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AI‘ICTpaKTZ KnacmyHa Teopuja LMBUIHO-BOjHUX OQHOCA YrMAaBHOM
je buna orpaHnyeHa Ha eMnNUpKjCKO-AECKPUMTUBHE CTYAWjE, AOK
Cy Teopujcka monasuwiTa TakBux cTyauja buna pyoumeHtapHa. OkoH-
yabe XnafHor pata UsHegpwro je HOBe 13a3oBe W MUTawa, YCNoBrba-
Bajyhu noTtpeby 3a TEOPUjCKUM YTEMETbEHEM U NPOLLMPUBaHEM UCTPa-
XMBayKe areHae LMBUITHO-BOjHWUX ofHoca. CrneacteeHo Tome, npeamer
oBOr pafa obyxsaTa npuka3 eBonyLmje TEOPWJCKOr OKBMPA 1 UCTPaXW-
Bauke areHze LMBUITHO-BOjHUX ogHOca, nonadehu of knacuyHe Teopuje
ka TEOpUjCKMM Mmapagurmama KOHCTpykTuBMCTa. OCHOBHM Lurb paga
jecTe TeopUjcKo yTeMerbere LIMBUMHO-BOJHUX OOHOCA Ha nocTtaBkama
KOHCTPYKTMBM3Ma W CTpaTeLLKe KynType, Kao NNOAOTBOPHON aHannuTuy-
KOr OKBMpa 3a MpoyyaBak-e TUX O4HOCa Kao 3aBUCHe Bapujabne. Y pagy
je kopuwhera MeToAa Npernega akagemcke nutepatype pagu ocTea-
puBaka CUCTEMATWYHOr yBMAA Y peneBaTHa TEOPWjCKa CTaHOBULUTA
ayTopa Koju TemaTtudyjy CTpaTeLuKky KynTypy W LMBWUITHO-BOjHE OZHOCE
Ha nocTaBkama KOHCTpyKTMBM3Ma. /13aBojeHe Cy ABe OCHOBHE nepcnek-
TVBE CTyamja cTpaTeLlke KynType Koje ogpefyjy HaumH obnmkoBama Tux
OfHOCa kao 3aBucHe Bapujabne. KOHKPETHO, LMBUIHO-BOjHN OQHOCK
MOry Ce aHanuaupati Kao Npou3sBof jeAUHCTBEHUX MAEaLMOHNX YUHK-
naua HaumoHanHe KynType, Tpaguumje v UCTopuje jeaHe Hauuje, anm u
Kao NPOW3BOA ANCKYP3UBHUX NPaKCK NOMIMTUYKMX W BOjHUX enuTa. Ceey-
KyMHo, CTyAuje cTpaTeLlke KynType omoryhaBajy Haaunaxewe aHaxpo-
HEe NepcnekTVBe LUMBUMHO-BOjHUX OAHOCA, Npyxajyhn nHoBaTneaH Teo-
PUjCKN 1 aHaNUTWUYKK OKBUP KOju oMoryhaBa oTBapare UCTpaxuBadke
areHze ka HOBUM MUTamuMa 1 cybjekTuma.

KrbyyHe peun: yueusiHoO-80jHU OOHOCU, cmpamelwka Kynmypa,
KOHCmMpyKmueu3sam, udeayuoHu enemeHmu, OUCKypC.
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YBog

Tymaqel-be OCHOBHE Yrore BOjCKe Y ApXaBW HWje ce YMHOrome NpPOMEHUNo
nocmaTtpaHo of npBux obnuka ypeheHux OpyLITBEHWX 3ajedHuua y nepuogy
AHTUKe, Npeko Cpearer Beka na cee 4o MogepHor aoba. [lakne, npee uaeje o gpxa-
BM YKIbyuvBarne Cy BOjCKY KaO HEW3OCTaBHW, BUTAlHW eNeMEeHT Koju rapaHTyje 6es-
GegHocT u onctaHak. TemaTtu3aumja crnpere namehy UMBUMHE W BOjHE cdepe, Kako
npumehyje dusep (Feaver, 1999), 3acTynibeHa je xurbagama roguHa, anum MogepHa
aKaJemcKka M1cao 0 OBOM MiTaky CBOje MCXOAMLLTE Hamasun y nepmoay Koju je npet-
xogno [pyrom CBETCKOM paTy, kaga ce nojasrbyjy Npsu pagoBu nocBeheHn aHTu-
munutapusmy. Opyrv Tanac uctpaxusawa Prsep Besyje 3a NoyeTHy asy xnagHor
paTa, kaga je 6uno HeonxogHO NoMUpPUTK NOTPeByY 3a NOCTOjakeM CTarlHe U Benuke
cTajahe Bojcke ca TpaguLUMOHanHOM CTpenkom AveprkaHala y norneay npetkse no
cnobopay kojy TakBa Bojcka npeacTaerba. OBaj pasgop YCneLwwHo je NOMUPUO XaHTUHT-
ToH (Huntington, 2004); werosa MoHorpadwmja ,,BojHuk n gpxaea” (The Solider and
the State) ouprana je cmMepHuue 3a npeBasunaxere 0BOr Npobnema n nocraemna
Teopujcke OCHOBE LIMBUITHO-BOjHWUX 0AHOCA. OKOCHULYY HEeroBOr CTAHOBULLTA YUHW MK~
Take LMBUITHE KOHTPOIe, KOjy nocmarpa Kpo3 npuamy ogHoca Mohu nameny umsun-
HUX W BOjHUX Fpyna. XaHTMHITOHOBO rfeguwTe NpecyaHo je obnmnkoBano npoyyasare
LIMBUITHO-BOjHWUX OAHOCA, Kako TOKOM Xf1lagHor paTa, Tako M y roguHama Koje cy ycne-
Aune no weroBom okoHuamy (Feaver, 2003). MehyTum, HemeprsmB fONPUHOC XaH-
TWHITOHA BPEMEHOM je MoCcTao GpaHa TeopwjCcKoj eBonyLmj 06nacTu LMBUHO-BOjHUX
ogHoca.

Kako je nocTxnagHopaToBCKM CBET U3HEAPMO HOBE 13a3oBe Y MefyHapoaHUM of-
HOCUMa, KOjW HUCY UManu HapoYUTUX CRIMYHOCTM Ca napagurMoM paBHoTexe mohu
cynepcuna, HyXHO je yCreamno oTBapame HOBUX MUTaka 1 yHyTap obnactu umBumi-
HO-BOjHMX opHoca. C TUM y Beau, ycrieauna je peBuTanMsaumja UHTEpecoBama 3a
obnacT UMBMIHO-BOjHMX OAHOCA TOKOM nocneare aeleHuje 20. Beka. bnena nctunye
(Bland, 1999) na je kpaj xnagHor pata oTBopMo OpojHa nNuTarba, Koja Cy HenmocpeaHo
Unu NocpeaHo 3aampana y obnact LUMBUIHO-BOjHUX ogHoca. Ha npumep, cTBaparbe
HOBMX JEMOKPaTCKMX JpxaBa y WCTOYHOj U LeHTpanHoj EBponu, crtanHu npobnemu
ca YCrnocCTaBIbakbeM LIMBUMHE KOHTPOME Haj BOjCKOM y BpojHUM gpkaBama, Kao K
Texwa CjeanweHnx Amepuukux JpxaBa a HaMETHY AeMOKpaTcke HOpMe LUMPOM
cBeTa, YKIbyyyjyhu 1 cBenpucyTHe CyMhe Y e(EeKTUBHOCT LMBUMHE KOHTPpOMe Ha
yHyTpaLkeM nnany. Mefytum, bnana uctmye ga cy 6pojHU HayYHULM U [OHOCMOLIM
MONMUTUYKMX OAnNyKa Gunn 3aTedeHn YneHULIOM [ia Cy Teopujcke OCHOBE Koje 1 Mor-
N KOPUCTUTK Kao Nomoh 3a npyxawe OAroBopa Ha HaBefeHa nuTarwa bune Beoma
cnabe unu rotoBo HenocTojehe. [lakne, ©3a30BM NOCTXNAAHOPATOBCKOr CBeTa yka-
3anu cy Ha noTpeby fa ce yTBpaM TEOPMCKM OKBUP LIMBUMHO-BOjHUX OZHOCA, LUTO 6K
Kpenpano npeaycroBe 3a NCKOpaK ka NpoLUMpUBakLy UCTPaXMBaYKe areHe.

BaxaH ocnoHal 3a TakaB WCKOpaK NMpeAcTaBiba KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKA Napagur-
Ma, Koja mpy»a npekonoTpebHO TeopujcKo ynopuLLTe 3a aHanu3y CBux ropyhux nu-
Takba Koja M3MuYy BMOOKPYry knacuuHe Teopuje. Kako npumehyje ®octep (Foster,
2002), oea napagurma omoryhaea Kpeupare HOBE MEPCMEKTUBE M NPOLIMPUBaH-E
NCTPaXXBaYKe areHae LMBMITHO-BOjHUX OQHOCA. YHYTap HOBE UCTPaXMBadKe areHge

1/34



CTpaTeLLIKa KynTypa Kao OKBMP 3a nNpoyvaBaH-€e Ll,I/IBMJ'IHO-BOjHVIX ofHoCa

nUTakbe LUMBUMHE KOHTPOME HWje NMpeaMeT UCKIbYYMBOT MHTEPECOBaba UCTPaXuBa-
ya. Yaumajyhu y 063up npeTxoaHo HaBedeHo, NpeaMeT OBOT pafa jecTe npukas eBo-
nyuuje TeopujCKOr OKBMpa U UCTPaXMBaYKe areHae LIMBWITHO-BOjHWUX OAHOCa, nona-
3ehu of knacuyHe Teopuje Ka TEOPMjCKUM napagurmama KOHCTpykTmBucTa. Mpukas
€BOMnyLMje TEOPUjCKMX MOCTaBKM LIMBWUIHO-BOjHUX OOHOCA PYKOBOAM OCTBapuBak-e
OCHOBHOT LuSba OBOr paja, YTEMErbewe LMBUITHO-BOjHUX OAHOCA Ha MocTaBkama
KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA M CTpaTeLLKe KynType, Kao NOAOTBOPHOM aHaNUTUYKOT OKBMpa 3a
npoy4YaBak-e LIMBUITHO-BOjHMX OAHOCA Kao 3aBucHe Bapujabne. Y paay je kopuwheHa
MeToZa nperneaa akagemcke nurepartype pagv 0CTBapyBaHa CUCTEMATUYHOr YBUAA
Y peneBaHTHa Teopujcka CTaHOBULLTA ayTopa KOju TeMaTuayjy CTpaTeLLky KynTypy u
LIMBWITHO-BOjHE OQIHOCE Ha NMOCTaBKaMa KOHCTPYKTUBU3MA.

