Boj JbyACKOT 3Hama ce JelaBa yHyTap JbYACKUX (urypanuja u Y4MHU Ba-

JKaH aCIeKT BUXOBOT IIEJIOKYITHOT pa3Boja; pa3Boj COIMONIOTHje Tpeba aa Oyjie

carlie/laH y OBOM KOHTEKCTY: Kao aCHeKT YIJIABHOM HEIJIaHWPaHOT U Herpe/-

BHl)€HOT pa3Boja HHIYCTPH]CKUX APYIITaBa y OKBUPY (HAITMOHAHHX ) Jp>KaBa.

3ajeTHIYKY )KUBOT Y YCIIOBUMA y3ajaMHe 3aBHCHOCTH IPEICTaBIba OMIITY OC-
HOBY 3a IIOCTOjam¢ CBUX Jbyncka Ouha, ox pohema 1o cmptu. 300r TOra Cy JhYIu,
CYILITMHCKH, B€3aHU jelHH 3a apyre. Jbyne n BUXOBO MOHALIAKE MOXKEMO JIa CXBa-
THUMO caMO KPO3 Pa3HOJHKe (pUrypaiuje KojuMa cy Npunajaiy y IPOoLUuIOCTH U Koje
HACTaBJbajy Ja GOPMHUPAjy Y CalallllboCTU. [Icuxoceneza N coyuozenesa IMHe JBa
acmiekra uctor mporeca (Conde 2016: 42), y KoMe CTPYKTypa JIMIHOCTH ,,0roBapa‘
COIIMjATHOM OKpPY’KemY, Koje Ta oapel)ena Bpcra mmuHocTH nepreryupa. [Ipsa 3amka
Kojy Tpeba u3dehu je pa3marpame Jbyackor Ouha y jeqHUHH, OBOjEHOT M HE3aBHC-
HOT Of IPYTUX JbYAH — Kao homo clausus (,,3aTBOPEHOT YOBeKa™ — BUACTH I paghux
1)’, crora je EnmjacoBa Hayka 0 JpYIITBY ,,COLMOJIOTHja APYIITBA Ca MHAWBHIyaMa
u apyintea uaauBuaya” (“sociology of society with and of the individual ’) (Conde

7, Jbynu KojuMa ce YMHY CAMOOYMITICAHUM Ja BUXOBO COIICTBO (MIIV BVIXOB €T0, IbMXO0BO ‘Ja) MM KaKo
TOJI fia ce TO 30Be), OCTOju Takopehy ‘YHyTap’ mIUX, OffBOjEHO Off CBUX OCTA/IMX JBYAM ¥ CTBAPU KOju
ce Hajlase ‘Crosba, TEIIKO MOTY Jja IPUIIMIIY 3Ha4Yerhe CBMM OBMM 4MIbeHMI[aMa Koje YKasyjy Ha To ia
TIOjefIMHIIM Off Ma/IMX HOTY X1Be y MebysaBucHocTu ¢ gpyruma. Fbuma je Telko fja mojefuHiie 3aMucre
Ka0 pelaTNBHO, a He allCOTyTHO ayTOHOMHE, Kao Pe/laTMBHO, a He allCOMyTHO He3aBNICHE ITOjefHIIe
koju MelycoOHO rpasie mpoMeH/bUBe CTPYKType. Bynyhn ma oBakBO caMooIaxarme M3ITIefia OYUTO
OHUMa KOjU Ha ¥bera IpPUCTajy, OHU ce JTaKO MOTY IIPMXBATUT! YNIbEHNIIE KOje yKasyjy Ha TO fia je
OBaKBa BPCTa OIaXKama Kao TaKBa OrpaHNyYeHa Ha ofpeheHa npymTsa, fa nmpousnasu us ogpebhennx
Bpcra MebysaBuCHOCTH, JpYIITBEHMX Be3a uaMehy /bymu, YKpaTko, Ja OBO OIaXame IpuUIaja
CTPYKTYpHOj Hoce6HOCTH ofpel)eHor cTyniba pa3Boja LuBUIM3aLMje, CHeliUIHOj fudepeHImjauju
Y MHAVBUAYAIM3ALUjI Y JBYACKUM 3ajefHNUIIaMa. JoBeK, YKOMMKO pacTe y TAKBOj 3ajeJHUIIN, He MOXe
JIAKO 3aMMCTIUTH i IMA 1 JbYJIV KOju ceOe He JOXKMB/baBajy Ha OBaj Ha4MH, Ka0 IOTITYHO CAMOJIOBOJbHE
TI0jefiuHIle OfjBOjeHe of CBMX ocTamux 6uha u cTBapu. OBaj HaUMH caMOONaXKama MsIIefa no cebn
jacaH, M3Ilefa Kao CUMIITOM BEYHOT JbYACKOT CTama, Ka0 HOPMATHO, IMPUPOJHO CAMOOIIAXKAIbe,
CBOjCTBEHO CBMM JbyuMa. CXBaTame Jja je IojennHar; homo clausus, Maam CBeT IITO )KMBU caM y ceb,
KOj¥ Y KPajib0j TMHMjY TIOCTOjU CACBUM HE3aBJCHO Off BE/IMKOT CIIOJbHOT CBETa, ofpebyje cnuky yoBeka
yorute. CBaKu APYTH 4OBEK Ce MCTO TAKO IHOjaB/byje Kao jesan homo clausus; meroso jesrpo, beroBo
6uhe, meroBo coICTBO, MOjaB/byje ce Takohe Kao HEIITO y HbeMy OJBOjeHO HEBUIUBUBMM 3UIOM O
CBera CIOJ/BHOL, laKJie 1 off cBuX ocTanmux pyau’ (Ennjac 2001: 31).
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2016: 42), WTO je MPErHAHTHO CAa)KETO YNPaBO y HACIOBY HeroBe Kibure u3 1987.
ronune: Die Gesellschaft der Individuen (enrnecku npesoj;: Elias 1991).

APVIITBO

I'paghux 1: Ocnosna uiema ecoyenmpuynoe no2neod Ha Opyulmeo
(mpeyzero u3: Elias 1978: 14)

Jpyra rpemika Koja ce 4eCTo MPaBH je CXBaTambe JbYACKHUX jeIMHKHU U IPYILITBa
Kao CTaTHYHUX JIaTOCTH, IJIe Ce 3aHeMapyje CTallHa IPOMEHJBHUBOCT U Pa3Boj — 4YeMy
YMHOTOME JIOTIPUHOCH TT0JMOBHH arnapar ,,[I0JICHICH * Ha CTATHOCT YMECTO IpoMeHe®,
aJM ¥ HETPUMETHOCT (HEKHX) IMPOMEHA KOje Ce JeIaBajy peslaTHBHO CITOPO TOKOM
IYyTUX BpeMEHCKUX repuona (long durée mporiecH, IONyT HACTajama Halrja). 3aTo
Enujac mHCHCTHpaA Ha yHOTpeOM TePMHUHA YUBUIU308AIbE YMECTO yuguIuzayuje’,
MOHONONU308aIbe YMECTO MOHONONA, UOEHMUPUKO8Arbe YMECTO UOeHmumemd,
Ja OM HarIacHo MPOLECYaHU KapakTep JPYIITBEHUX I0jaBa, HACYMPOT HUXOBOM
carjiefiaBamy Kao craTuaHux '’

Jbymu ¢y, ak u y ciTydajeBUMa Kazla IMajy BEeMKY MOh W 3Hame, TeK Y OrpaHrye-
HOj MEpH CIIOCOOHH Jia TIpeJIBH/Ie TIpaBall pa3Boja M Tako KOHTPOJHIILY ¢ueypayuje Koje
3ajetHIUKH GOpMHPA]y, IITO j€ OIMKA APYLITBEHOI JKMBOTA Ha KOjy CY, 3Mely ocTasux,
ykasuam U Pooeptr Mepron (Merton 1936) u Kapi [onep (Popper 2002: 336-346).

¢ ,Hamm jesuny cy usrpahenn Taxko ga y MHOTMM ClydajeBMMa CTaHO KpeTarbe, KOHTUHYMPaHY
IPOMeEHY, MOKEMO Jla M3PasyMO CaMO TaKoO Ja MM Y TOBOPY M MUIbEHY AaMO KapakKTep jefHOr
M30/I0BAHOT IPEMeTa y CTakby MUPOBakba ¥ OHJIa, TOTOBO CaMO Kao JIOIYHY, KPO3 J0fjaBarbe I/Iarosa
JlaMo 710 3Hamba [ja Ce OHO IITO ce YMHM Kao mupyjyhe sampaso kpehe. Kay Ha npumep crojumo Kpaj
peKe ¥ Ipef HAIIMM OYMMa Y MUCIMMA OjMOBHO OOYXBAaTUMO KOHTMHYMPAHO HPOTUIIAIbE BOLE U
Ka/Jl TO JKe/MMO Jja M3PasUMO Y KOMYHUKALUjH C IPYTUMA, OHfla He MUCTIMMO ¥ TOBOPUMO Ha IIpYMEp
0Bako: ‘Buju cramHO mpoTHIjabe BOE; KAKEMO ¥ MUCIUMO: ‘Buam kako 6p3o Tedye peka’. Kaxemo:
‘Betap gyBa) Kao fia je BeTap HajIpe HeKO Mupyjyhe HelTo Koje y HeKOM ofpeheHOM TpeHyTKy HoUnibe
na ce kpehe 1 mounbe 1a fyBa — Kao Ja je BeTap HEIITO APYTo Off AyBarba, Kao Ja OCTOj| BeTap Koju
ne gysa“ (Elias 1978: 111-112).

? Tako 6U MCIPaBHMjI IPEBOJ, HAC/IOBA HETOBOT ITIABHOT fiena 6110: O fipouecy uueunu3osara.

10 Jom Heke ,,TIpoliecyanHe nMeHuMIE  Koje je ckoao Enmjac cy: courtisation, sportisation,
scientification. FbuXoBoM KOH3MCTEHTHOM YIOTPeOOM je CTaTHO CKpeTao MaKkiy Ha IoCTBapyjyhn
MIOTEHIIMjal COLMOJIOMIKMX 1ojmoBa momyT Knace (Quilley & Loyal 2005: 814).
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Ja 6u EnujacoB mpuctyn npoOneMy HISHTHTETa OMO pa3jallllbeH MOTPEeOHO je
MOCBETHTH MaXXby MOjMOBUMA XaOHUTyca W (HUTrypaluje, Kao M KOHIECTTYyaTHOM Tapy
,Jja" 1 ,,MU“ UJICHTUTETA.

Xaburyc

Wako ce koHIENT xabumyca y colponoruju Hajueinhe Besyje 3a Iljepa Byp-
nujea (Bourdieu), xoju ra je, MOXK1a BUIIIE HETO OCTAIIH, pa3paro U IOIMyJIapr30Bao,
Enujac ra je (kao u Bebep [Weber]) nipe mera ynorpebsbaBao Kao TEOPHjCKHU aat''.

Ogaj nojam je, kako je Enumjac TBpamo, jenaH ox KibydeBa 3a pa3pellaBarbe
JayKHEe TUXOTOMH]je u3Mel)y MHIUBHUIYE U APYIITBA, Ka0 M 3a MPEBa3WIAKEHE ApY-
I'HX AyaJIHOCTH Koje onTepehyjy COLMOIONIKY TeOpHjy — areHCHOCTH U CTPYKTYpE,
ci1000/ie ¥ ISTePMUHU3MA, HHAUBHyJIM3Ma U XOJIH3Ma, CHHXPOHOCTH U JTUjaxpo-
HHje, Te MaKpO ¥ MHUKPO HHBOA aHAJIN3E.

Xabutyc je KOpHCHa ped Koja ce OTHOCH Ha HauyMHe ITOHAIamka, TUIIOBE YKyca
u Bpcte ocehama koje npeosnal)yjy Mehy npunagHunuMa oapehenux rpymna. Mosxke
Jla Ce OJIHOCH Ha 3ajeIHUYKe O0COOMHE KOje JbY/IHU JIelie, a KOjUX MOTY Jia CKOpPO y
nornyHoctu Oyny HecBecHu (Mennell 1994: 177).

XabuTyc ce OMHOCH Ha OHO IITO JBYIU 30BY ,,APYTOM IPUPOIOM™, Ha CTCUCHE
CKJIOHOCTH KOj€ Cy TIOCTalle ”HCTUHKTHBHE U TUMe Toipa3zymeBajyhe. OHo mTo Tpeda
HAIJIACHTH je Jia ,,IUCTIO3UIje XabuTyca (...) HUCY HENPOMEHJBHBE; OHE CE MEHa]y
KpO3 MHAMBHIyallHa enama 1 peduexcuBHocT (Conde 2016: 43). Ennjac je xabutyc

cMmarpao m3rpaleHuM Kako M3 ,,MHAMBHUIYAJIHUX', TakO H ,,IPyIITBEHHX
eneMenata. Ha MHIMBHyaTHOM HHUBOY, IOCTOJH HU3 HAyYSHUX JTUCIIO3UIIH]ja TIOHA-
IIama Koje Cy jeIMHCTBEHE 3a MHANBUAYY. Ha IpymTBeHOM HUBOY ce Halas3u CKyI
JUYHAX KapaKTepHCTHKA KOje MHIMBHAYE Jelie ca JPYTMM YIaHOBHMA ,,FbHXOBE™
rpyne. ApymrBenu xadburyc (wim ,,kapakrep /,,Hapas“ [make-up]) jbynu 4yuHU Te-
MeJb, WK OHO 1TO je Enmjac (...) Ha3Bao TIoM U3 Kojer nuuHuja ocehama Mory na
ce passujajy u pacty. (Tuck 2003: 499)

Xaburyc je OIKCKO MOBE3aH ca MOJMOM UOeHmumema, ofi Kora ce pasjmkyje 1o
TOME INTO ,,MICHTUTET" TTO/ipasyMeBa BUIIM HUBO OCBeIIheHe CBECTH 4JIaHOBA IPyIIe,
HEKH cTereH peiekcHje 1 apTHKYy/Ialuje, HeKa MO3WTHBHA WM HeraTiBHa eMOLIMOHAIHA
YyBCTBA [IpeMa KapaKTePUCTUKaMa KOj€ WIAHOBH IPyIIe IOKUBIbaBajy Kao 3ajeTHIUKE U Y
OZTHOCY Ha Koje ceOe MepLUITNpajy Kao pasauuute of octanux rpymna. (Mennell 1994: 177)

CAMYHOCT M pa3iuKa Cy AMHAMHYKH MPUHIUIHN UOeHMUpuUKayuje Koju cy y
CaMOM CPEIHINTY JbYACKOT CBETA, a uoenmumen 0O3HaIaBa HAUMHE HA KOj€ TI0jeINH-
¥ ¥ KOJICKTUBHUTETH IIPaBe Pa3JIUKy y OXHOCY Ha ApYyTe I10jeANHIIE U KOJIEKTHBUTETE
(Bumetn: Jenkins 2008: 18; Jenkins 2000).

! Habitus (nat. M. — ip>Kambe, CTaB [Tera], CIo/ballIbOoCT, U3IVIE]; HOLIbA, OeTIO; CTambe, MO/I0XKaj, KakBoha,
0cobeHOCT; Haxoberbe, PACIIONOXKEIbe, MUIIBEIbE), TeHealornja OBOT KOHI[ENTa MOXKe fHa Ce, IPeKo
CpeMbeBEKOBHIIX CXOACTHYAPa, Ipaty o Apucrorena (Sapiro 2015; Wacquant 2016) u ieroBe kareropuje
ciriarva (&g; hexis), kao obenexxja KapakTepa Koje ce pasBlja JYTUM BexxbarmeM, ,Koje Haure ocjehaje u
JKYZEbe YCMjepaBa y FaHUM CHTyallijaMa 1 TUMe yTjede Ha Haie us6ope. Of yobudajeHe ce CKIOHOCTI
pasnukyje crabwiHomthy u Tpajuorhy (Protrka 2006: 943 n3).
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Qdurypanuje

Coumonoruja ce, nakie, 0aBH JpyIUMa KOjU Cy TOBE3aHH Y CHEHUpHYHE
TUHAMUYHE KOHCTEJAIhje Koje 30BeMO @ueypayujama — ,,CI0KESHUM Mpekama
IpyIITBEHUX Mel)y3aBHCHOCTH KOje TPOKuMajy cBakogHeBHH KMBOT™ (Newton and
Smith 2002: xi).

Crnmka yoBeKa Kao ,,3aTBOPEHE JIMYHOCTHU OBJE je 3aMeHbeHa CIIMKOM YOBEeKa
Kao ,,0TBOPEHE JIMYHOCTH' KOja IMocelnyje Behn WM MamH CTylawm pellaTUBHE
(amm HUKazIa arcoNyTHE) CaMOCTAIHOCTH Yy OIHOCY Ha Jpyre Jbyle, ajld YOBeKa
KOjU je TOKOM YHTaBOT >XKMBOTa ymyheH Ha npyre Jbyne W 3aBHcaH on mux. Crurer
ynyheHOCTH JbynW jeIHHWX Ha Jpyre, BUXoBa Mel)y3aBHCHOCT, M jeCT€ OHO IITO
Jpyne mosesyje. OBe Mely3aBHCHOCTH Cy OKOCHHMIIA OHOT' INTO OBJE Ha3MBaMO
¢durypanmjom, To jeCT YCTPOjCTBOM Yy KojeM Cy Jbynu ynyheHu jenHu Ha apyre u
Mehy3aBucHu. Byayhu na cy sy Bullle WM Mambe 3aBUCHH jeTHH OJ1 IPYTHX HajIpe
IO MIPUPOJIU, & OHJIA YUCHEM Y JIPYIITBY, OJI'0jeM, COIH]jallU3al1joM, U JIPYIITBCHO
mobyheHnM y3ajaMHUM TOTpedaMa, OHH TOCTOje, YCYIIH OucMo ce pehu, jeamHo
Kao TUTypauTeTH, NCKIbYUnBO Yy duryparnujama. (Emujac 2001: 42)

Ortyna, 3a pas3iauKy ofl, Tope NOMEHYTOT, homo clausus-a 'y jenHuHH, homines
aperti — ,,0TBOPEHHU JbYIU — TIOCTOj€ YBEK y MHOXHHU (BUaeTH [ pagux 2). Enujac
j€ MHCHCTHpao Ha OBOM MOMEHTY MOIITO je€ CMaTpao Ja JbYAH MOTY Jia pasyMejy
ce0e/CONCTBEHO JieNamke caMO ako YBUE Jia OMHOCH MOhHM ofpaxkaBajy CIIOKEHO
MIPEIUTATaC Mel)y3aBUCHOCTH, TJIE j€ aTCHCHOCT JIOIUPAHA Y MPEKH (IT0j S TMHATHIX
aKTepa, rpyna, Ip)kasa), a He yHyTap oCeOHHUX ,,CyBepEeHHX  MHAUBUAYA: ,,Jbynu y
‘(urypanujama’ YMHE jeJUHN areHc UucTopujcke mpoMene™ (Sztompka 1994: 207).

