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CEIAM MOJEJIA IIJTAHUPAIBA

M3Boa: 3agatak OBOI pajia je Ja MpYXU Mperiie]l HajyTUIajHUjuX MOJIeNa IUIAHUPamba KOjH Cy pa3sBHjEHH y IPYroj
nosioBuHu 20. Beka. CBakM OJ celaM MoJeiia je NMpEeACTaBJbeH Ha HAUYMH HA KOjU Ta OINHUCYje T3B. TEXHUYKA
JHTEepaTypa Teopuje IIaHupama. To 3Ha4YM Ja cy aHaJIM3UpaHe caMo IVIaBHE HUTH OKO KOjHX je IUICTEHa TEeOpHjcKa
IMCKyCcHja — Ma KakaB IOKyIlaj a ce GapeM JIeJIOM OCBETJIC CBU acleKTH (OPMH U CTHIIOBA IUIAHUPAHa Y OBOM
Hepuoxy Ipoxykuo O oBaj mperinen y 6eckoHaynocT. CTora TakBy AETa/bHOCT Y OBOM paly He Tpeba HU TPaKUTH
— MoJenMa IUIaHHupamka je Yy CTBAPHOCTH MOCBeheH Tommku Opoj Kbura Ja Ou ce ’UMa MOTJIa OLPEMHTH COJIMHA
6ubdnuoTexa.

KJ'by'{He peuun: MOACIU IUTaHupamka, CTUIIOBU IJIaHUpamka, Teopnja IUIaHupama, 20 BCK.
YBoa

VY mnocnenme YeTUpU JCLICHHje JUCKycHja y TEOPHUjH IUIAHUpamha Ce BOJAWIA OKO
PasIMYUTHX MOJeNa IUIAaHHMpama — aKo e IOA MOJEJIOM IOJpa3syMeBa «CXBaTambe
IUTaHUpamkay. YKpaTKko heMo JaTh OCBPT Ha ceJaM Haj3HadajHHjUX Mofelia IUIaHUPama Off
KOjHX, M3y3€B jJEJHOT, CBHM IPUIANajy TPYNH T3B. HOPMATHBHHUX, HOJUTHYKHX MOjENa
IUTaHUpamka U KOjU Cy, 0€3 M3y3eTKa, CBU jOII YBEK Yy MOBPEMEHO] WJIM CTAIHOj YIMOTpeOu
ceyna rae ce rwianupa mnpoctop (bophesuh 1., Jaboruh T., Kusax H., 2008). OBum
mperiesioM HUcy oOyxBalieHH TEXHMYKHM MOIENH IUIAHHpama, Kao MITO Cy HIp. ypOaHo,
caobpahajHO WM TI€jCa)KHO, HUTH HMHTEPAWCUUIUTMHAPHU MOJEJN/TIPUCTYIH (CHCTEMCKH)
KOjUMa je TMpeBacXoJaH I TMOBE3HBAKEC CEKTOPCKHX MPHCTyNa IUIAHHpamy (0
MoryhHOCTHMa MHTerpalnuje TIaHCKuX npuctymna u obxactu Buau Hadosuh T., Bophesuh,
H.,2008).

Mopenmu rianupama he OUTH pecTaBbeHH caeaeinM peaoM:
- PaunoHaIHM MOZeI ITaHUPAba;
- AJIBOKaTCKU MOJIEN IUIaHUpamka;
- (Heo)MapkcucTHIKH MOJEN TUIAaHAPamha;
- Mopen jeaHaKoCTH y IIaHUPAbY;
- Mopen coujanHor y4ema 1 KOMyHHKAaTHBHE aKIHje;
- Panukxanau monen niaHupama;
- JluGepanHu MoIeN TIaHUPakba.

Pamuonaaau Mmoaen IVIAHUPamkba

Parmonanau Mozmen maHupama je OMo U3BOp M WHCIHpAIHja 32 TOTOBO CBE OCTaJe
MoJielie, KOjU TPEJCTaBibajy WM MOTU(HKAIM]y PALMOHATHOT MOJENa WM peakiujy Ha

: ap Jdejan Bophesuh, Banpenuu npodecop, Yuusepsurer y beorpany - I'eorpadceku daxynrer, beorpan
mp Tujana JJa6oBuh, acucrent, Yuusepsurer y beorpany - ['eorpadcku dakynrer, beorpan

Pan mpencraBiba pesynTate MCTpakuBama mnpojekta 146010 koje ¢uHancupa MHHHCTapcTBO HayKe M TEXHOJIOMIKOT pa3Boja
Peny6muke Cpouje.
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mera (WM IpOTHB 1era). Y CBOM JIaHac KIIAaCHYHOM wiaHKy MejepcoH u berdmnn ommcyjy
ocHOBHe (paze/kopake oBor mozena kao (Meyerson, M. and Banfield, E.C., 1955):

1. Amnanmsa cutyanyje,

2.  @opmynucame IIJbEBA,

3. Jledbunucame Mmoryhux mpasaiia akiyje paju MOCTU3amba THX [[UJbCBA,

4. Tlopeheme u BpeAHOBAE MOCICIUIA THX aKI[H]ja.

Hakon mojaBe MOMEHYTOT 4WiIaHKa, MOCIOBIE 0e30pojaH Opoj BapHjaldja OCHOBHOT
MOJIeJla je TPEe3eHTOBAaH W pa3MaTpaH Of CTpaHe TeopeTHdapa IUIaHWpama. PaznnunTh
ayTopH Cy TMojeuHe Kopake mnopehann W ommcany Ha pa3IUYUTe HAaudHE — HEKH
JEHOCTaBHO, a HEKH BpJIO COQUCTULMPAHO — ali Cy OCHOBHM NPUHLIUIH OCTaJH
HerpoMmeweHH (Buam Hip. Simon, H.A. 1965, Muller, J., 1992).

OBaj MoJes Nojipa3yMeBa Jia ce MPOoLeC IUIAaHUPama MOpa CIPOBECTH IO MPEIU3HO]
mporenypy, Kopak mo kopak. CBaku MOjeJMHAYHH KOpaK MMa CBOje CyOKopake, a Kao
JoJaTaK M CBaka OJ IUIAHCKMX BapHjaHTH Hajuemhe WMa cBoje Cy03amaTke; IOCTOjU U
NPUHIMI TIOBpaTHE crpere u3Mely OCHOBHHMX Kopaka. Tako Ha mNpuUMep, aHauu3a
criennpUYHEe CUTYyaLHje 3a MoTpede IIaHupamba MOXKe ce 00aBUTH Ha OCHOBY JIMYHOT YBHAA
0 CTalkby Ha TEepeHy, aHAIU30M CEKyHIApHUX II0JlaTaka, eMIMPUjHCKUM HCTPaKMBambUMa
WJIM KOMOWHAIIM]OM CBa TPU 00JIHKA.

ParronanHu Mozies ce y TEXHHYKOj JIUTepaTypy Ha eHIJIECKOM je3UKy Ha3WBa jOIl U
«cunontnukn» (Hudson B.M., 1979) mnm «paunonanHo-unTerpanam» (Sandercock L.,
1998). Mejepcon u benduian cy TepMHH «paunuoHamHO» (Y CMHUCIY «pallMOHAIHO
oJuTyuHBame») neduHucany Ha cienehu HauwH:

— Omnaj Koju o/uTydyje pa3mMaTpa cBe BapHjaHTe/anTepHaTiBe (Moryhe npasue akuuje)
KOje Cy y JaTOM TPeHyTKy Morylie carjacHo ca CUTyalljoM U y CBETIIy UCXOJa KOjU XKeJH
Jia TIOCTHTHE;

— OnH wuzmentudukyje W BpenHyje CBE IOCIEAMIE Kojeé OM HacTale YCBajameM
NOjeIMHUX BapHjaHTH, OJHOCHO mpeaBula kako he ce yKymHa cHTyaluja MpOMEHUTH YCIen
aKIyje Kojy Ou mpemyseo;

— bupa BapujanTy Koja moHOCH HajOOJBE pe3ynTaTe y OOHOCY Ha JKeJbeHEe MCXOIE,
OJTHOCHO ITOCTABJbEHE I[HJbEBE.

CyMapHO pe4yeHO, OCHOBHE OJUIMKE pPalMOHAJIHOT MOjena cy jacHoha IuJbeBa,
06jeKTI/IBHOCT 1 IMMPEUMU3HOCT BPEAHOBAKA, BUCOK CTCIICH MHTCTPATHOCTH CUHTE3EC U, I'JIC 'O
je To moryhe, kBaHTH(HKaLlMja BpEIHOCTH U ITpuMeHa Marematiuke ananuse (Lindblom C.,
1959).

VY nepuony usmely 1945. u 1970. rogune pai@oHaqHH MOJCI je Ha BEJIMKa Bpara
yIIao y MHOTa I0Jba JbYACKHX AaKTUBHOCTHM. Hucy ra KopucTwim caMo IUIaHepH H
ypbanucty, Beh W mpuBaTHE Kopropanyje, MOJIWTHYApH, jaBHA aJMHHUCTpaLyja HTI.
[ToceOHM mpHCTYNH MOMYT ONEPALMOHATHUX HCTPAKUBaFa, CHCTEMCKOI IPHCTYNa H
KHOEpHETHKE Nanu cy pahuHMaH METONONOTHjU U opyhuMma oBor mozena. OBaj Mozen je
JOMUHHMPAO y IUIaHHpamy U Ha 3amany u Ha McToky TokoMm «3rmaTHuX 1960-Tix», y moba
ONTHMH3Ma — CMAaTpaJIo ce Jia ce MoMOoNy NMaXJBbHBOT IUIAaHUParkba MOXe JIOhH 0 peliemha
Koje 3Haye Hampezak. [lo pednma jemqHOr XpOHHYApa «..y MPOCTOPHOM IUIAHHPAY...HEMa
mpobnema, camo pememna» (Catton W.R., 1980).

