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HERMENEUTIC EXPLICATION VERSUS
THE EXPLANATION OF SOCIAL FACTS®

A comparison of Durkheim’s
and Giddens’ rules of sociological method

Abstract: The paper reexamines methodological implications of ontological as-
sumptions of positivistic and interpretative approach to social phenomena by compar-
ing Durkheim’s’ and Giddens’ rules of sociological method. The novelty is that the as-
sumptions of the two approaches are interpreted not as overwriting each other, but as
defining the conditions under which one or the other approach is better suited for any
given analysis. The analysis finds that the method of interpretation is justified if the
question is how actors generate social interactions, if the outcomes of actions are in-
tended, and in cases when behavioral patterns are poorly institutionalized. Positivistic
approach is merited when explaining social interaction by reference to its structural
properties, if the outcomes of actions are unintended, and in cases when social relations
are sufficiently reified.

Keywords: sociological method, positivism, interpretativism, structure, actor.

This paper is situated in the never-ending debate about the status of social sci-
ences’ subject-matter and relation of the knowing subject to that subject matter. The
two extreme positions in that matter are known as the positivistic and anti-positivistic
- interpretative approach to social phenomena. According to the former there is an
“objective” reality, “pre-given” to the individual actor, independent from the knowing
subject and behind our theoretical concepts. According to the latter, social sciences are
concerned with a universe of objects which is constituted or produced by the active
doings of reflective and skillful subjects. The two positions differ in respect to whether
there is causality in social world and how change in social life is to be explained and
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promoted. According to the positivistic view, social phenomena and social behavior
are determined by the social systems and social structures in which they are posi-
tioned?. According to the interpretative approach it is difficult to think in terms of de-
terminism and the causality in the world of actors, beyond reasons and accounts that
the actors themselves provide®.

The two extreme ontological positions have different methodological implications
for defining how we come to know the social world. Positivistic methodology in social
sciences tends to approximate the requirements of the scientific method of natural sci-
ences®. Hypotheses about the operating of the social world are tested against empirical
observational statements (objective “reality”) as the ultimate criterion of their adequacy.
The interpretative approach, on the other hand, relies on the hermeneutic task of penetrat-
ing the “frames of meaning” which lay actors themselves draw upon in constituting and
reconstituting the social world as “meaningful” or “intelligible”. The scientific account of
social phenomena is achieved through their interpretation and should be, in the last in-
stance, reducible to lay people’s accounts as the ultimate criterion of its adequacy.

Acceptance of one approach over the other frequently divides the sociological communi-
ty to the extent that sociologists belonging to one school entirely reject proponents of the other
as members of a unified scientific sociological community. Between the two extremes, several
social theorists have formulated so called integrative sociological theories, addressing the issue
of the ontological status of social phenomena and the appropriate methodological approach
by different attempts to reconcile or even entirely discard all forms of dualism in social theory
- micro versus macro, subject versus object, individual versus society; actor versus structure®.

The standpoint of this paper is that one should not postulate the ontological status of
the social world in its different parts, and in different stages of its structuration, prior to a
concrete research of a particular social phenomenon. That means that both positivistic and
interpretative sociology equally apply, given the complexity and multidimensionality of the
social world, interchangeable positions of the explanans and the explanandum in theoretical
accounts, different research questions about social phenomena, as well as the historical char-
acter of social systems and subsystems, differing in the extent of the system’s objectification
and institutionalization. However, the two approaches do not apply universally. It is impor-
tant to recognize the particular aspects of the social world which could be best perceived and
analyzed from each perspective, given their ontological and methodological assumptions’.

w

Social phenomena emerge and change by the way of structural differentiation, deviance, “muta-
tion” in the system reproduction, value generalization, functional incompatibility, de-legitimiza-
tion of prior social order, system’s contradictions and/or conflict of interests rooted in structural
positions of collective actors (depending on the particular theoretical standpoint).

'S

Social phenomena are produced, constituted and changed by a skillful accomplishment of the so-
ciety’s knowledgeable and ever learning members - through social interactions in their everyday
activities.

(5]

Involving hypothesizing about relations between social phenomena, observation and measure-
ment of social facts, collecting quantitative data indicating the features of social phenomena, es-
tablishing correlations between the data and ultimately looking for causes of social phenomena.

=)

Emerson’s exchange theory, Giddens’ theory of structuration, Archer’s theory of culture and agen-
cy, Bourdieu’s theory of practice...

N

The importance of such reexamination is emphasized in Stoj$in and Vidicki (2018), pubilshed in
this journal. In concluding remarks, the author appeals for the reopening of new/old epistemolog-
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In the analysis which follows, this paper attempts to make explicit and comment on the
assumptions of the two extreme positions. The analysis compares Durkheim’s® and Giddens’
rules of sociological method®, finding them particularly illustrative of the matter in ques-
tion. Both reference texts were written in the early stages of the authors’ work, and even the
authors themselves had drifted away from their dictums in their subsequent analysis of real
social phenomena. However, returning to this work is important because, there, the authors
presented, in a programmatic manner, their views of methodological implications of differ-
ent ontological assumptions about the social world, in a pure, ideal-type like way. Giddens’s
work is of particular importance, since, while trying to overcome their limitations, his inte-
grated approach explicates and discusses in detail the assumptions of extreme viewpoints of
“pure” positivism and “pure” interpretative sociology. Starting from our standpoint that the
ontological status of the social world should not be postulated a priori, but rather assessed
empirically in each instance of social analysis, the assumptions of the two viewpoints are, in
this paper, interpreted not as overwriting each other, but as defining the conditions under
which one or the other is better suited for the analysis in question.

The narrower problem which could be the leading idea behind the Durkheim - Gid-
dens comparison is Giddens’ attempt to introduce “double hermeneutic” in sociological
analysis in order to distinguish social from natural sciences. The first aspect of that her-
meneutic deals with the conception of science in general (natural and social). Giddens
wanted to substitute the hermeneutic explication of the frames of meaning for a causal
explanation, based on his rejection of inductive method (as used by Durkheim). However,
one can reject the inductive method and still remain in the frame of the causal explana-
tion model of science, assuming that there is a “reality” behind our theoretical concepts, as
Popper has shown (Popper, 1989). On the other hand, if it is assumed that whole science is
a “form of life” in itself and thus a hermeneutic endeavor, it will hold for natural and social
science equally, and will not differentiate them, either!?.

The second aspect of “double hermeneutic” does make a difference and can be inter-
preted as a point of departure from Durkheim’s method of causal explanation of the social
world perceived as objective and sui generis in relation to the individual actor. Related
to that aspect, the hermeneutic task of sociological analysis, as opposed to that of causal

ical questions in sociology in order to contribute to diversification of methodological approaches
used in Serbian sociology.

[

Durkheim’s methodological manifesto is given in his book The Rules of Sociological Method, first
published in French, in 1895.

Anthony Giddens wrote his New Rules of Sociological Method about eighty years after Durkheim’s
classical work, in order to “elaborate upon, and similarly to begin a reconstruction of, problems
raised by the - always troubling character of the social sciences as concerned with, as a ‘subject-
matter, what those ‘sciences’ themselves presuppose: human social activity and intersubjectivity”
(Giddens, 1976, Preface). “New rules” are summarized in several statements pointing to the very
differences from Durkheim’s sociological manifesto.

©

10-<.. We tend to presume that, while movements can be directly observed and described, descrip-

e

tions of action involve further processes, inference or ‘interpretation”. But contrary to our pre-
sumption “..we surely observe actions just as immediately as we observe (‘involuntary’) move-
ments; each equally involves ‘interpretation’ if this is taken to mean that descriptions presuppose

(divergent) theoretical terms” (Giddens, 1976, p. 74).
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explanation, depends upon success in presenting society as an accomplished outcome of
skillful human actors. To pursue this task Giddens “borrowed” from ideas of several “in-
terpretative sociologists” but was not satisfied with their neglect of structural limitations
of human conduct. Thus he stated in one of his rules that: “The realm of human agency is
bounded. Men produce society but they do so as historically located actors and not under
conditions of their own choosing” (Giddens, 1976, p. 160). At the same time, while trying
to avoid traditions of social theory which emphasized (only) structural properties of social
life'!, he found himself facing the problem of presenting the kind of sociological analysis
which would explain how it comes about that structures are constituted through action
which is constituted structurally!'2. That is why this paper will concentrate on Giddens’
attempt to present the process of simultaneous production and reproduction of society by
human action, in the broader context of a comparison of Durkheim’s and Giddens’ - posi-
tivistic and interpretative, rules of sociological method.

The comparison will unfold by looking into how Durkheim and Giddens define the
field of sociological analysis, how the social world is produced and changed, and what
kind of sociological analysis is, thus, appropriate.

The subject-matter of sociological analysis

In his effort to delineate the distinct field of sociology Durkheim was looking for the
facts termed “social”. There was no doubt for him that the social world is the world of facts,
in coherence with his understanding of science that relies on a “conception of reality as it
is independently of our thought, and to which all representations of reality can be related”
(Williams, 1978, p. 211). On the other hand, for Giddens “sociology is not concerned
with a “pre-given” universe of objects but with one which is constituted or produced by
the active doings of subjects” (Giddens, 1976, p. 160)!3. There is, according to this rule, a
world of social objects, for Giddens too. That this world is a human product distinguishes
significantly its ontological status from the world of natural objects. Still, it would not have
any important consequences for the methodological rules, since once produced, it may
determine social behavior as firmly as any natural object. That is why the second part of
the first rule is formulated: “The production and reproduction of society thus has to be
treated as a skilled performance on the part of its members, not as a merely mechanical se-
ries of processes” (Giddens, 1976, p. 160). Skilled performance is what requires a different
methodological approach from that of natural sciences. Consequently, Giddens’ new rules
depend upon a proof that society is skilled human performance, and they are applicable to
those aspects of social life for which we can justify that actors know what they are doing.

How is this skilled performance to be comprehended? Giddens warns us that actors
are not wholly aware of what these skills are, nor is the production of social life what they
really intend by their action. Intentional or purposive is any act “which an agent knows
(believes) can be expected to manifest a particular quality or outcome, and in which this

11 Such as Durkheim’s, Parsons’ and Marx’s.
12 Giddens denotes this process by the concept of “structuration”.

13 Action is for Giddens every act: “he wrote with the pen”, which is different from movement: “his
hand made movements across the paper” (Giddens, 1976, p. 73). While movement is mechanical,
something that “happens to” someone, action is something that someone “makes happen” or does.
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knowledge is made use of by the actor in order to produce this quality or outcome” (Gid-
dens, 1976, p. 76). However, the actor does not have to be capable of formulating this
knowledge, and his knowledge does not have to be valid. By this token, intentional acts,
according to Giddens, bring about a whole series of consequences, which could be re-
garded as doings of the actor, but were not actually intended by him. In other words,
while consciously doing something, an actor can unconsciously produce something else,
as “unintended consequence of intended act”!*. Hence, in Giddens’ integrated sociology
the intention has been dislocated from agency. Where do these unintended consequences
come from? Giddens points to the two aspects from which actors’ conduct may be opaque
to themselves: the unconscious motivation!® and the structural properties of interaction.

Giddens acknowledges constraining power of the structural properties of interac-
tion. However, in order to preserve sufficient differentiation between ontological status of
natural and social world (which in its turn depends on introduction of the creative capac-
ity of the actor into social theory) he has to frame the character of the structural prop-
erties differently from that of Durkheim/Parsons’ tradition in social thought!®. Inability
to differentiate natural from social world Giddens traces to structuralism/functionalism’s
inadequate solution of Hobbes’ problem of “order”!. Inadequacy lays in: “1) the axiom
that ‘values’ form both the motivational components of action and the core elements of
the ‘consensus universal’ which is the condition of social stability; 2) the assumption that
conflict of interest in social life centers upon the relation between the ‘individual’ (abstract
actor) and ‘society’ (global moral community)” (Giddens, 1976, pp. 94-95) and is a result
of the lack of motivational commitment to consensual norms.

Giddens’ solution to the problem of social order differs from structuralism/ function-
alism on two grounds. First, the constraining power of structural properties of interaction
is not causal, but a matter of extent. For example, among social sanctions constraining the
behavior of individuals, Giddens considers “utilitarian” sanctions closer to “mechanical’,
causal influence on human conduct, than moral sanctions. Consequently, the difference
between the world of nature and the social world defined as moral (normative) order,
is bigger'®. Second, the reified mode in which (individual) lay actors perceive structural
properties of social life as alien objects in nature, could be, according to Giddens, dis-
solved by the (cognitive) realization of actors that structures are their own product and by
the (practical) recovery of their control over them. For example: “Shared market capacity

14 Among others, Popper points at unintended consequences of intentional action (Popper, 1989),
which is what Merton also does under the concept of latent functions (Merton, 1998).

15 Giddens formulates the problem of unconscious motives in a way very similar to that of psycho-
analysis and it does not concern sociology in the narrow sense of the term (although his concept
of social science does include it).

16 For Giddens, “Durkheim failed to separate out the general ontological sense in which the physical
world has an existence independent of the knowing subject, and may causally influence his con-
duct, from the constraining properties of social organization” (Giddens, 1976, p. 93).

17 The problem of “order” refers to the question how organized society is possible when every au-
tonomous individual is chasing his own goal.

