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SAZETAK: Ovaj rad ponovno istrazuje pitanje je li izu¢avanje turizma znanost, disciplina ili podruc-
je. Problem se analizira u sedam faza. Rad prvo istrazuje pojam znanosti turizma jer, ako se moze dokazati
da je turizam metadisciplina, onda ga viSe ne treba promatrati kao disciplinu. Medutim, s obzirom da je
dokazano da to nije tako, treba se usredotociti na turizam kao disciplinu. Stoga se u sljedecem dijelu daje
kratak pregled etimologije discipline. U treCem dijelu opisano je kako je pokrenuta rasprava o turizmu kao
disciplini. Cetvrto, nakon §to smo istrazili programe dva vodeca fakulteta drustvenih znanosti i sadrzaj
jedne enciklopedije koja se bavi druStvenim znanostima, mogli smo identificirati klju¢ne discipline u drus-
tvenim znanostima i uvidjeti po ¢emu se razlikuju od podru¢ja koja nastaju preklapanjem vise podrucja
i od njihovih primjena. U petom dijelu rad istrazuje problem “druStvene znanosti turizma”. Sesto, rad
analizira ideje intradisciplinarnosti, multidisciplinarnosti, interdisciplinarnosti i postdisciplinarnosti, koja
se nedavno pojavila. Tamo gdje je u stvaranje kumulativnog znanja o turizmu uklju¢eno vise disciplina
drustvenih znanosti, takav pluralisticki pristup sagledavanju tog fenomena naziva se interdisciplinarnost.
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SUMMARY: This paper revisits the whole question of whether the study of tourism is a science, a
discipline or a field. The argument is developed in seven stages. First, the notion of the science of tourism
is explored, because, if tourism as a meta-discipline can be substantiated, then a fortiori it is no longer
necessary to examine tourism as a discipline. However, as the former is demonstrably not the case,
attention needs to focus on the latter. Accordingly, and second, the etymology of a discipline is briefly
outlined. Third, there is the contextual advent of tourism as a discipline debate. Fourth, by inspecting
the offerings of two leading faculties of social sciences, and an encyclopedia with a similar focus, it is
possible to identify the core disciplines in the social sciences and to distinguish them from intersecting
fields and applications. Fifth, the issue of “tourism social science” is investigated. Sixth, the ideas of
intradisciplinarity, multidisciplinarity, interdisciplinarity and, more recently, postdisciplinarity are anal-
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Disciplina definira ne samo o cemu
razmisljati i kako o tomu razmisijati, vec i
sto se nalazi izvan podrucja koje pokriva.

Tvrditi da je nesto disciplina znaci reci
ne samo $to ona jest, vec i sto ona nije
(Wallerstein 1999:1).

1. UVOD

Oko razumijevanja pojma ,,interdiscipli-
narnost” jo§ uvijek ima puno terminoloskih
nejasno¢a iz jednostavnog razloga §to jos
uvijek ne postoji konsenzus oko pojma “dis-
ciplina” na kojoj se on zasniva. Kad je rije¢
o izutavanju turizma, taj je prijepor poceo
raspravom oko pitanja predstavlja li turizam
samostalnu disciplinu ili podrucje. Iako je
prevladalo misljenje da je rije¢ o podrucju,
u konacnici je predlozeno da bi se mogla
napraviti dodatna distinkcija izmedu istraZi-
vanja poslovnih aspekata turizma i njegovih
ne-poslovnih obiljeZja.

Medutim, u ovom radu naglaSava se da
je s teorijskog glediSta puno smislenije razli-
kovati akademski od neznanstvenog pristupa
turizmu, ovisno o tome temelji li se na disci-
plinama drustvenih znanosti ili ne. Tako su, na
primjer, menadzment i marketing, koji se ot-
prilike mogu opisati kao sistemski oblici prak-
ticnog znanja povezani s turistickim aktivno-
stima, nesumnjivo neznanstvene discipline po
sebi budu¢i da je veCina njihovih takozvanih
“teorija” i “spoznaja” prije deskriptivna nego
eksplanatorna. Stoga, Zele li menadZzment i
marketing zadobiti poStovanje akademske za-
jednice, stru¢njaci koji se njima bave mogu se
osjetiti ponukanima da se u velikoj mjeri ko-
riste elementima priznatih znanstvenih drus-
tvenih disciplina poput sociologije, koja sadrzi
notu uzrocnosti. Na sli¢an nacin, na primjer, i
antropologija, kao samostalna znanstvena dis-
ciplina, moZe pomoc¢i u razumijevanju turizma
ako se njezine teorije i metodologije izravno
primijene na podrucje turizma, bilo samostal-
no ili zajedno s njegovim teorijama i metodo-

A discipline defines not only what to
think about and how to think about, but
also what is outside its purview. To say
that a given subject is a discipline is to
say not only what it is but what it is not
(Wallerstein 1999:1).

1. INTRODUCTION

Much terminological confusion still exists
in comprehending the notion of “interdiscipli-
narity” for the very reason that there is a sur-
prising lack of consensus over the concept of
“discipline” on which it is based. In relation to
the study of tourism, this controversy original-
ly came to fruition in the debate as to whether
tourism constituted an autonomous discipline
or a field. Even though the latter view pre-
vailed, it was nevertheless suggested as a corol-
lary that an additional distinction could useful-
ly be made between investigating the business
aspects and non-business features of tourism.

However, it is emphasised here that it
makes greater theoretical sense to distin-
guish the academic from the non scholarly
treatment of tourism which in turn is depen-
dent on either its respective grounding on, or
lack of disciplinary foundation in the social
sciences. Thus, management and marketing,
for example, which can be loosely described
as systematic forms of practical knowledge
that are connected with the operations of
tourism, are arguably not social-scientific
disciplines in their own right, since most of
their so-called “theories” and “insights” are
descriptive rather than explanatory in nature.
Hence, if management and marketing are to
achieve academic respect, their adherents
may feel obliged to borrow heavily from es-
tablished social scientific disciplines such as
sociology that inject a note of causality into
the proceedings. Similarly, anthropology, for
instance, as an independent social science
discipline, is capable of providing an under-
standing of tourism by the direct application
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logijama. MenadZzment i marketing, s druge
strane, teSko mogu postici taj cilj, a da pri tome
ne posegnu za druStvenim znanostima kako bi
uzeli ono $to im nedostaje u njihovom skuce-
nom teorijskom repertoaru.

2. PORIJEKLO RASPRAVE O
DISCIPLINI U KONCEPTU
TURIZMOLOGIJE

Cijeloj kontroverzi oko toga je li turizam
disciplina ili podrucje prethodila je rasprava
je li ili nije turizam znanost ili bi 1i bi trebao
biti znanost pod nazivom “turizmologija” (a
ponegdje i “turologija”). U ovom je radu sto-
ga potrebno, pa makar i ukratko, istraZziti po-
rijeklo ideje o “turizmu kao znanosti” prije
nego se okrenemo problemu discipline. Jed-
nostavan razlog takvom slijedu razmatranja
jest taj, ako je turizam samostalna, nezavisna
znanost, tada je a fortiori metadisciplina i
stoga se na njega logi¢no moze gledati kao
na set znanja koji u sebi sadrzi raznovrsne
podsetove disciplina. Nakon $to je utvrdeno
da to nije tako, rad se usredotocuje na eti-
mologiju discipline i na pojam reda koju ona
implicira. Nakon toga, fokus se stavlja na pi-
tanje je li turizam disciplina ili podrucje, Sto
je tema rasprave koja se intenzivno vodila
izmedu dva istaknuta znanstvenika, pokoj-
nog Neila Leipera i Zivu¢eg Johna Tribea.
Medutim, ¢ini se da niti jedan od te dvojice
medusobno suprotstavljenih autora nije si-
guran kako bi discipline trebalo klasificirati
ili, §to je za nasu sadaSnju temu joS vaznije,
koje discipline po sebi predstavljaju discipli-
ne drusStvenih znanosti. Potom se razmatra
koje prave discipline drustvenih znanosti
mogu pruziti razumijevanje turizma. Ovo
posljednje istraZuje se u kontekstu drustvene
znanosti turizma, S$to je bila tema posebnog
broja Annals of Tourism Research 1991. go-
dine, a potom i koferencije kojom se slavila
dvadeseta godisnjica njegova izlaska.' I na

! Potrebno je napomenuti i da se prije konferencije
koja se odrzala 2011. godine u Surreyu odrzao sli¢an

of its own body of theory and methodology to
the field of tourism, either singly or in tandem
with one another. Management and market-
ing, by contrast, would find it difficult attain
that goal without going first to the social sci-
ences in order to obtain what they are lacking
in their own flimsy theoretical repertoires.

2. THE ORIGIN OF THE
DISCIPLINARY DEBATE IN THE
CONCEPT OF TOURISMOLOGY

The whole controversy as to whether
tourism is a discipline or field was pre-dat-
ed by a debate as to whether or not tourism
was or should be a science known princi-
pally as “tourismology” (or occasionally as
“tourology”). This paper necessarily, though
briefly, due to inevitable constraints of space,
investigates the origins of this “tourism as
science” stance before tackling the issue of
discipline. The simple reason for this priori-
tising of agenda is that if tourism is an auton-
omous, independent science then a fortiori it
is a meta-discipline and hence can logically
be viewed as a knowledge-set containing
various disciplinary subsets. After reaching
a negative conclusion to that question, there-
after the account focuses on the etymology
of discipline and the notion of order that it
implies. Subsequently, attention focuses on
whether tourism is a discipline or a field,
an intellectual exchange that intensifies be-
tween the two key players of the late Neil
Leiper and the very much alive John Tribe.
Neither of these two adversarial commen-
tators, however, appears to be certain as to
how disciplines should be classified, or, more
importantly for the current exercise, which
disciplines are social scientific in nature.
This matter is addressed before it is asked
which genuine social scientific disciplines
provide an understanding of tourism. This
last consideration is investigated within the
context of tourism social science, as a special
issue of Annals of Tourism Research in 1991
and then as the theme of a 20" anniversary
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kraju, u zadnjem se poglavlju analizira $to
se podrazumijeva pod multidisciplinarnoscu,
interdisciplinarno$¢u i postdisciplinarnos¢u
te u kojoj mjeri razlike medu njima mogu
pomodi u istrazivanju turizma.

Koliko je poznato, prva osoba koja je
skovala termin turizmologija bio je srpski
geograf Zivadin Jovi€i¢. On je 1972. godi-
ne objavio zbirku radova na tu temu i, prema
Vukoni¢u (2009:205), iste godine napisao
kontroverzni ¢lanak pod naslovom “Za br-
Zim stvaranjem turizmologije kao poseb-
ne znanstvene discipline”. Kasnije je 1980.

interdisciplinarni skup (the 5th World Conference for
Graduate Research in Tourism, Leisure and Hospitali-
ty) u Mugli u Turskoj, od 21.-24. travnja 2011., kojega
je sponzorirao tasopis Anatolia, a organizirao Metin
Kozak. Prema Zaferu Oteru (2011), na tom su se doga-
danju vodile burne rasprave o tome je li turizam dis-
ciplina ili ,,neovisno znanstveno podrucje®, a neki od
glavnih govornika bili su Richard Butler, Erik Cohen,
Jafar Jafari i Egon Smeral. Kad su o tome izvijestile
lokalne turske novine Hiirriyet Daily News (26. travnja
2011.) i kad su o tome objavljeni postovi na TRINET-u,
svjetskom internetskom forumu za istrazivace u turiz-
mu, potaknuto je jo§ viSe rasprava. Svi zainteresirani
mogu o njima viSe procitati na TRINET-u, a osobito
su zanimljiva razmiSljanja Thomasa Iversona, Alana
Lewa, Niels Nielsena, Zafera Otera, Toma Selwyna i
Sagara Singha. Posebno su interesantni sljedeci kontro-
verzni dijelovi navedenog novinskog ¢lanka: ,,Turizam
se brzo transformira iz poslovnog segmenta u znanstve-
no podrucje®, , Turisticki sektor se pretvara iz podrucja
primijenjenih istrazivanja u zrelo znanstveno podruc-
je*, ,,Predstavnici akademske zajednice koji su govorili
na konferenciji podcrtali su nedostatak jedinstvene teo-
rijske baze turizma $to ga je do sada sprjecavalo da po-
stane znanstvenom disciplinom®, ,,Receno je da istrazi-
vaci u tom podrucja imaju koristi od teorijskih osnova
poslovne administracije, a ponekad i drugih znanosti®,
»Znanstvenici su rekli da je turizam akademska disci-
plina®, ,,U zavr§nom izvjeS¢u navodi se da je turizam
dio drustvenih znanosti®, ,,Stru¢njaci koji su sudjelovali
na konferenciji dolaze iz raznih disciplina, uklju€ujuci
turisticko poslovanje, filozofiju znanosti, sociologiju,
upravljanje povijeS¢u znanosti, marketing, statistiku,
ekonometriju, javnu administraciju, financije i ekono-
miju.” Medu ovako razli¢itim misljenjima ne samo da
nije moguce posti¢i konsenzus, ve¢ iz navedenoga nije
ni jasno Sto tocno jest disciplina u druStvenim znanosti-
ma, a kamoli §to jest znanost.

conference dedicated to the celebration of
the same topic.' Finally there is a concluding
analysis as to what is meant by intradisci-
plinarity, multidisciplinarity, interdiscipli-
narity and postdisciplinarity, and the extent
to which these distinctions can lead the way
forward in tourism research.

To the best of one’s knowledge, the first
person to have coined the term rourizmologi-

It should also be noted that predating the Surrey
2011 conference there was a similar interdisciplin-
ary gathering (the 5™ World Conference for Grad-
uate Research in Tourism, Leisure and Hospitality)
held in Mugla, Turkey from April 21-24 2011 un-
der the sponsorship of the journal Anatolia and the
organisation of Metim Kozak. According to Zafer
Oter (2011), in the actual event there was a great deal
of divided discussion as to whether tourism was or
was not a discipline or “an independent field of sci-
ence” among the keynote speakers which included
inter alia Richard Butler, Erik Cohen, Jafar Jafari
and Egon Smeral. When the issue was reported in a
local Turkish newspaper, Hiirriyet Daily News (26
April 2011) and posted on TRINET, the worldwide
electronic bulletin board for tourism researchers,
this had the effect of generating even more debate.
Those interested in following the various arguments
can therefore consult TRINET, and in particular
contributions from the likes of Thomas Iverson,
Alan Lew, Niels Nielsen, Zafer Oter, Tom Selwyn
and Sagar Singh. Of special relevance were the fol-
lowing controversial sentences from the newspaper
account: ‘Tourism is rapidly transforming from a
business segment into a scientific field’, “The tour-
ism sector was moving from being an applied study
field to being a mature field of science’, ‘Academ-
ics speaking at the conference underlined the lack
of unique theoretic foundations to tourism that had
so far prevented it becoming a scientific discipline’
“They said that researchers of the field benefited
from the theoretic underpinnings of business ad-
ministration and sometimes other sciences’, ‘The
scholars said tourism was an academic discipline’,
“The final report said that tourism was part of social
science’, ‘Experts participating at the conference
came from a variety of disciplines, including tour-
ism administration, philosophy of science, sociolo-
gy, science history management, marketing, statis-
tics, econometrics, public administration, finance
and economy.” Here, not only is it difficult to achieve
consensus among these varying points of view, but it
is not obvious as to what exactly constitutes a social
scientific discipline, let alone a science.
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godine uslijedila i JoviCi¢eva knjiga Osnovi
turizmologije. Ne samo da je u to vrijeme
na Sveucili§tu u Beogradu pod njegovim
vodstvom postojao istoimeni odsjek koji se
bavio studijem turizmologije, ve¢ je izlazio
1 Casopis jednostavnog imena Turizmologi-
Jja. Vukoni¢ (2009:205) navodi da je Jovici¢
smatrao da se turizam moze legitimno sma-
trati znano$¢u samo na odredenom stupnju
svojega razvoja (na razini i teorije i metode)
i da se tako neSto smatra pozeljnim. Medu-
tim, vecina znanstvenika u bivSoj Jugoslaviji
suprotstavila se Jovic¢i¢evim razmisljanjima.
U njihovoj se kritici implicitno odrazavao
1 politicki kontekst u kojemu su se te ideje
artikulirale jer su njihovi stavovi trebali biti
ideoloski uskladeni sa stavovima komuni-
stickih vlasti. Medutim, to nije pokoleba-
lo Jovicica te je uskoro nastavio raspravu,
ustraju€i te godine u Tourist Review da Ce
“neki moZda nastaviti osporavati turizmolo-
giju kao znanost, ali nema sumnje da ¢e ona
svoju punu potvrdu dobiti u bliskoj budué-
nosti” (1993:2). U tomu se mogao osloniti na
korisnog saveznika Rogozinskog (1985) koji
je tvrdio da Ce, ako se istrazivanje turizma
ne integrira (kao znanost) u svoje opce teo-
rije, modele i koncepte, jednostavno doéi do
fragmentacije te discipline (Echtner i Jamal,
1997:869-870).