Knacu4Ha wkona LI,I/IBI/IJ'IHO-BOjHMX OoAHOCa

KnacuyHa Lwikona LumMBUnHO-BOjHIUX 0HOCA, (hopMuMpaHa y Nepuoay XnagHor para,
3a CBOj NMpeaMET UCTpaXunBaka y3uma BOjCcKy, 04HOCHO Npobrnem javyara heHe Mohu
nynnueay nonutuky. CneacTeeHo ToMe, CPeAMLLM 3HaYaj YHyTap KnacuyHe LwKone
LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OJHOCA jeCcTe MUTamwe HauuHa ycrnocTaerbaka LMBUIHE KOHTPOMe
(Matei, 2012). OcBajatbe nonuTudke Mohu Of CTpaHe BOjCKe jaBrba Ce Kao jedaH
KOH3MUCTEHTaH 0bpasal y UCTOpPKju 1, Npema TOMe, OCHOBHY je Npobnem LMBWITHO-BO)-
Hux ogHoca (Feaver, 1999). Pelwerwe HaBeaeHnx npobnema, CBOjCTBEHNX KMACKYHO)
LUKOMN LMBUMHO-BOJHNX OAHOCA, UAEHTUMUKOBAHO je Y KOHLENTY LMBUITHE KOHTPO-
ne. Kako XaHTUHITOH HaBOAW, OCHOBHO MWUTake LMBUIHE KOHTpone obyxeaTa pas-
MaTpare HauMHa ymakera BojHe mohu y apywTey. OcTBapmBake OBOr Ln/ba OH
Besyje 3a pasnuKoBame KoHuenaTa CybjekTMBHE U 00jeKTUBHE LIMBUMHE KOHTPOSE.
[ok cybjekT1BHa LiMBUNHA KOHTPONa NoapasyMeBa MakCMMuanpamwe Mohu LMBUITHUX
rpyna y ogHOCy Ha BOjHe, 0BjeKTUBHa LMBWUINHA KOHTpPONa yMakvBake NOnmuTUYKe
BOjHe Mohu ocTBapyje npodhecmoHanm3aumnjom BojHor ocobrba, YmHehn ra nonuTUyKK
cTepunHuM 1 HeyTpanHum (Hantington, 2004: 91-93). Tpeswc (Travis, 2017) HaBogu
[a ce yTuuaj koHuenTa 0bjeKTMBHE KOHTPOIE Ha Teopujy 1 Npakcy LMBUIHO-BOjHUX
ofdHoca orneAa Kpo3 To Aa ce OH 1 aHac KOPUCTM Kao jefaH Of OCHOBHUX OpujeHTupa
ycrnocTaBrbakba TUX 0gHOCca 3a NOMUTUYKE U BOjHE nuaepe. Jakne, nako je XaHTuHr-
TOH NOACTaKao ONLUTUjy TeMaTU3aLmjy LMBUIHO-BOjHUX OQHOCA, HEFOBO CTAHOBULLTE
je ucToBpeMeHo JONpUHENo CBOMewy UCTpaXuBadke areHAe Ha nuTawe LMBUITHE
KOHTpoOne.

KnacuyHe Teopuje LMBUITHO-BOjJHUX OAHOCA NOCTaBWME Cy UCTPaXMBauKy areHay
koja je Buna, yrnaBHOM, poKycvpaHa Ha eMnupujcke CTyawje, Koje Cy CRyxune Kao
OCHOBa 3a reHepanusauuje y3 MUHUMYM TEOPMWjCKMX MNOCTaBKM UMM CTaHOBMLUTA Koja
Bun cnyxuna kao nonasuwTe 3a TakBe aHanuse. PocTep UCTUYE Ja pasnore 3a Teo-
PUjCKO HEYTEMErbeHE LIMBUMHO-BOjHIX 0gHOCa Tpeba TpaxuTn y pagoBumMa NUoHMpa
oBe 06racTu, anu vy orpaHN4eHOM MHTEPECOBatbY 3a TEOpUjcKa MUTara Mehy Krbyu-
HUM 3aVHTEPECOBAHWM CTpaHaMa — OpYy)XaHUM CHarama, AOHOCMOLMMA NMOMUTUYKUX
o4nyKa U aHanutudapumMa. Ycneq Tora, UCTpaxuBadka areHaa LBUMHO-BOjHUX Of-
HOCa CBefleHa je Ha NuTaka Mohu, OpyKaHKX CHara 1 CTPYKTypa Kpo3 Koje ce oaBuja
6op6a 3a moh (Foster, 2002). Hanme, XaHTMHITOHOBO CTAHOBMLUTE M faHac cnyTaea
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Hanpeaak Ha TEOpWjCKOM MnaHy; y3poK TOMe je CBOheHe UCTpaxuBayke areHae Ha
YCKO NOJSbe LIMBUIHE KOHTPOIe opyaHux cHara (Bruneau, 2012). CnegctseHo Tome,
WHUMjaNHU JOMPHOC XaHTUMHITOHOBOr CTaHOBMLUTA BPEMEHOM je noctao bpeme -
BWIMHO-BOjHMX OQHOCA, jep Cy HeroBu cnenbeHnLmM BEPHO Creanni herose NocTaBeke,
6e3 HacTojara da, ocnyLukyjyhu ,,puTMOBE” APYruX ApYLUTBEHWX HayKa, Ha4YuHe npe-
konoTpebHe uckopake. lNpemaa je TEOpPUjCKM OKBMP KNacuyHe wkone 6mo pyammeH-
TapaH, ®uBep ykasyje Ha 3Hauaj TeopWjcKOr MpPUCTyna LMBWUIHO-BOjHUM OZHOCKMA,
Koju nogpasymeBa M3aBajarbe HE3aBUCHUX M 3aBUCHUX Bapujabnu koje yTudy Ha 0b-
nact Tvx ogHoca (Feaver, 1999). MNpema TomMe, TEOPWJCKM NPUCTYN LIMBUMHO-BOjHAM
OQHOCMMa 3anpaBo OTENOBIbYje NoKyLUaje Aa ce oLpTajy Teopujcke NocTaBke Koje bu
omoryhune npoLUMpuBame UCTPaXKMBayKe areHae 1 NNogoTBOPHY aHanu3y nogaraka
MPUKYMIbEHNX KPO3 EMMUPUjCKE CTyauje.

LInBMnHO-BOjHN OOQHOCK N KOHCTPYKTUBM3AM

OkoH4arbe xnafHor pata u3HeapuIo je HoBe npobneme 1 usasose y obnactu Lu-
BUIMHO-BOjHMX OAHOCA, Koje Huje 6uno moryhe pelunTn ocnamajyhn ce Ha Knacu4Hy
TEOopUjy MPOXETY TEOPUjCKN MHOMGEPEHTHUM CTyaujama. [Jakne, OCHOBHU npobnem
LIMBWITHO-BOjHUX OAHOCA Orfieda Ce Y HeOoCTaTKy TEOPW|CKOT yTeMErbewa, kao 1y
MOrpeLLHOM YCMepPEeHY UCTPaXMBaYKe areHae, HapoumnTo Y Nepruoay HakoH OKOHYaHa
XnajHor pata kaga cy Aeckpunuuje bune rmaBHM LnIb UCTpaxuBada. M3rpaama Hose
UcTpaxueadke areHge y obrnactu UMBUMHO-BOjHUX ofHOCa, npeMa docTepy, Hanaxe
KOHTEKCTyanu3oBawe 00rnacTu yHyTap NOMMTUYKUX Hayka, MehyHapodHWx ogHoca
1 COLMOMOLLKMX Teopuja. Y OBOM MpoLecy ayTop Npunucyje 3Hadvaj KpUtnykoj Teo-
PUjW N KOHCTPYKTUBU3MY, cMaTpajyhu aa 6u HMX0oBe NocTaBke MOIMe Aa Npyxe HOBY
NepcnexkTUBY LMBWUMHO-BOjHMX odHoca u Gorat aHanutudkm okeup (Foster, 2002). Y
norneay KoHuenata u UCTpaXnBadKkux NuTaka Koja Cy 3a0Kynuna HOBY UCTPaXMBaUKy
areHgy, NPUMETHO je NpoLUMpUBaKe MHTEpeca M3BaH cdepe LIMBUIHE KOHTPONe, U1
npeysumarse ynore Beher 6poja akTepa Koju yTu4dy Ha LMBUIHO-BOjHE OgHOCE (Me-
AMj1, UMBUMHO ApYLITBO, 3akoHodaBHW opraHu mtd.) (Croissant, Kuhen, 2011). To-
Bopehu O NOTEeHUMjanHOM KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKOM 3a0KPETY YHYTap LMBUMHO-BOjJHUX
ogHoca, Jlambept (Lambert, 2011) cmaTtpa da je paHO roBOpWTU O TakBUM (yHAa-
MEHTanH1M NpoMeHama, anu Aa HoBa UCTpaXuBayka areHza noroayje uckopaky ka
NCTPaXu1Ba4kMM LMIbEBMMA KOjU Hafunase nyko pasymeBawe 0BWX ogHoca. [akne,
LIMBWITHO-BOjHWU OHOCKM Y Mocneamoj AeueHunjn 20. Beka OMBajy CyoueHM ca HOBUM
TEopwWjCkMM napagurmama, mehy kojuma ce KOHCTPYKTMBM3aM 13[Baja Kao MHOBAaTMB-
HO TEOPWjCKO YNnopuLLTe, Ynje nocTaBke omoryhaeajy npoLuMpuBare UCTpaxmBadke
areHfe Ha HoBa NuTaka, akTepe 1 YMHUOLLE.