18 However, for Giddens, normative and conventional are the same, while, for Durkheim, “the con-
ventional character of a practice or an institution (which is a normative pattern) should never be
assumed in advance” (Durkheim, 1990, p. 70).
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is a constraining element in the conditions of action in so far as workers are not conscious
of it but may become a feature of rationalized conduct as embodied in a collective move-
ment when they become so” (Giddens, 1976, p. 123). It seems that collective action, based
on knowledge, transforms constraining elements of the condition of action into enabling
ones. Marx’s project could be recognized here without any difficulty!®.

How is the social world produced and changed

Since for Durkheim the social fact is a force which prevails over the force of the in-
dividual and possesses its own nature, in order to engender it we can only rely on prior
forces already existent, capable of producing this firmly established force. Our intentions
cannot cause things to be of a particular nature, they can only stimulate us to set real, ef-
fective causes in motion. Only under these conditions can facts be created and changed.
In Giddens’ integrative sociology “the production or constitution of society is a skilled ac-
complishment of its members, but one that does not take place under conditions that are
either wholly intended or wholly comprehended by them” (Giddens, 1976, p. 102). Thus,
production of society has two basic features: 1) It is a product of active subjects; 2) its pro-
duction takes place under the conditions that are not wholly comprehended by actors. The
first feature emphasizes action and interaction practices which are spatially and temporally
located, presuppose a subject, can be examined with regard to intended outcomes, and are
oriented towards the responses of others. Implicit in this feature is that a person could have
acted otherwise, and that the world does not have a predetermined future, independently of
the agent?’. The second feature emphasizes structures which are seen as the abstract prop-
erty of a community of actors, virtual and outside of time. They are subject-less (although
they do not exist unless known and produced by actors) and, most importantly from the
methodological point of view, cannot be grasped in terms of a subject-object dialectic.

These features are connected in the notion of “structuration”, which is developed
in order to overcome the shortcomings of both philosophy of action and structuralism/
functionalism. The former is criticized for lacking any concept of structural analysis,
whereas the latter is criticized for regarding “reproduction” as a mechanical outcome, not
as a constitutive process accomplished by creative actors. “Structuration” refers to the dy-
namic process of the reproduction of practices whereby structures come into being?!. To
study structuration is to attempt to determine the conditions which govern the continuity
and dissolution of structures or types of structures. Put in another way: to enquire into the

19 Giddens relies upon the Marxian ontology of “Praxis” (Marx, 1964), rather than on analysis of
capitalism and division of class interests. He finds the latter not relevant to any analysis of conflict
and power which would reach beyond class interest, and thus an unsatisfactory alternative to the
more universal “philosophical anthropology” which is centered upon the concepts of value, norm,
or convention (such as in Durkheim’s and Parsons’ work).

20 This implication was also developed by Popper (1989) in the chapter “Prediction and Prophecy
in the Social Sciences”

21 Giddens points to the following conditions relevant to the reproduction of structures of interac-
tion: the constituting skills of social actors; the rationalization of these skills as forms of agency
(social action rooted in collective interest); the unexplicated features of settings of interaction that
promote and permit the exercise of such capacities (Giddens, 1976, p. 103).
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process of reproduction is to specify the connections between ‘structuration’” and ‘struc-
ture” (Giddens, 1976, p. 120). What, for Giddens, requires an explanation is how struc-
tures are produced by human action. “Pure” structural analysis, on the contrary, starts
with structures as already given. The difference in method comes from this.

The property of social structures that they are at the same time constituted by human
agency and the very medium of this constitution Giddens denotes as “duality of struc-
ture”. No one really plans to produce society. But everyone plans his behavior in order to
achieve certain aims, in accordance with his knowledge of the given conditions. Through
application of this knowledge and employment of available resources, people reproduce
the structure of used knowledge and the given pattern of the distribution of the employed
resources. However, in every act of reproduction there is a seed of change of given struc-
tures?2. In accordance with “duality of structure” people produce structure and “use” it, as
a constraining and/or enabling medium for their behavior.

Although Giddens has developed a concept which denotes the process of structura-
tion to connect structural integration of social systems with social integration of interac-
tion, he recognizes them as two distinct levels of analysis. He claims that forms of the
integration of interaction do not necessarily parallel the system which they serve to re-
produce. For example, the occurrence of conflict defined as “active struggle pursued in
the context of clashes of interest” (property of interaction), does not necessarily produce
the system’s contradiction conceptualized as the opposition between structural principles
(property of structures), and the other way round (existence of a system’s contradiction is
not inevitably manifested as overt struggle)?3.

Hermeneutic explication versus the explanation of social facts

We can now address the methodological implications of opposing positions related
to ontological status of social phenomena and specify the respective tasks of sociological
analysis. For Durkheim, if we want to intervene in the social world, “we must retrace our
steps further back along the chain of cause and effect until we find” prior forces ‘respon-
sible’ for the current state of social phenomena (Durkheim, 1990, p. 120). Hence, we need
an explanation of social phenomena by reference to their causes.

For Giddens, the task of sociological analysis is that of “explication of the production
and reproduction of society as the accomplished outcome of human agency” (Giddens,
1976, p. 162). In the presence of any form of social life we should give an account of how
it is produced and sustained through everyday competent activity of people. Competent,
because every member of society is for Giddens a practical social theorist. In any interac-

22 Giddens illustrates this on the example of language as a social form: We cannot communicate un-
less in common language. The structure of the language defines and limits the scope of our inter-
action; while speaking, we reproduce the language (or, by analogy, society) structure; but in every
act of interaction we can innovate, redefine our relations, and that could influence the structure of
language we will use in another interaction.

23 However, in order to avoid contradiction as structural property to be mixed with “functional
incompatibility”, Giddens claims that such principles “always entail an implicitly or explicitly ac-
knowledged distribution of interests on the level of social integration” (Giddens, 1976, p. 125)
which a certain category of actors have interest in promoting.

681



Gorana D. Dori¢, Hermeneutic explication versus the explanation of social facts...

tion he draws upon his knowledge and theories, which make the interaction possible at all.
If social scientists want to understand how lay members of society generate social interac-
tion they have to share “mutual knowledge” with them. Social conduct is to be observed
and described by reference to concepts used by people themselves to describe or account
for their actions?. Social science, thus, depends upon the hermeneutic task of penetrating
the frames of meaning which lay actors themselves draw upon in constituting and recon-
stituting the social world as “meaningful’, “accountable”, or “intelligible”. Lay concepts are
subsequently “translated” into the specialized language of scientific concepts.

Is then, for Giddens (in line with the phenomenological tradition), rationalization
of action (giving the reasons) the same as explanation of action? We can tentatively say
- yes, to some extent. He argues that “action is caused by an agent’s reflexive monitoring
of his intentions in relation back to his wants and his appreciation of the demands of the
‘outer’ world” (Giddens, 1976, p. 84). Thus, for him, there is such thing as “agent causality”
as opposed to “event causality” (emphasized by “determinism” promoted by Durkheim).
However, Giddens acknowledges that the actor may be incapable of grasping his “true”
intentions, as in the case of unconscious motives, and that his knowledge of the demands
of the “outer” world may be invalid.

The relation between the knowledge obtained by hermeneutic explication of frames
of meaning and lay knowledge is twofold. First, if the social world is constituted by com-
petent activity of people, a scientific account of how a form of social life is produced and
sustained should be, in the last instance, reducible to the people’s account as the final cri-
terion of its adequacy (Schutz & Luckmann, 1973). Second, if the constitution of frames
of meaning by lay actors can alter features of social life, the same could be expected from
social scientists’ concepts. Lay actors can take over scientific concepts and theories and
appropriate them for the rationalization of their own conduct. Causal generalizations in
social sciences differ from natural scientific laws because they depend upon reproduced
sequences of unintended consequences. In so far as (Giddens claims) they are recognized
by those to whose conduct they apply, the form of social “laws” is altered?. In order to
endanger the old form of social life it suffices to re-conceptualize it based on scientific ac-
counts (because the definition is considered to be constitutive of social life)2°. In contrast,
the concepts and theories of natural science could be accepted by laymen and become
elements of everyday frames of reference without changing the natural world.

Discussion and concluding remarks

It was stated in the beginning of this paper that Giddens’ accomplishment in intro-
ducing hermeneutic explication into sociological analysis depends on plausibly presenting

24 This is clearly in the tradition of the interconnection of phenomenology and sociology es-
tablished by Alfred Schutz’ theory of the life-world, followed by Thomas Luckmann, and fully
developed in ethnomethodology.

25 < _'The appropriation of technical concepts and theories invented by social scientists can turn them
into constituting elements of that very ‘subject-matter’ they were coined to characterize, and by
that token alter the context of their application” (Giddens, 1976, p. 79).

26 By this token Giddens acknowledges emancipatory power of social science as a potential instru-
ment of the expansion of rational autonomy of action.
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the production of society as an outcome of skillful human action. He attempted to formu-
late skillful human action in a way which unifies the contexts of action and structure?’. In
order to do that he had to impregnate the concept of action with structural limitations?3.
At the same time, the structure of society was to be comprehended as ontologically depen-
dent on reflexively monitored everyday practices of humans. The key step in framing the
contexts of action and structure in the desired way was, in our opinion, the broadening of
the content of the notion of action, so that it could include both intended and unintended
outcomes. Thus, society could be defined as unintended outcome of intentional action.

Given the described concept of action, several questions still remain open for discus-
sion. Have constraining properties of social organization been recognized by Giddens after
all and if yes, where do they come from? Does the social world, not being independent from
the knowing subject, display the constraining properties due to the lack of knowledge? Or,
does under certain (historical) circumstances social life calcify and attain such structural
properties which, although originally produced by human action, appear to be indepen-
dent and constraining to any individual actor, acting under conditions which are not of his
own choosing, and as alien to them as objects in nature? Does, in such case, Giddens’ con-
cept of action (encompassing unintended outcomes in addition to intended ones), really
distinguish the ontological status of the natural and social worlds? Finally, if we do accept
the ontological difference based on that concept, does the explanation of “social facts” have
to be fully replaced by the hermeneutic explication of “frames of meaning”?

Our answer to these questions, as indicated at the beginning of this paper, is that the
ontological status of social world should not be postulated a priori, but rather assessed em-
pirically in each instance of social analysis. The choice of the method then should depend
on that assessment. There are aspects of social life, specific research questions about the
social world and historical circumstances under which the extent of social system’s objecti-
fication and institutionalization is particularly high, which should be approached by social
science as if social world were pre-given, independent of our thoughts and constraining the
action of any given individual and even collective actor. Under these conditions it is justi-
fied to presume some kind of determinism in the social world and attempting explanation
of social facts by reference to a “force” which prevails over the force of the individual is mer-
ited, as opposed to explanation by reference to reasons and accounts of individual actors.

In the rest of the paper we specify and differentiate the situations in which positivistic
explanatory analysis and hermeneutic explication of the frames of meaning are justified,
as alternative approaches to the analysis of social phenomena.

If the question is how structures are produced by competent human action, as, for
example, in the case of explaining the origins of transformations of institutionalized val-
ue-standards, the answer may most plausibly be reached by the method of understanding
and interpretation. Similarly, if social scientists want to understand how lay members of
society generate social interactions they have to share “mutual knowledge” with them.

If, however, the question is what determines social behavior rooted in (or mediated
by) structures which are already given (or as if given to any particular individual acting

27 Since he rejected all forms of dualism in social theory - micro versus macro, subject versus object,
individual versus society.
28 However, not as external to action but immanent to it.
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under conditions which are not of his/her own choosing), the positivistic approach is
fully merited. Such is the case of attempting to explain social interaction by reference to
its structural properties - for example already existent institutionalized value-standards
or distribution of resources available to actors. We could accept that structures could be
changed by human actions, but for any particular action they are given, in the sense that
they precede behavior in time?. Giddens himself acknowledges this in his society-lan-
guage analogy when he states that in every act of interaction we can innovate and redefine
the structure of language (or social relations) which we will use in another interaction, not
the one which determines the current interaction.

Even if the question is how structures are produced by competent human action,
the relevance of actors’ account of their conduct for understanding the engendered out-
comes depends on the extent to which these outcomes are intended or unintended by
actors. Constituting action is for Giddens “caused” by an agent’s reflexive monitoring of
his intentions in relation to his wants and his knowledge of the conditions of action in the
“outer” world. Valid knowledge of these conditions diminishes their constraining power
and enables actors to (practically) regain their control over the structures they have been
changing (for example in the case of social action rooted in collective interest). Explaining
the produced structures by reference to actors’ accounts is, thus, justified for those aspects
of social life for which we can assess that actors have valid knowledge of the conditions
of action.

However, if action takes place under conditions that are neither wholly intended
nor wholly comprehended by actors, the structures which emerge are unintended con-
sequences of action and cannot be explained by “agent causality”. They may be better ex-
plained in terms of either unconscious motivation of actors or constraining properties of
structures in which the action takes place, but which escape their consciousness. In such
cases, we need an account of the chain of causes and effects on which we can rely in pro-
ducing real changes in the surrounding world. Consequently, we would need explanatory
sociological analysis.

The method of interpretative sociology is justified at the level of analysis of social
interaction, for example in the case of the occurrence of conflict, defined by Giddens as
“active struggle pursued in the context of clashes of interest”. We have seen that at this level
of analysis actions and interactions may be considered as spatially and temporally located,
presupposing a subject oriented towards the responses of others and can be examined
with regard to outcomes intended by actors.