Wunueunya (,,Ero®, ,ja“)

CumO051 BHILIE HITH Maibe
HEYPABHOTEKEHHX OfHOCa MOhH

—

OrtBopeHa (HezacuheHa) BaneHIH]a

I'pagux 2: Queypayuja mehyzasuchux unousuoya
(,,nopoouya”, ,,opocasa’, ,,epyna’, ,,0pyuumeo”’, umo.)
(npey3eto u3: Elias 1978: 15)
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QOurypammje HUCY (HUKCHpaHe, MOIITO Cy BPJIO PETKH OAHOCH MONM TakBH
Jla OCHUTypaBajy TOTalHy jomuHanujy. Hajuemihe je y muramy ,urpa™ crajaHor
yCIIOCTaBJbaha PaBHOTEkKE U3Mel)y MojeTMHala U TPyTIa, T/Ie je MOh peralfioHa — UTpadn
ce, Oymyhu melyy3aBrcHu, yBek y3ajamMHo KoHTpoymry (BumeTw: Elias 1978: 81).

,Ja“ |, M HACHTUTETH

Enujac je kao eneMeHTe KOjU YMHE JTMYHOCT, OJTHOCHO JIMYHH UJCHTHUTET, pa3-
JINKOBAO ,,ja-UACHTUTET U ,,MU-HUJICHTUTET " — ,,uMe" 1 ,,lIpe3uMe"* ca KojuMa ce UH-
JMBU/Tya 10jaBJbyje mpen apyruMa. Jby cTaiaHo yCrocTaBibajy paBHOTEKY Y CBOM
uAeHTuTeTy u3mely uHIuBULyaaHor u rpynHor. CynOuHa rpyme ce, TOKOM BpeMe-
Ha, ,,TAJIOKU Yy XaOUTyCy HEHUX MPHUINATHAKA — MHAUBUAYE (,,ja*) u rpyna (,Mu")
MOCTajy y3ajaMHO JBOCTPYKO Be3aHH.'? ,,IHIUBHye Ce OCTBapyjy Kaja APYIITBEHH
KOHTEKCT MOTIIOMaKe, TIOprKaBa Wik O6ap He crpedaBa BUXOBO clI000IHO TIpaheme
CBOjUX CTPYKTypHUX cMepHuIa“ (Bellini 2016: 382).

Ocnamajyhu ce Ha Qurypamnujcku monen auaHux 3amenunia (Elias 1978: 122—
128), Enujac noka3syje kako He OM MOIJIO JIa TTOCTOjH ,,ja*" aKo HE MOCTOjU/-€ APYTH
ca Kojuma je y ofHocy. ,,Mopa ce umMatu Ha yMy Aa OUTH cBecTaH cebe Kao ocode
3a KOjy ce Kaxe ‘ja’ peTHoCTaB/ba OUBAkHE CBECHUM JPYTUX JbYIU Kao ‘OH’, ‘OHA’,
‘mu’, ‘ti/Bu’ wm ‘onn’* (Elias 1978: 125).

CornyjaiHu KOHTEKCT MOJIEPHOCTH (haBOPU3Yje MHIUBUAYAIA3aM, T€ ,,ja" OJl-
HOCH IIpeBary Haj ,,Mu"‘.

MoryhHocT, Kao 1 Hy>KHOCT, Behe HHIMBUIyaIH3alyje je acreKT APYIITBEHE
TpaHcopMaIHje Koja je y BEIIMKOj MEpH M3BaH KOHTpoIe mmojeauHa. [Iponsson oBe
cBe Behe MHAMBHIyanHOCTH, Behe pa3HOIMKOCTH TIOjeIMHUX JbYIU C 003MpPOM Ha
MOHAIIAke, NCKYCTBO M HapaB, HUjE jeMHOCTABHO MIPUPOIHO J1aTa y UCTOM CMHCITY
Kao ¥ Pa3HOJMUKOCT JbYJICKUX Tena. (...) OHO mTO ce mojaBibyje (...) je OBOjEHOCT
Y 3aTBOPEHOCT TOjeANHAIIA ) Hux08um mehycoonum oonocuma. (Elias 1991: 121)

OBakBa cuTyaluja JOIPUHOCH OCTBApPEHOM BHl)ely COIICTBEHOT MOJIOXKaja y
CBETY, Kao ,,IPUPOTHO aTOT, HETPOMEHJBHBOT U HE3aBHCHOT O JPYIITBEHOT KOH-
TeKcTa (LITO je UPOHHYHO, MOIITO YIPaBO JIPYIITBEHH KOHTEKCT oMoryhyje nHau-
Bunyanm3aMm). Ha oBo je ykasuBao n Yiapux bek (Beck) y cBojuM nmpommumsbamuma
VHIMBHIyalIH3alije Y PU3UYHOM APYIITBY KaCHE MOJCPHOCTH:

Kako ce jpynu y TasacuMa HHIUBHUyadu3anuje ociaodahajy conmjaiHux Besa
U TIpUBaTH3Y]Y, [10jaBJbyje ce ABOCTPYKH edekar. Ca jeqHe cTpane, onaxajue Gopme
MOCTajy MpUBAaTHE, a Y UCTO BpeMe M — 3aMUIIIJbEHE Y BPEMEHCKO] OCH — HEUCHo-

12 EnyjacoB KOHLENTYAIHN Iap »ja-“ U ,Mu-uaeHturet  nopceha va Mupgoso (Mead) pasnnkoBame
sja“ m ,mene* (“I’/“Me”) kao acmekara IIpolieca CTBapamba COIICTBA, Ifie je ,ja“ HempefBUAMB U
KpeaTuBaH, a ,MeHe" 1beroB KOHPOPMICTUYKH aCIEKT. ,,Ja“ je HermocpeaHa (4ecTo HeCBeCHa) peakiuja
COIICTBA Ha JieIatba APYIUX (OKOJMHY), a ,MeHe CBECHO IIPUXBaTatbe OUeKMBAIba U XKeJba 3ajeHIILIe —
»yorurreror upyror (“generalized other”). Cmrano Enujacy, Mup je pasMaTpao JyToTpajHy eBOTYLUjy
JBYACKMX PYLITaBa O IPYMUTVBHIX Y KOjIMA je ,MeHe" 6VI0 JOMMHAHTHO, Ka MOLIEPHNM THe ,ja“
uma Bragajyhy ynory (Bumern: Mead 1972: 354-378; Mead 2011).

70



Adupmayuja coyuonowxoe npucmyna uoenmumemy y meopuju Hopbepma Enujaca

pujcxke. (...) To 3HauM J1a ce BPEMEHCKH XOPU30HTH KUBOTHE TEPIETIINje CBE BUILE
CyXaBajy, 0K C€ KOHAYHO y TPAaHHUYHOM CJIy4ajy ucmopuja He MPETBOPH ) (8euny)
cadauirmocm W CBE HE TIOYHE Jia ce okpehe 0Ko oce CONCcTBEeHOr Ja, CONCTBEHOT JKH-
Bota. Ca apyre cTpaHe, cMamyjy ce 00NacTu Te 3ajeJHO apTUKYJIHCAHO Jellamke
apupMHUIIe COTICTBEHH JKUBOT, a PACTy TPUTHCIH JIa Ce CONCTBeHa Ouorpaduja ca-
MOCTaJIHO OOJIMKYje U TO M TaMO M yIPaBO TaMo [Je HUje HUILTA PYTO A0 MPOLYKT
onHoca. (bex 2001: 230-231)

Enujac je OM0 KpUTHYKKM HACTPOjEH MpeMa HEHCTOPHjCKOM IMPHUCTYIABY CO-
nujarHuM (PeHOMEHHMA Y JIPYIITBEHUM HayKama, OJHOCHO ,,IIOBJIAYCHY COIMOIIOTa
y cagammoct™ (Elias 1987). CxomHO TOMe, OH je W HASHTHUTET TPErno3Hao Kao TBO-
PEBHHY Y BpEMEHY, KOja IMa UCTOPHU]Y, KOja je TIPECY/IHA 33 IerOBO Pa3yMeBambe.

WnenTureTy Kao BpeMEHCKa KaTeropuja

Enwmjac je Ha (qpymITBeHM) )KUBOT TIea0 Ha MPOIIeCYaTHH HAYHH, IITO 32 ITH-
Tambe 00JIMKOBaba XadUTyca, OJHOCHO UICHTUTETA 3HAYH J1a j€ FeTOBO (POPMHpPABE
CTaJlaH MPOLEC KOjU Tpaje TOKOM LIEJIOT KUBOTA. 3PaBOPa3yMCKH ,,[IOIJIE/ HA KH-
BOT ¥ JjaJbe je MCUXOJIOIIKM BE3aH 3a jydepalliby JIPYIITBEHY CTBAPHOCT, Majaa ce
JlaHalIkba U CyTpallllba CTBAPHOCT Beh yBeNuKo pasnukyjy on jydepamme (Elias
1995: 35). OHO mITO je CYMTHHCKO (aKO OBJIE YOIIIIITE MOXKEMO JIa TOBOPUMO O CYTII-
THUHH) 32 UACHTUTET HUje oipel)eHo cTame (jyuepalimbe, JaHallbe, CyTpalmke), Beh
»KOHTHHYUTET IpoMeHa“.

[V] mHOrMM mpouecuma, jeJMHCTBO/UEIOBUTOCT Ipolieca He YMHU OMIIO KaK-
Ba CyICTaHIIa KOja 0CTaje HeMPOMEHEHa TOKOM Tpolieca, Beh KOHTHHYHTET Y KOojeM
jeHa MpOMEHa MPOU3JIa3n U3 JApyre Yy HeMPEKUHYTOM pefociey. Y3MUTe mpruMep
oxpeheHor npymrBa, XoJaHAWje Y METHAECTOM M JBAaZECETOM BEKy; OHO INTO HX
MOBe3yje HUje TOIUKO je3rpo Koje 0CTaje HeMPOMEmEHO, Beh KOHTHHYHTET MpOoMeHa
KpO3 Koje je IPYIITBO JBAJECETOr BeKa MPOM3AILIO U3 OHOra M3 NETHAECTOT BEKa,
HarJalleH YUBbEHUIIOM JIa j€ TO KOHTUHYHUTET KOjH Ce MaMTH. Y3MHTE JbyAcKo Ouhe;
XjyM je jenHOM MPHIMKOM TPU3HAO Jla HE MOXKE Ja pasyMe y KojeM je CMHCIY OH
cajia Kao ojpaciia ocoba ,,iucra“ 0ocoda Kao MaJo JIeTe Koje je Hekaaa ouo. Oarosop
j€ OTeT N1a UISHTUTET HUje Y TOj MEPH CTBAp CYIITHHE, Beh KOHTHHYHUTET MPOMEHA
Koje Bojzie U3 jefHe (aze y APyry W, y OBOM CIIy4ajy, TO je 3araMheHr KOHTHHYHTET.
OHO WITO y €BOJYLHMjCKOM CMHCIY Ha3WBamo ,, KHBOTHUELCKMM LIAPCTBOM® je KOH-
TUHYHUTET MPOMEHA: TO je KOHTUHYUTET MHOIITBA IPOMEHA KOje MoBe3yjy pube ca
swynuma. Hcto ce moxke pehun u 3a ¢usmukn ynusep3ym. [loctoju MHOTO Ipyrux
npuMepa. Y CBUM THM CIlTydajeBUMa, KOHTHHYHUTET MPOMEHa MoBe3yje KacHujy (hazy
ca panujum dazama. (Elias 1992: 220 n3)

Osgakga nepcrektiBa oMoryhyje pasymeBame nmpoMeHa (YHyTap) HICHTHTETA,
YBHJ Y MeHame pazmepe yuemiha ,,ja“ 1 ,,M1" KOMIIOHEHTH, IITO OTBapa MOryhHOCT
1 3a CKHIIMPame BEpOBaTHOT TpeHaa y OyayhHoCTH, y3 oapa3zyMeBaHy CBECT O KOM-
TUIEKCHOCTH U TEUIKO] MPEIBUIUBOCTH JIPYIITBEHOT )KUBOTA.
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3akJpyydak

Enujac naje jemHy IMHAMUYHY M BHUILIEIAMEH3MOHAJIHY CIHKY JPYIITBA.
Hberos pan xapakrepwiie ,,0TBOPEHOCT™ 32 KOMOWHOBAWE Ca JAPYTUM TEOPH)CKUM
npuctynuMa (Newton & Smith 2002: iX), mTO cBakako TOBOPH O BEITUKOM aHAJIH-
THYKOM TIOTEHIINjaly HeroBe TeOpHje.

EnujacoBo TeopeTncame CHaXXHO MOACTHYE Ka ycpeacpehuBamy Ha CIOKEHE
npoiece Koju oOJIUKYjy ,,MACHTHTETCKE Tperpaje Koje nocmoje npe WHIUBHIYA,
TaKo J]a C€ MUIUJbCHE, ICHXOJIONIKE KapaKTEPUCTUKE U CXBaTamkEe CONCTBA (POPMH-
pajy y Iujanory Uy cykoOy ca OHMM INTO je Beh yHampesn cipeMHO U 3aBEHITaHO
(Wetherell 2010: 8-9). IIpema Tome, Hemoryha je aHanm3a ,,AHANBUIyaITHE CYOjeK-
THBHOCTH U KUBOTHHX ITyTatbH H3BaH MaTEpUjalTHUX OKOJIHOCTH y KOjUMa C€ HHIHU-
Buaye Hamaze™ (Moore 2010: 2).

IToceban Harmacak Enujac craBiba Ha BaXKHOCT UCTOPH]CKUX M PA3BOJHHUX MPOLIE-
ca, IITO TIOJPHBA TBP/HEC O YHHUBEP3ATHOCTH, OE3BPEMEHOCTH/AaNCTOPUYHOCTH U CaMO-
OUHIVICTHOCTH (HAIHX) CaBPEMEHHX IT0jMOBA U TIPEICTaBa KOjH CY, 3aIpaBo, TPOU3BOT
(urypaija IpeTXoHUX HapalTaja ¥ Koje HACTaB/haMo Ja (Pe)KOHCTPYHIIIEMO KpO3
TpeHyTHO moctojehe mMpexe MehyzaBucHocTH. Tako M MAECHTUTET HHUjE ,,yHANpen ', u
,JETHOCTaBHO", /1at, Beh MpecTaBiba CTATHO POMEHJBUBU PE3YITAT MPEIUIUTamba Ofl-
Hoca yHyTap 1 Mely gurypaipjama TOKOM )KHBOTa OpOjHHX TeHepaluja.

Moxna je miaBHa moeHTa EnnjacoBOr TEOPHjCKOT pa3marpama WICHTUTETa
TIoBoheme y TUTamke MOCTOjarha jacHe JIMHH|E Koja eI  ,,yHYTPaIIlikhe COTICTBO ™ OJT
,,CIIOJBAIIIELET CBETA™, TAaKo Jia Ce ,,HaM3IVIe] CTBAPHO pa3[Bajame cede M IPYTHX,
MojeAMHIA U JPYIITBa, Cy0jeKTa 1 00jeKTa’ 1eMackupa Kao ,,[I0CTBapeHe APYIITBE-
HO TOJICTAKHYTOT 3aHEMapHuBama JbYACKOT BIACTUTOr HMckycTBa comctBa™ (Elias
1978: 122").
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AFFIRMATION OF THE SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACH TO
IDENTITY IN THE THEORY OF NORBERT ELIAS

Abstract: The paper deals with identity as a process, a concept that was strongly
advocated by Norbert Elias. His “process sociology” was an endeavor to overcome
the dualities that burdened sociological theory. Elias launched a critique of reification
of social structure as an object outside and independent of the individual. At the same
time, Elias dismissed what he called homo clausus (a concept in which emphasis is
put on autonomy, freedom and independence of the actor) as excessive individualism,
where society is understood as an intended outcome of individual action(s). In his
theory of identity Elias, amongst others, used concepts of habitus, figuration, ‘I-" and
‘We—identities’. He referred to habitus as ‘second nature’ or ‘an automatic blindly
functioning apparatus of self-control’, experienced on the individual level as a
personality structure, but collectively authored and reproduced in a life long process.
Elias recognized individual identity as a temporal creation. His perspective permits the
analysis of the changes in the ‘I-We’ relation, without giving precedence to either of
the elements of this pair. Also, identity is conceived as multiperspectival (relational)
and shaped by the figurations (interdependency chains).

Key Words: Process, Identity, Habitus, Figuration, ‘I-" and ‘We-Identities’.
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YBOA Y KOMYHUKATUBHY KOHCTPYKIINJY
CTBAPHOCTW?

