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YUME CE BABU ITIOPOANYHA ITEJAT'OI'NJA:
NO3NINHUJA TIOPOANYHE NNEJATOI'NJE Y XPBATCKOM
N MEBYHAPOJHOM HAYYHOM ITPOCTOPY

Bapbapa Kywesuh”
dunozodcekn pakynrer CpeyumnmiTa y 3arpely, XpBaTrcka

Ancmpaxm. Ha mo4eTKy paja aHaiu3upa ce OJHOC MOPOAUIHE TIEaroruje u CPoI-
HUX HEMeJaromKkuX AUCIHUIUIMHA Y XPBATCKOM U HHOCTPAHOM HAyYHOM IPOCTOPY,
a IMOTOM | TO3UIIHja TIOPOIUYHE MeJaroruje yHyTap cucremMarcke negaroruje. Kao
HACTaBaK T€ aHaJM3e, y CPEIUIILEM JIeNly paja TO ce mpodieMaTHh3yje: Ha OCHO-
By 4era ce nopojnyHa IeAarorija MoxKe cMaTpaTH JeJIOM IIearoruje, OAHOCHO Ha
4yeMy 3aCHHUBA CBOjy MEAArONIKy JUCTHHKTHBHOCT. Ha oCcHOBY Tora je y 3akipyuKy
Jar nperieq Mmoryhux cdepa aenoBama mopoaryHe Melaroruje.

Kuwyune peuu: nudepeHIrjaite negaaroruje, MyJITHIUCIUILTHHAPHOCT, TTOPOJUIHO
M0Jbe, CHCTEMAaTCKa Mearoruja.

VBOJI

Wneja 3a nucame oBora Tekcra Hactana je 2008. roguHe, TOKOM jeTHOT
JUjajora Koju je aHer10TCKor Kapakrepa. Kao miana HayyHHLA-IOUYETHHK,
TEK 3arociieHa Ha 3arpebaukoM OJceKy 3a nenarorujy, ayTopka oBora paja
je mpuIpeMaa u3arame 3a jelHy Hay4yHy KoH(pepeHIn]y, mpeaano pajaehu
Ha [poydvaBamy Mpe3eHTaluje pa3InuyuTUX MOPOJUIHUX CTPYKTypa y 1e-
YUjUM CIUKOBHUIIAMa. Mel)y TUM, U3JI0KUBIIHU jeTHOM IIEHEHOM Tpodeco-
py TeMy KojoM ce OaBuia, JoOMIa je KOMEHTap fa Ou OmiIo 00Jbe Ja BeHO
IIPBO MPEACTaB/baKE HAYUYHO] jaBHOCTH Oy/I€ C HEKOM CHaKHOM TE€OPUjCKOM
teMoM. Taj KoMeHTap OHO je caMo yBOJ y HU3 CyMIbU U HECUTYPHOCTH KOje
Cy y HapeAHHUM roauHaMa oOeJeKuiie ayTOPKHMHO 0aBJbEHE MOPOIUYHOM
[e1arorujoM, a Koje cy ce jaBjbajle OTHPHJIMKE OBUM penocienom: Ja au
VHYmMap pasiudumux neoa2oumKux OUCYUnIuna nocmoju Heko xujepapxujc-
KO paneuparse u ako nocmoju, ca yume je ono nogezano? Omxyo ymucax oa
nopoouuna nedazoeuja ,,He npunada” nedazozuju y nomnyrnocmu? Mooce
U ce 0080/bHO aAPSYMEHMOBAHO 0OPA3NI0NCUMU NO YeMY OHA UNAK NPOU3-
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a3y u3 cucmemamcke nedazoeuje? Jecy au mwenu aopecanmu neoazosu,
sacnumaydu, HACMAGHUYY UIU pooumessu? 3awmo je Koreeama u3 uHOCM-
PAHCMEA MewKo NOjACHUmMU yume ce nopoouyna neoazozuja basu? Kaxo
ce nograyu epanuya usmely nopoouune neoazozuje u cpoOHUX Heneoa2oul-
Kux oucyunauna? Konuko je y epu uHmepouCyYuniunapHoCmu ma epanuya
yonwme dbumna? Jla nu je oBa MUTama OTBOPHO Oalll CIIOMEHYTH KOMEHTap
no0poHaMepHOT mpodecopa, Uil Cy OHA MOHAKO Oujia Heu30ekKHa, JIaHaC
je upeneBaHTHO. Mnak, 3aHUMJBUBO je J1a j¢ HEKOJIUKO TOJMHA KaCHUje pajl
y unjeM cy (OKyCy pa3IH4HuTe MOPOJANYHE CTPYKTYpE M cama ayTopKa Io-
Yesla Jia mocMarpa Kao npobjeMaThyaH — HUKAKO 300T HEroBe TEMaTCKe
HH(EPHOPHOCTH HaclpaM 030MJbHUX TEOPUjCKUX pacrpasa, Beh 300r He-
MOryhHOCTH 1aBama e1aboprpaHOr OArOBOPA Ha MUTAE IIITA Taj PaJl YHHH
MEeIAromKNM HCTPAKUBAKEM.

W3HeceHe nuiieMe MpelCcTaBibajy KOHTYpE OBOra pajia, Yuju je IUJb
Jia onuuie u npobaemamu3zyje najnpe 00HOC ROpooudHe nedazouje u cpoo-
HUX Heneoa2ouKux OUCYUnIUNA, a NOMOM FoeHy RO3UYUJY Y CUCMEMAMCKO]
neoazoeuju, a 3amum 0d, Ha OCHOBY MUX AHAIU3A, eAADOPUPA NedA2OUKY
OUCTUHKTNUBHOCI NOPOOUYHe nedazoauje u rwena mocyha noma denosara.
[TpuTtoM ce y paay Mo CPOIHUM HEMEIArOMKKUM JUCIUIIINHAMA OAPa3Yy-
MEBajy MPUMapHO OHE Koje Y POKyCy UMajy MOPOAUILY (HIIP. aHTPOIIOJIOTH]a
MOpPOJULIE, ICUXOJIOTHja POAUTEIHCTBA, COI[MOJIOTHja TIOPOAMIIEC UT/A.), TOK
ce TMOJ CUCMEeMAamcKOM nedazo2ujom, UCKIbYUrBO 3a moTpede oBora paja,
Mojipa3yMeBa yKYMHOCT IEaromKuX IpaHa Koja je CUCTEMaTCKH OpraHu-
30BaHa, IPY YEMY je CBaKa MojeiMHaYHa rpaHa KPpUTEPHjyMCKH JaCHO U JI0-
CJIEZTHO M3BeJIeHa U3 OHOT onutenedacouixoe (Bunetu kacuuje). [locraBipenu
L1Jb HACTOJU CE PEAJIM30BATH MUCAOHUM M3BOJIOM U aHAJIM30M peJIcBaHTHE
auteparype. UuTtaB pag MoXe ce cMaTpaTH MPUIIOTOM pa3yMeBamy JTHUC-
TUHKTUBHOCTH NOpoOduyHe nedazocuje y 0OIHOCY Ha JIpyre (He)leqarolike
JUCLUIUTMHE, KA0 U MPUJIOrOM CHCTEMATCKOM MPOMHUIIIbaY O CaMoj Te-
JarOTrvjH.

OoHoc nopoouune nedazozuje u CpOOHUX
HeneoazouwKUx OUCYUnIUHAa

[Mutame oHOCA MTOPOIUYHE TIEAATOTHjE U CPOJTHUX HENEaroMIKuX JUCIIUTI-
JIWHA C je[THE CTPaHE je MUTakE MPEHCITUTHBAKHA HY ) KHOCTH IIOCTOjarba jaCHOT
HJICHTUTETA PA3JIMYUTUX TUCIUILINHA KOje C€ Yy MYJITHIUCIHUILTHHAPHOME
Moy OaBe MOPOAMIIOM, OJTHOCHO C JIpyTe CTpaHe, MUTambe MOryhHOCTH yTe-
MeJbCHha HOBE HaydHE MUCIUILIMHE Koja Ou Omia GpyHIMpana Ha TOPOTUITH
Kao CIenu(pUIHOM MPEIMETY WHTEpecoBama. aejy o HOBOj Hay4dHO] IHC-
OHUTUTAHA Koja Om ce 6aBmMIIa TIOPOIUIIOM, Y OBOME Jeiny EBporie, HajaBHO je
MunanenoBuh y cBOM Y800y y coyuonozujy nopoouye jour napae 1969. romnne
cmatpajyhu na he ce cornonoruja moponuIie — Kojy jeé BUACO Kao TPaHUIHY
JTUCHHUIIIINHY ca 3HAYajHUM COITHOJIONIKHM, aJTH U HECOIIHOJIONIKUM eJIeMEH-
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THUMa — TOKOM BpEeMEHa Pa3BUTH y NOCEOHY HAy4YHY TUCLUIUIMHY, T3B. HAYKY
o mopoaumu! (Mladenovi¢, 1969). 3axTeB Aa ce MpuU3HA HOBA JAUCIIUILIHHA
OCaMJIECeTHUX TOMHA MPOILIOT BeKa OO je CHa)KHa TauKa pa3iiaXkermha y yT-
JISIHUM HAyYHUM YacolucuMa, Kao mro cy Journal of Marriage and Family
u Family Science Review, y kojuma je rpyna HayuHHKa npeasohena bypom u
Jlejrom (Burr & Leigh, 1983, 1984; Burr, Herrin, Day, Beutler & Leigh, 1988)
HU30M TEKCTOBA HACTOjalia JIa yTeMeJbH HOBO MMOJbE UCTPAXKHBAA MOPOIH-
1e, y MMOYeTKY Ha3BaHO ,,pamosioruja” (famology), a kacHUje HayKa 0 nopoou-
yu (family science), omHOCHO cmyOduje o nopoouyu (family studies). IloueTHu
MPEJIOT HHjE YCBOJCH M HUjEJIHA UHCTUTYIU]ja HUje KOBAHUILY (hamonocuja
yBpcTuia y cBoje Hasuse (Hans, 2014), 1ok je omabup usmely TepMmuHa Ha-
yka o nopoouyu (family science) u cmyouje o nopoouyu (family studies) yc-
JIOBJbEH Pa3yMEBAEM JIa JIU C€ HOBA JUCLHUIIINHA JISTUTUMHU3Y]E jeINHCTBE-
HUM IPEJAMETOM UCTPAKUBAha, KOJU C€ OHJIa MYJITHIUCUUIUIMHAPHO UCTpa-
Kyje U3 Pa3IMuuTUX MaTUYHUX IUcHMIUIUHA (family studies), niav MOCTOJH
crienudpuyHa (CEKyHIapHa) NUCHUIUTMHAPHA TEPCICKTHBA Y IMPOYydYaBamby
nopoauue — family science (Bailey & Gentry, 2013, Bailey & Gentry, 2013,
npema: Hans, 2014). [lotown TepMuH je ontepeheH NO3UTUBUCTHYKUM KO-
HoTanujama (Smart, 2009, npema: Hans, 2014), anu je Pagna rpymna 3a pa3soj
nopoauie kao HayuyHe aucuuruinnae (Task Force on the Development of a
Family Discipline) npouenuna 1987. roquHe a je onTuMasaH.
AHnanuzupajyhu kputepujyme ycrocTaBibamha HOBE Hay4YHE JTUCIIHILIN-
He (YHUKaTaH NpeMeT UCTPaXKUBama, OroBapajyha reopujcka u emmnupujc-
ka 0a3a 3Hama, JeIMHCTBEHA METOJI0JIOTH]ja UCTPaXKUBama, rpareha uudpa-
CTPYKTYpa y CMHUCIY 4acomuca, Gpaxkyiarera, npoheCHOHATHUX YIPYKEHha U
cIL., 3aTuM npareha npuMeHa gucuuminHe/mpareha npodecuja, MmoryhHoct
oOpa3oBama y OKBHPY JaTe Hay4HE JUCIUIUINHE, T¢ KOHAYHO KOHCEH3YC
CTpyuHaKa Jia HOBa JUCLHUIUIMHA TIOCTOjU), CIOMEHYTH ayTOpPH Cy 3aKJby-
YuIH Ja ,,QpaMornoruja”’ 3aucTa jecTe HoOBa JUCHMILIMHA jep 3aJJ0BOJbaBa MeT
O/l celaM MOCTAaBJbEHUX KPHUTEPUjyMa — MPOLCHWIH CY Ja je Ipemiiaaa jia
Ou MMaJja pa3BUjeHy BIACTHTY METOAOJIOTH]Y UCTpaKUBama, T¢ Ja ce IheHa
Teopujcka 0asza ociama Ha MatuuHe aucuumuinae (Burr & Leigh, 1983). Ty
HOBY JMCIMIUIMHY HHCY CMaTpaji HECIOJUBOM C MYJITHIUCHUILIMHAPHUM
IPUCTYTMMA HOPOMIIH — HCTHLAIHU CY KAKO BEHKH OpOj AMCIMILIIMHA CII03-
Ha]aMa 0 MOPOIUIIH IOTIPUHOCH TTIOCEOHO] Hayyu 0 nopoouyu, OxL KOJUX CY Kao
HAjBUILIC aHTA)KOBaHE BHJICIU COLMOJIOTH]Y, TICHXOJIOTH]Y, aHTPOIOJIOTH]Y,
uctopujy u ouonorujy (Burr i sar., 1988). Cnenuduanoct camora npenMera
HCTPaXXMBaka HOBE 00JIACTH (nopoduunoe nosba) apryMeHTOBaHa je moMohy
cellaM KapaKTepPHUCTHKA KOje MOPOIMYHA MCKYCTBA PA3JIMKYjy O JPYTHX
JBYICKMX HCKycTaBa. To cy: reHepalijcka mpupoa U TpajHOCT HOPOIHUHUX

! Munuh (Mili¢, 2007) o6jammasa 1a ce ca MuageHosuhem, Taga mpodecopom IIpaBHor
¢dakynrera y beorpany, Huje cioxkuina, cMarpajyhu ga mpuopuTeT Tpebda JaTu pa3Bojy HH-
TepAaucHUILInHapHoOr npuctyna nopoauuu (Mili¢, 1971, npema: Mili¢, 2007).
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Be3a, XOJIHMCTUYKHU MPHUCTYN ocobama, MpolecHa OprjeHTalnja MOPOAHIHUX
0JTHOCA, jeIMHCTBEHA U MHTCH3UBHA EMOIIMOHAIHOCT, HATrJlacak Ha KBaJIUTa-
TUBHUM CBpXaMma W IpolecuMa, alITPyUCTHYKa OpHjeHTalja Te OpHKJbU-
Bo Boheme (Beutler, Burr, Bahr & Herrin, 1989). Melytum, kao oaroBop Ha
Crpeoy (Sprey, 1983, npema: Burr & Leigh, 1984) nunemy o Tome Moxe i
ce HeKa Hay4Ha JUCIHUILIMHA JETUTUMHU30BATH CAMUM IMIPEIMETOM IIPOyYa-
Bamba, UM je UIIaK MOTpedaH nocedaH KOHIENTYaIHH TPUCTYII TOM IIpeaMe-
Ty, OATOBOP je mpoHaleH y cnennuIHoj enucTeMOIOTHjH — TUCTUHKTHBHO]
y OJHOCY Ha mepcrekTuBe apyrux nucuuminHa (Burr & Leigh, 1984), xoja
Hay4YHHUKE Y OBOj 00JaCTH MOTHBHILIE Ha MIOCTABJbAE IPYTAuUjUX TUTabHA 1
reHepHCcabe IPYraurjux o0jalmbena y OTHOCY Ha OHa KOja PUIaiajy HeKHUM
apyrum obnactuma’ (Burr i sar., 1988). Ta HoBa enucTeMosoruja moMepa ce
O/l MHJMBHIyaJTHUX Ka MOPOIUYHUM CHCTEMHMa, HanmymTajyhu y To Bpeme
JOMHUHAHTHO TPaJUuIMOHAIIHE, IMHEApHOKay3aIHE [TapaJurMe U 3aMemyjyhu
WX LHUPKYJIAPHOM Kay3aJHOWINYy W IOMakoM OJ1 y3poKa IpemMa MOoCcIeAnIama.
Omna Harnamasa Ba)XHOCT IpOydyaBamba MOPOAUYHUX BPEIHOCTH, T yBaXKa-
Ba HE caMoO collfjayiHe Beh u OMOJIONIKE OCHOBE MOPOJUYHOT YKHUBOTA UTH.
(Arcus, 1980, Hoffman, 1981, Watzlawick i sar., 1967, npema: Burr i sar.,
1988; Bunetu Buie y Burr i sar., 1988). Onucana HacTojama Ouiia cy mpeaMeT
OpOjJHHX KPUTHKA, YCMEPEHUX Ha HEjaCHE EMUCTEMOJIONIKE OAPEIHHUIIEC HOBE
nuctuminie (Edwards, 1989), crepeoTunaHn morie Ha MOPOJUYHE YJIOTE,
HJealli30BaHO pa3yMeBambe MOPOAMIE Ka0 CHUTYPHOT YTOYMINTA 32 CBAKOT
MOjeIMHIIA, Ka0 U HAa MHCUCTUPAHE Ha BEIITAYKOj jABHO—TIPHUBATHO JUCTHHK-
LMY KOja MacK1pa KOMIUIEKCHE OfHOCe n3Mely mopoauie u Ipyrux ApyuT-
Benux uHctutynuja (David, 1993). OBo cy Tek HEKU €JIEeMEHTU OMEHYTHX
kputuka. [lasun (David, 1993) je 3aksbyuriia Kako OU TaKBO MHCUCTUPAHE
Ha HOBOj TUCLIMILINHY MPEACTaBIbaI0 KOPaK yHa3as, Ila je cTora rno3paja Ha
3ajeJIHUYKY U3rPaJliby, pa3BUjambe U TECTUPALE TEOPHja O MTOPOJIUIIH.
Kon1ieH3yc oko onmucaHuX pa3uiiakerma joll yBeK He nocroju. Kako je
Beh MCTakHYTO, (hamonozuja ce naHac BUIIEC HE CIIOMHIbE Kao JIETHTUMHA
Hay4YHa JUCIUILINHA, HO TEPMUHU HAYKA 0 nopoouyu (family science) v cmy-
Ouje nopoouye (family studies) ce u najbe Hau3MEHUYHO KopucTe. Ha mpumep,
y llpupyunuky o 6paky u nopoguuu (Handbook of Marriage and the Family)
Bauney u I'entpy (Bailey & Gentry, 2013) kopucte TEpMUH HAYKA 0 HOPOOU-
yu (family science), n IPETXOAHO MOMEHYTOM KPUTEPHUjyMy TOCTOjarba Mo-
ceOHe Hay4YHe IUCIUILINHE, KOju cy noctaBunu byp u Jlejt (Burr & Leigh,
1983) noxajy u ocMu KpUTEPHjyM, KPUTEPHUjyM aKyMYJIHpaHe HCTOPH]e, IIPU
YeMy CBe KpUTEpHjyMe JeTalbHO aHanu3upajy. C apyre cTpaHe, OIpKHBOCT
cmyouja 0 nopoouyy Kao NHTEPAUCUUIIITNHAPHOT UCTPAXKUBAYKOT 110Jba, JIe-

? ,Hauwme, CymTHHaA OBOT JieJia OTHOCH C€ Ha TO Ja Kaja NoCMaTpaMo U3 MOPOAMYHE Hepc-
HEeKTHBE, y nopeherwy ca IpyruM CBPCUCXOJHHM MEPCHEKTHBaMa Koje I0CToje yHyTap aka-
JIeMCKe 3ajeJJHHIIe, BUANMO CTBapH CacBUM apyraduje. [loctaBibamo apyradnja nuTama, yc-
peacpehenn cmo Ha apyre acmeKkTe CTBAPHOCTH M KOHLUIIHPAMO CacBUM Jpyrauuje uaeje”
(Burr i sar., 1988: 190).
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JUMHUYHO MOTBPhyje 1 BHUILE O JBE JIelleHUje 1yra Tpajnullnja YIIIeJHOT Ya-
comuca Journal of Family Studies’® nznasauke kyhe Tejnop u @pencuc (Taylor
and Francis) KOju HaCTOjU J1a IPoAyOu pa3yMeBarmbe OPOAUIIEC U3 HEKOIHKO
MHTEPAUCIUILINHAPHUX nepcrniekTuBa. KacHuje hemo ananu3upaTy K0joj of
OBHX JIBEjy MO3HIIM]a je OIMKHM XPBATCKU KOHTEKCT. 3a Ty aHAJHU3Y je BaXKHO
HANIOMEHYTH KaKo MpU3HaBakhe HHTEPAUCIUIUITMHAPHE IPUPOJIE HOPOOUYHOS
no/ba He 3Ha4YM Ja je jeiHa OJ] IPETMOo3HATHX MEPCIEKTHBA 1 OHA TIeJaromkKa.