VY 10 no6a 3a TIaHepe KOju Cy KOPHCTHIIM PAIliOHATHU MOJEN OWJIo je BUAJBHUBO Ja
he Hanpenak HayKe ¥ TEXHOJIOTHje YYMHHUTHU CBET OosbuM. [Inanepu cy y To 1o6a cmMarpanu
«CTpyYmalliMa» KOjU Cy CBOje aHaJM3e M OICHE [aBajlid Ha «OOjeKTHBaH» HAYMH,
«IpoQ)eCHOHATHOM EKCIIEPTH30M», pPajJd 33J0BOJbaBalba «jaBHOT HHTEpeca». AKO Taj
HHTEepec Oaml W HHUje OMO JIETEKTOBaH y NUJBCBHMA IUTAHA, jeCTe JIOIHHUjE — Y jaBHO]
pacnpaBu. CMarpajio ce Ja je TOBOp YHMIEHHMLA/MCTHHE TpaBa Moh — TO Cy HEpETKO
cMaTpaid ¥ nonutrdapu. [lojam «jaBHOT HHTEpecay je MK TOME MAJIO0 aHAITM3HPaH Mo ceOn
— Y3WUMaH je Kao akCHOM, 3/[paBO 3a FOTOBO, a IIOCTOjalla j&é ¥ HOPMaJlHa MPETHOCTaBKa /1a
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TUTAHCKE KOMIUCHjE W Tela KOja TOHOCE OMIyKe YWHE MOjeIWHIIN KOjU MOCeAyjy IOBOJbaH
CTEIleH ayTOHOMHje M ayTOpHUTETa Jla CBOj [10Ca0 pajie Ha OCHOBY «pAallMOHAIHE aHAH3ey,
T€ J1a TI0 ICTOM OCHOBY H CITPOBO/IE CBOj€ OJJIYKE Tj. IUIaH.

PazOujame wmimy3wja 0 epHUKACHOCTH paIlMOHAIHOT Mozena moueno je 1970-tux
rojIvHa, 3ajeJIHO ca Hajonazehnm obnanuma riodaiHe eKOHOMCKe Kpuse. TexHOKpaThu3am
OBOT MOJIENIa CBE j€ BUILE 3aMEHUBAH NPUCTYNUMA KOjJU Cy OMJIM BUILE COLUO-TIOJUTHYKA
3acHOBaHM. KpHUTHKOBaH je «KOpak IO KOpak» CHCTeM; cBaka o (asza je KpUTHYKH
aHaJIM3MpaHa, a IpaBa IOIUIaBa JHCKycHja ce OaBmia mnpoOiieMarnyHomhy OCHOBHHX
MOjMOBA Kao IITO Cy «00jEKTHBHOY», «PalMOHAITHO», «ONTHMAITHO», «EKCIIEPTH3a», U CII.
Mozen je onmcaH Kao: NpEBHIIE IO3UTHBUCTUYKU (CyBHUIE C€ OCllakba Ha HayKy H
TEXHOJIOTHjY), HEUCTOPHjCKH M, IITO je Hajuemhe cromumano, amoautudad (March J.G.,
1982, Alexander E.R., 1984, Popper J.K., 1987, Mandelbaum, S.J., Mazza, L. and Burchell,
R.W. eds., 1996). Pannonamnm Moaen je WrHOpPHCAO YHILEHHUIYy Ja je IDIaHHPambe
YCJIOBJbEHO BakehMM CHCTEMOM HOPMH W BPEOHOCTH — INTO je JOMEH IOJUTHKE.
KputnkoBaHs je u 300r TOra IITO HECBECHO TIOAPKABA «sStatus quoy, IITO jeé YCMEPEeH «0I03T0
Ha Joje», ITO MOAp)KaBa IOCTOjehr MONUTHYKM eCTabNUIIMEHT M IITO CBECHO 3acTyIla
HHTEpece BHIIE U Cpeambe Kiace, mopexa ocraior (Faludi A., 1996). Kao peakiuja, mojaBuio
ce BHUILE CYNPOTHHUX HPUCTYIa Kao INTO Cy «MEIIAaHO CKEHHpamey WIH «IIpoOHujame Kpo3
6naro» (bophesuh 1., 2004).

Ho, ynpkoc kpuTHkama, palMoHaJIHOM MOJIENTy C€ MOpa MPU3HATH HECYMIbMBA CHara
KOja JISOKH Yy TPEIM3HOCTH U jeJHOCTABHOCTHU, y MpPE3Upamy HMIpoBU3aiuje u ad hoc
OJUTyuMBama: HAIlOKOH, CBaKa CE CUTyaldja y IMPOCTOPY MOpa aHAJIU3MpaTH OBAKO WM
OHaKo, IIMJb CE MOpa MOCTABUTH — KaKaB TaKaB, HUKaJ HE ITOCTOjU CaMo jellaH MyT JI0 HEeroB
ocBapema — Jlakiie T0CTOje BapujaHTe, OHE Ce MOpajy BpEIHOBAaTH W Ha Kpajy Mopa ce
NPENIOMUTH KaKBY BPCTY akKOmWje y mpoctopy Tpeda mnpemy3etd. Wmak, BaauaHOCT
pampoHaHOT Monena Ouhie jacHWja ako ce mnpoyde APYrH MOJISTH Yy IUIAHEPCKOM
perniepToapy.

AJIBOKATCKH MoJIe] IUNIAHHPAba

JemHa on mpBUX anTepHATHBA PALMOHATHOM MOJENY JIOLLIa je y GOPMHU aaBOKATCKOT
Mozena IulaHupama. Mogen je passujeH 1960-tux rogmna y CAJ] kao peakiuja Ha
€KCTPEMHO TEXHOKPATCKH M TIOJUTHYKH «OJ03r0-HAJ0JIe» MPUCTYI IUIaHUpakhy KOjH
OJUIMKYj€ pallMOHAIHA MOJIEJI, @ TIOCTA0 je T03HAT CTPYYHO] jaBHOCTU HAKOH MyOJIMKOBaba
panosa [Jasunoda u Peunepa (Davidoff P. and Reiner T.A. 1962, Davidoff P., 1965).

Mozen je 3acHOBaH Ha CXBaTamy Ja «jaBHOCT» HHUje MOHOJMTHA, XOMOT€Ha rpyra,
Beh ckynm pasnmuyMTHX MHTEpecHHX rpyma. Takohe je mpemo3HaTo Ja cy MON M NMPHCTYM
pecypcuMa cBe caMo He jeqHako aucTpuOypuanu Mmel)y rpahanuma y ImrypalmcTHYKOM
JPYLITBY — HEKH Cy OOraTH, a HeKH CHPOMAILHH, jeJHU Cy 00pa30BaHU a OPYTH HUCY, UT.
Pacnpasseajyhu Ha TeMy IuJbeBa TEOpHje IUIAaHUpPaka U KOHCTATyjyhu 1a ce He 3Ha yHaIpe.
KOjH je TPYIIHU MHTEpeC MPEICTaBIhEeH Ka0 «jaBHU MHTEpecy, JaBunod je TBpauo aa je To
3aIpaBo MOJUTHYKO MTUTAKkE a He TeMa Hay4YHOT IUIaHUpPakbha, M 3aXTeBao OJ IUIaHepa aa yhy
y HOJNUTHYKY apeHy.

Kao mocmemuua oBakBor Buberma, aJBOKATCKO IUIAaHHpAre 3aXTeBa HM3pamy BHIIE
IUTAHOBA, 32 CBaKy TPYITy HHTEpeca NOoceOHO, HACYTIPOT UIEjH jeANHCTBEHOT — HHTETPATHOT
TUIaHa U3 PalOHAIHOT MOZea. Y OCHOBH a/IBOKATCKOT IIPHUCTYIA ce Haja3e nutama: Ko je
KoJnko 100no u 3amto? Ko je ¢haBopH30BaH a KO je M30CTaBJbEH?, OMHOCHO, AUCKYCHja U
nperoBopu Ha Ty Temy. Cam Mozen QyHKIIHOHUIIIC HAa HAYMH aHAJIOTaH MPABHOM CHCTEMY —
azBokar (y OBOM CIy4ajy IUIaHEp) MOMaKe «yTrpoKEHHMa» Jia OpaHe CBOj MHTEpEC Of
«vohuuka». Kao mpumep Cy y3eTH HMHBECTUTOPM U BIACHUIM HEKPETHHHA ca jelHe,
OJTHOCHO OHM Koju Tuiahajy Kupujy, ca apyre ctpane. Kao akcrmom oBOT Mojena ce y3uma
TBpARA J1a MOJIUTHYKH JIOOMjH yTHYY Ha IUIAHCKE OIUTyKe, T€ IUIaHep JIOOHpa 3a OBY IPYTY,
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cnabujy TpyIly, TakO IITO OOWMIAa3W CHpOMAIIHE YETBPTH M IpOydaBa CTamkbe Ha TEPEHY,
opranusyje mporecte rpahaHa u apTuUKynuine U OpaHH HBUXOBE HHTEpece Mpex IUIAHCKOM
KOMHCHjOM U CKYIIITHHOM.