[JonpyvHOC KOHCTPYKTMBM3Ma YrMaBHOM Ce OuWTYyje Kpo3 noBpaTak Kyntype u
WOeHTUTETa Y CpeduLlTe UCTPaXuBayke areHae Hayke o MeflyHapogHWM ogHocMMa.
KoHcTpykTMBM3am ogballyje paumoHanuCTUYKO MoMMame Sbyacke npupoge, UCTu-
4yhu BaXXHOCT HOPMATMBHUX (MAEALMOHMX) U MaTEPUjanHUX CTPYKTYPa, Kao W 3Ha4aj
MOEeHTUTETa AenaTHuka (gpxasa) 3a 00NMKOBake HUXOBUX MHTEPECA M MOHALLakHa.
Mocneawa, TemerbHa MocTaBka KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA NoApasyMeBa Y3ajaMHO KOHCTU-
Tyvcare genaTHuka (Hnp. gpxxasa) u CTpykTypa (Hnp. meflyHapoaHor cuctema) (Price
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& Reuss-Smit, 1998). [lakne, KOHCTPYKTUBMCTY MPETNOCTaBIbajy Aa CTPYKTypa Koja
obyxBaTa cuctem objeantbyje matepujanHe u KyntypanHe enemeHTe. Pasmarpajyhu
ynory uaeja un uHtepeca y mefyHapogHoj nonutuum, BeHt (Wendt, 1996) nuctuye ga
je ped 0 nofgjefHako BaxHUM (heHOMEHKMa, € TUM da Moh M MHTEPECKU CBOje 4ejCTBO
Ayryjy naejama koje ux obnukyjy u gedpuHnity. CBeykynHo, OH Harnawasa npumar
MOeaunoHUX YiHMNaLa (4pyLUTBEHUX CTPYKTypa) y obnukoBaky MefyHapoaHe nonu-
TWKe, OOHOCHO MOEHTUTETa ApXaBa, hUXOBUX MHTEpeca 1 NoHallaksa.

Mo nuTary (couwujanHor) naeHTuTeTa Apxasa, BeHT HaBoaM 4a Cy OHW OHTOSOLL-
K1 yCroBrbeHn ogHocoM ca [dpyrum. TauHuje, cmatpa ga cy coumjanHu UOeHTUTETK
yTeMerbeHmn Ha CBOjCTBMMA Koja ApxaBa (ConcTeo) npunucyje octanum (dpyrom) ap-
XaBama, Ha Taj HauuH uaeHTUdrKyjyhu ce ca wuma. OBaj TMN MAEHTUTETA Oapaxasa
npoLiec y3ajaMHe u3rpagwe AenaTtuHka (apxasa) U CTpykTypa (MefyHapogHu cuc-
Tem). Hamme, BeHT HaBoaw 4a je KopnopaTuBHY MOEHTUTET ApXaBe, Ynje UCXxoguwwTe
YMHW NOSbe YHYTpaLlke MONUTUKE, AeUHUCaH CoLMjanHUM MOEHTUTETOM ApXKaBa,
OQHOCHO Ja noTMye U3 cucTema M no3vumje Kojy ApxaBa cebu Joperbyje yHytap
wera (Wendt, 1996). Ycnen fogeruBarba npuMara APYLITBEHUM CTPYKTypama Ha
HUBOY MefHapoaHOr cucTeMa y u3rpafmu ApxaBHOr UAEHTUTETA, BEHTOB KOHCTPYK-
TUBM3aM O3HAYeH je Kao ,cuctemMckn’. Y Kputuum Heroeor ctaHosumwwTta Xod ( Hopf,
2002) nctmye pagose NpeAcTaBHMKA KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA KOju anoctpoduvpajy 3Hayaj
[OMEeHa yHyTpaLlte NonuTuKe 3a 0bnmkoBake ApKaBHOT naeHTuTeTa. MNprmep Tak-
BOT NPUCTYNa yHyTap KOHCTPYKTUBMUCTUYKE napagmrme Xod Hanasun y KauaHcTajHoBOj
(Peter J. Katzenstein) moHorpadouju, koja anoctpodupa 3Hauaj KynTypanHux YiHuna-
La, HOpMU ¥ UaeHTMTEeTa ¥ 06nacTu HaumoHanHe 6e36eaHOCTH.

CraHoBuwTa ayTopa koju anoctpodmpajy ytuuaj JoOMeHa yHyTpallie NonmTuke
Ha obnukoBake APXKaBHOr MOEHTWTETA MOCTaBuna Cy TEMEbE ,MOAEPHUCTMYKOr
KOHCTPYKTUBM3Ma. Pa3nuka namehy cucTeMCKMX U MOLEPHUCTUYKMX KOHCTPYKTUBUC-
Ta je y TOMe LUTO NPBM HarnallaBajy 3Havaj MeflyHapoaHOr okpyxera (MefyHapoaHor
cucTema) 3a 0brnmkoBare ApXaBHOr MAEHTUTETA, JOK Apyra rpyna npumar npunucyje
YHYTpaLHEM KynTypanHoM okpyxemy (Jackson, Sgrensen, 2003). Hagosesyjyhu ce
Ha OBY Nnofeny yHyTap KOHCTPYKTUBMCTMYKOr Tabopa, Papen (Farrell, 2002) nojeanHe
NPeacTaBHUKE MOAEPHUCTUYKOT KOHCTPYKTVBM3MA 03Ha4YaBa TEPMUHOM ,KynTypanu-
cTn”, nopa3ymeBajyhu fa oHM 3a npeaMeT aHanuse y3umajy 4OMEH yHyTpaLlHe nonu-
TVKE, Kao OpYLUTBEHY CTPYKTYPY W3 KOje HacToje Ja M3Bedy cneunduyHa BepoBama
0 ynoTtpebu cune koja uBajy penpoaykoBaHa Kpo3 BojHe MHCTUTYLUMje. Mehy kynTy-
panuctuma Papen nocebHo n3aeaja CHajaepa (Jack Snyder), I'peja (Colin S. Gray) u
KavuaHcTajHa. [akne, MOAEPHUCTUYKM KOHCTPYKTUBM3aM Harnallaea 3Havaj ugeaumo-
HUX YMHMIALA Ca HaLMOHAIHOM HUBOA 3a M3rpagky 1 0b6nmnkoBame ApXaBHOr UaeH-
TUTeTa. Ha Temerby TakBmMx MOCTaBKW jefHa rpyna aytopa CBoje CTyauje 3acHuBana
je Ha KOHUenTy cTpaTellke Kyntype, HacTojehu Ja uaeHTUGUKyje KapakTepucTmyaH
CKYN MAeaLMoHMX eneMeHara koju obnukyjy npuctyn Hauuje ynotpebu cune, paty u
nonuTULM HauuoHarnHe 6e36eaHocTy. VIHTerpanHu CerMeHT OBOr CKyna naeaLumoHux
eriemMeHara jecy yBepetra, NpeacTase U CTaBOBM O YIo3u U MecTy Bojcke y Apxasu. C
0631pOM Ha TO, MOAEPHUCTUYKM KOHCTPYKTUBM3aM M Ha HeroBMM NOoCcTaBKaMa 3acHo-
BaHa KOHUenuuja cTpaTellke KynType npeacTaBrbajy NnofJoTBOPaH MCTPaXMBAYKK
nporpam LBUITHO-BOjHUX OHOCA.
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Mopea ,ymepeHor’ nnu MOAEPHUCTUYKON KOHCTPYKTMBK3MA, CTyAMje cTpaTeLlke
KynType npoHaLLse Cy CBOje YNopuLITe W yHyTap ,,4BPCTOr” KOHCTPYKTMBK3MA, KOju
ce, YrmaBHOM, Be3yje 3a pagoBe NOCTCTpykTypanucta. Ha npumep, XeHcH (Hansen,
2006) nctmye ga NOCTCTPYKTYpanucTy nogpasyMeBajy Aa je MOEHTUTET ApXasa, anu
W APYrUX KOMEKTUBMTETA, YCIOBIbLEH OUCKYP3MBHUM Npakcama nonutuykux cybjeka-
Ta ynotpebrbeHnM paav NpeseHToBaka U UMNIEMeHTaumje CnorbHe nonuTtrke. [mex
(Glenn, 2009) Harnawwasa Aa, 3a pasnuKy of CTyAMja CTpaTeLlke KynType 3aCHOBaHUX
Ha YMEPEHOM KOHCTPYKTMBU3MY, MOCTCTPYKTYpanmcTiKa KOHLEeNUuja uctmye ynory
[enatHuka (Tj. NONIMTUYKMX U BOjHWX ENWUTA) U KUXOBY UHCTPYMEHTArHY ynoTpeby anc-
Kypca Yy 3aBWCHOCTU O KOHKPeTHe cuTyauuje. [MocTCcTpykTypanuct anoctpodupajy
noTpeby AenaTtHWKa Aa HenpecTaHo peadupMULLY rpaHuLe NOAUTUYKA NErMTUMHOT
Ha OCHOBama pacronoXmBmx KynTypHUX pecypca. CnefcTBeHoO TOMe, UCTpaxuBarba
CTpaTeLlKe KynType M3 yrma noCTCTPYKTypanviama y CPeauLiTe naxke nocTaBrbajy
Ha41H 0BrMKoBaH-a CTOPUjCKMX HapaTKBa, HALMOHAITHUX MUTOBA U cUMBOona y CBpXY
u3rpagme anckypca koju he CnyxuTu CnorbHoj nonuTuumM apxase. MNnogoTBopHoCT
aHanuse guckypca y obnact LMBWUMHO-BOjHUX OZHOCA 04MTYje ce Kpo3 MoryhHOCT
PEKOHCTPYKLMje TEMErbHUX MPETNOCTaBKM Koje CTPYKTypupajy nonuMTuyke Auckypce
n omoryhaBsajy ogpeheHe ognyke n nonuTuuke nogyxeate. Takohe, npuMeHa aHa-
nuse guckypca Ha gorahaj unu onwTuju AUCKYpC O Yo3u BojcKe Y NOAMTULM Morna
©m nomohu y NpencnnTMBaky NOjeaMHIUX KOHLENaTa yHyTap pasfmyunTux TEOPUjCKMX
napagurmmn (Freistein, 2011). C 0631pom Ha NpeTXo4HO HaBEAEHO, KOHCTPYKTUBY-
3am npyxa ogrosapajyhu Teopujcku OKBMP 3a NpoyyYaBakbe LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OOHOCA,
jep yBaxaBa CKyn naeauuoHnX YnHUnaua u QUCKyp3MBHUX NPaKCy Koju onpeaersyjy
MPUCTYN MONWTULM HaumoHanHe 6e3bedHOCTM, YMja MHTerpanHa KOMMOHeHTa jecy
yBEPEH-A, MPEACTaBE 1 CTaBOBM O YrI03W OPYXKaHWX CHara y ApxasM.

