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PA3BOJ ITOJMA JVICKYPCA KAO MHCTPYMEHTA
KPUTUNYKE JPYIITBEHE AHAJIVI3E?

Caxerak: Bynyhn na je KoHIIeNT AMCKypca OCTa0 FOTOBO He3aobumasaH y caBpe-
MEeHNM IIPOy4YaBarbiMa BeIMKOT Opoja APYLITBEHNX VM TOMUTHYKMX PeHOMeHa, Te Ia Kao
TaKaB NPeJCTaB/ba TPAHCAVCUUIIIMHAPHYA MHCTPYMEHT OPYLITBEHE aHA/II3€e I KPUTUKE,
HECIIOpHA je BaYKHOCT yKas3/Balbha Ha TO Y Y€MY Ce CacTOj! IeroBa TEOPUjCKO-METOMO-
JIOIIKa peneBaHTHOCT. C TUM LM/bEM Y Pafly je laTa TeHe3a OBOT IIOIMBAJIEHTHOT HOjMa,
KpPO3 PasBOjHM IIPMKA3 PasIMINTUX AaHATUTUIKIX HIBOA HErOBOT pasMaTparba, a Y KOH-
TEKCTY ONILITUX OKBMPA HayYHNUX YBUJIA PETIEBAHTHIX 32 IE€TOBY TEOPUjCKY OIlepaliiOHa-
mm3anyjy. [Toce6Hy aHaIMTUYKY HaXIby fobuie ¢y Konuennuje Mumnrena Qykoa u Jup-
rena Xabepmaca, He caMo 3aTO LITO je ped O ABeMa HajyTULIajHIjIM TeopujaMa AUCKypca
y IiBajieceToM Beky, Beh 1 cTora mTo pasnuke nsMeby mIXOBYUX cXBaTamba IPYXKajy Lie/o-
BUTU YBUJ, Y BaYKHOCT OBOT II0jMa.

K}bque pedn: KpUTNYIKa aHa/INn3a, INCKypc, jeSI/IK, TEKCT, Moh

JTuckypc: yBoziHa ofipehema

Ha nmoveTky 6aBjperba IIOMMBAIEHTHYIM VM MYITUANMEH3NOHATHIM II0jMOM ,,ANC-
Kypc” IIOTPebHO je BpaTUTU Ce BelOBMM OCHOBHMM 3Ha4eHIMa, KaKo Oy IIocTale jacHuje
U CBe TIOTObe 3HAUEHCKE IVIMEeH3Nje KOjiIMa je TOKOM BUIIefieljeHIjCKe aKaieMcKe YIIOT-
pebe mpoxy6/p1BaH HEroB CMIUCAO.

Tepmun ,,auckypc” (nmar. discursus, gp. discours — pasroBop, Usjarame, palIdIambu-
Bambe) Ka0 M3BOPHO JIMHTBUCTUYKY TePMIH O3HAUABA je3MIKY/CMUCAOHO-3HAYCHCKY U
KOMYHUKAIOHY IiennHy Behy o pedeHuIle, yHyTap Koje mocToje ogHocu Mehycobue
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2 Paj je HACTAO y OKBUPY HayIHOMCTPAXKUBAYKE A€NATHOCTY VIHCTUTYTA 3a OJIUTUYKE CTYAMje
(mpojekar 6poj 179009), kojy punaHcrpa MUHMCTAPCTBO IPOCBETE, HAYKe M TEXHOIOIIKOT
pasBoja Perry6mke Cpb6uje.
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3aBUCHOCTH, a KOjUMa Ce OCTBApYje ,jeAMHCTBEHOCT KoMyHuKatmjckor akta” (Skiljan,
1980, str. 146), OmHOCHO ,,opraHu3sanuja koja o6e3behyje jenMHCTBEHOCT, LIETIOBUTOCT 1
nosesanoct” (Bugarski, 1989, str. 151). CxogHo TOMe, IUCKYPC ce ofpebyje 1 kao mocry-
aK ,KOjYIM Ce MOjefITHN IeT0BU (CerMeHTI) OCMMUIIBEHO M0Be3Yjy Y KOXepEeHTaH TeKCT
(Simi¢ & Jovanovi¢, 2009, str.7). JINHIBUCTUYKM aclieKT ofipeberba mojma ,,JUCKypc” 3ax-
Bara, MehyTnm, camo [jeo OHOra LIITO OH O3HAYABa, CBOehy MCTpaXXMBabe Ha HheroBy Gop-
Masnny guMensujy (Pesi¢, 2016, str. 13).

3a nonasHo onpeberme HucKypca y 0BOM pajy, IOpef LieIOBUTOCTH je3udKe CTPYK-
Type, pea3oBaHe OMIO y MICAHOM VTN YCMEHOM OO/IMKY, 6MTaH je aKljeHaT Ha YIIO-
Tpebu jesnka (a He Ha HETOBOM CUCTEMCKOM acleKTy). KOMyHUKAaTUBHY aKT, IIPY TOMe,
HojpasyMeBa Kako ofipeheHy Hamepy, Tako u ofipeheHu KOHTEKCT y KojeM ce BPIIN, Y>KI
- cuTyanuoHy (KOMYHMKAaTUBHA CUTYAL[Mja) U LINPU — COLMOKYITYPHU KOHTEKCT. Tpu
K/by4Ha JUCTMHKTMBHA MOMEHTA JUCKYpPCa CY, JaK/Ie: IIeJIOBUTA CTPYKTYPa, KOMyHIKa-
TMBHA HaMepa/(PYHKIja U KOHTEKCT.

ITpoMeHe Koje Cy y IpOy4YaBaiby je3MKa I HberoBOT OfHOCA Ca APYIITBOM OTIIOYesIe ¥
IPyTOj OJIOBVMHM JiBajleCeTOT BeKa IPaBUTUpale Cy OKO IpobieMa urja Cy UCTPasKiBamba
HOCPEIHO VIV HEITOCPENHO YTHI[a/Ia Ha pasBoj IojMa IUCKypPCa. JeNHY Off HajBaXKHUUX —
HoMepare HayqHOT NHTepeca ca popMasiHe, CTPYKTYpPaHe JeCKPUIILINje je3VKa, OHOCHO
IETOBE IPAMATIYHOCTY, Ha IeTOBY APYLITBEHY YIOTpeOy Be3yjeMo 3a CHCTeMCKO-(PyHK-
IIVIOHAJTHM TIPUCTYT je3auKy Majkma Xamupeja (Michael Halliday).

ITonasehnu ox dyHKIMje Kao MMaHEHTHE je3VKYy, OBaj IPUCTYII IOBe3yje APYIITBEHE
¢dyHK1yje jesuka ca weropoM ¢popmoM. [To Xanupejy, jesux je TakaB KakaB jecTe YIPaBO
360r Berose GyHKIUje Y APYLUITBEHOj CTPYKTYPM, a OpraHn3alnyja 61xeBUOpaTHUX 3Ha-
Jerba Mpy>Ka yBUAe Y ierose apyuirsere temese (Halliday, 1973). CxonHo Tome, je3nmuka
aHa/M3a ycMepaBsa ce Ha ,yTBphuBambe Bese n3mely rpamaTnukix 1360pa ayTopa y TeKCTY
u wuxosux edekara” (Zivkovi¢, 2014, str. 89) Jesuk ce y HOBOj ONTHUIM TOCMATPA KAO
»MpeXa crcTeMa 1 Mehyco6HO [oBe3aHMX CKyIIOBa OMINja 3a CTBaparbe 3HaUeHha
(Halliday, 1994,15), a rpamaTiiKa Kao cycTeM Koju oMoryhasa BIXOBY IPOU3BO/bY, Kao
U OIIICYBaMbe IPaMaTUIKMX KaTeropyja ca CTAHOBMIITA TUX 3HAUCHA.

Op moce6HOT 3HaYaja 3a aHAMN3Y JUCKYPCa CY TPY OCHOBHe MeTapyHKIIMje jesnKa
Koje je Xayzej ycTaHOBMO IIpOoy4YaBajyhu merose sHadermcKe MoryhHocTH, a To ¢y: upe-
aIlIoOHa, MHTepIlepcoHanHa u texcryanHa.’ (Halliday, 2003) Vpgeanuona metadyHKIIja
jes¥Ka OJHOCH Ce Ha cafip)kaj 1 00yxBaTa u3pakaBame ICKYCTBA — PEIIPe3eHTOBabE I
UNIeHTUQUKOBabe JbYAM, IpeAMeTa 1 forabaja; Moxe OMTH MCKYCTBeHa (KOHCTPYNCambe U
CTPYKTypMpambe ICKYCTBa) 1 IOTMYKa (YCIIOCTaB/bakbe JIOTMYKIX U CeMaHTUYKIX OJHOCA
nsmeby xmaysa). VintepnepcoHanna MeTadyHKIIMja OTHOCK Ce Ha Meby/byacKy MHTepax-
I[Ujy ¥ yCIIOCTaB/bambe APYNITBEHNX OHOCA, YK/byUyje 3Hadermha Koja Cy MnuHa (uspa-
JKaBarbe eMOIVIOHA/IHNX yTICaKa, olleHa, ctaBoBa) (Nikoli¢, 2013, str. 72). TekcTyanHa
MeTadyHKIIMja je3auKa OHOCK Ce Ha KOHCTPYKIIMjY TeKCTa, IeTOBY KOXe3Mjy M KOHTH-
HYUTET, KOj) Ce OCTBAapPyjy OpraHM30BameM Kaysa y opyKe. TekcTyanHa KoXepeHIuja,

3 Cucremcka QyHKIMOHAIHA TMHIBUCTIKA CTBOPUJIA j€ TEOPUjCKe PETIIOCTABKe 3a HACTAHAK
KPUTIYKE TMHIBUCTUKE CelaMJeceTIX TOfMHa JiBaleceTor BeKa, U3 Koje he ce morom pasputn
KpUTHMYKa aHanmm3a auckypca. [Tonasehu op oor Xanmupaejesor teopujckor okBupa, Hopman
Depxnad, jefaH of yTeMe/brBaya KpUTUUYKe aHA/INM3€ JUCKYPCa, Pa3BIO je CBOj T€OPHjCKO-
-MeTOJIO/IOIKI MOJIeII.
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KaKO Ha BerOBOM YHYTpAIleM HIBOY TaKO U Y KOHTEKCTY CuTYyaluje, omoryhasa npea-
IIVIOHOj U MHTEPIIePCOHATHOj MeTaQYHKIIV ! CTBapame 3HaYCHa.