Nakon toga proSlo je nekih dvadeset go-
dina prije nego se u Perpignanu u Francu-
skoj pojavio sljede¢i znacajan zagovornik
turizmologije, Jean-Michel Hoerner. Iako
je i prije pisao o brojnim temama vezani-
ma uz turizam (npr. Hoerner, 1993, 1996,
1997a, 1997b, 2001, 2006, 2008a, 2008b,
2010), njegov najznacajniji doprinos je po-
novno pokretanje teme turizmologije (Hoer-
ner, 2000, 2002a, 2002b, 2005; Hoerner i
Mamontoff, 2009; Hoerner i Sicart, 2003).
U svojem prvom radu na tu temu Hoerner
(2000) je u obliku manifesta pozvao na stva-
ranje znanosti turizma kao sredstva evaluaci-
je, istrazivanja i poucavanja u podrucju koje
su “pravi” znanstvenici prezirali (tragovi
anglofonskih primjedbi o turizmu kao frivol-

Jja [tourismology] was the Serbian geogra-
pher, Zivadin Jovici¢. In 1972 he published a
collection of papers on this subject, and, ac-
cording to Vukoni¢ (2009:205), in the same
year produced a controversial article under
the heading “For the More Rapid Formation
of Tourismology as a Separate Scientific Dis-
cipline”. Later in 1980 there followed a book
from the same JoviCi¢ entitled Osnovi Turiz-
mologje [Essentials of Tourismology]. Not
only was there at that time a corresponding
department under his aegis dedicated to tour-
ismology studies at the University of Belgrade
but also a journal bearing the simple name of
Tourismology. Vuoni¢ (2009:205) notes that
Jovici¢ maintained that it was only at a certain
stage of its development that tourism could le-
gitimately be regarded as a science, (both at
the level of theory and method), and that such
a situation was considered desirable. However,
most scholars in the former Yugoslavia were
opposed to Jovi€i¢’s thinking. Implicit in their
judgement was also the political context in
which these ideas were articulated and wheth-
er or not they were deemed to be ideologically
compatible with the prevailing Communist
power base. Even so, the ever undaunted Jo-
vi¢i€ soon returned to the fray, maintaining in
the Tourist Review of that year that, ‘some will
perhaps continue to dispute tourismology as a
science, but there is no doubt that it will find
its full assertion in the near future’ (1993:2).
In this respect he was able to rely on a useful
ally in the person of Rogozinski (1985) who
maintained that unless tourism research was
integrated (as a science) in its general theories,
models and concepts, it would simply be sub-
ject to single discipline fragmentation (Echt-
ner and Jamal 1997:869-870).

Thereafter, some twenty years went by
until the appearance in Perpignan, France,
of the next significant advocate of tourismol-
ogy, Jean-Michel Hoerner. Although he had
written on numerous tourism topics (e.g., Ho-
erner 1993, 1996, 1997a, 1997b, 2001, 2006,
2008a, 2008b, 2010), his major contribution
lay in the resurrected theme of tourismology
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nom predmetu?). Samo dvije godine kasnije,
Hoerner (2002a) piSe traktat o turizmologiji
kao novoj znanosti turizma koja je u stanju
analizirati sve aspekte putovanja i usluga,
humanistickoj sintetickoj znanosti orijentira-
noj ka zaposljavanju u toj industriji. Turizam
je tako kao znanost u nastajanju bio na pri-
jelomnoj tocki, spreman suociti se ne samo
s temama poput udaljenosti, trajanja i troSka
putovanja, ve¢ i onima poput individualizira-
nih putovanja i drustva hipertrofiranih slavlja
i njihovih kontradiktornih posljedica. Hoer-
ner (2002b) je stoga tu novu znanost pove-
zao s nac¢inima definiranja turizma te istraZio
njegova epistemioloska obiljeZzja (Hoerner,
2005). U svojem zajednickom radu Hoer-
ner i Sicart (2003) su se takoder pozabavili
problemom definiranja turizma te istrazili
materijale na linkovima Svjetske turisticke
organizacije (World Tourism Organisation,
WTO) u engleskom prijevodu, poput pojmo-
va udaljenosti, trajanja boravka, upravljanja
putovanjem, turisti¢ke industrije i razlike iz-
medu putnika (travellers) i turista (fourists)
u engleskom jeziku. Na kraju su se Hoerner
i Mamontoff (2009) vratili temi znanosti
turizma i pokusSali uspostaviti njezine nove
obrise. Nastojali su objasniti probleme po-
put povezanosti turizma i kapitalizma, uloge
srednje klase, vaznosti globalnih financija u
razvoju ugostiteljstva te kolonijalnog odno-
sa izmedu turista sa sjevera i naroda na jugu
koje posjeCuju. Usto su, iako su u svojim
promisljanjima ponekad bili nelogi¢ni, za-
govarali socioloska i psiholoSka istraZivanja
tema poput razvoja turistickih praksi i nji-
hovog utjecaja na logiku potroSnje, ponasa-
nja grupa u skladu s njihovim druStvenim
teritorijima te odrzivosti i rizika mobilnosti
turista. Zanimljivo je da su osjetili da im za
njihov pothvat trebaju dvije discipline drus-
tvenih znanosti, §to je svakako predstavljalo
indikaciju da znanost turizma u tom trenutku
nije mogla samostalno ispuniti taj zadatak.

Vazno je napomenuti da danas postoji ve-
liki broj akademskih institucija koje se bave

(Hoerner, 2000, 2002a, 2002b, 2005; Hoern-
er and Mamontoff 2009; Hoerner and Sicart
2003). In his first paper on the topic, Hoerner
(2000) constructed a manifesto-like plea for
the creation of a tourism science as a means
of evaluating, research and training in a do-
main that had come to be despised by “real”
scientists (shades of Anglophone comments
about tourism being considered a frivolous
subject?) Just two years later, Hoerner (2002a)
was writing a treatise of tourismology as a
new tourism science capable of analysing all
aspects of travel and service, a human science
of synthesis oriented to employment in that
industry. Tourism was thus at the crossroads
of a science waiting to be born and ready to
embrace not just the distance, duration and
cost of trips, but also to incorporate the voy-
age of the “me” and the hyper-festive society,
along with their contradictory consequences.
Hoerner (2002b) subsequently tied in this
new science with the definitional aspects of
tourism and examined its epistemological
features (Hoerner, 2005). In a co-authored
paper, Hoerner and Sicart (2003) once more
went back to the connection with definitions,
on this occasion examining the links provided
by the World Tourism Organisation (WTO) in
English translation, including those relating to
distance, length of stay, management of trav-
el, the tourist industry and the familiar En-
glish speaking distinction between travellers
and tourists. Finally Hoerner and Mamontoff
(2009) returned to the science of tourism and
tried to establish new contours. Here they at-
tempted to understand such issues as the as-
sociations between tourism and capitalism,
the role of the middle class, the importance
of global finance in the development of hospi-
tality, and the colonial relationships between
tourists of the north and visited peoples of the
south. They additionally, though on reflection
somewhat illogically, argued for sociological
and psychological research into such topics as
the evolution of touristic practices and their
impacts on the logic of consumption, perfor-
mance of groups according to their social ter-
ritories, and the viability and risks of touristic
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poucavanjem turizmologije, poput centara u
Francuskoj, Libanonu, Turskoj i Sjedinjenim
Americkim Drzavama (http://www.touri-
smology.org). Uz ve¢ spomenuto SveuciliSte
u Beogradu, postoje i Katedra za turizmolo-
giju na Ekonomskom fakultetu Sveucili$ta
u Kragujevcu te Institut za geografiju, turiz-
mologiju i hotelski menadZment na Prirod-
no-matematickom fakultetu SveuciliSta u
Novom Sadu. Usto, kad je rije¢ o pojedinci-
ma, tu su Tran Duc Thanh, koji je znanost tu-
rizma 1998. uveo na College of Social Scien-
ces and Humanities, SveuciliSta u Hanoiju,
Vijetnam, a autor je i knjige o turizmu koja
je ve¢ dozivjela svoje peto izdanje (2009); S.
R. Erdavletov, koji predaje osnove znanosti
turizma (turizmologije) na Al-Farabi Kazakh
National University u Republici Kazahstan
(http://www.kaznu.kz/en/755); A. Pykha-
rev na South Kazakhstan State University,
kao i1 Daniel Fuchs na Silpakom University
International College, u Bangkoku, Tajland
(http://www.danielgfuchs.com). Tu su i A.
Benami i O. Demiroglu koji objavljuju ra-
dove iz podrucja turizmologije koja je, kako
kazu, prethodila doprinosima Svjetske turi-
sticke organizacije na tom podrucju (http://
www.tourismology.org), kao i De Costa i
Grunewald (2008). Postoji i World Associa-
tion for Hospitality and Tourism Education
and Training (AMFORHT) koja je 1969.
osnovana u Nici. Kako se navodi na njihovoj
stranici (http://www.amforht.com), ,,turizam
je ekonomski div, ali politicki patuljak®. Ra-
zlog tomu je §to turizam nije prepoznat niti
kao sveuciliSna disciplina, a trebao bi biti
priznat kao znanost. Nakon §to je skovan,
termin turizmologija brzo se prosirio diljem
svijeta. AMFORHT bi stoga trebao svoj slje-
deci skup posvetiti turizmologiji. Na kraju, tu
je i Katedra za turizmologiju na East China
Normal University u Sangaju, Sto bi moglo
odgovarati Katedri za istrazivanje turizma.
Bihu Wu (2010:177) o tomu pise:

U Sangaju se dogodilo nesto sto ja zo-
vem “turizmologijom” (termin koji sam

mobilities. Interestingly they felt the need for
two social science disciplines to help them in
their endeavours, surely an indication that the
science of tourism could not at this juncture
carry out this task on its own.

It is worth noting that there are current-
ly a number of academic institutions which
are committed to the teaching of tourismol-
ogy, including centres in France, the Leb-
anon, Turkey and the United States (http:/
www.tourismology.org). Furthermore, and
apart from the previously mentioned Uni-
versity of Belgrade, there is a Department
of Tourismology in the faculty of Econom-
ics at the University of Kragujevac, and an
Institute of Geography, Tourismology and
Hotel Management in the Faculty of Science
at the University of Novi Sad. Additional-
ly, and at the individual level, there is Tran
Duc Thanh who introduced tourism science
in 1998 to the College of Social Sciences
and Humanities at the University of Ha-
noi, Vietnam, and who now has a book on
the subject that is in its fifth edition (2009),
S. R. Erdavletov who teaches the basics of
tourism science (tourismology) at Al-Fara-
bi Kazakh National University, Republic of
Kazakhstan (http://www.kaznu.kz/en/755),
as well as A. Pykharev at South Kazakhstan
State University, and a similar offering at
Silpakom University International College
in Bangkok, Thailand from Daniel Fuchs
(http://www.danielgfuchs.com). A. Benami
and O. Demiroglu also have published in the
area of tourismology which they say predates
contributions from WTO (http://www.touris-
mology.org), as more recently have De Cos-
ta and Grunewald (2008). There is also the
World Association for Hospitality and Tour-
ism Education and Training (AMFORHT)
which was created in Nice in 1969. Accord-
ing to its website (http:/www.amforht.com)
‘tourism is an economic giant but political
dwarf’. The reason why this situation is so is
arguably because tourism is not recognised
as a university discipline, whereas it should
be acknowledged as a science. Once touris-
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Jja stvorio, a koji se odnosi na izucavanje

turizma). U turizmologiji ima prostora

za multidisciplinarna znanja, filozofiju i

metodologiju iz podrucja poput geogra-

fije, antropologije, sociologije i poslov-
nog upravljanja. Sve ono sto je uzela od
roditeljskih ili sestrinskih studijskih pro-
grama turizmologija spaja u povezanu
cjelinu. Turizmologija se konacno preo-
brazila u zrelu disciplinu koja utjece i na

nacin Zivota i na akademsku misao... U

ovome trenutku nalazim se na raskrscu:

jesam li geograf koji provodi istraZivanja

u turizmu ili turizmolog koji provodi ge-

ografska istraZivanja? Jos uvijek nisam

dosao do odgovora.

U ovome odlomku Bihu Wu tvdi da je
skovao pojam “turizmologija”, §to je u pro-
turje¢nosti s prethodnim odlomcima u koji-
ma je podrobno opisano porijeklo toga poj-
ma. Bihu Wu ili nije svjestan onoga §to se
dogadalo u proslosti ili toga jest svjestan, ali
odlucuje previdjeti prethodna razmatranja te
teme. Medutim, moguce je i nesto jo§ gore, a
to je da dobro ne razumije taj pojam. Naime,
on nikad nije predstavljao kaleidoskop teori-
ja preuzetih iz raznih drugih disciplina drus-
tvenih znanosti u svrhu stvaranja metadis-
cipline jer bi prema samoj definiciji ta nova
autonomna znanost trebala biti neovisna od
tih disciplina i doprinijeti znanju samostalno,
na svoj jedinstveni nacin. Ovaj nas zakljucak
vodi ka sljede¢em poglavlju u kojemu se po-
jasSnjava kljucna razlika izmedu discipline i
podrucja.

mology was coined it soon spread round the
world. AMFORHT should therefore now
take the lead and focus its next forum on
tourismology. Finally there is a Department
of Tourismology at the East China Normal
University, Shanghai which seems to be in-
terchangeable with the Department of Tour-
ism Studies. Here the following statements
are uttered by Bihu Wu (2010:177):

What Shanghai has undergone is some-
thing I call “tourismology” (a term I have
created to refer to tourism studies). Tour-
ismology has and continues to make room
for multidisciplinary knowledge, philoso-
phies and methodologies from such fields
as geography, anthropology, sociology,
and business management. Tourismology
amalgamates what it has imported from
parent or sister programs and melds them
into an integrated mixture. Finally touris-
mology has morphed into a mature disci-
pline that influences both ways of life and
academic thought...I am now at a cross-
roads: am I a geographer who carries out
tourism research or a tourismologist car-
rying out geographic research? I am still
debating the answer.