On the other hand, “observing social facts as things” is justified at the level of anal-
ysis of structural properties of social systems, for example in the case of the system’s
contradiction, which is conceptualized by Giddens as the opposition between structural
principles (social production in opposition to private ownership, in the Marxist tradi-
tion; conflict of roles, in the functionalist tradition). We have seen that at this level of
analysis structures are seen as the abstract property of a community of actors, without
specific socio-temporal location, subject-less, and (most importantly from the method-
ological point of view) cannot be grasped in terms of a subject-object dialectic, inherent
in hermeneutic analysis.

2 For example, a law could be changed, but before it is changed it is mandatory for actors and con-
strains their behavior as an external “force”.
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Finally, if a society (or its subsystems) is sufficiently institutionalized and most mem-
bers well socialized into the expected role behavior (put in functionalist terms) or if social
relations sufficiently reified (in Marxist terminology) so that lay actors perceive structural
properties of social life as alien objects in nature, this does justify “observing social facts
as things”, which is a positivistic dictum. Implicit in Giddens’ definition of action is that
actors could have acted otherwise (than expected). But whether they have acted otherwise
or followed the role expectations in a mechanical way is an empirical question. The answer
to this question depends on the strengths and effectiveness of social sanctions constrain-
ing the behavior of individuals in a particular society and in particular situations. We have
seen that Giddens himself acknowledges this when ranking social sanctions in accordance
with their distance from the “mechanical” - causal influence on human conduct. We could
accept that the social world does not have a predetermined future, independently of the
agent, which may render historical predictions in social sciences rather limited, if possible
at all®?. However, if it could be empirically established that the agents acted as expected in
an isolated, structured and recurrent social system, conditional predictions in social sci-
ences could be justified.

On the other hand, if behavioral patterns are poorly institutionalized, or society is in
the making, or if reified social relations are dissolved by the (cognitive) realization of ac-
tors that structures are their own product and by the (practical) recovery of their control
over them, and/or in the cases when value systems are in transformation, so that there is a
high level of normative dissonance and/or value inconsistence (Lazi¢, 2011), understand-
ing the actors’ behavior may be better justified and more insightful than attempting to
explain it by reference to pre-given social structures.

In conclusion, Giddens was so eager to attack Durkheim’s method of sociology (the
natural science of society) that he made one attack more than necessary. He has attacked
the ontological status of society understood by Durkheim as given to any individual actor,
as opposed to the produced world of social objects. But he has also attacked the assump-
tion of reality as an ultimate criterion of social theory adequacy. When science is not
perceived as a system of concepts that refers to something in reality, it seems inevitable, as
Popper has shown (Popper, 1989), to mix the processes of identification and explanation,
what and why questions, reasons and causes. Giddens himself was aware of it, when he
stated that after grasping the social world in terms of lay actors, the social scientist should
translate it into the language of scientific concepts. If science is not comparative linguis-
tics, we do not see what else this scientific language could be but a conceptual account of
the objective world. In his attempt to incorporate a treatment of action in social theory,
and substitute hermeneutic penetration into the form of life for causal explanation in the
social method, Giddens ended up with double hermeneutic and no explanatory analy-
sis. In our opinion using hermeneutic explication and explanatory analysis alternatively,
when one or the other is better justified, would be the better solution in approaching social
phenomena.

30 Popper (1989), in the chapter “Prediction and Prophecy in the Social Sciences”.
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Topana [I. Hopuh!
Yuusepsurer y Humry
Punosodckn paxynrer
HemapTman 3a conmonorujy
Hyr (Cp6uja)

XEPMEHEYTUYKA EKCIDIMKAIIMJA HACYIIPOT
OBJAIIBEY IPYIITBEHUX YNMBEHUIIA®

Ynopebusamwe [JupkemoBux
u [MeHCOBMX MTpaBu/Ia COLMOJIOIIKOT MeTO A

(ITpesog In Extenso)

Caxerak: ¥ pajiy ce aHaIM3MPajy METOMO/IOIIKEe MMIIIMKALIMje OHTOIOIIKMX IPeT-
MOCTaBKY MO3UTUBUCTUYKOT UM MHTEPIPETATUBHOI HPUCTYIA APYIITBEHUM (heHoMe-
HIMMa Tpeko ymnopebuama [JupkeMoByx u IMIZeHCOBMX IHpaBMIa COLMOJIOLIKOT Me-
tofia. HoBMHa y aHanMsy je MITO ce MPeTHOCTaBKe ABa IMPUCTYIAa He aHAIU3MPAjy Kao
uckpydyjyhe, Beh xao cnenmdukamje ycmosa mog Kojuma je yrorpeba jefHOT OFHOCHO
Apyror IpUCTYyIIa BUIIe oImpaBAaHa. [IpemMa pesynTatuma aHamuse, MHTEPIPETaTUBHU
IIPUCTYII je OIlpaB/iaH aKo je MCTPAKMBAUKO MUTake KAKO aKTepy ITPOU3BOJie COLMjaTHe
MHTepaKlyje, aKo Cy IOC/IeAMle aKlMje HaMepaBaHe, U y CAydajeBMMa HeNOTIyHe
MHCTUTYLMOHAIM3aIje obpasalia MoHaIama. [I03MTUBUCTUYKY IPUCTYI je OIpaBIaH
OHJIa Kajia Ce COLMjalHe MHTepaKuMje 06jalllbaBajy BUXOBUM CTPYKTYPHUM HPETIIO-
CTaBKaMa, aKO Cy IOC/Ieanlle aKljije HeHaMepaBaHe, 1 Y Cly4ajeBuMa KaJja JpyLIITBEeHN
ofiHOCH monpuMajy popMy ogHoca nsMeby cTapu.

Kibyyne peun: COIMOMOMKY METOf], HO3UTUBM3AM, UHTEPIIPETATUBU3AM, CTPYK-
Typa, aKTep.

Osgaj npurior je ieo 6eckoHauHe febare O CTATyCy IMpeaMeTa APYLUITBEHNX HayKa U
ofiHOCa cybjeKTa casHama IpeMa TOM IpenMeTy. [JBe eKcTpeMHe Io3niyje y Toj gebatu
IIO3HATe Cy Kao MO3UTUBMCTUYKY Y aHTUIO3UTUBUCTUYKY — MHHTEPIPETaTUBHM IIPU-
CTYI IpyIITBEHUM (peHoMeHuMa. [IpeMa IpBOM IIPUCTYITY ITOCTOjM HeKa ,00jeKTHBHA”
CTBapHOCT, ,JlaTa” MHVBIIYaTHOM aKTepy, He3aBUCHA Off Cy0jeKTa CasHama I M3BaH Ha-
IINX TEOPMjCKUX KOHIlenaTa. [IpeMa ApyroM NpuUCTYIy, APYIITBEHE HayKe ce OaBe YHU-

! gorana.djoric@gmail.com

2 Pap je pesynTar HCTPXMBAYKOT IIpojeKTa "Tpanuiuja, MOfepHU3ALIMjA U HALMOHAIHY U/IeHTH-
ter y CpOuju 1 Ha Bajikany y mpoliecy eBporckux uHrerpanuja”, Koju ¢puxancupa MuHncrap-
CTBO IIPOCBETE, HAYKe U TEXHOJIOLIKOT pasBoja Perry6muke Cpbuje (179074).
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Bep3yMoM objeKara KOju je KOHCTUTYICAH WIK IIPOV3BefeH Ae/IaTHOIINY IPOMUIIbEHNX
U KOMITeTeHTHIX cybjekara. OBe fiBe mosuiuje ce Mehyco6HO pasinkyjy 1o oaroBopy Ha
IUTabe MIMa JIM Kay3aTHOCTH Y APYIITBEHOM CBeTY I KaKO Ce M3a3uBajy 1 0bjallmaBajy
IpoMeHe y pymTBy. IIpeMa NO3UTUBUCTUYKOM CXBaTakby JPYLITBEHE [10jaBe U APYILT-
BEHO MOHALIAbe Cy IETEPMUHMUCAHYU IPYIITBEHUM CUCTEMOM U JIPYLIITBEHOM CTPYKTY-
POM y umjeM OKBUPY HacTajy>. [IpeMa MHTEPIIPeTaTUBHOM IIPUCTYILY, Y CBETY CBECHUX I
CTI06OJHNUX aKTepa TelLIKO je MUCIIUTY Y KaTeropyjamMa AeTepMUHU3MA ¥ Y3POUHOCTH, He
o6asupyhu ce Ha pasjiore 1 06pasIoKerba Koje Hyfje camn akTepu’.

ITomenyTe mBe eKCTpeMHE OHTONOUIKE IO3MIMje MMajy PasIN4NTEe METOLO/O-IKe
UMIUIMKanuje Koje oppebyjy kako momasumo [0 casHama O JPYyIITBeHOM cBery. Ilo-
SUTUBMCTUYKA METOJIONIOTMja y APYIITBEHMM HayKaMa HacTOjU [ia Ce IPUIArofiu 3a-
XTeBMMa HAYYHOT MeTOZA IIPMPONHNMX HayKa®. XMIIOTe3e O TOMe KaKO APYIITBEHI CBET
dynkuyonnie yrnopehyjy ce ca eMIMpmjckuM MCKasMMa O pe3yinTaTMMa HOCMAaTparba
(objexTuBHOM ,,cTBapHOUINY”) Ka0 BPXOBHUM KPUTEPUjYMOM HIXOBE afeKBATHOCTIL.
VHTepnpeTaTUBHU IPUCTYII C€, C APYTE CTPAHE, OC/Iakha HA XePMEHEYTUYKO IIPOfINpatbhe
y »OKBUP 3Hauema KOjIM Ce KOPUCTe APYLITBEHU aKTepy He OU /Y KOHCTUTYUCAIA 1
PEKOHCTPYyNUCa/IN APYIITBEHN CBET Ka0 ,,CMUCIEH U ,,CXBaTpuB . HayuHo objaurmene
ApyITBeHNX (eHOMeHa IOCTIDKe Ce BUXOBOM MHTepIpeTalyjoM 1 Tpebano 6u ma ce,
Y Kpajib0j MHCTAHIIM, MOXKe CBECTI Ha 00pa3/IoKera CaMyX YK/bY4eHNUX aKTepa Kao Ha
BPXOBHU KPUTEPHjyM HeT0Be aJleKBaTHOCTI.

[TpuxBarambe jeqHOT Of ABa IPUCTYIIA 9€CTO NE/IN 3ajeJHNUITY COLMOIOTA IO Te Mepe
Jla COLMOIO3Y KOjy NPUIAJIajy jefHOj IIKOIM IOTIYHO HETMpajy /la IPUCTaINLEe JApyTe
IIKOJIe IIPUIIafiajy MCTOj HAay4YHOj 3ajeunim. VismeDhy nBa ekcrpema, HeKONMUKO JpYILIT-
BEeHNX TeopeTnyapa GOpMYINCasIo je TaKo3BaHe MHTeIpaTUBHE COLMOJIOLIKE Teopuje y
KOjJMa ce IIpo6/IeM OHTOJIOLIKOT CTaTyca APYLITBeHNX GpeHoMeHa 1 ofroBapajyher me-
TOJIO/IOUIKOT IIPUCTYIIA PelllaBa KPO3 Pas3IM4MTe MOKYIaje HOMMPEHhA UM YaK IOTIYHOT
opbanyBarma CBUX OO/MKA fyaan3Ma y APYLUITBEHOj TEOPUjU — MUKPO/MAKpO, CybjeKT/
06jeKT, IojeyHALl/CICTeM, AKTep/CTPYKTypa’.

CTaHOBHUIITE KOje 3aCTYIIaMO Yy OBOM TEKCTY jé Jla OHTONOMIKM CTaTyC JPYMLIT-
BEHOT CBeTa Yy IETOBUM PasIVUNTUM J€/IOBMMA ¥ y PasIuuuTuUM ¢asaMa Herobe
CTpyKTypaluuje He Tpeba IIOCTY/IMPATH YHAIIPeN, Ipe KOHKPETHOT MCTPaXK/MBarba HEKOT

3 JlpylITBeHe [10jaBe HACTAjy 1 MEHajy Ce Ka0 Pe3y/ITaT CTPYKTypHe fudepeHuujaliuje, AeBUjaH THOT
[OHAILIAKA, ,MyTaluuje” y CUCTeMy pPelpOAyKIjije, YOILITaBaba BPeSHOCTH, (QYHKI[MOHATHE
HeycKmaheHOCTH, JeMernTUMMU30Baka JPYIITBEHOT MOPeTKA, CUCTeMCKUX KOHTPafuKIuja u/
WM CyKoba MHTepeca YKOPEHEeHNX y CTPYKTYPHOM II0/I0XKajy KOeKTUBHIX aKTepa (3aBICHO O]
TEOPUjCKOT CTAHOBHUIITA).

JIpymTBeHe mojaBe ce mpou3Boye, 0GOPMbYjy U Merajy Kpo3 APYIITBeHe MHTEPAKIIMje TOKOM
CBaKOJHEBHMX aKTUBHOCTY, KaO pe€3yaTaT HOCTI/IFHyha KOMIIETEHTHUX APYIITBEHNX aKTe€pa KOjI/I
3Hajy LITA Pajie X y3 TO HEMPECTAHO y4e.

w

IlITo moppasyMeBa MOCTaB/bakbe XUIIOTe3a O OAHOCY MeDy ApyITBeHNM MojaBaMa, HoCMaTparbe
U Mepeme IPYIITBEeHNX YMIbEeHNUIIA, IPUKYT/balhe KBAHTUTATUBHUX MOJaTaKa KOju yKasyjy Ha
CBOjCTBA IPYIITBEHMX I10jaBa, yCTaHOB/baBambe Kopenalpuja Mehy mojaBama 1 KOHaYHO Tpakerbe
Y3pOKa JIpYIITBEHNX I10jaBa.