Bynyhu pa cucreMcko-QyHKIMOHAIHY IPUCTYII IOBE3Yje je3UK Y APYLITBEHN KOH-
TEKCT, pea/y3aliyje HaBefeHnX XanuaejeBux QyHKIMja jesyKa IOCMaTpajy ce y pasyin-
IUTUM KOHTeKCTUMA. Xasie] je M3[IBOjUO TPV OCHOBHA aclleKTa KOHTEeKCTa: 06/1acT Ayic-
Kypca, yaore ydecHuka u mMenyj guckypca (Halliday, 1985). IIpBu acrexT ogHOCK ce Ha
OHO O YeMy ce TOBOPY, Ha BPCTY aKTUBHOCTI 1 HeH CafpiKaj NN uzeje; Apyru obyxsara
yrore/cTaryc yuecHuKa ofipehenor uckypca, kao 1 Besy usmely mux, oK Menyj moppasy-
MeBa, n3mMehy ocraor, BpcTy KOMyHUKaIuje, OfJHOCHO yKasyje Ha TO Jia JIV Ce TOBOPY O
TICAaHOM /M TOBOPHOM Jinckypcy (Zivkovié, 2014, str. 90).

[ToMepame TeXXMIITA UCTPAKUBAba je3lKa Ha lberose PyHKIUje U cenupuiHe
Ipakce Be3aHe 3a ofpeheHe KOHTEKCTe HeroBe ynorpede BOAUIIO je pasMaTpamy CMUCTIA
rOBOPHe Ie/IATHOCTM; OHA je CXBaTaHa Kao M3Bobeme ,lOBOPHMX YMHOBA” y CKIafly ca
IpaBMIMMa 1 y ofipel)eHOM KOMYHUKAIMjCKOM KOHTEKCTY, OHOCHO Ca KOMYHVKAIVIOHVM
HaMepaMa Jia ce Jie/lyje Ha caroBOpHMKa 1 cpeguHy (Searle, 1991). C mpyre cTpase, y mpo-
yJaBamlMa COLlMjalHe CeMMOTHUKe (POKYC UCTPaKMBaba IIPEMEIITa Ce Ca jesVKa ,Ha CBe
BpPCTe perpe3eHTallja KojuMa ce peanusyje ofpeheHn Tekct, 6110 y roBOpHOM, 611710 ¥
mucanoM jesuky (Kress, Leite-Garcia & van Leeuwen, 1997) . ITaxa ce mocsehyje ncnu-
TUBaby CEMIOTUYKIX CPELCTaBa KOja ce KOpPUCTe Kako 6u ce npeHerne ogpehene nueje y
KoHTeKCTY ofipehennx conmjanunx curyanuja” (Zivkovié, 2014, str. 92).

Hakon CocrpoBor pasrpannyaBama lingue — parole, ckyiia jesuuxux moiyhHocitiu og
KOHKpeHIliHOT 1060pHOT HUHa, TIPOyO/beH je HayUHM MHTepecC 3a pa3yMeBarbe ,,je31Ka I
ymotpebe” (mparMaTM4Ky CHHOMUM II0jMa ,JUCKypca”), a TO je OTBOpMIO MOryhHOCTH
3a pa3Boj KOHIIENTa JUCKypca. IIocTpyKTypanucTiiKa 1 HOCTMOJEPHUCTIYKA MHTETIEK-
Tya/lHa CTpyjaiba He caMo Jia Cy Taj pa3Boj yopaaia, Beh cy oBaj 1mojam mmocrasuia y cpe-
fuiITe 6POjHIUX aHAIMTUIKUX KOHTEKCTA.

Huckypc mohu 1 Mmoh muckypca

[TocTpyKTypanucTMyYKa NPeUCIUTUBAKA U JeKOHCTPYKILIMje MOIEPHUCTUIKOT
TIOI7Iefla Ha CBET, OTIIOYETe C Kpaja Ile3[ieceTUX rofMHa MPOLIIOTr BeKa, MMaJie Cy CBoja
Ba)KHA MCXOAUIITA y IMHIBUCTULY; OfAKIIE Ce, Ca IeCOCUPOBCKUM ,,apOUTpapHUM O3Ha-
uynrerbeM”?, oTkprhe 0 HecTaTHOCTH (je3MIKMX CPefiCTaBa) LIMPUIIO U Y ipyre cdepe cas-
Hamwa. OHO je, y3 opacT OTK/IOHA IIpeMa CTPYKTYPM Kao 6a3MIHOM MOJieNny IoMMarba
CBeTa U IPYLITBA, Kao I IIpeMa Lie/IOKYITHOM MOJIePHUCTUYKOM Hac/el)y 3amagHor 3Hatba
3aCHOBAHOT Ha [lekapToBoj p1I030QMj1 jefMHCTBEHOT U CyBEPEeHOT CybjeKTa, BOAIIIO
HIPeNCIUTUBAKY eMICTEMOIOMIKIX Ipob/ema.

TpaAuIOHATHO eMMCTEMOOIIKO YBepeme fia y IIPOLieCy casHaBamba CBETa Helo-
CpeIHO OTKPMBaMO 00jeKTUBHA CBOjCTBA [10jaBa, KOja Cy U3pa3 IbIXOBe U HeIIPOMemIBe
IPUPOie, 3aMEHNO je aHTVMECEHIIMjaMUCTIIKI CTaB O JbYACKOM Ca3Hamby Kao MPOU3BOHN
3Hauema. Je3NK Kao ,,cucTeM fudepeHInjaTHIX 3SHAKOBA TeHepPHILIe 3HAYEHbE Y CAMOM IIPO-
IleCy O3HaYaBama, IITO ONOBPraBa CTPYKTYPAINCTUYKY IIPETIIOCTABKY /la OHM TIOCERYjy

4 Jle CocupoBa Tesa 0 apGUTpapHOM KapaKTepy Be3e u3Mel)y 03Ha4MTe/ba 1 O3HAYEHOT, YCIIOCTaB/be-
He y je31YKOM 3HaKY, OTBOPWJIA je MOTYhHOCT yBMza y TO ,,/ja Cy 3HaYerba Koja IPEHOCH je3UK YBeK
[IPOMEH/bUBA, JUCKYTab1IHA 1 YBeK npuBpemena” (Ber, 2001, str. 73).
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TpaHcueHaeHTanHy Hy>kHocT (Pordevi¢, 2008, str. 24). KoHcTpykTHBHA CHara je3uka
y IpYyLITBEHOj MHTepaKiuju 06e3behyje mojaBama ¢pparmMentapaH, IpuBpeMeH U IPO-
MEH/BJB MIEHTHUTET, @ KaKO JlepUANjaHCKa IEKOHCTPYKIIMja OTKPBA, I TParoBe HIXOBe
HeyCKa3aHe CYyIPOTHOCTIL.

[TocTpyKTypanusaMm je uieHTUPNKOBAO je3UK Kako nompuiire 6opbe, cykoba u
MOTEeHLMjaTHIX COLMjaTHmX IpomeHa (Ber, 2001, str. 79). ,,Je3udku 3a0KpeT” je TAKO O3HA-
410 mpenas ca ¢punozoduje ceecty Ha GUI030dUjy je3nKa, jep ,,y OfCYCTBY CpeAyIITa
(...) cBe mocTaje AMCKYpC, IpoLIMpYje O YHeJOIIeN II0jbe 1 TPy o3HadaBamwa’ (Derrida,
1990, str. 134).

[Tpucrymn ncrpaxusamwy guckypca Muuiena ®ykoa (Michel Foucault) kouBeprupao
je ca OIIITUM IIOCTMOIEPHUCTUYKUM Of0aLBAbEM ,,BeIMKIX CHHTe3a , KOHTMHYUTETa,
TOTAINMTETa 3HAA U LIEHTPUPAHOCTI Ha CybjeKkT. YMecTo Tora, PyKo ce ycMepaBa Ha
OTKpMBake TUCKOHTUHYNTETA, IoMepama 1 TpaHchopmanuja. bynyhu ga sHame Huje mato
y popMu ToTanureTa, HeMa HI ,TOTaUTeTa AMCKypca’, ma Pyko nsberasa ga AUCKypC
aHaM3Mpa U3 jenHe ynopuurte tauke (Pesi¢, 2011, str. 321), Beh yMHOXKaBa merose cMu-
CIIOBE: ,,4ac je TO OIIILTE IOfIpYyYje CBUX MCKa3a, 4ac IPYyIIa MCKa3a Koja ce MOXKe MHIMBU/Iya-
NM30BaTH, Yac NpaBuIMMa ypeheHa fjemaTHOCT Koja ce ofHOCK Ha M3BecTaH 6poj 1ckasa”
(Foucault 1998, str. 88), mpyu 4emy ce MCKa3 cXBaTa Kao eJleMeHTapHa jeAMHNLa FUCKypca.