CTtpaTteLwuka KynTypa v LMBUNHO-BOjHN OOHOCH

Tokom 80-ux roguHa 20. Beka, y jeky xnagHor pata, Llek CHajoep je ykasao Ha
notpeby Aa ce aHanuan HykneapHe fokTpuHe CosjeTa npucTynu u3 yrna koju he ysa-
XUTW 0coBeHe YMHIOLIE HUXOBE KYNType, UCTopuje U Tpaauumje koju cy obnukosanu
HMXOBY CTpaTeLLKy Mucao. Pa3maTparse COBjeTCKWX CTaBOBa MO MUTaky Hykreap-
HOr Haopyxata, npema CHajaepy, 3axTeBa carfefaBame MHTENeKTyanHe uctopuje
COBjETCKE CTpaTeLLKe MUCMH, ann 1 OpraHM3auMoHOr U NOIMTUYKOT OKBMpa ofbpam-
GeHor ognyynBama. HaBeaeHn YnHMoLM Kpo3 BpeMe obpasyjy jeAMHCTBEH CKyn cTa-
BOBa, yBepeha ¥ obpasala noHallawa UMaHEHTHUX COBJETCKOj CTpaTeLLKOj MUCMN,
Koja onpeferbyje HMXOBY aHanu3y v OArOBOpe Ha CTpaTellke Auneme W u3asose.
CtabunHocT 1 BUTanNHOCT HaBEAEHUX CTaBOBa, yBepersa M obpasaua noHawarwa y
OfHOCY Ha HykneapHy ctpatervjy CHajaep o3HayaBa CMHTarMoMm ,,cTpaTteLluka KymTy-
pa” (Snyder, 1977). [akne, n3BOpHa KOHLENUMja CTpaTeLLke KynType nogpasymesa
MocCTOjate CTabMITHOT CKyna CTaBOBa M yBepersa Koju 06MuKyjy CTpaTeLlky Mucao u
ucrnorbasajy ce Kpo3 0cobeH, jedUMHCTBEH MPUCTYN paToBakwy Hauuja. M3 nepcnek-
TVBE LUMBUIHO-BOJHUX OJHOCA 3HA4ajHO je [a WHTerpariHyu CerMeHT ckyna uaeaumo-
HUX YMHMNAaUa Koju obnuKyjy npucTyn ynotpebu cune YuHe yBepera 1 CTaBoBU O
ynosm Bojcke y apxkasu. MNonasehu o wyxoBor npenmyhcTea y nuTawbuma cTpareL-
KOr MULLIbeHa M oabpaMbeHor oanyyvBarba, KIbyYHU aKTeEpU Y KojUMa ce 04mnTyje

1/38



CTpaTeLLIKa KynTypa Kao OKBMP 3a nNpoyvaBaH-€e Ll,I/IBMJ'IHO-BOjHVIX ofHoCa

cTpaTeLlka KynTypa jecy nonmTuyke v BojHe enute. HbuxoBW CTaBOBU U yBEpEH-A O
CTPaTELUKUM NUTakKMa UCXOA CY jeOUHCTBEHOT MEHTAIHOT UHCTPYMEHTapujyma Koju
je cTacao y CBeYKYMHOCTM UCTOPUJCKOT MCKYCTBA M TPAAULMjU OPraHW3aLmoHor 1 no-
NUTWYKOT YCTPOjCTBA.

Cnepnehun CHajgepoBo cTaHoBuLTE cTpaTelke kyntype, llopa (Lord, 1985) nuctu-
4e Ja CpX OBOr KOHLeNTa YuMHe byHaaMeHTanHe npeTnocTaBke koje onpeaerbyjy us-
rpagtby OpyXaHuX cHara u LMrbeBe KojMa oHe criyxe. pema Tome, Kiby4HU YUHWO-
LM cTpaTeLlke KynType ogpefieHe 3eMibe jecy heHa reononmTuyka nosuumja, ctarwe
MefyHapOoaHUX 0fHOCa, NOMUTMYKA KyNTypa 1 naeonoruja, kao v BojHa Kyntypa (Boj-
Ha ncTopuja, Tpaguumja n 0bpasoBatse), LMBUIHO-BOjHM OAHOCH M BOjHa TEXHOMOTYja.
Mnak, ¢ 063upom Ha To Aa yTuLaj K 3Havaj OBUX YMHWIALA 3a CTpaTeLLKy KynTypy
MOXe BapupaTu of gpxase [0 [ApXaBe, hUXOB YTULAj Ha CTpaTeLLKy KynTypy Huje
KOHCTaHTaH. AHanorHo nomeHyTum aytopuma, byt (Booth, 1990) Takohe n3ggaja no-
NUTUYKE 1 BOjHE enuTe Kao HocuoLe cTpaTeluke kynType. OH cMaTpa da cTpaTeLuka
KynTypa 0bnukyje NpucCTyn Haumje nuTakuMa pata u ynotpebu cune. CtaHoBULWTA
T3B. ,,MIPBE reHepaumje” CTyauja ctpaTellke KynType rotoBo YHUOPMHO oppehyjy
MONMTUYKE U BOjHE enuTe Kao KrbyuyHe aktepe. CKyn uaeaunoHuX enemeHaTa Koju
cavnhbaBajy cTpaTeLlky kynTtypy 6nwke ogpefyje u cneundukyje cTame LMBUITHO-BO)-
HUX OQHOCA, y BMAy ynore BOjCKE Y ApXXaBu U LnMIbeBa Kojuma oHa Tpeba aa cnyxu. Y
aomahoj akagemckoj nutepatypu Moryhe je npoHahu pag koju admpMuLLE NPUMEHU-
BOCTU CTpaTeLLKe KynType Kao aHanMTUYKOr OKBMPA 3a NpoyYaBakse LiBUTHO-BOjHUX
opHoca. KoHkpeTHo, Berbko bnarojesuh y cBojoj aHanuam ctpareLuke kyntype Cpbuje
rnonasu ynpaeo M3 OBe NpecnekTuee, ycmepasajyhu ce Ha npoLlec cTBaparba Cprcke
Bojcke, hopMupare npodecroHasniHor ouLMPCKor Kagpa, MecTo Bojcke y ApyLTBy
1 KEeHO aHraxoBatse (Blagojevic, 2019).