Haume, aHIIOCakCOHCKO TOBOPHO MOApYYje YIJIaBHOM HE NpeErno3Haje
TEepMUH TIopoanYHa regaroryja (family pedagogy) y 3Hauemy OIMCKOM OHO-
M€ y XpPBaTCKOM je3UKY (OTHOCHO, Y 3HAUCHY jeIHE IMeJaronike JUCITUTLINHE;
OIIIMPHUjE BUACTH KaCHH]E). Y JeTHOM TEKCTY Ha CHIJIECKOM jE3HKY Y KOME
ce IOMHUIe CUHTarMa nopoouuna neoazoeuja, pedepupajyhu Ha nopoouuny
neoazozujy nomaauenux (oppressed family pedagogy), ayTop je WmEHO 3Ha-
Yeme pa3yMeo Kao ,,MHTepreHepanujcko ymehe KpUTHUKOT ¥ PeUIIPOIHOT
roy4aBama U y4erwa Koje Koja Kyhe MmpakTukyjy MOpOAMIE KOje Ce HOCE C
ompecujom” (Hughes, 2005: 51). C apyre crpane, JloBat, Kynep u Xenes
(Lovatt, Cooper & Hedges, 2017: 101) moponuuny nenarorujy onpelyjy xao
,AHTEPAKIINje YUeha U KyJITypHE IIpaKkce Koje ce jaBJbajy y mopoauIiama’,
cMmarpajyhu n1a meHo Mo3HaBame MPOIINpPYje BaCIIUTAuYeBO pa3yMeBaHe Jie-
TETOBUX MPHUJIMKA 32 YUCHE Y MOPOAUIH, T YHanpehyje onHoc u ca ponu-
TesbuMa U ca netetoM. bpykep (Bruker, 1999) numre o UMIITUIIUTHO] U €KC-
IJTMLIHATHO] TOPONYHO] TIEAArOrHjH, TP YeMY IIpBa MOApa3yMeBa IMopoInd-
HE colWjaju3alijcKe Mmpakce, 0K Apyra MoapasyMeBa HaMEepHY MpUIIPEMY
JeTeTa 3a KoY. Y OBUM ofipehemrMa eBUICHTHO je (poKycupame Ha OTHOC
ponnTEIhA U ICTETA KOJH je 3aCHOBAH Ha y4Yery U I0y4aBamy, IOHEKa U Ha
OHOM CY’KEHOM — Ha MPHUIIPEMy 3a yia3ak y GopMaHH CHCTEM BacHUTamba
u o0pa3oBama. Y CacBUM J[pyrauujeM 3HA4YCHy CHHTarMy KOpUcCTe AJICH U
Kpocou-bprer (Allen & Crosbie-Burnett, 1992). OHe moj moponuyHOM Tie-
JAroTrMjoM MOApa3yMeBajy moydaBame (CTyleHara) o mopoxunu. Kana je y
MIATay JUTEPATypa ca HEMadyKoT TOBOPHOT TOAPYyYja, CTapHje CTyAH]je Tpe-
[03HAjy TEPMUH nopoouuna nedazoeuja (Familienpddagogik) y 3Hauewy jen-
HE O]l MeAAromKux qucuuminHa (roauae 1989. uzamao je Vs00 y nopoouumny
neoazoeujy — Einfiihrung in die Familienpddagogik; Paetzold & Fried, 1989).
MelyTum, HHIMKATUBHO je J1a 1 HOBUjU HeMadKu u3BopH (npr. Macha, 2011)
MOKa3yjy 3a0KpeT MpeMa meopujama 6aCRUMHUX HAYKA 0 nopoouyu (erziehu
ngswissenschaftlichen Theorie der Familie, Macha, 2011), ne cnomumyhu no-
poouyny nedazoeujy. Takohe, 2011. ronnae n3amnua je kwura /lopoouyna ne-
oazozuja. I[lpogecuonannu nopoouunu oonocu ca oeyom (Familienpddagogik.
Familidre Beziehungen mit Kindern professionell gestalten; Heim & Posch,
2011), y ko0joj ce roBopu O ,,ipOECHOHATHOM” HOPOOUUHOM BACTIUMANLY,
pasBujeroM y xkoHTekcty COC medjux cena u Opure o JEIy ca HeaJleKBaT-
HUM POJHMTEIHCKUM CTApakbeM Y HHCTHTYIIMOHAITHOM KOHTEKCTY HalMK I10-
poandHoM. Jlakie, MOXKEMO 3aKJbYUUTH Ja JTOCIOBHO NMpeBoljeme CHHTarMe

3 Journal of Family Studies, http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rjfs20/current (22.5.2017.)
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nopoouyHa nedazozuja Ha CHIIIECKU 1 HEMAuKH je3UK JIOBO/IH JIO Jfjarna3oHa
Moryhux 3Hauema T¢ CHHTArMe, OJ COIMjaTHUX, BACIUTHUX U 00Pa30BHUX
POAMTEIbCKHUX MPAKCH, TIPEKO BACIUTAKA KOj€ MPAKTUKY]Y MPOGECHOHAIN
(Y KOHTEKCTY HaJIMK TIOPOAMYIHOM), TIa CBE /IO ITOy4YaBama CTyeHaTa O opo-
JUIU Ha (paKyJITeTuma.

AKO ce ca yonIITeHUX TSPMUHOJIOMIKIX Pa3uiakKema MpeycMepuMo Ha
noMahu HayYHM KOHTEKCT, Tpebasio Ou mohu oj] Tora Jia cratyc rpaHe Koja ce
EKCILUTUIUTHO 0aBHM MOPOIUIIOM NpeMa [Ipaguanuxy o HayYHuM u yMemHuy-
Kum noopyujuma, nomuma u eparama (Pravilniku o naucnim i umetnickim
podruc¢jima, poljima i granama, 2009) umajy camo mopoiuyHa MeIUIIMHA, 110~
POAMYHO MPaBo U MopoJuyHa negaroruja. Mnak, kako Munuh (Mili¢, 2007)
HCTHYE, Y OKBHPY JAPYIITBEHUX HayKa HE MOCTOJH NUCIHILIMHA YUju Oap
JCTUMHUYHH TPEIMET HHTEPECOBaba, HA HEKM HAYKMH, HE O MpencTaBibajia
nopoauna. Hanasbe, KOJIMKO je ayTOpKH paja Mo3HATO, TOBJIaYeHEe IpaHula
n3Mmely pa3IuyuTUX TpaHa Koje ce OaBe MopoauIoM (y CMHCTY mpodiiemMa
HaYMHA MPUCTYTamka) He pa3MaTpa ce MpeBHIle (HIIP. jeaH Morie/] Ha OJHOC
MOPOAMYHE TMEIaroruje U CPOIHUX AUCHHUIUIMHA Hyau Stevanovié,* 2000).
Jy06Jbe MPOMUIILIBAEE O TOME M3 Yera ce FeHepHIle Crieln(pHIHOCT Ha TPH-
Mep MOPOIUYHE MEeJaroruje, MCUXOJI0THje POJUTEIHCTBA MIIM COLMOJIOTH]e
MOPOJIUIIE, MOTJIO OM HAac OCTaBUTH 30ymeHuMa. Kojum ce To mpobieMuma
y BE3U ca MOPOJUIIOM IeJaroruja 0aBu, a NMCUXOJIOTHja U COIUOJIOTHja He?
Jla 1 HeNITo MocTaje MpeIMET HHTEPECOBaba Mearoruje, ICUX0JIOTHje UITH
COILIMOJIOTHjE CaMOM TIPUPOJIOM MTPpo0IIeMa, OJHOCHO TEME, UJIU IMaK HAYUHOM
MPUCTYTIA, Tj. MOTY JIU CE CBE TPH OABUTH UCTUM TeMama (HIIp. POAUTEIbC-
KUM CTHJIOM BacClWTama), ajli Ha CeOM CBOJCTBEH HAauMH? AKO je OJIFOBOP
Ha OBa MMUTaba NOTBPAaH, MOXKEMO CE 3aIUTATH KOje Cy TO CHeHUPUIHOCTH
MeJATOLIKOT, TICUXOJIOMIKOT MIJIM COIIMOJIOIIKOT MPHUCTYTA Mopoaniid. Maxa
(Macha, 1997, 2004a, npema: Macha, 2011) cmarpa na pasrpaHuYCHE Ie-
JaromKor (Mpeu3Huje, 8acnumHOHAY4YHO2) Ol COLUOIOIIKOT M MICHXOJIOII-
KOT' TIPUCTYyTa MOPOAMIIU, 300T IBHXOBE OJIMCKOCTH, HUje HYXKHO, ajlil HCTH-
4e MoCTOojarmbe Crenn(pUUHOCTH NEAArOMIKOT HCTPAKUBaba MOPOIUIIE, ,,KA0
mTo Cy, u3Mely OCTajior, eTHYKOHOPMATHBHA OpUjCHTAIlMja BaCIUTAmba U
oOpa3oBama M LUJLCBH BaCIHTabha, YHYTPAllkha AMHAMHKA MOPOAMYHHX
0JIHOCA U OJIHOCA HacrpaM okpyxema (Macha, 1997, 2004a), nutama poja u
MOPOJHIIE, KA0 LITO CY 3aJalld MOPOJUYHOT BACIUTAKA Y PAa3IHUYUTHM JKH-
BoTHUM (azama nerera”’ (Macha, 2011: 7). [Ipema Haiem cxBaTamy, IITO
hemo kacHHWje HAcTOjaTh Jla MOTKPENUMO apryMeHTHMa, TeJlaroruja 3aucrta
ctaBJba (OKYC Ha ofpeheHe TeMe Koje Tpon3iia3e U3 NearoIkor OJHOca Po-
JIUTeJba U JeTeTa (32 Yhje je XOIMCTUYKO CXBaTambe HApaBHO HYIKHO OCIO-

4 Aytop cmaTpa J1a mopoJuyHa neaaroruja ox ¢uiaosoduje mpeysuma Cro3Haje 0 4Y0BEKY U
ETOBOj MPUPOY M €r3UCTEHIIMjU; OCIamka Ce Ha TeMEeJbHE CII03Haje MOJIEPHE IICUXOJIOTHje
0 TICHXMYKOM JKHBOTY YOBEKa, JOK OJ] COI[HOJIOTHje IPey3HMa CHO3Haje O COLMjaTH3antji
JUYHOCTH ITyTeM BacmuTama (Stevanovié, 2000). AyTop aHanu3upa u 0JHOCE EJaroruje ca
JPYTHM 3HAHOCTUMA, TIOITYT aHTPOIIOJIOTHje, €THOJIOTHje, UCTOPHUje UTH.
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HUTHU C€ Ha JOCTHTHyha CpOJHUX JUCLHMIIIMHA), KA0 IITO Cy: HOPMaTHBHA
YCMEPEHOCT POIUTEHOBAA, POIUTEILCKO Pa3yMeBambe AeTeTa Kao NCXOIHU-
LITe POAMTEJbOBakha, BACIUTHU MOCTYNIH POAUTEIba U CiI. MehyTum, u y
CIIyuajy Kajia ce MopoJuYHa nejarordja 0aBu Temama Koje JIeJu ca JpyruM
JUCLHUIIIMHAMa, Harjlacak CTaBjba Ha paznuuute MoMeHTe. Ha mpumep, po-
JUTEJbCKH CTHJI BaclIUTaba MoCMaTpaH U3 MeAarouke nepcrnekTuse nehe ce
TOJIMKO YCPEACPENUTH HAa MaHe TOI HAYMHA BACIIHTama TOKOM IMPOILIOCTH,
Ha KPOCKYJITYPHE pa3iuke y npedepupamy opeheHor cTuia uiu JTUMeH31]je
JUYHOCTH POAMTEIhA KOje BOJIE Ka MOTYheM MpakTHKOBakwy OHIIO KOT CTHIIA,
Beh Ha mocieauIle MPaKTUKOBAHOT CTHIIA BACIIUTAaba M0 OJHOC POAUTEIhA U
JeTeTa, OIHOCHO 110 BaCIUTambe Y HeIMHH. Yak 1 ako Ty aHaIHu3y mociennna
[0 OJTHOC POJIUTEJbA U JeTeTa nokpehe 3ajeHO ca APYyruM JUCIUILIMHAMA,
MOpOJIMYHA Mearoruja (rpedaio 6u) y cBojoj hoKycHpaHOCTH Ha CBPXY Bac-
MUTamka Ja I0CTaBJba CreNU(pHUHA HCTPAKUBAYKA THTAA.

MelyTum, nojaBsbyje ce auiemMa Koja ce OHOCH Ha TO 3amTo Ou jacHa
JUCTHHKIHja pa3InYUTHX, HA TOPOANLY (POKYCHPAHUX AUCHUIUIMHA, YOIIIL-
Te Ouna outHa. [lojenunu ayTopu, Ha npumep 3BoHKOBUIL (Zvonkovic, 2014),
CTpOre JUCHMILIMHAPHE TPaHMIe CMAaTPajy apXaudyHHM, T€ MPETHOCT Aajy
MOCTaBJbalby OHUX MpoOJieMa HCTpaKMBambha KOJU 3aXTEeBajy JaBambe OAro-
BOpa U3 Pa3IUYUTUX MEPCICKTHBA. Y clinuHOM ToHY MarujeBuh, bunuh u
Onuh (Matijevi¢, Bili¢ i Opi¢, 2016) uctuuy na je y3 TPeHJI0BE HHTESPIHC-
LUUITMHAPHOCTH TEIIKO MOCTABUTH jacHEe TpaHUle u3Mel)y AucHurivHa,
300r vera OHH y cBOjOj [ledazoeuju 3a yuumesme u HACMAGHUKe OJf TOTA OTYC-
Tajy, cMaTpajyhul Ba)KHUM CBAaKH MIPHJIOT IPEIMETHOM I10JbY BaclUTamka, He-
3aBHCHO OJ] TOra M3 Koje o0nacTu Aona3u. Y KOHTEKCTY TaKBUX Te3a, WH-
CHCTHpambe Ha jaCHONM AMCHUIUIMHAPHUX TPaHMIIA je He3aXBalHa TO3UIH]ja,
H3JI0KEHA PU3HMKY ONTYXO0e 3a aHaXpOHO, BEIITAYKO YUCTYHCTBO, HEMONHO
npen KoMIjiekcHourhy W AuHaMu4HOIIhy caBpeMEHOr ApPYIITBa y LEJINHU,
a MHCTUTYIHMje NOpOANLIe TojearnHaqHo. MeljyTuMm, HHCHCTHpame Ha Iena-
T'OIIKOj AMCTUHKTHBHOCTH Y OBOM paiy He 3Hauu NOKYIIaj HeTupama Mmpe-
HOCTU MYJTHAMCHUIUIMHAPHUX WJIM MHTEPAUCIUILUIMHAPHUX MPpHUCTYya, Beh
MOKYIIIaj jaCHOTa apTHKYJUCamba JOMPUHOCA KOjU TIe[laroruja y TaKBUM IpH-
CTyNHMMa MOKe AaTu. Hamr ctaB je 1a y MyJlITHIUCHHUILITHHAPHOM MPHCTYTY
MPUBUJICTOBAHE TIOCTajy OHE JUCIIUIUIMHE YHjU j& TCOPHjCKU U EMITHPH]jC-
KM JOTIPUHOC ofpeleHOM MoApydUjy jacHUje apTHKYJIUCaH, AOK CE JUCLHUII-
JIMHE KOj€ HE YCIIEeBajy KYJITHBUCATH CIEIU(PUYIHY STUCTEMOJIOTH]Y U U3 e
npousnasehy METOI0IO0TH]Y, H3JIaXKy PH3UKY (CaMO)IOKHIamka T€ Ja TOJIAKO
MOCTajy JIe0 MIUPOKOTa Kopmyca ,, JpyIITBeHUX HayKa” W ,,AHTEPIUCIHILIN-
napuux nospa”.’ Kako IManexunh (Palek¢i¢, 2015: 57-58) nuctuue, ,,caBpeMeHO