Jenua on koHcTaHTH Y PYKOOBOj aHAMM3M [YCKypCa jecTe ANCTaHIMpPame Off KOH-
KPeTHUX JIMHIBUCTUYKMX aHanu3a.” ,Kaza jesuk mocraje feo apxuBa, ‘apXeonomKor
coja, iy OMBa CHALMjalM30BaH 3aXBa/byjyhu APYLITBeHNM IpaKcaMa, Tafja OH Ipe-
Masu y JUCKYPC. A IUCKYpC Kao CIallMjaIiM30BaHy apXEOIOLIKY C/I0j CefUMEHTUPAHOT
jesyka obpasyje sHame” (Risti¢, 2015, str. 216). [Ipyra konctanta OykooBOr IpuCTyIIa Auc-
KYyPCY jecTe HeroBo II0Be3uBabhe/U3jejHauaBarbe ca JUCKYP3UBHUM IpaKcaMma. ,,JJuckypcu
ce BUIIE He Pa3MaTpajy Kao CKyIOBM 3HaKOBa (03HAUMTE/bCKVX e/leMeHaTa Koju yiyhyjy
Ha cafipxaje 1 mpefcTase), Beh Kao mpakce Koje CUCTEMATCK 0O/INKYjy 06jeKTe 0 Kojuma
rosope” (Foucault, 1998, str. 54). [Juckyp3uBHe IpaKkce IpefCTaB/bajy ,CKYIl aHOHUM-
HIIX, ICTOPUjCKUX, Y BpeMeHY 1 IIPOCTOPY yBeK ofpeheHnx mpasnia koja gepuuniry sa
ozipeheHo paspgo6ibe U 3a HEKY laTy APYIITBEHY, EKOHOMCKY, reorpadcky 061acT ycuose
Bpuiema nckasHe pyukiuje” (Foucault, 1998, str.127). Kao TakBe, OHe Cy IpOMeH/bUBE 1
3aBICHe Of IPYLITBEHNUX I10/ba KOje Pery/InIy, y TeCHOM ofgHoCy Melyco6Hor ycrnosba-
Baba Ca APYrUM APYIITBEHNM IIpaKcama.

dykooBa MeTOfA ,APXEOIOruje 3Haba aHAIU3Mpa [0jaBy UCKa3a, IIXOBE OJHOCE,
IIpaBIIA je[UHCTBA, IJXOBE IPOMEHe, HAaCTajara 1 HeCTajama. 3a 06jalllmberbe Tora 3alliTo
Cy ce y jellHOM TPeHYTKY, Off CBMX Moryhux, mojasumm 6am ofpehern nckasu u KakBoM cy
PEXUMY I10jaB/bYIBamba, ClIajarba, Hu3ama ¥ npekupa 6yum nogpehenn (Pavlovic et al, 2006)
61710 MY je IOTpe6GHO TeOPHjCKO allCTPaxoBarbe MojMa ,IYICKYP3uBHM iorabaj’, Kao MHCTaHIle
IIOCTaB/beHe Y OJHOCY IpeMa je3NKy M MUCIIY, C IM/beM 3aXBaTara 00/IMKa IPaBUTHOCTI
U IpyTUX OfHOCA M3MeD)y 1cka3a y ycTaHOB/beHUX Ipyma yuckasa (Pesic, 2016, str. 18-19)°.

5 Ilpepmer OykooBe aHanuse Huje 61O je3NK ,Beh caMo apXuB, TO jeCT HATOMUWIAHU AUCKYPC”
(Foucault, 2010, str. 21).

¢ 3a Qykoa nckas je yBek forabaj Koju HI je3uK HI IICMO He MOTy IIOTITYHO MCLPIIETIS; BE3aH je 3a
cuTyanuje Koje ra u3asmuBajy, /i K 3a MICKa3e KOjU My IIPeTXOJie U Cefie. ,,VIcTpakutu guckyp-
3uBHM forabaj sHaUM 0c1060ANTI MOTYRHOCT [a ce y IeMy 1 3BaH bera OINIIe Urpa OfHOCa
JICKa3a U IpyIIa ¥icKasa npema jorabajuma pyre BpCTe: TeXHUYIKUM, €KOHOMCKMM, JPYIITBEHIM
u nomutnakum” (Foucault, 1998, str. 33-34).
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Amnanusa 1cKasa, ITO je II0CeOHO BaXKHO, ,,He II0CTaB/ba MUTAEE OHOTA KO TOBOPIL,
OHa Ce y CTBapy CMeIlITa Ha HUBO OHOTa ‘KaKe Ce, CKYII PeYeHIX CTBapH, OIHOCA, TPaBII-
HocTy 1 mpeobpaxkaja” (Foucault, 1998, str. 133), y ueMy ce ounryje Oykoosa necydjex-
TMBanyja gucKypca. CUCTeMH perynaTMBHUX IIPAaBUJIa UCKasUBaba KOjU ce MaHU(eCTYjy
y TOBOPY He ycMepaBajy aHaIn3y AMCKypca Ka TBOpLMMa MCKasa, Beh ka Moryhum ncka-
3HIM HO3MuIMjaMa Koje 06e36ebyyjy craryc cybjexra nckasupama (Foucault, 2007).

Dyxo npeHTUUKYyje FUCKYPC Kao ,,CKYII CKasa YHyTap UCTOT cucTeMa popMyaiyje,
OfTHOCHO HcTe AMCKyp3uBHe TBopesyHe” (Foucault, 1998, str.126), a ;vicKyp3uBHY TBOpEBH-
Hy’onpebyje mocpefcTBOM IpaBuIa lbeHOr hopMIpatba: IIpaBu/Ia 00pa3oBatba I MPerpymn-
caBama 00jeKTa; ITpaBIa 06MMKOBakba MCKa3HIX MOIa/INTeTa (peXX1Ma CKa3uBamba); Ipa-
BIJIa OpraHM3alyje ojMoBa y cucTeMe (KOHLIEITe); TIPaBI/Ia Be3aHa 3a TeOPUjCKe/TeMaTcKe
n360pe U IpaBIIa yK/bydMBaba JUCKYp3uBHUX cybjekara (Foucault, 1998, str. 81).

Bpennoct nckasa 3a Pykoa IpencTaB/ba HEIITO IITO ,KapaKTepHIle BIXOBO MECTO,
IBIIXOBY CIIOCOOHOCT OITHIAja U PasMeHe, BIXOBY MOryhHOCT mpeo6parkaja He caMo y eKo-
HOMUju JUCKypca Beh yomure y pacronaramy petkum nsBopuma’. Tako cxsaheH, anckypc
ce jaB/ba ,Kao jelHO J0Opo (KOHAYHO, OTpaHIYEHO, II0XKe/bHO, KOPUCHO) KOje ¥IMa CBOja
IpaBW/Ia TI0jaB/bJBatba, Al ¥ CBOje YCIOBE NIPUCBajaba I IIPMMeHe, T06po Koje caMuM
CBOjIM ITOCTOjarbeM (...) IOCTaB/ba IUTame Mohn, Koje je o caMoj CBOjoj IPUPOAY HIpef-
MeT 60pb6e, 1 To omutiake 6opbe” (Foucault, 1998, str. 130-131).

Objexar gMCKypca HOCTOJU ,II0f, TO3UTVBHIM YC/IOBUMA jeJHOT CJIOXKEHOT CIUIeTa
onHoca”, yrBphennx usmeby ,,ycraHOBa, €KOHOMCKVIX 1 IPYIITBEHUX IIpolieca, 06ImKa
HOHAIllakba, CICTeMa HOPMI, TeXHMKa, TUIIOBA KJIacuduKalje, HadMHa KapaKTepusanuje’.
OHM HuCy IPUCYTHU Y 06jeKTY 1 He oapel)yjy BeroBo yHyTpalllmbe yCTpojcTBO, Beh 0HO
IITO MYy JOIYILITA fia ce ojaBu Mehy apyrum objektuma. Pasmarpajyhu dopmuparse obje-
Kara iuckypca, OyKo je OImcao Tpy HIBOA OFHOCA: ,IIPUMApHe” OfHOCE, He3aBICHE Off VIC-
Kypca, u3Mehy MHCTUTYLMja, TeXHIKA, IPYLITBEHNX POPMIL; CeKYHIAapHe OfHOCe — pedrre-
KCHBHe offHOCe popMyImicaHe y caMOM JIMCKYPCY, U IVICKYP3MBHE OfHOCE KOju oMoryhaBajy
HacTajambe 1 ofp>KaBame objekara muckypca (Pesi¢, 2016, str. 20).

Y KOHTEKCTy pasMaTparma TeMaTCKIX/Teopujckux usbopa, Pyko auckypc oppebhyje
Kao HelITo To oMoryhaBa M3BeCHY OpraHu3aIljy [IOjMOBa, IperpyIucaBame objekara,
TUIIOBA UCKA3MBaKba, KOjU PA3ININTUM CTYIHbeBIMa KOXepeHInje, CTPOrOCTH I CTa-
6uIHOCTH, TIpeMa CriefuIIHNM IPaBIINMA ,I0CTAB/ba je[THO HAYe/IO eTepMUHALIN]je
KOje YHyTap JarTor uckasa HOIIYLITa WM UCK/bY4yje onpehenn 6poj uckaza” (Foucault,
1998, str. 73).