HakoH CHajaepa v weroBux criegbeHuka yeneawna je cacBum apyradvja Tpajek-
Topuja pa3Boja cTyauja ctpatewuke kyntype. KnajH (Klein, 1984) noHocw nepcnekTu-
BY CTpaTeLLKe KyNnType Y KOjoj Ce OHa TpeTupa Kao CPeACTBO y pykama MOMUTUYKUX
enuTa Kojum ce OCTBapyje nerMTumm3aalmja Hacurba NpPoTUB HABOZHWX HenpujaTerba.
Mpouec nerntmm3aumje oasmja ce NOCPEOCTBOM jaBHOT AUCKYPCa, Koju je 0bnukoBaH
ofpeheHoM NonUTUYKOM Maeonorijom Koja omoryhasa naeHTugukoBame cutyaumja
y Kojuma je onpaBaaHo aHraxkoBarbe Bojcke. CpofHe uaeje no nutaky crpateLke
kyntype genu n Kanyex (Kupchan, 1996). [Jakne, oH HaBoAM Aa cTpaTellka KynTy-
pa npeacTaerba 06nacT HaLMOHamNHOr MAEHTUTETa 1 CaMOCNO3Haje Kojy cauntsaBajy
oprosapajyhe npeacrase 1 cumbonu. MNopep Tora, u3jegHavaBa CTpaTeLLKy KynTypy
ca nponaraHZoM MOMNUTUYKe enuTe, Koja HacToju Aa obnukyje npeacraBe WM CTaBo-
BE jaBHOI MHEHa CXOAHO CBOjUM WMAEOMOLIKMM KOoHuenuujama. Keuparwem u Ha-
MeTaweM CTpaTeLlke KynType MonuTUYKe enute ocTBapyjy nerutummsauujy cBojux
MOMNUTUYKMX MM BOJHUX aKTUBHOCTW. Y TPEHYTKYy kaja NpeactaBe M CTaBoBu Oyay
MHTEPHaLMOHANN30BaHN Of CTPaHE jaBHOT MHsEHsa U MHCTUTYLIMOHANM30BaHK KpPo3
CTPYKTYpY NOMUTWYKOr OANyuYMBarba, KanyeH nctnye ga ce wMxoB yTuULaj Tada ocT-
Bapyje ¥ Ha novmate COMCTBEHE yrore 1 MUcUje NOAUTUYKMUX Nuaepa v BOjHOT ec-
TabnuwmeHTa . [Jakne, OCHOBa CTpaTeLlke KynType jecy MonuTuike naeonoruje koje
yuBpLwhyjy ogpeheHy nepcnekTuBy HaLMOHAMHOM UAEHTUTETA, NocTaBrbajyhn napa-
METpe YHyTpalUker U CrMorbHOMOMUTUYKOr AenoBawa. L[WUCKyp3nBHA KOHCTPYKLUMja
HaLMOHaNHOr UAEHTUTETa NOCPEACTBOM MONUTUYKE uaeonoruje obyxesata u gedu-
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HUCaH-€ YIIore 1 MUCHja OPYXKaHUX CHara y Apxasu, LTO Y CUHEPruju ca narpaheHnum
npeacTaBama o Hemnpujaterbuma nerutummayje ynorpeby opyxaHe cune.

Kao LWwTo je npeTxoaHo HaBedeHo, NpMMeHa aHanuae guckypca y 0bnacTu cryamja
CTpaTeLLKe KyNnType MOXe Ce NI0A0TBOPHO TPAHCMOHOBATM Ha NOSbE LIMBUITHO-BOJHUX
opHoca. Ha npumep, Jlantuc (Lantis, 2002) uctuye ga ce ctparellka Kyntypa oyum-
Tyje y APYLWTBEHUM enuTama, kao cybjekTma koju genyjy y cMepy ycnoctaeibama
3ajeH1YKor ncTopujckor HapaTmea. [opeq Tora, OH Harnawasa Aa je BehuHa aytopa
carnacHa Aa enuTe UHCTPYMEHTANHO AeUHULLY CNOSLHOMONUTUYKE LMIbEBE, Kao U1
OKBMPE 1 CMEPHWLIE NMOMUTKKE Y OAHOCY Ha 13a30Be Ca KojuMa ce Cyo4aBajy y AaTom
TPeHyTKy. PafoBm Koju Cy YCMEPEHU Ha aHanuay nonuTUYKOr AMCKypca nogpasyme-
Bajy da ce CTpaTeLlka KynTypa HajnoThnyHuje MoXe OAPeanTM Kao ,,yroBopeHa pearn-
HocT” mefly enutama. buen (Bhiel, 2013) n capagHuuym yodaBajy Aa je cTpaTeLuka Kyn-
Typa KOHCTpyucaHa, Wwto ynyhyje Ha nocTojake ONpeYHnX CTpyjara yHyTap ApyLuTBa
W HEroBKX CynkynTypa. AHanuaa nonutuikor auckypca omoryhasa oTKpuBare pas-
HOPOZHMX NPEeACTaBa, CTaBOBA ¥ YBEPEHA YHyTap ApYLUTBA y Norneay ynore n Mecta
BOjCKE Y OpYLUTBY. YjeoHo, Y OKBMPY TakBOr npoueca mMoryhe je OTKpUBaHe KibyYHUX
Tayku Cropewa Koje onpeerbyjy NONUTUYKMA AWUCKYPC MO NUTaky LIMBUIHO-BOJHUX
ofHoca. HaBegeHe cTyamje ykasane Cy Ha BaXHOCT aHanuse Auckypca y cryaujama
cTpaTeLUKe KynType, LUTO Ce odpaxasa W Ha Nosbe LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OJHOCA Koju ce
TPEeTUpajy Kao jeaHa of 3aBUCHMX Bapwjabnu.

JenaH of noTeHUMjanHWX HMBOA NpoyyaBaka CTpaTeLlke KynType, a TUMe 1 Lu-
BUJTHO-BOjJHWX OfHOCA, jecy CTyauje opraHu3aumoHe Kyntype Bojcke. HakoH npse u
[pyre reHepauuje CTyauja cTpaTeLlke KynType, UCTpaxuBama npeactaBHuka tpehe
reHepauuje adupmucane cy opraHu3auMoHy KynTypy Kao MOOHWBO WUCTpaxuBarba
cTpatewke kyntype. [Mpumep Takee cTyaumje Hanasu ce y pagy aytopke Kep (Kier,
1996), kojasa npegMeT CBOr UCTpaXmBarba MOCTaBiba MUTake yrore YHyTpallkbe
MONMTUKE W OpraHu3aLMoHe KynType Bojcke Y ogabupy namely odaH3nBHUX U ae-
thaH3vBHUX BOjHUX AOKTpMHA. OAroBOp Ha NOCTABILEHO MUTaHE OHA Hamnasu y npo-
y4aBamy ,,MONMTUYKO-BOjHUX cynkynTypa” (political-military subcultures), koje caap-
Xe BepoBara JOHOCMOLA MOMUTUYKMX OAJTyKa O YIo3u OpyXaHux cHara y AOMeHy
YHyTpawHe nonutuke. KopeH oBnx BepoBama, kako npumehyje Kep, kpuje ce y nc-
TOPWJCKOM UCKYCTBY Hallmje Y OQHOCY Ha yrory BOjCKe Y MPOLECY Usrpagre apxase.
CnencreeHo Tome, ayTopka UCTMYe Aa je BOjHa AOKTPUMHA pesynTaT CUHepruje ABa
thakTopa, yHyTpaLllkbUX NOMUTUYKUX OrpaHnYaka U OpraHW3aLyoHe KynType BojcKe.
OBakaB NpuCTyn NpoyyaBakby CTpaTeLlke KynType LOHeKre ce MOoXe npenos3Hatu y
pagy Crapuesuha n bnarojesnha. Havme, oHM anoctpodupajy KOHTpaguKTOPHOCT
MONUTUYKMX OfJyKa O BOjHOj HeyTpanHocTu Penybnnke Cpbuje n 3amp3aaBaky 06a-
BE3HOr CryXeHa BOjHOr poka. [lopef Tora,, yka3yjy Ha LWTETHOCT TakBUX NOMUTUYKUX
OAJyKa Mo yrory 1 MecTo BOjCKe Y APYLUTBY, CMOCOOHOCT M3BPLLEHA HEHUX MUCU]a 1
chopmynauujy BojHe LOKTPUHE W, HA KPajy, N0 04yBake ayTEHTUYHE CPICKe CTpaTeLl-
ke kynType (StarCevi¢ & Blagojevi¢, 2020).

Mopea Kep, beprep (Berger, 1996) y cBom pagy HacToju ga yTBpAM cneumndmy-
HOCTY ,,NONMTUYKO-BOjHe KynType” (political-military culture) Janana n Hemauke, koja
Ce 1cnorbaea Kpo3 nepuenuyjy HaumoHanHe 6e36e4HOCTH, BOjCKe Kao MHCTUTYLME 1
ynoTtpebe cune y mefjyHapogHuM ogHocuma. [lakne, ped je 0 KOHUENTY Ynju cagpxaj
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y MOTMYHOCTW UCKa3yje aHanorujy ca cTpaTtewkom KynTypom. LleHTpanHa xunotesa
Beprepose aHanu3e ctpaTellkux kyntypa Hemauke n JanaHa umnnvumpa ga ucro-
PUjCKO UCKYCTBO ¥ HeroBa MHTepnpeTaLmja o4 CTpaHe NOMUTUYKMX akTepa yTuye Ha
06nmKoBare yBEPEH:A U BPEOHOCTU KOje X YMHE Y3ApXKaHUM Yy OQHOCY Ha ynoTpeby
cune. Ha npumep, nutake ynore opyxaHux cHara nokasano Ce Kao Kiby4Hu enemeHT
cTpatellke KynType Hemauke y nepuogy npe, TOKOM WM HaKkoH XnafHor pata. Ykrby-
ynBare Hemauke y myntunatepanHe Mucuje ca caBesHULMa HaKoH XnagHor paTa
nogpasymeBaro je NPeTX0AHO pefeduHMcame cTpaTeLlke KynType y norneay ynore
opyxaHux cHara (Kesi¢, 2019). Mopen nctuuara LUMBUITHO-BOJHUX OAHOCA, KAo jeaHe
04 3aBWICHWX Bapwjabnu yHyTap KOHLenTa cTpaTeLlke KynType, eMnupmjcke cTyauje
Cy nokasare [ia ce Ha npumepy MUMUTapUCTUYKMX ApXaBa OBaj eNeMEHT jaBrba Kao
OKOCHMLa CTpaTellke KynType. YjeaHo, TO MMnnuumpa fa ce npunukom pegeduHu-
cakba cTpaTeLlke KynType nutarkbe LMBUITHO-BOjHWX OAHOCA Hamehe Kao HeH yraoHu
KaMeH.