Yo6p30 HakoH 1mTo ¢y beprep u Jlykman (Berger & Luckmann) 00jaBuiiu Kibu-
ry [Apywmeena xoncmpykyuja cmeaprocmu, Gunoszopu Kamma u JlopeHueH cy
cBOjuM jenoM Jlocuuxa nponedeemuxa, odjaBibernM 1967 (Kamlah & Lorenzen
1994), nokymanu na ycmepe ¢unoszodujy ka HoBoM npasuy. Kiura je ouna jenan
071 OCHOBHHX HM3BOpa 3a OHO LITO je KacHUje Ha3BaHO ,,METOMOJOLIKUM KOHCTpY-
KTUBU3MOM®, KOJU c€ 0aBH IHUTAKEM IJIC M KaKO IMOYHIHE JIOTHKA U, Ca HOM, PaIlio-
HaJTHO Pa3MHUILbAkE KPO3 YIOTpeOy je3mka. AYyTOpH Cy CMAaTpalId Jia je PelieHne
OBOT ,,l(pO0JIEMa TTOYeTKA™ jeAHOCTABHO: TO je YWH pedeprparma Wi, MPEIU3HAje,
rokasuBama (pointing/Zeigens). [lo BHUXOBOM MUILBEHY, TOKa3UBAKHE j€ TEIECHU
nporec ,apeaukanuje”. IIpeankanuja, y cMucity nofesbuBamba aTpudyTa 00jeKTy,
3axTeBa Ja pedepupamMo Ha objekar. J[eMKTUYKMM YMHOM TIOKa3uBama pedepupa
CE Ha HEIITO y CBETY Ha HAYMH KOjU OJroBapa mpeaukanuju — 6e3 jesuka. Ha oBoj
ocHoBH cy Kamua u JlopeHIieH moToM pa3BHIIM CHCTEMATCKy U (JOPMaJHy JIOTHKY.

[NTokasuBame he 1 'y 0BOj KEbH3H CTAJIHO J1a CITy’>KH Kao IIPHEMEp OHOTA IITO Ha-
3UBaMO KOMYHUKamugHum oenarsem. 1101To MoKa3uBame MPCTOM MapajurMaTHIHO
WIYCTpPYje Jla TeJIOM MOXKEMO Jla HalpaBUMO jacHy pedepeHIly u To 0e3 ynorpede
je3uKa, OHO MOKa3yje W TeJEeCHE acleKTe KoMyHuKaruje. YoBeKy 4ak HU He Tpeda
je3uK ja Ou OMo JIOTUYaH M palioHallaH; TEJIECHU YHH ITOKa3uBamba je J0BOJbaH Kao
,IIPAKTHUYaH" yuYrMHaK joruke. Ha ocHOBy Tor unHa MOXKe Jia C€ U3BEJI€ JIOTUYKU CUC-
TEM KOjH je ONIITH Y UCTOj MEPH Kao U CIIOCOOHOCT MOKa3UBamba.

W3miena na je mokymiaj aa ce OKapaKTepHIle JIOTHKA, PAlMOHAIHO pas-
MUIbae, 1a YaK U Hayka, 0e3 OCliamama Ha je3WK, MpoO0JIeM KOjU HHje 4eCTO
obpahuBan. Ca COIMONONIKOT CTAHOBHIITA ITOCTOje JOOPH Pasjio3u Jia ce je3UK He
rocMarpa Kao HEeyTPaJIHO CPEJCTBO 3a aHAM3y APYIITBA jep ce je3ui MehycoOHO
Pa3NuKyjy 1 pa3HKyjy c€ y 3aBUCHOCTH OJ] KYJIType U APYIITBA. YKOJIHKO c€ Kpe-
He oJ] ofjpel)eHor je3nka Kako OW ce MpoHAIlIa OIIITa TeOpHja JIOTUKE WIH OWII0
KOjU IpyTH AaHATUTUYIKH CHCTEM, JIAKO C€ MOXKE YIAaCTH y 3aMKy €THOLIEHTPHUYHOCTH,
JOpYTHM peunMa, y ,,[IOrIe ] Ha cBeT  yrpal)eH y CBakH je3uK.

! hubert.knoblauch@tu-berlin.de

2OBo je IpBO IOITIAB/be KIbUTE KOja je 00jaB/beHa Ha HeMauykoM kao Kommunikative Konstruktion der
Wirklichkeit (Wiesbaden: Springer VS); kmura je o6jaB/beHa u Ha eHIeckoM jesuky (Communicative
Construction of Reality) y uspamwy Routledge (London 2019). 3axBabyjeMo ce ayTopy 3a eHIVIECKY
Bep3MUjy TeKCTa, Ha OCHOBY Koje je u ypabeH oBaj mpeBoy,.
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Ca npyre crtpaHe, JIOTMKa MPEACTaB/ba UMIUTUIMTHY PAllHOHATHOCT CBAKOT
JbY/ICKOT pasMUIIJbakba U JieNlatha, a Kao IITO U MOKa3WBamke TO J0Kasyje, Ta pa-
[IMOHATHOCT HHUje OTpaHUYeHa caMo Ha je3uk. Yomek HHUje camo (Dov Aoyov &yov,
CTBOpEHE Koje MMa je3uK. [ e MoskeMo, TUuTaMo ce, 1a mporahemo oBaj oOIMK pa-
[IMOHAITHOCTH aKo He y je3uky? OxroBop moxemo aa (mpo)nahemo y Kamiooj u
JlopeH11eHOBOj aHATN3H NIOKa3nBamba. [loka3uBame HIje ycaMJbEHH YHH KOjUM Ce je-
JIaH aKTep WJIM MHUCJIHIIAI] CyouaBa ca CBeTOM, HIIeHTH(UKY]jyhu 00jexTe momohy Tor
4yrHa. Y CTBapH, YMH MMOKa3MBabha HE MOApa3yMeBa caMo Jia TIOCTOjU HEIITO Ha IITa
ce mokasyje, Beh U Ja mocToju HeKO JAPYTH KO youaBa MmokaszuBame. [lokasuBame je
OCHOBHHM JpymITBeHHU nporec. [TokazuBame nMa cMUCIa caMO YHyTap JAPYIITBEHOT
OJTHOCA: aKo Cy0jeKar mokasyje HeIlTo APYroM CyOjeKTy.

Veun Kamne u JlopeHueHna o TeMesbHO] APYIITBEHOCTH IOKa3HMBama je Of
paHHje MpHUCyTaH y COLMOJIOTHjH, COLMOIOTUjH 3Haka U (COLMOJIOMIKMM) Mpoyya-
BamkbUMa Hayke, au He U Y (uno3odpuju.’ KoMyHUKaTHBHY YHMH MOKa3UBamba jaCHO
yKa3yje Ha TO y KOjoj MEpH Cy 3Hae U Pa3sMUIIIbakbe JPYIITBEHO YCIOBJHEHH: TI0-
Ka3uBambe Ce 3aCHUBA Ha OMHOCY m3Mel)y HajMame Ba cy0jeKTa Koju pedepupajy Ha
Tpehu eseMeHT Tako J1a OH 3a BUX UMa CMHCIA. AKO CMaTpamo Jia je MOKa3UBabe
OCHOBHH YHMH, MOPaMO y3€TH y 003Hp M IPYIITBEHOCT KOja C€ Hajla3h y HETOBOj
ocHoBH. Hajommutuja Te3a oBe KmbHre je Ja cy KOMyHHKaTHBHA Jejama, Kao LITo je
MOKa3MBamk-€, OCHOBHH JPYINITBEHH MPOLEC KOjUM C€ APYIITBO U HErOBa CTBAPHOCT
KOHCTPYHIILY.

1. Hayka u Teopuja

JlaHac ce moHeKka; | TBp/IM Jia OKYIIIa] TPaXKera ,,0CHOBE  APYIITBEHOT mojiceha
Ha O0JIHK ,,TEOPH]jCKOT (PYHIAMEHTAIM3MA  KOJH HTHOPHIIIE PA3IIUKE U PA3TUIUTOCTH
nOpymiTBene cTtBapHocTH (Buaetn Marchart 2013).* Hactojame 1a ce IpyIITBEHOCT
MoZBEE MO 3ajeAHNYKH MMEHHJIAIl KOjH MPEICTaBsba 3allaJHu, eTHOLECHTPUYHH,
pauMoHAIHH ,,IOpEeaK™ je ONpaBIaHO JIOBEACHO y MHUTAMkE jep Cy ce U apyre ,,pa-
LUOHAIHOCTHU, IOPE 3anaIHO-HAYyYHHX, ITOCEOHO TOKOM MOCIEIBHX JAeleHH]a Mo~
MepuIie Ka IIEHTPY CBE TI00AIM30BaHUje CBECTH O MHTEJICKTYyalHUM Tpauliyjama:
YUHU C€ Ja Taj UCKOpaK Ka MOACPHOCTH oOyxBara adpuyKe, a3HjcKe, IPHAYKE U
JIATUHOAMEPHUKE KapaKTEepUCTUKE, 11a YaK U MPOCBETUTEIbCKU ayTOpHU MIPU3HAjY Jla
Cy peflurdje paryoHAIHO JOTNpHUHEINe ,,ocTceKyitapHoM no0y (Eisenstadt 2002;
Habermas & Ratzinger 2006). Anu ynpaBo Ta cBe Beha pa3HOIMKOCT 3axXTeBa Ja
MOKYIIaMO Jia TparaMmo 3a 3ajelHIYKUM 0coOnHama. 3aTo OBJIE IOYUHEMO O] TAKO
JETHOCTaBHOT r'ecTa Kao IITO je IMOKa3MBambe, KOju CBU CBAKOJHEBHO KOPUCTUMO M
Y3UMaMO 3/[paBO-3a-TOTOBO.

UumeHnI1a 1a ce OBOM 3ajeTHIYKOM UMEHHUTEIbY ITPHOIMKaBaMo moMohy aHa-
JUTHYKKX aJaTKU JPYLIITBEHUX HayKa HE 3HAYH Jja Tpeba UCKIbYUUTH JIpyTe KyATyp-

*Y dunosoduju, ,colmjamHa eMUCTEMONOTHja“ je HeNABHO YCBOjIIA OBY MJiejy APYLITBEHOCTH.

* Yak n Mapurapt (Marchart 2013: 13) nmpusHaje Aa ,,0CHOBE JPYIITBEHOCTH “ HE HECTajy.
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He nepcrnekTuse. Mako cMo CBeCHH Ja ce APYIITBEHE HAyKe 3aCHUBAjy Ha TPAAULH]H
W UCTOPHUjHU KOje Cy TOJ 3alaJJHUM YTHIAjeM, OHE HUKAKO HE MCKJbY4Y]y MepCreK-
TUBY ,,JPYTHX" WJIN 4Yak ,.CTpaHama‘, yera ce (EeMHUHHCTUYKH, MMOCTKOJIOHH]jaTHI
1 HOCTXYMaHMCTHUYKHU ayTOpH OIpaBaaHo Iwiame. MehyTuM, kao MTO cy HUXOBU
CTPaxoBU Ofi YHU(HKALIK]E U MPEypPambEHOTr YOIIITaBamha YTeMEJbEHH, OBU ayTOPH
CBOj€ apryMeHTe 3aCHMBAjy M Ha HEKOj BPCTH HAYUHOT je3HKa, ajIi YaK HHU HajayOsbe
MOLITOBAKE PA3IMUNTHX HAYUYHHX KYJITypa He MOKe Aa u30erHe oHo mto Yakpabap-
TH Ha3WBa ,,[I0CTKOJIOHHjaJTHOM JHMIJICMOM “:

Cser uzeja koju ce (1M0)jaBuo y 100a eBpOICKe eKCIaH3Muje U KOJIOHU3aIlN]e
n3rena KOoJIMKo Hen30ekaH, TOJIMKO M HeoaroBapajyhu 3a onucuBame U aHaJIN3U-
pame concTBeHe (He3armaaHe) uctopuje u apymrea. (Chakrabarty 2010: 111)

Waxko Hayka ocTaje HecaBplICHa, lbeHa KOMYHHKaIMja TI0CTaje CBE TII00aIHIja
Y pa3HOBPCHHU]a, TaKo Ja oMoryhapa MeTONUYKy pedIeKcHjy OrpaHUu4eHOCTH COTI-
CTBEHE NEPCIEKTURE. 3alaHi YTHIA] HAyKe HUje HEMUHOBAH — OH je caM Mo ceOH
JPYLITBEHO-UCTOPHU]CKH PE3YNITaT KOMYHUKAaTUBHUX J€Iakba U MOXKE J1a ce peduiek-
Tyje, JOIYHH U TpaHC(HOPMHUILIE YKIbYUUBAKHEM JPYTUX nepcrnekTusa. CXoqHo ToMe,
Pa3NIUYUTOCT CyOjEeKTUBHMX IO3UIMja MOBE3aHUX Ca TOJIOM, POJOM, IPYIITBEHUM
MOJIOKajeM MJIH KYJATYPOM MOKE Ja c€ 00jacHHU TakKo Jia ce ,,CBET KMBOTA'* BUILIC HE
cxXBaTa Kao yHHBep3asiHa, Beh penanuona, penaTiBHa 1 KOMyHUKaTHBHA KaTeropuja.

OBaj Kopak Ka pejaTMBU3alllj1 BOIU APYIITBEHY TEOPHU]y Y IPABILy OHOTa IITO
bambpa (Bhambra 2014: 215) Ha3uBa ,,TOBE3aHUM COITHOJIOTHjaMa": COITHOJIOTH]ja
CJIe/N ,,eTHKY APYLITBEHOI KOHCTPYKTHBHM3MA KOja HE BOAM Ka YHHBEP3aJIN3aLHjH
U KOja cMaTpa Jia Cy HOpME Hayke came IO ceOH pe3yiTar ApyLTBeHe U (oceOHO
y HayIi) HEONXOHE KOMYHHKAaTUBHE KOHCTpyKIHje. OBa BpcTa peialnoHe COLHOo-
JIoTHje JUCTaHIMpa ce ol GyHAaMEHTaI3Ma YHUBEP3AIMCTUIKIX TEOpHja, alli ce
HE MOKOopaBa pesiaTuBu3My. Hayka kao IITO je COIMOJIOTHja CTAHO C€ MEHa, aju
UIaK UMa HOPMATHBHO je3rPO y KOMyHHKATHBHOM Jellaby — Y OMJIO KOM TPEHYTKY
TBP/Hba O BAJbaHOCTH UCTHHE MOXKE J1a Oyae KPUTHUKHU NIPEUCIIUTHBAHA, IPOME-EHA
i ondadena.” Hayka je Mok/ia jequHa HHCTUTYIHja y APYIITBY y Kojoj Xabepma-
coBa norpeda 3a HeayTOPUTAPHOM KOMYHHKAIMjOM HHje caMO uzeal, Beh Hopma
KOja ce MO)KE 3aXTeBaTH y CBaKOM YHMHY NPOW3BOI-C 3Hama (OWio na ce paau o
,,CTPYYHOM JKaproHy*, mpeaaBambuMa Ik cacTaniuMa’) — 6e3 003upa Ha KyiTypy,
PENUTHjy WM MOJUTHYKH CUCTEeM. [IOIITO BUIIE HE TPAKUMO UCTHHY HA HaWBaH
HaYMH W HE BEPYyjeMO Yy IMOCTEICHO NPHONIKaBamkhe MPaBoj UCTHHHU, CIIOCOOHOCT
Jla IPEUCIIUTYjeMO Hallle METOJIe, TIOjMOBE M (hOopMe TI0CTaje jelaH Ol HajOMTHHjUX
NpOLEyPATHUX KPUTEPHjyMa 3a HaAyYHOCT.

[omTo 0Baj KPUTUYKK CTaB HE MPOU3IA3H U3 jaulHE CTAOMITHUX HEPOMEHHU-

5> MeptoH (Merton 1949) 0By KapaKTepUCTUKY HayKe HAa3UBa ,,0PTaHM30BAHIM CKEIITUIIMI3MOM .
Y y Hay. I

¢ To yx/pydyje HauMHe Ha Koje ,,ollaXkarma“, Ha IpJMep, IOMONY MUKPOCKOIIa, IIocTajy Hamasu. OBo je
uaycTpoBaHo y aHanusu Jlarypa u Bynrapa (Latour & Woolgar 1979), cTyanju HayqHO-MCTPasKMBAuKOT
HpojeKTa Koju je kacHuje Harpahen HobemoBom Harpamom.

7 Kputrmka crora yBek MogipasymeBa pedIeKCMBHY CAaMOKPUTHKY ITOCMATpamba, Kao LITO je, Ha IpuMep,
3axrteBao bypauje (Bourdieu 2001).
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BHX aKCHOMa, OH j€ HY>KHO KOHCTPYKTHBHCTHUYKHU. YBEK MOpaMo J1a y3MeMO y 003up
Jla HaIlle TPETIIOCTaBKe MOTY Jia OyAy TOrpelHe, HeJIOTHYHE WM eMITUPH]CKH HEey-
TeMeJbeHe. YMECTO NPEypameHOr YCBajamha OHTOJIOMIKMX UCKa3a, HayKa je OpHjeH-
THCaHa Ha METO/IEC KOjUMa JTOJIa3H JI0 CBOjUX MCKa3a M KOjuMa MX MOTBphyje U omo-
Bprasa.® I[Tox MeTonama moapasymeBamo ojpehuBarme HauWHa HA KOjU CE CTBApajy
pe3yJITaTy M TO TaKO Aa APYTH MOTY Jla HX pa3syMejy — Kako OM HEKO MOrao Jia CIipo-
BeJIC CIUYHA ONaXkarma, TyMauckha U 3aKJby4MBama — U TJC CBAKHM O]l TUX HauWHA
3aBHCH OJ1 IPYIITBEHUX, IPOMEHJbUBHUX BEP3Hja HHTEPCYOjEKTUBHOCTH, METO/0II0-
ruje u BasbaHocTu. Hayka je apymrBenu npousso. LlltaBuiie, mpou3Boma 3Haba
1 KPUTHKA TOT 3Hama, Kao 1 pediekcrja u JUCKyCHja 0 3HAWmY y BEITUKO] MEPH Ce
0CTBapyjy Kpo3 KOMyHHKATHBHA JIeNIatha ¥ 3aBUCE O] OHOT'A IIITO HA3UBAMO ,,jE3UKOM
Hayke*.