3V IIpasunnuxy o HAYYHUM U YMEMHUYKUM NOOpyyjuma, nosuma u eparama (2009) y3 me-
narorujy (5.07.) umamo, ka0 MHTEPAUCUUILIMHAPHO moapydje, Obpa3oBHe 3HanoctH (8.05.),
KOje YIHE TICHXO0JIOTHja BaCIUTaka i 00pa30Bama, COIMOJIOTHja 00pa30Bamka, MOJUTOIOTHja
o0Opa3oBama, eKOHOMHKa 00pa3oBama, aHTPOIOJIOrHja 00pa3oBama, HEYpOHAYKEe M paHO
ydeme U, Ha caMoMe Kpajy, nejaromke ngucuuiuinae. [lotom, y npojekty Mszpada modena
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CTame Iearoruje kao Hayke ooenexero je (Palekéic, 2010), uamelyy ocrasior,
M30CTaHKOM jacHe mezaroinke HaydHe nepcriektuse (differentia specifica)
mpema JpyriuM HayKama y Be3H ca 3ajeIHHYKUM IPEIMETOM HCTPaKUBabha
— BacmuTama u oopazoBama (Palekci¢, 2004), oqHOCHO Mpey3uMameM Hay-
HUX TJIEAMINTA, TEOpHja, MOAEa U TIOjMOBa U3 IpYrux aucuumiauHa...” [Toc-
JleIMLIA CBEra OBOr'a jecTe JUCKyTaOuIIaH UASHTUTET MeAaroruje, Kao u Heylo-
BOJbAH yTJIE]l U CTATYC y aKaJeMCKO]j 3ajeIHUIIM, IOCCOHO Y BE3H ca I'eHepH-
CamEeM BIIACTUTOTr Hay4dHOT 3Hamwa (Vogel, 1986) o BaciuTamy 1 00pa30Bamy.
Y TOM cMHCITYy Ce BHIIIE TOBOPH O MEAAroruju Kao npodecuju, ajiu He U Kao o
Hay4HO] JucHuIuInHu”. JleTekToBaHu POOJIeMHU reHepalIHOTa CTaTyca Tejia-
roruje IPUMEmBUBY CY U Ha TIOPOJUYHY IEAarorujy — y HENOCTOojamby 0301JIb-
HUJUX aHalu3a 3aHUMJBUBO je aa 'y Mucmumymy opyumeenux Hayka Heo
IHunap, unjn je neo u Llenmap 3a ucmpasicugarse nopoouye, oeye i MIaoux,
HUjeaH O CeJlaM/IeCeT OCMOPO HayYHHUKa Kao CBOje MOJbE JIC/IOBamba HE Ha-
BOIH meaarorujy.> OBaKkBH MOJAIM MOTY Ce TIOCMaTpaTH Kao 3a0pumaBajyhu
TEK aKo MOTBPAMMO Te3y Ja Mearolika MepcreKTuBa MpoyydaBarmba MopoIu-
Le Jlaje YHUKaTaH JONPHUHOC KOjU CPOJIHE TUCHHUILIMHE ca CBOJUX IO3UIHja
He omoryhaBajy, Te 1a MyJATHIUCUUIUTMHAPHO UCTPAKUBAHE TTOPOIUIIE JTU-
LICHO T€ Crenu(UYHEe NMeJarouKe NepcrneKTUBe MPeICTaBba OCUPOMAIIICHE
CaMor HayYHOT IPUCTYIaba MopoaAnLd. [IpeTkopak moTBpae MOMEHYTE Te3e
MpeACTaBJba ¥ aHANIN3A nedaco2uyHOCmuy came TIopoaAnYHe neaaroruje. Hau-
Me, aKO He MOYKEMO apryMEHTOBATH 10 Y€MY je MMOPOANYHA MeIaroruja 3auc-
ma nedazozuja v IOCTOJU JIU (T€ KOje je) JAeJaTHO M0Jbe T€ MeIaroiike rpaHe,
HE MOKEMO TMPETO3HATH HU KaJla OHa MHXEPEHTHE UCTPakKMBavKe mpodieme
npenymrTa ApyruM AucHuIuimHaMma. [Ipomunubame o cnenuduvHoj nena-
T'OIIKO] MEPCHEKTUBU MOPOAUYHE MEAaroruje J0BOIU 10 MUTAKkA MO3HIIH]E
nopoouyne nedazocuje y CACTEMaTCKO] Mearoruju.

epednosarma nayunoe pada y PX (Joki¢, Zauder i Letina, 2012) Uncmumyma 3a opywmeena
ucmpasicusarba'y 3arpe0y, y KoMme Cy U3Melhy ocTalior aHaJm3npHe KapaKTepHCTHKE XpBaTC-
Ke HallMOHAJIHE ¥ MelyHaposiHe Hay4yHe POAYKIHje y APYIITBEHO-XyMaHUCTHYKUM HayKa-
Ma U yMETHHYKOM HO/IPYY]jy, Y aHAJIM3H HE IIOCTOjH M0Jbe nedacocuja, Beh ayTopH y3 eKOHO-
MHjy, HayKe 0 HHpOpMAaIjaMa, OJTUTOJIOTH]Y, IPaBo, ICHXOJIOTH]Y, COIMjATHY IjeIaTHOCT
Y COLMOJIOTH]Y aHAIIU3UPA]Y 0020jHe 3HAHOCHU.

¢ IIpema nopanuma goctynuuma Ha https://www.pilar.hr/2018/03/pregled/ (ctpanunu npu-
crymibero 10.7.2018.; crame Ha ctpanumnu ox 20. 6. 2018), 3amocieHn Kao CBOje HAYYHO MO-
Jbe HABOJAE AHTPOIMOJOTH]jy, AeMorpadujy, eKOHOMHU]Y, €THOJOTH]Y, ¢uio3odujy, HHTEp-
JUCLUIUIMHAPHOCT, KOTHUTHBHE HayKe, ITOJIUTOJIOTH]Y, (XPBATCKY) HCTOPH]Y, IPaBO, ICHXO0-
JIOTH]y, POJIHE CTYy IHj€, COLUjaIHy Teorpadujy, CONNOKYJITY pHY aHTPOIOJIOTHjY, COLUOIOTHjY
U TEoJIOTHjy. 3a Je0 3alOoCIeHUX NOAANH HUCY AOCTYIHH Ta je Moryhe ma mehy muma uma
OHUX 4Hja je chepa MHTEpecoBama Mejaroruja.
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Tozuyuja nopoouune nedazozuje
¥y CUCMeMamcKoj neoazo2uju

bpojau cy mHAMKATOPH Ha OCHOBY KOjUX je Moryhe 3amodeTw pa3MaTparme
TIO3UIIHjEe nopoduyne nedazozuje y CUCTEMATCKo]j memaroruju. [locmarpaHo
U3 opmanno-necuciamusHe nepcnekmuege, IOpoIuIHa meaaroruja je Jeru-
TUMHA [TeAAronIKa rpana. [[paguiHux o HayyHuM U YMEeMHUYKUM NOOpYUjuma,
nomuma u epanama (Pravilnik o naucnim i umetnickim podrucjima, poljima
1 granama, 2009) m31Baja je Kao IeBETy rpaHy y MOJbY Ieaaroruje. riema-
HO W3 ucmopujcke nepcnexmuge, 3anuHoBuh (Zaninovi¢, 1988) BakHOCT
MTOPOAUIHOT BaCIUTara MPEMO3Haje y paJoBUMa GPOJHUX ayTopa OMTHHX
3a UCTOPH]y Temaroryje. Jeman om OHUX KOjU j€ BACIUTAY Y MOPOIMITHOM
JIOMY TIOCBETHO YHMTaBy KiIKUIYy jecte Komencku (Komenski, 1886, VI),
HanucaBmu y 17. Beky Hugopmamopujym 3a Koy mMamepuncky, ,,KpaTku
CaBETH 3a MOYETAK BACIUTAkA Y POAUTEIbCKO] Kyhu™”. YHyTap memaromKnx
MoHorpaduja, koje ¢y 00jaB/beHE 0T CpEAUHE TPOIIIOTa BeKa 0 AaHac, TO-
pOIWYHA TEeJaroryja je yriaaBHOM cMaTpaHa CaCTaBHHUM JIEJIOM IIefaroruje.
ITaraxwm (Pataki, 1951) je BacmuTame y TOPOIUITH IIOCMATPAO KAO JIE0 OIIITE
refaroryje, 0K je Kao jeaHy Of MeNaromKuX TpaHa/TUCITUTIINHA TTPETo3-
Hajy Ilumremma (Simlesa, 1978), Bykacosuh (Vukasovi¢, 2001), Te Marwuje-
Buh, bunmh n Onmh (Matijevié, Bili¢ 1 Opi¢, 2016) (131B0juIN CMO TIOjeTUHE
ayTope YMju PpaJoBH/CTYAM]E Y HACIOBY caapike mojam mnexaroruje).’ Lo ce
THYe Hay4YHE MPOAYKIHje y caMoj 00JIacTH, MOCIeIhe MOHOTpaduje, Koje y
HACJIOBY CaapiKe ONPETHUITY nOpOOUtHA nedazoeuja, 00jaBjbeHe Cy TIPE BHIIIS
on 15 ronmaa (Rosi¢, 1998; Rosi¢ i Zlokovi¢, 2002; Stevanovi¢, 2000), y kpat-
KOM H TLIOJTHOM TIEPHOlY TEOPHjCKOT apTUKYIIHCamka AucuIuInHe. HaBeneHo
He 3Ha4yu Aa y nepuony ox 2002. roguHe A0 AaHAC HUje MyOJINKOBaHA HUjEI-
Ha MoHoTpadHja Koja MpHUIIaIa OBOj MEeIaromKoj rpanu (BUau HIIp. Ljubetic,
2007, 2012), Beh je Harmacak ca pyHIaMEHTATHUX TCOPHUJCKUX MHUTAA TI0-
MepeH TpeMa ofpeheHnM CnermubuIHUM caapKajHuM (QeHoMeHnMa (HIIp.
ponuTehCcKa KOMIETeHIIH]a). Mel)yTiM, TpUMETHO je Ja Cy JIETHCIaTHBHU
W TIPOAYKIMJCKH MHIMKATOPU TEK 07pa3 ojapeheHuX TPeHJ0Ba y HAyIH U
CBOjeBpPCHA XETEPOHOMHA JICTHTUMAIH]a TOPOAUYHE TIENaroruje Kao jaela
nenaroruje. Mnak, ako \weHy TO3UIU]y Y CUCTEMY MeNarolKuX JTUCIIUILIN-
Ha BUAAMO oHako kako Ilamexunh (Palek¢i¢, 2015b) mocTaBspa omHOC OmIIITe
u nudepeHnrjaTHuX Meaaroruja, Ipu 9eMy ce OIIMTa IMeaaroruja rpaHa y
nudepeHnjaaHe meaarortje Koje Majy 3ajeIHIIKH KOPEH Y TeMEJbHO] T1e-
JTArOIIIKO] MUCIH, MU TamkE KOje Ha OCHOBY TOTA BaJha TIOCTABUTH jecTe: Yume
Mo nOpPoOUYHA nedazocuja ussupe u3 memesshe nedacouxe Muciu?

7 Mehytum, moctoje u MoHOTpaduje y KojuMa ce MOPOAUYHA MeAaroruja He cnomuma. Ha
npumep, Mymranosuh u Jlykam (Musanovié¢ i Lukas, 2011) y cBojum Ocrosama nedazocuje
HE HaBOJIE je Kao jeqHY O MOCeOHMX Iearoruja, Mako X TEMEJbUTO palIwiamyjy, ¢ 00-
3UpOM Ha KPUTEPHjYM MHCTUTYIH]jE, Ha MPEALIKOICKY, IIKOJCKY, PEIUTH]CKY, MEIUjCKY H
JIOMCKY Ie/IaroTujy.
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Bacnurame je mporec KojuM ayTopy OMKCY]y CYIITHHY ITOPOANYHE Tie-
naroruje. Bykacosuh (Vukasovi¢, 2001: 216) Tako MOpogu4Hy MENarorujy
MOCMaTpa Kao TpaHy ,,[IeJaromike HayKe Koja IMearonku OCMHIIIbaBa U OC-
BETJbaBa BACHUTHHU MPOLEC Y CHCUUPUUYHUM YCIOBUMA TIOPOIMYHOT JKUBO-
Ta”, IOK NpeaMeT nopoauune neparoruje 3a Pocuha (Rosi¢, 1998: 38) npen-
CTaBJba ,,BACIIUTAE Y TIOPOAUIIN Off pol)erma JeTeTa 1 TOKOM IIeJIor pa3Boja
JIOKJIE TOJl MIOPOJIMIIa MMa yTHUIa) Ha Miajor yoBeka”. Kpadt (2012, npema:
Palekcic, 2015b: 426) BacniuTame cMaTpa MOjMOM IIeJie jeJIHe Kilace eHoMe-
Ha, KOjUMa ,,[TPUIIAJIa U XPabebe, U HeroBambe, 0XpaOpHUBake U ONIOMHbABE,
o0jammaBame, HacTaBa” M KOjU UMa JIBE CTpaHe: MOKa3uBambe U yUewe, YII-
paBo 3aro mTo cy (opme nokasuBamwa paznuunte. OHO ce MOKE UHCTUTY-
[UOHAJIN30BaTH, A C€ HIIP. y MOPOAUIH TTOKa3yje APyraduje Hero y IIKOIH
(Palekci¢, 2015b). C Tum y Be3M, KPUTEPHUJYM KOJUM C€ TIOPOAUYHA TEIAro-
r'fja MOKE M3BECTH Ko je[JHa OJ] IpaHa Mearoruje jecte KpUTepujyM Crenu-
(UYHOCTH BaCIIUTHOT JIeJIOBaba YHYTap MOPOAMLIE, a HE Kpumepujym mecma
Ha Kojem ce eacnumarse obasswa. bammh (Basi¢, 1989: 285, narnacuna C. b.)
KPUTEPH]jyM Mecma CMaTpa HOTPEIIHO YCIIOCTaB/EHUM jep MOPOIUILY CXBaTa
,,Ka0 TIPOM3BO/] M HAYMH OpraHHu3aluje CreUPUIHOT IeJI0Bakba MojeJuHaL
KOjU CY HOCHOIIM CMHCAOHOT YHIEHa, a He Ka0 MECTO IJIe Ce BPIIH BACIH-
tawe”. JIpyrum peurma, ayTopka cMaTpa Ja 3a KOHCTHTYUCAE TIOPOAUYHE
Nefaroruje HUCy KpyuujaiaHu MecHu gaxktopu, Beh cneyuguunocm camoea
sacnumnoe npoyeca (Harnacuwia b. K.) u crora 3aroBapa kiacudukanujy ¢
003MpOM Ha eJeMEHTE BacluTaya, BaCIUTaHUKA M CBPXE CaMOT BaCIUTambA.
OTyza mopoaIuvHO BaCIUTAKE HYKHO YKIbY4yje POIUTEIba Kao areHca, JeTe
Kao ajipecaTa M MpakCy BaCIHUTamka yCMEPEHy IpeMa 0coOMHaMa JIeTeTa Koje
poauTesb(1) MpoLEHYje/TPoLeHYjy Kao MOKeIbHE, a ,,M3/ABajalbeM MOPOJuY-
HOT' BacIHTama Kao MoceOHe Mpakce BaclHTamba ONpaBiaBa ce KOHCTHUTY-
ncame MOPOAMYHE IMeAaroruje, Kojoj je Ta mpakca BacluTama (GpopMaTHH
npeamet (nmpeameT crosHaje)” (Basi¢, 1989: 287, narnacuna S. B.). [lakue,
MOPOIUILY HE MOYKEMO CXBATUTH Ka0 MECTO YHYTAap KOT Ce OJIBHja BAaCIIUTAbE
(jep oHa HHje MECTO HUTH MOXE OUTH HM3jeIHAYCHA Ca OPOJUIHUM JIOMOM,
HETO je 3aje/IHMIIA KOja HaIuJIa3u MecHe ycioBe), Beh kao crienuduuny npak-
Cy BacluTama oMel)eHy HHCTUTYIIH]OM MOPOJIUIIE, Y KOjOj j& POAUTEsh areHC,
a JIeTe azpecaT BaCluTamba.

VKOJHMKO gacnumarse y nopoouyu He CXBaTUMO JIOCIOBHO Kao BacIu-
Tame yHyTap oapel)eHux MecHuX ycioBa, Beh Kao BacHHUTame YHYTap Of-
pebhene cnenuduuHe 3ajeHUIIE JbYIU KOja MOXKE 3ajeIHO OOMTaBaTH Ha pa3-
JUYUTUM MECTHUMA, U3JI0KEHU CMO TpobiieMy Ha koju je bamuh (Basi¢, 1989)
Beh ymo3opuia roBopehu 0 cumucaonom yurberby, a TO je MUTakbe YCMEPEHO
Ha TO MOXKE JIM cama 3aje/IHUIa BACITUTHO JICJIOBATH U JIa JIM MOPajy TPU TOME
CBH HCHU YJIAHOBM UMATH HaMepy JeJOBama, MU je BaCIIUTHO JCIOBAHE
MMaHEHTHO MOjeMHIIMMA, IITO MaK OTBapa IOJbEe HENMpPErJeAHUX pa3uiia-
KEmha 0 UHTCHIIMOHATHOM U (DyHKI[MOHAJTHOM BacmuTamwy. [Ipodiemarnsu-
pajyhu Ty nunemy, Myxuh (Muzi¢, 1999: 107) u3HocH CTaB Kako Ieaaro-
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rdja ¥Ma TeHACHLUjy J1a MoApa3yMeBa BacCHUTame Kao (PEHOMEH KOjH MOXKe
OWTH jeHAKO HEHaMepaH Kao W HamepaH: ,decTo ce, HaUMe, cMaTpa Ja ce
Mearomika Teopuja 6aByu BaclUTalkEM M 00pa3oBambeM Kao HaMepHUM (MH-
TCHIMOHAJIIHUM) YTHIIaleM Ha BaClUTaHHKE, IPEM/Ia Ha by BEIUKO] MEpH
JeNyjy U yTUIaju KOjU HUCY CBECHO BaCITMTHO-00Pa30BHO YCMEPEHH, HETO Cy
HenamepHu, a UTIAK UMAjy yIPaBO Taj YUYUHAK, 4ecTo U Behu of HaMepHOr”.
VYruuaj pa3nuuuTuX GakTopa Ha HHAUBUAYE MOXKe OMTH 3HaYajaH Yak v Kajaa
TH (pakTOpU HUCY 0cOOE KOje HAaMEPHO JIeNy]y, Beh Meaaromko IeioBame, y
3Hauewy Koje npeniaxy Himp. [lataxu (Pataki, 1951), bamwuh (Basi¢, 1989)
nnu Komap (Komar, 2008a), nMmiuiupa HyKHOCT HAMEPHOCTH JIeJIOBamba.
Tako [lataku (Pataki, 1951: 25-26) nume: ,,HecBecHO” BacnuTame yOIII-
Te HHje BacmuTame... OHO je caMO BaCIMTHO yTHLAKE Y TPABOM CMHUCIY T
peun, Koje je ycMepeHo Ha oJipelyeHe nuibeBe U 3aJ1aTKe — HIIH je Y CKJIaay ca
BUMA. ,,becIuIbHO” U IOTIIYHO ,,HECBECHO  BaCIHUTaE j€ Y CYIIPOTHOCTH ca
CYLITHHOM MEJarouikor npoieca, neJaroiuke akTHBHOCTH KOja je CBECHAa U
CBpcUcXoHa aenatHoct”. [IpuTom, ayTop Harjamasa Jia ce pa3iu4uTH Bac-
nuTadd, Mehy KojuMa CIIOMHEbE i POAUTEIHE, MOT'Y U3Pa3UTO PA3IUKOBATH Y
CTerneHy pasBujeHocTH BaciuTHe cBecTH (Pataki, 1951) Can4HO Nojallbemhe
naje u Komap (2008a: 135-136, narnacuo 3. K.), koju cMatpa Jia ce 0e3 »Ceec-
HO2 nedacouwikoe 0en08ara paau O MyKoj I/IMHpOBI/I3aHI/I_]I/I, »MHCTHHKTY”,
,poauTesbckoM ocehajy” M CIMYHHM MOCTYTIMMA KOJH MMajy CacBUM He-
jacHa ucxonmumuta”. HaBenenu mutatu ynyhyjy Ha yOouTHY ONpaBIaHOCT
MPUITUCHBAKA BACITUTHOT JICJIOBaKka TIOPOAMIIM KA0 MHCTUTYLIU]JU jep je Ha
OCHOBY HHX OIPABIaHO CMATPATH Ja je MPOMHUIILIBEHO BACIIUTHO JCIOBAE
CBOJCTBEHO HE MHCTHUTYIIUJU Yy LIeIUHHU, Beh TauHO oapeh)eHUM djilaHOBHMA
MOPOIUIIE — POAUTEILCKUM (urypama. To MITO CBH YJIaHOBU MOPOAHUIIE (HIIP.
Opaha u cecTpe) 1a yak ¥ caMma MOPOJUYHA KJIMMa ymuyy Ha JIeTe, He 3HAUU
YjEIHO U JIa 6ACHUMHO OeLY]y.