In this passage, the claim is made by
Bihu Wu that he is the creator of the term
“tourismology”, a view contradicted by the
previous paragraphs detailing the origins of
the expression. Here Bihu Wu is either un-
aware of what has gone on before or else he
is so conscious but chooses to overlook pre-
vious insights on the topic. Possibly worse,
however, is his misunderstanding of the
concept since it was never intended to be a
kaleidoscope of theories taken from various
social science disciplines in order to create
a meta-discipline, because by very definition
that new autonomous science should be inde-
pendent of these disciplines and have its own
unique contribution to make. It is this con-
clusion that leads to the following section in
which a crucial distinction is made between
a discipline and a field.
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3. DISCIPLINA: ETIMOLOGIJA 1
ZNACENJE

Prema http://www.etymonline.com, en-
gleska rijeC discipline [disciplina] potjeCe iz
13. stoljeca i dolazi od francuske rijeci des-
cepline koja u najsirem smislu ima konotaci-
je fizickog kaZnjavanja, poucavanja, patnje i,
u ekstremnim slu¢ajevima, mucenja. Vezana
je 1 uz latinske rije¢i disciplina, Cije je uze
znacenje poduka, poucavanje, ucenje i zna-
nje, i discipulus [uCenik] ili onaj kojega se
ispravlja ili povremeno kaznjava kad naru-
Sava red koji se veze uz takvo poucavanje.
Kasnije, pri kraju 14. stoljeca, disciplinu se
pocelo poistovje€ivati s granom poucavanja
ili obrazovanja te se rabila Cak i za vojnu
obuku (u 15. stoljecu) ili za dobro vladanje
koje je bilo rezultat takve obuke. Koncept
discipline kao grane ili kategorije znanja
implicirao je uz nju vezanu ideju samodis-
cipline i povremenog samobicevanja koje se
u nekim vjerskim redovima nazivalo disci-
plinom (http://en.wiktionary.org). Medutim,
disciplina je dobila aktivniju dimenziju kad
se poceo rabiti uz nju vezan latinski glagol
discere (utiti, Cuti, saznati) jer je tada iz nje-
ga izvedena rijeC disciple znactila “onaj tko
je prigrlio znanja koja mu je prenio netko
drugi i nastavlja ih Siriti”, ¢ak u toj mjeri da
je postao “aktivni sljedbenik nekog pokreta
ili filozofije” (http://www.english.usab.edu).
Disciplina i disciple povezani su tako upravo
zato $to je disciplina znanje koje voda preno-
si na svoje sljedbenike, §to implicira poduku,
metodologiju i motivaciju (http://www.diffe-
rencebetween.net). Medutim, ona je i dalje
sadrzavala i potrebu za redom. I doista, ra-
cionalno drustvo zahtijevalo je red, autoritet
koji postavlja pravila i kaznjava one koji ih
krSe; a uredene discipline takoder su trebale
pravila jer su funkcionirale unutar uredenog
drustva (http://www.differencebetween.net).

Vezom izmedu znanja i moci (reda) bavi
se i Foucault u svojem djelu Surveiller et Pu-
nir: Naissance de la Prison (Nadzor i kazna:
Rodenje zatvora) (1975) koje je na engleski

3. DISCIPLINE: ETYMOLOGY
AND MEANING

According to http:/www.etymonline.
com, the English word discipline derived
from the 13" century Old French descep-
line, with its broad connotations of physical
punishment, teaching, suffering and, in ex-
treme cases, martyrdom. It was also associ-
ated with the Latin disciplina and its more
restrictive meaning of given instruction,
teaching, learning and knowledge, as well as
discipulus [disciple], one who was corrected
or occasionally punished, when deviating
from the notion of order connected with such
instruction. Subsequently (late 14" century) a
discipline became identified with a branch of
instruction or education, even coinciding with
military training (15" century) or the orderly
conduct resulting from that training. Implied
in the concept of discipline as a branch or a
category of knowledge was the correspond-
ing idea of self-discipline and the occasional
self-inflicted flagellation by a whip known
as a discipline among some religious orders
(http://en.wiktionary.org). However, disci-
pline assumed a more active dimension when
the associated Latin verb discere (to learn, to
hear, to get to know) was introduced because
then the derived disciple was one who em-
braced and assisted in spreading the teachings
of another even to the point where s(he) be-
came “an active adherent of a movement or
philosophy”  (http:/www.english.usab.edu).
Discipline and disciple were thus linked pre-
cisely because a discipline was the knowledge
imparted by a leader to his followers, there-
by implying training, methodology and mo-
tivation (http:/www.differencebetween.net).
Nevertheless, the need for order persisted. In-
deed, rational society required order, the au-
thority to make rules and punish infractions;
and ordered disciplines also needed rules be-
cause they operated within an ordered society
(http:/www.differencebetween.net).

The connection between knowledge and
power (order) was also treated by Foucault
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prevedeno (1977) kao Disciplina i kazna: Ro-
denje zatvora. Zanimljivo je da je francuska
rijeC surveiller (nadzirati, nadgledati, paziti
na, gledati, imati na oku) (Bofelle i Payen-
Payne, 1905:535) prevedena kao disciplina,
¢ime je izgubila nesto od svoje etimoloSke
tocnosti. Medutim, i koncept nadgledanja
zatvorenika temeljio se na Benthamovom
panoptikumu u kojemu su Cuvari iz sredis-
njeg tornja mogli nadzirati ponaSanje zatvo-
renika. Jesu li ih Cuvari de facto neprestano
nadzirali ili ne bilo je manje vazno od toga
da su zatvorenici bili uvjereni da ih Cuvari
neprestano Spijuniraju. Odatle su se rodile
francuska rije¢ le regard (pogled) i engle-
ska rije¢ gaze koju je pokojni veliki John
Urry (1990) tako uspjeSno transponirao u
izuCavanje turizma. Kasnije je i autor ovo-
ga rada iz toga izveo koncept turizma kao
jezika drustvene kontrole te ga i istraZivao
(Dann, 1996).

Ako poveZzemo ta razli¢ita razmiSljanja,
disciplinu moZemo opisati kao autonomnu
granu znanja koja ima vlastiti dogovoreni
set pravila pomoc¢u kojih njezini sljedbenici
(disciples) mogu komunicirati uz nju veza-
ne teorije i metode iz proslosti i sada$njosti
na takav nacCin da se to akumulirano znanje
moZze prenijeti u buducnost. Ako dode do
devijacije od tako ustrojenog videnja stvar-
nosti, njihovi ¢e ih kolege (drugi disciples)
sankcionirati, a najstrozi oblik sankcije je
iskljucivanje iz zajednice okupljene oko te
discipline (tj. ekskomunikacija). Ot¢igledno,
govoriti o turizmu, kako to ¢ine zagovorni-
ci turizmologije, kao o znanosti ili disciplini
po sebi dok je ona tek podrucje, znaci pre-
tjerivati kako s obzirom na znanja koja ¢ine
njegove temelje tako i s obzirom na njegovu
vaznost.

in his (1975) Surveiller et Punir: Naissance
de la Prison which was translated into En-
glish (1977) as Discipline and Punish: The
Birth of the Prison. Interestingly the French
surveiller (to superintend, inspect, look after,
watch, have an eye upon) (Boielle and Pay-
en-Payne 1905:535) was translated as disci-
pline, thereby arguably losing some of its et-
ymological resonance. After all, the concept
of overseeing prisoners was based on Ben-
tham’s panopticon whereby wardens could
monitor from a central tower the behaviour
of inmates. Whether or not these custodians
were on de facto constant watch was less im-
portant than the belief that the prisoners held
that they were being continuously spied upon
by these guardians of behaviour. Hence the
notion of /e regard was born and with it the
corresponding English notion of gaze that
the late and great John Urry (1990) so suc-
cessfully transposed to tourist studies. Sub-
sequently, the idea of tourism as a language
of social control was explored by the current
author as a derived concept (Dann 1996).

Thus, taking these various strands of
thought together, a discipline may be de-
scribed as an autonomous branch of knowl-
edge with its own agreed body of rules
whereby adherents (disciples), by following
these commands, can communicate related
theories and methods from the past and pres-
ent so that such cumulative knowledge may
extend into the future. Should they deviate
from this ordered vision of reality, sanctions
will ensue from their peers (fellow disciples),
the most acute form of which is exclusion
from that disciplinary community (i.e., ex-
communication). Evidently, to speak of tour-
ism as a science or discipline in its own right
when it is only a field, as do the proponents
of tourismology, is to exaggerate both its
knowledge base and importance.
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4. TURIZAM KAO DISCIPLINA ILI
PODRUCJE

Turizam kao disciplina

Znanstvenici koji se bave turizmom
mogu se podijeliti u dvije Sire grupe ovisno
o tome smatraju li turizam disciplinom ili
podru¢jem. Disciplinom ga smatraju 0so-
be poput pokojnog Neila Leipera, Charlesa
Goeldnera (1988) i, u novije vrijeme, Sagara
Singha, kao i prethodno navedeni pojedinci
koji smatraju da je turizam znanost, bilo da je
pri tome nazivaju turizmologijom ili ne, pri
¢emu je on stoga implicitno i disciplina. U
anglofonskom svijetu tu je temu uveo Leiper
(1979) ustvrdivsi da nam je potrebna prihvat-
ljiva definicija turizma. Nakon $to je proucio
ograni¢enja ekonomskih i tehnickih defini-
cija, kao i manjkavosti tri primjera naizgled
holistickih definicija (Gunn, 1972; Hunziker
i Krapf, 1942; Jafari, 1977), predloZio je
svoju holisticku definiciju koja je ukljuci-
vala “turiste, zemljopisne komponente, in-
dustrijsku komponentu i razne interakcije
sa Sirom okolinom” (Leiper, 1979:395) te je
bila kompatibilna s tehnickim definicijama.
Ta novoskovana definicija turizma glasila je:

Sustav koji obuhvaca proizvoljno puto-
vanje i privremeni boravak osoba van
njihovog uobicajenog prebivalista jednu
ili vise noci, osim putovanja cija je pri-
marna svrha zarada na tocakama koje
obuhvaca taj put. Elementi tog sustava su
turisti, turisticki emitivne regije, tranzitni
putevi, receptivna podrucja (destinacije)
i pruzatelji usluga u turizmu. Tih je pet
elemenata medusobno prostorno i funk-
cionalno povezano. Kako ima osobine
otvorenog sustava, organizacija ovih pet
elemenata djeluje unutar Sirih okolina:
fizickih, kulturnih, drustvenih, ekonom-
skih, politickih i tehnoloskih, s kojima je
u interakciji (Leiper, 1979:403-404).

4. TOURISM AS A DISCIPLINE OR
A FIELD

Tourism as a Discipline

Tourism scholars can be divided into two
broad factions depending on whether or not
they classify tourism as a discipline or a field.
The former position is adopted by such per-
sons as the late Neil Leiper, Charles Goeld-
ner (1988) and more recently Sagar Singh, as
well as those previously discussed individu-
als who argue that tourism is a science, with
or without bearing the name of tourismology,
and hence by implication is also a discipline.
In the Anglophone world, Leiper (1979) in-
troduced the topic by arguing for the need
for an acceptable definition of tourism. After
examining the limitations of economic and
technical definitions, as well as shortfalls in
three examples of seemingly holistic defini-
tions (Gunn 1972; Hunziker and Krapf 1942,
Jafari 1977), he proposed a holistic definition
of his own which involved “tourists, geo-
graphical components, an industrial compo-
nent, and various interactions with broader
environments” (Leiper 1979:395) and which
was compatible with technical definitions.
This new compound definition of tourism
was said to be:

The system involving the discretionary
travel and temporary stay of persons
away from their usual place of residence
for one or more nights, excepting tours
made for the primary purpose of earn-
ing remuneration from points en route.
The elements of the system are tourists,
generating regions, transit routes, des-
tination regions and a tourist industry.
These five elements are arranged in spa-
tial and functional connections. Having
the characteristics of an open system,
the organization of five elements oper-
ates within broader environments: physi-
cal, cultural, social, economic, political,
technological with which it interacts
(Leiper 1979:403-404).
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U vezi s time Leiper (1993:548) smatra
da nije sam turizam u tolikoj mjeri sustav ko-
liko postoji karakteristicno ponaSanje turista
zahvaljujuci kojemu su nastali turisticki su-
stavi. PrihvaCanje sistemskog pristupa omo-
guéilo je da ljudi iz raznih disciplina mogu
koristiti isti model. Hipoteze je tako moguce
sustavno artikulirati i testirati. Na primjer,
moZe se postaviti hipoteza da su turisti mo-
tiviraniji sociokulturnim ¢imbenicima u turi-
sticki emitivnim podru¢jima koja posjecuju
nego ¢imbenicima okoline u turistickim de-
stinacijama.

Treba napomenuti da Leiperova argu-
mentacija pociva na premisi da bi bilo neop-
hodno usvojiti sistemski ili funkcionalisticki
pristup kako bi se turizam shvatio kao disci-
plina, slitno kao Sto to Cini Talcott Parsons
u svojoj viziji sociologije kao grand theory.
Stoga se Leiperu moZze prigovoriti da, isto
kao Sto je Parsons otkrio kako funkcionira
drustvo, umjesto da daje objaSnjenja o tome
zasto ono funkcionira na odredene nacine, i u
njegovom shvacanju turizma kao discipline
nedostaje neophodan teorijski kauzalitet koji
je inherentan pojmu discipline. Medutim,
koliko je poznato, ni jedan od Leiperovih
kriti¢ara nije protiv njega upotrijebio takav
argument.

Sagar Singh (u postupku izdavanja) pri-
mjer je mladeg znanstvenika koji problemu
pristupa iz azijske antropoloske perspektive
koja nadopunjuje Leiperova razmisljanja.
Singh tvrdi da antropolozi (poput njega), tu-
risti, vodi¢i i domacini predstavljaju fldneurs
koji kumulativno pridonose tomu da izuca-
vanje turizma postane disciplina. Nadalje,
smatra da je izu¢avanje turizma u toj mjeri
samostalna disciplina da je do$lo u fazu istra-
Zivanja koja po mnogocemu nalikuje suvre-
menoj antropologiji koja je istovremeno i
znanost i umjetnost. Potom, izu€avanje tu-
rizma jest disciplina jer ima svoje definicije i
pravila te predstavlja neovisnu granu znanja
koja poCiva na jasno definiranim koncepti-
ma. “Ono je [takoder] disciplina koja poku-
Sava razumijeti ljudsku mobilnost i njezine

Subsequently and by corollary, Leiper
(1993:548) argued that it was not so much
that tourism itself was a system but more that
there was a distinctive behaviour of tour-
ists which gave rise to tourism systems. By
adopting a systems approach it meant that
people from different disciplines could em-
ploy the same model. Hypotheses could thus
be articulated and tested in systematic terms.
For example, and as hypothetically stated,
tourists could be said to be motivated more
by socio-cultural factors in traveller generat-
ing regions than by environmental factors in
tourist destination regions.