V360p Tora mrta he 6uTy MCK/bYYeHO UM He Be3aH je 3a GYHKIN)Y KOjy HOCMaTpaHU
IUCKypc Tpeba a M3BPIIN Y IIO/bY HEAMCKYP3UBHIUX IIPAKCH, KA0 U 32 PeXXIMe U Iporiece
IpHCBajamba AUCKypca Koje OHa cafpKi. ,CBojuHa fuckypca” cxpaheHa je uCToBpeMeHO
Kao IIPaBo Jja ce TOBOPH, CIIOCOOHOCT padyMeBaba I 03BOJ/bEH IPUCTYII Kopirycy Beh
bopMynucaHuX MCKa3a, a ,CIIOCOOHOCT fia Ce Taj AUCKYPC MHBECTUPA Y OfIYKe, YCTaHOBe

Kapa ce ynyTap oppehene rpyme nckasa ,MOXe OIICATH jejaH TaKaB CUCTEM pacumnama’/pacio-
pefa, YHyTap Kojer ce ,Meh)y o6jexTnma, TUIIOBMMA MCKA3UBakba, I0jMOBMMA, TEMATCKIM U360-
pUMa MOXKe OIPENUTI HeKa IIPaBUIHOCT (IIOpefak; KOpearje; II0NI0Xaj, OfHOCHO ,,[I03NIIje
y 3ajeHIIKOM HPOCTOPY s QPYHKIMje, OFHOCHO ,,PEUIIPOYHO PYHKLMOHMCAbE U IOBE3aAHN
npeobpaxajn”), MoxxeMo pehu a ce Ty paiu 0 HEKOj JUCKYP3UBHOj TBOpeBUHY. OCHOBY HheHOT
jeMHCTBA YMHN ,,CUCTEMATCKa JycIiep3uja’ ropeHaseseHux enemenara (Foucault, 1998, str. 42).

1264



Coyuonowxu tipeineg, vol. LIV (2020), no. 4, ctp. 1260-1278

VIV TIPAKCe — 3aIIPaBo je pe3epBrcaHa (IOHeKa YaK U IIyTeM ypenou) 3a oppebery rpymy
nupusupya” (Foucault, 1998, 74). YpaBo To mpucBajame IUCKypca jeHO je Off BaXHIX
o6nuka Mohu, 6uIo fa je ped 0 ,AUCIO3UTUBMMA KA0 MaTepyujaIHUM U IOTUTUYKIM
cnIaMa Koje ,,ICTOBpeMeHO OO/IMKYjy 3Hakbe i Cy U CelUMEHTUPAHe Y leTOBUM CTPYK-
Typama” (Risti¢, 2015, str. 259) wn je ped 0 UCK/bydembIMa.

Juckypc 6apaTa CIoO/balllbUM 1 YHY TPAIIBUM MeXaHIM3MIMa UCK/by4nBamba. Cro-
JbHM CHCTeMY UCK/bYUMBaIba Cy: »3abpaHa 1 Taby” (He MOXKeMO TOBOPUTH O OIIO YeMy
y 6110 KOjUM OKOJTHOCTMMA, HUTU OMJIO KO MMa IIPaBO Jja TOBOPU O CBEMY); ,JYICKIbY-
yyBamwe” (pasIMKOBambe HOPMATHOT ¥ HEHOPMAJIHOT) U ,BOJ/ba 33 ICTUHOM~ (pas/InKo-
Bame MICTUHE U HeYICTVHe). VIHTepHUM ITOCTYIIMMa NCK/bYYUBaba TUCKYPCHU BpIIIe BJa-
CTUTY KOHTPOITY — @ TO CY ,KOMEHTap’; ,ayTop~ ,AUCUUIUINHA, KOjJi GYHKIMOHNUIIY Kao
npyHIMIN Knacudukaryje, ypehusarma 1 pacriogierne, IITO BOAM OB/IaaBamby AUMEH3UjOM
»Horabaja u cayuajHocTn” guxypca. IlocTynun orpanndaBama UCKypca, ogpehusama
yC/IoBa IIpUMeHe, OIHOCHO HaMeTakbe IIPaBuia ¥ OrpaHNYaBabe IIPUCTYIIA BOJe »IIPO-
pebuBamy” roBopHUX cy6jekara, 06e36ehyjy BUXOBY pacrozieny y pasnM4uTUM TUIOBAMA
IUCKypca 1 oMoryhyjy npucsajama AMCKypca of CTpaHe U3BeCHUX KaTeropuja cybjexkara
(Foucault, 2007; Bumu u Pesié, 2016, str. 22).

3a oppehuBarbe foMMHAHTHOT 06/TMKa MOhN KOjit OTKpHBa Herosa reHeasnoruja, Oyko
je KOpMCTIO II0jMOBHM ITap ,3Hame/Moh”, yBepeH fa X je HeMoryhe ajleKBaTHO pasymeTn
paspBojere. Moh 3a mera ymyhyje Ha ,,MHOTOCTPYKOCT OJHOCA CHara KOji Cy IMaHeHTHU
HOAIPY4jy Ha KojeM fienyjy u Koju opraunsyjy” (Risti¢, 2015, str. 182).

Jla 6m yormite Morao IpeTeH/[0BaTy Ha MICTUHNUTOCT, ICKa3 MOpa OUTH ,MalypaH y
MpeXU UCKasa Koju unHe ogpehern guckype. JInuckypcen ce Kao ,MaIe uckaza” KOHCTU-
TYMIIY Ha TeMesby ,,JyOrHCKOr 3Hama ®. ,CaM mojam nctuHe Tpebda, mpema Oykoy, pa-
3yMeTH Ka0 CHCTeM IIOCTYIIaKa 3a IPOU3BOMY, Perylalnjy, SUCTPUOYLU)Y U felloBatbe
JICKa3a, a 0Baj CHCTEM, Tj. CTVHA TI0BE3aHa je C KpY>KHIM OffHOCOM MOhn Koju je cTBapa
n oppxasa”(Ivkovi¢, 2006, str. 63). Enmcrema Ha OCHOBY ,,JyOMHCKOT 3Hamba  IIOCTaB/ba
TpaHuIle CIIO3Haje, offpehuBameM ycmoBa Imofi KojuMa ce MoKe oV 10 HOBOT 3Hamwa y
PasIMUINTUM 06TaCTUMA.

Moh je 3a ®yxoa AuCcKyp3uBHa KaTeropuja jep, KaKo UCTUYE: ,,JUCKYPC HIfje IPOCTO
OHO 1ITO 60pOe MM CUucTeM JOMMHALMje IPEBOIM Y je3NK, HETO je OHO 3a IIITa Ce U YiMe
6opu” (Foulcault, 2007, str. 9). Juckypsusze ¢popmannje, Kao CHCTEMH pelpeseHTaIuje
Koju ce MaHndecTyjy Kpos ogpeheHe MHCTUTYLMOHAMN30BaHe TIPAKCe Y APYIITBEHOM
XIMBOTY ¥ KOjU Ce CacToje Off H130Ba IIPaBIJIa Be3aHMX 3a Pa3IMdnuTe 06/1acTH JbYHCKOT
XKMBOTA, YIIPaB/bajy JbYAMMa y MEPU Y K0jOj YCIIOCTaB/bajy I'PaHNUIIe UCK/bYUNBaba IIPEKO
KOjMX roBop u pasmuibame Hucy moryhu (Holzscheiter, 2014).

Teopujcku OKBUp AUCKypca Y KojeM je JupreH Xabepmac TeMaTi30Ba0 KOHIEIIT Mohu
pasmuKyje ce y peieBaHTHOM cMucty o OyKOOBOT, 11 Kao TaKaB je 3Ha4yajaH 3a 0Baj paf,
jep 6u 6e3 yBupa y era ClMKa pasBoja mojMa gucKypca 6una HenornyHa. CyIpoTHOCT

8 ¥ tekcry ,,PykooBa apxeonornja” Jan XeKUHT yKasyje Ha ABOCTPYKO 3Hadelbe [I0jMa 3Haba Y
okBupy teopuje Mohu. Connaisance je TepMIH Kojii O3Ha4aBa 3HAbe y KOHBELIMOHATTHOM CMIICITY,
KOje Ce OJIHOCH Ha ,IIOBPILINHCKE IIpefiMeTe’, JOK Savoir 03HauaBa ,OKBUP YHYTap KOI CBaKa
MOBPIIMHCKA XUITOTe3a 00uja CBOj cMucao”. Savoir je, faxe, ,yOMHCKO 3Hamwe” Y BUAY CKyIIa
npasia Koja ofpelyjy Koja BpcTa nckasa he Bayxutyt Kao MCTMHNTA WV JIKHA Y HEKOM TIOAPYYjy
(Ivkovi¢, 2006, str. 63).
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IUXOBMX 0a3MYHNX [O3UIIMja OCBET/baBa jeHY Off CYIUTHHCKMX TeH3Mja MOJePHOCTH, TeH-
3ujy nameby HopMaTuBHOT 1 peamicTindHOT. JJok je PyKo MHKIMHMPAO CTBAPHOj MCTOPHjI
y IHojMoBMMa cyKo6a 1 Mohu, a caMy paliMOHaTHOCT caIjIeflaBao KpO3 CUCTeMe MapriHa-
JIM30Barba U MOTYNEbABAA APYIOT U Apyradnjer, Xabepmac je Be3aH 3a KOHLIEIIT MOPAJI-
HOCTM U ICTOPUjCKOT IIPOrpeca yTeMe/beHOT Y pasyMy, U TO IPOINTIBabeM MoryhHocTH
OCTBapyUBak-a PAal[OHATHOT KOHCEH3YCa IOKyIlIaBa Jla CauyBa.