2. Hayunu je3uk u AuCKypc

Bam xao mTo je MeTonooruja cpk Hayke (a TEXHHKA HCTPaKHBaba BPCTa Ma-
TEpHjaIn30BaHEe METOMOJIOTH]E), TOKYIIajH J1a ¢c€ MOMONY YHMCTOT MM PaJUKaIHOT
KOHCTPYKTHUBHU3Ma aohe 1o ,,ipeaMera’ Hayke moMohy mMeToaa McTpaKuBama JaKo
MOTy ja 3aBpiue y penaruBusmy (ymop. Meidl 2009). Hacynpor TakBUM 4HCTHM
WIN PaJUKaTHUM KOHCTPYKTHBUCTHUYKUM MPHCTYTUMA, KOMYHHKaTHBHU M COIHjaJl-
HU KOHCTPYKTHBHCTHUYKU HMPUCTYIH I10jIa3€ O TOra Ja KOHCTPYKLHja HE HOYUHHE
yBeK ab ovo (13 mouetka), Beh ce onBuja y Beh koHcTpyncaHoj crBapHOcTH. Hayka
HE MOpa U He MOXKE J]a TOHOBO OTKpHje CBOj€ METOJIE U je3uK, Beh ce ocrama Ha Beh
yCIIOCTaBJbEHE METO/IE, PyTHHCKE MpaKce U je3uK y Beh mocrojehuM ,,yHuBep3yMu-
Ma auckypca“ (Mead). Hayune aucuuniiHae KapakTepuiry oipeheHu je3unu, yHu-
BEp3yMHU AHWCKypca u 3ajeqnurie. lllTaBumne, y HayIM je3UK 1MOCTaje PYTUHU30BaH,
(hopmaaH ¥ peTopuvaH, alu HayYHH je3WK AYyTyje KOHCTPYHCAHH KapaKTep CBOM
cneunpUIHOM, BelITayKoM cTHITy. CaMo 3aTo IUTO HE JKEJIMMO J1a KOMYHUKaTHBHO
JieNlambe CBeJeMO CaMo Ha je3uK, Tpeda Jia J01aMo J1a je3UK HayKe U IeHH AUCKYPCH
YBEK, U CBE BUILIE TOKOM MOCIEIBHX JIEIeHH]a, 3aBHUCE O TeNIeCHUX nepdopmancy,
OJ1 BU3YEIH3allije 1 OJ MOJIeNioBama.’

Kana roBopumo o crienupuuHIM YHHBEpP3UMa JIMCKypca y KojuMa ce CTBa-
pajy Hay9YHH WCKa3d, MOpaMo Ja MpuxBaTuMo cBe Behy mudepennnjanmjy u dpa-
TMEHTAIMjy CTEeIHjaTN30BaHOT 3Hakha, TOCEOHNX IMCKypCca U Ofipel)eHnX 3ajeTHuIa
JUCKypCa, Ha PUMep, AUCHUIUINHA, 0Jha HCTPaXKHUBamba U napaaurmu.'’ OBu yHu-

8 Kao 1 y cOLIMOMOruju 3Hama, Hayka ce 6aBM OHIM LITO Ce JaHac Ha3UBa ,KPUTIIKIIM OHTOJIOIMjaMa’,
Tj. OHMM LITO aKTePU CMATPajy cTBapHoUIhy.

° YBeNUKO ce pacrpasjba O OTPOMHOM YTULAjy KOjii BU3yaM3alyja uMa Ha OTKpuhe Hay4dHe UCTHUHE.
Cse Beha yrora npesenranuja y Hayuy, Ha npuMep nomohy PowerPoint-a, toBonu o cBe Beher 3Havaja
tena (Knoblauch 2013).

1 OpbannBame OBe TpajuIuje ayTOMATCKM BOAU 1O ,,JIHOBalyje®, y3 pUsMK fa Ta MHOBaIuja Oyne
jemHOCTaBHO IIpeMMEHOBaIbe U IIOHOBO IIPOLiehIBatbe OHOra mWTo je Beh mosHato. OBaj mpobieMm je
[I0Ce6HO M3PKEH Y PYLITBEHNM I XYMAHUCTUIKIM HayKaMa, KOje CBOj HeZOCTATaK KOHTMHYNTETA
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BEP3YMH JTUCKypca Pas3lIuKyjy Ce Ol CBAaKOJHEBHOT je3MKa KpO3 ,,COPHUCTHLUpPAHY
cemanTuky* (Luhmann 1980) moBe3any ca BUXOBOM CIICIIUjaTM30BAHOM CTPYKTY-
pom 3Hama. CTpyKTypa OBUX JHMCKypCa ce CBE BHIIE OJIpaXkaBa y CTPYKTYpH HaykKa,
IpU YeMy CBaka TBPIH Ja MMa CBOje TPEIMeTe M, CXOJHO TOME, COIICTBEHA MOJba
UCTPaXXHBamba.

Judepenuujannja TucKypea je jeaan of pasiora 300r KOT aKT€pH U3BaH OBHX
005acTy UMajy OTpaHuYeHO pa3yMeBame Hayke. To je 3aTo MITo, YaK U ako MOHEKa/
Tpeba ,,loKazaTH Ha 00jeKTe Halller UCTPAKUBAMA, MPEIMETH Pa3IHYUTUX Hayd-
HUX JIUCIUIUIMHA CY PETKO KaJ] jellHOCcTaBHU. HanpoTus, OHU ce cTBapajy y KOHTEKC-
Ty HAay9HOT JUCKypCa, a CBAKH C€ OJHOCH Ha MoceOHe TeMe U mpodiieMe UCTPaXkKH-
Bama. LleHy oBe cnenujanusanyje Hayka maha kpo3 onpel)eHn HUBO Hepa3yMIbUBO-
CTH, aJJM CaMO Ha Taj HAYWH OHA MOXeE Jla IPUMEmYje CBOje MeTone U oMoryhu aa
BEHE TBP/AE Oyly MOJABPrHYTEe NOCEOHMM KpuTHKama. MehyTum, oBo ce ogHOCH
caMmo Ha JMCKypce YHyTap Hayke, a KOjH Cy HaMCHCHH 3aje/IHUIM HayYHHKa, Kao
1 oBa KmuTa. HepasyMJBHBOCT CIIeNIMjaln30BaHUX Hayka je KpUTHKOBaHA y Opoj-
HUM HHTEPAMCIMIUIMHAPHUM TIPHUCTYIIMMa KOjUMa Ce 3axTeBa KOpuIIheme MHOTO
IIMpe U ONIITHje TEPMUHOJIOTH]e Y qUcKypcenuMa. LlITaBuiie, 3aXTeBH MOIUTHYKKX,
€KOHOMCKHX U JIPYTUX jaBHUX WHCTUTYLHja U BUXOBO (PMHAHCUPAHE UCTPAKUBAA
yTAYy Ha HayKy Tako IITO OHA yCBaja Kareropuje M3 MOJIMTHUYKHUX, EKOHOMCKHUX H
JpYTHX JUCKypca, Ha puMmep, penuruje. Takolhe, ynmeHnIa 1a cy 1 yHUBEP3UTETH
JIle0 00pa30BHOT CHCTEMA yKasyje Ha CHaAXHY Be3y n3Mel)y HaydHOT U CBAaKOJHEBHOT
3Hama, Ha puMep, y HacTaBu. [lopen Tora, momynapusanyja je oayBek Omiia BakHa
3a HayKy. Ha kpajy, ZpyIuTBO 3Hama ca MyHUM IPaBOM TPaXXH O HayKe Ja JOIpu-
Hece HheroBoj Npou3BoAKY 3Hama (Burawoy 2005). Mehytum, Hayka Ou cama cebe
MOpHIIaa YKOJIMKO OU CONICTBEHE Je(hUHMIIMjE IPEMETa U ofiroBapajyhe muckypce
U UCTPaXHUBAYKE MPOOIIeMe 3aMEHMIIA JaBHUM TOBOPOM HITH IMTOJTUTUYIKOM U €KOHOM-
CKOM areH/IoM.

3. Teopuja

[ToceOHa 0ceT/LUBOCT HayKe Ha KPUTHKY jaBJba ce 300T HeHEe NoTpede 1a mpe-
HCIIHUTYje COIICTBEHE EMITMPHjCKE Haja3e, METOJIe KOjuMa ce JI0 HHX JIoNa3n |, Ha
Kpajy, TeOpHjCcKe KOHIIETITe TOMONY KOjUX ce€ OHM pa3yMejy u o0janrmanajy. Konmer-
TE U BbUXOBY [TOBE3aHOCT Ha3MBAMO TEOpPHjaMa, JIOK C€ METOA0JIOTHja 0aBU MUTAKEM
OHOTa IITO CMaTpamo ,,00jallkbemeM”, ,,pa3yMeBameM , ,,yBepJbUBOIIhY ¥ CBUM
JIPYTUM [TUJbEBUMA KOjUMa TeXKUMO. MeTo100THja PEeUcuTyje, 1ehUHUIIES U T0-
TBpDyje OBe IMJbEBE W HAYWHE Ha KOj€ C€ OHM MOCTHKY, OJJHOCHO METO/E Kojuma
j€ HayKa TTOBe3aHa ca CBOjUM IpenMeToM. JHCcKycHja 0 TEOpHjCKIM TepMUHIMA je
caMHM THM cliennduyan 3agaTak came HaygHe kputuke. bynyhu na Behnna nayka

mrahajy oprosapajyhmm mpomenama y pompmHocy 3Hawy. Crora, 3axTeB fa ce y3me y 063up
»HajcaBpeMeHIje MCTPaXnBarbe" He CITy)XI CaMo 3a IPeBasi/IaKerbe ITOIIePOBCKe Ufeje O ,HAIPETKY
3Hama", Beh mpocro na ce nsberne ob6apmame Beh roToBor Moca.
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neduHuIIe cBoje KoHLENTe (Y OKBHPY onpeheHMX TEeopHjcKUX JHCKYypca) CBOjUM
MPUPOIHUM je3UIIMMa M I'paMaTHKaMa, CBOjOM JICKCHKOM U CBOjOM CEMaHTHKOM,
(dhopmynucame TeopHje npejactaBiba oapeheHy Bpery u3azoBa. OBH M3a30BH CY jOIIT
Behn ako ce eMImupHjCKH TTpeIMeTH HayKe He MOTY MPEIU3HO Pa3INKOBaTH MTOMONyY
er3aKTHUX METO/[a, KA0 LITO j€ TO YECTO CIIy4a)j Y APYIITBEHUM M HayKaMa O KyJATypH
(Kulturwissenschaften). Ta4qno je na oBaj mpo0OieM MoKe /1a MOKYIIa Ja ce peru Gpu-
TYypaTHBHUAM, METaOPHUYKUM JE3MKOM, alld TaKaB MIPUCTYI YECTO Tpesia3u y JOMEH
YMETHOCTH U KEbIDKEBHOCTH, CTBapajyhu ocehaj ecTeTckor y:KuBama, ajai HCTOBpe-
MeHO J0Bojieh y mUTame caMy HAayYHOCT TaKBOT IMpHCTyma. 300T Tora mITO TEO-
pHujy GOpMYIIUIIIEMO Y CBAKOAHEBHOM IIPUPOAHOM jE3WKY, U CBE JIOK YMHHMO TaKO,
3aXTeB 3a KOHLENTYaIHOM nperm3Honrhy ocraje npecynas. [lotpe6Ho je, nakme, na
Hallle KOHLenTe yrnopelyjeMo ca KOHLENTHMa U3 IPyTUX TEOPHjCKUX TUCKYPCa KOjH
ce 0aBe MCTOM TEMaTHUKOM, NPEeBacXOJHO ApyluTBeHomhy. OBa KOHIENTyallHa Io-
pehema Mory MoBpeMEHO U 'y U3BECHOj MEPH Jia JICNyjy 3aMOPHO, aJli Cy OHA HEOTI-
XOmHa 1a Ou ce mocturao oapehenu crenen mperu3HocTy. Jla 6ucMo TO TOCTHUTIIH,
ynopehuBaheMmo KoHIeTITE jeHe ca ApyruMa, Kao M o0enexkja Koja Impou3ia3e u3
THX KOHIIeTIaTa (OJJHOCHO HXOBY ,,6KCTCH3MOHAITHOCT™, KA0 ¥ FIUXOBY ,,AHTCHIINO-
HAJHOCT®, Kao mITo ¢y onucanu Xanamen u Menenk (Hannappel & Melenk 1979).!

CrpykTypa oBe Kmbure rpaeHa je Ha OCHOBY cienehe joruke: monasu ce of
HEKOJIMKO BPJIO OMINTHX (M Y BEJIWKOj MEPH HEIOBPIICHUX) TEMEJbHUX KOHIIETaTa
U3 KOjHX C€ OHJIa M3BOJIE KOHKPETHHjH TePMUHH. TakaB MPUCTYI 3HAYH Jia CMO Ha
OCHOBY (BpJ10 OpoOjHE) KOHCYJITOBaHE JINTEPAType y OBOj OOJIACTH HCTPaKHBamba,
AQHAINTHYKH M3BOjIIH ofipe)eHe KOHIENTe U 1ajbe UX Pa3BHjaIH y MpaBIly jeIHE
teopuje. b hopmupama Te Teopuje je KOXepeHTHO U AOCIEAHO MehycoOHO mo-
BE3MBakE TUX KOHIENAaTa U TO HA HaYWH KOJUM TEOPHUjCKO 00jalllkbemhe Mpou3uia-
3M M3 TIOBE3aHOCTH KaTeropuja, YuMe ce, Y CyIITHHH, OJroBapa Ha MUTame IITa je
JPYIITBEHO M KaKO c€ JPYITBEHU (DEHOMEHH MOTY IOBe3aTH. MeTOJI0IOIIKH, TEO-
pHja He ToJa3u O] CaMUX akchoMa, Beh je JeTMMHUYHO 3aCHOBaHA HA EMITHPH)jCKOM
UCTpaXHBamy TO he OUTH CKULUPAHO Y HACTaBKYy.'?

IIto ce HacoBa OBe KEbUre THYE, Tpeda HAIIACHUTH Jia CAM TEOPHJCKU apryMEHT
KOjH je OBJIe MpeICTaBIbEH He Tpeda cMarpar ,,KOHCTpyKLHjoM ‘. KoHCTUTyHCame mojMo-
Ba HUjE UCTO IIITO M KOHCTPYKIHja CTBAPHOCTH, jep JCAYKIIMja I0jMOBa HE 3HAUH TTOBE3H-
Bamb€ TI0jMoBa eMNupHjcky, Beh ornaku. Ca Apyre cTpaHe, HU APYIITBEHA HUTH KOMYHH-
KaTWBHA KOHCTPYKIIHja CTBAPHOCTH HE TIOJUIEKY EMITHPHCKH CEMaHTHIKIAM MPHABIIIMA
JpyIITBEHE TeopHje, Beh 3aBrice of1 rmporieca Koje (OpMyITUIIIEMO Y TEOPH)H IPYIITBA.

OBo ymo3opeme yKasyje Ha pa3IMYuTe HUBOE KOHCTUTYHCama TEOpHje, Of
KOjUX CBAaKM MMa Pa3IM4HT CTeNeH ommroct.” PasnukyjemMo Tpu CyKlecuBHA W,

I Mebytum, kopuctuhemo mojam ,acrmekt" fa 03HauMMO aTpubyTe KOHI[EIIaTa KOje He IPUIIUCYjeMO
IbIIXOBO] ,CYIICTAHIIN, KaKO 611 TO KlacudHa MeTadusyka Ha3Bama, Beh Ha METOLOMOIM)I 1 HEHO]
aQHA/IMTUYKO] IEPCIEKTUBU.

12 Crapame Teopuje y u3sBecHoj Mepu nopiceha Ha MeTOAy aHA/IMTUYKE MHAYKIMje KOjy je OCMUCIIO
3uamenku (Znaniecki), a Kojy je Ha y3opaH HaunH npumerusao Kary (Katz 2001).

3 Mepron (Merton 1949) pedepuiiie Ha Teopyje BICOKOT CTelleHa acITpakIyje 1 ,Teopuje Cpefmber
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HCTOBPEMEHO, He3aBHCHA HUBOA TeopHje. [lomTo pasnuka u3mely ApyIITBEHUX TEO-
pHja, COIMOIIOIIKE TEOPHje U AWjarHo3a APYIITBEHOT YHHU U TIIABHY CTPYKTYPY OBE
KbHTe, Tpebao 6 yKpaTKo ONMMCaTH OBa TPU KOHIIETITA.

(a) pywmeena meopuja
Kana roBopruMo 0 KOMYHUKAaTHBHO] KOHCTPYKIIMjU CTBAPHOCTH Y OBOj KIbH-

3M, TOBOPUMO O BEOMa IIUPOKO MpuxBaheHOM ,,ApYyHITBEHO-(EHOMEHOIOIKOM
WIA ,,IPYIITBEHO-KOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKOM™ TIPUCTYIy TEOPHjCKE COLHOJIOTH]je
(Knoblauch & Wilke 2016). OBaj mpucTym ce OAHOCH Ha AUCKYpP3UBHY TeMY, KOja
ce KOHBEHI[MOHAITHO Ha3WBa ,,COLMOJIOIIKA Teoprja“ U 00yXxBaTa BHIIC WIH Mambe
HMHCTUTYLMOHAIN30BAHO 110JbE COLMOJIOIIKOT HCTPAKUBAMKA, KAO IITO Cy UCTOpHja
COIMOJIOTHje U COIMOJIOINIKE Heje, Teopujcka mopehema uta.'* C 063upom na ce
JHCKYPC ,,APYLITBEHOT KOHCTPYKTHUBH3MA™ MPOIINPUO M3BAH COLIMOJIOLIKE TEOpHje
U Ha , JpyLITBEHEe TeopHje”, Mu heMO M TEOpHjy KOMYyHHMKAaTHBHE KOHCTPYKLHje
pasmarpari y TOM IIMPEM OKBHPY, jep OH OOyXBara OIIITE U TEMEJbHE KOHIICTITE
JPYIITBEHUX HayKa U HayKa o KynTypd. Ha Toj OCHOBHM JpyIITBEHE TEOpHje 3aTHM
TpaIuMo TeopHje ApymTBa. Teopuje npymTBa AeHUHUITY TTPEIMET EMITUPH)CKE CO-
LMOJIOTH]j€, TOJUTUKOJIOTHje U eKoHoMU]je. KoHauHO, KOHIIENT AUjarH03e OHOCHU Ce
Ha IMpoyyaBame CKOPALIBUX IPOMEHa Y caBpeMeHHM JIpymTBuMa. Kaga roBopumo
0 IUCKYPCY O JAPYIITBEHO] KOHCTPYKLHjH, TpeOasio OM YKpaTko 00jaCHUTH U OTHOC
u3mel)y ,,InjarHo3e APyIITBEHOT ™, ,,COI[HOJIOIIKE TEOPHje” U ,,IPYIITBEHE Teopuje,
a Koju neduHuIIe caM mpeaAMeT APYIITBEHUX HayKa.