It should be noted that Leiper’s case rested
on the premise that for tourism to be a disci-
pline it was necessary to adopt a systems or
functionalist approach, in a similar fashion to
Talcott Parsons’s vision of sociology as grand
theory. Consequently it could be objected that
just as Parsons revealed how society operated,
rather than providing explanations as to why
it functioned in specific ways, so too Leiper’s
notion of tourism as a discipline lacked the
necessary theoretical causality inherent in the
notion of a discipline. Yet, to the best of one’s
knowledge, none of Leiper’s critics employed
this argument against him.

Sagar Singh (in progress) is an instance
of a younger scholar at work, this time from
an Asian anthropological perspective which
complements the thinking of Leiper. Singh
argues that anthropologists (like himself),
tourists, guides and hosts are all fldneurs who
cumulatively contribute to making tourism
studies a discipline. He further maintains that
tourism studies is an autonomous discipline to
the extent that it has arrived at that stage of
research which parallels advances in anthro-
pology as both a science and an art in more
ways than one. Moreover, tourism studies is
a discipline because it has its own definitions
and codes of conduct, and is an independent
branch of knowledge centred on defined con-
cepts. ‘It is [also] a discipline that attempts
to understand human mobility and its rami-
fications (at all times and in all societies and
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posljedice (u svim razdobljima i svim drus-
tvima i kulturama) kao dio civilizacijskog
procesa koji ukljucuje akulturaciju kao sred-
stvo razvoja globalnog drustva s globalnom
kulturom” (Singh, u postupku izdavanja: 18).
Izutavanje turizma se stoga moZe smatrati
disciplinom koja ima poddiscipline kao Sto
su sociologija turizma i ekonomika turizma.

Turizam kao podrucje

John Tribe je 1997. objavio vazan i
mnogo puta citiran rad pod naslovom “Ne-
disciplina turizma” u kojemu daje pregled
epistemiologije turizma i iz nje izvodi novi
model. U tom ¢lanku s filozofskog stanovi-
Sta razlikuje “znanti 0” (Cinjeni¢no znanje)
i “znati kako” (proceduralno znanje)’. Ta
dva oblika znanja odrazavaju razliku izmedu
akademskih obiljeZja turizma nevezanih uz
poslovanje i onih koja se odnose na uprav-
ljanje poslovanjem (Buck 1978), te razliku
izmedu proucavanja turizma i turizma kao
fenomenoloskog predmeta tog proucavanja.
U vezi s navedenim, Tribe (2004), oslanja-
juci se na Hirsta (1974), tvrdi da je turizam
prije podrucje negoli disciplina jer, kako
nema samosvojne spoznaje (npr. o motivaci-
ji turista), koristi koncepte koje je preuzeo iz
drugih disciplina, a oni nisu povezani u isti
logicki strukturirani okvir kao Sto je to slucaj
kod tih disciplina te tvrdnje vezane uz njih
nije moguce testirati rabeci kriterije koji su

o

Tribe (2004) je ustanovio da postoje dva oblika
proizvodnje znanja. Prvi se odnosi na kognitivno
znanje koje se generira iz jedne ili viSe disciplina
(pri ¢emu je prvo samo jedna disciplina, a drugo
se odnosi na multidisciplinarnost ili interdiscipli-
narnost), dok je drugi oblik ekstradisciplinaran
jer je to primijenjeno znanje izvedeno iz ,vlastitih
posebnih teorijskih struktura, metoda istrazivanja
i praksi koje se mozda nuzno ne nalaze na uobica-
jenoj mapi disciplina“*“ (Tribe 2004:51; cf. Coles,
Hall i Duval 2006:299). Ova posljednja recenica je
osobito sporna jer, ako znanje dolazi iz podru¢ja
koja su izvan ovih disciplina, moze li ga se onda
legitimno opisati teorijskim?

cultures) as part of a civilization process that
includes acculturation as a means of devel-
oping a global society with a global culture’
(Singh, in progress:18). Tourism studies thus
may be considered as a discipline having such
sub-disciplines as the sociology of tourism
and the economics of tourism.

Tourism as a Field

Back in 1997, John Tribe published an im-
portant and much cited paper, entitled “The
Indiscipline of Tourism” in which he provid-
ed an overview of the epistemology of tour-
ism along with a corresponding new model.
In this article he made a philosophical dis-
tinction between knowing that (proposition-
al knowledge) and knowing how (procedural
knowledge)* which reflected the respective
differential between academic non-business
and managerial business features of tourism
(Buck 1978), between the study of tourism
and tourism as a phenomenological object
of that study. In relation to the former, Tribe
(2004), basing himself on Hirst (1974), ar-
gued that tourism was a field rather than a
discipline since, not having unique insights
(e.g., on tourist motivation), it employed
concepts that had been taken from other
disciplines, because these concepts were
not linked in the same logically structured
framework as these disciplines, and because
statements surrounding these concepts were
not testable using criteria peculiar to tourism

©

Tribe (2004) subsequently identified two modes of
knowledge production. Mode 1 referred to cogni-
tive knowledge generated from one or more disci-
plines (the former single, the latter multi- or inter-
disciplinarity), while mode 2 was extradisciplinary
in that it was applied knowledge derived from ‘its
own distinct theoretical structures, research meth-
ods and modes of practice which may not be lo-
catable on the prevailing disciplinary map.’ (Tribe
2004:51; cf. Coles, Hall and Duval 2006:299). It
is this last sentence which is highly debatable, be-
cause if knowledge comes from outside disciplines
then can it legitimately be described as theoretical?
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specificni za sami turizam (osobito kriterij
ireducibilinosti). Nadalje, Tribe smatra da
turizam ne zadovoljava kriterije da bude dis-
ciplina, poput zasebne samoodrzive zajedni-
ce, homogene mreZze sredstava komunikacije
(Casopisa, konferencija), duge akademske
tradicije ili koherentnog seta vrijednosti i
vjerovanja. S druge strane, Leiperova tvrd-
nja da turizam jest disciplina, koju temelji na
sistemskom pristupu, vezana je uz njegovo
poimanje turologije koja je, medutim, bila
daleko od “objedinjujuce teorije turizma”,
§to mozda objaSnjava Cinjenicu da nije bila
prihvacena u narednih Sesnaest godina. Jo§
je vaznije da su discipline bile koherentne i
da su imale set osnovnih koncepata, steceno
znanje i metodologiju pomocu kojih su ra-
svjetljavale jedno podrucje vanjskoga svije-
ta. S druge strane, podrucja su iSla u obrnuto-
me smjeru: kretala su od pojedinih fenomena
ili praksi i potom posezala za razli¢itim dis-
ciplinama kako bi ih istraZzila i objasnila.

Rasprava se intenzivira

Nakon $to je Tribe (1997) objavio svoj
utjecajan Clanak, prosle su tri godine prije
nego Sto mu se Leiper odlucio izravno su-
protstaviti u odjeljku za komentare i kritike
Casopisa Annals of Tourism Research koji se,
zanimljivo, najviSe ukljucio u te rasprave. U
njemu je Leiper otvoreno izrazio svoje nesla-
ganje s Tribeovim misljenjem da bi turizam
kao samostalna sloZena disciplina nuZzno
doveo do stvaranja “male izolirane enkla-
ve” (Leiper, 2000a:805) te da bi to utjecalo
na istrazivanja i publiciranje. Zbog toga je
Leiper predloZzio da Tribe detaljnije prouci
§to govore urednici Casopisa o turizmu i da
obrati paZnju na to da se sve veci broj kate-
dri za turizam bavi turizmom kao zasebnom
disciplinom. Nadalje, Leiper smatra da Tri-
be nikad nije to¢no definirao §to misli pod
pojmom discipline, ve¢ je radije popisivao
njezina obiljezja, a njezine evolucijske faze
nije uspio razlikovati od njezinog prvotnog
oblika. Zaista, s porastom broja turistickih

itself (especially the criterion of irreducibili-
ty). Furthermore, Tribe maintained, tourism
did not have the disciplinary requirements
of a unique self-sustaining community, a
homogeneous network of communications
(journals, conferences), a lengthy academ-
ic tradition or a coherent set of values and
beliefs. As for Leiper’s advocacy of tourism
as a discipline based on a systems approach,
that ideology was associated with his notion
of tourology which was hardly a “unifying
theory of tourism” and possibly explained
why the idea had not been accepted over the
intervening sixteen years. More significantly
though, disciplines had coherence, with an
initial tool kit of concepts, acquired knowl-
edge and methodology which illuminated a
particular area of the external world. Fields
by contrast acted in the reverse direction;
they started with specific phenomena and
practices and then drew on various disci-
plines to investigate and explain them.

The Debate Intensifies

From the appearance of Tribe’s (1997)
seminal article, three years went by before
Leiper decided to confront Tribe directly
via the commentary and rejoinder section
of Annals of Tourism Research, that journal
which interestingly appeared to be the most
involved in these ongoing discussions. Here
Leiper openly disagreed with Tribe that hav-
ing tourism as a single complex discipline
would necessarily lead to the formation
of a “little enclave from invasion” (Leiper
2000a:805), or that it would adversely affect
research and publications. For this reason
Leiper suggested that Tribe look more close-
ly at what editors of tourism journals were
saying as well as the growing numbers of de-
partments of tourism that were treating the
topic as a separate discipline. Furthermore,
Leiper maintained that Tribe never defined
exactly what he meant by a discipline, prefer-
ring instead to list its characteristics, and that
he additionally failed to distinguish its evo-
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putovanja, turizam kao disciplina ¢e se vje-
rojatno Siriti, a ne smanjivati.

Tribe (2000) je odgovorio da se Leiper
u svojem komentaru nije mogao pozvati na
spoznaje turizma kao discipline iz jednostav-
nog razloga $to turizam nije disciplina. Stoga
je svoj komentar trebao temeljiti na nekoj
drugoj nepristranoj disciplini poput filozo-
fije ili, preciznije, na njezinoj poddisciplini
epistemiologiji. Da je koristio tu strategiju,
Leiper se ne bi trebao oslanjati na svoju pri-
licno ogranicenu definiciju discipline kao
sistematicno organiziranog korpusa znanja
kojemu je svrha poucavanje, ucenje i istrazi-
vanje. Ustvari, smatra Tribe, Leiper se toliko
usredotocio na kurikulum da disciplinu kao
oblik proizvodnje znanja nije uspio odvojiti
od znanja pakiranog za konzumaciju. Tribe
potom istice da ni Leiperovo oslanjanje na
slabasne argumente drugih autoriteta nije
uvjerljivo jer osobe koje citira nisu inzisti-
rale na tome da je turizam disciplina (npr.
Echtner i Jamal, 1997; Cooper et al., 1998).
Nadalje, ako je Leiper htio potkrijepiti tu i
svoje ostale ideje, trebao je to uciniti u kon-
tekstu novog ¢lanka umjesto pisanja mislje-
nja u odjeljku za komentare i kritike koji ne
podlijezu postupku recenzije.

Iz svega navedenog Cini se da, bilo da je
turizam disciplina ili ne, a navedeni argu-
menti uglavnom podrzavaju stanoviSte da on
to nije, ostaje otvorenim pitanje koje su to
discipline koje pridonose boljem izucavanju
turizma.

5. KLASIFIKACIJA DISCIPLINA

Discipline kao autonomne grane znanja
opcenito se klasificiraju prema tome u koju
od Cetiriju Sirih metagrupa pripadaju: prirod-
ne znanosti, drustvene znanosti, umjetnost
ili humanisticke znanosti. Ponekad je tes-
ko odrediti treba li pojedina disciplina, kao
na primjer povijest ili geografija (vidi Hall
i Page, 2008), biti kategorizirana kao drus-
tvena ili humanisticka znanost. Postoje ¢ak

lutionary phases from its initial emergence.
Indeed, with tourist arrivals continuing to
increase, tourism as a discipline was more
likely to expand than decline.

For his part, Tribe (2000) responded that
Leiper was unable to ground his commentary
by utilising the insights of a discipline of tour-
ism for the simple reason that tourism was not
a discipline. Hence his commentary should
have been based on an impartial external dis-
cipline such as philosophy, and more specif-
ically the sub-discipline of epistemology. If
that strategy had been followed then Leiper
would not have had to rely on his rather limited
definition of a discipline as a body of knowl-
edge organised systematically for purposes
of teaching, learning and research. In fact,
argued Tribe, so concerned was Leiper with
the curriculum that he could not disentangle a
discipline as a form of knowledge production
from packaged knowledge for consumption.
Tribe continued by pointing out that Leiper’s
reliance on a weak argument from authority
also did not bear much scrutiny because those
persons that he quoted, if anything, were quite
lukewarm about tourism being a discipline
(e.g., Echtner and Jamal (1997) and Cooper
et al. (1998)). Moreover, if Leiper wished to
substantiate this and his foregoing points, he
should have made them in the context of a ref-
ereed article rather than avoiding the peer re-
view process by publishing his opinions with-
in the un-refereed framework of a rejoinders
and commentary department.

Thus it would appear that whether or not
tourism is a discipline, and generally the ar-
gument would tend to support the view that
it is not, the question remains as to the iden-
tity of the disciplines that contribute towards
understanding in the field of tourism studies.

5. THE CLASSIFICATION OF
DISCIPLINES

Disciplines as autonomous branches of
knowledge are generally classified as belong-
ing to one of four larger meta-groups: natu-
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i neke potpodjele tih disciplina (npr. fizicka
geografija kao poddisciplina), §to je inaCe
viSe svojstveno prirodnim znanostima. Me-
dutim, konacan €in de facto klasifikacije ma-
nje je vazan od toga da trebamo priznati da je
neka podrucja teSko, a ponekad i nemoguce
klasificirati. Uzmimo za primjer znanost o
menadzmentu. Kako bi se trebala klasificira-
ti? Kao prirodnu znanost, dru§tvenu znanost,
kao dio humanisti¢kih znanosti ili ni u jednu
od navedenih skupina? Sto je s marketin-
gom? Kako njega kategorizirati? Odgovor
je, ¢ini se, da je to na ovaj nacin nemoguce
iz jednostavnog razloga $to on nije autono-
mna disciplina. Ako svoje teorije i metode
uzima iz drugih disciplina, onda se njega kao
takvog ne moze opisati kao neovisnu disci-
plinu. Samo zato $to on posuduje teorije iz
sociologije i psihologije, koje su obje drus-
tvene znanstvene discipline, a usprkos mi-
$ljenju Graburna i Jafarija (1991), ne znaci
da i on sam moze biti definiran kao druStvena
znanost. Bilo bi ga puno to¢nije nazvati para-
zitskom dru$tvenom znanoScu.

Koje su discipline drustveno
znanstvene po sebi?

