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A Response to Inga
Tomié-Koludrovié’s 2009
Presidential Address

at the Congress of the
Croatian Sociological
Association

One of the most important objectives
for Croatian sociology today, declares
Inga Tomié-Koludrovi¢ in her 2009
Presidential Address, is to articulate
its public role in a society undergoing
dramatic transformations. Yet, for that
to happen, it is necessary that Croatian
sociology examines its past.

I concur with Tomié-Koludrovi¢’s
central, simple and cogent point that
Croatian  sociology’s  contemporary
self-understanding — its substance and
its confidence — depends upon the criti-
cal approach to its own history. This is
an elegant idea but not an easy task.
It requires that we deconstruct our own
intellectual heritage, and that we do so
while acknowledging that this heritage
was not developed in a stable, demo-
cratic society but in five different states,
two of which had a totalitarian charac-
ter (Fascist and communist), and one
of which was a nation-state founded in
the context of war. Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢ is
correct to assert that this kind of past
cannot be understood descriptively, but
only reflexively, especially if we know
that the sociological discipline is em-
ployed not only to analyze and under-
stand societies in which it exists, but al-
so to evaluate, critique and, sometimes,
legitimize their normative order.
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Jedan od najvaznijih ciljeva za socio-
logiju, kaze Inga Tomié¢-Koludrovi¢ u
svom predsjednickom govoru sociolos-
koj zajednici, jest artikuliranje njezine
javne uloge u drustvu koje prolazi kroz
dramati¢ne promjene. No, da bi to bilo
moguce, potrebno je da hrvatska socio-
logija prvo promisli svoju proslost.

Nije tesko sloziti se s jednostavnim
a uvjerljivim argumentom Tomié-Kolu-
drovi¢, prema kojem identitet suvremene
hrvatske sociologije — njezin sadrzaj i
njezina snaga — ovise o kritickom odnosu
prema vlastitoj povijesti. Elegantnost ide-
je, dakako, ne podrazumijeva jednostav-
nost samog projekta. Jer, ovaj od nas trazi
dekonstrukeiju vlastitoga intelektualnog
naslijeda te spoznaju kako to naslijede
nije razvijeno u nekom stabilnom, demo-
kratskom drustvu, nego u pet razlicitih dr-
zava. Dvije od tih drzava bile su totalitar-
nog karaktera (s faSizmom i komunizmom
kao vodeéim ideologijama), a jedna, ova
posljednja, je nacionalna drzava utemelje-
na usred rata. Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢ je stoga
u pravu kad sugerira da se ovakva proslost
ne moze razumjeti deskriptivno, nego je-
dino refleksivno. Tim viSe §to sociologija
kao disciplina ne sluzi samo za analizu i
razumijevanje drustava, nego i za njihovo
evaluiranje 1 kritiku, a katkad i za legiti-
miranje njihova normativnog poretka.
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Put differently, to relate Croatian
sociology’s present to its past, it will
not suffice to register the tumultuous
political history and totalitarian ideolo-
gies as a background for sociological
developments. It is necessary to ask:
what are the symbolic and structural
consequences of such historical experi-
ences for how and why we developed
certain theoretical frameworks, defined
particular categories of analysis, and
used some, and not other, methodologi-
cal practices? More specifically, how
are we to interpret, for instance, the
Praxis tradition, represented (among
others) in the work of Rudi Supek and
which appeared as an intellectual back-
ground for the establishment of the Za-
greb Department of Sociology? Should
we identify the Praxis school as one
possible normative framework for the
study and critique of any society, cel-
ebrate it as a brave and critical rejec-
tion of the dominant, dogmatic Marxist
ideology in communist Yugoslavia, or
critique it because it (ultimately) le-
gitimized the Marxist worldview as the
only true interpretation of history?