U nmopen unmenHnIe 1a je 0Baj MOJeN 00Jbe OCBETIIHO CBAKOJHEBHY NPAaKCy IIaHEpa
U TO0CTaBHMO OIllpaBJaHa IWTamkba MNPEUCHIUTHBakba HOPMHU W BPEAHOCHOT CHUCTEMA, Y
CBaKOJHEBHOM JKHBOTY je HheroBa NpuMeHa Hauinia Ha temkohe. OHe ce HUCY orjenaie y
HEJIOCTAaTKy eKCIEPTCKOT 3Haha U BOJbE J]a Ce HelTo yuuHH, Beh y cTBapHOj Mohw IuiaHepa
Ja Ha OJulyke yTrhde (TmpobieM laTWTyle IulaHepa). Yak HM aHajorWja ca IPaBHUM
MIPOIIECOM M M3UIpaBambe aJBOKaTa HHje yorTe pyHKIHOHUCaIa 100po: HUje Ouilo, HauMe,
He3aBUCHE Tpelie cTpaHe Koja OM y JTUCKYCHjU WUrpajia yJIOrYy HEMPHUCTPACHOT CYIHje.
[NonuTHYKkKn KOH(IMKTH ce pellaBajy KOMIPOMHCOM M NPEroBOpHMa, Tako Aa je yiora
aIBOKATCKUX IUIaHepa OWiia KOMIIPOMUTOBaHAa KaJ Ce€ W KOMIIPOMHCHA peIIeHa HHCY
MarepHjanu3oBana. Tako ce y MpakCH JOLUIO [0 CUTyalHje Oa Cy IUIAHepU — aJBOKATH
OWBaIyM ONTY)KEHH 32 ONCTPYKIHW]y IDIAHOBA, jep HUCY JaBaid onarosapajyhe antepHaruse.
IIraBumre, cBaka o1 OBUX akmuja je Omma o000jeHa WHIWBUAYATHUM CKIOHOCTUMA M
CHUMITaTHjaMa MMOjeINHIX IUIaHEePa, KOJH Cy MPH TOME TEXHJIH 1a I(bUXOBE aKIHje UMajy IITO
Behu nomutuuky oxjex. Ilmanepu cy ce, MOA MAackoM 3allTHUTE YIPOXKEHHX KaTeropuja
rpahana, y cTBapHOCTH BHIlIe OaBWIM CAMOIPOMOLIMjOM W COICTBEHOM KapujepoMm (u
npodUTOM): KPUTHKE Cy HIIIIE JOTIIE JIa je 0Baj MOJEI Ha3BaH M «MOJIEJIOM MaHUITyJIAIH]e»
(Peatty L., 1968). Kputukyjyhu oBaj momen, ['yamaH je y CBOjo] KEH3U IO HAa3HMBOM
«Ilocne nnanepay» (1972) je ommcao riaHepe Kao areHTe COLMjaJHE KOHTPOJIE, OAHOCHO
«MEKe MOJHUAJIE» TOMUTHYKOr cucTeMa. HakoH yKJbydHBama y MpOLEC IUIAHHPAbA,
TBP/IHO j€, CHPOMAIIIHH Cy HAIlOCIETKY OWBaJIH jOII CHPOMAIIIHH]H.

Ca TyHHM TOBEpEHEM Y TPOCBET/bEHY IUIYPATHCTHYKY JEMOKpatHjy, a
MoKymaBajyhu a MchmpaBH HEJOCTAaTKE pAlMOHAIHOr mpuctymna, JaBumod je Kpempao
Mozen Oe3 KOHKPETHOT MeEXaHW3Ma 3a pellaBarkbe KOH(IIMKTAa MPOM3AIUINX y TOKY
JHCKYCHja O TUIAHCKHUM pelemiMa. Mako je mpommpro ¥ 60k 0CBETIHO YJIOTY IUIaHepa y
mpollecy IUIaHWpama, HUje AONPHUHEO MpOMeHH cTpykType mohm. Ho, m3a3Bao je ruiaBy
JABUHY peakiyja y IJIAaHePCKOj 3ajeAHHUIH, Koja je Omma ommydyHa qa npoHahe Moaen Koju
Om amexkBaTHO 3aMEHHO W pPalMOHATHM W aABoKarcku. Kao mTo je To yoOmdajeHo,
pa3matparma cy OTHIIUIA y JWBEPreHTHUM CMEpOBHMA: U3 THX paclpaBa Cy Kao pe3yirar
(dopmynucanu (Heo)MapKCUCTUUKH, THOEpATHH, PaJUKaIHU, MOJEI jeJHAKOCTH M MOJEIN
COLM]aJTHOT Y4€Hha U KOMYHHKaTHBHE aKIIHje.

(Heo)MapKCHUCTHYKH MOJeJT IULIAHUPaba

Ha xpajy 1960-tux u nouerkom 1970-Tux roauHa, y KaluTalMCTUYKUM 3eMJbaMa ce
NI0jaBHO MOJIEN TUIaHUPamka Kao peaknuja Ha (Heo)MapKCHCTHUYKE aHajIu3e O CTPYKTYPHHM
omHocuMa m3Mely IulaHupama M KalMTAIUCTHYKOT JPYIITBA, O KOjUX Cy HajIo3HATHje
Jlederpora (Lefebvre H., 1968) u Kactencosa (Castells M., 1977). OBo TymMaueme Kaxe na
je TUIaHWpame NPBCHCTBEHO M Y MOTIYHOCTH MOJMTHYKA AKTHBHOCT KAITUTATHCTHYKE
JpkaBe (0amn Kao Uy ColujannsMy — npumeodba aymopa). [locneaudaso, miaHep ce BHIIE He
cMaTpa EKCHEepPTOM WM CIICHHjaluCTOM, Behi opyleM Kamurtana ca NPHINYHO HAaHBHHM
njejaMa O aKTyeIIHUM IMoJyraMa M WHCTPYMEHTHMa MONhH, 9UjH je OH MOCIYIIHHA NHOH 0e3
MoryhHOCTH M371acKa U3 Hrpe.

Heo-mapkcucTiuka JHHHMja pa3sMHIUBAma, KOja IPeIcTaB/ba OLITPY KPUTHKY
TaKo3BaHOT Oyp)KyacKoT IDIAHHpama y CIy)KOM KalmUTaJHCTHYKe IpXkaBe, Omia je (u
ocraja) uAeja — BOAWMJbA MHOTHX HACTaBHUX [IporpamMa Ha JIEBO OPHjEHTHCAHUM
YHHBEp3UTETHMA. Y CBOjOj TMO3HATO] M MPU3HATO] CTYAUJU O pa3Bojy (ppaHIiycKor rpaza,
Kacrenc (Castells M., 1978) je u3nBojuo Tpu GyHKIH]E IUIaHUpamka. Y CKIaay ca Hala3uMma
ErOBE CTY/IH]je, IPOCTOPHO MJIAHUPAE j& HHCTPYMEHT:

1. Panuonanmzanuje u JerHTHMHU3AIIN]E;
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2. IlperoBapama W MeAmjalHje U3Mel)y pasIHMUUTHX 3aXT€Ba MHOTOOPOJHHX Tpyma
KaluTana; u

3. Perymarop iy BeHTHJI IPUTHCKA HA PaJHUYKY KJIacy U YOIILITE OHE HaJ KOjuMa ce
BIIa/1a, KaJla Cy MUPHH U KaJl IPOTECTY]y.

be3z o03upa mira je OMo oOjekar aHajaM3e HEOMApPKCHCTHYKHX TeopeTnuapa (Omio
NPOU3BO/IEHA, OWIIO TIOTPOIIIHbA HIIH YJIOTa JpKaBe y aKyMylaldju KamuTana | pacroesn
mobapa), BUXOB 3aK/bydak O YJIO3M IUIaHEpa YBEK je OCTaja0 KCTH: IUIAHEPH CBOje
MOCTOjarbe AYryjy YMECHHIM Ja Cy OOMYaH CepBHC KalMTala, a HaJe Ja Ce CTalbe MOXe
NPOMEHHTH CY HITy30pHE CBE TOK CHCTEM MOCTOjH.

Ca jemHe cTpaHe, pa3BOj OBE JIMHHjE pa3MUIbakba OHO j€ YUCT W3a30B
TPaIULMOHAIHUM IIKOJAMa MHUIUBbEHa y oOnactd IuiaHupama. Ca apyre crpase,
MapKCHCTHYKUM MOJICJIOM IUIaHHpama MoBeliaH je HOHaKOo MPEBEIHK ja3 u3Mely Teopuje u
mpakce. BpemMeHOM je mocTano jacHO [a MPUMEHOM (HEO)MapKCHUCTHYIKOT Mojena y
MIPOCTOPHOM IDIAHUPAY 0JIa3M 10 apaxn3e MoJuTHIKe nedare (sic!).

BpenHocT (HEO)MapKCHUCTHYKOT Mozesia Tpeba cTora TPaKUTH TIpe CBETa y JIOMEHY
TEOPHjCKE KPUTHKE, a Mambe Ha I0Jby KOHKPETHOT IUIaHupama. OBaj MOIEN jOII jeIHOM
JIOBOJIM y KPUTHUYKH KOHTEKCT I0jaM «jaBHOT MHTepecay, MHCHCTHpajyhu Ha Tome na je
JEIMHU jacaH MHTepec — KIaCHH UHTepec. MoJIel HUje MPYKUO0 HUKAaKBe HOBE Je(hUHHIU]E O
3ajanMa IUIaHepa, HUTH je yKa3ao Ha Moryhe CMepHHIle HeroBOT [efoBama — H3y3eB
yKJbyYHBamka y KiIacHy OopOy. I'eHepasiHu mpeio3n a «IJIaHep Mopa OUTH OHaj Koju
OTKpHBa KOHTP3AMKLH]E U CTOTa MpPE/CTaBJba areHTa colujannux nHoBanuja» (Castells M.,
1978), Owmm cy cyBulIe YONIITEHH M clnabu Ja Ou y JOBOJBHO] MEpU HHCIHMPHCAIN
reHepanuje miaHepa.

MogaeJ jeqTHAKOCTH Y IVIAHUPALY

AnBokarcku miuaHepu U3 cpeauHe 1960-Tux roauHa nenoBad Cy NPUMapHO HU3BaH
aIMHHHUCTPATHBHUX TeJla M TUIAHCKHX KomucHja. OIuIyKe cy, ca Ipyre CTpaHe, JOHOIICHE
WCKJbYYHBO YHYyTap aaMuHHcTpanuje. CTora je y4nemeH Halop Ja ce IUIaHepH YKIbY4Ye Y
BCH Daj, NPOHATAKEHEM IPOTPECHBHAX W COLMjaHO OArOBOPHHX IOJUTHYApa —
HCTOMUIIJBEHUKA KOjH WMajy CKIIOHOCTH Ka 3allTUTH obOecrpaBibeHuX. [lmanepu Om y
nebaTm Koja ce BOAM Yy IOMUTHYKO] apeHH MOTIH Ja JONpPHHECY CTPYIHOM
apryMEHTalljoM: TTOHOBO ce ujeja poauna y CAJl, a ieH riaBHE npomMotep je 6umo Hopman
Kpymxosm, rmaBau wianep rpana Knuenennga y Oxajy.