PyxoBoben Tum nbem, Xabepmac je pa3Buo KOHLICILM]y KOMYHMKAaTBHOT Je/lakba
U eTHKY AMCKypca Kao IIoceGHy BPCTy Teopuje JUCKypca, yBofehn y ncrpaxusarme cac-
BUM HOBY KaTe€TOPUjy I€TATHOCTY —KOMYHUKATUBHO JIe/Iakb€, PA3IMIUTO Of €TUYKOT U
€CTETUYKOL, a CYIIPOTHO MHCTPYMEHTATHOM, Y KOjeM Ce je3MK KOPUCTHU KaO MEUjyM CII0-
pasyMeBama 1 OCTBapMBaH-a KOMyHUKATMBHE PallMOHATHOCTHU. thbeHo ocTBapuBambe, cMa-
Tpa Xabepmac, oTBapa repcreKpuBe KPUTUIKO) U PeKOHCTPYKTUBHO] APYLITBEHOj HAyLIN
OPUjEeHTIICAaHOj Ha APYIITBEHE IIPOLece palMOHaIM3aLje.

XabepMac 1oJa3u of ujeje Aa copasyMeBame usMeby yuecHuka y Juckypcy Moxe
OUTU TOCTUTHYTO YKONMKO Cy HCIYIeHM OfipeheHM yc/oBM MCKasyBarmba KOjy YMHEe
eTHUKY AUCKypca. Ped je 0 moce6HOj popMIM KOMYHUKALIMje — APTYMEHTATUBHOM PasroOBOPY
Kao MefiujyMy KOHKPeTHOT yTeMebera HopMu. OBaj iucKypc je cenudnyaanm, pedre-
KCUBHU ¥ HEIIPMHYIHY 00/IMK KOMYHUKalLje, y KoMe je roBop pacrepehen ognoca Mohu
U TIPUHYJA JIe/I0Bakba 1 OIICKPO/beH PAallJiOHA/THOM CTPYKTYPOM, Cafip)KaHOM Yy ;yOMHCKO]
CTPYKTYPM je3MYKUX aKara.

3a TeopujcKy enabopanijy oBOr allCTPaKTHOT IPOLEyPaTHOT MOJie/a JUCKYP-
3UBHe PalMOHATHOCTY, XabepMac je IIOCTYIMpPAO YHUBEP3alHy IParMaruKy, 3a Kojy je
MOIM(UKOBAO ,IIPATMATUYKO CUTYMpPatbe I Pa3yMeBalbe je3NYKIX n3pasa’, Koje cy pas-
By Octus, CrpascoH u Ceapn (Pavicevié, 1995, str. 129). Peu je o auckypcuma Koju ¢y
CBOjeBpCHE ,IIpUIIpeMe Yy Kojuma My obpasmakeMo KorHmutuBHe rckase ~ (Habermas,
1980, str. 24). Bynyhu ma npencras/bajy HUBO KOMYHMKaIlMje KOjU je aIlCTPaxOBaH Of
KOHTEKCTa CBAaKOJIHEBHOT )KMBOTA, OHY C€ PA3/IMKYjy Off le/latha y CBAKOJHEBHUM KOHTEK-
CTHMa JpYLITBeHe MHTepaKlyjey KojeM ce MH(MOpMalyje IPUMajy 1 1aby OOMIHUM
jesuxoM (Risti¢, 2015, str. 198). Ped je 0 061uKy KOMyHUKaIUje y KOjoj Ce He pasMemnyjy
nnOpMalje 1 He BpIle eTATHOCTY, HUTH J00M1jajy Win mpeHoce UCKYCTBa, Beh ce Tpaxe
apryMeHTM 1 Jajy 06pasjioerba M3HECEHMX 3aXTeBa BaIMHOCTI. YCIOCTaB/balbeM OBe
LUCTUHKIIN]e, U JUCKYPCa ,Kao HeKe BPCTe MeTaKOMyHIKanuje, Xabepmac Ipxu aa je
Moryhe HayuHO 1 06jeKTMBHO UCTPAKUBAIbE NUCKYPCa — KA0 PALIVIOHATHO yTeMe/beHOT
o6nuka sHama” (Ristié, 2015, str. 200).

HopmaTuBHYy OCHOBY CTPYKType apryMeHTalyje diHe, 1o Xabepmacy, 4eTHpu 100-
HIITHBE IIPeTeH3Mje 3a BaykKerbe: 3aXTeBM 3a MCTUHHUTOLINY, 3a McipaBHOLINY 1 3a MCKPEHO-
why. ,,OHM HUCY TTOONIUTHBY Ha HPETIOCTaBKaMa Cy0jeKT-LieHTpUpaHor yMa, Beh Ha 1pet-
[IOCTaBKaMa Y je3sUKy HHTepCy6jeKTUBHO MOfie/beHOr KOMYHMKaTuBHOr yma”~ (Pavidevid,
1995, str. 132). 3ato je Ty joIl 4eTBPTHU 3aXTeB 3a Baykerbe, KOjH je OIIITHU 1 BaXK! 3a CBE TPH
BpPCTe AMCKypca —3aXTeB 3a pasymbusonthy. CBakm off OBIX 3aXTeBa 32 BaKEbe OfiT0Bapa
jemHOj K/macy TOBOPHMX aKaTa Kao heroBa YHUBEP3aTHO-IIParMaTiyKa IIPETIOCTaBKa.’

»I10CTOjM OHONMMKO IIpeTeHs3Mja Ha Bakerbe KOMMKO MMa K/laca TOBOPHUX akara. IIpBa kiaca ce
OJJHOCHM Ha yCIIOCTaB/balbe caMe je3snuke KomyHuKanuje. OTyzna ce y OmHOCY Ha K/Iacy ,,KOMYHM-
KaTMBHUX  aKaTa II0CTaB/ba PasyM/bJMBOCT Kao NpeTeH3Mja 3a Baxkere. [Ipyra Kiaca ce OffHOCH Ha
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ITojam KOMYHMKATUBHI YM pasBlja ceé TOKOM aHa/IM3€ IPETEH3Mja Ha BaKEIbe I U3
aHajIM3e yC/I0Ba IBIXOBOT YICKYP3JMBHOT UCITY belba, apIyMEHTALVIOHO-TEOPUjCKIM Cpefi-
crBuMa. To jaj/be yK/bydyje ¥ aHa/IN3y ONUITUX IPeTIOCTaBKM apryMeHTalluje: IoTnY-
KO-CeMaHTMYKIX IIpaBIIa IpousBoberma, [1jaeKTIKMX [IpaBIIa IPOoLefypa U peTo-
PUYKVX ITpaBMIa IIPOLeca.

[TpuHUMI YHMBep3a/nu3alyje BakKu Kao apryMeHTallMOHO [IPABMUJIO 1 IIpUIIaja
JIOTUIIM NIPaKTUYKOr JucKypca. OH Tpeba ga omoryhyu KoHCeH3yc 0 MakcuMaMa Koje ce
MOTY IIOONITHTH. IIPMHIINII YHUBep3aaM3alyje ce eKCIUIMIPa KPo3 yCIIOB ,,Miiea/THe
roBopHe cutyanuje”. OBaj KOMIUIEKCAH CUCTeM IpaBuIa apryMeHTanuje Tpeda fa cysu
pacipaBy [0 Te Mepe fia IPUXBaTatbe IPaBIIa IIOOMIITaBamka (,,Y ) YIMHU HEM30EeKHUM.
IMpyxumn ,,J”7 (AUCKypCHM IIPUHLIUII) KOjU MICKa3yje OCHOBHU CTaB HeKe MOpaJIHe Teo-
puje, /i He IPUIIAJA JIOTULIM apIyMeHTaluje, ITIaCK [ja BaXKerbe CMejy 3aXTeBaT CaMO OHe
HOpMe Koje Hamnase (W MOTy Hauhy) Ha IPMCTaHAK CBMX KAO y4eCHMKA je[fHOT IIpaK-
TUYKOT gicKypca (Pavicevi¢, 1995, str. 136).

Mpununnu ,,¥” u ,,JI” KOHCTUTYUIIY TAaKO jefHY ,yHMBEP3a/lHy IPOTUBYNIbE-
HMYKM aHTULMIIMPaHy npouenypy” (Pavi¢evi¢, 1995, str. 136) koja 06e36ebhyje ycnose 3a
HeNpUCTPacHO IpocybhyBame peTeHsNja Ha Baxkelbe MOpalTHuX cygosa. HerpucrpaHoct
npocyhuBama HOCTIOKe Ce IPOLieypalTHOM UHTEPIIPETAIjOM KOTHUTYBHOT CafipKaja
MOpaJIHOT Cy/ja, OJHOCHO IeroBe I'eHe3e, Koja Ce OH/la MHTePIPeTpa Kao BheroBa MHTPYUH-
CIYHA palOHA/THOCT. PanmonanHocT npouenype o6esbebyje HesaBrcHocT nmpocyhusarma
HpeTeHsMja HOPMI Ha Ba)kelbe U IITUTH T'a Off yTUIIaja IapTUKYIapPHMX MHTepeca.