Iz svega navedenog trebalo bi biti jasno
da u proucavanju turizma treba nacelno po-
segnuti za druStvenim znanostima, iako,
naravno, neka znanja dolaze iz prirodnih
znanosti (npr. ¢imbenici poput transporta), a
neka iz umjetnosti (npr. slike u spiljama) i
humanistickih znanosti (npr. povijest Grand
Toura). Medutim, nije odmah ot¢igledno koje
su to discipline po sebi discipline drustvenih
znanosti. Na primjer, School of Social Scien-
ces of the University of Manchester (UK)
(http://www.socialsciences.manchester.
ac.uk) navodi popis disciplina medu kojima
su ekonomija, politika, filozofija, socijalna
antropologija, sociologija i socijalna statisti-
ka. Psihologija se ne nalazi na tom popisu, a
usto je mozda jedino sporno $to se na popisu
nasla i socijalna statistika, koja je nesumnji-
vo na njega uvrstena zbog svoje vaznosti za

ral sciences, social sciences, arts or human-
ities. Sometimes it is difficult to determine
whether a given discipline, such as history
or geography (see Hall and Page 2008), for
example, should be categorised as belonging
to the social sciences or humanities. There
are even some divisions of these disciplines
(e.g., physical geography as a sub-discipline)
which are more germane to the natural sci-
ences. However, the eventual act of de facto
classification is less significant than admit-
ting the difficulty or impossibility of classifi-
cation of a given subject area. Take manage-
ment studies, for example, how should that
be classified: as a natural science, a social
science, as forming part of the arts or human-
ities, or none of the above? What about mar-
keting? How should that be categorised? The
answer, it would seem, is that it cannot be
classified within this framework for the sim-
ple reason that it is not an autonomous disci-
pline. If its theories and methods are taken
from other disciplines then it itself cannot be
described as an independent discipline. Just
because it borrows its theories from sociol-
ogy or psychology, both of which are social
scientific disciplines, the opinion of Graburn
and Jafari (1991) notwithstanding, does not
mean that it can also be described as a social
science. A parasitical social science might be
a more accurate nomenclature.

Which Disciplines are Social Scientific
in Nature?

From what has been stated earlier, it
should be evident that an understanding of
tourism is to be derived principally from the
social sciences, even though some insights of
course are drawn from the natural sciences
(e.g., factors such as transportation) arts (e.g.,
cave paintings) and humanities (e.g., the histo-
ry of the Grand Tour). However, it is not im-
mediately obvious as to which disciplines are
social scientific in nature. For example, the
School of Social Sciences of the University of
Manchester (UK) (http://www.socialsciences.
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sociologiju u Velikoj Britaniji gdje su pro-
vodena opsezna istrazivanja (npr. Rowntree)
drustvenih fenomena poput siromastva. S
druge strane, The London School of Econo-
mics and Political Science (http://www2.1Ise.
ac.uk) u svojim studijskim programima ima
daleko Siri pristup te ukljucuje i grane znanja
poput racunovodstva, aktuaristike, znanosti
upravljanja, druStvene politike, prava i kri-
minalistike, uz standardne druStvene znano-
sti poput socijalne antropologije, ekonomije
i sociologije. Ni tu se nigdje ne spominje
psihologija.

Od literature na tu temu moZzda je najzna-
Cajnije djelo International Encyclopaedia of
the Social and Behavioral Sciences (Medu-
narodna enciklopedija drustvenih i bihevi-
oralnih znanosti) (Smelser i Baltes, 2002).
Taj magnum opus od 26 tomova s nekih
122.400 natuknica koje su napisali vodeci
znanstvenici, a €ija cijena iznosi strahovi-
to visokih 6.970,00 funti, kao discipline tih
znanosti navodi: antropologiju, demografiju,
ekonomiju, obrazovanje, povijest, lingvisti-
ku, filozofiju, politicke znanosti, klinicku
i primijenjenu psihologiju, kognitivnu psi-
hologiju, kognitivnu znanost, razvojnu psi-
hologiju, socijalnu psihologiju, psihologiju
licnosti, motivacijsku psihologiju i sociolo-
giju. U njoj je barem psihologija vise nego
adekvatno priznata, nesumnjivo zbog toga
§to su bihevioralne znanosti dio podrucja
kojim se enciklopedija bavi. Medutim, od
vece je vaznosti to §to je napravljena razlika
izmedu disciplina druStvenih znanosti i ne-
¢ega §to je nazvano “ukrStajuim podrucji-
ma”. Ona obuhvacaju evolucijske znanosti,
genetiku, ponaSanje i drustvo, bihevioralnu
neuroznanost, kognitivnu neuroznanost, psi-
hijatriju, zdravstvo, rodne studije, studije re-
ligija, oblike izrazavanja, znanost o okoliSu/
ekologiju, ekonomske i tehnicke znanosti,
regionalne komparativne politike i medu-
narodne studije. Napravljena je i distinkcija
izmedu disciplina, podruc¢ja i primjena. Ovo
posljednje ukljucuje organizacijske studije,
studij menadzmenta, medijske studije, ko-

manchester.ac.uk) lists the disciplines of eco-
nomics, politics, philosophy, social anthro-
pology, sociology and social statistics among
its various offerings. Although there is an ab-
sence of a psychological component, the only
other questionable element is social statistics,
no doubt included because of its connection
with the origins of sociology in Britain and
its associated large scale surveys (e.g., Rown-
tree) into such social problems as poverty. The
London School of Economics and Political
Science (http://www?2.lse.ac.uk), on the other
hand, adopts a much broader approach among
its degree courses by including such branch-
es of knowledge as accounting, actuarial sci-
ence, management sciences, social policy, law
and criminology, in addition to such standard
social science disciplines as social anthropol-
ogy, economics and sociology. Again there is
no mention of psychology.

Turning to the underpinning literature,
perhaps the most widely recognised standard
text on the topic is the International Encyclo-
paedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences
(Smelser and Baltes 2002). This 26 volume
magnum opus with some 122,400 entries by
leading scholars, and an eye-watering price
tag of £6,970, lists among its constituent
disciplines: anthropology, demography, eco-
nomics, education, history, linguistics, phi-
losophy, political science, clinical and applied
psychology, cognitive psychology, cognitive
science, developmental psychology, social
psychology, personality psychology, motiva-
tional psychology and sociology. Here at least
psychology is more than adequately acknowl-
edged, no doubt because of the inclusion of
behavioural sciences in the encyclopaedia’s
remit. Of greater importance, however, is the
distinction made between social science disci-
plines and what it terms “intersecting fields”.
The latter comprise: evolutionary sciences,
genetics, behaviour and society, behavioural
neuroscience, cognitive neuroscience, psychi-
atry, health, gender studies, religious studies,
expressive forms, environmental sciences/
ecological sciences, economic and technical
studies, area studies and international stud-
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mercijalne primjene, urbane studije, urbani-
sticko planiranje, javnu politiku i suvremene
kulturalne teme.

Spojimo li ta tri izvora i izuzmemo li dis-
cipline koje se pojavljuju samo jednom, do-
bit ¢emo osnovni popis disciplina u drustve-
nim znanostima koji se sastoji od: (socijalne)
antropologije, ekonomije, povijesti, filozofi-
je, politickih znanosti i sociologije.

6. DRUSTVENA ZNANOST
TURIZMA: KOJE DISCIPLINE
DRUSTVENIH ZNANOSTI
PRUZAJU RAZUMIJEVANJE
TURIZMA?

Kad je rije¢ o turizmu, poznati vodeci
¢asopis u tom podrucju, Annals of Tourism
Research, u svojim “uputstvima za autore”
navodi sljedece:

Annals of Tourism Research je casopis iz
podrucja drustvenih znanosti koji se bavi
turizmom iz akademske pespektive. lako
nastoji ostvariti ravnoteZu izmedu teorije
i njezine primjene, casopis je prije svega
namijenjen razvoju teorijskih konstru-
kata i novih pristupa koji pridonose ra-
zumijevanju turizma. Njegova je namje-
ra pozivati i poticati autore iz razlicitih
disciplina, sluZiti kao forum kroz kojega
oni mogu suradivati i tako Siriti granice
znanja obogacujuci literaturu iz podruc-
ja drustvene znanosti turizma. Kako bi
pridonio razvoju teorijski integriranog i
metodoloski obogacenog multidiscipli-
narnog korpusa znanja o turizmu, ¢asopis
objavljuje rukopise koji se bave raznim
aspektima tog fenomena. Prihvacamo ra-
dove o, izmedu ostaloga, antropogijskim,
poslovnim,  ekonomskim, obrazovnim,
okolisnim, geografskim, povijesnim, po-
litickim, psiholoskim, filozofskim, reli-
gijskim i socioloskim aspektima turizma
(ukljucujuci konceptualne eseje, analize
slucaja i radove koji su vise orijentira-
ni prema industriji). Iskljucivo deskrip-

ies. A further distinction is made between dis-
ciplines, fields and applications. The last men-
tioned include organizational studies, man-
agement studies, media studies, commercial
applications, urban studies, urban planning,
public policy and modern cultural concerns.

Taking these three sources together and
omitting disciplines which appear only once,
the basic listing of social scientific disci-
plines is thus made up of: (social) anthropol-
ogy, economics, history, philosophy, politi-
cal science, and sociology.

6. TOURISM SOCIAL SCIENCE:
WHICH SOCIAL SCIENCE
DISCIPLINES PROVIDE
AN UNDERSTANDING OF
TOURISM?

When one comes to tourism, the widely
recognised leading journal in the field, Annals
of Tourism Research, in its “guide for contrib-
utors” includes the following statement:

Annals of Tourism Research is a social
sciences journal focusing upon aca-
demic perspectives on tourism. While
striving for a balance of theory and ap-
plication, Annals is ultimately dedicated
to developing theoretical constructs and
new approaches which further an un-
derstanding of tourism. Its strategies are
to invite and encourage offerings from
various disciplines; to serve as a forum
through which these may interact; and
thus to expand the frontiers of knowledge
by contributing to the literature on tour-
ism social science. To perform its role in
the development of a theoretically inte-
grated and methodologically enriched
multidisciplinary body of knowledge on
tourism, Annals publishes manuscripts
dealing with various aspects of this phe-
nomenon. Papers on anthropological,
business, economic, educational, envi-
ronmental, geographic, historical, po-
litical, psychological, philosophical, re-
ligious, sociological, inter alia, aspects
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tivni rukopisi, koji ne doprinose razvoju

znanja, nece se smatrati prikladnima za

objavljivanje.

Stoga ne samo da razumijevanje turizma
proizlazi isklju€ivo iz druStvenih znanosti,
$to je dovoljno da zasluzi naziv “drustve-
ne znanosti turizma”, ve¢ tomu pridonose i
mnoge od gore navedenih disciplina drustve-
nih znanosti. Medutim, kad se pomnije prou-
¢i popis tih disciplina, moZe se ustanoviti da
samo neke od njih pripadaju prethodno usta-
novljenoj jezgri disciplina druStvenih znano-
sti (antropologija, ekonomija, povijest, poli-
ticke znanosti, filozofija, sociologija). Druge
(npr. poslovanje, obrazovanje, geografija,
psihologija, religija) predstavljaju ili podruc-
ja njihova ukrStanja ili njihove primjene.

Stoga kad je Casopis Annals 1991. od-
Iu€io objaviti poseban broj posvecen drus-
tvenoj znanosti turizma, bilo je za oCekivati
da ¢e se pomutnja koja je tome prethodila
nastaviti. Tako je, osim nekoliko radova iz
klju¢nih disciplina druStvenih znanosti, bilo
i onih iz rubnih disciplina drustvenih znano-
sti (geografija, psihologija) ili iz onih koje
nedvojbeno uopce ne predstavljaju discipline
drustvenih znanosti (ekologija, slobodno vri-
jeme/rekreacija, marketing, menadZment).
Pa ipak, ti su radovi prihvaceni uz objasnje-
nje da su istrazivanja turizma kojima se bave
“uvelike pod utjecajem teorija i metoda drus-
tvenih znanosti” (Graburn i Jafari, 1991:8).

Nakon nekih devetnaest godina najav-
lijena je konferencija koju su sponzorirali
Svuciliste u Surreyu i Annals of Tourism Re-
search kako bi proslavili dvadesetu godisnji-
cu posebnog broja tog Casopisa posvecenog
drustvenoj znanosti turizma (http://ocs.som.
surrey.ac.uk). Konferencija je odrzana 2011.
i nazvana je “Najnovija dostignuéa u drus-
tvenoj znanosti turizma”, a inicirao ju je gore
spomenuti John Tribe koji je neposredno pri-
je toga preuzeo mjesto glavnog urednika ¢a-
sopisa Annals od svojeg dugogodis$njeg pret-
hodnika Jafara Jafarija. Kako je najavljeno,
“glavni cilj koferencije [bio] je ponovno raz-
matranje te teme radovima koji se bave naj-

of tourism (including conceptual essays,
case studies and industry-oriented ex-
positions) may be submitted. Purely de-
scriptive manuscripts which do not con-
tribute to the development of knowledge
are not considered suitable.

Thus, not only does an understanding of
tourism derive exclusively from the social sci-
ences, sufficient to merit the designation “tour-
ism social science”, but many of several des-
ignated social science disciplines contribute to
this cause. However, when the listing of these
disciplines is examined, one finds that only
some correspond with the previously identified
core social science disciplines (anthropology,
economics, history, political science, philoso-
phy, sociology). Others (e.g., business, educa-
tion, geography, psychology, religion) are either
intersecting fields or applications.

Consequently, when Annals decided to
publish a special issue dedicated to tourism
social science in 1991, it was to be expected
that the foregoing confusion would persist.
Thus, apart from several contributions to the
core social science disciplines, there were
others either from peripheral social science
disciplines (geography, psychology) or from
those that were arguably not social science
disciplines at all (ecology, leisure/recreation,
marketing management). Yet inclusion of
the latter was justified on the grounds that
their research on tourism was “greatly influ-
enced by social science theories or methods”
(Graburn and Jafari 1991:8).

Some nineteen years later there appeared
an announcement of a conference sponsored
by the University of Surrey and Annals of
Tourism Research to celebrate the twentieth
anniversary of a special issue of that journal
dedicated to tourism social science (http:/
ocs.som.surrey.ac.uk). This 2011 conference
was entitled “Advancing the Social Science
of Tourism” and was under the inspiration
of the aforementioned John Tribe who had
recently taken over the position of Edi-
tor-in-Chief of Annals from the long-serving
Jafar Jafari. According to the announcement,
‘the main aim of this conference [was] to
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novijim dostignu¢ima u drustvenoj znanosti
turizma”. Radovi su trebali imati teorijsko
uporiste u jednoj ili viSe klju¢nih drustvenih
znanosti, ukljucujuci antropologiju, komuni-
kacije, kulturalne studije, demografiju, studij
razvoja, ekonomiju, obrazovanje, geografiju,
povijest, lingvistiku, studij menadZmenta,
filozofiju, politicke znanosti, psihologiju i
sociologiju. Medutim, ako se ovaj popis po-
mnije pogleda, moZe se vidjeti da samo njih
Sest predstavlja glavne discipline druStve-
nih znanosti (prema onome Sto je prethodno
ustanovljeno). Zbog toga se terminoloSka
zbrka nastavila ne samo u posebnom broju iz
1991., vec i na konferenciji koja ga je slavila.
Posto je nova situacija bila gora od prethod-
ne, razumljivo je da je taj skup teSko mogao
predstaviti najnovija dostignuca.