[=)

EmepconoBa (Emerson) reopnja pasmene, [ugencosa (Giddens) Teopuja crpykryparpuje, reopuja
KynType u genarHoctu Maprapere Apuep (Archer), Bypaujeosa (Bourdieu) Teopuja mpaxce...
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oppebeHor npymTseHor peHoMeHa. To 3HauM [ja Cy U jelaH U APYTY IPUCTYII jeSHAKO
OpUMEHUBHU, C 003MPOM Ha CJIOKEHOCT 1 BUIIEAVMEH3MOHATHOCT APYIUITBEHOT CBETA,
3aMembBe MO3MLMje eKCITAaHAHCa M eKCIUTAHAaHIyMa Y TeOPMjCKUM 06jallberbliMa, pa-
3HOBPCHOCT MCTPXMBAYKUX NNTambA O JPYLUITBEHUM I10jaBaMa, MCTOPUjCKU KapaKTep
IPYLITBEHVX CUCTEMA 1 IIOfICKCTeMa KOjJ1 Ce Pas/MKyjy IIpeMa CTelleHy 00jeKTUBU3alje
U MHCTUTyLMOHanu3anuje. MehyTum, Hujesan of oBuMX IPHUCTyIA HUje YHUBEP3aIHO
IpuMen)B. BakHO je IperosHaTy Koju ce crenuUYHM acleKTH APYIITBEHOI CBeTa
Mory 60/be YOUMTU 1 aQHAIMSMPATH U3 jefiHe OFHOCHO ApYyre IepCreKTuBe, nMmajyhm y
BUJIY BJXOBE Pas3/MyiTe OHTOIOIIKE U METOOMOMIKE IIPETIIOCTABKE’ .

Y ananusu Koja ciefm, HaCTOjUMO Jla eKCIUIMIIMPAMO M KOMEHTAPUIIEMO TIPETIO-
CTaBKe OBe JIBe eKCTpeMHe no3nije. Y ananusn ce nopese [Jupkemosa (Durkheim)? u
Tupencosa (Giddens) nmpasua conuonorukor Metona’ jep Beoma J0O6po MIYCTPYjy Hpo-
6mem o xoMme ce pacipasba. Oba TekcTa Ha Koja ce II03MBaMO ayTOPY Cy HaIlMCaan y
paHoj asu cBora pasBoja, Aa 61 KacHmje, y aHAIM3U peajHNUX APYIUITBEHNX (peHoMe-
Ha 1 caMU OfCTYIVWIN Off BIACTUTVX METOLO/IOLIKNX Ipenopyka. MehyTum, noBparak
TUM PaJIOBMMa je BaKaH jep y HbMMa ayTopy, Ha NPOrpaMaTCKM HAuMH, U3/TaXY CBOja
CXBaTama O METOJONOIIKIUM MMIUIMKAIYjaMa Pa3ANINTIX OHTOMIOUIKNX IPETHOCTaBKU
0 [IPYLITBEHOM CBETY, ¥ YMCTOM, TOTOBO MJiea/THO-TUIICKOM 00/iKy. IToce6HO je BaxkaH
Iupencos paj jep usnaxke 'y ieTaj/be paclpap/ba IPETIOCTaBKe eKCTPEMHIX CTaHOBMIII-
Ta ,9UCTOI” MO3UTUBU3MA U ,,9MCTe” MHTEPIIPETATIBHE COLMOIOTNje, JOK MOKYIIaBa Aa
npesasube BUXOBa OrpaHIYeba Kpo3 MHTerpaTuBHy mpuctyiL [Tonasehu of Hamer cra-
HOBMINTA Ja OHTO/IOMIKY CTAaTyC APYIITBEHUX (PeHOMeHa He Tpeba MOCTYIMpPATH ampu-
opy, Beh ra Tpe6a MPOLEHUTH eMIVPUjCKU ¥ CBAKOM IIOjEANHOM CIy4ajy COLIMOJIOLIKE
aHajIM3e, Y HAIlOj MHTEPIIpEeTALMjI, IPETIOCTaBKe /IBa CYNPOTCTaB/beHa IIPUCTYIIA He
HOHNIITABAjy jefiHe fpyre Beh nedunury ycnose mop KojuMa jefaH MIu APYTy IPUCTYII
BIIIIIE OAiTOBapa KOHKPETHOj aHAIN3N.

Yoxu po6ieM Koju 61 Morao 6utu u Bosieha nzieja y nopebemwy Jupkemosux u Iu-
IeHCOBUX ,,IIpaBuia..” je [MaeHCOB MOKYIIIaj 1a YBeLe ,ABOCTPYKY XePMEHEYTUKY Y CO-
LMOJIONIKY aHa/IN3y fia OM pasMKOBao APYIITBeHe Off IPUPONHMX Hayka. IIpBu acekT
Te XepMeHeYTVKe O[HOCK Ce Ha CXBaTame HaykKe yommre (IIPMpORHe 1 fpylITBeHe). [11-
JIEHC je >Kereo [ia, Y CKIafy ca CBOjuM ofbaluBameM MHAYKTUBHOT MeTOfa (KaKo ra je
Kopuctuo JIupkem), 3aMeHM Kay3aqHO Objallliberbe XepPMEHEYTUIKOM €KCIUIMKALINjOM
OKBupa 3Hadema. Mebytum, onbanuBame MHAYKTMBHOT METOAA He MMIUIMLMPA HYX-

~

Ha Ba)XHOCT TaKBOT IpencInTHBama Beh je CKpeHyTa Makma y pafy 06jaBbeHOM y OBOM 4a-
comucy (Stojdin & Vidicki, 2018). ¥ sappmHMM HaloMeHaMa, ayTOPM IIO3UBajy Ha IIOHOBHO
OTBaparbe HOBMX/CTAPUX ENMCTEMOIONIKIX IMTaba Y COLMOMOIMjH fja 61 Ce JOIIPUHENO PasHO-
BPCHOCTM METOMOJIOIIKIX IIPUCTYIIA KOjU C€ KOPUCTE Y CPIICKOj COLMOIOT .

®

Jl1pKeMOB MeTOOMOLIKY MaHN(eCT IIPefCTaB/beH je y feny Ilpasuna coyuonouike meiiioge, Koje
je mpBu Iy T 06jaB/beHO 1895. Ha HPAHI[YCKOM je3UKY.

©

Enronu [ipeHc je Harmcao cBoja Hosa iipasuna coyuonouikoi meitiogd roToBO 0OcaMjieceT FOfHa
nocie [IMpKeMOBOT K/IACHYHOT [iefia, Aa 01 ,paspajno U 3arodeo PeKOHCTPYKIMjy mpobmema
KOjer IOCTaB/ba YBeK Mpo0/IeMaTyHy KapaKTep APYIITBEHNX HAYKa KOje 3a CBOj IIPeMET UMajy
OHO IIITO CaMe Te HayKe [PETIOCTAB/ba]y: JbY/CKY APYLITBEHY [€/aTHOCT M MHTEPCY6jeKTUBHOCT
(Giddens, 1976, IIpenrosop). ,HoBa mpaBuna“ cy caketa y HEKOIMKO CTaBKM KOje YKasyjy 1o
4eMy ce OHa Pas/uKyjy of JJMpKeMOBOT COLMOJIOIIKOr MaHM(ecTa.
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HO 1 ofbalMBambe MOJielia HayKe 3aCHOBAaHOT Ha Kay3alHOM 00jalliibelby, CBe JJOK IIpH-
XBaTaMo IIPETIIOCTABKY /ja M3a HAIINMX TEOPUjCKUX KOHIIETaTa IOCTOj! ,PearHoOCT , Kao
mTo je mokasao [Tomep (Popper, 1989). C apyre cTpaHe, aKo OfOAINMO IPETIOCTABKY
0 ,peasHOCTI” U IPETIOCTABMMO Jia je YNTaBa HayKa jefHa , KUBOTHA Gopma” U TUMe
XepMeHeyTUYKI [IOffyXBarT, TO OM BaKI/IO I 3a IPUPOAHE I 3a APYILITBEHE HayKe U He 61
npoussoamno pasnuke mehy mumall.

JIpyru acmekT ,,IBOCTPYKE XepMeHEYTUKe” YBOAMU PA3/IMKY U MOXKe Ce TYMAadUTH Kao
TauKa HAIyILITamba JJMpPKeMOBOT METO/Ia Y3POUHOT 00jalllberba APYLUITBEHOT CBeTa BrbeHor
Kao 00jeKTUBHOT U sui generis y OFHOCY Ha MHAMBUAYA/IHOT aKTepa. Y Be3 Ca OBMM acIIeK-
TOM, 3aMeHa Y3POYHOT 00jaliliberha XePMEHEYTUYKOM eKCIUTMKALIVOM, Kao [TTABHIM 3a/aT-
KOM COLIMOJIOIIKE aHA/IM3€ MMa CMIC/IA, TIOf YCTIOBOM JIa Ce IPYLITBO YCHEIIHO IIpefCTa-
BI Ka0 IOCTUTHYhe KOMIIeTeHTHUX JbYAICKMX aKTepa. [la 61 ocTBapmno Taj Lnmb, lusenc ce
OC/Iarba Ha KOHI[EIIINje Pas/IMIUTHX ,, MHTEPIPETaTUBHIX COLIMOIOra” ajlif je He3aI0BO/baH
BJIXOBIM 3aHeMapyBambeM CTPYKTYPHUX OrpaHNM4erba JbY[ICKOr IIOHalIama. Tako he y
jemHOM of cBojux mpasumia pehu: ,,ITonpydje /bynckor fenama je orpanndeno. Jbymu mpo-
U3BOfie IPYLITBO a/I)i OHM TO YMHE KAO MCTOPMjCKM JIOLMPAHN aKTe€PU ¥ Y OKOTHOCTHMA
Koje Hucy camu nsabpamn” (Giddens, 1976, str. 160). ¥ 1cTo Bpeme, HOK IOKyIlIaBa Jja 13-
6erHe TpauIMjy CoLMjaIHe TEOPUje KOja HAT/IAIIABA CAMO CTPYKTYpaIHe KapaKTePUCTUKE
IPYIITBEHOT SKUBOTa!l, OH ce cyouaBa ca mpo61eMOM fja IPEACTABI BPCTY COLIMOJIOLIKE
aHa/m3e Koja 6u Tpebaso fia 06jacHU KaKo ce CTPYKType KOHCTUTYMILY KPO3 eNarbe Koje
je CTpYKTypHO ycmoB/beHO!2. 360r Tora hemo ce y 0BOM pajy mOCe6HO KOHIIEHTpPICATIH
Ha [¥jeHcoB MOKyIIaj fa MpefcTaBy MpoLeC MCTOBpeMeHe POAYKIMje M PeNpOfyKLje
ApYLITBa KPO3 JbYACKO Jie/lambe, y MupeM KOHTeKcTy nopebema [Jupkemosrx u [nencoBux
IIPaBI/IA, TO3UTUBUCTUYKOL ¥ MTHTEPIPETATUBHOT COL[MOIOMIKOT METOfIA.

IMopebeme he ce ogBujaru Taxo mro hemo Hajmpe npencraButu kako Jupkem u -
JleHC fepUHMINY TIPEMET COLMOIOIIKE aHA/IN3e, 3aTUM KaKO Ce, IIpeMa ’bIIMa, APYLIT-
BEHN CBET IIPOM3BOJY M M€Hha I, KOHAYHO, KaKBa COLIMOJIOIIKA aHa/IM3a OfiroBapa TaKo
cxpaheHOM IpeMeTy 1 HadMHY Ha KOjU Ce Memba.

Hpe;[MeT COOMOJIOMIKE aHA/IN3€E

Y cBOM HacTojamy Jja orpaHmn4M noce6Hy obmact coumonoruje [JupkeM je Tparao
3a YMIbeHMI[aMa Koje O MOTao Ha3BaTH ,,JPYIITBEHNM . 3a Ibera Hije OUIo cyMmbe Jia je
IPYIUTBEHM CBET CBET YUrbeHUlyd, y CKIaJly ca pasyMeBameM HayKe Koje ce OC/lama Ha
»KOHIIEIIIMjy CTBAPHOCTY KaKBa jeCTe HE3aBMCHO Of] Halllel MUIL/bEba I Ha KOjy ce CBe
mpencrase ctBapHocTH ofHoce” (Williams, 1978, str. 211). C apyre ctpane, 3a [uzenca
»COIIMOMOTHja ce He 6aBM ‘HaTMM CBETOM CTBapy Beh CBeTOM KOju je KOHCTUTYUCAH 1

10 ...CKIOHH CMO Jia IPETIOCTAaBMMO [ia, 3a PAs/MKy Of KpeTama Koje je Moryhe HemocpemHO

[OCMaTpaTy ¥ OINMCATH, OINC Jiellatba YK/byuyje fjabe Ipoljece, 3aK/bydkKe U ‘TyMauerbe. A,
HACyIPOT HAIIMM IIPETIOCTaBKaMa ,...MI CBAKAKO OIaXKaMO JIellalbe UCTO TAKO HeMOCPEeSHO
Kao IITO OMaXkaMo (‘HEBO/BHO’) KpeTarbe; 1 jefIHO M APYTO MOfjeHAKO YK/bydyje ‘TyMadere y
CMIICTTY [ OINIC OfpasyMeBa (pasnnunre) Teopujcke kouuenre” (Giddens, 1976, str. 74).