Axo mipatumo Erpnpecoy (Endre3 2002) pexoHCTpyKIHjy TeHe3e IpyIITBeHe
TEOpHje y COLMjaTHOM HaydHOM AUCKYPCY, OHIa BUAMMO Ja Ce I0jaM jaBJjba y CH-
[JIECKOM TOBOPHOM OKPYKEHbY Kao KOHIIENTyalHa eKCTeH3Hja JpYyIITBeHO-(rno30dc-
Ke ,,COLMjaTHe MUCIIH* Ka HHTePAUCIHUIUINHAPHO] ,,IPyIITBEHO] TEOPHjH ", 3aMerbyjyhu
OHO IITO Cce HEeKaJ|a Ha3uBaJo ,,COIMOJIOIIKa Teoprja““. EHnpec TBpaM Aa je KoHIenT
L JIPYIITBEHE TeOpHje* y NIPYIITBEHUM HayKama 3aMEHHO ,,COIMOJIONIKY TEOPHjY ‘Y OK-
Bupy commonoruje y pagosuma [ 'mnerca (Giddens) n Komvana (Coleman). [Ipymrse-
HY TE€OPHjy PasINuUTO KOPUCTE Pa3IMUUTH HAyYHUIH, aJ1 j€ KOHLIENT 3aMEHHUO COLU-
OJIOILIKY TEOPH]Y, KOja ce OaBH MUTambEM KOHCTUTYLIH]E APYIITBEHOTL.

OBaj mpesia3 ca CONMONIONIKE Ha JPYIITBEHY TEOPHjY UMa U HHCTUTYIIHOHATTHH
aCTeKT, Kao IITO je TO MPUMETHO | uieHC, Koju Kaxe:

[lo3anuHy OBe KWUIe YMHU HHU3 3HAUQjHUX [IOMAakKa y JPYIUTBEHUM HayKama
TOKOM NPOTEKJIMX METHAECT TOAUHA. Y BEJIMKOj MEPH OHHU Cy OWJIM €0 ApYLITBe-
HE TeopHje, a MOCeOHO Cy YTHLAIH Ha Hajo3JIOIIAIICHH]Y M HajIIpOBOKATHBHU]Y
JOpyLITBEHY Hayky, counoiordjy. (Giddens 1984, xiii)

06uMa“ Kao LITO Cy Teopuje APYLITBeHe HeplieNnlije, APYIITBeHe KOHTPOJIe U CTPYKTYpe APYIITBEHNUX
VHCTUTYLINjA.

'* Conmornomka Teopuja I0CTana je CKOPO KAaHOHM3OBAaHM IIpefMeT akajeMcke Hacrtase. Crynuje
PASMMYUTHX TEOPHUja YeCTO MX CMATPajy APYradujuM MapajgurMama WM ,MyITH-TapagurMaTCKuM
(ymop. Seidman 2004). Bymyhm pma ce MHore off OBUMX Teopuja 6aBe pasIMYUTUM AHATUTIIKIM
acIeKTMMa JMCTe TeMme (felame, MHTEpaKIija, KOMYHMKaIMja), OHe Oy Tpebano fa ce cMarpajy
[OIYHCKMM Ha Ha4dMH KOji je 0bjallmbeH PasHIM YHAKPCHUM pedepeHIiaMa y OBOj KIbUSIL.
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[Hakne, moryhe je na je Ha eKCTEH3Hjy TEpMHHA JPYIITBEHa TEOpHja yTHLATIA
YHELCHUIIA JIa CY O] cefamieceTux roauna 20. Beka, nmoceOHo y Yjenumenom Kpabes-
CTBY, COIIMOJIOrHja U BehMHa COIIMOIIOIIKE TeOpHje U3ryouie cBoj JierutumMuTeT. Kaxo je
Mapraper Tadep u3jaBmia aa ,,He TIOCTOjH TaKBa CTBAp Kao JPYIITBO , THHUIIO CE KO-
PHCHUM Ja ce JIeKcniku npelje Ha mpoydararme apyiireeHor. OBaj mores je takohe yka-
320 Ha OJIBajare Ol ,,COLUOIOTHjE  TaKO JIa je MojaM APYIITBEHE TEopHje JOOUO MHOTO
LIMpe 3Ha4eHhe, 03HaYaBajyhn ermucTeMONIOIIKO MOJbE KOje je IOCTaBUIIO TEMEJhE 3a CO-
LHOJIONIKY TeopHjy. M3 Tor pazmora, matameM JPYIITBEHOT Ce CBE BHIIIE OaBe U JpyTe
mucnutuimHe. VIcToBpeMeHo ,,IpyIITBEeHa TeopHja™ je n30eria 1a ce CBeIe Ha COLHjaTHy
(hunozodujy, AMCIUTUTIHY KOja PETKO MOKYIIaBa Ja Ce MOBEXKE Ca IPYTHM UCIHITIH-
HaMa KOje eMITMPHUjCKU MPOyYaBajy APYIITBEHOCT. Y CTBAPH, MPUCTYIH JPYIITBEHO]
TEOpHju Mory ce HahH, Ha IpUMep, Y aHTPOTIOJIOTHjH, Y POydaBambuMa 00pa3oBama 1
peruruje, Kao Uy paziuuiTUM TPAHCAUCHUILIMHAPHUM KOHTEKCTHMA, MOMYT POAHUX
CTy/IWja, MOCTKOJIOHHjTHUX CTy/Hja U, HAPABHO, y TEOpHjaMa O JTUCKYPCY.

PeneBaHTHOCT IpyIITBEHE TEOPHje KOja ce HAKOH Tora Iporrpuia yBehana je
EH EMITUPHUjCKH OTICET, AT TO HUKAKO HHUje JIOBEJIO JI0 MPEIU3HUjeT aHaTUTHIKOT
pasyMeBama pedn ,,IPYIITBeHO * | ,, ApymTBeHOCT . To je cacBUM pa3yMIbHBO jep je
JpYyLITBEHA TEOPHja MOCTaa 3ajeJHUYKH UMEHUTEIb, HE CaMO 3a JIPYIITBEHE HayKe,
Beh u 3a npyre qucuuruinHe. Yak U Ha HUBOY YUOEHHKaA, TEPMUH JPYILITBEHA TEO-
pHja ce IOBPEMEHO KOPUCTH UCKJbYYHBO 3a TUCKYcH]y 0 Teopujama kyatype (Elliott
2009). Konmuko Tox aa je oBaj mojaM MOCTA0 MUPOK U AUQY3aH, OH ce UIIaK MOXKE
MOCMaTpaTy Kao KOHIENTYyalTHA KaTeropuja y OCHOBH HAjpa3iMYUTHjUX APYIITBE-
HUX M KYJITYypPOJIOIIKAX HayKa WIIM XyMaHUCTUYKHX TUCIHILIMHA (KOje ce OBJe, Ha-
pPaBHO, TAKMHUYE Ca CBE PAcIpOCTPALCHUjUM TBPAmbaMa ,,TeOpHje KynType™).

Yak u npeTnocraBka Jia IpyIITBEHA TEOpUja UMa jacHO Ae(PHUHUCAHY TPAHHILY
ca MPHUPOJHUM, TEXHHYKUM U OUOJIOIIKMM HayKama BUIIIEe HE BAXKH jep ce UCTPaKu-
Bamba O BEIITAYKO] HHTEITUTCHIIN]H, HEYPO-UH(DOPMATHITH B POOOTHITH EKCITUITUTHO
OaBe mpobIeMrMa JIpyIITBeHE Teopuje (HIIp. ,,COIHjaIHUM MO3TOM®, |, IUCTPHOYH-
pPaHOM KOTHHIHjOM®, ,,eMOIIMOHATTHOM POOOTHKOM®, ,,320KPETOM y MpeBohermy )™ .
VYnpaBo 3aTo MITO IPYIITBEHOCT MOBE3YjEMO Ca TEJIOM M HETOBUM JICIOBAEM,
KOMYHUKAIMjy >KUBOTHHbA, Ka0 W MelyJbyncKy KOMyHHUKalHjy Tpeba cmarpaTw
JPYIITBEHUM: CUMOHMO03a, Tapa3uTH3aM M KOMEHCAJIN3aM Cy OOJIHIU JPYIITBEHOCTH,
Kao mrTo je u Gopmupare 3ajeaHnia nacekara.'® Kox MpaBa, KoMyHHKaIHja Koja
YUHU JAPYIITBEHOCT MOXKE J1a 00yXBaTa TPaHCIIOPT KOji 00aBJhajy M0jeAMHATHY HH-
CEKTH, alli KOMYHUKAIIMja MOXe Ja Oy/e UCnymeHa OyKoM, MUPHUCHMA HITH J00pO
mo3HaTuM TurecoMm, kop myena (Buschinger 1985).

Konwmko ro fa TeXXMMO OIIITOj TEOPUjU APYIITBEHOT, HE MOYXEMO MHOTO TOTa
OIIITEr Ja TBPAMMO Yy BE3W ca PazIMYUTUM BpcTama. Moxaa OucMo MO Jia ce

» » <«

'*Y opunurunany: “Social Brain”, “Distributed Cognition”, “Emotional Robotics”, “Translational Turn”
(apum. tipes.)

'Y CBUM OBMM C/IydajeBMMa [APYLITBEHOCT je AMPEKTHO [IOBe3aHa ca KOMYHUKAIOM. Y CIydajy
cum6buose usmeby Bumehenujckux opraHmsama, KOMYHUKAIVja MOKe OUTH TeleCHA, Ko ILITO CY
MeTtabomuuky npouecy wm porocunresa (Gortz 1988).
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OKpEHEMO aHTpOIOJIOWKUM Topehemuma. Mehytum, Behuna etomomkux u O6uo-
JIOUIKMX TIPUCTYTa HE MOXE Jia C€ KOPUCTHTH jep 3aHeMapyjy MOCeOHOCT JbYICKe
JPYIITBEHOCTH. Y OBHM MPHCTYIIMMa KOMYyHUKATHBHO JIeNamke je CBEICHO Ha OHO-
JIOTIKE TIpOIlece, a MUTamka Koja ce TUIy HauyWHa Ha KOjHU OBH IPOIIECH MOTY OUTH
[IPELU3HO ONHUCAaHU, cXBaleHM M MOCPEAOBaHU OCTajy OTBOpeHa. Yak M ako y Ok-
BHpY HayKa O >KMBOTY AaHac npumehyjemMo npuOimkaBambe OHOME IITO Ha3UBAMO
JPYLITBEHOM TEOPHjoM (Ha MpUMEp, ca OTKpUheM , JIMYHOCTU JKUBOTHIbA y OHO-
JIOTHjH), UTIAK HE MOXKEMO J1a TIPEMOCTHMO ja3 KOj! JIPYIITBEHE HAYKe JIENU OJ1 NIPH-
PONHUX.

®duno3odcka aHTPONIOIOTHjA je Tyro Omiia M3y3eTak U Ha mby heMo ce oCBp-
HYTH Y HEKOJIMKO HaBpaTa. Melytum, npuctyn ¢puiaozodcke aHTPOIOIOTHje OTBapa
nBa ipodnema. Ca jenHe crpane, oHa ce Beh mojMoBHO noucrosehyje ca ,,aHTporno-
sorujoM™, pokycupajyhu ce MHOroO BUIlle Ha JAC(UHHCAKE pa3iinKa Ha TpaHUIlaMa
JbYJICKOT, a Mame Ha TPaH3UIHje Ka APYTHM BPCTaMa U 3ajeJHHYKE KapaKTepUCTH-
ke mmehy mux. Ca apyre ctpane, BehnHa cucreMaTckux pamoBa u3 (Qrrozodcke
AHTPOIIOJIOTHj€ HANMCaHa je y MPOIUIOM BEKY M OHHM Cy YIVIaBHOM INOTHULAIU U3
HEMa4KoT TOBOPHOT mofpy4yja. Pedepeniie Ha HajHOBHja UCTpaKMBamba y MPUPOJI-
HUM HayKaMa [IPUCYTHE Cy y camo HEKOJIMKO MPUCTYyNa, Kao mro je JInnaemanoBa
(Lindemann 2002) ctynuja o HHTEH3UBHOj He3W. [10 MOM MHIUBEHY, JajbU pa3Boj
(11030 CKOT aHTPOIIOJIOIIKOT IPUCTYIA Y OJHOCY HA EMITMPHjCKa HAay4YHa UCTpa-
XKHBamwa joll HUje ocTBapeH. [Ipema Tome, HE MOXKEMO Jja ce OCllakbaMoO Ha caBpe-
MEHY, aHTPOTIOJIOIIKY 0a3y jep oHa HU He mocToju. PasmMorpuhemo oBy curyanujy
METOJIOJIOMIKH, Y3 MUHUMAITHO OCJIamkamke Ha TBPAbE KOje ce THUY aHTPOIOIOIIKUX
MPETHOCTaBKM KOMYHHUKATHBHOT JieNlatba, alld He 0cropaBajyhu lbMXOB 3Ha4Yaj U eM-
MUPHUjCKY PEITEBAHTHOCT.

WNako ce nehemo ocnmamary Ha aHTPOTIOJIOIIKE MPETIIOCTABKE KOj€ CY BaXH-
Jie y APYIITBEHUM TEopHjaMa OJf BpeMeHa IPOCBETUTEJbCTBA, HeheMo MpuxBaru-
TH HU TPETIIOCTABKE ,,CUMETPUYHE IPYIITBEHE TEOpHje O TOME J1a IPYLITBEHOCT
CBHX BpcTa Tpeba TpeTUparu Ha UCTH HaunH. CaMo 3aTo LITO Y OBOM TPEHYTKY KO-
MYHUIPaMO jeJHU ca ApyruMa rnoMoly yWTama W MUCama, LITO jé CIIOCOOHOCT
CBOjCTBEHA CaMmo JbYJMMa, MOPaMO Jla c€ CIOKUMO Jia je Halla MepCreKTBa HyXK-
HO ,,JbyAcKa“. Jlakie, Hamia ApyIITBEHA TEOpHja HY)KHO MMa JbYACKY CTpaHy Koja
je ,acumerpuyHa“, xkako kaxe Jlaryp (Latour 2001), nnm, na murupamo beprepa
(Berger 1971), uma ,,XyMaHHUCTHUYKY IMEPCIEKTUBY . Mu ce 6aBUMO JbYICKOM KO-
MYHHUKAIH]OM, TO jecT, OOJIMIIMa KOMYHHKATHBHOT Jeama Koje je MPUCYTHO Mehy
JbyIMa — aJld TO He cMe Ja OyJie orpaHuueHo camo Ha Jbyze. [llnmnanse ounrinenHo
MOTY Jia YYEeCTBY]y y OBOj KOMyHHKaIHjH, Ha TIpUMEp, Ja Hayde Ja MOoKazyjy; IcH
Takohe MoTy 1a pa3zyMejy KOMyHHUKAaTHBHO JeNIafbe U, BEpOBAaTHO he poOOTH yCKOPO
MoOhM J1Ta KOMyHHULIMPAjy PYTHMHCKH HAa Ha4MH KOjU je CIMYaH JbYICKOM KOMYHHKa-
TUBHOM JIeJIaly jep ce Beh Tectupajy 3a ynorpely Koj manujeHara ca JIeMEeHIIH]OM
(Beer et al. 2015).

OBa BpcTa KOMYHUKaTHBHOT JIeJIatha YMHU CPXK HaIlle APYIITBEHE TEOPHje jep
j€ OHO OCHOBHH IIPOTIEC JbYICKE ApyITBeHOCTH. OHO 03HaYaBa TEJICCHE PaImke Koje
Cy OpHjEHTHCAaHE MpeMa IpyruMa M Koje ToOujajy 3Ha4deHmhe KPo3 Mporec 00jeKTH-
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Balyje, ma UX CTora MOTY Pa3yMETH CBE CTpaHE y MPOLEeCy KOMyHHKaIje. Ycien
TaKBE PEIMIIPOYHOCTH, KOMYHHKATUBHO JICNIamke je yrpaljeHo y OIHOC 1 MOXKe, Kajia
npehe y pyTHHY, J1a ce 00aBJba U Ka0 caMOCTallHa pajiiha, Ha puMep mMucao. Mim
JIPYTHUM peunuMa, OHO je cyOjektuBHpaHo. [loHaBIhamkheM, KOMYHUKATHBHO JCIAambe
rpepacTa y CTpyKType U MHCTHTYIIH]je, MOXKe J1a 00yXBaTa MaTepHjaliHe 00jeKTe, Me-
JHje U TeXHOJIOTHje U NOCTaje CTBap KOHBEHLH]jE, 3HaYCHa, a TUME U KYJITYype.

JpymTBeHa Teopuja neUHHIIEC TpeAMET APYIITBEHUX U HAayKa O KyATYpH Y
CBUM BUXOBUM BapujeTeTuMa. byayhu 1a oHa roBe3syje u JpyIITBEHOCT ca IpeaMe-
THUMa JIPyTUX HayKa, TIOIyT MPHUPOJIe U KUBOTA, OHA je Jieo TeopHje Hayke. Jledu-
HUIIIE OHO IITO JKEJIUMO J]a OTIHIIIEMO, aHATTU3UPAMO U 00jaCHIMO Y OKBHPY ofpele-
He Hay4He quciuIuinHe. JlpymTBeHa Teopuja, Mel)yTum, He o0jalmaBa caMo CIIeIt-
¢uuHOCTH OPYIITBEHUX ()CHOMEHA Y TbUXOBUM KYJITYPHUM U HCTOPH]jCKUM OOIHIIH-
Mma. OHa Takohe neduHuIIe IpeMeT Ha OIIITH HAYWH TaKO Jla MOXe Ja ce oopalyje
y Pa3IMYUTAM JUCIUILTHHAMA, Ka0 HITO Cy COIMOJIOTH]a, MOJUTUKOJIOTHja MITH KO-
MYHHUKOJIOTH]a, Ha ¢BOj moceban HaumH. OBaj HUBO OMINTOCTH OOjalImaBa 3aIiTo
JPYIITBEHY TEOPHjy HYXKHO KapaKTepHIIe BUCOK CTEIIeH ancrpakuuje. JpymrseHa
TeopHja Mopa J1a Oy/ie arncTpakTHA jep HBEeHU KOHIIETTH 00yXBarajy HIMPOK CIIEKTap
eMIMPHjCKUX (DEeHOMEHa M 3aTo IITO Mopa Aa o0yxBaTa MHOT€ Pa3IUYUTE AUCLH-
IUTMHE, TIpYXajyhu 3ajelHUYKN je3UK 3a CBE OHE KOjU UCTPaXyjy WACHTH(HKOBaHE
o0jexre. KoHauHo, n3a0paHy KOHIICNTH JAPYIITBEHE TeopHje Tpeba 1a Oyay TeMesb-
HU ¥ J1a HaM oMOoTyhe Ja pa3MHIIJbaMO O HAyIHO] TEOPHjU, METOIAOJIOTH|H U EMITH-
PHjCKHM MeTofiaMa y APYIITBEHUM, IPUPOAHUM U HayKama o Kyntypu.'’