Ono Sto se smatralo najnovijim dosti-
gnu¢ima u radovima koji su se trebali baviti
suvremenim temama i primjenama druStve-
ne znanosti turizma obuhvacalo je sljedece
predloZene teme:

e “Istrazivanja u okviru odredenih drustve-
nih znanosti

e Interdisciplinarna dostignuca

e Transdisciplinarnost

e Promjene paradigme znanja

e SloZenost i kaos u znanju o turizmu

e Inovativne primjene drustvene znanosti
turizma u praksi

e Upravljanje znanjem i prenoSenje znanja
u druStvenim znanostima

¢ Najnovija dostignu¢a u drustvenim zna-
nostima i turizmu

e Suprotstavljene paradigme (npr. mobil-
nost, nomadologija)

e Metodicka dostignuca u drustvenoj zna-
nosti turizma

e QOgraniCenja i izazovi drustvene znanosti
turizma

e Dobrodosli su i radovi koji nude kriticki
pregled razvoja turizma i buducih agendi
u bilo kojoj od klju¢nih disciplina u drus-
tvenim znanostima.”

revisit this theme by inviting papers to con-
sider advances in tourism social science’.
These contributions were to be theoretically
grounded in one or more of the core social
sciences, including: anthropology, commu-
nication, cultural studies, demography, de-
velopmental studies, economics, education,
geography, history, linguistics, management
science, philosophy, political science, psy-
chology and sociology. However, inspection
of this list revealed that only six of these
were mainstream social science disciplines
(as identified earlier). As a result, the termi-
nological confusion persisted not only in the
1991 special issue but in the conference cel-
ebrating it. Yet this, by implication, because
the new situation was, if anything, worse
than the original, could hardly be described
as an advance. What were considered to be
advances in papers which addressed contem-
porary issues with the corresponding appli-
cation of tourism social science included the
following suggested themes:

e “Specific social science informed re-
search

e Interdisciplinary advances

e Transdisciplinarity

e Paradigm shifts in knowledge

e Complexity and chaos in tourism knowl-
edge

e Innovative applications of tourism social
science to practice

e Social science knowledge management
and transfer

e Advances in social science and tourism

e Competing paradigms (e.g., mobilities,
nomadology)

e Methodological advances in tourism so-
cial science

e The limits and challenges for tourism so-
cial science

e Papers that offer a critical review of prog-
ress and future agendas for tourism in
any of the core social science disciplines
are also welcome”.
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Bez namjere da zakljucke donosimo na-
precac, ¢ini se da, ako konferencija nije u
potpunosti razumjela Sto jest druStvena zna-
nost turizma, a kamoli od kojih se disciplina
sastoji, tesko je mogla adekvatno razlikovati
napredak od nazadovanja. Nije jasno ni na
koji su nac¢in medusobno povezani oni koji
su pisali u posebnom broju Annals i oni koji
su dosli nakon njih. Jo§ je ozbiljnija implicit-
na i pogres$na pretpostavka da drustvena zna-
nost turizma i uz nju vezane teorije svoje po-
rijeklo vuku iz engleskog govornog podrucja
(Dann i Liebman Parrinello, 2009). Ukoliko
se taj mit ne dekonstruira, cijela struktura do-
gadajaiz 1991.12011. nedvojbeno pocCiva na
nizu krivih premisa.

7. INTRADISCIPLINARNOST,
MULTIDISCIPLINARNOST,
INTERDISCIPLINARNOST I
POSTDISCIPLINARNOST

Do sada smo eksplicitno ili implicitno
utvrdili da niti jedna disciplina samostalno
svojim znanjima ne pokriva izu¢avanje turiz-
ma?. Tako, primjerice, Dann i Cohen u vezi
sociologije navode sljedece:

Na slican nacin Coles, et al. (2006) navode: ,,poje-
dine discipline, ovakve kako sada izgledaju, rijetko
su u stanju samostalno proizvesti kontrastirajuce
i viSestruke perspektive koje su toliko potrebne
za razumijevanje zivota drustva (2006:295); piSu
o ,fetiSizaciji granica disciplina“ (2006:295); po-
tom tvrde da ,,neki pripadnici raznih disciplina u
drustvenim znanostima smatraju da imaju steCena
(institucionalna, pa stoga i financijska) prava da
njihove discipline budu percipirane kao discipline
koje posjeduju autoritet za istrazivanja u turizmu®
(2006:296); zatim da su ,,discipline, kao kame-
ni temeljci, prijeporni konstrukti (2006:300), da
,.discipline nisu uspjele drzati korak s promjenama
u drustvu® (2006:300) te da ,,mnoga etiketiranja u
disciplinama ne predstavljaju mnogo vise od pri-
kladnog sredstva poticanja birokratizacije drustve-
nih znanosti“ (2006:300); zatim navode: ,,uz puno
disciplina veze se inherentan imperijalizam i ogra-
nicenost” (2006: 300); ,,po definiciji discipline tre-
baju biti uredene* (2006:301); ,,umjesto da prihvate

Without attempting to pre-judge the is-
sue, it would therefore appear that if the con-
ference was not fully aware as to what con-
stituted tourism social science, let alone of its
component disciplines, it would hardly be in
a position to adequately distinguish progress
from regress. It is also difficult to see how
there was to be any link up between those
who contributed to the special issue of An-
nals and those who came afterwards. More
serious, however, was the implicit and erro-
neous underpinning supposition that tourism
social science and its affiliated theories orig-
inated in the English speaking world (Dann
and Liebman Parrinello 2009). Unless that
myth were exploded, then arguably whole
structure of the 1991 and 2011 events seemed
to be based on a series of false premises.

7. INTRADISCIPLINARITY,
MULTIDISCIPLINARITY,
INTERDISCIPLINARITY AND
POSTDISCIPLINARITY

Up to this point it has either been stat-
ed explicitly or by implication that the study
of tourism is not captured by the insights of
any one social science discipline®. As Dann

3 In asimilar vein Coles, et al. (2006) point out that
‘single disciplines in their current constitution are
rarely capable alone of delivering the contrasting
and multiple perspectives that are so necessary
to unravelling social life’ (2006:295), “the fetish-
isation of disciplinary boundaries” (2006:295),
‘certain members of the various social science dis-
ciplines have vested (institutional and thus finan-
cial) interests in their disciplines being perceived
as the authoritative discipline of investigation for
tourism’ (2006:296), ‘disciplines, as foundation
stones, are contentious constructs’ (2006:300),
‘disciplines have failed to keep up with changes in
society’ (2006:300) ‘many disciplinary labels are
little more than convenient devices to aid in the bu-
reaucratisation of the social sciences’ (2006:300),
‘the inherent imperialism and parochialism as-
sociated with much disciplinary activity’ (2006:
300), ‘by definition disciplines have to be policed’
(2006:301), ‘rather than recognise that they may
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da mogu imati drugaciji pogled na neki problem,
povezan s drugim pristupima tom problemu, oni
[znanstvenici] nastoje obraniti svoj intelektualni
teritorij* (2006:301); ,,znanstvenici pokazuju ten-
denciju da se ograniCe na podrucje svojih discipli-
na $to Cesto ukazuje na neznanje o onome S$to se
nalazi izvan njihovih podrucja“ (2006:301); ,,teSko
je identificirati neku akademsku disciplinu koja bi
se po sebi mogla nazvati ,,izu¢avanjem turizma“
(2006:302). Iz tih razloga Coles et al, zazivaju
postdisciplinarne perspektive koje bi ,,omogucile
da ideje i njihova medusobna povezanost vode ka
logi¢tnim zaklju¢cima, a ne ka nekakvim izmisSlje-
nim krajnjim tockama koje odreduju artificijelne
granice disciplina“ (2006:303). To ,,demontiranje
akademskih pregrada“ i ,,ostavljanje po strani aka-
demskih kanona* koje postdisciplinarnost zahtije-
va rezultira ,,novom jos vise interdisciplinarnom
analizom® (2006:308). Takav cilj postize se kroz
(zajednicke) interese, kompetencije, pogled na svi-
jet... i naCin razmisljanja“ (2006:305).

Ovakvim postdisciplinarnim stanovi§tem kakvog
su zauzeli Cole et al. poslije se bavila konferencija
pod nazivom ,,Dobrodosli susreti: Istrazivanje tu-
rizma u postdisciplinarnoj eri* koju je organizirao
William Feighery, a odrzana je u Neuchatelu u Svi-
carskoj od 19.-22. lipnja 2013. Medutim, usprkos
velikoj podrsci postdisciplinarnoj poziciji, ona se
nedvojbeno nije u potpunosti suocila s dihotomi-
jom disciplinarnosti i postdisciplinarnosti jer su ih
neki sudionici Zeljeli obje zadrZati usprkos nelogic-
nosti takve dihotomne situacije. Drugim rije¢ima,
zeljeli su istovremeno zadrzati oba, medusobno
kontradiktorna pristupa. Tu je i drugo pitanje, koje
nije bilo postavljeno pa stoga na njega nije naden ni
odgovor, a to je §to ¢e se dogoditi nakon $to post-
disciplinarnost dode svome kraju, pitanje s kojim
se isto tako mogu suociti zagovornici postturizma
i postmodernizma. Stoga se rasprava na tu temu
mogla nastaviti, Sto se i dogodilo na konferenciji
koja se nastavila na ovu prvu, a to je bila ona u
Kopenhagenu, od 22.-24. lipnja 2015. kojom su
supredsjedali Ana Maria Munar, Tomas Pernecky
i William Feighery. Nazvana je ,,Drugom konfe-
rencijom o postdisciplinarnosti u turizmu: sloboda,
umjetnost, moc¢*. U posljednjem pozivu za prijav-
ljivanje radova (www.postdisciplinary.net) stajalo
je: ,,Postdisciplinarnost nadilazi granice razmislja-
nja u okvirima disciplina i otvara moguc¢nost da
se propituju ustanovljeni fenomeni — u turizmu i
u drugim podrucjima — koje se uzimaju zdravo za
gotovo®. Potom se u ponesto patroniziraju¢em tonu
nastavlja: ,,“Ne tvrdi se da je disciplinarnost nuzno
lo3a, ve¢ se pokazuje da silos disciplina ograni¢ava
nasSu sposobnost da razumijemo svijet jer ne obu-

have an alternative interrelated angle to a subject,
they [scholars] may act to defend their intellectual
turf” (2006:301), ‘the tendency for scholars to re-
strict themselves to the boundaries of their own dis-
ciplines is also reflective of a common ignorance of
what lies beyond their own’ (2006:301), ‘it is prob-
lematic to identify an academic discipline in its
own right called “tourism studies™ (2006:302). For
those reasons Coles et al call for post-disciplinary
perspectives that ‘allow ideas and connections to
be pursued to their logical conclusion not to some
contrived end point determined by artificial disci-
plinary boundaries’ (2006:303). This “dismantling
of academic partitions” and “setting aside of dis-
ciplinary canons” which postdisciplinarity enjoins,
results in “new more interdisciplinary analysis”
(2006:308). Such an outcome is achieved through
“(shared) interests, competencies, worldview...and
outlook” (2006:305).

This postdisciplinary stance adopted by Coles at
al. was subsequently themed into a conference en-
titled “Welcoming Encounters: Tourism Research
in a Postdisciplinary Era” organised by William
Feighery and held in Neuchatel, Switzerland, 19-
22 June 2013. However, in spite of overwhelming
support for the postdisciplinary position, it argu-
ably did not fully face up to the dichotomy of dis-
ciplinarity and postdisciplinarity which some of
the adherents wished to retain simultaneously in
spite of the illogicality of such a dichotomous situ-
ation, i.e., of holding two contradictory viewpoints
at the same time. There was also an un-posed and
hence unanswered question as to what exactly hap-
pens after postdisciplinarity has run its course, the
same issue confronting the advocates of post-tour-
ism and post-modernity. There was thus room for
more debate on the topic and this took place in a
follow up conference held in Copenhagen, 22-24
June 2015 that was co-chaired by Ana Maria Mu-
nar, Tomas Pernecky and William Feighery. It was
entitled “2™ Tourism Postdisciplinary Conference:
Freedom, Art, Power. In its final call for papers
(www.postdisciplinary.net) the invitation stated:
‘Postdisciplinarity surpasses the boundaries of dis-
ciplinary thinking and opens up the possibility to
question the established phenomena—touristic or
otherwise—we take for granted’. Then rather pa-
tronisingly the discourse continued, ‘It does not
claim that disciplinarity is essentially wrong, but
it shows that disciplinary silos limit our capacity
to make sense of the world and aims to make the
subject of study less embedded in that system of
thought. Postdisciplinarity is an epistemological
endeavour that speaks of knowledge production
and the ways in which the world of physical and
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‘Ne postoji samo jedna sociologija tu-
rizma, kao Sto ne postoji niti samo jed-
na sociologija obrazovanja ili obitelji.
Umjesto toga, bilo je nekoliko pokuSaja
da se razni aspekti turizma razumiju kroz
sociologiju, pri cemu se polazilo od vise
teorijskih perspektiva’ (1991:157)...
¢ime je kumulativno stvoren kaleidoskop
znanja. Stovise, kao §to ne postoji samo jed-
na sociolo$ka perspektiva koja moZze pruziti
potpuno razumijevanje turizma, tako i sama
sociologija ‘pruza tek djelomi¢nu interpre-
taciju slozenog fenomena turizma. Kako
bismo dobili cjelovitiju sliku, neophodno
je socioloske uvide kombinirati s onima iz
drugih disciplina dru$tvenih znanosti’ (Dann
i Cohen, 1991:167). Prvi citat odnosi se na
intradisciplinarnost; drugi na multidiscipli-
narnost. Unutar pojedine discipline moguce
je naci niz raznovrsnih perspektiva ili Sko-
la od kojih svaka ima idiosinkrati¢ne para-
digme koje se smatraju prikladnima za pri-
mjenu u odredenim podrucjima. Tako je, na
primjer, jedna od mnogobrojnih perspektiva
sociologije kao discipline i simbolicki inte-
rakcionizam. Taj se pristup Cesto primjenjuje
u podruju pregovaranja prema ulogama. I
turizam je podrucje koje se uspjesSno istra-
Zuje uz pomo¢ niza socioloskih perspektiva.
Takvo se znanje, zato Sto je vezano uz jed-
nu disciplinu, naziva intradisciplinarnim, tj.
unutar iste discipline.

Oko dvije godine nakon S$to su Dann i
Cohen predstavili svoja razmiSljanja u spo-

hvaca u potpunosti predmet istrazivanja. Postdis-
ciplinarnost je i epistemioloski pothvat koji se bavi
proizvodnjom znanja i nat¢inima na koje je moguce
razumijeti svijet fizickih i druStvenih fenomena.
Ona je i ontoloski diskurs jer se odnosi na ono §to
zovemo ,,turizmom®. Upravo u ovoj posljednjoj re-
Cenici kontradiktornosti postdisciplinarnosti poka-
zuju se u toj mjeri da se, ako Zeli uspjeti, ona mora
osloniti na filozofiju, koja ne samo da je disciplina
drustvene znanosti po sebi, ve¢ kroz epistemiolo-
giju i ontologiju, koje su filozofske grane koje se
bave oblicima znanja i oblicima bivstvovanja, ona i
pruza tocna znacenja.

and Cohen state in relation to sociology, for
example:

There is no single sociology of tour-
ism, just as there is no single sociology
of education or of the family. Instead,
there have been several attempts to un-
derstand sociologically different aspects
of tourism departing from a number of
theoretical perspectives’ (1991:157)...

that cumulatively provide a kaleidoscope
of insights. Moreover, just as there is no sin-
gle sociological perspective that can provide
a complete understanding of tourism, sociol-
ogy itself ‘provides only a partial interpreta-
tion of the multifaceted phenomenon of tour-
ism. For a more complete picture, it is nec-
essary to combine sociological insights with
those from other social science disciplines’
(Dann and Cohen 199:167). The first cita-
tion relates to intradisciplinarity; the second
to multidisciplinarity. Within a given disci-
pline, there may be a variety of perspectives
or schools each with idiosyncratic paradigms
that are judged as appropriate for application
to specific fields. Thus, for example, sociolo-
gy as a discipline includes symbolic interac-
tionism among its many perspectives. That
approach in turn is often applied to the field
of role negotiation. Tourism is another field
that has been successfully examined by a
number of sociological perspectives. Such
knowledge, because it is confined to one
discipline is known as intradisciplinary, i.e.,
within the same discipline.