[Mopen Tora, crioMeHyTO je Aa je TeK y (pyHAHpamy MOPOJUYHE Tie/a-
roruje, Kao HHXEPEHTHOT Jieia HGZ[aFOFI/IjC KPUTEPUJYM MeCma Ha Kojem ce
sacnumarve 6puLU HpO6JI€MaTI/I‘13H jep mozpasyMeBa KOHCEH3YC OKO BaCITH-
Tama Kao 0a3WYHOT T0jMa MeJaroruje. YCrnocTaBibame NeJaroruje Kao ay-
TOHOMHE HayKe 3aKcTa MoJpa3yMeBa U KPOBHH I0jaM LEIIOKYTHE HayKe, HO
HUCXUTPEHO j€ pauyyHaTH Ha KOHCEH3YC JIa je Taj 10jaM yIpaBo gacnumarse (0
Pa3IMUUTHM OJHOCUMA TIOJMOBA 8ACHUMAIbEe U 0OPA306arbe Y TIENArOIIKO]
auTeparypu BuueTH kox Basi¢, 1991). Ha nmpumep, npeacraBibajyhu Bon
Xenturos pa, Komap (Komar, 20086: 106, narnacuo 3. K.) uctuue naa je ay-
TOpYy 0bpa3osaive ,,0CHOBHU T0jaM I0J] KOjuM ce Joralha nocmajare 4oBeka
YOBEKOM” U TOJ KOjUM ce ,,joralja cBe OHO npumapHo NeJaromkyu BaxKHO U
BpenHO” Ma ,,HayKa Koja ce HaMepaBa 0aBUTH YOBEKOM Ha Taj HAUMH HEU30C-
TaBHO MOpa Jla UMa OBaj 10jaM, U TO Kao CBOj cpeduuuivu 1ojam”. Y OBOM 3a-
o0MIIaXey OKO KPOBHOT'a IojMa caMe AMCHUIUIMHE MOT'Y ¢€ HaCIyTHTH OJl-
rOBOpH Ha HEKe AWJIEeMe apTUKYJIHcaHe y Y800y — Jia Tu MOpOJUYHA NeJaro-
ruja npunajaa neJaroruju y IoTIyHOCTH U Jia JiH je HH(EPHOPHA Y OJTHOCY Ha
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JIpyTe mejarolike rpane. MHore Jpyre nenaroiike rpaie Gpokycupajy ce Jo-
MHHAHTHO Ha BUIIIC HJIK Makhe CUCTEMaTU30BaH 00pa30BHHU Mpoliec (cxBaheH
KPO3 KPajibe TOjeIHOCTABIbEHY TPAAUIIMOHAIHY JTUXOTOMHY IOy Y KOjoj
ce BacnuTame 0aBU yCBajameM BPEAHOCTH, CTABOBA U HABUKA, a 00pa3oBambe
yCBajameM 3Hara U pa3BojeM BerrtuHa) (Spajic-Vrkas, Kuko¢ & Basic, 2001),
YHMe MOPOINYHA MeIaroruja 0CTaje pelaTUBHO ycaMJbeHa Y (PEayKIIMOHUC-
THYKH cxBaheHOMe) (OKYCy Ha BAaCHHUTame, KOJU JOLI NMpakmuxyjy aauyu,
a He npodecuoHaTHH MeAaro3u (OBH MOJAPUTETH aKTyeIu3yjy AYTOBEUHY
KapTe3ujaHCKy JUXOTOMH]Y Pa3yM Vs. eMOLIHje/jaBHO VS. TPUBATHO, TJE TO-
poaurYHa nenaroruja qoouja nHEpUopHH, ,,)keHckH o). MehyTum, Komap
(Komar, 2015) ce mpoTHBH CTPOrOM OJIBajalby BacCIUTamka U 00pa30Bama y
KojeM Ou ce BaCIUTamke OCHOCUJIO Ha BOJBY M €MOIIHje, a 00pa3oBamke Ha pa-
3yM: ,,BaCIIUTamkE allCTPAXOBAHO O/ OMJIO KAKBOT' 00pa30BHOT MOMEHTA HUje
HULITA APYTO HETO HABHKABAE, IpeCcypa, IMYKO YCBajambe U TeK (OpMHpabe
MacUBHE MOCHyIIHOCTH U KoH(popmusma” (Komar, 2015: 224). OBaj yBuj je
3Ha4ajaH jep ynyhyje U Ha HYKHOCT 00pa306H02 MOMEHMA (neddzocuyme)
nopoouute neoazozuje.

Jakie, eceHIIH]jy MeJarouKor y mopoanyHoj Nearorujy 3acaj He HaJla-
3MMO HU y HHCTUTYLIUjH TIOPOAMIIE, KA0 CIICUPUIHOT Mecma yHymap Kojeaa
ce sacnumarve spuiu (jep pOAUTEIbCKE IPAKCe HAaIUIa3e MeCHe (hakTope, a ro-
POAMIIM Ka0 HHCTUTYLHjU MPOOIEMaTHYHO je MPUIHCATH OCBEUTheHOCT Bac-
IIUTHOT JI€JIOBamba), HUTH y (MMOPOIUYHOM) 8ACNUmMArby KAO (CHOPHO) meMeb-
HoM nedazouikom nojmy (1a aKo ce rneaaroruja 0aBy BaCUTamHEM, a BACIIUTA-
Ba C€ U yHYyTap MOPOUIIE, OHJa OU U TIOPOAMYHA MEAaroruja ,,ayTOMaTCKu”
Owia iesiom nefaroruje), Beh cxomaHo Tpary koju je monyauia bamuh (Basic,
1989) y cneyuguunocmu nedacowkoea oonoca n3mely poauresba (HOCHOILIA,
areHca BaCIUTHE HaMepe U aKTUBHOCTH) U JieTeTa. Y KOHIENTY MeAaromKor
0JIHOCA Y TyXOBHOHAYYHO] nenaroruju, koju bammh (Basi¢, 1999) remespHO
o0pa3ake Halla3! ce yIOPULITE 32 CXBATAE POOUMEHOBATLA KAO CAMO jeO-
Hoe moodanumema nedazouixoe oonoca. 3a Hoxua (Nohl, 1949, npema: Basic,
1999) meparomku OJHOC jeCTe OJHOC 3PEJior YoBeKa mpema oapacTajyhem
YOBEKY, Koju My omoryhaBa caMopa3Boj U BOJIU 10 CAMOOJTOBOPHOCTH TOT
onpactajyher yoBeka. Taj megaroniku oJHOC ayTOpKa je MprKasaa y oOIHKY
MeJarOLIKOT TPOYTJIa KOjU Ha JeIHOM YTy UMa 6acnumanuka (1ete, yaeHHuKa,
MJTaJI0ra YOBEKa M3JIOKEHOT MPOIeCHMa y4ea U 00pa3oBama), Ha JpyroM
yIIIy uMa opyuimeo (poauTesba, yauTesba, BacuTaya, KOju BaCIIUTAE H 110-
y4aBame 00aBJbajy y Pa3IMYUTUM HHCTUTYLHjaMa, Kao ITO Cy MOPOAHMILIA,
IIKOJIAa WJIM MPEALIKOJICKA YCTAHOBA) U Ha Tpehemy yrity kyamypy, OQZHOCHO
3Hawa, yMeha, BpeHOCTH, CTaBOBE, MOpAJHE HOPME H JIPyTe eJIeMEHTE KOju
ce HacToje MeAaroukuM ogHocoM mocpenosaru (Basic, 1999). [Tocmatpano y
OKBHPY KOHILIENTa Ty XOBHOHAYYHE TeAaroruje, mearomky oJf CBUX OCTaIHX
JIeTTATHOCTH Pa3JIMKyje yIpaBo HbeH Beh MOMEHYTH WHTCHIMOHAIUTET, O/
HOCHO ,,BacliiTaueBa HamMepa Nomarama u yHanpehuBama pa3Boja Bacrnura-
HUKA”, IETUTUMHICAHA TyTEM BaCIHUTAHUKOBE CIIOCOOHOCTH y4erwa u ymyhe-
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HOCTHU Ha y4eme, Tj. IOTpeOOM BacluTaHUKa 3a moMohu u Bohemem (Basic,
1999: 182). Ta norpebda 3a Bohewem Ouha yTkaHa je y caM mojaM nedazoauje:
,,buhe nauc ce nmokasano kao oHo Ouhe Koje je y OCHOBH MOOHITHO, IIITO MPEJI-
CTaBJba NU3BOPHY MOr'yhHOCT mejaroruje. AKO 0Baj MOKPET cajia 3aXTeBa UIH
0ap MMa BeIMKY KOPHUCT Off TIoMarama T0j OPUTHHAITHO] MOOHIIHOCTH, Taaa
je Moryhe ocTBapuTH HElITO MOMYT neAaromke aktuBHocTu” (Komar, 2011:
316). [IpumMemeHo Ha KOHTEKCT MOPOJUYHE IeJaroruje, POAUTesb j& OHAj
Koju 600U, nodynupe u cmeapa npedyciose 3a CAmMOKOHCIMUmMyucarse u ca-
Mosohere 6uha nauc, Ipu 4eMy aKTUBHOCT MPUBOemHa y OBOME KOHTEKCTY,
rpemMa HalleM MUILbEHY, Haj00Jbe OMHUCY]e TIojaM pooumebo8ard, Koju je,
CYLITHHCKH Ipou3iazehn U3 rmenaromkora oaHoca, Moryhe nocmarparu kao
yenmpainu nojam nopoouune nedacozuje. Taj nojam Huje onrepeheH ynur-
HOM MoryhHouthy CBpCHCXOIHOCTH Kao IOjaM NOPOOUUHOZ 8ACHUMARbA,
YjeHO je OJ1 BacluTama MIUPH jep POAUTEIbUMA HE JIOACJbYje MCKIbYUYUBO
BAaCIUTHY YJIOTY (WITO je MpOOJeMaTHYHO YKOJIHMKO IOjMOBE BaclUTamba M
o0pa3oBama cMaTpaMo KOMIUIEMEHTapHHM TI0jMOBHMA).

VYenocTaBbambeM POIUTEIbOBakbA KA0 TEMEJFHOT 1ojMa MOPOIMYHE Te-
Jaroruje, Koju y UaealHOM CMHCIY (a Ha Tpary JaHUX aHaiu3a) Mmojpasy-
MeBa U3 cneyupuuHoz aauukoe (He-npoghecuonannoz) nedazourkoe 00Hoca
0epUBUPAHO POOUMEHLCKO CBECHO (npu)solerpe demema Ka cmary ciodooe
u pazbopume dobpome, 3aCHOBAHO HA nompebu soherva Kojy uma oeme u
Hamepu 6ohera Kojy uma pooumess, TPUOIIMIKABAMO ce PyHIUpay Te/a-
TOIIKE TUCTUHKTUBHOCTH TIOPOJAMYHE TIEAArorje. He Ha apryMEeHTHMa HheHe
BEKOBHE 3aCTYIJCHOCTH y MEAAarolIKUM MOHOrpadujamMa WM CTyAHjuMa
nearoruje, He Ha apryMeHTHMa TPEHYTHO Baxkeher 3aKOHCKOT OKBHpa, He
Ha ToCMaTpamy MOPOJUIIE Kao jeJHe OJ MHCTUTYIIMja YHYTap Koje ce Bac-
nuTaBa (KOHCEH3yaHO MpuxBaheHo Kao jefaH Oj TeMEJbHUX MOjMOBa Tie/ia-
roruje), Beh nHa Komaposom (Komar, 2011) cxBaramwy nopoauiHe neaaroruje
Kao MOCEOHOr MoJIpyyja MeAaroruje Koje CUCTEMCKH MPOU3JIa3d U3 OIIITE
MIEIArOTUje: OUCMUHKIMUBHO NeOd20WKO V HOPOOUHHO] nedazocuju jecme
UOEHMUYHO OUCTIUHKTNUGHO NeOA2OUWKOM KAO MAKEOM, a TO je Boheme Koje
,,[IPETIOCTaBJba HEITO MoOuaHo (Ouhe y uunjoj je cyumunu MOryhHOCT TOK-
pera), moryhy cmeaprocm nokpema v Konaury ¢opmy npema kojoj ce kpehe”
(Komar, 2011: 86). CBpcuCXOJHOCT KpeTama y nonyheHoMm onpehuBamy
MOJXKE C€ IETEKTOBATHU Y CII000U U pazbopumoj noOpoTu cMatpajyhu — ako
nMaMo y BUAY XepOapTOBO CXBaTame — Jia je BaclHTame, KOje HACTOju Ja
JIUPEKTHO (hOpMHpa CTAaBOBE U MOHAIIaka BaCIUTAaHUKA (YMECTO Ja Aeiyje
pa3BujakeM MHCAOHOTa Kpyra),® mamkaBa nemaromka npakca (Palekéic,
2010).

§ 3anumipnBo je aa je Xepbapt (Herbart, 1897) ynpaBo y ynpaibamy nenom (Opusu 3a oi-
pkaBameM peza, y3 rnojaBHe o0JIMKe Kas3He, CyNepBU3Hje, ayTopuTeTa U Jby0aBH), 3a Koje ce
JBOYMHO J1a JIH je JIeo MeJaroruje Wik nNpakTHdHe ¢rio3oduje, BUIEO INIaBHY YJIOTy ona
U MajKe, Ia TaKO UCTHYE Ja je YIpaB/bakbe MyAPO OCTABUTH OHMMA KOjUMA ra je Ipupoia
JI0fieNniIa — oIy M Majliu, oK o0pa3oBame (education proper) (moceOHO KynTypa pa3BHjama
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Yume ce basu nopoouyna nedazoeuja?