Tomié¢-Koludrovié’s 2009 address,
in my view, has one key implication:
the awareness that the genealogy of
Croatian sociology is both a critical and
an affirmative project. We are at the
juncture when we need to distinguish
between the sociology’s legitimizing
and critical roles over the last hundred
years. Recognizing the former is a de-
constructive move; identifying the latter
is an act of retrieval. The former will
allow us to arrive at an intellectually
honest account of the past; the latter
will enable us to recognize the roles
that sociologists played as social critics,
the roles which could inform aspira-
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Drugim rijeCima, za kriticki odnos
suvremene hrvatske sociologije prema
vlastitoj proslosti nije dovoljno da se
burna politicka povijest i totalitarne ide-
ologije registriraju kao pozadina razvoja
socioloskih ideja. Naprotiv, treba se upi-
tati koje su sve simbolicke i strukturne
konzekvence tako burnih povijesnih okol-
nosti za nacin i razloge zbog kojih su so-
ciolozi razvili odredene teorijske okvire,
definirali analiticke kategorije te birali
svoje metodoloske pristupe. Kako inter-
pretirati, primjerice, tradiciju Praxisa,
koju (izmedu ostalih) predstavlja i Rudi
Supek 1 koju moZemo prepoznati i kao
intelektualni kontekst osnivanja zagre-
backog Odsjeka za sociologiju? Ho¢emo
li Skolu Praxisa prepoznati kao mogudi
normativni okvir za analizu 1 kritiku bilo
kojeg drustva, glorificirati je kao hrabro
i kriticko odbijanje dogmati¢ne marksi-
sticke ideologije dominantne u komuni-
stickoj Jugoslaviji ili ¢emo je kritizirati
zbog toga S$to je (na koncu) legitimirala
marksisticki svjetonazor kao jedini istinit
oblik promisljanja povijesti?

Cini mi se da klju¢na implikacija
govora Tomic¢-Koludrovi¢ jest svjesnost
da genealogija hrvatske sociologije nije
samo kriticki nego i afirmativni projekt.
A u ovom trenutku treba moci razluciti
izmedu legitimirajucih 1 kritickih uloga
koje je sociologija imala u posljednjih
sto godina. I dok je prepoznati ovo prvo
stvar dekonstrukcije, naznaciti ovo dru-
go je Cin prepoznavanja vrijednosti koje
zelimo njegovati. Ovo prvo omogucuje
intelektualno dosljedno odnosenje prema
proslosti; ovo drugo naznacuje identifika-
ciju uloge sociologa kao drustvenog kri-
ticara, uloge koja moze biti itekako ko-
risna za teznje da se sociologija definira
kao disciplina s vaznom javnom ulogom
u suvremenom hrvatskom drustvu.
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tions to define sociology’s public voice
in contemporary Croatian society.

Aside from affirming Tomié-
Koludrovi¢’s call for a greater reflexiv-
ity about sociology’s past, however, I
would pursue it further, by attending to
the problem of reflexivity in the devel-
opment of our own sociological prac-
tices today. For this purpose, I will fo-
cus on Tomié¢-Koludrovié’s analysis of
Europe as the main framework for un-
derstanding the social developments in
post-communist and post-war Croatia.

Tomié-Koludrovi¢ is right in her
assessment that the Western European
societies provide the signposts — or,
as her discussion indicates, define the
rules — for how Croatian society ought
to develop if it is to become an EU
member. But while her assessment is
rather easy to accept, it is more dif-
ficult to agree on the matters of in-
terpretation. Tomic¢-Koludrovié’s own
analysis of how Croatia approximates
or differs from the (Western) European
political, cultural, and economic mod-
els stems from Ulrich Beck’s theory
of the “first” (“simple”) and “second”
(“reflexive”) modernity. According to
Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢, Beck’s notions help
her to identify the complexities of the
Croatian path to modernization — the
ways in which the Croatian transitions
from traditional to modern, from mod-
ern to post-industrial society, occurred
simultaneously. Beck’s conceptual ap-
proach to modernity thus carries sig-
nificant insights not only about the
meanings of modernization in general,
but about the distinctiveness of the
Croatian case in particular.

The usefulness of Beck’s approach
notwithstanding, an important ques-
tion remains: why should we opt for

No, osim slaganja s pozivom To-
mié-Koludrovi¢ da se refleksivno odno-
simo prema proslosti socioloske disci-
pline, otisla bih jo§ i korak dalje te se
pozabavila problemom refleksivnosti u
odnosu na nasu — ovu danas$nju — so-
ciolosku praksu. U tom smislu, zadrzat
¢u se na dijelu teksta u kojem Tomic-
Koludrovi¢ analizira Europu kao glavni
okvir za razumijevanje drustvenih pro-
mjena u postkomunisti¢koj i poslijerat-
noj Hrvatskoj.