3aroBOpHHUIM OBOT MOJIeJia Cy CBECHO TPa)KWJIM HAuWH Jia ce M3BPILIH Ipepacroerna
mohu, pecypca W MoryhHoCTH mapTHMNanyje, o] OoraTMX KOjuU HWMajy BHIIE Ka
CHUpOMAIllHMMa KOjH HMMajy Mame. Y OCHOBM je OBaj MoJels, Oall Kao W aJBOKATCKO
IUTaHUpame, MPETIIOCTAaBJba0 JIa TUIAHEPH HE ONEPHIIYy HACyNpoT O(HUIMjEIHO] TOJUTHIH
HEro y carJacjy ca moMm, Tpyaehu ce na je modospiajy, y3 nomoh HaKJIIOKEHHUX MOJIUTHYApa.
Cn4HO panMoHATHOM MOJIENY, CMaTpajio ce Ja IUIaHep jecTe eKCIepT U Jia e OH Hala3u He
Ha MapruHu 30MBama, Beh Ha TIaBHO]j CIEHH. 3a pa3lIMKy O] aABOKATCKOT MOJIENIa Y KOME
IUTaHep OOWJIa3W cHpoMallHa npenrpaha, Moaea jeTHAKOCTH CMeEIITa IUlaHepa TUPEKTHO Y
MOJUTHYKY apeHy. 3aroBOPHULM OBOI MoOJeNia UCTHYY 3Hayaj JHjanora yHyTap U H3BaH
aIMUHUCTpalHje — HapaBHO [a IUIAHEp pas3roBapa W ca OHUMAa KOjH Cy NOroheHu
nocieaMiamMa peanusanuje oQUIMjeTHIX MOJIUTHKA, alli HeroB MpPEeBacXofaH 3aJaTak je
JlaBalkbe MHTEpBjya, MHCakbe TIOBOpa MHHHUCTPHMA, TIpaJOHAYeNHHIMMA M APYTHM
3pannuHuIMMa (Krumholz N. and Forester J. 1990). [Ipu Tome ruianep uma yiaory cTpyqHor
CaBeTHHKA: Jla NMPUKYNU WHOpMalyje, aHanu3upa ux, Gopmynuiie npodieM M MpHUKaxe
ommTa (Moryha) pemewma. OH je, IpyrMM pednMa, MPOMAraHIWCTa W IMPENo3HATIHUBU
3aCTYIHUK 3a HITaMIly ¥ MeIuje, KOjU IMCKYCHJy yCMepaBa y KeJbeHOM IpaBily W Ka
cnemuduyHnM Temama. Kao m y panmoHasHOM Mojeny, IUTaHep je aKTHBHO aHTaKOBaH Y
TIOJIMUTUIN «OJJ03T0 — HaJ0JIe» U MPAKTHYHO FOBOPH ca MO3HUIKja Mohu.
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[TocToju BHIIECTPYKH PU3HK 3a TUTaHEpa YKOJIHKO aKTHBHO IPUMEHYje OBaj MOIEI.
ITpomeHoM BnacTH, NO NMPUPOIM CTBAapH, IUIAHEp HAe y ono3uuujy. Ilpm Tome, MMa npa
mojjjeAHako Jyoma n3bopa: win he mpexo HOhM MPOMEHUTH MUIJBEEHE, OJHOCHO CTPaHy U
THUME OKPHHUTH NPOQECHOHAIHHM yIilel, Win he ocTaTu JocienaH, na TPIeTH NpeMeITaj Ha
MH(PEPUOPHO PagHO MECTO MM «cTaBibame Ha yeq». Y CAJl cy HepeTko TakBe MpOMEHe
BJIACTH JIOBOIMJIE J10 TyOJbema paJHMX MecTa M HezarmocieHux IuiaHepa (Krumholz N.,
1994). Ako oBaj MOJie)l UMa MOEHTY, OHA TJIacH Ja IUIaHep Mopa OMTH MOOWIaH, jep HEroB
Harop uMa e(eKTa caMo J0K je HeroBa CTpaHKa Ha BIACTH.

Mopes coumjaaHor yyerha  KOMyHHKATHBHE aKIHje

Ca cBOjoM HII€jOM aJIBOKATCKOT IuIaHMpama JlaBumo¢ je HacTojao 1a MOJUTHUKH
MpoIiec OTBOPW 3a OHE HAa KOj€ IUIAaHWpamke WMa YTHIAj, MPOKIamyjyhu KOHKypeHIHjy
u3Mely pasnMuYMTHX IUIaHoBa. [lmaHepH-amBOKAaTH Cy y TOM MaHHUPY PaJiiid y KOPHUCT
CHpPOMAIlHUX, HyZehn cBOje eKCIepTCKO 3Hambe M yciayre. TOKOM BpeMeHa, HCTH Cy
HAY4YWJIH OPYraddjy JIEKIHjy, IITO je MOBEJIO J0 II0jaBe MOJeia COIHjaJHOr yYema H
komyHuKkatiBHe akuuje (Friedmann J., 1973).

VY mpakcu je, HaMMe, yCTaHOBJbEHO Ja CBE BHINE W BHUIIE rpahaHa y IUTaHUPaHUM
NoJIpyYjuMa TIoce/lyje 3HadajHe TeXHUUKe CIocOOHOCTH, Te Aa n3Mely cxBaTama riaHepa u
rpahjaHa Koje OHHM penpe3eHTyjy MOCTOjU ja3 — KOjU je Ha MOYETKY ITOKPHUBAaH HEMYIITHUM
TEXHUYKUAM xKaproHoM. CyodeHH ca KOH(PIIUKTOM eKCIIEPTCKOT 3Hama IIaHepa U JKUBOTHOT
UCKycTBa rpaljaHa, IIaHepH — aJIBOKATH Cy M3BENIH My/ap 3aKJ/by4akK Jia HU je[IHa OJ CTpaHa
y crnopy Hema cBe oxarosope. CTtora cy NpeUIoXWIM Ja o0e CTpaHe paje 3ajefHo y
KOHTEKCTY MPOLIeCca yueHwa, y by MOCTH3amha KOMIUIEMEHTAPHOCTH CTaBoBa. PpuaMaH je
TO Ha3Ba0 «TPAHCAKTUBHU CTHJ IUIaHHpama». M oBaj Monmen monapa3symeBa JHjalor,
BPEIHOCHE CUCTEME U y3ajaMHO YBaXKaBame — IITO MPOIIEC TPaje Ay)Ke, CTABOBH IIOCTAjy CBE
OIVOKH U OJTHKHL.

Ha ocHOBY MCTHX OCHOBHHX 3allaXkama Ja je IIaHWpambe HHTEPAKTHBHO, OHOCHO 1a
MpeaCcTaBba KOMYHHUKATHBHY akIHjy, TOKoM 1970-tiux u 1980-Tux rogmnaa eBoirympaia je
ureja o IUIaHMpamby Kao KOMYHHMKATHBHO] mpakcu. MHcrimpucana pamom Dopecrepa
(Forester J., 1989), a 3acHuBajyhu ce Ha KOHIENTY KOMyHHKAaTHBHE aKije Gpopmynrucanom
on crtpane Hemaukor ¢Quiosoda Jyprena Xabepmaca (KpUTHUKa Teopuja T3B.
OpankdypTcke IIKoNe), Trpyna IUIaHepa je TNpeUIoKHiIa MoOJeNl «KOMYHUKAaTHBHE
paIMOHATHOCTH» Kao 3rofgHy 3ameHy 3a pamnuonanau wmoxpen (Flyjbjerg B.,  1998).
dopectep je OBy TeopHjy Ha3Bao «KPHUTHUYKO IUIAHUPAE». 3a Mera IUIAaHHpamke je
NPUMapHO BE3aHO 3a IOCTABJbAKE MHTAKkA M KPUTHYKO CIyIIame Aa OM ce y KOHTEKCTY
JIjajora JOMIIO 10 3ajeAHNYKHX Ca3Hamba, anocTpodupajyhn mpu ToMe naxmy (HacynpoT
Bianajyhoj Hemaxmn). Omnydyjyhn ¢dakTop camo-pedaeKTHBHOCTH IUIaHEpa je YO0jCTBO —
Mepeme peur U cBoje mosunuje y auckycuju. Cymajyhu mpude o mpobieMy y mpocTopy
KOjH Tpeba pelInTH, IUIAHEP ITOJIaKo J0JIa3H IO Ca3Hama O aKTYeIHOM paclopely cHara
Ijarma3oHy MOTyhHX BapHjaHTH pelierka mpodiieMa y OKBHPY JaTHX OKOJHOCTH.