AHanu3upaHa MUTamka J0BOjC J0 (HHAIIHE, HACIIOBOM HajaBJheHE JHIIEME,
a TO je MUTame YUME c€ TIOPOINYHA Tienaroruja 6asu. OBUM HE JKEITUMO Ja
HMMILTUITIPAMO Jia HayKa HY»KHO UMa JJUPEKTHO M0Jbe IPUMEHE, HUTH Ja K-
CTEH3WBHO npo0OJieMaTu3yjeMo OIHOC Hayke W mparehe mpodecuje, Beh xa
pa3sMOTPHUMO MOTEHIH]aTHy MaTepHjaanu3aIijy pa3InduTHX JIeJI0Ba OBE TIe-
JIaroIIKe JAUCIUIUTHHE Yy Tpakcu. OATroBOp Ha MOCTABIEEHO MUTAHE MOTao
OW ce KpeTaTH, MpeMa HallleM CXBaTary, Y HEKOJIIMKO Pa3INYUTUX CMEPOBA.
[IpBo, MOPOAMYHY MENATOTHjy MOXKEMO TOCMATPATH Ka0 TPOMUIILIbAE U HC-
TPaKHUBAME O TIEJATOMIKH TOXKEJLHOM POAUTEIhOBAY, 0€3 HY)KHE MaTepHja-
TW3anyje TUX MPOMHUIILJbaka y TIpakcH, ogHocHO mparehoj mpodecuju. Ilo-
ponWYHA MeAaroruja je y ToM ciydajy cxBaheHa kao nedacouka OUCyuniuna
Koja ce 6aBu HAYYHUM NPOYUABAIbEM POOUMEHOBAIbA KAO jeOHo2 00auKa
nedazouikoe 00Hoca, KOju HEMa CBOje TUPEKTHO IMOJbe MpUMeHe y mparehoj
npodecuju. OBako cxBaheHa mopoauyHa TIEAarorja BUIU CE KA0 HAypm oc-
seuthenoe pooumemosara. I'aBaszu (Gavazzi, 2014) cmaTpa na nayka o nopo-
Oouyu HajooJbe (HYHKITMOHUIIE Kao cro600ue ymemuocmu (liberal arts), xoje
Cy HacTaJje Kako O Mpy>KHJIIe 3Haha M BEIITHHE €CEHIUjaTHE 3a CBE UJIAHOBE
npyurrea. CBENPUCYTHOCT TakBe MOPOJAMYHE NEJaroruje y JpymTBy OMO-
ryhumma Ou ma cBH poauTesbH Oyny pedIIeKCHBHU MpaKTHYapHu KojuMa HUje
moTpedHa moapIIka mpodecroHanana y ’biXOBOM POIUTEIHOBALY.
MelyTum, 4uBEHUIA je J1a Cy MPUMapHH aIpecaT pa3iIuvuuTHX HayKa
YECTO CTPyUmaly (HAYYHUIN U TIpaKTUYIaph) KOjU Ieyjy Kao nocpednuyu
n3Mel)y Hayke M CeKyHIapHHX ajpecaTa (CBHX 3amHTEpPECOBaHUX). TuMme
JI0JTa3MMO JI0 TIPBOT M0Jba TIPUMEHE MOPOUYHE TIeAaroruje, a YBOJA Y OIMUC
TOT ToJha mahe 3aHUMIBHBA oTicepBaldja, y Beh HaBeneHoMm muraty (Komar,
2008a) y koMe ce pOIUTEJHH TIOMHUILY Kao 0co0e dHje IeI0Bame MOKE OUTH
HeocBenTheHo / HeMOBOJHHO OCBemIheHo. 3ancTa, POAUTEIbH ce (C 003upoM
Ha JJAMYKH KapakTep EUXOBOT Tearomkora JeloBamka) Ha 3aMHIILEHIM
KpajeBUMa TeIaromke aKTHBHOCTH, YHjH Cy IOJIOBH HemocTojeha u armco-
JYyTHA CBECT O MOJA3UIITHMA, UCXOIMMa U CBPCH — MOTY MO3UIIHOHUPATH
BHUIIIE HA JIEBOM HO Ha JIECHOM KpPajy KOHTHHYYMa, C MOTEHIHjaJIoM KpeTamba
npeMa mpema KpajibeM JiecHoM noiny. CTora ce mpBo MoJbe IpUMEHEe Topo-
JTUYHE TeJlaroruje Moxe MnpoHahim y MOTHopH poAMTeIbUMa Ofi CTpaHe Iie-
Jarora Kako O BHMXOBO POAUTEIHOBAaE — YKOIWKO TO Beh Huje (mako u 6e3
ronpIrke mpodecruonanamna Moxxe OUTH; BUICTH Trope) — OMIIO CBECHO, pa3do-
PHUTO U IIpeMa CBPCH YCMEPEHO, YMME CaM POJIUTEIh, MeTa(hOPUIKH PEUCHO,
roctaje nauc duhe. OBaj MOTEHIN]AT Kpemarba POIUTEIha TIPeMa BUCOKOM
HUBOY OCBEIINEHOCTH O TOJNA3UINTHMA, UCXOAMMA U CBPCH FHHXOBOT JIEJO-
Bama HE 3HAYM HETMPamhe POIUTEIHCKE MHTYHIIM]E Ka0 JIETHTUMHOT U3BOpa

MHCaoHOT Kpyra) Tpeba na Oyze mpenymTeHo mpodecnonanny. MehyTum, y takBoj Xep-
0apTOBOj TUCTHHKLMjU HWITYHTABA C€ PEAyKILHja MOTCHIH]jala POTUTEIHCKOT MEIaroImKOT
JIeI0BambA.
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PONTEIHOBAA — YKOJIMKO j€ POAUTEIHOBAE jeaH MOJAIUTET MearoKo-
ra 0JlHOCa, OHO TaJia MoJApa3yMeBa U CBOJEBPCHU nedazowky maxm, Koju he
MOMUPHUTH UHTYUTHBHH M TEOPHjCKH OocBelrheHu 1eo poauTesbekora Ouha,
Te MpeacTaBba, MpuMeryjyhu Ha poautesscTBo Murnmumuno (English, 2014)
pasyMeBame MeJaroiikora TaKTa, POJUTEJbEBY CIIOCOOHOCT HMMIIPOBH30-
Bama Y TPEHYTKY, HA OCHOBY BAaCIUTAHMKOBHX KapaKTEPUCTHUKA, OJHOCHO
JOHOIICHAa MYOpUX 00AYKA Yy mpeHymHuum cumyayujama. Kaxo nenaromku
TaKT HY)KHO U3HCKYje TEOPH)CKO OTKPUBAKHEC CMHUCIA BACHUTHE JACITaTHOCTH
(Herbart, 1964—65, npema: Basi¢, 1998), ynpaBo y TOM T€OPHjCKOM OTBapamy
Iyjama3oHa Moryhux oanyka, jaBjba ce MOryhHOCT ocliamamba poAUTe/ba Ha
npodhecHoHaHe Meaarore, mto Mel)yTuM He 3HAYM HEeroB UMIIEPATHB, HUTH
poauTEbUMA K0 M3PA3UTO XETEPOreHO] TPYIH YOIIITEHO oapude pediek-
CHBHOCT JIeJIOBama, aJIH jé TAKBO OTBAPAE Yj€HO KPUTHUYHO MpeMa CXBa-
Tary POAUTEIbOBAA KA0 TOTOBO HHCTUHKTHUBHOT MOHAIIAKA 33 KOje CBAKO
[0CTaje KOMIIETEHTaH OMJIO YUHOM ,,JI00ujama jerera”’, OUiI0 METOIOM IIO0-
KyllIaja ¥ mOrpelniaKa y poauTe/boBamy (T3B. POJUTEILCKUM HCKYCcTBOM). [la
pe3ruMUPaMO, IPYTH CMep MOPOAUYHY MEAarorujy mocMaTpa Kao nedazouKy
QUCYUNTUHY KOja ce 6asu HAYYHUM NPOYUABArbeM POOUMEH08AA KAO jeo-
HOZ 00UKa Nedazouikoe 00HOCA, me ce NPaKmudHo ymemesmyje y npogpecu-
OHANHO] nomnopu nedazoza pooumesuma (nymem npeoasarba, paouoHuya,
casemosarsd, 0OIUKOBAILA NPUPYYHUKA U OCMATUX MEOUJCKU NOCPEOOBAHUX
nedazowKux mamepujania 3a pooumese). Fbenu cy npumapnu adpecamu y
060] mauxu nedaeosu, a cexynoapuu camu pooumesnu. Q8o nowe npumene
ce y oomahoj numepamypu npenosnaje noo cunmazmom (neda2outkoz) 0o-
pasosarba pooumesba (0 MPOOIEMATHUYHOCTH T€ TEPMHUHOIIOTHjE BUACTH Y
Stricevi¢, 2011), o mu cmampamo 0a je nopoouuny nedazoeujy y 060m 0ome-
Hy O0/be HA3BUBATH POOUMEHCKOM KOHCYujenmuzayujom (Mof KOjoM ce ToJI-
pasymMeBa ol CTpy4rhaka MOACTaKHYTO/BO)EHO POIUTEIHCKO MPOMHUIILIbAE
0 BJIACTUTOM POIUTEIbOBAIY U HETOBUM €(heKTUMA Ha JETe U CAMOT POIH-
TeJba), jep HarjaliaBa KpPyLHjaJIHOCT POJUTEIHCKE CAaMOAKTUBHOCTH, a HE
UMILTHIMPA J1a OU CTpy4Ymally ,,HeoOpa3oBaHe” POAUTEIHE MOIIIH ,,00pa30-
BaTH” WJIH ,,jauaTu’ BUXOBE ,,clla0e” KOMIIETEeHIU]e (0 MPUCTYITY POIUTEIbHU-
Ma yHYTap KOHIENTa OCHAa)XUBaHa, 32 PA3NIHKY O OAHKAPCKOZ KOHYenma
obpazosara pooumesa, Bunu 'y Lam & Kwong, 2014).

Ha cnenehe nosee nmpumene nopoauyHe negaroruje ynyhyje cam Xep-
Oapt. [locmaTpajyhu ynpaBibame Je1oM Kao OpuUry 3a ofpKame pejia, a Bac-
MUTHY HacTaBy Kao Opury 3a MHTEIICKTYaJTHOM KYJITYPOM (Herbart, 1897) xao
JIBE IIeJIMHE KOje Cy HYXHO ynyheHe jenHa Ha ﬂpyry,9 XepOapt nperno3Haje
BaKHOCT capaliibe YUYUTeIhba U POAUTEIbA, Ol KOJUX CBAKO MOpa Aa o0aBiba
CBOj /IO TOCIa y BaCHUTAY JCTETa, Al U aCUCTUPA APYTOj CTPAHU Y TOM

?,,YIpaBibame Koje ce 3a70B0JbaBa H30CTAHKOM 00pa3oBama, TIauu yM, a 00pa3oBame Koje
HE Ma3| Ha HecpeljeHo moHamame aene, cama jaena Hehe mpemnosnaTo xao TakBo” (Herbart,
1897: 94).
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npotiecy. Jour npernusuuje, XepoapT UCTUYE J1a MpodecroHaail He cMe ,,300T
CBOT'a TIOHOCA KEJIETH J1a 00aBJba CBOj MI0CA0 CACBHM CaM, y3 HCKJbY YHBaHE
poauTesba ; OH OM THME M3ryOono Moh BHXOBOT yTHIIAja, 3a IITa Ce HE MOXE
nako nponahu komnensanuja” (Herbart, 1897: 101). lakie, nopoguyna neja-
roruja ce MaTepujajiniyje JOMUHAHTHO y IOMEHY capaibe poauTesba U Iie-
Jlarora, T€ ce MojaBJbyje Kao neda2ouka OUCYUniuHa Koja ce 6asu Hay4Hum
npoyuaABarbeM poOUmeb08arba KAao jeOHoe 00IUuKa nedazoukoea 00Hocd, me
ce NPaKkmuyHo ymememyje y capaorwu cmpyurbaxa (nedazoea u Heneoazo2a)
U nopoouye y 8aCNUMHO0OPA306HUM UHCMUMYYUjaMd, Koja je ycmepena Ka
Odememosoj doopooumu. Tlpumapau aapecatu oBako cxBaheHe mopoauyHe
Nearoruje cy meiaro3u, a CeKyHAapHu IPYyTH CTPYUballi, KOjH HUCY Iea-
ro3u. Y OBOM cJyuajy OCHOBHA Ca3Hama O POAUTEJbOBakbY MOpajy OMTH Ha-
norpaljeHa u cnenupUIHUM KOMIIETCHIIMjaMa 3a capajamy ca mopoauiamal’
(KOMYHUKaIIMjCKE BEIITUHE, BEIITHHE pelliaBamba Cyko0a UT/I.) KOje meaaror
JUPEKTHO TIPUMEIbYje Yy capalibi ¢ MOPOAULIaMa, i KOje MyTeM CYTepBH-
3ujcke U noaynupyhe yiore nemarora y BACHHTHOOOPa30BHO] HHCTHTYIUjH
MIPEHOCH | JIPYTUM CTpyUalliMa KOju HUCY TeAaro3u (M Tako OuBa ocoba
O/IrOBOpHA 3a yHarnpehuBame came capaiimbe).

[Ipema HameM MHIJbEHGY, TEAAroruja Tpeda a MHCUCTUPA Ha KOOPIH-
HUPAaHOM HErOBakby OBHX TPHUjy OMMCaHHUX CTpeMJbera. Ha npumep, pasyme-
Barbe IpeMa KojeM Ou MopoinyHa Tefaroruja ouia cxsaheHa HCKJbYYMBO Kao
TEOpHUjcKa IMpUIpeMa 3a capajiby Mefarora u Apyrux CTpydmhaka ca poau-
TeJbUMa MOCSIUYHO OU MMIUTUIIUPAJIO U TeHIEHIU]Y (OKyCHpama meaaro-
r'fje Ha KOHTEKCT MpoQeCcHOHATHIX HHCTHTYLIH]a Koje ce 0aBe BaclUTaAkEM
u 00pa3oBameM, IITO MOKE MMATH JAJCKOCEKHE MOCIIEANLIE CIpaM paHuje
po0JIeMaTU30BAHOT 0JIOKaja MOPOJUYHE TIS/Iaroruje yHyTap IPYIITBEHO-
XYMaHHCTHYKHUX HayKa, jep THME CBa yHYTapHOpoIHyuHa 30MBarba MpenyI-
Ta UCTPAKUBAKY CPOJHUM JIUCIUIIIINHAMA (KOj€ YjeIHO T€ CII03Haje IIPEHOCE
pOAMTEIBUMA), TE X 3aUCTA TEK CEKYHIAPHO IPUMEIbYje He OU JIH JIeJI0Babe
CTpyYihaKa Yy BaCIUTHOOOPAa30BHUM MHCTUTYIMjaMa OMIJIO MPOJYKTHUBHU]jE

19 PagymeBame capajimbe ca IopoaniiaMa Kao I0MCHA KOjU Y OCHOBH HEMa MOPOJHYHY T1e/ia-
TOTHjy ¥ 3Hae O JMHAMUIIH IIOPOAMYHOT )KUBOTA, HETO CapaJiby BUIN Ka0 CKYITl KOMYHHKa-
LHOHHX, MeyJbyICKUX U APYTHX KOMIIETEHIIHja Koje ce Mory crehu 6e3 003upa Ha caapxaj
U [UJbEBE capajibhe, MEXaHHUKO je pa3yMeBambe BAKHOT M0Jba MPO(ECHOHATHOT JeJI0Bamba
Tesiarora, Koje ce OHJa JJAKO MOJKe MPEIyCcTH OUJI0 KOJUM CTPYyYmhalMa KOju Hoceayjy Ha-
BeJCHE KOMyHUKanujcke komnereHnuje. CynpotHo Tome, noMeH Capadre nopoduye u eac-
numHooOpa30eHe ycmanose MOXe ce pa3yMeT Kao [lopoouuna nedacozuja 11, Tj. kao odnact
IeJlaroruje Koja Ha OCHOBY JYyOMHCKOT pa3yMeBama POJUTEIb0Bara U YJIOre POAHTEIhA Y
BacuTamy M 00pa3oBamy JeTeTa MPUCTYIa U3rpajmbu ofgHOca u3Mely mopoxauie u Bac-
HUTHOOOpa30BHE YCTAHOBE, YCMEPEHOE Ha MOJACTHLAKE IETETOVOZ XOIUCTUYKOT pa3Boja.
[orpemno je na ce ITopoduuna nedacoeuja cxBatu kao Capadra nopoouye u 8acCRUMHO-
06pasosre ycmanoge I, 3aT0 MTO MOrPELIHO UMILTMLUPA Ja je 00JacT POAUTEIHOBAbA CAMO
YBOJ y HAaBOJHO OCHOBHY TEMY I€Iaroruje, oHOC MOPOAMIE U NPOPECHOHAIHE MeIaromKe
nucTHTyIje. OBO TOBOAM JI0 3aMKE M30CTaBJbakha POAMTEIHOBAMbA KA0 HHXEPEHTHE TeMe
NeJIaroOruje ¥ HEHOT CBOherha Ha KOHTEKCT IIKOJIC U MHCTUTYIH]E PAHOT M MPEIIIKOICKOT
BaCIHTamba.
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(TMeE IITO CeBaCHI/ITH006pa3OBHI/IYTHHa_] HOPOJIHIIE, TPeMa oTpeOH, pasyMe,
caHupa, I0ACTUYE UT/,., AU HE I/ICTpaxche HaTIeJaromKHy crielipuyan Haq M H).
Jletumuua norsien Ha fomMahe MeTnjcKe capikaje HaMemheHe poAUTEbIMa (32
MOy U PAhE OBE OICEPBaIije HAy YHUM JJOKa3uMa Bajba CIIPOBECTH IIHJbAHO
UCTPaKMBabE) CUTHAIN3UPA JIa Cy Ha IPUMEP POAUTEICKY KOHCI[U]jSHTH3a-
LMjy Kao acreKT CBoje MpoQecruoHa He ylore rneaaro3u Beh 3amocTaBHIIu.
KoHnauan pe3yaTaT MUCAOHOT JIeJI0Bakba OMMCAHOT Y OBOM TEKCTY jeCTe U O/
pebemwe nopoduune nedazoeuje kao jeone 00 ougepenyujarrux nedazocuja
Koja ce 6asu npoyuasar.em pooumemosarbd Kao cneyupuynoe mooaiumema
(nauuxoea) nedacouikoe ooHoca. Jlakie, y GokKycy MOpPOJUYHE MENaroruje
jecTe menarouikyu OJHOC POJUTE/ha U JIeTeTa, a He MOPOAULA KAa0 HHCTHUTY-
11ja, Kojy HapaBHO POAMTEJb H JIETE CBOJUM ITOCTOjabeM / 00aBIbabeM yIiora
caunmanajy, wto ynyhyje Ha To na Ou ,,learoruyHuju” Ha3UB OBE TpaHe
0uo nedacocuja pooumemosarva (jep 6u y Gokycy 0uiio o0aB/bamke POIH-
TEJBCKE YJIOTE, 3a Pas3iuKy O Ha3WBa NOPOOUYHA nedazozuja, Koju, mpemMa
HaIlleM MULLJbERY, AKXy YyeMepaBa — HaKo je ped TeK O 3HaYeHCKUM HHjaH-
caMa — Ha CTPYKTypHE eJIeMeHTe MHCTHUTYIHje moponuie). HezaBucHo on
Ha3MBa, CaJIpKaju Koje Ha OCHOBY OBAaKBOT ojipelerha mopoanyHa neaaroruja
YKJByuyje:

1.  cnenudUYHOCTH POIUTEIHOBAA K0 (JIAMYKOTa) AT OLIKOT OJJHOCA;

2. TPETHOCTaBKe Koje JeTe YMHE naucom, Ouhem kojeM je moTpeOHO

Boheme;
3. TIpeTHocTaBKe KOje POAUTE/ha YNHE TIOJICCHUM 32 BOl)erhe IeTeTa;
4. JeTepMHUHMCAHOCT POAMTEIHOBAKA PATUUUTUM (BaH)IOPOAUIHUM
YUHHUOLIMMa,

5. pasyMmeBame COIMjajHe KOHCTPYHCAHOCTH POAUTEIbOBAA U JC-
KOHCTPYKIIMja XET€MOHH]CKHX, MEeJarollKy HpeleBaTHUX OKBHpa
,HOpMaHe” U ,,icaHe’ MOPOAHIIC;
pasyMeBambe MPUPOJIE ACTETa KA0 HCXOIHUIITA POIUTECIHOBAbA;
AyTOHOMHE M XETEPOHOMHE CBPXE POIUTEIbOBAMA;

BAaCIIMTHU NOCTYNIHU POAUTEIbAa U BbUXOB OAHOC IMpEMa CBPCU POAH-
TEJHOBAMA;

9. edekTu poIUTEIhOBAKA;

10. ynora memarora y poauTeIbCKOj KOHCIIUjSHTH3AIH]jH;'!