11 Kaxsa je, npema mwemy, Jupkemosa u [Tapconcosa (Parsons, 1971).

12 Tupenc Taj mpoljec 03HaYaBa TEPMUHOM ,CTPYKTypaLuja‘
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npousBefieH fenoBatmeM cybjexara” (Giddens, 1976, str. 160)!3. IIpema oBoM IpaBuiny, u
3a [upgerca mocToju cBeT ApymTBeHNX 06jekara. OHO IITO 3HAYAJHO PA3/IMKYje BeroB OH-
{H07I0WKY CTATYC Off CBeTa IPMPOJHIUX 0bjeKaTa je TO LITO je /bYCKH pousBoy,. Vmak, To
He 611 Tpe6aro ja MMa 6110 KaKBe Ba)kHe IIOCTIeIIe TI0 MefiogonouiKa npasua, 6ynyhu
Jia, je[fHOM IIpOU3BeJieH, Taj CBeT MOXKe ofpehuBaTy IpyIITBEHO IIOHAIIAbE UCTO OHAKO
Hens0eXXHO Kao 1 CBaK¥ APyru mpupopHu objexT. 360r Tora je GopMyIucan u fpyru
fieo TIPBOT IpaBua: ,IIPOM3BOAIGY M PENPOAYKLNMjy APYIITBA CTOra Tpeba TpeTuparu
Kao KOMIIETEHTHO 13Bolerbe HheroBiX NPUIIaJHNIKA, a He Kao Ky Cepyjy MeXaHMYKIX
nporeca” (Giddens, 1976, str. 160). Komiieifieniiino genatve je OHO IITO 3aXTeBa METOLO-
JIOLIKY TIPUCTYI PasAM4UT Off IPUCTYIIa IPUPOAHMX HayKa. KoHcekBeHTHO, [ujiencoBa
HOBa IIpaBM/Ia 3aBMCE Off I0Ka3a fla APYIUTBO jeciie Pe3ynTaT /byJACKOT KOMIIETEHTHOT
Jlenamba M IPUMELMBA Cy HA OHE acIeKTe APYIITBEHOT )KMBOTA 32 KOje Ce MOYKe IT0Ka3aTu
fla aKTepM 3HAjy LITa YMHE.

Kako pasymeru To KOMIETEHTHO Jieame? [ueHc ynosopasa ia akTepy HUCY HOT-
ITYHO CBECHI CBOjUX BEIUTHHA, HUTU HAMEPABAjy []a CBOjUM JIe/IakeM IPOU3BOJIE APYILT-
BeHN )XMBOT. HamepaBaHO m/1u CBPXOBUTO je OIIO KOje Uniberse »,3a Koje akTep 3Ha fa he
HPOM3BECTH OYEKMBAHM Pe3y/ITaT ca ofipeh)eHnM KapakTepucTiKaMa, 1 y KoMe KOPUCTH
TO 3Hame f1a 611 Ipousseo ympaso Taj pesyrrar’ (Giddens, 1976, str. 76). Mebhytum, ak-
Tep He MOpa OUTH y cTamy Ja GOpMY/INIIe TO 3Halbe, HUTY EroBO 3Hambe Mopa 0TI
Ba/baHO. AKO je TaKo, HaMepaBaH! 4MH, IIpeMa [WjIeHcy, IIoB/Ia4y 3a COOOM YMTaB HU3
HOC/IEIUIIA KOje ce MOTY CMAaTpaTy Jle/lMMa aKTePa MaJja MX OH 3allpaBO HUje HaMepaBao.
Jpyrum peunma, 0K CBECHO YMHU jefHY CTBAP, OH HECBECHO MO>KE IPOM3BECTY HELITO
IPYTo Kao ,HeHaMepaBaHy IOCIeAuIy HaMmepaBaHor unHa ', Crora je, y [umeHcoBOj
MHTErPaTUBHO]j COLMOJIOTM)jH, HaMepa pasfBojeHa of Aenama. Ofakie [jonase Te HeHa-
MepaBaHe nocienuue? [yieHc ykasyje Ha fiBa acIeKTa 360r KOjiX aKTepOBO MOHAIIAkbe
Moxe 6uTy HeyckmaheHo ca caMmuM co6oM: HeCBeCHU MOTUBI!® 1 CTPYKTYpPHA CBOjCTBa
MHTepaKuyje.

TupeHc mpusHaje orpaHmyaBajyhy cHary cTpyKTypHMX CBOjcTaBa MHTepakiuje.
Mebytum, ma 6u cauyBao [JOBO/BHO Pa3IMKOBalbe OHTONOIIKMX CTAaTyCa IIPUPOJHOL 1
IPYLITBEHOT cBeTa (KOoje, ca CBOje CTpaHe, 3aBJCH Of yBohera KpeaTHBHIX CIOCOOHOCTH
aKTepa y COLMOJIOLIKY TeOpHjy) OH je mpuHybheH fja KapakTep CTPYKTYpPHUX CBOjCTaBa
IOCTaBU Jpyrauuje HEro IITO je HocTaBbeH y Jupkem/IlapcoHC Tpaguuuju ApyIIT-
Bere mucmn'®. HemoryhHocT pasnnkoBama IPMpPORHOT M LPYIITBEHOT CBeTa lupeHc
IpUINCYje CTPYKTYPanHO/(PyHKIMOHATMCTUYKOM, HealeKBaTHOM, pellerny X06CoBOr

13 3a Impenca, ienarbe je CBAKM YMH: ,,OH IIHILE [IEPOM, KO je PAs/IMUIUT Off ITYKOT KpeTarba: ,,(beroBa
pyKa mpaBu mokpete npeko mannpa“ (Giddens, 1976, str. 73). Jlok je KpeTare MEXaHIIKO, HELITO
ILITO ,,ce felaBa“ HeKOMe, fle/latbe je HEellTo LITO HeKO YMHIL WK ,oMoryhaBa fa ce gecu.

11 Vismely ocramix, Ha HeHaMepaBaHe IIOC/IEAMIle VHTEHIMOHAIHOr Jelama ykasao je Ilomep
(Popper, 1989), kao 1 MepToH y okBupY mojMa maTenTHe dyHKImje (Merton, 1998).

15 TIpo6nem HecBecHux MoTuBa [UjieHC popMyuile Ha HAYMH KOjU BeOMa IMYM Ha IICUXOAHA/IN-
T4Ke GopMyIaLje U Taj mpobjIeM ce He THde COLMONOTHje y YoKeM CMUCTY (Mafia Ta IeroBa
KOHI[EIIIMja [PYLITBeHe HayKe 00yXBara).

16 TTo TupeHcy, ,»,/JlupKeM je IPOIYCTHO [a OABOjI OIIITU OHTOMOMIKM CMIICA0 110 KOoMe (U3IIKU
CBeT IIOCTOjU He3aBUCHO Off Cy0jeKTa ca3Hamba, M MO>Ke Y3POUHO [ja yTIUe Ha BeTr0BO MIOHAIIAbe,
opf orpann4asajyhux cBojcrasa gpymrsere opranusanuje” (Giddens, 1976, str. 93).
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(Hobbes) mpo6rema ,,mopetka’!”. HeageKBaTHOCT ce CaCTOjU Y: ,,1) aKCHOMY /ia ‘BpeHO-
CTI’ OOINKY]jy M MOTVBALMOHY KOMIIOHEHTY Jie/latba I K/byIHe elleMeHTe ‘YHIBEP3aTHOT
KOHCeH3yca KOjU je IPefyc/oB APYyIITBeHe CTAaOMIHOCTY; 2) IPETIOCTaBLy fia CYKoO
UHTepeca y PYILITBEHOM XXMBOTY M3BUpe U3 ofHoca u3Mely ‘Tojenuuna’ (amcTpakTHu
akTep) n ‘mpymrsa’ (rmobamHa MopanHa 3ajegunia)” (Giddens, 1976, str. 94-95) u fa je
pesy/iTar HeOBO/bHE MOTUBALIMOHE [TOCBehleHOCTI ycarmalieHnM HopMama.

TuaeHCcoBO pelllerbe pobIeMa IIOpeTKa pasinKyje ce of CTPYKTypanHo/ GyHKIMO-
HA/IMCTUYKOT 110 iBa ocHOBa. I[IpBo, orpannyasajyha Moh cTpyKTypHUX KapaKTepucTu-
Ka MHTepaKuuje Huje KaysanHa Beh je murame cremexa. Ha npumep, mehy gpyirsernm
CaHKIMjaMa KOje OrpaHMYaBajy IOHallarbe IojefuHana, Iugenc cmarpa fja cy ,,yTUIn-
TapHe” CaHKIMje G/IVDKe ,MeXaHNIKOM , Kay3a/IHOM YTHIAjy HEro IITO Cy TO MOpaHe
caukuyuje. CefcTBeHO, pasinka usMely npupogHor cBera 1 IPyLITBEHOT CBeTa Hedu-
HICAaHOTI Kao MOpayiHu (HOPMATVBHN) IOPefaK, je Behald. JIpyro, mocTBapenn HaunH Ha
KOjy MHAVMBY/Iya/THY aKTEPYU OIaXKajy CTPYKTYPHE KapaKTePUCTUKE JPYIITBEHOT JKMBOTA
Kao CTpaHe 00jeKTe y IPUPOAM MOXKe ce, IpeMma [uaeHcy, pasrpagutu (KOTHUTHBHIM)
yBubameM aKTepa fia Cy CTPYKType BIXOB BIACTUTY IIPOU3BOJ, U (IIPAKTUIHUM) IOHOB-
HIUM IIpeysuMarbeM KOHTpose Haj muMa. Ha npumep: ,,VIcTu momoxkaj Ha Tp>KUILTY je
orpaHn4aBajyhn eeMeHT y yClIoBuMa Jiellamba CBe [OTIE HOK PAfHMUIY TOra HUCY CBe-
CHU, @I MOXKe IIOCTAaTy KapaKTePUCTHUKA PAIlIOHA/IN30BAHOT IIOHAIIAKA KA0 Y CIyIajy
KOJIeKTUBHe aKuyje, Kafa ra moctany ceecun. (Giddens, 1976, str. 123). Vsriena fa Ko-
JIeKTMBHA aKIMja, 3aCHOBAHA HA 3HaIbYy, IIpeTBapa orpaHnyIasajyhe eeMeHTe y yCIOBHU-
Ma Jleflama y efleMeHTe Koji To Aename omoryhasajy. OBfie ce 1ako MOXKe IIPeIIO3HATI
Mapkcos mpojext!?.

Kako ce APYLITBEHU CBET IPOU3BOAU U MEiba

C o63upom Ha Ha TO fia je 3a [lupkeMa colijaiHa YMIbeHNIA CUJIA KOja HaJiB/IafiaBa
Moh mojefinHalia 1 mocexyje CBOjy CONCTBEHY IPUPOLY, 1a 6ICMO je IPOU3BENIU MOXKEMO
7la padyHaMO caMO Ha CuJIe KOje joj IIPETXO0Je U KOje je;UHO MOTY Jia je 13a30By. Haie Ha-
Mepe He MOTY /ja yTH4Y Ha TO ia CTBapy uMajy ofpebeHe kapakTepucTike, OHe CaMo MOTY
fla HaC TIOACTAKHY fla IOKPEHEeMO CTBapHe, eeKTUBHE y3poKe. UnmbeHMIe MOTY HaCTaTu
U IIPOMEHUTH C€ CaMO Ha Takap Ha4uuH. IIpema IugeHcoBOj MHTETPUCAHO) COLMONOTI M),
»IIPOV3BOJIIbA 1 YCTAaHOB/bABAKE APYIITBA je KOMIETEHTHO MOCTUTHYhe HBeroBux 4ma-
HOBa, amu ce goraba 1oj ycnoBuMa Koje OHYM HUTU OMpajy HUTY MOTIIYHO pasymejy”

17 TIpo6rnem ,,iopeTKa“ OQHOCK Ce Ha MMTake KAKO je OPraHi30BaHO APYLITBO MOIyhHO ako cBaku
ayTOHOMHMU IOjeMHALL HACTOjM [Ja OCTBAPY CBOj COTICTBEHM L[/b.

18 MebyTum, 3a [eHca, HOPMATUBHO U KOHBEHIIMOHA/IHO je ¥ICTa CTBap, 10K 3a JlupKeMa ,,KOH-
BEHIIMOHA/IHM KapaKTep jeflHe IpaKce WM jefHe MHCTUTYLHUje (Koja je HOpMaTUBHU 06pa3air)
HIKafa He Tpeba mpeTnocraButy yHanpen (Durkheim, 1990, str. 70).