3a mraHepe je uaeja 0 KOMyHHKaTHBHO] MIPAKCH MPUBJIavHA jep O BUX HE 3aXTeBa Ja
Urpajy ynory HempucTpacHor excrepra. CympoTHO, mpyka UM MOTyhHOCT opHjeHTaIHje Ka
HOPMaTHBHUM, MOJUTHYKUM TeMeJbuMa. KOHTEeKCT TulaHupama uMa, JIakiie, jaky COLHjaiHy
KOMITOHEHTYy, Te oMmoryhyje IuiaHepy na pele(uHHINE COICTBEHY COLMjalHy YJIOTY.
Harnacak Huje Ha TOMe KOJIMKO IUTaHep 3Ha, Beh Ha KOju Ha4WH KOPHCTHU CBOj¢ 3HAMKE; HE Ha
CIOCOOHOCTH pelllaBama mpobsemMa Beh Ha BEIITHHM OTBapama W ycMepaBama jaebdarte.
HoBuHa oBor Mojiena je HOBO CXBaTame EKCIEPTCKOT 3Hamka, U 3Haba yonmre. JJuHaMiIaKo
3Hame 100Mja MPEeJHOCT HaJl CTAaTUYKAM (aKaJeMCKUM), a 3Hame HHje NMpHUBUIIETHja CaMo
wianepa. JIpyruM pedynma, Mame je OUTHO YpaJuTd aHAIM3Y CTPYKTypa CTaHOBHHUILTBA —
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Ba)XXHHjE je CTAHOBHUILITBO aKTHBHPATH Ia yUYECTBYjy y MpoIlecy m3pane Iuiana. Teopuja
KOMYHHMKaTHBHE aKIMjeé UMIUIMLIUpA JAEMOKPATCKE acIeKTe IUIaHWpamba U CTUIAmba 3Hamba
KpO3 OTBOPEHY KOMYHUKALH]y.
Mogpen, HapaBHO, HMa BHIIE cI1a00CTH, Oamr Kao 1 XabepMacoBO yUerme:
Hexkwu of rpaljana uiau Heke TpyIie HE AUCKYTYjy WIK UM je TO oHeMoryheHo;
2. Hewmajy cBu ncto npaBo, MOryhHOCT U BpeMe 3a JUCKYCH]Y;
3. VYuecHHWIM JUCKyCHje 4YeCTO HeMajy pasyMeBama 3a Jpyraudje CTaBoBe
(MCcKIpYyIHMBOCT);
4. TokoMm IUCKyCHje MOCTaje BUAJEUBO KO MMa CTBapHY Moh a KO He, a OHaj KOju je
uMa je 00MIIaTo KOpUCTH;
5. VYdecHULM y IUCKYCHjH UMajy YecTO CKpHBEHE Hamepe, Ia TAaKTHKA Y IHCKYCHjH
CKpHBA CTPATETrHjCKe LUJbEBE (HEIOCTATAK TPAHCIIAPEHTHOCTH).
CymruHa cabocT OBOT MOJIENa JIEKH Y IIOMAJI0 HIICaTN30BAHO] CIIHIN CTBAPHOCTH
— nako XabepMmac Tpemno3Haje yIory MONHM M CTPYKTYPHHX HEjeTHAKOCTH, ETOB KpajimbH
Mozen HeMa nHauKaTope Mohu. [Inannpame ce He oBHja y HaCaTHOM CBETY 0e3 MOhHuX, a
OBUM MOJIENIOM HHje MPELU3UpaHo Kako OH IIaHep MOTao Ja OCTBApH TakaB UAeall.

—_

PagmkanHu Moes1 INIAHUPAaKbHa

Hekn mnmaHepw cy WManu jApyraduje MopajHe HOpMe y OJHOCY Ha IOTelnKkohe
agBokarckor mozena (Bumm: Heskin A., 1980). Ilmanepm — amBOKaTH Cy, YONIITCHO
roBopehu, yxBalieHH y HepeleHy AWIeMy: Kao 3all0CJICHH Y TUIAHCKO] aJMUHUCTpPALHjH, HE
MOTy ce 030MJbHO OOpHUTH TPOTHB COICTBEHHWX IUTAHCKHX KOMECHja 0e3 030MIBHHX
nocienuia mo cebe. Crora ce m HE MOTY O€3YCIOBHO MOIPEIUTH WHTEPECHMa OHHX KOje
3acTymajy, OJHOCHO JKeJle Jla 3allTuTe — fa Ou To Omim y MOryhHOCTH, MOpajy HAITyCTHTH
jaBHE MHCTUTYLIH]E.

Wmajyhu y Buay HaBeieHH IpeceaH, pa3BHO CE€ HOBU MPUCTYI IUIaHHPAY:
pamukanHau Mozen. Cpk OBOI MoOjieNa je CYyIITHHCKH y cieneheM: kao W 3aroBOpHUIM
MoOJieJla COLMjajlHOT y4Yela M KOMYHHMKaTHBHE aKluje, paJuKaJIHu IuiaHepu ce okpehy
NPOTUB JOMUHALIMje EKCIIEPTCKOT 3Hamha, T€ OCTajy OTBOPEHHU 32 yUEHE KPO3 aKIMjy WIH
MCKYCTBO U IIEHE TaKO CT€4YEHO 3Hame. HacynpoT koserama, oHU A€i1yjy Y jaCHO] ONO3HIMjH
npeMa BIIaJMHUM OpTaHM3aljaMa W/ eKOHOMCKUM nHTepecuMa. OHM Makap JISTUMAYHO
onbalryjy MOJUTHYKH CHUCTEM JAPYIITBA M TEXKE IPOMEHH EKOHOMCKMX W IOJHTHYKHX
CTPYKTypa y HacTojalby Ja eJIMMHHHIIY CHCTEMCKE HejeqHaKoCTH. KOHCEKBEHTHO,
paIMKaIHH IUIaHepH 3ao0mia3e TpaJulOHAIHE METOAe M CKYNIITHHCKE Mpolenype,
¢daBopu3yjyhn nemoBame BaH cucremMa. OBaj Mozaen je Haao MPUMEHY Y MHOTHUM
obnacTuma: oJ] WHHIUjaTUBA CTaMOEHO YrpokeHHX M OeckyhHHKa, MOKpeTa 3eleHuX |
MHPOTBOpala, CBe 10 ypOAHOT ITaHUPAba.

PamukanHyu miaHepy Ha Taj HAYMH HyJlle HOBY Je(QUHMIMjy OHOTa IITO IUIaHEp pai,
aJli U HOBO 3HAYCHC HOjMa «IUTIaHEP». Pa)m C€, HMU MakhC HH BHIIC, O HOBOM
npoeCHOHATHOM HICHTHTETY: YMECTO paja y mpodeCHOHATHO] 3ajeHHUIM, TUTaHEp Ce
MoOpa OcaMHTH Ja Ou 0o y ciuyxOu oOecmpaBibeHHX. [IpyruMm pednmma, IUTaHEpP Mopa
paluTH Kao «CI000THH CTperamy, a yrpokeHe HUKaKo He rmocMarpa kao kiujeHre Beh mopa
WJIY TIOCTATH jeJlaH O] ’bUX WIIH, y OJlasKeM Cilydajy, NCKa3uBaTH IIpeMa HbHMa COJIMIapHOCT.
Ax1yja je pe cBera ycMepeHa Ha OHe 00JIaCTH Koje Cy M3BaH JloMalaja e(prKacHor JiejcTBa
cucTeMa, a JUMCH3MOHMpPaHa je W YCMepeHa Tako Ja ce y WTO KpalhieM pOKy IOCTHTHY
BUJIJBHBY PE3yJITATH.

[lpuMeHOM paguKaTHOT MoOJIeNia, H3y3eB y CICHU(PHYHUM H JIOKATH30BaHUM
OKOJIHOCTHMA, HUCY MOCTHTHYTH CTHMYJIAQTHBHHM U HaXHe BpeIHH pe3yinratd. Haj6oseu
JTOKa3 3a OBY TBPIY Cy ycmecH exojomkux mokpera (Schonwandt W., 2008). 3a oBaj
MOZIen Be3yjy ce OpojHe HeAOyMHIle — jeHa OJ Haj3HAYajHHjUX je Ja CE PaauKaITHO
ianupame 0p3o cycpehe ca npaBHum u (uHaHCHjckuM Oapujepama, Te e(eKTH akiuje
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ry0e Ha cHa3u. MHCHCTHpame Ha HIIP. CMakemhy 00MMa IIPUBATHOT MIPEeB03a ayTOMOOMIMA
HE MOXKE IOCTAaTH CTBApHOCT YIUIMTama WHCTHTYLHja cUcTeMa, Koje moctojelie mpomuce
MOpajy NpOMEHHTH WM yBecTH HoOBe. [la Ou Ouo wone edexTuBaH, y OPYLITBY KakBO
MI03HajeMO, PAJUKaJIHA MOJEN Ce MOpa NPUMEHUBATH y TPAaH3UIHMOHOM nepuony. pyrum
peunma, ako ce U300pH 3a MPOMEHY, PaJUKaIHU IIaHep Mopa u30ehn cyabuHy na nocraHe
Je0 HOBOT cHCTeMa KOju je cTBopuo. Hanmame, panuxanHu miaaHep mopa Oaparatu ca
JaCHOM JMCTHHKIIMjOM IOJMOBA «MH» M «OHW», IITO 3HAYH JIa j€ KPajie CUMILUTU(HIIIpaHa
yJlora Jip)KaBe/CUcTeMa ca jeiHe CTpaHe, OJHOCHO Kpajihe HealIn30BaHa JIpyIITBEeHa Ipyma
K0joj TulaHep ciyxu. Haxarnoct, rpyna «obecnpaB/beHHX» je CBE CaMO HE XOMOTeHa
ckynuHa. OHa je OKyIUbEHa CaMoO OKO 3ajeJHHYKOI MHTepeca WM Iaposie: josie ooraru!,
nosie crpaHum!, none TajkyHu! moie uHOBepum!, uTA. CyMapHO PEYeHo, TEIIKO je OUTH
paJiMKallaH IIaHep y Iy PATUCTHYKEM JPYIITBHMA.

INopexn pedeHor, NPOXOJHOCT PAIMKAIHOT MOJIeNa IUIAaHUpamka 3aBUCH O] BeJIHYNHE
rpyne u 6poja pacmoJOXKHBHX IUIaHEpa — KaKo ce akIyja MIHpH U JoOWja Ha MaCOBHOCTH,
jada TEHICHIIMja Ja ce aKl{ja opTraHu3yje, Ia ce oapene Bohe U ycrmocTaBy Xujepapxuja, a
ce onpeme Jeieraigje, INTO BPEMEHOM TOBOAM OO HCTHX cjabocTH 300r KOjux je
KPUTUKOBaH noctojehu cucrem.

JInGepanHu MoaeJ1 INIAHUPAHA

Y KOHTEKCTY THOepaTHOT MOJIela IIaHAPamka, 1MojaM «JIubdepaaHo» Tpeda pazymeTn
kao «laissez-faire». CxBarame OBOT MOfeNa y OCHOBH IOfpa3yMeBa 1a je (IPOCTOPHO)
IUTAaHUpamke MOTpeOHO caMO OHAa Kajga He (QYHKIHOHUIIY MEXaHH3MH «CIO00OJHOT
TPKUIITA», OJHOCHO «TPXKUIIHE EKOHOMHje». [lpyrum peunma, Tpeba IyCTHTH Ia ce
MIPOIIECH y MPOCTOPY OJIBHjajy CHOHTaHO, Ha cBoj HaumH (Sorensen A.D. and Day R.A.,
1981, Sorensen A.D., 1983). YmecTo aa ce y morieny 3aliTUTE CTAaHOBHHUIITBA, IPUPOJE U
JIp. OCJIOHH Ha IUIaHUpambe, 3arOBOPHUIIM OBOT MOJeia CMaTpajy Ja je (3a 3alliTHTy UCTHX)
JIOBOJbAH OCJIOHAI] BEPOBAWkE Y MHIMBHIyadHa (CBOjJUHCKA) IpaBa, HHTEPEC IMOjSIUHIA Y
MaKCHMH3alMj! COIICTBEHOI OJarocTama, T€ CHara yroBopa KOjUM IIOjEJHHIM PEryJIHUIIY
melhycobne oxHoce.