XabepMacoB MOJie/l KOMYHMKATYBHOT Jie/laba M13Pa3 je IeroBOr Tpararba 3a JITUTH -
MM3aLMjoM Kojy 6u 6mno moryhe ycrmocraButi 3axBabyjyhm mucKkypcey, AUCKycuju u
KOHCEH3YCY 1 Kao TaKaB OCMMILIBbEH fla OTBOPM IIMTabe MOTryNHOCTH YCIIOCTaB/batba Jby/i-
ckux ofHoca Bohennx mpasesnouhy. Ped je o ,,yTonmju KOMyHMKaTHBHE PallXOHATHO-
cti” KOja je HayIIIa Ha >KeCTOKe 1 OpojHe Kputuke. Jlebara n3mehy Xabepmaca u @ykoa
HOKpeHY/Ia je kecToke akafeMcke criopose. (Kelly, 1994)

Xabepmac ce ycpencpehyje na moryhHocTn ocTBapuBama mo3uTuBHe Mohu Koja ce
jaB/ba U3 ,,3ajeIHIYKOT [leJIoBalba” KOMYHUKATUBHE MHTEPaKIjje, Kao CYIIPOTHOCTH Hera-
TUBHOj, peripecBHOj Mohy. HeraTuBHM WU pelIpeCUBHU aCIIeKTH CY JIOLMPAHU HeT[ie
Ipyrie u uaeHTNUKOBaHM ca CUIOM, HacubeM 1 xujepapxujoMm (Villa, 1992). dyxo,
HAIIPOTHUB, MHCUCTHPA Ha IPOXXETOCTI KOMYHMKalje CTPyKTypaMa Mohu, Te je mper-
IIOCTaBKa O KOMYHUKATVBHOj aKIIMjJ U3BaH OfHOCA HellpuxBat/byBa (Pesi¢, 2011, str. 325).

»IlocMarpaHa Kpo3 onTuky Mmohu, KOMyHMKaluja MoXe OMTH OKapaKTepucaHa
caMo y KaTeropujama ‘He-paljyiOHa/lHe peTOpIKe, ZJOMUHALIMje U NHTepeca, a xabepMa-
COBCKa BaMIHOCT KA0 TIOTUCHYTA eTOKBEHIVjOM, CKPBEHOM KOHTPOJIOM M XapM3MOM.
Y tom cmucy XabepMacoBa IIPETIIOCTaBKa IIOKa3yje ce Kao allpuOpUCTIIKA I HeTayHa”
(Flyvbjerg, 1998, str. 218).

Yax XabepMacoBy HajBaTpeHUjU C/Ie[OSHNUIIN OLITPO CY KPUTUKOBANU HeroB ¢op-
MajsaM, ujeann3aM 1 HeoCeT/bMBOCT 3a KOHTEKCT.

06jeKTUBHY CBET. 3aTO je OBJie pey O MCTUHY Kao IPeTeH3uju Ha Baxkere. Tpeha kmaca ce ognocu Ha
cybjextvBHNM cBeT. CTOTa je OBJIe Ped O MCKPEHOCTM Kao MPeTEeH3NUj! Ha BaKere. JeTBpTa K/laca ce
OJIHOCH Ha COIIMja/IHU CBET, I1a je OBJie Ped 0 MCIPABHOCTH Kao MpeTeH3uju Ha Baxkere” (Pavicevié,
1995, str. 132)).
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3aK/byyak

Waxko cy KoHIenTyanusanuje guckypca Xabepmaca u Pykoa Hemommprbuse, Moryhe
je nmak nsHahy OHEKU BUXOB 3aje[HNYKN UMeHNTeb. TeMe/bHe yBU/e Y TO Aa cy Moh
U IUCKYPC Hepas3aBojHU U MehycoOHO KOHCTUTYTUBHU IYTYjeMO IIpe CBera KOHIIeITUMA
oBux ayTopa. OHU Cy ,IHTETPMCAIM IPEMICe je3NUYKOT 3a0KpeTa’ ca KPUTUIKMUM IIPO-
TPaMOM KOjM je je3VK CMaTpao LieHTPalHIM IapaMeTPOM Y ofHOCuMa Mohu, 1 cKypc
Kao jemHy off ocHOBHYMX AuMeHsuja apyurrsa” (Holzscheiter, 2014, str. 149). Crora je Koz
060ju1ie ayTopa AUCKYPC MCTPAXKMBAH KA0 MPEBACXOHO COLMOJIONIKY KOHIIEIIT, YIjI je
b 6110 pasyMeBame ofpeheHe fuMeH3nje MOhM y IpyIITBEHOM SKUBOTY.

CBaxu of Boju1ie ayTopa GOPMY/IICAO je jeRHY Off HeKOIMKO HajyTULIAjHIjUX TeO-
puja auckypca nBafiecetor Beka. Obe Teopuje MMasie Cy OTpOMaH TeHepaTUBHI 3Ha4aj 3a
HOTOMA VICTPAKUBAKbA OBOT IT0jMa Yy 6POjHIM JVCLUIUIMHAPHUM 06/1acTIMAa aHa/IN3e TUC-
Kypca. Kputnuxa aHanmmsa auckypca y BehuHI BbeHUX Bepauja COLMjaTHy Teopujy CBOje
aHanM3e 3acHNUBA, u3Meby ocrasor, n Ha kpyuHuM PykooBuM Tesama. JoToBoO je Hesa-
MMCIIMBO 6aBUTH Ce 6110 KaKBUM KPUTUYKUM IO yXBaTOM, a 3a06uhi meroso omcep-
Bupamwe Mohn. Hekn off caBpeMeHMX IIPUCTyIIa KPUTUUKe aHA/NIN3E AUCKYpCa YCBajajy
XabepmacoBe OCTaBKe Kao Jieo IporpaMa MCTPakMBama, Ipe CBera Kao HOPMaTUBHO
MIOa3MIITeE, MJeaTlaH TUII 3a IPOLIEHy JieBUjallMja peanHux, CTBApPHUX AUCKypCa.
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(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: Since the concept of discourse has become almost indispensable in the con-
temporary research of a large number of social and political phenomena, and as such rep-
resents a transdisciplinary instrument of social analysis and critique, it is of indisputable
importance to indicate what its theoretical-methodological relevance consists of. For that
purpose, the genesis of this polyvalent concept is given in this paper through the develop-
mental presentation of various analytical levels of its consideration within the context of
general frameworks of scientific insights relevant for its theoretical operationalization. Par-
ticular analytical attention was given to the concepts of Michel Foucault and Jiirgen Haber-
mas, not only because those are two of the most influential discourse theories in the twen-
tieth century, but also because the differences between them offer a more comprehensive
insight into the importance of this concept.

Keywords: critical analysis, discourse, language, text, power

Discourse: introductory definitions

At the outset of dealing with the polyvalent and multidimensional concept of “dis-
course’, it is necessary to return to its basic meanings in order to clarify all subsequent
dimensions of the meaning as well, thanks to which its meaning has been deepened in the
course of many decades of its academic use.

The term “discourse” (Lat. discursus, Fr. discours — conversation, presentation, dis-
sertation) as an originally linguistic term denotes a language/meaning-semantic and
communication whole larger than a sentence, within which there are relations of inter-
dependence with the aid of which “the uniqueness of the communicative act” is achieved
(Skiljan, 1980, p. 146), i.e. “the organization ensuring uniqueness, wholeness and con-
nection” (Bugarski, 1989, p. 151). Accordingly, discourse is also defined as a procedure
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“by which certain parts (segments) are designed to be connected into a coherent text”
(Simi¢ & Jovanovi¢, 2009, p. 7). The linguistic aspect of determining the concept of “dis-
course’, however, represents only part of what it denotes, reducing the research to its for-
mal dimension (Pesi¢, 2016, p. 13).

For the initial definition of discourse in this paper, apart from the wholeness of the
language structure, realized either in writing or speaking, the accent on the use of language
is important (and not on its systemic aspect). Moreover, a communicative act implies both
a certain intention and a certain context within which it is performed - the narrower, or
situational context (a communication situation), and the broader, or socio-cultural con-
text. Therefore, three key distinctive moments of discourse are: comprehensive structure,
communicative intention/function and context.

The changes in the studying of language and its relations with the society that began
in the second half of the twentieth century gravitated around the problems the research of
which directly or indirectly affected the development of the concept of discourse. One of
the most important - shifting the scientific interest from the formal, structural descrip-
tion of language, i.e. its grammaticality, to its social use - is associated with Michael Hall-
iday’s systemic-functional approach to language.

Starting from the function being immanent in language, this approach connects social
functions of language with its form. According to Halliday, language is such due to its very
function in the social structure, while the organization of behavioural meanings provides
insights into its social foundations (Halliday, 1973). Accordingly, language analysis is ori-
ented towards “establishing the connection between the author’s grammatical choices in the
text and their effects” (Zivkovi¢, 2014, p- 89). In the new optics, language is seen as “a net-
work of systems, or interrelated sets of options for making meaning” (Halliday, 1994:15),
while grammar is seen as a system enabling their production, as well as describing gram-
matical categories from the perspective of those meanings.

There are three basic metafunctions of language that are of particular relevance
to analysis of discourse, established by Halliday while studying its semantic possibilities.
Those are: ideational, interpersonal and textual metafunctions® (Halliday, 2003). The ide-
ational metafunction of language refers to the content and includes the expression of expe-
rience - representation and identification of people, objects and events; it can be experien-
tial (constructing and structuring of experience) and logical (establishment of logical and
semantic relations between clauses). The interpersonal metafunction refers to the interac-
tion among people and establishment of social relations, and includes the meanings that
are personal (expressing emotional impressions, assessments and attitudes) (Nikoli¢, 2013,
p- 72). The textual metafunction of language refers to the construction of the text, its cohe-
sion and continuity, which are realized by organizing clauses into messages. The textual
coherence, both at its internal level and in the context of situation, enables the ideational
and interpersonal metafunctions to create the meaning.