Ctyauje cTpaTteLuke KynType yKrbyyyjy aHanuay n naeHTMMKoBaHe KapakTepuc-
TUYHMX MOeaunoHNX, HOPMATUBHMX YMHMNALA M obpasaua noHawma. Majep (Meyer,
2006) cBojy cTyaujy cTpaTeLlke KynType 3acH/WBa Ha HOPMaTVBHUM YMHUOLIMMA, KOju
ce MOry W3pasuTW Ha ckanu, Yy 3aBWCHOCTU of BpegHocTw. [pBy AWMEH3ujy ynHe
NerMTUMHU LUurbesn ynotpebe cure; oHa HenocpegHo NPOUCTUYE U3 HauMOHamHor
npeHTuTeTa 1 oapenyje CTPYKTYpPY, KynTypy 1 CnocoBHOCTM opyxaHux cHara. [pyra
[OMMeH3Wja ncrorbaea ce Kpo3 HaumHe ynotpebe opyxaHux cHara, y CMIUCIY fa i ce
cuna KOpUCTM UCKIbYYMBO PECTPUKTUBHO, HA MpUMeEp 3a ogbpaHy of arpecwje, uim
je NermTMMHO a ce KOpUCTW NPOTUB APYrux Apxasa, odaH3nBHO. Tpehy AuMeH3unjy
oapefyjy yBepera 0 HauyMHy OCTBapuBarba OfncTaHka y MeflyHapogHUM OfHOCUMa,
Buno nyTem cknanaka caBesa U y3apKaBarweM of Takee nonutuke. Ha kpajy, no-
crefkba AMMEH3Vja uspaxaa CTENeH Y KOjeM Cy NONUTUYKE U BOjHE enuTe yCnoBIbe-
HE YHYTpaLUHOM W CMOorballiboM ayTopuaLmjom 3a ynotpeby opyxaHux cHara. Mc-
TpaxmBayke CTyauje yCMepeHe Ha npoydvaBake HOPMAaTWMBHOI OKBUpa CTpaTeLlke
KynType npy»xajy nnogoTBOPHO TNO 3a NpoyyaBake LMBUMHO-BOjHIX OAHOCA. Hanme,
HOPMaTMBHW YMHWOLM YIMaBHOM ofpaxaBajy yBepewa, NpefcTaBe 1 CTaBoBe Mo nu-
Takby ynore 1 mucuja Bojcke, YCNoBa U HaYMHa NpUMEHEe OpyXaHe CUMe y CroSbHOj
MONUTULM, Kao 1 HAANEXHOCTU MONUTUYKMX U BOJHUX enuTa.

3akrby4Ha paamampar-a

dopmatvBHM Nepuoa LMBUMHO-BOjHNX OAHOCA NOCTAaBKO j& UCTPaXMBaYKy areHay
obnacTtu, koja je Mmaxom 6una orpaHuyeHa Ha emnupmjcke CTyamje u3 Kojux cy nssohe-
He reHepanusauuje, 6e3 KOHKpeTM3aLyje TeEOpUjCKMX Nonasuwta TakBux cTyaumja, a
TWMe HU NOBPATHOT YKIby4MBaka pesyrnrata UCTpaxmBama y TEOPUjCKN OKBUp. Pas-
no3u Teopujcke HEOMERNEHOCTN LIMBUMHO-BOjHWUX OQHOCA KpWjy Ce, KaKo Y MUOHUPCKAM
cTyaujaMa Koje cy nocTaBuie TeMerbe U OCHOBE CMEPHWLE UCTPaXUBama, Tako U y
M30CTaHKy MHTEPECOBaka Kiby4HMX akTepa, NoNUTUYKKX cybjekaTta 1 BOjHUX ennTa 3a
Teopujcka nuTaksa. lNorpellHo NocTaBrbeHa UCTpaXuBadka areHaa TpajHo je 13ono-
Bana U/BUITHO-BOjHE OOHOCE Of Teopujckux Aebara y nonnTUYKMM Haykama u mehy-
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HapOAHVMM OZHOCMMa, LUTO Ce Ofpa3snrio Ha OTEXaHO TEOPUjCKO OCaBPEMEHaBaHE
00racTn. XaHTUHITOHOBO KanuTanHo Aeno apTukynucano je 6asumyHe Teopujcke no-
cTaBKke obrnacTtu kKoje cy npefogpenune UCTpaXmBauky areHzy y nepuogy xnagHor
paTa, anu 1 y rogMHama Koje cy ycregune no heroBoM OKOHYaky. Ycnes Tora, XaH-
TWHITOHOBO CTaHOBMLUTE ZYrO je ykmBarno nocebaH crartyc, busajyhu TpeTnpaHo kao
YHUBEP3aNHU Nporpam 3a pellaBame CBUX AuneMa Koje kapakTepuLly LIMBUITHO-BO)j-
He ogHoce. MehyTum, Kpaj xnagHor pata JOHEO je CacBMM HOBE 13a30Be 1 Aureme Ha
koje Huje Buno moryhe ogroBOpUTY U3 yrma KnacuyHe LWKOME LBUITHO-BOJHUX OfHO-
ca. lNpe cBera, jaBnna ce noTpeba 3a NPOLUMPEHEM UCTPAXMBAYKE areHae M3BaH ni-
Taka LMBUMHE KOHTPOME 1 HagMeTawa 3a Moh LyBUHOr K BojHOr cektopa. Ctora je
XaHTUHITOHOBO CTaHOBMLUTE NMOCTaNO0 KaMeH CnoTulakwa y eBonyLmuju LMBUNHO-BO)-
HWUX opHoca, cnpevaBajyhu ga ce obrnact ocnoboan aHaxpoHe NEpCNEKTUBE U YCKO
(bokycupaHe ncTpaxuBadke areHfe.

Kako cy Teopujcke OCHOBE LIMBWITHO-BOjHUX OfHOCA Oune pyavMeHTapHe, HY>KHO
je 6uno NpPoMeHNTU NepPCnekTUBy 06aACTM N YCMEPUTU NaXHY Ka HEHOM TEOPUCKOM
KOMMOHOBaksY. [peBasunaxere npobnema Teopujcke HEYTEMEbHOCTU LIMBUITHO-BO)-
HUX OHOCA 3axTeBaro je OTBapake Ka HOBUM napagurmama KOHCTPYKTMBUCTA, HOp-
MaTuBMCTa ¥ NPeAcTaBHMKa Kputnike Teopuje. OgHocHo, 6uno je notpebHo npeBa-
3uhn Npobnem Teopujcke n3onauuje LUMBUMHO-BOjHMX ogHOCa, carnenBajyhn ux kpos
NPM3My HOBWjUX COLIMOSOLLKMX Teopuja, Kao 1 Teopuja MONUTUYKMX Hayka U mehy-
HapPOZHMX 0fHOCA. YKIbY4MBaH-Ee HOBWX TEOPUCKUX NApagurMy y NPOMULLIbaHE Lin-
BWIHO-BOjHMX OAHOCA OMOryhuno je Kpeupawe HOBE NepcrnekTuBe, Koja je 03Hauuna
packuz ca TpaguLMoHanHUM NPUCTYNOM YCMEPEHUM Ha NUTake LMBUITHE KOHTPONe.
YHyTap HOBe NepcnekTUBE LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OHOCA OCTBAPEHO je MPOLLMPUBAH-E UC-
TpaxuBauke areHae; y cpeauLTe naxwe JOCMeBajy HOBU KOHLENMTU U UCTpaXuBayka
MUTama, Kao 1 HOBW aKTEPM KOjU Ce Mpeno3Hajy Kao peneBaHTHU CyOjekTn y cdepn
TWX OAHOCA.