19 Tunenc ce ocnawa Ha MapkcoBy oHTONOINMjy ,,npakce” (Marx, 1964), mpe Hero Ha aHanu3y Ka-
IMTaIM3Ma U HOfie/Ty Ha OCHOBY K/IaCHUX MHTepeca. OH cMaTpa [ja 0BO IOTOE HIje Off 3Hadaja
3a OMJI0 KaKBY aHa/IN3y KOHGIMKTA M MONN Kojit TpeBas3miase KIacHe MHTepece, 11 fa 360T Tora
IpeficTaB/ba He3aloBO/baBajyhy anTepHaTUBY YHUBEP3anHIjoj ,,pumo30dckoj aHTPOIONIOruju”
KOja je OpraHM30BaHa OKO KOHI[eIIaTa BPeJHOCTY, HOPMU WM KOHBeHIMja (Kao Kox Jupkema
wnu [TapcoHca).
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Giddens, 1976, str. 102). KoHceKkBeHTHO, IIpOM3BOI-A JPYLITBA IMa IBe OCHOBHE KapaK-
tepucTuke: 1) OHO je pe3y/nTaT uMibera aKTUBHMX Cybjekara; 2) IPOM3BOMbA PYIIT-
Ba ce porabha 1oy ycroBuMa Koje akTepu He pasyMejy MOTIyHO. IIpBa KapaKTepucTuKa
HaIJIalllaBa Jieflarbe U IpaKce ColjaiHe MHTepaKLje Koje Cy MPOCTOPHO U BPEMEHCKM
oxpebene, mpernocrasibajy cybjekTa, MOTy ce pasyMeTu ¢ 0631pOM Ha BIXOBe HaMepa-
BaHe IOC/IefuIle, ¥ yCMEPeHe Cy Ha peakuuje ApyTuX. VIMInuunTHO, 0Ba KapaKTePUCTH-
Ka cyrepuile fia je 0ocoba MOIJIa [ja fie/yje M ApyTrauuje, U [a CBeT HeMa IIpefieTepPMUHM-
cany 6ynyhHocT He3aBucHO of akTepa®l. [Ipyra KapaKTepyucTIKa HaIlalllaBa CTPYKType
Koje cy cxBaheHe Kao aIlcTpaKTHAa CBOjCTBA 3ajeflHMIIC aKTepa Koja Cy BaH BpeMeHa I
npoctopHo Heonpebena. CTpykrype HeMajy cy6jexTa (Mako He IIOCTOje aKO MX aKTepH He
II03HAjy U He IIPOU3BOJe), I1, LITO je Haj3HaYajHyje ca MEeTOMO/IOLIKe TauKe IJININTa, He
MOTY Ce Pa3yMeTH 13 IIepCIeKTuBe Cy0jeKT—00jeKT fujaeKTUKe.

IIBe KapaKTepUCTHKe IPOU3BOJbE APYIITBA Cy 0bjeubeHe y HOjMy ,CTPYKTypa-
umja’, Koju je yBeleH Ja 61 ce IpeBasuIllle jeJHOCTpaHOCTU M ¢uododuje akiyje u
cTpykrypanmusma/pyukimonanusma. Ounosodpuju axumje Inmenc samepa HegocTaTak
CBaKe JJieje CTPYKTypHe aHa/u3e, JOK ce CTPYKTypaan3aM/QyHKIMOHaIM3aM KPUTHUKYje
360r pasymeBama JIpYIITBEHE DENMpOAYKIMje Kao pe3yaTaTa MEXaHMYKUX IIpOLieca,
y3 3aHeMapyBame KOHCTUTYTHMBHE yJOre KpeaTMBHMX akTepa. ,CTpykrypaumja’ ce
oznpebyje kao ;UHAMIYKY IpoLieC peIpoyKIVje APYIITBeHNX IPaKCK KPO3 KOjI APYIIT-
BeHe CTPyKType Hactajy?l. ,IIpoy4aBaTit CTPYKTypauujy 3HAYM MOKYIIATU OFPeHM-
TU YC/IOBE IIOJ, KOjUMa CTPYKType U TUIIOBM CTPYKTYpa OIICTajy OFHOCHO MIIYe3aBajy.
Jlpyradnje pedeHo: MpoydyaBame IpoIleca PepofyKIje MofpasyMeBa CrenupuKaIjy
noBesaHocTu usMebhy ‘crpykrypauuje’ n ‘crpykrype” (Giddens, 1976, str. 120). Ilpex-
MeT objalmbeba, 3a [MIeHca, je KaKo CTPYKType HacTajy Kao IIPON3BOJ /byACKe aKIje.
~Mucra” cTpykTypHa aHa/mu3sa, HACYIPOT TOMe, IIOUYMIbe TeK Kaf| Cy CTPYKType Beh fare.
Pasnmka y MeTomy mpousiasu us oOBe pasiuKe.

CBOjCTBO APYIUTBEHUX CTPYKTYpa [ja Cy UCTOBPEMEHO M De3y/ITaT JbyACKOT Jie-
JIOBarba M MEMjyM y KOMe Ce JbYJCKO JielioBalbe lelaBa, [MneHc o3HadaBa Kao ,,yaTnTeT
crpykrype’. Hujenau mojennuary He >kenu fja IPOU3BOAN APYIITBO. AJIM CBaKM IIOjedn-
Hall IUTaHMPa CBOje JlelloBatbe Kako 6u mocturao ogpebene mmmpese, y CKIafy ca cBOjuM
IIO3HABAEM YC/IOBA IIOJ, KOjuMa Ce Jle/loBambe ofBuja. [JoK NMpuMemyjy coje 3Hambe U
yHoTpe0IbaBajy paclonoXuBe pecypce, /byAy UICTOBPEMEHO PENPOAYKYjy CTPYKTYPY TOT
3Hama 1 nocrojehn obpasarn guctpubyije pacnonoxusux pecypca. C apyre cTpaHe, y
CBAKOM aKTy pelpOAyKIyje je 1 Kula IpoMeHe 3aTedeHe cTpykType?2. [Ipema KoHIen-

20 OBy ummmmkauujy je usseo u Ionep (Popper, 1989) y mornasiy ,,IIpensubatbe 1 mpopokosarme
Y APYLITBEHNM HayKaMa

21 TupeHc ykasyje Ha criefiehe ycmoBe off 3Hauaja 3a pelpojiyKoBare CTPYKType MHTepaKIjje: Bell-
THHe APYIITBEHNX aKTePa; PAl[IOHA/IN30Babe TUX BELITHHA Ka0 00/IMKa Ae/aTHOCTH ([pYLITBeHa
aKIMja yKopemeHa Y KOJIeKTUBHOM MHTepeCy); HeeKCIUIMIpaHe KapaKTepUCTUKe MHTePaKIje
Koje omoryhasajy u mogcTndy npaxrukosame TUx BemriHa (Giddens, 1976, str. 103).

22 TupeHC OBO MIYCTPYje Ha IPUMepy je3uKa Kao ApymTBeHe Gpopme: He MoxkeMoO a KOMyHMINU-
paMo OcuM Ha 3ajeIHMYKOM je3uky. CTPYKTypa je3uka fedyHMIIe M OrpaHMdaBa 0OMM Hallle
MHTepaKIyje; JOK TOBOPMMO, MU PEIIPOAYKYjeMO CTPYKTYPY jesuKa (VIi, 10 aHaJIOTUjI, APYIIT-
Ba); a/li Y CBAKOM UMHY MHTepaKIIMje MU MOXKeMO MHOBUPATH 1 pefileUHICATI Hallle OTHOCE, U
TO MOXKe YTULIATU Ha CTPYKTYPY jesrKa Koju heMo KOPMCTUTH Y HapeHOj MHTePAKIIMjI.
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TY ,JAyaIuTeTa CTPYKTYpe” J/bYAU IPOU3BOJE CTPYKTYpe U ,KOPUCTE UX KAO MELUjyM
KOj1 orpaHy4aBa u/mmi oMoryhaBa BIXO0BO JeloBakbe.

Haxko je Tupenc ¢opmynncao mojamM CTpyKTypalje ca UejoM fa IOBeXe CTPYK-
TYPHY MHTeTpalyjy APYWITBEHMX CHCTEMa Ca MHTErpalijoM COLMjajHe MHTEepaKluje,
OH TpeTMpa JBa IpOoLeca MHTETpalije Kao pasauyuuTe HuBoe aHaause. OH TBPAU Jla ce
¢dbopme mHTErpanyje ConMjaTHNX MHTEPAKIMja He IOAyapajy Hy>KHO ca ca CTPYKTy-
POM cucTeMa KOji ce KpO3 Te MHTepaKLuje penpopykyje. Ha npumep, couyjamam KoH-
¢mukT geduHMCAH Kao ,aKTMBHA KOH(POHTALMja Koja MpOoMs/Iasy U3 Cykoba mHTepe-
ca” (LITO je CBOjCTBO MHTepaKIje), He IIPOU3BOMY HY)KHO CUCTEMCKY KOHTPaJVKIVjY,
KOja je KOHIIENTya/M30BaHa Kao CYIPOTHOCT maMeby CTPyKTypHMX mIpyHUMIA (IITO
je CBOjCTBO CTPYKType cucTeMa), 1 OOpHYTO (IIOCTOjame CUCTEMCKUX IPOTMBPEYHO-
CTH ce He MaHU]eCTyje HY>XHO Kao OTBOpeHa KOH(POHTAIMja Ha HUBOY COLIMjaTHUX
MHTepakuuja) 2.

XepMeHeyTMYKa eKCIIMKaLyja
HACYIPOT 00jalllberby APYIITBEHNX YNbEeHNIIA

Capia ce MO)keMO 103a6aBUTI METOJO/IONIKIM MMIIIMKAIMjaMa CYIIPOTCTaB/bEeHNX
CTQHOBMINTA MpeMa OHTOJIOLIKOM CTAaTyCy APYIITBEHNUX (eHOMEHa 1 CIelu(pUKOBATH
3ajiaTke ofroBapajyhux couyonomkux anamisa. [Ipema [JupkeMy, y HaMepu ia MHTep-
BEHIIIIEMO Y IPYIITBEHN CBET, ,MOPAMO Ce BPaTUTH YHa3aJ AY>K JIaHIIa y3pOKa 1 IoCIe-
Anna ok He fobemo” 1o cuia 4mje je MPeTXOHO JiejcTBO MpousBeno nocrojehe crame
npyurBeHux ¢peHomena (Durkheim, 1990, str. 120). Jakre, moTpe6HO HaM je objalimbere
APYILITBEHNX (eHOMEeHa YKa3/BambeM Ha BhIXOBE y3pOKe.

3a TupneHca, 3afaTak COLMOJIONIKE aHAJM3e je ,eKCIUIMKaluja IPOUSBObEe 1 pe-
IPOAYKIMje ApyLITBa Kao mocturHyha mynckor memosama” (Giddens, 1976, str. 162).
Csaka ¢opMa ApYLITBEHOT )X1BOTa Tpeba fja 6yzie objallmbeHa yKa3uBambeM Ha TO KaKo je
IIpou3BefieHa U OfipXKaBaHa KPO3 CBAKOJHEBHO Je/I0Babe KOMIIETEHTHX IojeAnHara. KoM-
HeTeHTHIX, jep je, 3a [uyeHca, CBaKy YiaH APYLITBA IIPAKTUYHM COLMjaTHU TeOpeTUYap.
OH ce y CBaKoj MHTepaKIVj/ OCIalba Ha CBOja 3HaWa U Teopuje, 6e3 Kojux MHTepaKLuja
Huje H1 Moryha. AKo pyIITBeHM HaydHUIIM XKelle [ia pasyMejy KaKo WIAHOBM JPYIIT-
Ba IIPOM3BOJie COLMjaHe MHTEpPaKIje, MOpPajy [ia ca HbUMa Jielle ,3ajefHIYKO 3Hambe .
JIpylTBeHO MOHaIame 611 Tpebaso MoCMaTpaTi 1 ONMUCUBATK Y IIOjMOBMMA KOje caMu
Y4eCHIIIM y IOHAIIaby KOPKCTe [ja Ta onuury 1 objacHe?. [IpyirBeHa Hayka ce, IpeMa
TOMe, 3aCHIBA Ha XePMEHEYTUYKOM 3a/]aTKy [TPOANpPaha y OKBUP 3HAYEHa YHYTap Kora
aKTepy KOHCTUTYUIIY ¥ PeKOHCTPYMIIY APYIITBEHN CBET Kao ,CMUCIIEH ) ,,pa3yM/bUB” U
SUHTenurnbunan”. JIandky mojMoBY ce HaKHAaTHO NpeBofe” Ha CIeLjann30BaHu je3UK
Hay4HMX I10jMOBA.

23 Mebyrum, na 6u usberao fa ce KOHTpaAMKIMje KA0 CTPYKTYPHA CBOjCTBA IIOMeLIajy ca ,,PyHK-
LMOHATHOM MHKoMMatu6unxomhy”, [geHc TBpAM fa TM HOPVMHLUIN ,yBeK IPeTIOCTaB/bajy
npehyTHO i uspudnto mpuxsaheHy Homeny MHTepeca Ha HUBOY APYLITBEHe MHTerpanuje”
(Giddens, 1976, str. 125) kojy npomoBuiire ogpehena kateropuja akrepa.

24 OBoO je jacHO y TpajuLiijI TOBe3VBatba HEeHOMEHOTIOTHje 1 COLMOTIOTHje Koje je 3amoyeo Ad-
pex Iy (Schutz) y cBojoj Teopuju cBeta >xuBota, HactaBuo Tomac Jlykman (Luckmann) n
KOjé je OTIYHO Pa3BUje€HO Y €THOMETOJIOIOT M.
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Ja mi To oHpa 3Ha4M f1a je 3a [npenca (y cxtagy ca eHOMEHOIONUIKOM TPagyLijoM),
obpasyoxerse fienama (M3HOILIekEeM pas3jiora) UCTO IITO U objalberse Hemama? Ompe-
3HO Mo)keMo pehi - 71a, y Hexoj Mepy. OH TBpAM 71a je ,,/ieNlarme Y3pOKOBAaHO pedieKCuB-
HVM YBUJIOM aKTepa y OBe3aHOCT IerOBIX HaMepPa Ca HerOBMM JKe/baMa I Ca HherOBUM
pasyMeBameM 3axTeBa ‘crniopaurmer csera’ (Giddens, 1976, str. 84). IIpema Tome, oH
ce IpMKIama WUJIEjU ,IIPOYy3POKOBama aKTepOM HACYIPOT WU ,IIPOY3POKOBamba
porabajem” (koja ofrosapa ,JjeTepMUHM3MY KaKaB y HPYIITBEHMM HayKama 3aroBapa
Ivipkem). Mebytum, Inpenc npuxsata u MoryhHOCT fia akTep He Mopa fa Oyzie y cTamy
fia Zo6po pasyMe cBoje ,IIpaBe” HaMepe, Kao IITO je CIy4aj ca HeCBECHMM MOTMBUMA, Kao
U J1a 1eTOBO [I03HABAbE 3aXTEBA ,CIIO/BAIIHET CBETA MOYKE OUTH ITOTPELIHO.