3 Systemic-functional linguistics created theoretical presuppositions for the emergence of critical
linguistics in the 1970s, from which critical analysis of discourse was to develop subsequently.
Starting from this Halliday’s theoretical framework, Norman Fairclough, one of the founders of
critical analysis of discourse, developed his theoretical-methodological model.
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Since the systemic-functional approach connects language and the social context, the
realizations of above-mentioned Halliday’s functions are observed in different contexts.
Halliday distinguished three basic aspects of the context: the area of discourse, the roles of
the participants and the medium of discourse (Halliday, 1985). The first aspect refers to
what is spoken about, the type of activity and its content or ideas; the second aspect cov-
ers the roles/status of the participants in a certain discourse, as well as the relationship
between them, while the medium involves, inter alia, the type of communication, i.e. indi-
cates whether it is a written or spoken discourse (Zivkovi¢, 2014, p. 90).

Shifting the focus in the research of language to its functions and specific practices
related to certain contexts of its use led to the consideration of the meaning of spoken activ-
ity; it was understood as performing “verbal acts” in line with the rules and within a specific
communication context, or with communication intentions of acting upon the interlocutor
and the environment (Searle, 1991). On the other hand, the research focus in the studying
of social semiotics is shifted from language “to all sorts of representations in which a cer-
tain text is realized, either in verbal or written language” (Kress, Leite-Garcia & van Leeu-
wen, 1997). The attention is given to the research of semiotic means used in order to con-
vey certain ideas within the context of specific social situations” (Zivkovi¢, 2014, p. 92).

After Saussure’s distinction between langue and parole, a number of language possibili-
ties from the concrete speaking act, there was a profound scientific interest in understanding
“language and usage” (a pragmatic synonym for “discourse”), which opened the possibili-
ties for the development of the concept of discourse. Poststructuralist and postmodernist
intellectual currents not only accelerated the development, but also put this concept into
the centre of numerous analytical contexts.

Discourse of power and power of discourse

Poststructuralist reconsiderations and deconstructions of the modernist view of the
world, beginning in the late 1960s, had their important starting points in linguistics; from
there, together with Saussurean “arbitrary signifier™, the discovery of the volatility (of lan-
guage means) spread into other spheres of knowledge as well. With the increasing deviation
from the structure as a basic model of understanding the world and society, as well as from
the overall modernist legacy of the Western knowledge founded on Descartes’ philosophy of
the unique and sovereign subject, it led to the reconsideration of epistemological problems.

The traditional epistemological belief that, in the process of acquiring knowledge
about the world, we directly discover objective features of phenomena which are an expres-
sion of their unchangeable nature, was replaced by the anti-essentialist attitude about
human cognition as the production of the meaning. Language as a “system of differential
signs generates the meaning in the very process of signification, which denies the struc-
turalist presupposition that they possess a transcendental necessity” (Pordevi¢, 2008, p.
24). The constructive strength of language in social interaction provides a fragmentary;,
temporary and variable identity to phenomena and, as Derridean deconstruction reveals,
traces of their unexpressed opposite as well.

* De Saussure’s thesis about the arbitrary character of the relation between the signifier and the signified,
established in the linguistic sign, opened the possibility of getting insight into the fact “that meanings
conveyed by language are always variable, debatable and always temporary” (Boer, 2001, p. 73).
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Poststructuralism identified language as a scene of struggle, conflict and potential
social change (Boer , 2001, p. 79). The “linguistic turn” thus marked the transition from
the philosophy of conscience to the philosophy of language because “in the absence of a
centre (...) everything becomes discourse, expands infinitely the field and play of signifi-
cation” (Derrida, 1990, p. 134).

Michel Foucault’s approach to researching discourse converged with the general post-
modernist rejection of “great syntheses”, continuity, totality of knowledge and subject-cen-
tredness. Instead of that, Foucault is oriented towards revealing discontinuities, shifts and
transformations. Since knowledge is not given in the form of totality, there is no “total-
ity of discourse” either, so Foucault avoids analyzing discourse from a single point of view
(Pesi¢, 2011, p. 321), but multiplies its meanings: “Sometimes it is the general domain of all
statements, sometimes as an individualizable group of statements, and sometimes as a reg-
ulated practice that accounts for a number of statements” (Foucault, 1998, p. 88), whereas
a statement is understood as an elementary unit of discourse.

One of the constants in Foucault’s analysis of discourse is distancing from concrete
linguistic analyses.” “When language becomes part of the archive, ‘the archeological layer,
or spatialized thanks to social practices, it turns into discourse. As a spatialized archeo-
logical layer of sedimented language, discourse forms knowledge” (Risti¢, 2015, p. 216).
Another constant of Foucault’s approach to discourse is its connection/equalization with
discursive practices. “Discourses are no longer considered as groups of signs (signifying
elements indicating contents and representations), but as practices which systematically
shape the objects they speak about” (Foucault, 1998, p. 54). Discursive practices constitute
“a collection of anonymous, historical and always determined rules in time and space that
define the conditions of performing the expressive function for a certain period and for
a certain social, economic, geographical area” (Foucault, 1998, p. 127). As such, they are
changeable and dependent on social areas they regulate, in a close relation of mutual con-
ditioning with other social practices.

Foucault’s method of “the archeology of knowledge” analyzes the emergence of state-
ments, their relationships, rules of unity, their transformation, appearance and disappear-
ance. To explain why at a certain moment, concrete statements emerge out of all the possi-
ble ones and what regime of their emergence, merging, sequencing and interruption they
were subject to (Pavlovi¢ et al, 2006), Foucault needed the theoretical abstraction of the
notion “discursive event” as an instance placed in relation to language and thought, with
the aim of capturing forms of regularity and other relationships between a statement and
established groups of statements (Pesi¢, 2016, pp. 18-19)°.

The subject of Foucault’s analysis was not language “but only the archives, i.e. accumulated
discourse” (Foucault, 2010, p. 21).

¢ To Foucault, a statement is always an event that cannot be completely exhausted by
either language or letter; it is connected with the situations causing it, but also with the
statements preceding and following it. “Studying a discursive event means freeing up the
possibility to describe in it and outside it the play of relations between statements and
group of statements in relation to events of another nature: technical, economic, social
and political” (Foucault, 1998, pp. 33-34).
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The analysis of the statement, as particularly important, “does not pose the question
of the one that speaks; it actually places things at the level of ‘it is said; a group of spoken
things, relations, regularities and transformations” (Foucault, 1998, p. 133), where Fou-
cault’s desubjectivation of discourse is reflected. The systems of regulatory rules of state-
ments that are manifested in speech do not direct the analysis of discourse towards cre-
ators of those statements, but towards possible statement positions ensuring the status of
the subject of the statement (Foucault, 2007).

Foucault identifies discourse as a “group of statements within the same system of
formulation, i.e. the same discursive creation” (Foucault, 1998, p. 126), while he defines
the discursive creation’ by the means of the rules of its formation, rules of formation and
regrouping of objects; rules of forming statement modalities (statement regimes); rules of
organizing notions into systems (concepts); rules related to theoretical/thematic choices
and rules of discursive subject inclusion (Foucault, 1998, p. 81).

To Foucault, the value of statements constitutes something that “characterizes their
place, their ability of circulation and exchange, their ability of transformation not only in
the economy of discourse but generally in the availability of rare sources” Understood in
this manner, discourse appears “as a good (final, limited, desirable, useful) that has its rules
of appearance, but also its conditions of appropriation and application, a good that through
its very existence (...) poses the question of power, which in its nature is an object of strug-
gle, i.e. political struggle” (Foucault, 1998, pp. 130-131).

The object of discourse exists “under positive conditions of a complex web of rela-
tions”, established between “institutions, economic and social processes, forms of behaviour,
systems of norms, techniques, types of classification, methods of characterization”. They are
not present in the object and do not determine its internal structure, but what allows it to
appear among other objects. Considering the formation of objects of discourse, Foucault
describes three levels of relations: “primary” relations, independent of discourse, between
institutions, techniques, social forms; secondary relations - reflexive relations formulated
in discourse itself, and discursive relations which enable the appearance and maintenance
of the objects of discourse (Pesi¢, 2016, p. 20).

Within the context of considering thematic/theoretical choices, Foucault determines dis-
course as something that enables certain organization of notions, regrouping of objects, types
of statements, which through different degrees of coherence, strictness and stability, accord-
ing to specific rules, “establishes a principle of determination that within a given statement
allows or excludes a certain number of statements” (Foucault, 1998, p. 73).

The selection of what should be excluded or not is connected with the function
through which the observed discourse should perform in the area of non-discursive prac-
tices, as well as with the regimes and processes of appropriating discourses it contains. The
“property of discourse” is understood at the same time as the right to speak, the ability

7 When within a certain group of statements “it is possible to describe such a system of dissipation”/
order within which “a regularity can be determined among objects, types of statement, notions
and thematic choices” (order, correlation; position, i.e. “positions in common space”; functions,
i.e. “reciprocal functioning and related transformations”), we can say that it is a discursive creation.
The basis of its unity is made of the “systematic dispersion” of the above-listed elements (Foucault,
1998, p. 42).
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of understanding and the allowed access to the corpus of already formulated statements,
whereas “the ability to invest that discourse in decisions, institutions or practices - is actu-
ally reserved (sometimes even through regulations) for a certain group of individuals”
(Foucault, 1998, p. 74). This appropriation of discourse is actually one of important forms
of power, either when speaking of “dispositives” as material and political powers which
“simultaneously shape knowledge, but are also sedimented in its structures” (Risti¢, 2015,
p. 259), or when referring to exclusions.