Tomié¢-Koludrovi¢ precizno i toé¢-
no oznacuje zapadnoeuropska drustva
kao mjerila prema kojima se hrvatsko
drustvo treba mijenjati e a da bi bilo
¢lan Europske unije te, kao S§to to nje-
zina analiza pokazuje, kao drustva koja
odreduju pravila za te promjene. Moje
slaganje s tim njezinim opisom, medu-
tim, ne podrazumijeva i slaganje oko
interpretacije procesa druStvenih promje-
na. Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢ analizira hrvatsko
priblizavanje ili odmicanje od (zapadno)
europskih politickih, kulturnih i ekonom-
skih modela u kontekstu teorije Ulricha
Becka o dvjema modernostima, »prvoj«
(»jednostavnoj«) te »drugoj« (»refleksiv-
noj«) modernosti. S pomocu Beckovih
koncepata, Tomic¢-Koludrovi¢ prepozna-
je kompleksnost hrvatskog puta prema
modernizaciji, to¢nije, ¢injenicu da se
u hrvatskom sluéaju tranzicija od tradi-
cionalnog k modernom, od modernog k
postindustrijskom, druStvu dogada isto-
dobno. U tom je smislu moguce Beckov
teorijski model prepoznati kao vazan ne
samo stoga $to nudi bitne uvide u zna-
¢enje modernizacije uopce, nego i zato
§to nam omogucuje spoznaju o specific-
nostima hrvatskih prilika.

Uza svu korisnost Beckove teori-
je, medutim, vazno je upitati se: zbog
Cega usvajati koncept modernosti ko-
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a concept of modernity that emerges
from a particular, Western European
experience, to appreciate the processes
characterizing a post-communist, post-
war, East-Central European, Slavic and
Mediterranean, society? My question re-
flects a concern that Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢
and I share — concern with the reflexive
use of sociological theories, categories,
and methods. But it also carries a cri-
tique of the universalistic sociologi-
cal conceptualizations of progress and
reflects a somewhat different analytic
and normative perspective, which is,
for example, suggested in the notion of
“multiple modernities”. What does this
specifically imply?

Beck’s concept of the “first” and
“second” modernity intimates that there
is a specific direction, and that there are
specific departure and destination points
to what constitutes progress. The notion
of “multiple modernities” suggests that
modernization  (industrialization, ur-
banization, technological development)
changes all societies, structurally and
culturally, but that this does not happen
in a vacuum and has neither the same
beginning nor the same end. Beck’s con-
cept focuses on transitions from a tradi-
tional to post-industrial society; “mul-
tiple modernities” sustains the tension
between tradition and change, between
generalizable and particular trends.

The notion of “multiple moderni-
ties” is, then, more analytically open: it
affirms the idea that different cultural
and political programs of modernity are
possible without limiting what their in-
teractions might be. It is also normative-
ly thicker than Beck’s view about two
modernities. On the one hand, it offers
a critique of the view of Western Euro-
pean modernity as an ideal that ought
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ji je rezultat jednog vrlo specificnoga,
zapadnoeuropskog iskustva, da bismo
analizirali i razumjeli jedno postkomu-
nisticko, poslijeratno, isto¢noeuropsko
i srednjoeuropsko, slavensko i medi-
teransko drustvo? Ovo je moje pitanje
rezultat preokupacije koju dijelim s To-
mi¢-Koludrovié, a to je zanimanje za
refleksivni pristup socioloskim teorija-
ma, kategorijama i metodama. No, moje
pitanje takoder podrazumijeva i kritiku
univerzalistickoga socioloskog pristu-
pa progresu te donosi ponesto drukdi-
ju analiti¢ku i normativnu perspektivu
koju se, primjerice, moze prepoznati u
konceptu »visestrukih modernosti«. Sto
to konkretno znaci?