11. ymora megarora y capajmy ca poAUTEbMMAa Y BacCHUTHOOOPa30B-

HUM UHCTUTYIHjaMa;

12. menaromiku peieBaHTHO EMITMPUJCKO UCTPAKHUBAHE POAUTEIHOBAbA,

POAUTEIbCKE KOHCIIUjEHTH3AIIN]E U CapaJibe Ca POJUTESIbUMA.

SN

" Canprxaju HaBegeHu nox TaukoM 10 u 11 Ha cTyanjuMa negaroruje y Pery6aunnun Xpsarc-
KOj yriiaBHOM ce oOpal)yjy y Ckiomy mporpama capaimke/IapTHEPCTBa ¢ MOPOAHIIAMa/pOIH-
TeJbHMa.
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OBaj momuc je TeK WIyCTpaTHBaH, T€ je CTOra OTBOPEH 3a JOIMYHY M PEBU-
3ujy. M3 HaBeneHUX Tema jacHo je Jia ce MOpOoJuYHa Tearoruja u3Boau Kao
HopmatuBHa. Komap'? (Komar, 2011) nojamnrmaa 1a je ujieja HOpMaTuBHOCTH
MMaHEeHTHA TeJjaroruju, Koja je, OACTYNHBIIN Ol HOPMaTUBHOCTH, OjlycTana
u oz cebe, Oynyhu na je ykunyna u HanetocT u3mely oHora mto 6uhe nauc
caja jecte u mTo Tpeba y OynyhHoctu na Oyne. To He 3Ha4uM Ja OHA HHUjE
eMIIMPHUjCKa, IITABHILE, aJIi He MOKe OUTH MO3UTHBHCTUYKU cxBaheHa uc-
KJBYYHBO Kao0 €MITHPHUjCKa HayKa.

3AKJBYUAK

Y oBOM pagy MO HACTOjaJTH Ja MPEACTAaBUMO MOIPOOHH]E TPOMHUIIIIBAHE O
HHU3Y AUJIeMa Koje Cy 00eexmie 0aBheHhEe MOPOTMTHOM IEar0THjOM ay TOP-
Ke OBOT pajia. AHaIM3WpaHa je HejacHa MO3UIIMOHUPAHOCT MOPOJIMYHE Iejia-
rorvje yHyTap ¥ W3BaH Mefarorvje, Kao U HeKU 0]l YOUCHHX y3pOKa TaKBOT
nosiokaja. CmaTpajyhu 1a je meHa HeToBOJbHA TeIaromKa JUCTUHKTUBHOCT
jenaH o YMHUIIAIA 300T KOJUX C jeHe CTpaHe uMa IMpodIeMaTHIaH OJTHOC ca
CHCTEMATCKOM IIEIar0THjoM, a ¢ Ipyre CTpaHe ce MpeKJana ca HHTepecruma
CPOAHMX HayKa, moceOHa makma ocBeheHa je T0j IUCTUHKTUBHOCTH JIEPH-
BHPAHO] U3 OIHOCA CHCTEMATCKE TeNaroruje u qudepeHnrjaTHux meaaro-
ruja. [IpuTom, XpBaTcCku KOHTEKCT MOPAo € KOHTPACTUPATH Ca EHITICCKUM
1 HEMadKUM TOBOPHUM TOAPYUjUMA, V KOJIMa j& T3B. NOPOOUUHO NObe NPY-
ravuije MO3UIMOHUPAHO. AHAIN3a je 3aKkJbyueHa onpehuBameM MOPOIUIHE
reiaroryje, Moryhum morsieioM Ha BeHa MoJba IPUMEHe, Kao U TeMama Koje
jOj nHXEpeHTHO Npumanajy. OBakBa aHanm3a Moxe moactahu gujamor mehy
Pa3IMYUATHM CTPYUHhaKa, KOju O MOTEHIIMjaJIHO PE3yITHPA0 OATOBOPUMA U
Ha MMUTamka Koja ce y OBOME pajy caMoO Haciyhyjy, TOIMYT MUTama O OJHOCY
HOPMAaTHUBHUX W EMITHPHjCKUX eJeMeHaTa MOPOAUYHE Mearoruje, MuTama
0 (He)aZeKBaTHOCTH TPEHYTHO NMPUMEHHUBAHE METOMOJIOTHjE €MITHPUjCKIX
HCTpakMBamba, UM MUTaka 0 MOrYNHOCTH HCTUHCKH (YMECTO JIeKJIapaTHB-
HO) MHTEPAMCIUIUIMHAPHOTA MPHUCTYIamkha TeMaMa y Be3W ca TOPOJIUIIOM.
[Mutame Ha KoOje ce, KaKo ce ayTOopKa Haja, YCIENIo OJHOCH Ce Ha TO 3allTOo
je menaroiika rnepcreKTuBa y mpoydaBamy nopoauie outHa. Kana ce mo-
POAMYHA TIejarorrja 3ancTa 0aBU POIUTEIFOBAKHEM KA0 TEIAarolIKUM OJTHO-
COM — Ha TakKaB Ha4YWH Ja IMpOMUIIJbAa O CBEMY ILITO CC€ Yy 3aJaTUM APYIIT-
BCHUM OKBHpHMa Joraha y nmjagHoM mporiecy moBolerma aeTeTa A0 HEKOT
HJICAJTHOT, KOHAYHOT CTamba — TaJla je eH JIOMPUHOC Pa3yMeBamy TOPOIUIIE

12 AJn, Kao WITO ce MOXKE BHUJICTH, EMITUPU3aM HHje MPECyIaH 3a YCTAHOBJbABAE T1E/1aro-
THje, a je BeJINKa Irpelika 1 (hajicupuKoBame yCTaHOBJbABAME ,,IIEAArorHje” Kao APYIITBEHE
HayKe YHjH je LUJb POyIaBamE ,,IEaromKe 3aKOHUTOCTH , IPU YeMY YaK U OBaj ,,CUCTEM
3aKOHMTOCTH” 03HAa4YaBa camy IearoiiKy TeOpHjy... AKO YOIIIITE TIOCTOj! MPETIOCTaBKa J1a
ce BaCIHTame U 00pa3oBame TPeTHpa y CKJIaly ca Ha3MBOM IE€Aaroruje, OH/a je OUUTIICTHO
Jla OHH MOpajy Aa Oyay ycMEepeHU Ha — BPEMEHCKH TieJaHo — oHo mTo jomr Huje” (Komar,
2011: 115).
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Y KOHTEKCTY MYJITHIMCUMIIMHAPHUX MPUCTYNA HYKaH. MebhyTtum, TO HE
3HAYU JIa —TIOPOJIMYHA Tiearoruja Moxe (QyHKIIMOHUCATH Oe3 pasymeBarba
pa3IMYUTHX YMHUIIALA U3 OKPYKEeHha KOJU POAUTEILOBAkE oapelyjy, a uujy
KOMIIJIEKCHOCT CUCTEMATCKU MPUCTYIH nopoauiu (Hmp. bpoHdenOpenepos
pasBojHOeKoIOKH Moziel, Bronfenbrenner, 1986) wnu ponuTtespoBamy (HIIP.
BenckyjeB mpoliecHu Mol OJIpeIHULIA POAUTEhOBama, Belsky, 1984) n06-
po omucyjy. Jour Mambe 3HAYM HETHPake YUEHCHUIIE Ja je CMHCA0 HAay4HOT
JeI0Bamka yIpaBo y IIyTOBamY ,,HAYKE KPO3 MHOIITBO NPHUBUIHUX HaAyd-
HOCTHU Ka ce0H camoj”, IpH YeMy ce T€ MPUBHIHE HAYYHOCTH (II0jequHauHEe
JUCITUIUIMHE) TIOCTYITHO ocsio0ahajy CBOJUX IMOjeITMHAYHOCTHU U MOCEOHOCTH
(Despot, 1991: 11). Y pany je u3HeceH cTaB Jia reAaronka nepcrnekTusa (koja
MIPUTOM YOIIIITE HE MOpa OUTU MOCEOHO UMEHOBAHA NI U3060jeHA) — YIIpa-
BO 300r crienr(UIHOT JOPUHOCA KOjH J1aje LIEIOKYITHOM HayYHOM OaBJbEHY
MIOPOJIUIIOM, Y OBOM Tpoliecy He Ou Tpebasio fa Oyje 3aHeMapeHa.
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Abstract. The first part of the paper analyses the relation between family pedagogy
and related non-pedagogical disciplines in the Croatian and foreign scientific space,
as well as the position of family pedagogy within systematic pedagogy. The analysis
is followed by the central part of the paper which is dedicated to a problematisation of
the question based on what family pedagogy can consider itself part of pedagogy, i.e.
what family pedagogy bases its pedagogical distinctiveness on. From the conclusion
of the central part of the paper an overview of the possible application fields family
pedagogy deals with is derived, which forms the final part of the paper.
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INTRODUCTION

The idea for writing this text sprang from a dialogic exchange of an anecdotic
character in year 2008. As a young research assistant who had recently started
working at Department of Pedagogy in Zagreb, at that time the author of this
paper was preparing a speech for an academic conference, diligently working
on studying the representation of different family structures in picture books.
Having, however, informed a reputable professor of the topic she was dealing
with, his comment was that it would be better to present herself for the first
time to the scientific community with a strong theoretical topic. This remark
of his was just an introduction to the many doubts and insecurities which
marked the author’s dealing with family pedagogy in the following years, and
which emerged in about the following order: Is there some hierarchical rank-
ing within the various pedagogical disciplines and, if so, what is it related to?
Why is there the impression that family pedagogy does not “belong’ to peda-
gogy completely? Is it possible to explain why family pedagogy does stem
from systematic pedagogy using convincing arguments? Are the addressees
of family pedagogy pedagogues, kindergarten teachers, teachers or parents?
Why is it demanding to explain to colleagues from abroad what does family
pedagogy deal with? Where is the line between family pedagogy and related
non-pedagogical disciplines? To what extent is this difference actually impor-
tant in the era of interdisciplinarity? Whether these questions really did arise
from the aforementioned comment of the well-intended professor or whether
they were unavoidable is today irrelevant. What is interesting is the fact that
a few years later the author of this paper started considering her work on rep-
resentation of different family structures problematic — not for the suggested

* E-mail: bkusevic@ffzg.hr
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reason of its thematic inferiority when compared to more serious theoretical
discussions, but because of the inability to elaborately explain at that moment
what exactly made this work be called a pedagogical piece of research.

The above-mentioned dilemmas build the framework of this paper, which
has the objective of describing and problematising first the relation between
family pedagogy and related non-pedagogical disciplines and then the posi-
tion of family pedagogy within systematic pedagogy, and elaborating, based
on these analyses, the pedagogical distinctiveness of family pedagogy and its
possible application fields. In this paper the concept of related non-pedagogi-
cal disciplines refers primarily to those focused on the family (eg. family an-
thropology, psychology of parenting, family sociology etc.), while the concept
of systematic pedagogy refers to systematic organised totality of pedagogical
branches, where each individual branch, consistently and with a transparent
criterion, is derived from general pedagogical thought (see below). The set ob-
jective will be tried to meet by reasoning and analysing relevant literature. The
whole paper is intended to be a contribution to the understanding of the distinc-
tiveness of family pedagogy vis-a-vis other (non-)pedagogical disciplines, as
well as a contribution to a systematic way of contemplating pedagogy itself.

Relation between family pedagogy
and related non-pedagogical disciplines

The question of the relation between family pedagogy and related non-peda-
gogical disciplines is on the one hand a question of challenging the necessity
of the existence of a clear disciplinary identity of various disciplines dealing
with the family in a multidisciplinary mode, that is, on the other hand, a ques-
tion of the possibility of founding a new scientific discipline which would be
based on the family as a specific object of interest. In this part of Europe the
idea of a new scientific discipline dealing with the family was announced by
Mladenovi¢ in his Introduction to Family Sociology (Uvod u sociologiju po-
rodice) in 1969, believing that family sociology, which he saw as a boundary
discipline with significant sociological but also non-sociological elements,
would over time develop into a distinct scientific discipline, the so-called
family science' (Mladenovi¢, 1969). The requirement for acknowledging a
new discipline was in the eighties a strong point of a heated discussion in
respectable scientific journals such as Journal of Marriage and Family and
Family Science Review, in which a group of scientists led by Burr and Leigh
(Burr & Leigh, 1983, 1984; Burr, Herrin, Day, Beutler & Leigh, 1988) tried
to found a new field of investigating the family, first called famology and
later family science, i.e. family studies, by publishing a series of texts. The

"Mili¢ (2007) explains that she did not agree with Mladenovi¢, who was back then a professor
at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade, holding that the priority should be the development of an
interdisciplinary approach to the family (Mili¢, 1971, as cited in Mili¢, 2007).
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first term was not accepted and no institution used the coinage famology in
their terminologies (Hans, 2014), while the choice between the terms family
science and family studies is determined by understanding whether the new
discipline validates itself by having a unique object of study which is then
studied multidisciplinarily from the position of different parent disciplines
(family studies) or whether there is a specific (secondary) disciplinary per-
spective in studying the family (family science; Bailey & Gentry, 2013, Bai-
ley & Gentry, 2013, as cited in Hans, 2014), whereby the latter term is charged
with positivistic connotations (Smart, 2009, as cited in Hans, 2014) but is also
considered to be optimal by the Task Force on the Development of a Family
Discipline (1987).

Analysing the criteria for establishing a new scientific discipline (a
unique object of study, an adequate theoretical and empirical knowledge ba-
sis, a unique research methodology, a supporting infrastructure in the sense
of journals, faculties, professional associations etc., an ensuing application of
the discipline/adequate profession, a possibility of being educated in the dis-
cipline and finally a consensus among experts that the new discipline exists),
the aforementioned authors arrived at the conclusion that “famology” indeed
is anew discipline because it meets five out of seven criteria listed above (they
held that the discipline was too young to have its own developed research
methodology and that its theoretical basis was supported by its parent disci-
plines) (Burr & Leigh, 1983). They were not of the view that this new disci-
pline could not be related to multidisciplinary approaches to the family — they
emphasised that a great number of disciplines contributed with their knowl-
edge on the family to a special family science and saw sociology, psychology,
anthropology, history and biology as the disciplines that contributed most to
family science (Burr et al., 1988). The specificity of the object of the study of
the new realm (family realm) was attested by means of seven characteristics
which make family experience different from all other human experiences,
and these seven characteristics are: the generational nature and longevity of
family relationships, a holistic approach to individuals, a process orientation
to family relations, unique and intense emotionality, an emphasis on qualita-
tive purposes and processes, an altruistic orientation and attentive guiding
(Beutler, Burr, Bahr & Herrin, 1989). However, as a response to Sprey’s (1983,
as cited in Burr & Leigh, 1984) dilemma about whether a scientific discipline
can validate itself by the object of study itself or whether a specific conceptual
approach to that object is needed, they found a validation of the new discipline
also in the specific epistemology which is distinctive from other disciplinary
perspectives (Burr & Leigh, 1984), and which motivates the scientists in the
new realm to pose different kinds of questions and to generate different kinds
of explanations in comparison with scientists belonging to other realms?

2 “In summary, the main point in this section is that when we start with a familial perspec-
tive, compared to the many other effective and helpful perspectives that exist in the academic
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(Burr et al., 1988). This new epistemology moves from individual to fam-
ily systems, abandons traditional paradigms characterised by linear causality
which were dominant at that time, and is substituted by circular causality
and a move away from the cause to effects/consequences; it emphasises the
importance of studying values in the family, acknowledges not only social but
also biological aspects of family life etc. (Arcus, 1980; Hoffman, 1981; Watz-
lawick et al., 1967; as cited in Burr ef al., 1988; see more in Burr et al., 1988).
The described attempts were an object of a lot of criticism, which was aimed
at non-specific epistemological principles of the new discipline (Edwards,
1989), a stereotypical view of family roles, a romanticised understanding of
the family as a safe haven for every individual and at insisting on an artificial
public-private dichotomy masking complex relations between the family and
other social institutions (David, 1993), to mention but a few elements of this
criticism. David (1993) therefore concluded that such an insisting on a new
discipline would represent a step backwards, and invited different disciplines
to build together, borrow, develop and test theories of the family.

Not even today is there a consensus on the above-described issue. As it
has already been pointed out, famology is not regarded as a legitimate scien-
tific discipline anymore, but the terms family science and family studies are
still used interchangeably. For instance, in the Handbook of Marriage and
the Family, Bailey and Gentry (2013) use the term family science and add to
the aforementioned criteria by Burr and Leigh (1983) an eighth criterion, the
criterion of the discipline’s accumulated history, whereby they analyse all the
criteria in detail. On the other hand, the sustainability of family studies as an
interdisciplinary research field is also in part confirmed by a more than two
decades long tradition of the respected Journal of Family Studies® published
by Taylor & Francis, which attempts at deepening the understanding of the
family from a number of interdisciplinary perspectives. In later parts of the
paper it will be analysed which of these two positions the Croatian context is
closer to. For this analysis, it is important to mention that acknowledging the
interdisciplinary nature of the family field does not, however, mean that one
of the recognised perspectives is indeed the pedagogical one.

To be more specific, the Anglo-Saxon-speaking area generally does not
recognise the term family pedagogy in a sense close to the one used in the
Croatian language (that is, in the meaning of a pedagogical discipline; this
will be discussed later): in a text written in English which expressly men-
tions the syntagm family pedagogy, referring to oppressed family pedagogy,
the author understands the syntagm as “intergenerational art of critical and
reciprocal teaching and learning that is engaged at home by families battling
oppression” (Hughes, 2005: 51), while Lovatt, Cooper and Hedges (2017: 101)

community, we see things differently. We ask different questions, focus on different parts of
reality, and construct ideas that are different.” (Burr et al., 1988: 190)
3 Journal of Family Studies, http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rjfs20/current (22.5.2017.)
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define family pedagogy as “‘the learning interactions and cultural practices
that occur within families”, holding that being familiar with family pedagogy
expands the educator’s understanding of the child’s opportunities for learning
in the family and improves the relation with the parents and with the child.
Brooker (1999) writes about implicit and explicit family pedagogy, whereby
the former implies familial socialisation practices, while the latter implies a
deliberate preparation of the child for school. What is evident in these defini-
tions is a focusing on the relation between the parent and the child, which is
based on learning and teaching, sometimes also narrowed to preparing the
child for entering the formal system of education. Allen and Crosbie-Burnett
(1992) use the syntagm in a completely different sense and define family ped-
agogy as teaching (university students) on the family. As for the literature in
German, older literature recognises the term Familienpddagogik in the sense
of one of the pedagogical disciplines (in 1989 Einfiihrung in die Familienpdd-
agogik was published; Paetzold & Fried, 1989), but it is indicative that newer
sources in German (e.g. Macha, 2011) also show a turn towards educational
sciences’ theories of family (erziehungswissenschaftlichen Theorie der Fami-
lie, Macha, 2011), not mentioning family pedagogy. Moreover, in 2011 the
book Familienpddagogik. Familidre Beziehungen mit Kindern professionell
gestalten (Heim & Posch, 2011) was published. The book talks about “profes-
sional” familial child-rearing, developed in the context of SOS children’s vil-
lages and the care of children with inadequate parental care in an institutional
context resembling a familial one. It can therefore be concluded that a literal
translation of the syntagm family pedagogy into English and German leads
to a diapason of the possible meanings of this syntagm, ranging from sociali-
sational, parental practices of child-rearing and education, to child-rearing
carried out by professionals in a context resembling a familial one and to
teaching students on the family at the institutions of higher education.