OnHoc u3mehy 3Hama 10 Kora CMO JOLUIY XepMeHey TUMKOM eKCIUIMKAIIMjOM OKBUpa
3Hauema I JIAMYKOT 3Hama je nBojak. C jefHe cTpaHe, aKo je IPYIITBEHN CBET KOHCTUTYM-
CaH KOMIIETEHTHMM JIe/I0BabeM JbY/H, HayYHO 00jalllberbe IPOU3BOJHbe M PEIPOAyKIje
¢dbopMu [pyIITBEHOT )KMBOTA MOpa OUTU CBOA/BMBO Ha 0OpasoXKema Koja Aajy akTepu
IPYLITBEHOT )XIMBOTA, KA0 Ha KPajiby KPUTEPHjYM aJeKBaTHOCTY Hay4HOT 3Hama (Schutz
& Luckmann, 1973). C gpyre cTpaHe, aKo yCIIOCTaB/bakbe OKBUpPA 3HAUEHha Off CTPAHE aK-
Tepa MOXKe Jja TPOMeHY KapaKTePUCTHUKE FPYIITBEHOT XMBOTA, UCTO MOXKEMO OUeKIBATH
¥ Off, TIOjMOBa IPYIITBEHNX HAyIHIKA. AKTepPY MOTY IIpey3eT! HaydHe II0jMOBE I Teopuje
U yIOTPeOUTU X 3a 00pas/ioKerbe CBOI' COIICTBEHOT Aenama. Kako ce, mpema InpeHcy,
Kays3ajHe TeHepany3alyuje y APyITBEHNM HayKaMa PasiuKyjy of MpUpPOJXHO-HAyIHMX
3aKOHa IT0 TOMe IITO Cy Moryhe jelHO TIOJ YC/IOBOM Jia Ce PeTIPOfYKYjy CeKBeHIle HeHa-
MepaBaHUX IIOC/IENNIIA, Y TPEHYTKY KaJf Ce aKTepy OCBeCTe O OBUM ITOCefuIiaMa, Gopma
JYLITBEHOT ,,3aK0Ha” ce Mera?’. [la 6u ce 3aTeyeHa popMa APYLITBAHOT KMBOTA JOBENA
y IMTambe JOBOJLHO je [a Ce PEKOHIIETITyaIi3yje Ha OCHOBY HayJIHOT 3Hama (jep ce cMaTpa
fia je meMHMINja CUTYaIMje KOHCTUTYTUBHA 3a CaMy CUTyarujy)?°. 3a pasimky of Tora,
aKTepu MOTY Ja IIpey3My II0jMOBe i Teopyje IIPUPOIHMX HayKa M KOPUCTe X Kao pede-
PEHTHI OKBUP Y CBAKOJHEBHOM IIOHANIAKY a Jla IPMPOHM CBET OCTaHe HEIPOMEHEH.

Jluckycuja 1 3aK/by4Ha pasMaTparma

Ha noveTky oBOr TeKCTa je Ha3Ha4YeHO Jia ycrex [uaeHcBor mokyliaja ysohema xep-
MeHeyTUYKe eKCIUIMKAIVje y COLMOJIONIKY aHa/IN3Y 3aBYICH Off yBep/bIBOT IPEICTaB/batbha
IpOU3BOMIIbE IPYIITBA KAO pesy/TaTa KOMIETEHTHOT Aefmama. OH je mokymao ja ¢op-
My/MIle KOMIIETEHTHO Jie/lalbe Ha HauMH KOju oOjefibaBa KOHTEKCTe JieNaba M CTPy-
Kytype?’. Kako 611 y ToMe ycreo, MOpao je ja MpoXkMe KOHI[ENT fieflatba CTPYKTYPHUM
orpanndemnmaz®. VcToBpeMeHO, CTPYKTYpPy APYLITBA je Tpebano pasymeTy Kao OH-
TOJIOIIKM 3aBMCHY Off CBaKOJHEBHe IPOMMI/beHe JbyficKe Ipakce. Kipyuynm kopak y

25 ... YcBajare TEXHIYKMX KOHIIEIIATa M TeOpuja Koje Cy CMUCIMIN APYIITBEHN HAYYHNIIM MOXe
UX IPETBOPUTYU Y KOHCTUTYTUBHE €/IEMEHTE OHOT MCTOT IIPEAMETA 3a KOjy Cy CKOBAHM Jla Ta OKa-
PpaKTepuIIy, ¥ TUMe IIPOMEHNTI KOHTEeKCT uxoBe mpumene” (Giddens, 1976, str. 79).

26 Tume TupieHc npusHaje eMaHIMUIATOPCKY MOh APYLITBEHNX HAayKa Kao IIOTEHIMja/HOT UHCTPY-
MeHTa IPOLIMpera PAlMOHATHE ay TOHOMMje Jielamba.

27 Bypyhn na je onbanuo cBe ¢popMe Ayanusma y COLUjalHOj TEOPUjIL — MUKPO/MAKpo, Cy6jext/
06jeKT, IojefiyHall/ APYIITBO.

28 Koja mpuToM He o/1ase 13BaHa, Beh Cy MMaHeHTHa Jiefamby.
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KOHLIEIITya/IM3alMj)i KOHTEKCTa Je/laba U CTPYKType Ha >Ke/beH) HauMH 01O je, 10 Ha-
1eM MUIbEeRY, IPOUMPUBabe CafipKaja IojMa Jleflaiba, TaKo fla HOpej, HaMepaBaHUX
obyxBary ¥ HeHaMepaBaHe nocenuue. Vimajyhu to y Buny, apymrso ce Moxe gedunu-
CaTy Kao HeHaMePaBaHM MICXOJl HAMepaBaHe aKluje.

Hexonuko nurama Be3aHUX 3a ONMCAHM KOHIIENT Jieflalba jOll YBEK OCTajy OTBO-
peHa 3a gmckycujy. Ja mu je ImpeHc mpuxsatuo orpaHmdasajyha cBOjcTBa ApYyIITBe-
He OpraHusaluje 1 ako jecre, ofjakiae oHa MoTu4dy? [la mu IpyIITBEHN CBET, KOju HIUje
He3aBICTaH Off CybjeKTa Koju ra casHaje, IOIpUMa orpaHudaBajyhm kapakrep 360r
HeJlocTaTKa 3Hama? Vi ce 3ampaso, oy ofpeheHnM (MCTOPUjCKMM) OKOTHOCTMMA,
IPYUITBEHM XMBOT Kanudukyje u IonprmMa CTPYKTypHA CBOjCTBA KOja Ce, MaKo Cy
OPUTMHATHO MPON3BOJ, bYACKOT fieNlara, YMHe He3aBMCHNM U OTpaHNdYaBajyhnum cBa-
KOM TIOjefIMHITy KOji Jienyje Y OKOMHOCTUMA Koje HMje M3abpao U Koje Cy My CTpaHe
Kao u objextn y mpupoau? Jla mi, y ToM cydajy, [ujieHcoB KOHIIENT fenama (Koju y3
HaMepaBaHe YK/byJyje 1 HeHaMepaBaHe ICXOfle), 3a11CTa oMoryhasa pasnuKoBame OH-
TOJIOLIKOT CTaTyca MPUPOJHOT U APYIITBEHOT cBeTa? V Haj3aj, ako MPUXBATUMO OHTO-
JIOIIKe pa3/MKe 3aCHOBaHE Ha OBOM KOHLIEIITY, [a JIM OHJia o0jalllberbe ,APYLITBEHIX
4ubeHnIa” Tpeba y HOTIYHOCTY 3aMEHUTH XePMEHEY THYKOM eKCIUIMKALINjOM ,,OKBH-
pa sHauema ?

Haur ofrosop Ha oBa IuTama, Kao IITO je Beh HaBelleHO Ha MOYETKY TEKCTa, jecTe
fia OHTOJIOLIKM CTaTyC APYILITBEHOT CBeTa He Tpeba IpeTIOCTaB/baTi yHarpef, Beh ra
Tpeba eMIMpPUjCKM MPOLEHUTH y CBAKOM IIOjef;JTHAYHOM C/Iyd4ajy ApYyIITBEHe aHa/u-
3e. VI3bop MeToza Tpeba Ha 3aBMCK YIpPaBO Off Te IpolieHe. Y ofpebennM acmexTuma
IPYIITBEHOT >KMBOTA, Y CHENMOUIHNM VMCTPOKMBAYKUM TUTABUMA O APYIITBEHOM
CBeTY, Ka0 M y MCTOPUjCKMM OKOJIHOCTMMA y KOjuMa je CTeleH 06jeKTMBU3aLyje U
MHCTUTYLIMOHA/IN3alMje IPYIITBEHOT CUCTeMA U3Y3€THO BUCOK, IPUCTYI Y IPYLITBEHO]
Hayiu 6u Tpebaso ga Oyfe TaKaB kAo ga je LPYIITBEHN CBET [aT, He3aBUCAH Of HAILINX
MMC/IM U OrpaHM4YaBajyhn 3a femame OMI0 KOT HOjeIMHAYHOT MM KOJNEKTUBHOT aKTe-
pa. Y TaKBUM OKOJIHOCTMMA, OIPAB/IaHO jé IPETIOCTaBUTU HEKY BPCTY JeTepMUHI3MA
Y APYIITBEHOM CBETY U HOKYLIATH O0jallliberbe [PYUITBeHUX YMbeHNLja oMohy ,,cuma”
KOje IIpeBasyIa3e CHare I0jeMHIa, HaCyIpOT 00jalllberby 3aCHOBAaHOM Ha Pa3no3uMa I
U3BEIITAjUMa UHIUBUYaTHUX aKTepa.

Y HacTaBKy TekcTa Omke heMo ofpeguTn u pasjuKoOBaTH CUTyaluje y KOjuMa
Cy oOIpaBfjaHe MM HO3UTUBUCTUYKA €KCIIAHATOPHA aHa/lIM3a WIM XePMeHeyTUdKa
eKCIIMKAllja OKBUPA 3HAYEHa, KAO aAT€PHATUBHU MPUCTYIM AHAIU3YU JIPYLITBEHUX
¢denomena.

AKo je IMTam€ Ha KOje OfiF0BapaMo KaKO C€ KOMIETEHTHUM JbY/ICKUM JieNlatbeM IIPO-
U3BOJie CTPYKTYpe, Kao Ha IPMMep y CIydajy objallberba IOpeK/Ia IPOMeHe MHCTUTY-
LMIOHA/TM30BaHNX BPEHOCHUX CTaH/[aP/ia, HajyBep/bUBMjI OATOBOP MOXKe OUTHU IPYKeH
kopumhmeM MeTozla pasyMeBama 1 MHTepipeTanyje. CIMIHO TOMe, aKO APYIITBEHNM Ha-
YYHMIY JKeTIe JIa pa3yMejy HadMH Ha KOjU OCTa/Ii YWIAHOBM IPYIITBA CTBAPajy APYIUTBEHE
MHTepaKllyje, OH/Jla MOPajy ca bIMa IIOfIe/IUTH ,3ajeHIYKO 3Hambe .

Mebytum, ako oprosapamMo Ha IMTame WiTa ofpebyje ApylITBeHO NOHalIambe
YKOpemeHO Y (1IN IIOCpefjoBaHo) CTPYKTypaMa Koje ¢y Beh ate (Wm kao ga cy maTe 3a
6110 KOT MOjejMHIA KOjU fielyje y OKBMPY YC/IOBa Koje Huje cam/a usabpao/ma), mosu-
TUBUCTUYKY IIPUCTYI je TIOTIyHO ofrosapajyhm. Takas je crydaj mokyuraja objamrmerba
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OPYWITBEHNX MHTEPaKIMja YKasMBarbeM Ha UXOBAa CTPYKTYpPHa CBOjCTBA — Kao ILITO
cy Beh mocrojehn mHCTUTYIMOHAM30BaHN BPeJHOCHM CTaHAAPAU WM AUCTPUOYIMja
pecypca Koju Cy Ha paclio/iaraiby WIaHOBMMA ApyLITBa. MoIIn 61CMO IPMXBATUTH A
CTPYKTYpe MOTy OMTI M3MetbeHe JbYACKIM fielatbeM, a/li 3a 611710 KOjy KOHKPETHY aKIujy
OHe Cy fjaTe y CMUCTIy fa mpetxofe ofpebenoM monamamy?. Cam Inpgerc To moTspbhyje
CBOjOM aHaJIOrMjoM usMehy npyiursa u jesuka, TBpAehnu ga y cBakoM akTy MHTepaKiuje
MOYKeMO VIHOBMPATH 11 peflepMHUCATY CTPYKTYPY je3yKa (MM FPYLITBEHNX OFHOCA) KOjU
hemo xopucTuTH y Hekoj gpyioj unitiepaxyuju, anmv He OHOT KOjU JleTePMUHNIIE KLy enHy
VMHTEPAKIWjy.