JpymTBeHe Teopuje He MOTY OUTH €MITMPHjCKH TOTKperybeHe. EMmmpujcka
UCTpaXHBaba MOTY y Haj0OJbeM Cilyuajy MOAPXKATH HUXOBY YBEpJHHBOCT.'S 360r
TOT'a j€ YeCT KPUTEPHUjyM KBaJIHUTETa (TEOPHUjCKUX ) HCTPAKUBAA FbUX0BAa KOPUCHOCT
3a eMIUPHjCKa UCTpaXknBama (koja, MelhyTum, He Tpeda moMernary ca cBe 4erhom
TEH/ICHIIjOM jeTHOCTaBHOT MIIyCTPOBama TEOpHja M HECUCTEMATCKOM ,,TEOPETH3a-
HjHjOM* eMITHPHjCKUX UCTPAKNUBamKka). J|pyIITBEHE TEOPHje C& MOTY OKapaKTepH-
CaTH W THME KOJIMKO 100po, Op30 miu j1ako Ham oMoryhaBajy ma ¢opmynuireMo
o0jamrmema. KoHauHo, cTeneH 10 KOr APYLITBEHE TEOPHje CHCTEMATCKHU MOBE3Y]Y
CBOj€ KaTeropuje WiH ce MoBe3yjy ca APYTHM TEOPHjCKUM MPUCTYNIUMa MOKe OUTH
JIO/IaTHU KPUTEPHU)jYM HHXOBOT KBaJUTETa. Y CTBapH, TEOPHja KOMYHHUKATUBHE KOH-
CTpYKIIMje U3HETa OBJIC 3aCHMBA CE HA CTPOTUM EMITUPH]CKUM HCTpaxuBambuma. OHa
MTOKYIIIaBa /ia pa3BHje CHCTEMATCKY TEOPH]jY KOja JOMyIITa 00jallibeha U Harjamnansa
OJIHOCE Ca IPyTUM T€OpHjaMa, alli U pa3iiuKe u3Mely mHX.

(6) Coyuonowxa meopuja
JpymTBeHa TeopHuja mpeacTaBiba OCHOBY jep Ae(UHHILIE HIM pa3jallibaBa
1ojaM JpyIITBEHOCTH KOJU je MPEeAMET APYIITBeHUX Hayka. [lomasehu ox excruim-

17'To ce mocTIDKe U3yYaBareM HayKe I TEXHOIOIMje, a/u 6e3 pasjalimbeHor ofHoca nsMel)y counonoruje
3Hama 1 punosoduje Hayke.

'8 CacBuM je moryhe rmefaty eMIypujcke IOJATKe ¥ SOZENTI UX TEOPUjCKUM KOHLIEIITHMA; ,IIOCT-
KBIMTATUBHM TeOpeTM3aM” KOPUCTM OBaj METOR Kao abAyKTMBHO HCTPAXMBame IOfATaKa,
IprMerbyjyhi yriaBHOM KOHI[EIITe IIOCTCTPYKTYPAIMCTUIKIX Teopuja Ha nogatke (yir. Keller 2014).
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LUTHUX MPETIOCTABKY U aKCHOMa OHOTA IITO APYLITBEHOCT MOApa3yMeBa, APYLITBE-
Ha TEOopHja JIOTUYHO M3BOJIHU JOJIATHE KaTeropyje Koje JOMymYyjy OCHOBHH KOHLIEIT
IpymrBeHocTd. Ha nmpumep, TOBOPUMO O aKCHOMATCKOj, Cy0jeKTUBUCTHYKO] OCHOBH
JIPYIITBEHOT Y (PeHOMEHOJIOIIKOM AMCKYPCY, N3HOCHMO KPUTHKY O BHOj U OUpamo
peNalMoHM MPUCTYI, U3BEICH U3 aKCHOMa W KpUTuka. Teopuje, Kao IUTO Cy Teo-
pHja AMCKypca WM Teopuja npakce, Hehe ce pasmMaTpary Ha OBOM OCHOBHOM HHUBOY,
jep He neduHUNLY IpYIITBEHOCT, Beh je mpernocraibajy. CMaTpamo, 1akie, 1a OHe
MpecTaBibajy Ie0 TeopHje APYIITBA WK, KAKO UX MH HAa3MBaMoO, COLMOJIOIIKE Te-
opuje.

Kopuctehu mojam corponorike Teopuje Ha 0Baj HAYHH OCIIAKkaMO Ce Ha TIPe/-
nor Jluagemana (Lindemann 2014: 328ff)." Jlunaeman ompeljyje cOIHOMOMIKY Te-
OpHjy Kao ,,TEOpHjy KOHKpPETHE HcTopujcke apymrBeHe ¢opmanuje” (Lindemann
2009: 33). Coumonomka TeopHja ce OIHOCH Ha aHAIMW3€ MOJCPHOI APYIITBA, Ha
npumep Bebepa, Aupkema u [Tapconca. /lok apyiiTBeHa Teopuja 03Ha4aBa OHO LITO
j€ IPYIITBEHO Ha arcTpakTaH, OIIITH U eMIIMPHjCKH HeoApeheH HaYrH U oTpaHnya-
Ba ra Kao IpeaMeT HHU3a APYIITBEHUX U KyJATYPHHUX HayKa, KaTeropHje COLMOJIOLI-
K€ TeopHje Ciyke 3a oapehuBame KapaKTepUCTHKA EMIMPH]CKUX APYLITaBa, Kao U
3a UACHTHU(HUKOBAKE CIMYHOCTH U pa3iiuka u3Mely pa3nuuuTux ApyLITaBa, Koja cy
IpeaMeT COLMONOTHje U eTHoJoruje. Ha mpuMep, cOlMOIONIKY aHaaIu3y MOJACPHOT
JpYLITBa KapakTepHIle yIIaBHOM XOPH30HTalHa AudepeHujannja lbeHX HHCTH-
TYIUOHAIHUX T0Jba U ETaJMTapHE JIETUTHMAIje, 32 Pa3luKy OJf MPEMOJICPHUX
JIpyIITaBa Koja Ce cacToje O XHjepapXHjCKUX WHCTUTYIIMOHATHUAX mopenaka. Co-
LMOJIOIIKA TEOpHja OMMCYje OHE aCIEKTe APYIITBA KOjU KapaKTEPHUIIy APYILTBO Y
LEJIMHU KPO3 Pa3IMuuTe KOJICKTUBUTETE KOJU T'a cauumbaBajy. Pasmuuure ,,Teopuje
cpemer 00uMa‘“ YuHe 70 COLUOJIONIKE TEOPH]E jep UCTPAKUBAYH YCMEPaBajy CBOjy
Naxmwy Ha ofpel)eHe acrmekre ApyIITBa, Ka0 IITO je yilora 3Hama WM UHTEPaKIIrja.
Teopwuje cpemmer oonma pedepuiry Ha moceOHe 00IaCTH, 1M0Jba WIIH CUCTEME, KOjH
n3IVIeajy Mambe WIN BUILIE jaCHO Je(MHUCAHM Of CTPaHE aKTepa WK UCTpakuBaua,
Kao LITO Cy KJIaHOBH, CTapOCHE IPyIie, KacTe, APYIITBEHE Kace WM OpraHu3aluje.

Kana okapakrepuiieMo ApymITBa Kao BEIHMKa, HE OTPaHUYaBaMO MX CaMoO Ha
HalMoHanHa ApyTBa. Teopuja qpymTea OaBU ce pa3HUM BpcTaMa BEIUKUX (opma-
1Uja, o I00AIHOT CBETCKOT JIPYIITBA MPEKO ,,METOIOJOMIKOT HAI[OHAU3MA ™ JI0
3ajemHuna mmomyt xopau ox camo 40 1o 50 seymu, Kao mTo je To 6mmo Moryhe meme-
cetux roguna 20. Bexa (Turnbull 1961). Conmonomka Teopuja 6aBu ce APYIITBEHO-
why y OKBUPY eMIMPHjCKHX 3ajeHULA, Y PACTIOHY OJ1 TJI00AIHOT JPYIITBA J10 MOje-
JMHIA Ka0 OCHOBHE JIPYIITBEHE jeIUHHMIIE ,,MHCTHTYLIHOHAIN30BaHe * OHorpadujom
(Kohli 1985). [Tutame na au ApyIITBO MOKEMO Jia OMHUILIEMO JPYIITBEHUM Kilacama,
(hopmaHUM OpraHHM3aIyjaMa WM MOTKYATypaMa Mopa OUTH PELIeHO eMITHPH]jCKH;
MelyTuM, DUTamke KAKO MU Pa3MUILIJBAMO O JIPYIITBY THYE CE KOHLENTYaIHUX 3a/1a-
TaKa COLIMOJIONIKE TEOpHje.

¥ TIpema Joacosoj n KnobmoBoj cyrectuju (Joas & Knébl 2004) pasnukoBame COLMOONIKE TeOpHje 1
[pYLITBEHE Teopiuje ce YnMHU KopucHuM. Mehytum, muxoso Bubeme gpymrsene Teopuje xao ,mese”
Teopuje Hije afjeKBaTHO.
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(8) Hujacnose caspemenoe opyumea™

Bynyhu na, renepanno roBopehu, corponolka Teoprja ocraje KoMnaparuBHa,
JIjarHo3a APyNITBa UCTIUTYje BpIo cnenuduyHe nojase y onpeheHoM caBpeMeHOM
JIPYIITBY KOj€ Cy eMIUPH]CKU mocTymHe. COIMMONIONIKe TUjarHo3¢ HACTOje a WC-
TaKHy crieliu(uIHe 0COOMHE 10 KOjUMa ce OBO MOCEOHO CaBpeMeHO JAPYIITBO pas-
JMKYje O IPeTXONHUX IPYyIITaBa WK O APYTUX caBpeMeHux apymrasa. ([Tomro
Mory Op30 J1a 3actape, MO3HaTe AWjarHo3e APYyIITaBa TOKOM OCaMIECETHX, MOIMYT
JpYLITBa PU3KKA WM JPYIITBA 3HAKka, MOPajy ce MOCMaTpaT Kao HCTOpHjcKu (de-
HOMEHH.) J{njarHose apymiTea Cy MMoBe3aHe ca MHCHHYAIMjoM TPOMEHe, HHOBAIlHje
nin pesonynuje (Volkmann 2015: 143). TakBy mpoMeHy, YMju CMO JaHAC CBEIO-
1M, Ha3UBaMo ,,pe(pUrypanujom™, a Hala JIijarHo3a OJHOCH Ce Ha KOMYHHKAIIH]CKO
IOpywmrtBo. Mako moBe3yjeMo OBe AMjarHO3€ ca OMIUTHM pa3MarpambuMa O CyaOuHH
MoJIepHe, BepoBaTHO hieMo 1Mo MpBH MyT y OBOM JieNly Kibure yhu y moapydje y Kom
ce conposiordja cycpehe ca HHTENEKTyalTHIM TUCKYPCOM BaH e U KOje je OKapak-
TepucaHo kKao mujarHos3a Hamer BpemeHna (Osrecki 2011). Mehytum, momro je oBa
KIbFra HaMEHEHA 3aMHTEPECOBAHO] aKaJeMCKOj IMyOIHI, a He 3aMHTEPECOBAHO],
QM OMIUTHjOj MHTEIEKTYAIHO] MyOJIMLH, JKEIMMO J1a HArIaCUMO KOHILICTIT JHjar-
Ho3e apymTBa. Kao u aujarnosa BpeMeHa yomiuTe, JujarHo3a APYLITBA HarjiamaBa
nmpoMeHe Ha paduyH Beh mocTtojehux cTpykTypa u ocTaje XUNnoTeTndKa, NpuBpeMeHa
U npwindHO HenpenusHa.?! Mnak mokymahemo na uaeHTH(DUKYjeMO HH3 aHaJHU-
THYKUX KapaKTepHCTUKa TpaHC(hopMalnrje Koje MpeTrnocTaBbaMo fa he ce n1ecutn
U KOje Cy WJIM Ha3Ha4eHe eMITUPH]CKUM HCTPaKMBAFHEM HIIM Cy M3BE/ICHE U3 TEO-
pujckux pasmarpama. Ctora ux Tpeda eMIUPHjCKH MPOyYaBaTH Kao CHCTEMAaTCKU
EMITMPHjCKU UCTPAKUBAYKH MIPOTPaM Y OKBHPY KOMYHHKALIH]CKOT IPYILITBA.

OBaj 0OCHOBHHU MMOKYIIaj (hOpMYIIHCabha TEOPHje KOMYHUKAaTUBHE KOHCTPYKIIH]je
Beh je 1Ie0 OBOT MCTPaKMBAuKOT MporpaMa. AKO je Ta4HO Jia ce JPYINTBEHE HayKe
HE MOTY OIIBOJUTH OJl APYINTBA, OHE TO Tpeba Ia ompakaBajy W mpuiarohaBameMm
CBOjHX KOHIIENTYaTHUX arapara poMeHaMa y IpymTBy. Yak u yHyTap IpyIITBEHUX
HayKa, KOMyHHUKAIlHjCKO IPYIITBO j€ YOYJbUBO, TAKO J1a KOMyHHUKATHBHY KOHCTPYK-
LHUjy CTBAPHOCTH Tpeba CXBAaTUTH KA0 MOKYIIAj KOHLENTYaJHOT NpuiarohaBamba
JOPYLITBEHUM ITPOMEHaMa.

HakoH oBe TpocTpyke mojene, y NpBOM Jiely OBe Kiure OaBuhemo ce
JPYIITBEHOM TEOPHjOM. AHAIUTHYKH 3alIOYUH-EMO Ha MUKPO HUBOY KOMYHHKATH-
BHOT JIeJIamka, MITO BHIIE MyTa WIyCTPYyjeMO IPHUMEPOM TTOKa3HBama IpcToM. Jlasse
aHaJIM3UPaMo OBaj HUBO MMOMONY AeTa/bHUX KOHIIENaTa Koje Ae(hUHHUILIEMO U Pa3iiu-
KyjeMo of1 moctojehnx TeopujcKux KOHLEnaTa y JpyITBeHoj Teopuju. OBaj ofesbak
je MPHUIIMYHO arniCTpakTaH M, MOBPEMEHO, IIOMaJ0 He3rparaH, ajid je HeonxonaH aa

2 Vlneja OpyLITBeHe MuMjarHose, Koja je 4YaK ylla y TOBOPHM HeMayku, Huje yoOudajeHa y
aHITIOCAKCOHCKOM JIMCKYPCY. Majk CeBulj je TeK HelaBHO Ha3Bao OBY BPCTY apTyMEHTAI[MOHOT CTH/Ia
»rpesentusmom " (Savage 2009, 2010). Bunetn n pan dejsupa VMurnuca (Inglis 2014).

2 TIpema @puppuxcy, Jlencuycy u Majepy (Friedrichs, Lepsius & Mayer 1998) coumornolike ujaraose
ce hopmupajy objennmaBarmeM CIOKEHOT APYIITBeHOT forabaja y nsjaBy o cramy ApymTsa. [Injaraosa
HallleT BpeMeHa, Ca [Ipyre CTpaHe, 3HA4YM CTaB/bakbe Ha CTPAHY HEjaCHMX JieTa/ba KaKo OMCMO MOITIN
[Ty KOHKPEeTHe U3jaBe O CTAIby Y APYIUTBY.
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OM ce KOHIICTITH CMECTHIIN Y KOHTEKCT PAa3JIMYUTUX JPYIITBEHO-HAYYHHX JUCKypca
U 1a 6u ce melycoOHO MOBe3MBajIM HAa TaKaB HAYWH Jia ce Gopmupa Besa usmely
KOHIIEIIaTa, a TUME U TeopHje. TeK HAaKOH OBOI' IIyTOBamba Kpo3 AyOHHE TeOpHje KO-
MYHUKAaTUBHE KOHCTPYKIIHj€ MOXKEMO JIa C€ OKpEHEMO APYIITBEHO] CTPYKTYPH Koja
je n3rpal)eHa KOMyHUKAaTHBHHUM JI€IalbeM: JIPYIITBO KapaKTePHUIIly KOMyHUKaTHBHU
OOJUIIM, CTPYKTYpE M MHCTUTYLIMj€ KOjH HACTajy U3 BPEMEHCKOT U IPOCTOPHOT I10-
BE3MBamba KOMYyHHKAaTHBHUX Jieflatba Y HU30BE. Y OBOM JIPyroM Jejly camo HCIH-
TyjeMO BeoMa ONIITY JAPYIITBEHY TeOpHjy Aa 6rucMo omoryhuim ia ce oHa mpenus-
HO Ae(HUHHIIE Y OMHOCY HA Hajpa3IMuUTHja EMITHPH)CKa IPYIITBA — O]l XOPJIU Kao
JIPYIITBA JI0 U3Y3€THO CIOKEHUX, (DYHKIIMOHAIHO TU(EPEHITUPAHNX CUCTEMA.