Some two years after Dann and Cohen
were elaborating their foregoing views in the

social phenomena can be known. It is also an on-
tological discourse as it concerns what we call
“tourism™”. It is in this last sentence that the con-
tradictions of postdisplinarity are exposed to the
extent that for it to succeed it must rely on the
contributions from philosophy which is not only a
social scientific discipline in its own right, but also
provides the correct meanings of epistemology and
ontology which are branches of philosophy deal-
ing respectively with ways of knowing and ways
of being.
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menutom posebnom broju Casopisa Annals
of Tourism Research posvetenog drustve-
noj znanosti turizma, Przectawksi (1993) je
objasnio da se turizam, zbog toga Sto je tako
slozen fenomen, moZe definirati na mnogo
nacina, ovisno o svrsi. Pa ipak, razlike medu
definicijama Cesto su male. Definiciji turiz-
ma kao oblika provodenja slobodnog vreme-
na, na primjer, nekako nedostaju cjelovitost
i konceptualna jasnoca. Stoga je bilo nuzno
uvesti razne discipline drustvenih znanosti,
poput povijesti, filozofije i politickih znano-
sti kako bi se dobila cjelovitija slika. Medu-
tim, ¢ak i na taj naCin dobila se samo “dje-
lomic¢na, a ne holisticka slika” (1993:13).
Svaka disciplina naprosto rabi vlastite kon-
cepte i metode; predmet je isti, ali je njegova
filozofska osnova razlic¢ita. U tome je nedo-
statak multidisciplinarnosti. S druge strane,
interdisciplinarni pristup mogao bi dijeliti
istu filozofiju, tako da isti problem promatra
iz raznih aspekata. Tako bi se, na primjer, iz
marksisticke perspektive turizam mogao opi-
sati kao otudeni oblik provodenja slobodnog
vremena, dok sljedbenici Teilhard de Chardi-
na (1955) turizam mogu povezati s interper-
sonalnim kvalitetama Zivota nakon smrti iz
krs¢anske perspektive.

Przectawski se ne referira na nesto Sto mu
je moglo posluziti kao dobra ilustracija nje-
govog videnja problema, a to je istraZivanje
koje je proveo takozvani becki centar (Bystr-
zanowski, 1989; Bystrzanowski i Beck,
1989) u kojemu je on bio jedan od glavnih
sudionika. Taj ambiciozan projekt obuhvatio
je pojedince iz mnogih disciplina druStvenih
znanosti koji su suradivali na istrazivanju tu-
rizma kao ¢imbenika druStvene promjene iz
komparativne multinacionalne perspektive.
Svatko od njih trebao je temu teorijski obra-
diti iz perspektive discipline kojom se bavi,
$to je, kombinirano sa znanjima iz drugih
disciplina, pomoglo da se dobije cjelovitija
slika. To je svakako bila interdisciplinarnost
na djelu.

previously mentioned special issue of Annals
of Tourism Research devoted to tourism so-
cial science, Przectawksi (1993) explained
that because tourism was such a complex
phenomenon, it had many definitions, and
these definitions in turn were often predi-
cated on purpose. Yet these differences were
often too limited in scope. Tourism as a form
of leisure, for instance, was somehow lack-
ing in completeness and conceptual clarity.
Thus it became necessary to introduce vari-
ous social scientific disciplines, such as his-
tory, philosophy and political science in or-
der to obtain a fuller picture. Yet even these
only provided a “partial rather than a holis-
tic point of view” (1993:13). Each discipline
simply used its own concepts and methods;
while the subject was the same, its philo-
sophical underpinning was different. Such
was the shortcoming of multidisciplinarity.
By contrast, an interdisciplinary approach
could share the same philosophy, by treat-
ing the same problem from different aspects.
Thus from a Marxist perspective, for exam-
ple, tourism could be described as a form of
alienated leisure, while followers of Teilhard
de Chardin (1955) could relate tourism to the
interpersonal qualities of the after-life from
a Christian viewpoint.

What Przectawski did not refer to, but
which on reflection would have been a good
illustration of his position was the research
undertaken by the so-called Vienna Cen-
tre (Bystrzanowski 1989; Bytrzanowski
and Beck 1989), a study in which he was
one of the major participants. This ambi-
tious project involved persons from many
social science disciplines who collaborated
in examining tourism as a factor of social
change from a comparative multinational
perspective. Each had a contribution to make
in terms of theory derived from the partici-
pant’s discipline which, when combined with
the insights from other disciplines, helped
provide a more complete picture than would
otherwise have obtained. That was surely in-
terdisciplinarity in action.
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8. ZAKLJUCAK: PONOVNO
PROPITIVANJE
INTERDISCIPLINARNOSTI I
NJEZINE BUDUCNOSTI

Na kraju rada potrebno je u obliku krat-
kog saZetka razmotriti §to su navedeni au-
tori rekli o pitanjima multidisciplinarnosti i
interdisciplinarnosti. Na primjer, Leiper se
1981., ohrabren svojim pocetnim uspjehom
u definiranju turizma, posvetio podrucju ob-
razovanja u turizmu. Tako navodi:

Tradicionalno temeljeno na multidisci-
plinarnim studijima, obrazovanje u turiz-
mu se razvilo u toj mjeri da su mu, kako
cemo vidjeti, ti temelji postali preprekom.
Kako bismo prevladali nedostatke koji
proizlaze iz Cinjenice da je temelj kuriku-
luma fragmentiran, potrebno je stvoriti
novu disciplinu koja ce postati jezgrom
sveobuhvatnih programa, osobito na pro-
fesionalnoj razini (Leiper, 1981:71.)

Nadalje, smatra da je, kako bi turizam
postao disciplinom (u vrijeme nastanka toga
rada to se jo$ nije dogodilo, a taj cilj nije po-
stignut ni do danas), potrebno da se multi-
disciplinarni studiji (dvije ili viSe disciplina
koje se bave nekom temom) pretvore u in-
terdisciplinarne (stapanje raznih disciplina
kako bi se stvorila teorijska i metodoloSka
sinteza) kako bi njihov spoj postao novom
disciplinom (Leiper, 1981:72).

Zanimljivo je da je iste godine kad je vo-
dio raspravu s Tribeom Leiper (2000b) svo-
je ideje o multidisciplinarnom obrazovanju
izloZzio u kratkoj natuknici na tu temu objav-
ljenoj u Jafarijevoj (2000) Encyclopedia of
Tourism (Enciklopediji turizma). U njoj na-
vodi da se turizam moZe poucavati, i da se do
tada i pou€avao, na Cetiri razlicita nacina: (1)
kao predavanja na raznim odsjecima (npr. za
sociologiju, psihologiju) gdje nije bilo mo-
gue turizam povezati s drugim disciplina-
ma; (2) specijaliziranom nastavom o turizmu
koju izvode nezavisni odsjeci i koji o njemu
ne znaju puno; (3) na malim pododsjecima
koji predaju glavne predmete iz podrucja

8. CONCLUSION:
INTERDISCIPLINARITY
REVISITED AND PROJECTED

At this juncture and by way of comple-
mentary summary, it is also instructive to
see what the already cited commentators had
to say on the questions of multidisciplinarity
and interdisciplinarity. Leiper, for example,
encouraged by his initial success in defining
tourism, in 1981, turned his attention to the
ancillary domain of tourism education. Ac-
cording to him:

Traditionally based in multidisciplinary
studies tourism education has developed
to the point where, it will be argued,
that base has become an impediment. To
overcome the defects stemming from a
fundamentally fragmented curriculum,
a new discipline needs to be created to
form a core strand in comprehensive
programs, especially at the professional
level (Leiper 1981:71).

He went on to explain that for tourism to
become a discipline (at that time of writing
this had not come to pass, nor indeed has it
achieved this goal today), then it was nec-
essary for multidisciplinary studies (two or
more disciplines tackling a given topic) to
become interdisciplinary studies (the blend-
ing of various disciplines towards a theoret-
ical and methodological synthesis), so that
this amalgam in turn could become a new
discipline (Leiper 1981:72).

Interestingly in the same year as his later
exchange with Tribe, Leiper (2000b) spelt out
his ideas on multidisciplinary education in a
short entry on this theme that was published
in Jafari’s (2000) Encyclopedia of Tourism.
There he maintained that tourism could be
and indeed had been taught in four different
ways: (1) as classes in scattered departments
(e.g., sociology, psychology) where there
were no links provided to connect tourism
with other disciplines; (2) specialist instruc-
tion on tourism from independent depart-
ments without knowing much about it; (3)
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turizma s inputom kojeg dobijaju s drugih
odsjeka; (4) u Skolama turizma na kojima
predaju akademski stru€njaci specijalizirani
za turizam, a koji su strucnjaci i u raznim
disciplinama. Prema Leiperu, tek kad se tu-
rizam razvio u disciplinu, doslo je do tranzi-
cije kroz ove Cetiri faze. U tom je razvojnom
procesu bilo daleko manje fragmentiranosti,
osobito ako su istovremeno prihvaeni mo-
deli zajednickih sustava. Svoje je ideje sazeo
na sljedeci nacin:
U idealnom obliku, napredak ce biti
moguce ostvariti razvojem zasebne dis-
cipline. Medutim, to ne znaci da je time
umanjena vaznost multidisciplinarnog
obrazovanja. Prednosti multidisciplinar-
nosti vece su od problema koje ona nosi,
osobito zato sto se osnovni problem moZe
postupno rjesavati kako se bude razvijala
zasebna disciplina (Leiper, 2000b:182).

Medutim, prema Tribeu, Leiperov emo-
tivan poziv za nuZnoscu stvaranja discipline
turizma nije imao velikog utjecaja jer se ta
ideja rasplinula pred idejom multidiscipli-
narnosti i tako podsjetila da su nuzda i stvar-
nost ¢esto dva prilicno razli¢ita pojma.

Treba jo§ napomenuti i da su u narednom
broju ¢asopisa Annals, u kojemu se pojavila
Tribeova “nedisciplina turizma”, Echtner i
Jamal (1997), (koji prethodno ocigledno nisu
znali niSta o sadrzaju Tribeovog ¢lanka, a
ipak su doSli do sli¢nih zakljucaka), reagirali
protiv ideje turizma kao jedne, zasebne disci-
pline jer bi to, kako oni smatraju, bilo previse
unilateralno, fragmentarno, imperijalisticko,
izolirano i teorijski slabo. Zbog toga §to je tu-
rizam slozen fenomen koji se prostire preko
nekoliko disciplina (od kojih su najvaZznije
antropologija, ekonomija, geografija, psiho-
logija i sociologija (Jafari i Ritchie, 1981)),
on zahtijeva suradnju tih disciplina kako bi
se teorija razvila u nes$to viSe od proizvodnje
znanja unutar pojedinih disciplina drustve-
nih znanosti za koje su mnogi znanstvenici
u turizmu i veCina osnivata Medunarodne
akademije studija turizma obi¢no strucnjaci

small sub-departments teaching core sub-
jects in tourism studies with input from other
departments; (4) schools of tourism with ac-
ademics specialising in tourism having ex-
pertise in various disciplines. According to
Leiper, it is only as tourism evolved into a
discipline that there was a similar transition
through these four stages. There was thus far
less fragmentation associated with this de-
velopmental process, especially if there was
a parallel adoption of common systems mod-
els. He summed up his position by saying:

Ideally progress will be made in the de-
velopment of a distinct discipline. How-
ever, this must not mean that multidis-
ciplinary education is diminished. The
benefits of multidisciplinarity outweigh
the problems, especially since a basic
problem can be progressively overcome
with the ongoing development of a dis-
tinct discipline to stand in the middle
(Leiper 2000b:182).

However, according to Tribe, Leiper’s
emotive appeal for a need to have a disci-
pline of tourism did not carry much weight
since such a need evaporated in the face of
multidisciplinarity, thereby highlighting the
realisation that necessity and reality were
two quite different concepts.

It is additionally worth noting that in the
following issue of Annals in which Tribe’s
“indiscipline of tourism” appeared, Echtner
and Jamal (1997), (with apparently no prior
knowledge of the contents of Tribe’s article,
yet reaching similar conclusions), reacted
against the idea of tourism being a single,
independent discipline as that in itself, ac-
cording to them, would have been too uni-
lateral, fragmentary, imperialistic, isolated
and theoretically weak. Because tourism was
a complex phenomenon that crossed sever-
al disciplines (the main ones being anthro-
pology, economics, geography, psychology
and sociology (Jafari and Ritchie 1981)), it
required the cooperation of these disciplines
if theory were to advance beyond the pro-
duction of insights from those single social
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(Nash, 2010). Medutim, takva suradnja nije
jednostavno multidisciplinarna (zasnovana
na jednoj disciplini koja istovremeno uklju-
Cuje i druge); umjesto toga je interdiscipli-
narna (medusobno spajanje disciplina koje
rezultira njihovom sintezom). Izucavanje
turizma je tako u predparadigmati¢noj, Kuh-
novskoj (1970) fazi (Cooper, 2003)* jer se jo$
uvijek traZi konsenzus oko definicija i teori-
ja, tj. daleko je od toga da postane disciplina,
a ipak je u stanju koristiti komplementarna
znanja (npr. sociologije i antropologije koje
analiziraju turizam kao svrhovito putovanje i

Za drugaciji pristup paradigmama u istrazivanju
turizma, vidi Aramberrija (2001:740). On navodi
primjere takvih paradigmi: turizam kao pona-
Sanje van uobiCajenog i zivotni ciklus turisti¢kih
atrakcija. Medutim, turizam kao susret izmedu
domacina i gostiju te autentiCnost ne smatraju se
paradigmama jer, prema njemu, previdaju ¢injeni-
cu da je veci dio turizma veoma raznovrstan. Usto
je zanimljivo da Aramberri predlaze tri nacina na
koja se moze izgraditi teorija u brzorazvijajucem
podrucju izucavanja turizma. On ih naziva ,,zaCi-
njanje nominativom/genitivom®, ,,zamijeSajte ne§to
svoje” i ,,podijelimo troSak*. Prvi znanstvenicima
dopusta da se posluZe bilo kojom disciplinom koju
pozele; drugi se odnosi na multi ili pluridiscipli-
narnost gdje se, na primjer, mogu spojiti jedan dio
strukturalizma i tri dijela semiotike i uz dodatak
mrve politickih znanosti, pomije$ano, ne protrese-
no; a tre¢i znanstvenicima dopusta da nadu zrno
istine u svim teorijskim pozicijama, a potom ih
medusobno krizaju bez obzira na Cinjenicu da se
mozda izvorno medusobno isklju¢uju (Aramberri
2001:739-740). Pa ipak ta treca pozicija, koju autor
ovoga teksta zagovara zajedno s Erikom Cohenom
(Dann i Cohen 1991), ustvari se temelji na eklek-
tickom pristupu koji niti jednoj teoriji ne dopusta
monopoliziranje prava na istinu, dok istovremeno
zadrzava znanja koja se mogu korisno kombinirati
s drugima. Tako se Durkheimova anomija moZze
spojiti s Veblenovom razmetljivom potro$njom
kako bi se bolje razumjele motivacije turista, a da
pri tome ne treba prihvatiti i inace funkcionalisti¢-
ku poziciju ta dva mislioca. Medutim, po Aram-
berriju eklekticizam je jednak postmodernizmu i
to je za njega neprihvatljivo. Medutim, on je ipak
bio jedan od glavnih sudionika u spomenutom bec-
kom projektu u okviru kojega je sigurno koristio
nesto od eklekticke interdisciplinarnosti.