Yak n Kajia je muMTame KaKo ce CTPYKType IPOM3BOJie KOMIETEHTHUM JbY[CKUM
fienambeM, 3Hayaj aKTepOBUX 00pas/ioKerba COIICTBEHOr MOHAIakha 3a pa3yMeBambe U3-
a3BaHMX MCXOJja 3aBUCH Off TOTA Y KOjOj Cy MepH aKTepu HaMepaBa/lu [ja IpousBeny Oamr
Te ncxope. Uun ycrnocrap/barma CTPYKTYpa je, 1o [uleHcoBOM MUIIUBEY, ,3a3BaH’” aK-
TepoBMM pediekcuBHIM IpahermbeM COICTBeHNX HaMepa 1 BbIXOBOT OIHOCA Ca HeTOBUM
JKe/baMa U IerOBMM 3HameM O YC/IOBUMA Jeflaia Y ,CIO/ballllbeM” CBEeTy. AJeKBaTHO
3Habe O OBMM YCIIOBMMa CMambyje BUXOBY orpanmdasajyhy moh u omoryhasa axrepn-
Ma Ja (IIpaKTU4HO) IIOHOBO 3a/j00Mjy KOHTPO/Y HaJj CTPYKTypaMa Koje »eJe fia Ipo-
MeHe (Ha IpuMep, Y C/Tydajy APyIITBeHe aKIije 3aCHOBaHe Ha KOMIEKTMBHOM MHTEPeCy).
Objammeme IPOU3BEIEHNX CTPYKTYpa Ha OCHOBY M3BellITaja aKTepa je, OTYJ, OIpaBja-
HO 32 OHE acIIeKTe JPYIITBEHOT XKMBOTA 3a KOjé MOYKEMO IPOLIEHUTH Jla aKTEPU MMajy
oziroBapajyhe 3Hame 0 YC/IOBMMa Jleaba.

MebyTnm, ako ce #ename ofBuja MOJ, YCIOBMMa KOje aKTepy HIUCY HU U3abpasn Hu
MIOTITYHO CXBaTWU/IU, CTPYKTYPe KOje TaKO HaCTajy IIPENCTaB/bajy 3allpaBO HEHaMepaBaHe
HOCTIeANIie [ie/latba 11 He MOTry OuTH objalmbeHe Kao fia Cy ,IIPOy3pOKOBaHE aKTepoM .
Vcxonm TakBUX [ielatba ce MOry 60/be 00jaCHUTH U3 IepPCIeKTVBe HeCBeCHUX MOTHBA
aKTepa WIM YKa3)BameM Ha orpaHmndaBajyha cBojcTBa cTpyKTypa y KojuMa ce Hearbe
OJIBUja, a/IM KOjUX AKTEPU HUCY CBECHI. Y TaKBUM C/Ty4ajeBUMa, MOPaMO PEKOHCTPYICa-
TU JIAaHALl Y3POKa U IOC/IEANUIIA YMj/IM IIOKPETAbEM jeUTHO MOYKEMO IIPOU3BECTY CTBApHE
IPOMeHe Y CBeTY KOji Hac OKpyxyje. ClleicTBeHO TOMe, TOTpebHa HaM je eKCIUIaHaTOpHa
COLIMOJIONIKA aHA/IU3a.

MerTop MHTepIIpeTaTUBHE COLMOIOTHje je ONpaB/laH Ha HUBOY aHA/IN3e gpyuiiliee-
HUX UHTHepaKyuja, Ha IIPUMeP, y CIydajy Kaga gobe no xondukra koju Inaenc gedunn-
IIe Kao ,,aKTUBHY 60p6y BobheHy y KoHTeKCTy cykoba nHTepeca”. Bumenu cMo fja, Ha 0OBOM
HUBOY aHa/IM3€e, aKIMje U MHTEPaKIyje MOXKeMO PasyMeTI Kao IIPOCTOPHO ¥ BPEMEHCKI
JIoLMpaHe, U3BEEHEe OfI aKTepa KOjIi pavyHajy Ha peakuuje IPYTuX, U MOXKEMO MX IIPO-
y4aBaTy ¢ 063MPOM Ha MCXOfIe KOje Cy aKTepy HaMepaBaslu Jja OCTBape.

C mpyre cTpaHe, ,II0OCMaTpambe JPYLITBEHNX YMIbEHNIIA Kao CTBapy” OIPaBJAHO je
Ha HIBOY aHa/Iu3e CTPYKTYPHUX CBOjCTaBa OPYLITBEHOT CUCTeMa, Ha IIPUMeD, Y CIydajy
CUCTEMCKMX KOHTpPaJMKIMja Koje je IMpeHC KOHLeNTyann30Bao Kao HeyckaaheHocTn
CTPYKTYPHUX IpUHIMIA (pyLITBeHA IIPOU3BOAbA HACYIIPOT IIPYBATHOM BIACHUIITBY,
Yy MapKCUCTUYKO]j TPAaAuIVju; KOHQIUKT y/IOra, y Tpaguuuju GyHKIMoHamm3Ma). Bupe-
JIM CMO Jla C€ Ha OBOM HMBOY aHa/IM3e CTPYKType IOCMATPajy Kao allCTPaKTHA CBOjCTBA
3ajefHMIe aKTepa, 6e3 KOHKpeTHe IPOCTOPHO-BPeMeHCKe JIOKalyje, Kao OesuyHe, 1

29 Ha mpuMep, 3aKOH MOXke GUTHU IIPOME€EH, /i IIpe Hero IITO Ce IIPOMEHN OH je 06aBe3aH 3a
YIaHOBE PYLITBA U OTPAaHMYaBA BUXOBO IOHAIIAbE KA0 CIOJ/bHA ,,CHIA
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Koje (IITO je HajsHaYajHMje ca METOJOJIOLIKE TauKe [TIeANIITa) He Mory 6utn cxBahene y
CMUCITY Uja/ieKTHKe Cy0jeKT—00jeKT, Koja je CBOjCTBEHA XepMEHEeYTIUYKOj aHA/TUSIL.

Hajsaz, axo je KOHKpeTHO APYIUTBO (M/IM HeTOBU IOACUCTEMN) NHCTUTYLMOHAIN-
30BaHO y JJOBO/bHOj Mepy ¥ BehHa BberoBux WiaHoOBa JOOPO COLMjaIM30BaHa 3a OYEKN-
BaHe yrore (M3pakeHo QYHKIMOHAMUCTUYKYM TEPMUHUMA) WU CY APYIITBEHU OJHO-
CM JIOBO/GHO TIOCTBApeHM (MapKCHUCTMYIKOM TEPMMHOMOTHjOM) TaKo Jia ce CTPYKTypHa
CBOjCTBA JPYLITBEHOT KMBOTA aKTepUMa YMHe Kao Tyhu objexTu y mpuponmu, oHpia To
OIpaB/iaBa ,I0CMATPatbe JPYLITBEHNX YNEHNIIA Ka0 CTBAPY , LITO je IIO3UTUBUCTUYKY
nukTyM. Y TuaeHcoBoj geduHNLNjK fenakba UMIUIMIIUTHO je Cafp>KaHo [a aKTepU MOTY
7la ce TIOHAIIAjy U ApyTadnuje (HEro MTO ce OueKyje). Ay, a M ce MOHAIIAjy ApyTadnje
WM MeXaHWYKM Ipate oOpaclie IIOHaIlIaba O4eKMBaHe 3a y/Iore Koje Urpajy, eMIMpPHjCKO
je mmTame. OATOBOP Ha OBO NMTame 3aBUCY Off CHare 1 eQeKTMBHOCTHU JpYIITBE-
HMX CaHKIMja Koje OrpaHM4YaBajy IOHAllambe IojefuHaLa y ofpeheHoMm ApywmTBy u y
onpebennm cuTyanujama. Bupgenmn cmo ga u cam Tupenc to HOTBpl')yje KaJja CTeIeHyje
CHAry JpYUITBEHMX CAHKIMja C 003MPOM Ha IUXOBY YAA/bEHOCT Off ,MEXaHUIKOI -
Kay3a/IHOT yTUIlaja Ha IIOHAIIambe jbyAu. Mormm 61cMO IMPUXBATUTH U Jia PYIUTBEHN
cBer HeMa mnpegoppebeny 6ynyhHocT, HesaBUCHY Of akTepa, MITO 61 MOITIO YIMHUTU
UCTOpUjcKa TpefBubama y APyMITBEeHNM HayKaMa IONPUINYHO OTPaHMYEHVM, aKo Cy
yomurre moryha®'. MehyTum, ako 6u ce eMImMpujcKu yCTaHOBIJIO fa ce aKTepy IOHALIA]y
Kao IITO ce OYeKyje y 0OPO M30/I0BAHOM, CTPYKTYPUCAHOM U PeKyP3MBHOM JpYLITBE-
HOM CHCTeMY, yC/I0BHA TIpefBrbama y IpylITBeHNM HayKaMa 61 On/ta onpaB/iaHa.

C ppyre cTpaHe, ako cy obpaciiy IIOHaIIaba C1ab0 MHCTUTYLIMOHAIN30BaHM, NN je
APYLITBO y HACTajakby, WIN CY IOCTBAPeHN [PYIITBEHN OFHOCK pasrpabenn (KOrHUTUB-
HIM) CXBaTambeM aKTepa Jia Cy CTPYKType IBIXOB CONCTBEHM IIPOU3BOJ U (IIPaKTUIHIM)
IIOHOBHMM YCIIOCTaB/bakeéM KOHTPOJIE HaJl HhUMa, U/UIM y CaydajeBuMa Kajla ce Bpef-
HOCHM CHCTeMH TPaHCHOPMMIIY, TaKO Ja IIOCTOj1 BICOK HIBO HOPMATVBHE [AVMCOHAHIIE
u/um BpefHOCHe MHKOH3MCTeHnuje (Jlasuh, 2011), MeTop pasyMeBara MOXe HPY>KUTH
6o/by yBUJ| Y HOHALIAKe aKTepa Off IIOKyIlaja Ja ce TO IIOHalllambe 00jaCHNM Ha OCHOBY
JaTUX IPYIITBEHNUX CTPYKTypa.

MoykeMO 3aK/bydInTH Jia je Iumenc, y BenmKoj xebu ja ocropu JupKeMOB COLMOIIO-
WKy MeTof, (MpMpOJHA HayKa O APYUITBY), YIMHMO jeflaH Hamaj, BUIIe Off HEOIXOHOT.
OH je KpUTUKOBAO OHTOIOMIKM CTATYC APYIUTBA, KOje je [IupkeM cMaTpao JaTuM 3a CBaKOT
I10jeAMHAYHOT AKTePa, a He IPOV3BeIeHIIM CBETOM ApyLITBeHNX o6jekara. Mehytum, [nperc
j€, Y3 TO, KpUTUKOBAO I IIPETIIOCTaBKy PEaTHOCTY Ka0 KOHAYHOT KPUTEPUjyMa a/IeKBaTHO-
cru conujanHe Teopuje. Kaa Hayka Hije cxBaheHa Kao cucTeM KOHIIenaTa KOji ce OffHOCe
Ha HellITO IITO II0CTOj! Y CTBAPHOCTI, HeM30EXKHO je Melllame IIpolieca nieHTuduKanuje u
objalmerba, INTaba Wilid U 3aU4ii0, Pasjiora U y3poKa, Kako je To IeMOoHcTpupao Ilomep
(Popper, 1989). Cam Ipenc je Tora 61mo cBectaH, TBpfehnu ga ApyuITBeHN HaydHMIN, Ha-
KOH IITO OIMIIY APYLITBEHN KMBOT y II0jMOBMMa KOje KOPYCTe IPYLITBEHNU aKTepH, Tpeda
fla TO IIpeBefy Ha je3UK HayJHMX KOHIerara. AKO HayKa Hije KOMIIAPAaTHBHA IMHIBUCTI-
Ka, He BUJMIMO ILITA APYro HAay4YHM je3UK MO>Ke OMTHM HEero KOHLENTya/lHa OpraHu3aluja
CTBApHOT CBeTA. Y HaMepu Jla MHKOPIIOpMpPa TPETMaH Jieflalba Y COLMONIOUIKY TeOPUjy I
3aMeHM MeTOJ Kay3a/IHOT 00jalliberba XepPMEHey TIYKIM IIPOfipateM y popMe KUBOTA,

30 [Tonep (Popper, 1989) y nornasisy ,,[Ipensubare 1 mpopokoBatse y APyLITBEHUM HayKama .

697



Topana [I. Hopuh, XepMeHeyTnuka eKCIUIMKalLuja HACYIIPOT 00jallberby APYIITBEHNUX. .

TupeHc je 3aBPIINO Y FBOCTPYKOj XepMeHey TUIN I 6e3 eKCIUTaHaTOpHe aHau3e. [To Hatrem
MIIUBEEY, 607be pelllerbe 3a CA3HajHNU IPUCTYIIL [PYIITBEHNM (eHOMEHMMA je a/ITePHATHB-
HO Kopuirherme XepMeHeyTUUKe eKCIUTNKALje U eKCIIAHATOPHEe aHajIn3e, ¥ 3aBIUCHOCTU
Off TOTa KOjJt IIPYUCTYII BUIIIE OATOBApPA CHEUNPUIHOM UCTPAKUBAIKOM IPOOIEMY.
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