Discourse deals with external and internal mechanisms of exclusion. External systems of
exclusion are: “prohibition or taboo” (we cannot speak about anything in any circumstances,
and no one is entitled to speak about everything); “exclusion” (distinguishing between nor-
mal and abnormal) and “the will for truth” (distinguishing between what is true and untrue).
Through internal procedures of exclusion discourses exercise their own control — and those
are “comment’, “author” and “discipline”, which function as principles of classification, orga-
nization and distribution, leading to the mastery of the dimension of the “event and coinci-
dence” of discourse. The procedures of restricting discourse, determining the conditions of
application, i.e. the imposition of rules and restricting access lead to the “spacing” of speaking
subjects, ensuring their distribution in different types of discourse and enabling the appro-
priations of discourse by certain categories of subjects (Foucault, 2007; see Pesi¢, 2016, p. 22).

In order to determine a dominant form of power which is revealed by its geneal-
ogy, Foucault uses the notional pair “knowledge/power”, convinced that it is impossible to
understand them adequately if they are separated. In his opinion, power refers to the “mul-
tiplicity of power relations that are immanent in the area which they act in and which they
organize” (Risti¢, 2015, p. 182).

To claim to be truthful at all, a statement must be “mapped” in the network of state-
ments making up a certain discourse. Discourses like “maps of statements” are constituted
on the foundation of “in-depth knowledge“®. “The very notion of truth should, “according
to Foucault, be understood as a system of procedures for production, regulation, distribu-
tion and action of the statement, and this system, i.e. the truth, is connected with the cir-
cular power relation which is created and maintained” (Ivkovi¢, 2006, p. 63). Based on the
“in-depth knowledge’, the episteme sets limits of cognition by determining the conditions
under which knowledge may be acquired in different areas.

To Foucault, power is a discursive category because, as he emphasizes: “Discourse is
not simply that which translates struggles or systems of domination, but is the thing for
which and by which there is struggle” (Foucault, 2007, p. 9). Discursive formations as sys-
tems of representation manifested through certain institutionalized practices in social life
and consisting of a series of rules related to various spheres of human life, manage people
to an extent they establish the limits of exclusion beyond which speech and thinking are
not possible (Holzscheiter, 2014).

8 In his text “Foucault’s Archaeology”, Ian Hacking points to the twofold meaning of the notion of
knowledge within the theory of power. Connaisance is a term denoting knowledge in conventional
terms, which refers to the “superficial objects”, while savoir denotes “a framework within which
every superficial hypothesis gets its meaning”. Therefore, savoir is “in-depth knowledge” in the
form of a collection of rules determining which type of statement will be taken as true or false in
a certain area (Ivkovi¢, 2006, p. 63).
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The theoretical framework of discourse in which Jiirgen Habermas thematized the con-
cept of power differs from Foucault’s in relevant terms and as such it is significant for this
paper, because the picture of the discourse development would be incomplete without an
insight into it. The contrast between their basic positions highlights one of the essential ten-
sions of modernity, the tension between normative and realistic. Whereas Foucault inclined
towards real history in the notions of conflict and power, while looking at rationality itself
through the systems of marginalization and subordination of the other and different, Haber-
mas is committed to the concept of morality and historical progress founded on the reason,
and he tries to preserve it by examining the possibilities of realizing a rational consensus.

Guided by that aim, Habermas develops the concept of communicative action and eth-
ics of discourse as a separate type of the theory of discourse, introducing a completely new
category into research - communicative action that is different from ethical and aesthetic,
but opposite to instrumental action, in which language is used as a medium of commu-
nicating and realizing communicative rationality. Its realization, according to Habermas,
opens the perspectives to the critical and reconstructive social science oriented towards
social processes of rationalization.

Habermas starts from the idea that communication among participants in discourse
can be achieved if certain conditions constituting the ethics of discourse have been ful-
filled. It is a particular form of communication — argumentative conversation as a medium
of concrete establishment of the norms. This discourse is a specific, reflexive and unco-
erced form of communication in which speech is free of the burden of the relation between
power and coercion and equipped with a rational structure contained in the in-depth struc-
ture of linguistic acts.

For the sake of the theoretical elaboration of this abstract procedural model of dis-
cursive rationality, Habermas postulates universal pragmatics for which he modifies “prag-
matic situating and understanding of linguistic expressions’, as developed by Austin, Straw-
son and Searle (Pavicevi¢, 1995, p. 129). These discourses are a sort of “preparations in
which we justify cognitive statements” (Habermas, 1980, p. 24). Since they represent the
level of communication abstracted from the context of everyday life, they differ from acting
in everyday contexts of social interaction where information is received and sent in ordi-
nary language (Risti¢, 2015, p. 198). It is a form of communication in which no information
is exchanged, no activities are performed and no experiences are acquired or transferred,
but arguments are sought and justifications are given for the stated validity requirements.
By establishing this distinction and discourse “like a sort of metacommunication, Haber-
mas thinks that scientific and objective research of discourse - like a rationally established
form of knowledge - is possible” (Risti¢, 2015, p. 200).

The normative basis of the argumentation structure is made up, according to Haber-
mas, of four generalizable claims for validity: requirements for truthfulness, correctness and
honesty. “They are not generalizable on the presuppositions of the subject-centred mind but
instead on the presuppositions of the communicative mind, divided intersubjectively in lan-
guage” (Pavicevi¢, 1995, p. 132). That is why there is also the fourth requirement for validity,
which is general and applies to all three kinds - requirement for comprehensibility. Each of these
requirements corresponds to one class of speech acts as its universal-pragmatic presupposition.’

o “There are as many claims to validity as the number of speech act classes. The first class refers to

the establishment of linguistic communication itself. Hence comprehensibility is placed as a claim
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The notion of communicative mind is developed through the analysis of claims for
validity and the analysis of the conditions for their discursive fulfillment by argumenta-
tive-theoretical instruments. Moreover, it also includes the analysis of general presuppo-
sitions of argumentation, logical-semantic rules of production, dialectical rules of proce-
dures and rhetoric rules of processes.

The unversalization principle is valid as an argumentation rule and belongs to the
logic of practical discourse. It should ensure a consensus on maxims that can be general-
ized. The unversalization principle is explicated through the condition of an “ideal speech
situation”. This complex system of argumentation rules should narrow down the debate
to such an extent as to make the acceptance of the rules of generalization (“U”) inevitable.
The principle “D” (discourse principle), which expresses the basic attitude of a moral the-
ory, but does not belong to the logic of argumentation, says that validity may be required
only by those norms which are approved (or may be approved) by everyone as the partic-
ipant of a practical discourse (Pavicevi¢, 1995, p. 136).

“U” and “D” principles thus constitute a “universal counter-factual anticipated pro-
cedure” (Pavicevi¢, 1995, p. 136) which provides conditions for impartial deliberation of
claims to the validity of moral judgments. Impartial deliberation is achieved by procedural
interpretation of the cognitive content of the moral judgment, i.e. its genesis, which is then
interpreted as its intrinsic rationality. The rationality of a procedure ensures impartial delib-
eration of the norm claims to validity and protects it from the effects of particular interests.

Habermas’s model of communicative action is an expression of his search for the legit-
imization that would be possible to establish thanks to discourse, discussion and consen-
sus and as such, designed to open up the question of the possibility of establishing human
relations guided by justness. It is the “utopia of communicative rationality” that encoun-
tered fierce criticism from many directions. The debate between Habermas and Foucault
initiated fierce academic disputes (Kelly, 1994).

Habermas focuses on the possibility of realizing positive power arising from “com-
mon action” of communicative interaction as opposed to negative, repressive power. Neg-
ative or repressive aspects are located somewhere else and identified with force, violence
and hierarchy (Villa, 1992). In contrast, Foucault insists on communication being perme-
ated by power structures, so the presupposition of communicative action outside this rela-
tion is unacceptable (Pesi¢, 2011, p. 325).

“Viewed through the optics of power, communication may be characterized only in
the categories of ‘non-rational rhetoric, domination and interest, and Habermasian validity
as suppressed by eloquence, hidden control and charisma. In that respect, Habermas’s
presupposition proves to be a priori and incorrect” (Flyvbjerg, 1998, p. 218).

Even his staunchest followers criticized Habermas for his formalism, idealism and
insensitivity for the context.

to validity in relation to the class of “communicative” acts. The second class refers to the objective
world. That is why it is about truth as a claim to validity. The third class refers to the subjective world.
Therefore, it is about honesty as a claim to validity. The fourth class refers to the social world, and
correctness is a claim to validity here” (Pavic¢evi¢, 1995, p. 132).
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Conclusion

Although Habermas’s and Foucault’s respective conceptualizations of discourses are
irreconcilable, it is still possible to find a certain common denominator. It is primarily to
the concepts of these authors that we owe thorough insights into power and discourse being
inseparable and mutually constitutive. The two of them “integrated the premises of the ‘lin-
guistic turn’ with the critical program which understood language as the central parameter in
power relations, and discourse as one of the basic dimensions of the society” (Holzscheiter,
2014, p. 149). That is why both authors studied discourse as a mainly sociological concept,
the purpose of which was to understand certain dimensions of power in social life.

Each of these two authors formulated one of the most influential theories of discourse
in the twentieth century. Both theories are of great generative significance to the subsequent
research of this concept in numerous disciplinary areas of discourse analysis. Critical anal-
ysis of discourse in most of its versions bases the social theory of its analysis, inter alia, on
Foucault key theses as well. It is almost unimaginable to deal with any critical venture and
avoid his observation of power. Some of the contemporary approaches to critical analysis
of discourse adopt Habermas’s premises as part of the research program, primarily as a nor-
mative starting point, an ideal type for evaluating the deviations of real, actual discourses.
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