Jedna od ideja implicitnih u Becko-
vu konceptu »prve« i »druge« moder-
nosti jest ideja da je progres definiran
odredenim smjerom, odredenim pocet-
kom i krajem. Koncept »visestrukih mo-
dernosti« pak podrazumijeva da moder-
nizacija (industrijalizacija, urbanizacija,
tehnoloski razvoj) mijenja sva drustva,
1 strukturno 1 kulturno, ali to se nikad
ne dogada u vakuumu, i ne moze imati
isti pocetak i kraj. Beckove kategorije
sugeriraju analiticki fokus na tranziciju
iz tradicionalnih u postindustrijska drus-
tva; »visestruke modernosti« odrzavaju
tenziju izmedu tradicije i promjena, iz-
medu generaliziraju¢ih i partikularnih
trendova.

Drugim rije¢ima, koncept »viSestru-
kih modernosti« je analiticki otvoreniji:
podrazumijeva moguénost razli¢itih kul-
turnih i politickih programa modernosti
bez da unaprijed limitira njihove mogu-
¢e interakcije. Taj je koncept takoder i
normativno bogatiji od Beckove ideje
o dvije modernosti. S jedne strane nu-
di kritiku ideje da je zapadnoeuropska
modernost ideal kojeg se treba imple-
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to be implemented everywhere (a no-
tion that did not die with the end of the
Western colonial projects, as evidenced
in the EU integration processes). On
the other hand, the concept of “multiple
modernities” reflects a stance that the
plurality of cultural and political pro-
grams of modernity is not a problem to
solve, but a value to uphold.

The analytic and normative features
of the concept of “multiple modernities”
carry important benefits for how soci-
ologists might interpret, understand and
critique, the contemporary Croatian so-
ciety and its place in the larger European
context. The concept does not measure
the Croatian situation with regard to the
standards given in the Western European
experiences or sociologies, but gestures
instead toward thick descriptions. And,
while the latter allows us to reassert the
importance of democratic standards, or
the need for the stability of the Croatian
political and legal institutions, it also
leaves some room for agency — for the
ability to envision and propose solutions
that are particular to the Croatian situa-
tion and history.

Moreover, in resisting the one-
directional view of progress, the con-
cept of “multiple modernities” creates a
space for the critical sociological inter-
pretations of the political and economic
practices that the EU posits in evaluat-
ing its future members. The notion of
“multiple modernities” thus carries a
critical edge that proffers the substantive
contents for the public role of Croatian
sociology, the contents relevant not only
for the domestic but for much larger, in-
ternational context as well.

mentirati u svakom drustvu (ideje koja
nije nestala s krajem zapadnih kolonijal-
nih projekata, kao sto se vidi iz prirode
procesa europskih integracija). S druge
strane, koncept »visestrukih modernosti«
reflektira stav kako pluralnost kulturnih i
politickih programa modernosti nije pro-
blem kojeg treba rijesiti, nego vrijednost
koju treba njegovati.

Ove analiticke i normativne odli-
ke koncepta »viSestrukih modernosti«
potencijalno su korisne za socioloske
interpretacije — razumijevanje i kritiku —
suvremenoga hrvatskog drustva i njego-
va mjesta u Europi. Taj koncept, naime,
ne mjeri hrvatsku situaciju standardima
odredenim zapadnoeuropskim iskustvom
ili sociologijama, nego zagovara guste
opise. Potonji pristupi dopustaju afirma-
ciju demokratskih standarda, ili stabilno-
sti hrvatskih politickih i pravnih institu-
cija, ali istodobno ostavljaju prostora i
za djelovanje, za vizije 1 rjeSenja uteme-
ljena na distinktivnosti hrvatske situacije
1 povijesti.

Nadalje, ne pristaju¢i na jedno-
smjerno shvacanje progresa, koncept
»visestrukih modernosti« daje mjesto
kritickim socioloskim interpretacijama
politickih 1 ekonomskih praksi koje
Europska unija postavlja kao kriterij
evaluacije svojih buducih ¢lanova. U
tom smislu, koncept »visestrukih mo-
dernosti« daje 1 potencijalne sadrzaje
za javnu ulogu hrvatske sociologije,
sadrzaje koji su relevantni ne samo za
domacu nego i za S§iru, medunarodnu
publiku.

Slavica Jakelié
University of Virginia
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