Cpenviwihm 3Ha4aj naeaumoHnX YMH1oLa YHyTap KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKE Napagurme
omoryhaBa TeopujCKO yTeMerbere LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OOHOCA Y AyXy KOju 3a40BOSbaBa
notpebe 3a HOBOM NEPCNEKTUBOM U MCTPAXMBAYKOM areHZoM. KoHCTpykTMBM3am Ha-
rmaliaBa naeauyoHe YvMHroue, cneuudryaH CKyn yBeperba, BpeaHOCTM 1 npeacTasa
koje 0bnWKyjy UAEHTUTET, MHTEPECE U NOHaLLake ApXaBa. Y OfQHOCY Ha naeaumoHe
YMHMOLIE KOjU OBMMKYjy 3HAUYEHE U pasyMeBame CBETA, UCTPAXKMBAYKM NPOrpam KOH-
CTPYKTMBKCTa 06yXBaTHO je 1 crneunduyHe naealmoHe 1 HOpMaTUBHE ENEMEHTE Koju
LETEPMUHNULLY UOEHTUTET Apxasa y obnactu onbpambere 1 6e3beHOCHe nonuTuKe.
3a noTpebe yTBpHMBaH-a 0BMX MOEALMOHMX YMHWNALA, UCTPaXMBAYKE CTyauje ce oc-
nabajy Ha KOHLENT cTpaTeLUKe KyNnType, Kao aHanuTUYKy anaT Koju yKibydyje LyBun-
HO-BOjHE OZHOCE Kao jeAHY Of 3aBUCHMX Bapujabnu. MoryhHOCT pa3matpatka ynore u
MeCTa OpYXKaHWX CHara y ApXKaBW YMHW KOHLENT CTpaTeLLKe KynType nnogoTBOPHUM
aHanMTUYKMM OKBMPOM TUX ogHOca. [TocMaTpaHo Kpo3 Mpuamy CTpaTeLuke KynType,
LIMBUITHO-BOjHW OHOCU MOTY CE aHanuanpatit Kao Npou3BoL jeAMHCTBEHUX naeaumo-
HUX YMHMNALA HaLMOHaNHe KynType, Tpaguuuje U UCTopuje jeaHe ApyLWTBEHe 3ajed-
HWLE, anu 1 Kao NPoM3BO4 AWNCKYP3MBHUX MPaKCU NOMUTUYKUX U BOJHUX enuTa. Y ok-
BMPY NPBOT NMPUCTYNa, LIMBUIHO-BOjHN OOHOCK OETEPMUHUCAHMN Cy CKyNOM yBepeka,
BPEAHOCTU, NpeCcTaBa U CTaBOBaA KOjU CBOje MCXOAMLLTE Hana3un y CBEYKYMHOCTM Kyfl-
TypanHux YvHunaua. Apyrv npuctyn UCXoauLLTE LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OOHOCa Besyje 3a
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jaBHM OWCKYpC, MOCPeACTBOM KOjer ApyLUTBEHE eNnnuTe HacToje Aa yyuspcTe ogpeheHe
npeacTaBe U CTaBOBE jaBHOT MHseHba O YNO3W 1 MeCTy Bojcke y Apxasu. CBeyKynHo,
CTyauje cTpaTellke KynType omoryhaajy Hagunaxere aHaxpoHe NepcrnekTvBe Liu-
BUIMHO-BOjHMX OfdHOCA, Npyxajyhn MHOBaTUBAH TEOPUjCKM M aHalNUTUYKA OKBUP KOju
omMoryhaBa oTBapare UCTpaxmBayke areHe ka HOBUM nuTarKnma n cybjekTuma.
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CTpaTeLLIKa KynTypa Kao OKBMP 3a nNpoyvaBaH-€e Ll,I/IBMJ'IHO-BOjHVIX ofHoCa

Pesume

Knacqua LUKONa LMBMITHO-BOjJHMX OfHOCA, hopmupaHa y nepuoay XnagHor
paTa, 3a CBOj NpeaMET UCTpaxuBarba y3uMa BOjCKY, OOQHOCHO Npobrnem javarba
HeHe Mohu 1 ynnunea y nonutuky. Mictpaxmeadka areHaa knacuyHe Teopuje LUMBuUn-
HO-BOjHMX OHOCA YrMaBHOM je Buna orpaHn4eHa Ha eMnUPUjCKO-0ECKPUNTUBHE CTY-
auvje, OOK Cy Teopujcka nonasuviita TakBmx ctyaumja buna pyaumentapHa. OkoHuare
XNafHor paTta M3HeZpuIIo je HOBE M3a30Be M NuTaka, ycroBrbasajyhu notpedy 3a
TEOPUjCKNM yTEMESbEHEM W NPOLUMPUBAHEM UCTPAXMBAYKE areHae LMBUHO-BOjHIUX
opHoca. CnencreeHo ToMe, MpeaMeET OBOr paga obyxBaTa npukas eBonyLimje Teopujc-
KOr OKBMpa W UCTpaXuBayKke areHae LMBUMHO-BOjHUX OAHOCA, nonasehu of, knacuy-
He Teopuje Ka TeopWjCkMM napagurMama KoHCTpykTusucTa. lNpukas esonyumje Teo-
PUjCKMX NOCTaBKW LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OOHOCa PYKOBOAW OCTBApUBaHe OCHOBHOT Lirba
OBOT paja, yTeMerbewe LYBUMHO-BOJHUX OJHOCA Ha NocTaBkaMa KOHCTPYKTUBM3MA
1 CTpaTeLLKe KynType, Kao NI04OTBOPHOr aHANIMTUYKOT OKBMPA 3a MpoyvaBake TUX
o4HOCca Kao 3aBWCHe Bapwjabne. Y pagy je kopvwhewa MeToaa nperneja akagem-
CKe nuTepatype, pagu ocTBapvBakba CUCTEMAaTUYHOT YBUAA Y peneBaHTHa Teopujcka
CTaHOBWLUTa ayTopa Koja TemaTuayjy cTpaTeLlky KynTypy W LMBUMHO-BOjHE OAHOCE
Ha nocTaBkaMa KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA. TEOPUjCKO YTEMErbere LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OAHOCA
YHyTap KOHCTPYKTMBUCTWYKE NapagurMe oMmoryhasa Kpevpame HOBE NepecrnexkTvse 1
MPOLUMPUBAKLE UCTPaXMBAYKe areHae.

MogepHUCTMYKM KOHCTPYKTMBM3AaM Harnallaea 3Hayaj MgeauyoHnX YiHunaua ca
HaLMOHANHOr HBOA 3a U3rpazty 1 0BnMkoBake ApXaBHOr naeHTuTeTa. Ha temersy
TakBMX NOCTaBKK, jelHa rpyna ayTopa CBoje CTyauje 3acHMBana je Ha KoHLenTy cTpa-
Telwke Kyntype, Hactojehn ga uaeHTUdMKyje KapakTepucTudaH CKyn maeauyoHmX
ernemeHarta Koju obnukyjy npuctyn Hauwje ynotpebu cune, paty W NOAUTWLM HaLMo-
HanHe 6e36enHOCTU. VIHTErpamHu cermeHT OBOT CKyMna MaeaLMoHUX eneMeHara jecy
yBepewa, NpeacTase v CTaBOBM O YNo3u 1 MecTy Bojcke Yy apxasu. C 063upom Ha
HaBEAEHO, MOAEPHUCTUYKN KOHCTPYKTUBI3AM U Ha HEroBMUM NOCTaBkaMa 3acHOBaHa
KOHLLenuuja cTpaTeLLke KynType npeacTaBrbajy nioLoTBOpaH UCTPaXmBaYky Nnporpam
LIMBWUITHO-BOjHMX ogHoca. [lopen MoAepHUCTUYKOr KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA, KOHLENT cTpa-
TeLLKe KynType NpoHALLAO je CBOje YNOpULLTE W Y TPajeKTOPMjU ,4BPCTOr” KOHCTPYKTU-
Br13ma. OCHOBa CTpaTeLLKe KynType Y OKBUPY OBE TPajeKTopuje KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA jecy
nonuTuiKke naeosnoruje koje yusplhyjy ogpefheHy nepcnekT1By HauWOHANHOr naeH-
TWTETa, NocTaerbajyhn napameTpe yHyTpallkser ¥ CroSbHOMOMUMTUYKOT AenoBakba.
[JucKyp3anBHa KOHCTPYKLMja HaLMOHANHOr MAEHTUTETa NOCPEACTBOM NONUTUYKE nae-
onoruje obyxearta u fedmHucame yrnore 1 MUcKja OpyXXaHux cHara y apxasw, WTo Yy
CVHepruju ca mnarpafeHum npefcTaBaMa O HempujaTeroma nermTuMnayje ynotpedy
opyXXaHe cune. AHanmaa nonuTUYKOT AUCKypca omMmoryhaea OTKpUBaH-€ Pa3HOPOLHMX
npeacTaBa, CTaBoBa M yBEpeHa YHyTap ApyLUTBa y NOrneay ynore n Mecrta BOjcKe Y
ApywTsy. YjeoHo, y OKBMpYy Taksor npoueca Moryhe je OTKpuBaHe KIby4HUX Tadaka
criopetsa Koje onpeaerbyjy NoNUTUYKY OUCKYPC NO NUTaky LIMBUMHO-BOjHUX OAHOCA.
HaBegeHe cTyauje ykasane cy Ha BaXXHOCT aHanu3e Auckypca y cTyavjama ctpareLu-
Ke KynType, LUTO Ce OApaxasa W Ha Norbe LMBMITHO-BOJHUX OQHOCA KOjU Ce TpeTupajy
Kao jedHa of 3aBMCHWX Bapujabnu. [Jakne, U3aBojeHe Cy ABE OCHOBHE NEpPCrneKkTuBe
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CTyawja cTparteLlke KynType Koje ogpefyjy HaunH obnmnkoBara LIMBUHO-BOjHWUX OfHO-
ca Kao 3aBUCHe Bapujabne. KOHKPETHO, LIMBMITHO-BOjHM OZHOCK MOTY Ce aHanuampaTu
Kao npon3esoa je,EI,VIHCTBeHI/IX naeaunoHnx YnHunaua HaunoHanHe Kyntype, Tpagu-
Lije 1 ucTopuje jegHe Hauuje, anu 1 Kao NpoV3BOA AUCKYP3UBHUX NPAKCU NOMUTAYKUX
1 BOjHMX enuta. CBeyKyrnHo, CTyamje cTpaTeLlke Kyntype omoryhasajy Hagunaxere
aHaxpoHe MepCcrneKkTUBe LIMBUITHO-BOjHUX OfHOCA, NpYXajyhu MHOBATUBAH TEOPMjCKM
W aHanMTUYKK OKBMP KOju oMoryhaBa oTBaparbe UCTpaXuBayke areHae ka HoBUM Mu-
TatMMa 1 cybjekTuma.

KrbyyHe peun: yueusnHo-8ojHU OOHOCU, cmpameuwika Kynmypa, KOHCmpykmusu-
3am, udeayuoHu enemeHmu, OUCKypC.