[IuTame y KakBOM JPYIITBY JaHAC KUBUMO — JUjarHo3a JIPYIITBa — JeTalb-
HO ce obOpalyje y Tpehem neny kmwure. Meaujatusannja KOMyHUKAaTHBHOT JieNlamba
JIOBOJIH IO JTAJIEKOCEKHUX MPOMEHA KOje Ce MOTY Ca)KeTh OHUM IITO heMo Ha3BaTH
KOMYHUKAIH]CKUM JIPYIITBOM.

ca eHIVIECKOT je3uka npesenu: Mapuja Xayu Munuh u Mutomr JoBanosuh
CTpy4YHa pelaKiidja Ha OCHOBY HeMaukor n3BopHuka: Jyman Puctuh u Mutom JoBa-
HoBuh

Pedepenue

Beer, T., H. Bleses & S. Ziegler. (2015) “Personen mit Demenz und robotische
Assistenzsysteme”. Plege & Gesellschat 20: 20-36.

Berger, P. L. (1971) Einladung zur Soziologie: Eine humanistische Perspektive. Miinchen:
List.

Bhambra, G. K. (2014) Connected Sociologies. London: Bloomsbury.

Bourdieu, P. (2001) Science de la science et rélexivité. Paris: Raisons d’agir.

Burawoy, M. (2005) “For Public Sociology”. American Sociological Review 70: 4-28.

Buschinger, A. (1985) Staatenbildung der Insekten. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft.

Chakrabarty, D. (2010) Europa als Provinz: Perspektiven postkolonialer
Geschichtsschreibung. Frankfurt am Main: Campus Verlag.

Eisenstadt, S. N. (2002) Multiple Modernities. Edison NJ: Transaction.
Elliott, A. (2009) Contemporary Social Theory: An Introduction. London und New York:
Routledge.

Endrel, M. (2002) Formation und Transformation sozialer Wirklichkeit. FEine
Untersuchung zur phdnomenologisch begriindeten Soziologie und Sozialtheorie.
Tiibingen: Habilitationsschrift.

Friedrichs, J., K. U. Mayer & M. R. Lepsius (Hrsg.) (1998) Die Diagnosefihigkeit der
Soziologie. Kolner Zeitschrit fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, Sonderhet 38.
Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

91



Hubert Knoblauch (prevod)

92

Giddens, A. (1984) The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Structuration.
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Gortz, H.-D. (1988) Formen des Zusammenlebens: Symbiose, Parasitismus und andere
Vergesellschaftungen von Tieren. Darmstadt: Wissenschatliche Buchgesellschatft.

Habermas, J. & J. Ratzinger. (2006) The Dialectics of Secularization: On Reason and
Religion. San Francisco: Ignatius Press.

Hannappel, H. & H. Melenk. (1979) Alltagssprache: Semantische Grundbegriffe und
Analysebeispiele. Miinchen: Fink.

Inglis, D. (2014) “What is Worth Defending in Sociology Today? Presentism, Historical
Vision and the Uses of Sociology”. Cultural Sociology 8(1): 99—118.

Joas, H. & W. Knobl. (2004) Sozialtheorie: Zwanzig einfiihrende Vorlesungen. Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp.

Kamlah, W. & P. Lorenzen. (1967) Logische Propddeutik: Vorschule des verniinftigen
Redens. Mannheim: Bibliographisches Institut.

Katz, J. (2001) “Analytic Induction”, in International Encyclopedia of the Social &
Behavioral Sciences (N. J. Smelser & P. B. Baltes eds.), 480—484. Elsevier.

Keller, R. (2014) “Zukiinte der qualitativen Sozialforschung”, in Qualitative Forschung
(Giinter Mey & Katja Mruck eds.), 167-180. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Knoblauch, H. (2013) “Grundbegrife und Aufgaben des kommunikativen
Konstruktivismus”, in Kommunikativer Konstruktivismus (R. Keller, J. Reichertz &
H. Knoblauch eds.), 25-48. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Knoblauch, H. & R. Wilke. (2016) “The Common Denominator: The Reception and
Impact of Berger and Luckmann’s The Social Construction of Reality”. Human
Studies 39: 51-69.

Kohli, M. (1985) “Die Institutionalisierung des Lebenslaufs. Historische Befunde und
theoretische Argumente”. Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie
37:1-29.

Latour, B. (2001) Das Parlament der Dinge. Fiir eine politische Okologie. Frankfurt am
Main: Suhrkamp.

Latour, B. & S. Woolgar. (1979) Laboratory Life: The Social Construction of Scientific
Facts. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Lindemann, G. (2002) Die Grenzen des Sozialen: Zur sozio-technischen Konstruktion von
Leben und Tod in der Intensivmedizin. Miinchen: Fink.

Lindemann, G. (2009) Das Soziale von seinen Grenzen her denken. Weilerswist: Velbriick
Wissenschaft.

Lindemann, G. (2014) Weltzuginge: Die mehrdimensionale Ordnung des Sozialen.
Weilerswist: Velbriick Wissenschaft.

Luhmann, N. (1980) Gesellschaftsstruktur und Semantik: Studien zur Wissenssoziologie
der modernen Gesellschaft, Bd. 1. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Marchart, O. (2013) Das unmaogliche Objekt: Eine postfundamentalistische Theorie der
Gesellschaft. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Meidl, C. N. (2009) Wissenschaftstheorien fiir Sozialforscherlnnen. Wien: Bohlau.



Y6800 y komynuxamuemny koncmpyxkyujy cmeapnocmu

Merton, R. K. (1949) Social Theory and Social Structure: Toward the Codification of
Theory and Research. Glencoe: Free Press.

Osrecki, F. (2011) Die Diagnosegesellschaft: Zeitdiagnostik zwischen Soziologie und
medialer Popularitdt. Bielefeld: Transcript.

Savage, M. (2009) “Against epochalism: An analysis of conceptions of change in British
sociology”. Cultural Sociology 3(2): 217-238.

Savage, M. (2010) “Unpicking sociology’s misfortunes”. The British Journal of Sociology
61(4): 659-665.

Seidman, S. (2004) Contested Knowledge. Social Theory Today. Oxford: Blackwell.

Turnbull, C. M. (1961) The Forest People. New York: Simon and Schuster.

Volkmann, U. (2015) “Soziologische Zeitdiagnostik. Eine wissenssoziologische
Ortsbestimmung”. Soziologie 44: 139—-152.

93






[TPUKA3N

REVIEWS






Toouwrmak 3a coyuonozujy XV/23 (2019), 97-102

Hyrran Munenkosuh! UDK 130.2(73)(048.83)
VYuusepsurer y Hunry, ®@unozodekn dakynrer,
Henaprman 3a ¢punozodujy, Hunr, Cpouja

KPATAK YBO/ Y PELEIIINJY ,, ®PAHIIYCKE TEOPHUJE*

Kmura Kpamax ygo0 y peyenyujy ,, ppanyycke meopuje “ je 30upka TeKCTOBa
nocBeheHnX pa3InuuTHM HAYMHKMMA Ha Koje je, mpe cBera y CjeanmeHnM AMepuy-
kuM [Ip:xaBama 1 EBpory, anu ¥ ypoMm cBeTa, npuxsaheHa cienuguyHa TeoOpHjcKa
opHjeHTalnMja Kojy Heryjy teoperudapu nynyt JKaka Jlepune (Jacques Derrida),
Muiena ®ykoa (Michel Foucault) u XKuna [lenesa (Gilles Deleuze), a koja je Ha
Ty aMepUIKOT KOHTHHEHTA Ha3BaHa ,,ppaHiyckoM TeopujoM™ (eHr. French Theory).
Kwury je mpupenuo [ejan Armuuh, miaBHu ypenHuk mznaBadke kKyhe Kaproc, a
yjenHo u ayTop mpeBoja npsor aena Tekcra Crennuja @uma (Stanley Fish) ,,dpan-
nycka teopuja 'y Amepuun. [lopen Annuuha, mpeocrane TEKCTOBE Y KEH3H Ipe-
Benu ¢y Ospa [lerponuh, Musbana [Iporuh, Munana badbuh u Eneonopa [Ipoxuh.

Ha camom moveTky oBe KIbHI'€ Hala3MMO J[Ba TEKCTa y KOjUMa ce Herocpe/l-
HO TIPUCTyTa MpoOIeMaTuIid peneniyje Gppanirycke teopuje. O adbupmanuju Kojy
je oBa TeopHjcka opujeHTanuja nqoxusena y CjenumennM AmepudkuM J[p:xkaBama
Hajnpe rosopu ®dpancoa Kuce (Francois Cusset), ayrop nosnare kmwure French
Theory: ®@yxo, [epuoa, Henes & Co u npeobpadcaju uHmeiekmyaiHos Heusoma
v Cjedurmwenum J{pacasama, y moceOHOM YIPHUIMUECHOM HMHTEPB]YY 3a U3/ame ya-
commuca Contemporary French and Francophone Studies mocBeheHoM (hpaHITyCKO]
teopuju (DalMolin & Célestin 2014). /la je uzgaBauka kyha Kapmoc mmana u mo-
ceOaH MoBoJI 3a 00jaBJbUBAKE KEHHTE O peleniuju PppaHIlyCcKke TEOpHje, IoKasyje 1
YHIbEHHIIA [1a j€ Y HeHOM H3Jamy, TOANHY JlaHa paHHje, N3aIlao M CPICKH IPEBOJ
nomenyTe KuceoBe kmure. Y HHTEpBjyy (ppaHIlycku TeopeTHyap UCTHYE HEKE Off
OCHOBHHX MOTHBA MOJpoOHO 00pal)eHNX y KHU3U 0 PpaHIlyCcKoj TEOPHjU — Pasiiore
300T KOjux je (ppaHIyCKa TeopHja IOKHBENIa yCIeX Y AMEpHUIId U 300T KOjuX ce,
IpeMa ayTopy, MOJKe CMaTpaTH ,,aMePUUKUM U3yMOM", Kao 1 00jalimhermhe 300T yera
je oHa myro 3aHemapuBaHa y MatuuHoj @panuyckoj (Annuuh 2018: 7). bes 063upa
Ha W3BECHY TEPMHUHOJOIIKY HEycarIalleHOCT OBOT MHTEPBjya U OCTAUX TEKCTOBA
y Kibu3H, Oynyhu na ce ,,ppaHiycka Teopuja“ y meMy HMEHYje CHIIECKHM Pedu-
Mma ,,French Theory®, mox y ocraiuM TeKCTOBHMAa OBY (hOpMyNanujy HaJIa3uMO Y
MpeBeIeHOM OOJHKY, ITO M3a3WBa ofipel)eHe HeoyMuIle Ja JIM je 3arpaBo Ha THM
Mectuma ped o KuceoBoj Kibn3u Wiu 0 Crienu(UIHOM TEOPH]CKOM OIPEeIbembY,
0Baj MHTEPBjy QYHKIMOHHILIE KA0 OAJIMYaH TeMeJb 3a pasyMeBame BehuHe Ipyrux
TEKCTOBA y KIbU3H, ITO he OMTH BUIJBMBO Y HACTABKY NPUKa3a.

! dusan.milenkovic@filozofski.rs
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VY K®H3H 0 penenuuju GpaHiycke TeopHje HajJa3uMo jOIll jeJaH TeKCT obja-
BJbEH y u3iamwy vaconuca Contemporary French and Francophone Studies nocsehe-
HOM (DPaHITyCKOj TCOPHjH. Y OBOM CIIy4ajy, O CIeli()UIHOM TEOPHJCKOM YCMEPEHY
KOje HeTyjy (hpaHIlyCKH TeOpeTHYapH TOBOPH Mpodecop aMepuIKor YHUBEP3UTETA
Kopnen n mo3Haru Tymad cTpyKTypanuctauke Tpagunuje, [lonaran Kanep (Jonathan
Culler). Tekcr koju HOcH Ha3uB ,,HoBu ocBpT Ha Ppanuycky Teopujy* (Culler 2014)
BEIITO je MO3WIMOHNpaH HakoH KuceoBor MHTEpBjya y KIbU3U O pelenuuju ¢ppaH-
ycke teopuje, Oyayhu 1a ce aMepuiKd TeopeThHyap AUPEKTHO ocBphe Ha TO Kako
je Kuce temaruzoBao (paHIyCKy TEOpHjy W HAYMH Ha KOJH j€ OHA PEeIHIIMpaHa y
EBpormn 1 Amepunu. Kanep Hajipe nctude pasiore 300r Kojux cMarpa aa je Beh
IIOMEHYTO MUIILbEHE O 3aHEeMapuBamky MHCIWIANA OBe OopHjeHTanuje y DpaHIry-
CKOj Y M3BECHOM CMUCIY T0jeIHOCTaBJLEHO, a 3aTHM J0JaTHO paspal)yje oBy mpo-
OreMaTrKy, UCTHYyhr pas3iKe y HAUMHUMA Ha KOjU je OBa TEOpHjCcKa OpHjeHTAIH]ja
npuxsahena y ®@paniryckoj 1 AMEpHIIM, C UHTEPECAHTHUM OCBPTOM Ha PElEIInjy
(dhpanmycke Teopuje y Kuan. Tako aytop 3actymna Te3y na je gpaHirycka Teopuja y
®paHIyCcKoj JOXKUBIHEHA KAO ,,CHCTEMAaTHYaH, HAyYHH TIOCTYTIAaK 3a MPEBa3UIKEHE
cTapor Oyp KOacKoT Ha4MHA Pa3MHUIILIbaka O MHUCIUMA U BbUXOBUM OCTBapemruMa‘,
a'y AMepuLu Kao ,,i3BOp HOBHX KOHIIETATa 32 TyMadee KIMKEBHUX Jiena‘ — u3-
BOp OKapakKTEpUCaH Kao ,,IIOCTCTPYKTYpaliu3aM™ KOjUM ce oj0aIlyje ,,HayqHUIKH
opHjeHTHCaH " cTpyKkTypaiu3aM (Anuunh 2018: 14).

ITopen KuceoBe muciui, ayTop OBOT OCBpTa Ha (paHITyCKy TeopHjy ocBphe ce
Ha YUTaB HHU3 TEOpeTHYapa KOj! 3aCTyIajy pa3IUdnuTe CTAaBOBE O HAYMHY Ha KOjH je
(dpaHIycKa Teopuja yTHIaJda Ha Pa3Boj Pa3IMUUTHX TEOPHjCKUX ycMepema y Ame-
puuy, monyT GeMHUHHU3MA U CTyAHja poda. MIHTepecaHTaH JONMPUHOC MPOOIEMaTHIIN
penenmuje dpaniycke teopuje Kanep npyka v kajga roBopu O HAYMHY Ha KOJU CY
TEKCTOBH MOMEHYTHX (paHIlyCKUX MHUCIWIIAIA MPUCYTHU Y HACTABHO] MPAKCH Ha
YHUBEpP3UTETHMA, HATIOMULYNH Jla ce TeKCTOBH (DPAHIyCKHUX TeOpeTHyapa WIaK u
nasbe 00palyyjy y OKBUPY paziIHMYMTHX TEOPH]CKUX KypceBa Ha YHHBEP3UTETHUMA Y
Awmepunn. Mako Hanomume Aa ce MOXKE TOBOPUTH O CMambEHOM HHTEPECOBamY Y
CjenumennM AMeprudkuM JlpskaBama 3a TeMeJbHE TEKCTOBE (PpaHIlycKe TeopHje,
Kanep Hac nnak y oBoM TeKCTy yBepaBa y TO Ja (ppaHilycka TeopHja OaroBapa me-
TOBOj COIICTBEHO] AC(HUHUIH]U TCOPHjCKE METATHOCTH, KOjy HAIA3UMO Ha TOYCTKY
TEKCTa: ,,TEOPHjOM Ce MOT'Y CMaTpaTH OHa Jejla Koja yCIIeBajy Ja BpIIe YTHIA] U
W3BaH CBOj€ MaTHYHE JHMCIHUIUIMHE jep Ce BUXOBE aHallu3e je3HKa, IyXa U UICHTH-
TeTa WM JIPYIITBEHE W MOJIUTHYKE CTPYKTYpE MOKa3yjy MJIOAOHOCHHMA y HOBHM
MPOMUILbAKUMA APYTHX JOoMeHa 3Hadema ™ (Anmuunh 2018: 12—13).

JloK Cy TOMEHYTH TEKCTOBH JIMPEKTHO YCMEPEHU Ha pa3Marparme pasiuuauTHX
Ha4YMHA Ha KOjU ce (PpaHITycKa TeopHja I0oKHBJhaBa y EBpornu, AMepuIy u A3Hju o1
TpeHyTKa BeHe HajBehe mommymapHoCTH 710 JTaHac, MoKe ce pehu /1a ce mpobiemaTika
KOjy 3aTHYE€MO y HapeIHUM TEKCTOBMMA Y KEbH3U O PEleNIyju (ppaHIlyCcKe TeopHje
y M3BECHOM CMUCIyY IpeoOpakaBa y KOHKPETHHjU TEOPUjCKU 3aJaTaK CBOjEBPCHE
nemuctudukanyje GpaHirycke Teopuje. Y IpBOM H JPyroM ey TeKCTa HacIOBJbe-
Hor ,,dpaHitycka Teopuja y AMepunn’, TeOpeTHyap U jaBHU HHTeNeKTyantan CTeHIn
®dwurr, HAjTIO3HATH]H TT0 CBOjUM TEKCTOBHWMA y dacomucuma monyT New York Times
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(y xome cy 00jaBJbeHU U TEKCTOBH ca Kojuma ce cycpehemo y oBoj kwu3u) u Wall
Street Journal, npuctyna npobiaemMy pasymeBama QpaHIlycke Teopuje y3 nomoh pas-
Marpama JEKOHCTPYKIIHje Kao jeHOT O]l OCHOBHHX IT0jMOBA OBOT' TEOPH]jCKOT YC-
mepema (Fish 2008a, 2008b). Hemmocpenan moBoj 3a HacTaHAK OBOT TEKCTa KOjH je,
cyaehy 1o KpuTHKama Ha Koje ayTop pedepuiie y Apyrom Jexy HCTOUMEHOT TeKCTa,
n3azBao OypHeE peakluje, IpencTaBiba npeBoa Kuceose Kmbure o GppaHIlyckoj Teo-
PHUjU Ha SHIVIECKH, YMME C€, jOIIl JeTHOM, KEbHra O peleniuju (GpaHirycke Teopuje
MOJKE UMTATU U Kao pa3pajia TeMaruke oopalheHe y mo3Haroj Kibu3u.