If we move away from general discussions about the terminology and
focus on the Croatian scientific context, it may be reasonable to start with the
fact that according to the Ordinance on Scientific and Artistic Areas, Fields
and Branches (2009), only family medicine, family law and family pedagogy
have the status of the branches of science explicitly dealing with the family,
but, as Mili¢ (2007) points out, within social sciences there is no discipline
that would not somehow make the family even a marginal object of its inter-
est. Furthermore, to the knowledge of the author of this paper, the marking of
the boundaries between different branches of science dealing with the family
(in the sense of the problems they deal with and the way they approach these
problems) is not thematised much (e.g. the relation between family pedagogy
and related sciences is given by Stevanovic¢*, 2000), but any deeper contem-

* The author believes that family pedagogy takes from philosophy the knowledge on the hu-
man and their nature and existence; it leans on the fundamental knowledge of modern psy-
chology on the mental life of the human, while it takes from sociology the knowledge on the
socialisation of the personality through the process of upbringing (Stevanovi¢, 2000). The



Barbara Kusevié 64

plation of what the specificity of e.g. family pedagogy, parenthood psychol-
ogy or family sociology is generated from might leave us confused. What
problems related to the family does pedagogy deal with, and psychology and
sociology do not? Does something become an object of the interest of peda-
gogy, psychology or sociology by the nature of the problem/topic itself or
rather by the way the problem/topic is approached; that is, can all the three
disciplines deal with the same topics (e.g. parenting styles), but in their own
specific ways? If the answer to this question is affirmative, what are the spe-
cificities of the pedagogical, psychological and sociological approaches to the
family? Macha (1997, 2004a, as cited in Macha, 2011) considers a delimita-
tion of the boundaries of a pedagogical (to be more precise, scientific edu-
cational) approach from a sociological and a psychological approach to the
family, because of their closeness, not to be necessary, but she also stresses
a specificity of pedagogical studying of the family, “such as, for instance, an
ethical-normative orientation of education and educational goals, an internal
dynamic of family relations and their relation to the surroundings (Macha,
1997; 2004a), the questions of the gender and the family, such as the tasks of
familial child-rearing at different stages of the child’s development.” (Macha,
2011: 7). The author of this paper is of the opinion, and this opinion will later
be supported with arguments, that pedagogy does indeed place an emphasis
on particular topics which stem from the pedagogical relation between the
parents and the child (for whose holistic understanding it is, of course, nec-
essary to lean on the knowledge acquired by related disciplines), such as a
normative focusing on parenting, parental understanding of the child as the
starting point of parenting, child-rearing practices etc., but even when fam-
ily pedagogy is dealing with topics it shares with other disciplines, it brings
attention to different points: for instance, a parenting style viewed from a
pedagogical perspective will not focus that much on the changes in the styles
throughout history, the cross-cultural differences in preferring a particular
style or the dimensions of the parents’ personality which are likely to lead
to the use of a particular style, but on the consequences the exercised style
has on the relation between the parents and the child, i.e. on child-rearing as
a whole. Even if it undertakes this analysis of the consequences influencing
the relation between the parents and the child together with other disciplines,
family pedagogy poses in its focusing on the aim of child-rearing specific
research questions (or should do so).

author also analyses the relations of pedagogy with other sciences such as anthropology, eth-
nology, history etc.

* “das sind unter anderem die etisch-normative Orientierung von Erziehung und Bildung und
die Erziehungsziele, die innere Dynamik der Familienbeziehungen und die Beziehungen zur
Umwelt (Macha, 1997; 2004a), Gender und Familie sowie die Aufgaben der Familienerzie-
hung in den Lebensphasen der Kinder.” (Macha, 2011: 7).
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There is, however, the dilemma about why a clear distinction between
different disciplines focused on the family should be important after all: some
authors, for instance Zvonkovic (2014), consider sharp disciplinary bounda-
ries archaic and favour posing such research questions which require giving
answers from different perspectives, and in a similar fashion Matijevi¢, Bili¢
and Opi¢ (2016) point out that since interdisciplinarity is nowadays widely
spread it is hard to mark clear boundaries between disciplines, which is the
reason why they decide not to do so in their Pedagogy for Teachers, finding
important every contribution to the object field of education, regardless of
what discipline it comes from. In the context of such theses, insisting on clear
disciplinary boundaries is an inconvenient position subject to the risk of an
accusation for anachronic, artificial purism which is powerless to the com-
plexity and dynamism of contemporary society in general/of the institution
of the family in particular. Nevertheless, insisting on pedagogical distinc-
tiveness in this paper does not represent an attempt to negate the advantage
of multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary approaches, but is rather an attempt
to clearly state what contribution pedagogy can make in such approaches.
The author of this paper is of the view that in a multidisciplinary approach,
disciplines become privileged if their theoretical and empirical contribution
to a specific area is stated more clearly, while the disciplines which do not
succeed in cultivating a specific epistemology and methodology arising from
it are exposed to the risk of (self) abolishment and slowly become part of a
wide corpus of “social sciences” and “interdisciplinary fields®”. As Palek¢i¢
(2015a: 57-58) claims, “[t]he present-day state of pedagogy as a science is
marked (Palekéi¢, 2010), among other points, by an absence of a clear peda-
gogical scientific perspective (differentia specifica) in relation to other sci-
ences, concerning their mutual object of study — education (Palekci¢, 2004),
that is, by taking scientific points of view, theories, models and concepts from
other disciplines. [...] All this has as its consequence a questionable identity
of pedagogy, as well as an insufficiently developed reputation and status of
pedagogy in the academic community, especially with regard to generating
its own scientific knowledge (Vogel, 1986, Palek¢i¢, 2015a) on education. In
that sense pedagogy is understood more as a profession, but not as a scientific

¢ In the Ordinance on Scientific and Artistic Areas, Fields and Branches (2009), apart from
pedagogy (5.07.) there are, as an interdisciplinary area, Educational sciences (8.05.) com-
prised of psychology of education, sociology of education, politology of education, economics
of education, anthropology of education, neuroscience and early learning, and, at the very
end, the pedagogical disciplines. Furthermore, in the project Construction of a model for
scientific work assessment in the Republic of Croatia (Joki¢, Zauder & Letina, 2012), which
analysed at the Institute for Social Research in Zagreb, among others, the characteristics of
Croatian national and international scientific production in the field of humanities and social
sciences and arts, the field pedagogy in not included in the analysis; instead, the authors
analyse educational sciences, along with economics, information sciences, politology, law,
psychology, social work and sociology.
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discipline’.” Detected problems surrounding the general status of pedagogy
are applicable to family pedagogy as well — in view of a non-existence of
more serious analyses, it is rather interesting to point out that at /vo Pilar In-
stitute of Social Sciences, with the Centre for Child, Youth and Family Studies
as one of its parts, none of the 78 scientists mentions pedagogy as part of their
scientific fields®. Such data may raise concern only if we confirm the thesis
that a pedagogical perspective on studying the family makes a unique contri-
bution which related sciences with their own positions do not offer and that a
multidisciplinary studying of the family deprived of that specific pedagogical
perspective represents impoverishment of a scientific approach to the family.
However, before this thesis can be confirmed, an analysis of the pedagogical-
ness of family pedagogy itself has to be carried out: to be more specific, if we
cannot offer reasonable arguments about what makes family pedagogy be in-
deed called pedagogy and whether there is an application field of this branch
of pedagogy (and what that application field is), we cannot tell when family
pedagogy leaves its inherent research problems to other disciplines. Reflect-
ing upon a specific pedagogical perspective of family pedagogy leads to the
question of the position of family pedagogy within systematic pedagogy.

Position of family pedagogy within systematic pedagogy

There are numerous indicators based on which it is possible to start examin-
ing the position of family pedagogy within systematic pedagogy. From the
formal-legislative perspective family pedagogy is a legitimate branch of ped-
agogy — the above-mentioned Ordinance on Scientific and Artistic Areas,
Fields and Branches (2009) lists family pedagogy as the ninth branch in the
field of pedagogy. From the historical perspective Zaninovi¢ (1988) identifies
the importance of familial child-rearing in the works of a number of figures
important for the history of pedagogy. A person who dedicated a whole li-
brary to child-rearing in the family home was Komenski (1886, VI), having
written the Guidelines for Maternal School in the 17" century, “brief advice
for the earliest rearing in the family home”. Within pedagogical monogra-
phies published from the mid-twentieth century to today family pedagogy is
generally considered an integral part of pedagogy: Pataki (1951) thought of
child-rearing in the family as part of general pedagogy, while Simlesa (1978),

7 All the quotations from the originals written in Croatian represent a translation by the trans-
lator of this paper.

8 According to the data available on: https://www.pilar.hr/2018/03/pregled/ (accessed 10™ July
2018; information on the site from 20" June 2018), the scientists include anthropology, de-
mography, economics, ethnology, philosophy, interdisciplinary science area, cognitive sci-
ences, politology, (Croatian) history, law, psychology, gender studies, social geography, so-
cio-cultural anthropology, sociology and theology in their scientific field. For a number of the
members of the Institute the data is not available, hence there is a possibility that among them
there are some scientists who do include pedagogy in their scientific fields.
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Vukasovi¢ (2001) and Matijevi¢, Bili¢ and Opi¢ (2016) recognise it as one of
the branches/disciplines of pedagogy, to mention but a few authors whose
works contain the term pedagogy in their titles®. As far as the scientific pro-
duction in the branch itself is concerned, the last monographies which include
the term family pedagogy in their titles were published more than 15 years ago
(Rosi¢, 1998; Rosi¢ & Zlokovi¢, 2002; Stevanovi¢, 2000), in a short and fruit-
ful period of a theoretical articulation of the discipline. This does not mean
that in the period from 2002 up to the present day no monography belonging
to this branch of pedagogy has been published (see e.g. Ljubeti¢, 2007, 2012),
but the emphasis has been moved from fundamental theoretical questions to-
wards certain specific subject matter phenomena (e.g. parental competence).
It is, however, worth noticing that the legislative and production indicators are
merely a reflection of certain trends in science and a sort of a heteronomous
legitimation of family pedagogy as part of pedagogy. However, if we see the
position of family pedagogy in the system of pedagogical disciplines the way
Palekci¢ (2015b) sets the relation between general pedagogy and differential
pedagogies, whereby general pedagogy branches into differential pedagogies
which have a common root in the fundamental pedagogical thought, the ques-
tion which should be posed based on that is: what is it that makes family peda-
gogy originate from the fundamental pedagogical thought?

Child-rearing is a process by which the authors describe the essence of
family pedagogy. Vukasovi¢ (2001: 216) sees family pedagogy as a branch
of “the pedagogical science which pedagogically plans and sheds light on
the child-rearing process under specific conditions of family life”, and the
object of family pedagogy is for Rosi¢ (1998: 38) “the child-rearing in family
from the child’s birth and during the entire process of its development while
the family has influence on the young individual”. Kraft (2012, as cited in
Palekcic, 2015b: 426) considers child-rearing a concept belonging to a whole
class of phenomena, which “involve feeding, nurturing, encouragement and
warnings, explanations, teaching” and which has two sides: showing and
learning; and because of the fact that there are different forms of showing,
showing can be institutionalised, hence in the family the form of showing dif-
fers from the form of showing at school (Palek¢i¢, 2015b). Based on that, the
criterion by which family pedagogy can be determined as one of the branches
of pedagogy is the criterion of the specificity of the child-rearing activity
within the family, and not the criterion of the place where child-rearing is
performed: Basi¢ (1989: 285, emphasised by S. B.) considers the criterion
of place incorrectly determined as she understands the family “as a product
and a way of organising specific doings of individuals who are carriers of a

® However, there are also monographies which do not mention family pedagogy explicitly:
for example, in their Fundamentals of Pedagogy, Musanovi¢ and Lukas (2011) do not define
family pedagogy as one of the differential pedagogies, although they meticulously divide
them based on the criterion of institution into preschool pedagogy, school pedagogy, religious
pedagogy, media pedagogy and institutional pedagogy.
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meaningful doing, and not as a place where child-rearing is performed”. In
other words, in the author’s opinion the factors of place are not crucial for
constituting family pedagogy, but the specificity of the child-rearing proc-
ess itself (emphasised by B.K.), thus she is in favour of a classification based
on the elements of the child-rearer, the child being reared and the purpose of
child-rearing itself, therefore familial child-rearing necessarily involves the
parent as the agent, the child as the addressee and the practice of child-rear-
ing focused on the characteristics of the child which the parent(s) consider(s)
desirable, and “[b]y singling out familial child-rearing as a special practice of
child-rearing the constitution of family pedagogy, which has this practice of
child-rearing as its formal object (the object of cognition), is justified.” (Basi¢,
1989: 287, emphasised by S. B.). Therefore, the family cannot be understood
as a place within which child-rearing is performed (for the family is neither
a place nor can it be equal to family home, but is rather a community which
goes beyond local conditions), but as a specific practice of child-rearing out-
lined by the institution of the family which has the parent as the agent and the
child as the addressee of child-rearing.

If we do not understand child-rearing in the family literally as child-
rearing within certain local conditions, but as child-rearing within a specific
community of people which can reside together in different places, we are ex-
posed to a problem Basi¢ (1989) has already warned of when she was talking of
meaningful doing, namely the question whether the community itself can act
educationally and whether then all its members have to have the intention of
acting or whether such an activity is immanent in individuals, which opens up
a field of heated discussions about intentional and functional education. Prob-
lematising this dilemma, Muzi¢ (1999: 107) maintains that pedagogy tends
to understand education as a phenomenon which can be both unintentional
and intentional: “It is often considered that the pedagogical theory deals with
education as a deliberate (intentional) exertion of an influence on the chil-
dren being educated, although this process is also in great measure affected
by factors which are not consciously educationally focused, but are uninten-
tional, and yet they have exactly that effect, often even a greater one than the
intentional factors.” The influence of different factors on individuals can be
significant even when these factors are not individuals who act deliberately,
but the pedagogical acting in the sense suggested by e.g. Pataki (1951), Basi¢
(1989) or Komar (2008a) implies the necessity of the intentionality of acting.
In line with that Pataki (1951: 25-26) states: “Unconscious child-rearing is no
child-rearing whatsoever. [...] The influencing that is educational in the true
sense of the word is the one which is aimed at certain goals and tasks — or is
in accordance with them. ‘Aimless’ and completely ‘unconscious’ child-rear-
ing is incompatible with the essence of the pedagogical process, pedagogical
activity, which is a conscious and purposeful activity.” The author empha-
sises that different educators, parents including, can have different levels of
educational consciousness (Pataki, 1951). Similarly, Komar (2008a: 135-136,
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emphasised by Z. K.) argues that without “a conscious pedagogical activity
we are talking about mere improvisation, an “instinct”, a “parental feeling”
and similar acts which have entirely unclear starting points and outcomes.”
These quotations lead to the questionable justification of ascribing the educa-
tional activity to the family as an institution as it can be held that a deliberate
educational activity is characteristic not of an institution in its entirety, but of
particular members of the family — the parental figures; the fact that all the
members of the family (e.g. siblings) and even the family atmosphere itself
have an impact on the child does not mean that they act educationally.
Apart from the above-mentioned, it will be pointed out that in the found-
ing of family pedagogy as an inherent part of pedagogy the criterion of the
place where child-rearing is performed is problematic also because of the
fact that it implies a consensus on child-rearing as a fundamental concept of
pedagogy. Establishing pedagogy as an autonomous science indeed also im-
plies the umbrella concept of the whole science, however it is hasty to count
on a consensus that this concept is child-rearing (see about the different rela-
tions of the terms child-rearing and education in the pedagogical literature
by Basi¢, 1991). For instance, presenting von Hentig’s work, Komar (2008a:
106, emphasised by Z. K.) concludes that for the author education is “the
fundamental concept by which a human becoming a human is carried out”
and by which “everything that is primarily pedagogically important and valu-
able happens”, thus “a science which intends to deal with the human in such
a way inevitably needs this concept, and it needs it as its central concept”.
In this discussion surrounding the umbrella concept of the science itself the
answers to some dilemmas examined in the /ntroduction could be anticipated
(does family pedagogy entirely belong to pedagogy or is it inferior to other
branches of pedagogy): many other pedagogical branches dominantly focus
on a more or less systematised educational process (understood through an
utterly simplified traditional dichotomy in which child-rearing deals with the
acquisition of values, attitudes and habits, and education with the acquisition
of knowledge and the development of skills; Spaji¢c-Vrkas, Kuko¢ & Basi¢,
2001), which leaves family pedagogy relatively alone in the (reductionistically
understood) focus on child-rearing, which is performed by laymen and not by
professional pedagogues (these polarities actualise the long-lasting Cartesian
dichotomy reason vs. emotions/the public vs. the private, in which family
pedagogy is assigned the inferior, “female” pole). Komar (2015) is, however,
against a strict distinguishing between child-rearing and education in which
child-rearing would refer to will and emotions and education to reason: “child-
rearing abstracted from any kind of an element related to education is nothing
but habituation, training, mere acquiring and forming of passive obedience
and conformism” (Komar, 2015: 224). This insight is significant as it also sug-
gests a necessity of an education element of (pedagogical) family pedagogy.
For now we, therefore, find the essence of the pedagogical in family
pedagogy neither in the institution of the family as a specific place within
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which child-rearing is performed (for familial practices go beyond the factors
of place, and it is problematic to ascribe an awareness of the child-rearing
activity to the family as an institution) nor in (familial) child-rearing as a
(disputably) fundamental pedagogical concept (if pedagogy deals with child-
rearing, and child-rearing is also performed within the family, then family
pedagogy would “automatically” be part of pedagogy), but, in accordance
with Basi¢’s (1989) suggestion, in the specificity of the pedagogical relation
between the parent (the carrier, the agent of the child-rearing intention and
activity) and the child. The concept of the pedagogical relation in moral sci-
ences, thoroughly described by Basi¢ (1999), helps one understand parenting
as only one modality of the pedagogical relation. For Nohl (1949, as cited in
Basi¢, 1999) a pedagogical relation is a relation of a mature human being to-
wards a human being growing up, which enables self-development and leads
to this growing-up human being becoming responsible for themselves. The
author represented this pedagogical relation as a pedagogical triangle, with
the human being being reared (the child, the pupil, the young person exposed
to the processes of learning and education) on its one angle, the society (the
parent, the teacher, the child-rearer, which perform the activities of child-
rearing and teaching at different institutions, e.g. the family, school or the
preschool institution) on its second angle and on its third angle the culture, i.e.
the knowledge, the skills, the values, the attitudes, the moral norms and other
elements which are tried to be conveyed by the pedagogical relation (Basic,
1999). What in the concept of moral sciences distinguishes the pedagogical
from all the other activities is its earlier mentioned intentionality, that is “the
child-rearer’s intention of helping and advancing the development of the child
being reared”, which is legitimated by the ability of the child being reared to
learn and its dependence on learning, that is by the need of the child being
reared to be helped and guided (Basi¢, 1999: 182). This necessity of guiding
the human being is woven into the term pedagogy itself: “The being pais
proved itself as something in an important sense movable, which is the basic
possibility of pedagogy. If this movement now also requires or at least ben-
efits from the help to perform its basic self-movement, then something like
pedagogical activity is possible.” (Komar, 2011: 316). Applied to the context
of family pedagogy, the parent is the one who guides, supports and creates
the preconditions for the self-constituting and self-leading of the being pais,
whereby the activity of guiding is in this context best described by the term
parenting, which, essentially arising from the pedagogical relation, could be
held to be (in the opinion of the author of this paper) the central concept of
family pedagogy. This concept is not subject to the questionable possibility of
purposefulness as the term familial child-rearing is, and it is also wider than
child-rearing because it does not allocate parents exclusively a child-rearing
role (which is problematic if we consider the terms child-rearing and educa-
tion to be complementary).