VY 0BOM Moeidy IUIaHMpame Ce MOCMaTpa Kao CPENCTBO MOJPIIKE M EKCIaH3Wje
cnobone penoBama M MoryhHOCTH camo-peanm3aiije y OKBHUpPY KOHIENTa CIIO0O0THOT
TPKHUIITA; KA0 HHCTPYMEHT 3aIITHTE 1PaBa II0jeIMHIA U PEryaTop HeXeJbeHUX MOCIeaAnIa
KOje ce jaBJpajy yclel WHAMBHAYATHHX (HECMOTPEHHX) akifja, T€ Kao KOMIICH3alHuja
OIMIITEr MHTEpeca HacyNmpoT MpaBHMa IOjeANHLA. Y TO3aJMHU OBOT IPHUCTYIa Hamase ce
MaKCHME BHIIE €KOHOMCKHX M EKOHOMCKO-TIOJUTHYKUX TEeOopHja: ImTOo je Moryhe mame
IUIaHUpamka, U CaMO OHOJIMKO IUIaHMpama KOJIHMKO je 3amcTa HeomxonxHo. Kopumheme
pecypca (mohu, HOBIa, UTH.) 32 MOTpebe IUIAHUPamka BUIM CE Ka0 HYXKHO 3110, Koje Tpeba
n3beraBaTtH Kaj roj je To moryhe.

JIuGepasHu Mojen IUIAaHHMpama IMOCEAyje HEKOJIUKO MPEeJHOCTH. 3arOBOPHUIIM
nOepalHOT MPUCTYNa YeCTO MOSHTUpAjy y JHMCKycHjama Kaja yKa3yjy Ha HepajHa |
HEOCTBapeHa OYeKHMBama OJ] pellema W3 MpocTopHOr miaHa. OHM ymo3opaBajy, He 0e3
OCHOBA, Ha MpeTepaHy MaHWjy peryjaluje W IUIAaHUpama M, YMECTO TOra, MPOKIaMyjy
neperynanyjy. Cnaboctn oBor Mozerna Cy, UIaK, 3Ha4ajHe — KOHIIENT CII000IHOT TPXKUIITA
nojapasyMeBa 4nMTaB Hu3 Temikoha. [IpBo, cio0oia TOr Tp)KMINTA je pelaTHBHA jep OHO
(GYHKIMOHHMILE y CKIAXY ca OPOjHAM UMILUTHIUTHAM M SKCIUTHLIUTHUM npaBuinMa. Haname,
TPXKHIITE je 3aucTa CII00OIHO caMo 32 OHE KOjH 3a/I0BOJbe ofpeljeHe HMHHIMjaTHE 3aXTeBe:
(¢uHAHCHjCKa CpelncTBa, MOTpeOaH HHUBO 3HAKA, BpEME UTA. 3a CBE OCTalie IMPHCTYI je
3a0pameH, MTO 3HAYM Ja j€ OWJb 3aIITHTE IpaBa IOjeIHWHIIA CaMO YCIOBHO pEalM30BaH.
[pyrum peunma, NOK JTHOSpPATHH MOAEN IUIaHHpamka WHKOPIOPHPa KOHIENT «CiIo0one»,
MCTOBPEMEHO MTHOPHILE KOHIIENTe Moyt «jeanakoct» (bophesuh ., Jadosuh T., 2007).
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Hanocnerky, cnaboct aubeparHOr MoJiena je peayKoBaH KOHIENT IDIaHUpama KOju
je CBeleH Ha «jaBHO IUIaHMpame». l[IpeBuba ce, makie, HENXOOHOCT YKJby4YHBamba
MIPUBATHOT CEKTOPa y TPOIEC IUIaHUpama y 3Ha4ajHHjeM O0MMY, Y IHJbY MPEXKHBIHABAHA
Ha CIO0OZHOM TPXKHIUTY — OWJIO KakBO PasyMHO M OJTrOBOPHO YIPaBJbame PecypcuMa,
OWJIM OHM jaBHU WJIM [TPUBATHH, 3aUCTa HUje Moryhe Oe3 maHupama.

3akbydak

Y 0BOM KpaTKOM Iperjieay CyMapHO je TUCKYTOBAaHO O CelaM MOJeNa ITaHHPamba.
To cy:

(a) ParmonanHm MoJen IUIAaHUPAba, KOjH je KPHTHKOBAH Ka0 CYBHIIE HO3UTHBHCTUYKHY,
aIoJIMTHYaH U HEMCTOPH]jCKH;

(6) AnmBokaTckm Mojen, KOoju ce (okycrupa Ha «XCHIUKEIHPAHE», «0OEeCTIPaBIHCHEY,
«HEpeNpe/ICTaBIbeHEe», OJHOCHO Ha MHTame MUCTpUOylHje («Ko ITa J00uja ¥ KOJIHMKO, U
3amTo?» U «KO je MPUBHIIETOBaH, a KO HHje?»), U KOjU O TUIaHepa 3aXxTeBa M3pajy BHIIE
Ppa3IMuYNTUX IJIaHOBA YMECTO jeI[HOF-I/IHTeI'paJ'[HOF;

(B) Heo-mapkcucTHuku MozeNn IUIaHMpama, Ca HEroBOM — HICOJIOTHjOM — Kao
MOCTAMEHTOM;

(r) Mozen jenHakocTH, KOjU HOApa3syMeBa IOBE3MBAIE IUIAHEpa ca MOJIMTHYapUMa
KOjH JieJie UCTH CHCTEM BPEIHOCTH;

(1) Mopnen coumjamHOT yuema M KOMYHHKAaTHBHE aKIMje, y KOME IUIaHep BHUILIEC HHje
«excnepT». HanpoTuB, npakTH4Ha 3Hama M )KUBOTHO MCKYCTBO CBaKor rpaljannHa ce y3uma
y 003up, T€ 0Baj MOAeN Mmoapa3yMeBa aa o0e cTpane (To jecT IutaHepy U rpal)anu) yde jenHa
OJI ApyTe — BaXKaH je AMjajor, CIIOpa3yMeBame U 3ajeTHIYKO NPIXBATAkbE BPEIHOCTH;

(h) Pagukamam Mozen uTaHUpama, Kaja IDIaHep UTHOPHUIIIEe aIMUHICTPANH]y, Kao U

(e) JIuGepanHu MozeN IJIaHUpakha, y KOME je IUIaHupamhe MUHUMHU3UPAHO Y OHOCY Ha
MEXaHH3Me «CIO00THOT TPXKHUIITAY.

CBakM O]l TIOMEHYTHUX MoOJeNla IOocelyje BIACTHTE METOJe, CeT HEONXOIHUX
nojaraka, Npo(eCHOHAIHUX CIIOCOOHOCTH U CTHJIOBA, KA0 M CONCTBEHO MHCTUTYLIMOHAIHO
oKpykeme. Takole, y CBakOHEBHO] IPAaKCH OHU ce yecTo MehycobHo nperutnhy.
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Abstract: The task of this paper is to give an overview of the most influential models of planning that have been
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Introduction

During the last four decades, inside the planning theory the discussion was led about
various models of planning — and by model we mean “comprehension of planning”. We will
briefly summarize seven of the most significant models, which are with one exception, all
normative, political models of planning and all are without exception still being used,
permanently or temporarily, everywhere where the territory is being planned. (Pordevi¢ D.,
Dabovi¢ T., Zivak N., 2008). This overview does not include technical models of planning
such as, urban, transport or landscape planning nor those interdisciplinary
models/approaches (systematic) which have as a primary goal integration of sector
approaches of planning (about possibilities of planning approaches integration see Dabovié¢
T., Pordevié, D., 2008).

Models of planning will be presented in turn:
The rational model of planning.
The advocacy model of planning.
The (neo)Marxist model of planning.
The model of equity planning.
The model of social learning and communicative action.
The radical model of planning.
The liberalistic model of planning.

The rational model of planning

The rational model of planning is the source and inspiration for most of the other
models, which are either a modification or reaction to (or against) it. In their classic paper
Politics, Planning, and the Public Interest (1955) Meyerson and Banfield describe the
essential steps of this model as:
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Analyze the situation,

establish goals,

formulate possible courses of action to achieve those goals,

compare and evaluate the consequences of these actions.
After the publication of this paper, countless variations on their models were
presented and discussed among planning theorists. Different authors have designated the
individual steps in different ways, some subdividing them in a simple and others in a more
sophisticated manner, but the basic principles stayed the same (see Simon, H.A., 1965,
Muller, J., 1992).

The model is assuming that the steps are carried out in precise procedure, step by
step. Each step has its own sub-steps, and as an addition each of the planning variants has its
own sub-tasks and there are iterative loops between basic steps. In this way, for example,
analysis of the specific situation can be made according to the personal insight of the
situation on the field, by analyzing secondary data, by empirical research or through the
combination of all three methods.

In the technical literature written in English, the rational model is also known as
“synoptic” (Hudson B.M., 1979) or ‘“rational-comprehensive” (Sandercock L., 1998).
Meyerson and Banfield (1955) defined the term “rational” (in terms of “rational decision
making”) as follows:

— The decision-maker is considering all variants/alternatives (possible courses of
action) which are possible in the given moment and the situation in the light of the
results he wants to achieve;

— He is identifying and evaluating all the consequences which would occur with the
adoption of each alternative i.e., he predicts how the total situation would be changed
by the course of action he might adopt, and

— he is choosing that alternative the probable consequences of which would be
preferable according to his most desirable results.