science disciplines in which many tourism
scholars and most founder members of the
International Academy for the Study of
Tourism were typically trained (Nash 2010).
However, such collaboration was not simply
multidisciplinary (based on one discipline
while including others); instead it was inter-
disciplinary (a blending between disciplines
to form a synthesis). Tourism studies was
thus at a pre-paradigmatic, Kuhnian (1970)
phase (Cooper 2003)* still seeking consensus
over definitions and theories, i.e., unlikely to

For an alternative view about paradigms in tourism
studies, see Aramberri (2001:740). Here he gives as
examples of such paradigms: tourism as non-ordi-
nary behaviour and the lifecycle of tourism attrac-
tions. However, tourism as an encounter between
hosts and guests, and authenticity are reckoned
not to be paradigms since, according to him, they
overlook the fact that most tourism is of the mass
variety. Additionally and interestingly, Aramberri
suggests three ways that theory can be generated
in the now burgeoning area of tourism studies.
He calls them “spicing the nominative/genitive”,
“brew your own” and “let’s split the difference”.
The first allows academics to insert any discipline
that takes their fancy; the second refers to multi-
or pluridisciplinarity where, for example, one
can blend one part structuralism and three parts
semiotics and a twist of political science, stirred
not shaken; and the third allows scholars to find a
grain of truth in all theoretical positions, then al-
lowing them to cross pollinate irrespective of the
realisation that they might have originally been
mutually exclusive. (Aramberri 2001:739-740). Yet
this third position, favoured by the present writ-
er in tandem with Erik Cohen (Dann and Cohen
1991), is in fact based on an approach of eclecti-
cism which denies a monopoly on the truth of any
given theory while retaining insights that can be
usefully combined with others. Thus Durkheim on
anomie can be amalgamated with Veblen on con-
spicuous consumption to better understand tourist
motivation without having to subscribe to the oth-
erwise functionalist position adopted by these two
thinkers. However, for Aramberri, eclecticism is to
be equated with postmodernism and that for him is
beyond the pale. Yet, Aramberri was nevertheless
one of the leading participants in the previously
mentioned Vienna project in which he must have
engaged in some eclectic interdisciplinarity.
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igru). Svoja su razmisljanja saZzeli na sljedeci

nacin:
Stoga se cini da Kuhnovo videnje filo-
zofije znanosti ukazuje na to da je malo
vjerojatno da ce se stvoriti zasebna dis-
ciplina izucavanja turizma. Ne samo da
je turizam predparadigmatski fenomen,
vec¢ se i zasniva na raznim medusobno
neusporedivim disciplinama. To nije oso-
bito zavidna pozicija za nesto Sto nastoji
postati novom disciplinom (Echtner i Ja-
mal, 1997:876-877).

Medutim, Echtner i Jamal su osjetili
potrebu i da Kuhnov jednostrani pristup iz
perspektive prirodne znanosti nadopune al-
ternativnim Bersteinovim interpretativnim
videnjem (1991) druStvenih znanosti, kojega
ne bi trebalo odbaciti kao jednostavno nepri-
kladnim, veC bi u njemu trebalo vidjeti pri-
liku za dijalog putem metodoloskih pristupa
kao S$to su hermeneutika i praksa.

Za ovaj je rad takoder osobito zanimljivo
nekoliko interdisciplinarnih kolegija koje u
svojim programima nudi London School of
Economics and Political Science (2010) (npr.
antropologija i pravo, ekonomska povijest s
ekonomijom, politika i ekonomija, politika i
filozofija). Na prvi pogled nije jasno kakva
se korist dobija takvim kombinacijama, ali
ako se pazljivije pogleda, one mogu pru-
zati kumulativna i komplementarna znanja
kakva ne bi bilo moguce posti¢i pristupom
kroz samo jednu disciplinu. Cak i sam naziv
te akademske institucije ukazuje na njezinu
sklonost kumulativnim znanjima kakva je
nemoguce izvesti iz onoga §to nam druStve-
ne znanosti pojedina¢no nude.

Nadalje, u posebnom broju casopisa
Annals posvetenog drustvenoj znanosti tu-
rizma, u kojemu su po dva vodeca znanstve-
nika iz svakog podru¢ja pozvana suradivati
na pisanju poglavlja koja se odnose na disci-
pline za koje su specijalizirani i time su do-
prinijeli njihovoj intradisciplinarnosti, osje¢a
se jaka sklonost multidisciplinarnosti:

become a discipline, yet able to benefit from
complementary insights (e.g., sociology and
anthropology discussing tourism as pilgrim-
age and play). They summed up their posi-
tion thus far as follows:

Therefore, Kuhn's view of the philoso-
phy of science seems to indicate that a
distinct discipline of tourism studies is
somewhat unlikely. Not only is tourism
a pre-paradigmatic phenomenon but it
is also embedded within various incom-
mensurable disciplinary areas of study.
This is not a very enviable position for
an aspiring new discipline (Echtner and
Jamal 1997: 876-877).

However, Echtner and Jamal also saw the
need to complement Kuhn’s one-sided natural
science perspective with the alternative inter-
pretive view of Bernstein (1991) in relation to
the social sciences, one that should not be dis-
missed as simply inappropriate but rather as an
opportunity of dialogue via such methodologi-
cal approaches as hermeneutics and praxis.

What is also of particular interest to this
paper, are the several interdisciplinary de-
gree courses that are offered by the London
School of Economics and Political Science
(2010) (e.g., anthropology and law, econom-
ic history with economics, government and
economics, politics and philosophy) some
benefits from the combinations of which are
not immediately obvious but which, on clos-
er inspection, may provide a cumulative and
complementary understanding that single
disciplinary treatment might have failed to
do. Even the title of that academic institution
itself displays a predilection for cumulative
knowledge which cannot be derived from
unitary social science offerings.

Additionally, and in relation to the spe-
cial issue of Annals dedicated to tourism
social science, apart from the fact that
two leading scholars in each field were
both invited to collaborate on a dedicated
chapter relevant to their disciplinary spe-
cialisations, hence adding to its intra-dis-
ciplinary treatment, there was also a strong
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Nijedna disciplina samostalno ne moZe
obuhvatiti turizam, baviti se njime ili
ga razumjeti; njega je moguce prouca-
vati samo ako prelazimo granice disci-
plina i ako se traZe i oblikuju multidis-
ciplinarni pristupi (Graburn i Jafari,

1991:7-8).

Na slican je naCin i konferencija u
Surreyu koja je slavila dvadesetu godiSnji-
cu posebnog broja Casopisa Annals na svoj
popis predlozenih tema uvrstila “nova dosti-
gnuca u interdisciplinarnosti”.

Medutim, iz toga nije odmah ocigledno
kako multidisciplinarnost, i §to je jo§ vaznije,
interdisciplinarnost funkcioniraju u praksi.
Ako pojedinci, na primjer, studiraju politiku
i povijest, znaci li to da trebaju biti jednako
obuceni u obje discipline ili, ako je rije¢ o
vise od dvije discipline, jednako obuceni u
svima njima, §to je daleko zahtjevnije? Osim
§to trebaju biti “Katice za sve”, postavlja se
i problem kako se takvo kombinirano znanje
moze dosljedno primijeniti na pojedina pod-
rucja poput, na primjer, turizma. Kad se jed-
na uz drugu koriste razne discipline, postoji
irazlika izmedu “7” i “s”. Na London School
of Economics mogu se diplomirati socijalna
politika i sociologija, dok se npr. gografija,
ako se ne studira samostalno, na toj institu-
ciji moze studirati samo s ekonomijom. Cak
i ako ta distinkcija dopusta dodjeljivanje
“glavnog” ili “sporednog” statusa tim disci-
plinama, ona jo$ uvijek ne nudi odgovor na
pitanje kako je to glavno/sporedno znanje
koje posjeduje pojedina osoba pozeljnije od
onoga kojeg je moguée imati unutar samo
jedne discipline.

Uz navedene rasprave o pedagoSkim i
filozofskim aspektima problema, teSko je
sjetiti se primjera u kojima su dva ili viSe
istrazivaca u turizmu spojila znanja iz svojih
zasebnih disciplina kako bi proveli obostra-
no zadovoljavajuée interdisciplinarno istra-
zivanje. Osim onih koji su sudjelovali u na-
vedenom beckom projektu, gotovo da se ne

commitment to multidisciplinarity in the
statement that:

No single discipline alone can accommo-
date, treat or understand tourism; it can
be studied only if disciplinary boundar-
ies are crossed and if multidisciplinary
perspectives are sought and formed
(Graburn and Jafari 1991:7-8).

Similarly the Surrey conference celebrat-
ing the 20™ anniversary of Annals’ special
issue, listed “interdisciplinary advances”
among its suggested themes.

That said, however, it is not immediate-
ly obvious as to how multidisciplinarity, and
more importantly interdisciplinarity works
out in practice. If individuals study for a de-
gree in government and history, for example,
does this mean that they have to be equal-
ly trained in both disciplines, or if there are
more than two disciplines involved does the
same, even more onerous requirement ob-
tain? Apart from this “jack of all trades and
master of none” difficulty, there is also the
problem of how such resulting combined
knowledge can be seamlessly applied to giv-
en fields, such as tourism, for instance. There
is additionally the distinction between “and”
and “with” in relation to disciplines that are
juxtaposed. While a person can graduate
from the LSE in social policy and sociology,
for example, geography, if not taken singly,
can only be paired at that institution with
economics. Even if this distinction allows for
the allocation of “major” and “minor” status
to these disciplines, it still does not solve
the problem of how major/minor knowledge
demonstrated by a particular person is some-
how more desirable than that derived from a
single discipline.

Notwithstanding the foregoing pedagog-
ical and philosophical issues, it is difficult to
think of examples where two or more tour-
ism researchers have pooled their separate
disciplinary trainings in order to conduct a
mutually rewarding interdisciplinary study.
Apart from the already mentioned Vien-
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mozemo sjetiti nikog drugog.’> Medutim, bag
zato $to su primjeri takve suradnje u proslosti
bili samo sporadi¢ni, znaci li to da to nije vri-
jedan cilj u godinama koje su pred nama? Iz
svega dosad re¢enoga, odgovor na to pitanje
svakako je da to jest cilj kojemu se moZe stre-
miti 1 koji je visokovrijedan. Glavno pitanje
tako postaje ne toliko treba li provoditi takva
istrazivanja, ve¢ koje bi teme maksimizirale
takvu interdisciplinarnost. Mnogo je mogu-
¢ih tema. Na primjer, vazno podrucje moti-
vacije turista dosad je bilo puno kontroverzi
i borbe izmedu sociologa i psihologa, umje-
sto prostor za zajedni¢ku suradnju. Potom je
tu i pitanje utjecaja turizma Cije izucavanje
moze imati viSe koristi od kombiniranog po-
vijesnog, geografskog, socioloskog, antropo-
loSkog i srodnih pristupa nego od onoga iz
perspektive samo jedne discipline drustvenih
znanosti. Razvoj turizma, turizam i drustve-
ne promjene i budu¢nost turizma jos su neke
teme koje bi se mogle bolje istraziti ako bi
se koristio interdisciplinarni pristup. Veoma
vazna sfera kvalitete Zivota predstavlja jo§
jedno podru¢je u kojemu prihvaena per-
spektiva domene implicira vee bogatstvo
disciplina koje zajedni¢ki rade. Ustvari, Sto
viSe o tome razmisljamo, to se viSe primjera
samo namece. Takav komplementarni pri-
stup u toj je mjeri klju¢an za ponovno istra-
Zivanje tradicionalnih tema i otkrivanje no-
vih da to treba biti temom nekog drugog rada
koji ¢e se baviti smjerovima buducih istraZi-
vanja. Usprkos tome §to je taj zadatak ostav-
ljen za buducnost, sigurno je jedno: prvo je
potrebno postici konsenzus oko pitanja “kad
disciplina nije disciplina”. Tek kad se na to

Medutim, dobar primjer interdisciplinarne su-
radnje na diplomskoj razini je Finska sveuciliSna
mreza za izutavanje turizma (Finnish University
Network for Tourism Studies, FUNTS) u sklopu
koje se studenti doktorskih studija, koji na svojim
mati¢nim sveuCiliStima unutar svojih disciplina
rade na projektima vezanima uz turizam, okupljaju
na University of Joensuu u Savolinni kako bi sudje-
lovali u multidisciplinarnim prezentacijama sa svo-
jim kolegama i nizom stranih gostujucih profesora
(Peltonen 2000).

na project, few others come to mind.> Yet
just because there have been only sporadic
instances of such collaboration in the past,
does this mean that it is not a worthy goal
for the present and in the years ahead? From
what has been said before, the answer to this
question must surely be that it is a pursuable
and laudable aim. The issue then turns not so
much on whether to carry out such research
but what topics would tend to maximise such
interdisciplinarity. Here more examples can
be conjured up. The important area of tourist
motivation, for instance, has until now been
more an area of controversy and turf war be-
tween sociologists and psychologists than an
arena of mutual collaboration. Then there is
the issue of tourism’s impacts which could
well benefit from combined historical, geo-
graphical, sociological, anthropological, and
allied inputs rather than separate treatments
from a single social science discipline. Tour-
ism development, tourism and social change,
tourism futures, are other research topics
that would surely be enhanced by interdisci-
plinarity. The all important sphere of quality
of life is another arena where an adopted do-
main perspective implies the added richness
of disciplines working in tandem. In fact, the
more one thinks about it, the more rapidly
do examples suggest themselves. Indeed, so
crucial is this complementary approach to a
revival of traditional themes and the discov-
ery of new ones that it must remain the sub-
ject of another essay investigating avenues
of further inquiry. In spite of this postponed
agenda, one thing is certain, namely that first
consensus has to be achieved over the whole

However, a good example of interdisciplinary co-
operation at the graduate level can be found in the
Finnish University Network for Tourism Studies
(FUNTS) where PhD students working on tour-
ism projects from within their own disciplines
and at their own universities come together at the
University of Joensuu at Savonlinna for exposure
to multidisciplinary presentations from their col-
leagues and a variety of overseas visiting profes-
sors (Peltonen 2000).
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pitanje i na pitanja vezana uz njega nade od-
govarajuci odgovor, bit ¢e moguce ostvariti
pravi napredak u istrazivanju turizma.

Revidirana verzija rada koji je prvi puta
predstavljen na konferenciji “Interdiscipli-
narni mostovi u istraZivanju turizma”, odr-
Zanoj na Medunarodnoj akademiji za izuca-
vanje turizma u Taipeiju, Tajvan, od 6.-10.
lipnja 2011.
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