By establishing parenting as the fundamental concept of family peda-
gogy, which in an ideal sense (and similarly to the analysis referred to in
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the text) implies parental conscious guiding of the child to a state of free-
dom and reasonable goodness which is derived from a specific non-profes-
sional pedagogical relation and based on the child’s need to be guided and
on the parent’s intention to guide, we are coming closer to establishing the
pedagogical distinctiveness of family pedagogy not on the basis of the ar-
guments of family pedagogy being present in pedagogical monographies or
pedagogical studies for the past hundred years, not on the arguments of the
legal framework currently in effect, not on observing the family as one of the
institutions within which child-rearing is performed, consensually accepted
as one of the fundamental concepts of pedagogy, but, similarly to Komar’s
(2011) perspective, as a special area of pedagogy which is systemically de-
rived from the general pedagogy: the distinctively pedagogical component of
family pedagogy is identical to distinctively pedagogical itself, and that is the
guiding which “presupposes something moveable (a being in whose essence
the possibility of movement is immanent), a possible reality of movement and
a purposeful form towards which the moveable moves.” (Komar, 2011: 86).
The purposefulness of movement in the offered sense can be found in free-
dom and reasonable goodness, holding, similarly to Herbart, child-rearing
which works towards a direct forming of the attitudes and behaviours of the
child being reared (instead of acting by developing its circle of thought)'® to
be a deficient pedagogical practice (Palekcic, 2010).

What does family pedagogy deal with?

The analysed questions lead to the final dilemma referred to in the title,
namely to the question of what family pedagogy deals with. By this we nei-
ther want to imply that science necessarily has a direct field of application nor,
extensively problematise the relation between science and its accompanying
profession but analyse the potential materialisation of different parts of this
pedagogical discipline in the practice. An answer to the question posed here
may be developed, as the author of this paper understands it, into several dif-
ferent directions.

The first direction can look on family pedagogy as a contemplating and
researching of pedagogically desirable parenting, without a necessary ma-
terialisation of these contemplations in the practice, i.e. in a certain accom-
panying profession. Family pedagogy is understood here as a pedagogical

19Tt is interesting that in the governing of children (in the care for maintaining order, with the
emerging forms of punishment, supervision, authority and love), for which he is uncertain
whether it is part of pedagogy or practical philosophy, Herbart (1897) sees the main role of
the father and the mother, and so he points out that it is wise to leave the governing of chil-
dren to those whom the nature assigned this role, namely to the father and the mother, while
education proper (especially the culture of developing the circle of thought) should be left to
a professional. In such a distinction made by Herbart, however, a reduction of the potential of
parental pedagogical activity can be seen.
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discipline which deals with a scientific studying of parenting as one form of
the pedagogical relation and which does not have its own direct field of ap-
plication in the accompanying practice. Family pedagogy observed from this
perspective is seen as a scheme of conscious parenting: Gavazzi (2014) holds
that family science functions best as liberal arts, having historically emerged
to deliver knowledge and skills essential for all members of society. The om-
nipresence of such family pedagogy in society would enable all parents to be
reflective practitioners who do not need the support of professionals in their
parenting.

It is a fact, however, that the primary addressees of different sciences are
often experts (scientists and practitioners), who act as linkmen between sci-
ence and secondary addressees (all people interested in a particular science).
Thereby we come to the first application field of family pedagogy, and an
introduction to a description of this field is given by an interesting observa-
tion that in an above-mentioned citation Komar (2008a) refers to parents as
the agents of child-rearing whose activity can be non-conscious/insufficiently
conscious. Indeed, on an imaginary line of pedagogical activity, with non-
existing and absolute pedagogical consciousness about the starting points,
outcomes and the purpose of pedagogical activity as its poles, parents (con-
sidering the non-professional character of their pedagogical activity) can be
positioned more on the left than on the right end of the continuum, with a
potential to move towards the absolute right pole. Therefore, the first applica-
tion field of family pedagogy can be found in the support the pedagogue gives
to the parents so as to make their parenting — if it is not already (although it
can be even without the help of professionals; see above) — conscious, reason-
able and purposeful, whereby the parents themselves metaphorically become
pais beings. This potential of parental movability towards a high level of con-
sciousness about the starting points, the outcomes and the purpose of the
parents’ activity is not to be equated with a denial of parental intuition as a le-
gitimate source of parenting — if parenting is one modality of the pedagogical
relation, it, then, also implies certain pedagogical tact, which reconciles the
intuitive and the theoretically conscious part of the parent and represents, to
apply English’s (2014) understanding of pedagogical tact, the parent’s ability
of improvisation in a moment based on the characteristics of the child being
reared, that is the ability of making wise decisions in momentary situations.
As pedagogical tact necessarily requires a theoretical discovering of the sense
of the child-rearing activity (Herbart, 1964—65, as cited in Basi¢, 1998), in this
theoretical opening of a diapason of possible decisions the possibility of par-
ents relying on professional pedagogues emerges, which is, however, neither
imperative nor does it generally deny the possibility of parents, as a highly
heterogeneous group, to act reflectively, but such an opening is at the same
time critical towards understanding parenting as an almost instinctive behav-
iour for which everybody becomes competent by either “getting a child” or by
the method of trial and error in parenting (the so-called parental experience).
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To precise, the second direction sees family pedagogy as a pedagogical dis-
cipline which deals with a scientific studying of parenting as one form of the
pedagogical relation and is practically founded in the professional support
the pedagogue gives to the parents (in the form of lectures, workshops, coun-
selling, by creating handbooks and other pedagogical materials for parents
conveyed by the media). Its primary addressees are in this point pedagogues,
and the secondary addressees are parents themselves. This application field
is in the Croatian literature often recognised under the syntagm of (pedagogi-
cal) parent education (about the problems surrounding this terminology see
Stricevi¢, 2011), however the author of this paper believes that in this domain
it is better to call family pedagogy parental conscientisation (understood as
parental consideration of their own parenting and its effects on the child and
the parents themselves encouraged/led by experts) as it emphasises the cru-
ciality of parental self-activity, and it does not imply that experts could “edu-
cate” the “uneducated” parents or “strengthen” their “weak” competences
(on approaching parents within the empowerment model, as compared to the
banking concept of parent education, see in Lam & Kwong, 2014).

The next application field of family pedagogy is anticipated by Herbart
himself: considering the governing of children as care for maintaining order,
and education as care for intellectual culture (Herbart, 1897), as two units
which are necessarily dependent of each other'!, Herbart recognises the im-
portance of the cooperation between teacher and parent, who all have to do
their own part of the job in the process of rearing the child, but also assist
the other side in this process. To be more precise, Herbart stresses that a pro-
fessional must not “in his pride desire to carry on his profession by himself
alone, to the exclusion of the parents; he would thereby lose the power of
their influence, for the loss of which he cannot easily find a compensation”
(Herbart, 1897: 101). In alignment with this, family pedagogy materialises
itself dominantly in the domain of the cooperation between the parents and
pedagogues and appears as a pedagogical discipline which deals with a sci-
entific studying of parenting as one form of the pedagogical relation and is
practically founded in the cooperation of experts (pedagogues and non-peda-
gogues) and the family aimed at the child’s welfare in educational institu-
tions. The primary addressees of family pedagogy seen from this perspective
are pedagogues, and the secondary addressees are other experts, non-peda-
gogues. Here the fundamental knowledge on parenting must be upgraded also
by specific competences for the cooperation with families'? (communication

1 “Government, which is satisfied without educating, oppresses the mind, and education
which takes no heed of the disorderly conduct of children, would not be recognized as such by
the children themselves.” (Herbart, 1897: 94)

12 Understanding the cooperation with families as a domain which does not have family peda-
gogy and an in-depth knowledge of the dynamics of family life as its basis, but sees the
cooperation as a set of communication, interpersonal and other competences which can be
acquired irrespective of the content and the objectives of the cooperation itself is a mechani-
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skills, skills for resolving conflicts etc.) which pedagogue directly applies to
their own cooperation with families, and which they, by means of the super-
vising and supporting role of pedagogues in educational institutions, convey
to other experts who are not pedagogues (being the ones responsible for ad-
vancing the cooperation itself).

The author of this paper is of the opinion that pedagogy should insist
on a coordinated nurturing of all the three above-described aspirations. For
instance, understanding family pedagogy exclusively as a theoretical prepa-
ration for the cooperation of pedagogues and other experts with the parents
would consequently also imply a tendency of pedagogy focusing on the con-
text of professional institutions which deal with education, which can have
far-reaching consequences vis-a-vis the earlier problematised position of fam-
ily pedagogy within social sciences and humanities as it thereby leaves all the
intrafamilial occurrences to be studied by related disciplines (which convey
the knowledge they acquire to the parents) and applies them indeed only sec-
ondarily in order to make the activity of experts at educational institutions
more productive (by understanding, rehabilitating, supporting etc., when
needed, the educational influence of the family, but not by studying it in a
pedagogically specific way). A cursory glance at the domestic media content
aimed at parents (in order to support this observation by providing scientific
evidence research dealing with this issue should be conducted) signalises that
pedagogues have already neglected for example parental conscientisation as
one of the aspects of their professional role.

The final result of the contemplations surrounding family pedagogy un-
dertaken and described in this text is also determining family pedagogy as
one of the differential pedagogies which deals with the studying of parenting
as a specific modality of the (non-professional) pedagogical relation. In the
focus of family pedagogy is thus the pedagogical relation of the parent and
the child, and not the family as an institution, which is, of course, sufficiently
constituted by the parent and the child by their existence/by them performing
their roles, which suggests that a more pedagogical term for this branch of
pedagogy would be parenting pedagogy (as it would bring into focus the per-
forming of the parental role, as opposed to the term family pedagogy which in

cal understanding of an important field of the professional activity of pedagogues, which can,
understood in that way, easily be left to any kind of experts who possess the competences
mentioned above. In contrast with that, the domain of the Cooperation of the family and the
educational institution can be seen as Family pedagogy II, that is as an area of pedagogy
which approaches the building of a relation between the family and the educational institution
aimed at encouraging a holistic development of the child on the basis on an in-depth under-
standing of parenting and the role of the parent in the rearing process and the education of the
child. It is incorrect to understand Family pedagogy as Cooperation of the family and the edu-
cational institution I as this would imply that the area of parenting is only an introduction to
pedagogy’s core topic, the relation of the family and the professional pedagogical institution,
which makes one fall into the trap of discarding parenting as pedagogy’s inherent domain and
reducing pedagogy to the context of (pre)school.
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opinion of the author of this paper directs the attention — although we are deal-
ing here merely with nuances of meaning — to structural elements of the institu-
tion of the family). Irrespective of the term used for this branch of pedagogy, the
contents family pedagogy includes on the basis of such a definition are:
1. the specificity of parenting as a (non-professional) pedagogical relation,
2. the presuppositions which make the child a pais, a being who needs
to be guided,
3. the presuppositions which make the parent suitable for guiding the
child,
4. the determinedness of parenting by various (outer-)familial factors,
5. an understanding of the social constructedness of parenting and a
deconstruction of hegemonic, pedagogically irrelevant frameworks
of a “normal” and “ideal” family,
6. an understanding of the nature of the child as the starting point of
parenting
autonomous and heteronomous purposes of parenting,
child-rearing practices of parents and their relation with the purpose
of parenting
9. the effects of parenting,
10. the role of the pedagogue in parental conscientisation,!
11. the role of the pedagogue in their cooperation with parents in educa-
tional institutions,
12. a pedagogically relevant empirical studying of parenting, parental
conscientisation and the cooperation with parents.

% =

This list is merely illustrative and open to complementation and revision.
From the aforementioned topics it is clear that family pedagogy is performed
as normative — Komar™ (2011) explains that the idea of normativity is imma-
nent in pedagogy, which, having departed from normativity, departed from
itself as well as it also cut the tension between what the being pais is now and
what it should be at some future point. This does not mean that (family) peda-
gogy is not empirical — quite the opposite — but it cannot be positivistically
understood exclusively as an empirical science.

13 The contents under the points 10 and 11 are at pedagogy studies generally thematised as part
of the courses dealing with the cooperation/partnership with families/parents.

14 “But, as is evident, the empirical approach is not crucial for constituting pedagogy, and it is
hence a big mistake and falsification to constitute “pedagogy” as a social science the objective
of which is to study “pedagogical regularities”, whereby this “system of regularities” would
even have to signify a pedagogical theory itself. (...) If there is any pretension to truly deal
with education in accordance with the name of pedagogy, then it is evident that they have to be
aimed at — seen from a temporal aspect — something that does not exist yet.” (Komar, 2011: 115)
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CONCLUSION

Throughout the work it was tried to extensively ponder over a number of di-
lemmas which have marked the author’s dealing with family pedagogy. The
unclear positioning of family pedagogy within and outside of pedagogy and
some of the detected causes of such a position of family pedagogy were ana-
lysed. Believing that its insufficient pedagogical distinctiveness is one of the
factors because of which family pedagogy has a problematic relation with
systematic pedagogy on the one hand, and overlaps with the interests of re-
lated sciences on the other, special attention to this distinctiveness derived
from the relation between systematic pedagogy and differential pedagogies
was dedicated, whereby the Croatian context had to be contrasted with the
context of the English- and German-speaking areas, where the so-called fam-
ily field is differently positioned. The analysis was concluded with defining
family pedagogy itself, with a possible view on its application fields and with
an outline of the topics which inherently belong to it. Such an analysis may
stimulate a dialogue between different experts, which would also result in
giving answers to questions that are merely alluded to in this work, as is
the question of the relation of the normative and empirical elements of fam-
ily pedagogy, the question of the (in)adequateness of the currently applied
methodology of empirical research or the question of the possibility of a truly
(instead of declaratively) interdisciplinary approach to the topics related to the
family. The question which was, hopefully, managed to answer is the question
of why the pedagogical perspective in studying the family is important: when
family pedagogy really deals with parenting as a pedagogical relation — by
scrutinising everything that happens within the given social frameworks in
the dyadic process of guiding the child towards some ideal purposeful state—
then its contribution to understanding the family in the context of multidis-
ciplinary approaches is necessary. This, however, does not mean that family
pedagogy can function without the understanding of various factors from the
surroundings which determine parenting, and whose complexity systematic
approaches to the family (e.g. Bronfenbrenner’s, 1986, developmental-eco-
logical model) or parenting (e.g. Belsky’s, 1984, process model of the deter-
minants of parenting) depict well, and neither does it mean denying the fact
that the point of scientific activity is precisely in the travel of “science through
a multitude of ostensible sciences towards itself”, whereby those ostensible
sciences (particular disciplines) gradually free themselves from their particu-
larity and specialness (Despot, 1991: 11). The paper reflects the viewpoint of
the author herself that the pedagogical perspective (which does not even have
to be named in a special way or singled out), precisely because of the spe-
cific contributions it gives to the totality of scientific dealing with the family,
should not be left out in this travel of science towards itself.
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YEM 3AHUMAETCSI CEMEUHA S [TIEJJAT O K A::
[HO3ULU I CEMEMHOM ITEJJATOT'MKY B XOPBATCKOM
U MEXYHAPOJIHOM HAYYHOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE

bapbapa Kywesuu
dunocodekuii pakynbreT YHUBEpcUuTeTa B 3arpede, XopBarus

Annomayus

B Havase npeniaraeMoit paboThl aHAIU3UPYETCS COOTHOLICHUE CEMEHHOMN earo-
TUKU U POACTBEHHBIX HENENAarornuyecKuX JUCHMIUIMH B XOPBATCKOM M MHOCTPAaH-
HOM HAy4HOM IpPOCTPAHCTBE, @ OTOM M MO3ULHUS CEMEHHON Meaaroruku BHYTpU
CHUCTEeMaTHUYECKON TMEeJaroruku. B IEeHTpalbHOW YacTH paboThL, B MPOMOILKEHUU
aHaJN3a, MpoOJIeMaTH3NPYETCS BOIIPOC: HA OCHOBAHUH YETO CeMeiiHas Imearoruka
MOYKE CYUTATHCS YACTHIO MIEIArOTHKH, TO €CTh Ha YeM OHA 00OOCHOBBIBACT CBOIO I1C-
JAarorudeCKyro IMCTUHKTUBHOCTb. Ha OCHOBAaHHU BCEX paCCMOTPCHHBIX aCIIEKTOB B
3aKIFOYCHHUH JacTCsl 0030p BO3MOXKHEI3 Chep MPUMCHECHUS CCMCWHOM MeIaroruKim.
Knrouesvie cnosa: muddepeHINANBHBIC MEAarOTHKH, MK TUCITUILUITHHAPHOCTD, Ce-
MeHHOE T0JIe, CHCTEMHas MeIaroruKa.
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