In an overall, the basic characteristics of the rational model are the clarity of the
goals, objectivity and precision of evaluation, a high degree of comprehensiveness of the
synthesis and, where ever it may be possible, quantification of values and application of
mathematical analysis (Lindblom C., 1959).

In the period between 1945 and 1970 the rational model entered in many fields of
human activities. It was used not only by planners and architects, but by private
corporations, politicians, public administration as well. Approaches such as operational
research, system analysis and cybernetics helped to refine the model’s methodology. The
model dominated Western and Eastern planning during the “golden 1960s”, the age of
optimism — when it was thought that careful planning can result in solutions that mean
progress. According to some chroniclers in planning “...there are no problems, only
solutions” (Catton W.R., 1980).

At that time, planners who made use of the rational model assumed that the progress
of science and technology will make the world a better place. Planner was considered an
expert that provides “objective” studies, evaluations and analysis in public’s best interest. If
that interest is not quite detected in the plan’s goals, it will be later, during the public
discussion. The real power is placed in speaking the truth and presenting the facts — as it was
often promoted by politicians at the time. The term “public interest”, however, was not
enough analyzed — it was taken for granted as an axiom, and it was thought that planning
boards and bodies are constituted from individuals that have sufficient autonomy level and
authority to do they work based on “rational analysis”, as well as the power to subsequently
bring plans to fruition.

B
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Clouds of the economical crisis of the early 1970s cast the shadow on rational model
efficiency. Technocratic approach of this model was being replaced with more socio-
politically oriented approaches. “Step by step” system was being criticized; each phase
critically analyzed, and a real discussion erupted about the disputed terms such as
“objective”, “rational”, “optimal”, or “expertise”. Model was described as: too positivistic,
meaning that it places too much faith in science and technology, ahistorical and mostly
apolitical (March J.G., 1982, Alexander E.R., 1984, Popper J.K., 1987, Mandelbaum, S.J.,
Mazza, L. and Burchell, R.W. eds., 1996). The rational model ignored the fact that planning
is influenced by norms and values which are in the domain of politics. It was also criticized
for supporting the status quo, for being oriented “from the top down”, for supporting the
political establishment and upper and middle class among other things (Faludi A., 1996).
Discussion on rational model’s shortcomings produced various often opposite approaches
such as “mixed scanning” and “muddling through” (Pordevi¢ D., 2004).

However, despite the criticism, rational model has undoubted strength that lies in its
precision and simplicity, in condemn of improvisations and ad hoc decision making: at last,
every situation in a territory can be analyzed in one way or another, the goal has to be
determined — what ever it may be, and there is never one way to reach it, therefore the
variants are to be defined and they have to be evaluated so that at the end the adequate
course of actions can be taken. Anyhow, the validity of the rational model will be more
obvious when we explore other models on the planning repertoire.

The advocacy model of planning

One of the first alternatives to the rational model came in the form of the advocacy
model of planning. Model was developed in 1960s America as a reaction to the excessively
technocratic and “top-down” political approach that was dominating the rational model, and
it became known to the public after the publication of works of Davidoff and Reiner
(Davidoff P. and Reiner T.A. 1962, Davidoff P., 1965).

This model was based on the assumptions that “the public” is not a monolithic,
homogeneous group, but rather a collection of different interest groups. It was also
recognized that the power and the access to resources are everything but equally distributed
among citizens in the pluralistic society — some are rich and some poor, some are educated
others are not etc. Discussing about the goals of planning theory and claiming that there is
no predetermined group interest defined as a “public interest”, Davidoff claimed that it is a
political question and, consequently, he invited planners to enter a political arena.

As a consequence of this apprehension, advocacy model requires production of
several plans, for each interest group separately, which is opposite to the idea of unique —
integral plan that is proponing the rational model. In the foundations of this approach lies
the question - Who is receiving, how much and why? Who receives preferential treatment,
and who is left out? - as well as the discussions concerning these questions. The model
itself works in a manner analogous to the legal system — a lawyer (in this scenario a planner)
helps the “weak” defend their interests against “the powerful”. For example, there are
investors and homeowners on one, and the ones who are paying the rent to them, on the
other side. The approach grows out from the conviction that political lobbies are influencing
planning decisions so planner is lobbying for the other, “weaker” side by visiting poor
neighborhoods, studying the situation on the field, organizing citizens protests and
articulating and defending their interests in front of planning boards and councils.

Despite the fact that this model illuminated the everyday work of planners and set
justified questions about norms and value system, its actual practice came across numerous
difficulties which were not concerning the lack of expert knowledge and a will to help
things change but the lack of real power of a planner to influence decision making process
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(the problem of the planner’s latitude). Even the analogous manner with the legal process
and lawyer act didn’t function very well since in political, oppose to legal debates there is no
such thing as an independent third party to play a role of an impartial judge. Political
conflicts are solved through compromises and negotiation process. Hence, the work of
advocacy planners was naturally called into question when necessary compromises failed to
materialize. In practice, planners-lawyers were accused for obstructing plans rather than
giving useful alternatives. Even more so, each action was colored by individual preferences
and sympathies of individual planners which were, at the same time strived for the political
repercussion of their actions. Planners, under the mask of protectors of underrepresented and
disadvantaged, in reality were dealing with self-promotion and their own careers (and
profits): critics went so far to call this model as the “manipulation model” (Peatty L., 1968).
Criticizing this model, Goodman in his book “After the Planners” (1972) described planners
as agents of social control, as “soft cops” of political systems. After being included in the
planning process, the poor ones were at its end becoming even poorer.

With all the confidence in enlightened pluralist democracy, and trying to repair the
shortcomings of the rational approach, Davidoff created the model without any concrete
mechanism for solving conflicts that arise during the discussion about planning solutions.
Though he enlarged and illuminated the role of planner in the planning process, he did not
succeed in changing the power structure. He did, however, provoke an avalanche of
reactions in planning community that was determined to find a model that could adequately
replace both rational and advocacy model of planning. As usual, disputes went in divergent
directions, the result of which are proposed models: “(neo)Marxist”, “model of equity
planning”, “model of social learning and communicative action”, “radical” and
“liberalistic”.

The (neo)marxist model of planning

At the end of the 1960s and at the beginning of the 1970s, a planning model emerged
in capitalist countries as a reaction to the (neo)Marxist analysis of the structural
relationships between planning and capitalist society, among which are the one of Lefebvre
(1968) and of Castells (1977). These views are seeing planning as pure political activity in
the capitalist state (just as it is in a socialist state). Consequently, planner is no longer seen
as an expert, but as a tool of the capital with rather naive ideas of the actual power relations
in which he is deeply and inescapably involved.

The (neo)Marxist line of thinking, that presents sharp critique of the so-called
bourgeois planning as a function of the capitalist state, was (and still is) the guiding idea of
numerous towards the “left” oriented university planning departments. In his well known
and acknowledged study of the development of the French city, Castells depicted three
functions of planning. According to the findings of his study, spatial planning is the
instrument of:

1. Rationalisation and legitimisation,

2. negotiation and mediation between different demands of the various group of
capital, and

3. a regulator or valve for the pressure of the governed classes when they are calm
and when they are protesting.

No matter what the object of analysis of the (neo)Marxist theorists was (production or
consumption or the role of the state in relation to capital accumulation and distribution of
the goods), their conclusion about the role of the planner stayed the same: planners owe
their existence to the fact that they are mere service of the capital, and hopes for changing
that fact are wishful thinking as long as this system exists.



17

On one side, the development of this line of thought was clear challenge to the
traditional schools of planning. On the other side, the (neo)Marxist model of planning made
the gap between the theory and the practice that was already too big even bigger. With time
it became obvious that the application of the (neo)Marxist in spatial planning is paralysing
the political debate.

The value of the (neo)Marxist, therefore should be looked mostly in the domain of
the theory criticism, and less in the field of concrete planning. This model once again brings
to the context of critique the term “public interest” insisting that the unique clear interest is
the one of the class. Model didn’t, however offer any new definitions of planner’s tasks, nor
did it pointed out the possible guidelines concerning what planners ought actually to do —
other than to enter the class struggle. General suggestions to reveal contradictions and
therefore, to represent the agent of social innovations were too abstract and weak to inspire
generations of planners.

The model of equity planning

The advocacy planners from the mid 1960s operated primarily outside administrative
bodies and planning councils. Decisions were, however, made exclusively inside the
administration. For this reason, some planners put an effort to join in its activities with the
help of like-minded progressive and socially responsible politicians in order to protect the
disadvantaged. Planners could in the debate led in political arena give their contribution
through expert argumentation: again the idea appeared in USA and its loudest promoter was
Norman Krumholz, the chief planner of the city of Cleveland, Ohio.

The proponents of this model were consciously searching for a way to redistribute
power, recourses and possibilities of participation, from “the powerful” towards “the
disadvantaged”. In its foundation, this model was, just like the advocacy planning, assuming
that planners are not operating against the official policy but in concordance with it trying to
improve it using the help of favourable politicians. Similar to the rational model, planner
was considered an expert whose position is not on the margin of the events, but on the main
stage. Unlike the advocacy model in which planner is visiting poor neighbourhoods, the
model of equity planning is placing a planner directly inside political arena. Also, the
proponents of this model are emphasizing the importance of the dialog inside as well as
outside the administration — planner is talking with those who are affected by the
implementation of the official policy, but their primary task is to give interviews, write
speeches for ministers, mayors and other officials (Krumholz N. and Forester J. 1990).
Meanwhile, the planner is an expert advisor: he is gathering information, making analysis,
formulating the problem and offering possible solutions. In other words, he is propagandist
and recognizable person for the press and media, the one who is guiding the discussion in
wanted direction and towards specific issues. Like in the rational model, planner is actively
engaged in politics “top to bottom” and practically he is acting from the position of power.