®umm Hajpe pedepurie Ha oapeheHy mpeaucTopHjy hpaHITyCcKe TeopHje Io-
Ka3yjyhu kako je oHa y CyHpOTHOCTH Ca PallMOHAJMCTUYKUAM TOY3IalkeM Y ,,pa3-
yMcke criocoOHocTH ™ yoBeka 1 bekonoBuMm (Francis Bacon) BepoBamem y criocod-
HOCT MHIYKTUBHOT 3aKkJbyunBama (AHnuuh 2018: 28). HacynpoT oBuUM TeopHjcKUM
CTpEeMJbCHbMMa, aMEPUUYKH WHTEJEKTyajal HCTUYe CIUYHOCT u3Mel)y BaKHOCTH
KOjy y (paHIlyCKOj TEOpPHjH MMa aHaIM3a JUCKypca U oapeheHux craBoBa X00COBE
(Thomas Hobbes) nmonutiuke ¢rrozoduje. O6pahajyhu ce mporuBaummMa (pan-
I[yCKe TeOopHje, KOjuMa je HeTPUXBATJEUB CTaB Ja CE HE MOXKE TOBOPUTH O ,,ACTH-
HU~ MHMO JMCKYp3HBHE npakce, QUi Ha MHTEpeCaHTaH HaYMH HarvlaniaBa Jia OBJIe
HUje ped O KpajibeM pelaTUBU30Bakby MUILbEHA: ,,[0 jecTe ryOuTaK, ajau HUje Ty-
OuTak HUYer KOHKpeTHOT. He y3uma Huira ox Hac. MokeMo U jajbe paJiuTH CTBapH
KOje CMO YBEK pajMiIi;, MOKEMO U Jialbe pelin Ja cy HeKe CTBapH MCTHHUTE, a HEKe
JIaXKHEe, ¥ BEPOBaTH y TO. (...) JeaAwHO mTO TyOMMO y M3BECHOM CMHUCIY (ako Hac
je yOemuna NEeKOHCTPYKTHBUCTUYKA KPUTHKA) jeCTe M3BECHa pallMOHaHA Bepa Ja
he jeaHor maHa MocCTOjaTW 3aBpIIHA Ped, MOCIEIBH OMHC CTBAPHOCTH Koju he Ty
CTBAapHOCT TauHO MpuKazaTu y notnyHoctu™ (Anuuuh 2018: 30). OcHOoBHU IWJb Ka
koMe DU TexH Kaa roBopr 0 HpaHIlyCKOj TEOPHjH Ha N3TIOKEHH HAYWH jeCTe KpH-
THKa HAYMHA Ha KOjU je (paHIlycka TeopHja perunupana y Amepunu. Cmatpajyhu,
y carmacHoctu ca Kuceowm, ma ce kputnuapu (paHirycke Teopuje 0e3 jacHOT pasz-
JoTa yCTpeMJbyjy Ha MOJUTHYKE MOCIIEANIIE KOje IPON3UIIa3e U3 OBAKBE TEOPH]CKE
opujenTanuje, Gumr Harnamasa 1a IeKOHCTPYKLHKja MPOCTO HE MOXKE MHCIIHUPHCATH
onpeheHo MOTUTHYKO yeMepeme, Oyayhu 1a je oHa camo ,,je/lHa enuCcTeMoJIoruja‘,
a npeoOpahena y ,,TOJUTHYKOT MIOKpPETada“, OHA MOXKE OMTH ,,caMO jOIII jeJIHA [T03H-
IIMja Koja YeKa BIACTUTY ACKOHCTpYyKmwjy™ (Ammamh 2018: 30, 31-32). Ympaso y
OBOM 3aJ1aTKy koju Pumr ceOn HaMmemyje y TeKCTy 00jaBJbeHOM Yy dacomucy New
York Times npenio3HajeMo TeXmbY Ka IeMUCTHPUKAIHjH (HpaHIyCKEe TeopHje.

Hpyru neo @umosor Tekcra ,,Opanmycka Teopuja y Amepuun (Fish 2008b)
HacTaje ycliell MHOTOOpPOJHUX KPUTHKA Koje cy Owie ymyheHe mpBoM Jieny, na je
HajBehu neo oBor texcra nocseheHn oBoj npoodnemaruny. [lopen nznarama OpojHUX
KOMEHTapa KOju ce THUy CTHJIa MHcama ayTopa (paHIlycKe TeopHje, a Koju Dumr
HHj€ TIPIMEHHO y CBOM TEKCTY, IIa THME HHUje OHO ,,y CTamy Jla yMaKkHe YWHY Ha-
MeTama jeIHOT CTPYKTYPATUCTUYKOT OKBHpA“‘, aMEpUUKH MHTEJIEKTyalal moceony
Naxmy NocBehyje Haramasamy J1a eMMCTEMOJIOTHja, Kao TeopHja ca3Hama, He yTHU-
4ye JUPEKTHO Ha CTaBOBE KOju cy mpuxBahenn kao uctuHuth (Anuumh 2018: 35).
CrnenctBeHo Tome, cmarpa Ouir, mo3nBamke Ha jeIHY eMUCTEMOJIONIKY MO3UIH]y (Y
OBOM CITy4ajy, IeKOHCTPYKTUBHCTHYKY ITO3UIIH]jy) HE OJroBapa Ha CBAaKOIHEBHO JKH-
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BOTHO MHUTamke O TOME 300T yera ce onpeheHu crtaB cMarpa UCTHHUTHM: ,Ja Mory
Jla MelhaM ernucTemonoruje (...) ajlu To Memarme Hehe mpoMeHuTH Moje yoeheme
Ja je Heko oapeheHo oBo min oHo uctTuHUTO (AHnunh 2018: 38). Kao Taksa, cma-
Tpa duir, oHA HE YUHU YOBEKA TPHUjEMUYNBH]UM 32 BPEIHOCTH jETHOT TTOTUTHYKOT
olpeiesberba, MOMYT BEpOBamka y BAKHOCT TOJIEPAHIIMje, HUTH NOACTHYE oapeheHo
nename y apywitBy (Axmuunh 2018: 40—41). AMepuuky MHTENEKTyanal 3aBplia-
Ba JIPYTHW /I€0 MOMEHYTOT TeKCTa y AyXy IpU4Ye O Pelenuuju QpaHilycKe Teopuje,
cMmarpajyhu 1a je UCTUllakhe HaBOJHE MOJIMTUYKE YJIOTe JACKOHCTPYKIIMjE 3arpaBo
MTOCJIeIUIIa OKOJTHOCTH KOj€ je (hpaHITycKa TeopHja, Kao MOIyJIapHO TEOPHjCKO OTIpe-
neJberbe, TeK cirydajHo mpoussena (Anuanh 2018: 42).

IMocnenmwa nBa TEKCTa y KHHU3U O peleNUUju (paHIlycKke TeopHuje aoiase u3
nepa ayTopa Koju Ipunaaajy oBoj crneruduiHoj Teopujckoj ctpyju: Anena bagujya
(Alain Badiou) u Mumena ®ykoa. Ymecto o ¢ppaHiryckoj Teopuju, baaujy y Tekcty
npeaBama opxkaHor y byenoc Ajpecy 2004. roguHe roBOopu O HIMPEM CIEKTPY
(dhpanmycke dhumo3oduje koja je ToKHUBea yCIeX TOKOM JABAICCETOT BEeKa, CIICKTPY
KOjH OH Ha3uBa ,,ppaHirycku uro3zodceku Tpenyrak” (Badiou 2004, 2005), na je
MPEBOJIMIIAI] TEKCTa MCKOPUCTHO OBY (hpa3y 3a HACIIOB MPEBEICHOT TEKCTa, yMec-
TO opuruHaiHor, “Panorama de la philosophie frangaise contemporaine” (Anuunh
2018: 57).

[Mopenehu nepuon y ¢panmyckoj punozoduju koju 3amnounmbe CapTpoBUM
(Jean-Paul Sartre) huhiem u nuwmaeunom, a 3aBpIIaBa MociaeamUM [lene30BuM Tek-
CTOBHMa U3 JIEBEJICCETHX IOIMHA MPOIIIIOT BeKa, Ca yCIOHOM aHTHYKe (rito3oduje
on Ilapmennna no Apucrorena WM KJIaCHYHUM HEMauKUM Heanu3moMm, banujy
y TekcTy oOpaljyje yeTupu BaxkHa acriekTa (paHIycKor (HI030()CKOr TpeHyTKa.
[IpBu ce THue mopeksa oBor nepuoaa y ¢ppaniryckoj punozodpuju — baaujy cmarpa
Jla Cy JBe yropuliHe Taduke (ppaniycke puinozoduje y 20. Bexy beprconosa (Henri
Bergson) ,,umo3oduja xuBota u nmocrajama’” u bpermsukosa (Léon Brunschvicg)
»PHII0300uja mojMa OCIOmEHAa Ha MaTeMaTuKy’, a Ja OBe JBE TECHJIEHIIHje Yyje-
IMIbyje MHTepecoBame (paHIycKuX Guiao3oda 3a mojam cyOjekra, MITO MX OHJA
npubKaBa u ctapujoj GpaHIyCKoj TEOPH]jCKOj TPAIHULIMU OTMUeHO] Y JlexapToBoj
(René Descartes) punozopuju (Annuuh 2018: 46—48). [Ipyru BakaH aceKT KOjU
banujy o6pal)yje y 0BOM TEKCTy Cy 3ajeTHUYKA TCOPHjCKa HHTEPECOBAHA PA3TTUIH-
TUX ayTOpa KOju MPHUIaIajy GpaHIycKoM (HHIT030(CKOM TPEHYTKY — TO Cy OKPETamke
HeMauykoj Guo30duju, pasyMeBame HayKe MUMO araparype TeopHje ca3Hama, OK-
perame punozoduje MOTUTHIKO] MpodiIeMaTui U OHO WTO (HpaHIyCcKu GuUI030(]
Ha3uBa ,,MoJepHU3anrjoM (unozoduje”, a orena ce y TEKHBH Ka ,,yMETHHUKUM,
KYJATYpHHUM, IpyIITBeHUM npeodpakajuma (Aumunh 2018: 50). Tpehu acnekr xoju
bamnjy mocebHO mcTHue jecte MpUOMMmKaBame (uiIo30(]uje KIHMKEBHOCTH, KOjH
(dpanmyckn ¢unozod He cMaTpa HOBHHOM Beh CIErUPUYIHOM KapaKTEPHUCTHKOM
(bpaHIycke KyaType, JOK Kao YeTBPTH ACIEKT M3/1Baja BaKHOCT IICHXOAHAIN3E 3a
OBO TEOPH]jCKO OIIPEEIbEHE, BAXKHOCT KOja je He caMo JIpUBUpaHa U3 aKTyeTHOCTH
oBe mucruiuinae y 20. BeKy, Hero u u3 Beh moMeHyTor 3Hauaja rmojMma cyOjekra 3a
¢unoszodujy ose Bpcre. Mako HUje AMPEKTHO MOBE3aH ca MPOOJIESMATHKOM pPeLel-
nuje GpaHIycke TeopHje, HHTEPECAHTHO je Ja bamujyoB TEKCT 3ampaBo MOACTHYC
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Jpyradujy Morvie] Ha OBO TEOPHjCKO ompeaesberse, Oyayhu a mokasyje aa mocToju
onpeheHU KOHTUHYHUTET y (PpaHIlycKoj (priio30(hCcKoj TPaTUIMjH KOjU je JIOBEO JI0
M0jaBJbUBaa CIICIUPUYHOT TEOPHjCKOT MIPaBIia 32 KOjU CE BE3yje OBa KIHHra.

TekcT KojuM ce 3aBpIliaBa KIbUTa O PEICTITH| U (paHITyCKe TEOPH]e IIPe Ce MOXKE
CMaTpaTH MPUMEPOM CHENU(PHIHOT IUCKypca KOjU Ce MPUIHCYje OBOM TEOPH]jCKOM
OTIpe/IeJbEIbY, HETO ILITO CE€ MOXKE TYMauUTH Kao HENOCPEIHO pa3MaTparme mpooie-
MaTuKe peleniyje OBOr AUCKYypca, Ma je pa3yMJbHBO Ja je OBaj TEKCT y CaApKajy
Kibure npedadeH y “Appendix” (Maxo, 3a4yno u3nBojenu “Appendix” He HaIa3MMO
y cCaMOM TeKCTy Kiure). Mmak, 1a 0Baj TEKCT HHje MOTITYHO yAaJbEH OJf MpoOsieMaTh-
Ke perernuyje (hpaHiycke Teopuje, oKasyje YHbEeHUIa /1a je HeMOCPEeIaH MOBOJ 3a
HETOB HacTaHaK ofipeljeHa KpUTHKA Koja je Omila yecMepeHa Ha pa3iIndnuTe TEOPHjCKe
MOCTYTIKE KOje ce THYY IojMa ayTopa, a Koje je W3BpIINO y Peuuma u cmeapuma:
naxsie, Dyko OBUM TEKCTOM JMPEKHO OJroBapa Ha HAUMH Ha KOJH j& HEroBO JIENI0
PELHITUPAHO.

V TekcTy o Ha3uBoM ,,111Ta je ayTop?”’, Koju peacTaBiba HeTOBO IPUCTYITHO
npenaBame Ha Konex ne @pancy (College de France) (Foucault 1969), dpanirycku
¢unozod Hajupe mokasyje ga je aytop oxpeheHor menma manac ayropedepeHiuja-
JlaH, M J1a UICTOBPEMEHO y CBOM JICNY ,,UIlYe3aBa’; OH MOPEAN OBY CUTYyalHujy ca
TEXKHOM Ka OECMPTHOCTHU Xepoja Koja ce OCTBapyje MUCAmEM CIIoIeje ca caBpeMe-
HUM ,,0pHcameM HHMBHIYAIHUX CTBOjcTaBa’ ayTopckor cyojekra (Anmumh 2018:
62). Pazmarpame mojma ayTopa y IyXy U3JOXKeHe IpolieMarnke Hy»XHO Bonn Dy-
Koa y mpoOyieMaTn30Bame 1ojMa Jielia, 10 YHjer ,,jeINHCTBA” He JI0CEKEMO YKOIHKO
MOKYIIaMO Jla Ta M3BEJAEMO M3 YHMHA MHUcama caMor ayropa. KonauHo, nznoxeHu
pobsieMu paHiryckor guio3oda HaroHe Ja ce mo3adaBu CaMHUM TIOjMOM IHCAbA.
Bbume ce, cmarpa ®yko, Tek npusuaHO 00e30ehyje GaproBcka (Roland Barthes)
,»CMPT ayTopa”, Oyayhu na ce ,,eMmupujcka o0enexja ayropa” 3ampaBo camo mpeda-
1Iyjy Ha HEKY ,,TPaHCICHACHTAIHY aHOHUMHOCT  cTBapaoria Tekcta (Armunh 2018:
64). MehyTrM, OBaKBHM TEOPHjCKUM YHHOM OHCMO C€ jeTHOCTAaBHO BPAaTHIIH Ha pe-
(epeHTHU cucTeM TpaHCUEHACHTalHe Guiao3oduje, y3 momMoh Koje ce oBH mpodie-
MHU ,,peliaBajy”’ jeIHOCTAaBHIM NpOIJIaliaBamkeM alpUOPHUX MEXaHW3aMa M3 KOjUX
JIepUBHpAMO HHXOBO 3Hauewme. Y HacTtaBky Dyko pa3marpa uyuTaB HU3 Tpodiiema
KOje M3a3uBa I10jaM ayTopa: OKOJIHOCT Jla UME ayTopa HHje CBOIWBO Ha BIACTHUTO
rMe, Jla IMa yJory Kiacu(ukaTtopa TeKCTOBa Koje Mpumnucyjemo oapehenom aytopy,
aJTv ¥ J1a ce Moke (popMHpaTH criennpryan JUCKypc oko oapeheHor ayropa. Yipaso
he dpanmycku uno3od y 3akibydKy OBOT TeKCTa MoceOHO ucrahu ja HaMm pa3ma-
Tpame OBHX MOjMOBA JIONPHHOCH CaMO]j aHaJM3H AUCKypca, Oyayhu na Ham yBuam
Koje 100MjaMO MPOMHUILJbAEM HAuYMHA Ha KOJH MPHCTYNAMO CAMOM ayTOpy MOTY
obenomaHuTH onpeheHa CBojcTBa JUCKypca KOjH CITPOBOANMO Y TOAHUPY Ca FhEeTOBUM
JenarMa.

Kpamax yeo0 y peyenyujy “ppanyycke meopuje” MOXe ce CMaTpaTd KEBUTOM
koja he mpumapHO OMTH 3HaUajHa TO3HABAOIMMA TEOPHjCKOT OINpEe/beha OBE BP-
cTe, kao u untaonuma Kuceore kmwure French Theory, anu OU HCTOBPEMEHO MOTJIa
OWTH MHTEPECAaHTHA U OHHMMA KOjU ce IPBH IyT cycpehy ca yuewmem oBe BpcTe, Oy-
nyhn ma Ha pa3nmruuTe HauWHE MapKupa OCHOBHE KOOpAMHATE PPAHITYCKE TEOPH]E.
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OBo je moceOHO ciyvaj ca PUIIOBUM pa3MaTpameM MojMa JeKOHCTpyKuuje u ba-
JIMjYOBUM TIPETJICIOM OCHOBHUX MOTHBA KOj€ y3UMa y 003Up MOMEHYTO TEOPH]CKO
omnpenesbeme. Ca ipyre cTpaHe, 3a OHE KOjH HUCY CACBUM YIIO3HATH Ca TCOPH]CKUM
obpacruma oBoOT GHII030(CKOT yeMepemka, CIe(UIan CTHII TEOpETHCamha KOju He-
ryje ®yko y mocnemeM TEKCTy OBE KEbUIe MOTao O MPeICTaBIbaT oAroBapajyhy
WITyCTpalyjy u3a30Ba KOjH JIMTepaTypa OBe BPCTe MOCTaBJba npes Oyayher untaona.
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