Several risks for the planner exist in case he is actively implementing this model. In
case the ruling majority in the government changes, the planner is moving to the opposition.
In this case he has two equally bad choices to make: to change opinion overnight and
derogate his professional reputation or to stay consistent and suffer the transfer to inferior
position or being “put on ice”. This kind of changes of government in USA often led to job
loss and unemployment of planners (Krumholz N., 1994). If this model has a lesson, it is to
teach planners to be mobile, because their efforts are effective so long as they enjoy the
support of the currently governing party.
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The model of social learning and communicative action

With his idea of advocacy planning, Davidoff attempted to influence the opening of
the political process for those affected by planning, thereby proclaiming a state of
competition between various plans. Advocacy planners put their skills and services to the
disposal of the disadvantaged. Over the course of time, however the same planners learnt
another lesson which brought us to the next model — the model of social learning and
communicative action (Friedmann J., 1973).

In practice, planners discovered that more and more inhabitants of the planned areas
possessed significant technical skills, but they also became aware of the gap that existed
between so-called experts and citizens — the gap that was only exacerbated by
incomprehensible technical jargon. Confronted with the conflict between the expert
knowledge of planners and the personal, lived knowledge of the inhabitants, advocacy
planners wisely concluded that neither of these two parties had all the answers. Therefore,
they suggested bringing two parties together in the context of learning process so that the
complementarities between them could be achieved. Friedmann called this “transactive
style of planning”. This model also assumes dialog, value system and mutual acceptance —
so long the process continues, the different styles of thought are becoming better understood
and conflicts easier to resolve.

Resting on the same basic observation that planning is interactive, which is to say that
it is presenting the communicative action, during the 1970s and 1980s further line of thought
evolved into an idea in which planning is seen as a communicative practice. Inspired by the
work of Forrester (1989), and based on the concept of communicative action defined by the
German philosopher Habermas (critical theory of so-called Frankfurt School), a group of
planners suggested the model of “communicative rationality” as a replacement for the
rational model (Flyjbjerg B., 1998). Forrester named this theory “critical planning”. In his
point of view, planning is primarily attached to asking questions and listening critically in
order to learn collectively in the context of a dialogue and emphasizing attentiveness
(opposite to the ruling inconsideration). A deciding factor is the self-reflectivity of the
planner who must scrutinize his words and position in the discussion. Listening the stories
about the problems in the area that need to be solved he is slowly revealing the actual power
relationships and the possible alternatives for solving the problems in circumstances at hand.

Planners find the idea of communicative practice attractive because it s not
demanding them to search out an unbiased role. On the contrary, it is offering them the
possibility to orient themselves towards normative, political foundations. Context of
planning, therefore, has a strong social component which is allowing the planner to redefine
his own social role. Emphasis is not put on how much the planner knows, but on the way in
which he is using his knowledge; not on his ability to solve problems, but on his skills to
open and guide the debate. The novelty of this model consists in a new understanding of
expert knowledge and knowledge in general. Dynamic knowledge is favored over static,
academic one, and one of its basic assumptions is that planners do not have the monopoly
over knowledge. In other words, it is less important to analyze the population structure and
more important to activate the population to participate in the process of plan making. The
theory of communicative action implies democratic aspects of planning and knowledge
acquirement through an open communication.

Model, of course, has certain weaknesses, just as Habermas learning does:

1. Some citizens or groups are not participating in the debate or they disabled to do
S0,
2. Not all are provided with the same right, possibility or time to discuss;
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3. Participants in the debate often do not have enough understanding for different
opinions (exclusion);

4. During the discussion it becomes obvious who has the real power and who doesn’t
and the one who does is using it abundantly;

5. Participants in the discussion often have hidden intentions; therefore the use of
tactics often hides strategic goals (the lack of transparency).

The essence of the model’s weaknesses lies in an idealized picture of reality — even
though Habermas recognized the role of power and structural inequity, his final model does
not offer indicators of power. He desires an ideal situation in which planning is taking place
in a world without the powerful ones, but he fails to provide directives for how we might
actually achieve one.

The radical model of planning

Some planners extracted a different moral from the difficulties of the advocacy model
(see e.g. Heskin A., 1980). Advocacy planners were generally caught in unsolved dilemma:
as employees in planning administration they are not able to fight against their own planning
bodies without suffering serious negative consequences. Therefore, they can not
unconditionally commit to support the interests of the ones they are representing and
defending. In order to do so, they have to leave public institutions.

Taking into account this precept, the new approach emerged in planning: the radical
model of planning. The core of this model is as follows: just like the proponents of the
model of social learning and communicative action, radical planners turn themselves against
the domination of expert knowledge; they are open to the possibility to learn through action
or experience and recognize the value of knowledge thus acquired. Unlike their colleagues,
these planners act in clear opposition to governmental organisations and/or economic
interests. They, at least partially, reject the political systems of society and try instead to
change economic and political structures aiming to eliminate the systematic inequity.
Consequently, radical planners abjure traditional methods and parliamentary procedures,
preferring to work outside the system. This model found its application in many areas: from
homeless initiatives to ecological parties and peace movements.

In this way, radical planners are offering new definition of what is planner doing, as
well as new meaning of the term “planner”. It is regarding new professional identity: instead
of working in professional community, planner needs to be isolated so he can work in the
best interest of the underprivileged. In other words, planner has to work as a freelancer and
as one of the deprived or at least to feel empathy towards them, but never to see them as
clients. His actions are oriented to the areas that are out of reach of the system, and
dimensioned and targeted so they give visible results in short-term.

Applying the radical model in practice, except under specific and localized
circumstances, did not give simulative and worthy results. The best proof for this statement
is the achievements of ecological movements (Schonwandt W., 2008). Numerous doubts are
linked to this model — one of the most important ones regards its fast encounters with legal
and financial barriers, which are weakening the effects of the action. Insisting, for example
on decrease of the passenger-car traffic can not became a reality without involvement of
institutions of the system that need to change existing regulation or introduce new ones. For
the radical model to be efficient at all, in the society as we know it, it has to be applied
during the transitional period. In other words, if radical planners do achieve some success in
their struggle for a change, they have to avoid becoming a part of the new system they
created. Furthermore, radical planner has to have a clear distinction of the terms “us” and
“them”. This however implies an oversimplified role of the state/system, on one side, and
extremely idealized social group to which planner belongs to, on the other. Unfortunately,
the group of underprivileged is everything but homogenous. It is gathered only around
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common interest or slogans against the rich, foreigners, tycoons, infidels etc. Generally, it is
difficult to be radical planner in a pluralistic society. Beyond this, the practicability of the
radical model depends on group-size and the number of accessible planner — as the action is
spreading and gaining large membership, they tend to organize the action, determine the
leaders, hierarchy and delegations. This is, ironically, creating the very weaknesses for
which the previous system was criticized.

Liberalistic model of planning

In the context of the liberalistic model of planning, the term “liberal” stands for
“laissez-faire”. Understanding this model basically assumes that (spatial) planning is
necessary only when the mechanisms of the “free market” or “market economy” are not
functioning. In other words, the processes on the territory should be allowed to “go their
own way”, spontaneously (Sorensen A.D. and Day R.A., 1981, Sorensen A.D., 1983).
Instead of leaning on planning when it comes to the protection of population, nature etc., the
proponents of this model believe that for protecting them it is sufficient to trust in individual
(ownership) rights, interests of the individuals in maximization of their own well-being, as
well as in the strength of the contracts through which individuals are regulating relations
between them.

In this model, planning serves the purpose of supporting and expanding the freedom
of action and the possibilities of self-realization available within the context of the free
market; protecting the rights of individuals and regulating unwanted consequences of
(reckless) individual actions; and of providing compensation for infringements against
individual rights. In the background of this approach maxim of several economic and
economic-political theories is placed: as little planning as possible, and only as much as
necessary. The use of resources (power, money etc.) in the service of planning is seen as
necessary evil and to be avoided whenever possible.

The liberalistic model possesses several advantages. Its proponents often offer good
arguments in the discussions when they are pointing their fingers to unrealistic and
unrealized expectations from the solutions given in spatial plans. They warn, not without
justification, against an exaggerated mania of regulation and planning, and instead proclaim
“deregulation”. Weaknesses of this model are however, significant — since the concept of the
free market implies many difficulties. First of all, the freedom of this market is relative
because it is not functioning in concordance with numerous implicit and explicit rules.
Further on, the market is really free only for those which satisfy certain initial demands:
financial means, sufficient level of knowledge, time etc. for all others, access is forbidden,
which is to say that the goal of individual rights protection is only relatively realized. Thus,
while the liberalistic model of planning incorporates concept of “freedom”, it
simultaneously ignores concepts such as “equality” (Pordevi¢ D., Dabovi¢ T., 2007).

Finally, the weakness of liberalistic model is its circumscribed concept of planning,
in which planning is confined to “public planning”. The necessity of incorporating the
private sector into the planning process in order for it to survive is, however obvious — any
kind of reasonable and responsible management of recourses, be they public or private, is
not possible without planning.

Conclusuion

In this short overview we have discussed summary of seven different models of planning.
They are:

(a) The rational model of planning, which was criticized for being too positivistic, apolitical
and ahistorical;
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(b) The advocacy model of planning, focused on “the disadvantaged”, “the disfranchised”
and “the underrepresented”, and thus on the question of distribution (“who is receiving
what, how much and how?” and “who is privileged and who is not?”’) which is demanding
the production of several different plans instead of one — integral;
(c) The (neo)Marxist model of planning with its attendant ideology;
(d) The model of equity planning, which proposes planners ally themselves with politicians
with whom they share the same value system;
(e) The model of social learning and communicative action, in which the planner is no
longer an “expert”. Rather, the practical knowledge and life experience of each inhabitant is
acknowledged and it is understood that both parties (i.e., planners and inhabitants) can learn
from one another — therefore, dialogue, communication and mutual acceptance are of great
importance;
(f) The radical model of planning, in which the planner ignores administration, as well as
(g) the liberalistic model of planning in which planning ought to be minimized and left to
the mechanisms of the “free market”.

Each of the mentioned models has its own methods, set of necessary data,
professional skills and stiles, as well as its own institutional milieus. Also, in everyday
practice they are often used in conjunction with one another.

References

See References on page 11.



	ГЛАСНИК       СРПСКОГ       ГЕОГРАФСKОГ     ДРУШТВА