© 2024 Aytop. O6jasuno BojHo dero (http://www.vojnodelo.mod.gov.rs). OBo je una-
HaK OTBOPEHOr MpucTyna u auctpubympa ce y cknagy ca nuueHuom Creative Commons
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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bstract: Classic theory of civil-military relations was mostly lim-

ited to empirical-descriptive studies, while theoretical starting
point of such studies was rudimentary. The end of the Cold War brought
about new challenges and questions, causing the need for theoretic
grounds and expansion of research agenda of civil-military relations.
Consequently, the subject of this paper encompasses the overview of
the evolution of the theoretical framework and research agenda of civ-
il-military relations, starting from the classical theory towards theoretical
paradigms of the constructivists. The primary objective of the paper is to
establish theoretical grounds of civil-military relations on the principles
of Constructivism and strategic culture, as a fruitful analytical framework
for the study of those relations as a dependent variable. In this paper,
the method used is the overview of academic literature to achieve a
systematic insight into relevant theoretical positions of the author which
thematise strategic culture and civil-military relations on the principles of
Constructivism. Two basic perspectives of strategic culture study have
been singled out that determine the way of shaping those relations as
a dependent variable. In concrete terms, civil-military relations can be
analysed as a product of unique ideational elements of national culture,
tradition and history of a nation, and as a product of discursive practices
of political and military elites. Overall, the study of strategic culture ena-
bles overcoming anachronistic perspective of civil-military relations, of-
fering and innovative theoretical and analytical framework that enables
opening research agenda for new questions and subjects.

Key words: civil-military relations, strategic culture, constructivism,
ideational elements, discourse.
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Introduction

he interpretation of the primary role of armed forces in a state has not signifi-

cantly changed observed from the first forms of organised social communities
in the ancient times, over the Middle Ages to the modern age. Hence, the first ideas
about a state included the military as unavoidable vital element that guarantees secu-
rity and survival. The thematisation of the conjunction of civilian and military spheres,
as noticed by Feaver (Feaver, 1999), has been present for thousands of years, but
modern academic thought finds the origin of this issue in the period that preceded the
Second World War, when the first papers dedicated to anti-militarism appeared. Feav-
er links the second wave of research to the initial phase of the Cold War, when it was
necessary to reconcile the need for the existence of permanent and big standing force
with traditional apprehension of Americans regarding the threat to freedom that such
armed force represented. Huntington (2004) successfully reconciled this dissension;
his monograph “The Soldier and the State” outlined the guidelines for overcoming this
problem and laid theoretical foundations for civil-military relations. The backbone of
his viewpoint is the issue of civil control, which he observes through the prism of the
relationship of power between civilian and military groups. The Huntington’s viewpoint
decidedly shaped the study of civil-military relations both during the Cold War and in
the years that followed its end (Feaver, 2003). However, over the course of time, the
Hungtington’s immeasurable contribution became a hindrance to theoretical evolution
of the field of civil-military relations.

As the post-Cold War world brought about new challenges in international rela-
tions that bore no particular similarities to the paradigm of the superpowers’ balance
of powers, the opening of new issues necessarily ensued in the field of civil-military
relations as well. In that regard, revitalisation of interest in the field of civil-military re-
lations ensued in the last decade of 20" century. Bland (1999) points out that the end
of the Cold War has opened numerous questions that directly or indirectly encroached
upon the area of civil-military relations. For example, the creation of new democratic
states in the eastern and central Europe, continuous problems with the establishment
of civil control over armed forces in numerous states, and the aspiration of the United
States of America to impose democratic norms all over the world, including omnipres-
ent doubts in the effectiveness of the civil control at internal plane. However, Bland
underlines that many scientists and makers of political decisions were taken aback
by the fact that theoretical grounds that they could use as assistance in providing an-
swers to the said questions were rather feeble or almost non-existent. Therefore, the
challenges of the post-Cold War world underscored the need to establish a theoretical
framework of civil-military relations that would create preconditions for a step forward
towards the expansion of research agenda.

An important support to such step forward is the constructivist paradigm, which
provides more than necessary theoretical stronghold for the analysis of all burning is-
sues that elude the horizon of classical theory. As Foster (2002) notices, this paradigm
enables the creation of a new perspective and the expansion of research agenda of
civil-military relations. Within this new research agenda, the issue of civil control is not
the subject of exclusive researchers’ interest. Having in mind the previously said, the
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subject of this paper is the overview of the evolution of the theoretical framework and
research agenda of civil-military relations, starting from the classical theory towards
theoretical paradigms of the constructivists. The representation of the evolution of
theoretical principles of civil-military relations guides the achievement of the primary
aim of this paper which is the establishment of civil-military relations on the principles
of constructivism and strategic culture, as a fruitful analytical framework for the study
of civil-military relations as a dependent variable. In this paper, the method used is the
overview of academic literature to achieve a systemic insight into relevant theoretical
positions of the author which thematise strategic culture and civil-military relations on
the principles of Constructivism.

Classical School of Civil-Military Relations

The classical school of civil-military relations, established in the Cold War period,
takes armed forces as the subject of its research, i.e. the problem of the strengthening
of their power and political involvement. Accordingly, the central significance within the
classical school of civil-military relations is attached to the issue of the way in which
civil control was established (Matei, 2012). Assuming political power by armed forces
happens as a consistent pattern in the history and, consequently, represents the basic
problem of civil-military relations (Feaver, 1999). The civil control concept has been
recognised as the solution to the said problems, inherent in the classical school of civ-
il-military relations. As Huntington states, the basic issue of civil control encompasses
the consideration of the way of reducing the military power in a society. He links the
achievement of this goal to the differentiation of concepts of subjective and objective
civil control. While subjective civil control implies the maximisation of power of civilian
groups in relation to military ones, the objective civil control achieves the decrease in
political military power through the professionalisation of military personnel making it
politically sterile and neutral (Huntington, 2004: 91-93). Travis (2017) states that the
influence of the concept of objective control on the theory and practice of civil-military
relations is reflected in the fact that it is still used as one of fundamental landmarks
in the establishment of such relations for political and military leaders. Hence, though
Huntington has encouraged more general thematisation of civil-military relations, his
viewpoint concurrently contributed to the reduction of research agenda solely to the
issue of civil control.

Classical theories of civil-military relations have set a research agenda that was
mostly focused on empirical studies, which served as the basis for generalisations
with minimal theoretical principles and viewpoints that would serve as starting points
for such analysis. Foster points out that reasons of the lack of theoretical grounds for
civil-military relations should be looked in the works of the pioneers in this field, and in
a limited interest in theoretical issues among key stakeholders - armed forces, makers
of political decisions and analysts. Because of that, the research agenda of civil-mil-
itary relations has been reduced to the issues of power, armed forces and structures
through which this power struggle takes place (Foster, 2002). Namely, Huntington’s
viewpoint hinders the theoretical progress even today, and the cause of that is the
reduction of the research agenda to a narrow field of civil control of armed forces (Bru-
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neau, 2012). Consequently, the initial contribution of the Huntington’s viewpoint has,
over the course of time, became a burden to civil-military relations, since his followers
consistently followed his principles without trying to make more than necessary steps
forward listening to the “rhythm” of other social sciences. Notwithstanding the fact
that the theoretical framework of the classical school was rudimentary, Feaver points
to the significance of the theoretical approach to civil-military relations, which implies
singling out independent and dependent variables that influence the area of those
relations (Feaver, 1999). Therefore, the theoretical approach to civil-military relations
in fact embodies the attempts to outline theoretical principles that would enable the
expansion of the research agenda and a fruitful analysis of data gathered through
empirical studies.

Civil-Military Relations and Constructivism

The end of the Cold War has brought about new problems and challenges to the
field of civil-military relations, that were impossible to solve relying on the classical
theory rich in theoretically indifferent studies. Hence, the primary problem of civil-mil-
itary relations is reflected in the lack of theoretical grounds, and a wrong direction of
the research agenda, especially in the period following the end of the Cold War when
descriptions were researchers’ principal objective. The construction of a new research
agenda in the field of civil-military relations, according to Foster, dictates the contex-
tualisation of the field within political science, international relations and sociological
theories. In this process, the author attaches significance to critical theory and con-
structivism, believing that their principles could offer a new perspective of civil-military
relations and a rich analytical framework (Foster, 2002). As regards concepts and
research issues that occupied the new research agenda, one notices the expansion
of interest beyond the sphere of civil control, and a greater number of actors who
take over the role in influencing civil-military relations (media, civil society, legislative
bodies, etc.) (Croissant, Kuhen, 2011). Speaking about potential constructivist turn
within civil-military relations, Lambert (2011) believes that it is early to speak about
such fundamental changes, and that the new research agenda is favourable for a step
forward towards research goals that overcome mere understanding of these relations.
Therefore, in the last decade of 20" century, civil-military relations were confronted
with new theoretical paradigms, among which constructivism is singled out as an in-
novative theoretical foothold, whose principles enable the expansion of the research
agenda to include new questions, actors and elements.

The contribution of constructivism is mainly observed in the return of culture and
identity to the centre of research agenda of the science on international relations.
Constructivism rejects the rationalistic notion of human nature, emphasising the im-
portance of normative (ideational) and material structures, as well as the significance
of doers (states) in shaping their interests and behaviours. The last, founding principle
of constructivism implies mutual constituting of doers (for example states) and struc-
tures (for example an international system) (Price & Reuss-Smit, 1998). Hence, the
constructivists assume that a structure that encompasses a system unifies material
and cultural elements. Analysing the role of ideas and interest in international poli-
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tics, Wendt (1996) points out that these are equally important phenomena, given that
power and interests owe their effect to the ideas that have shaped and defined them.
Overall, he stresses the priority of international elements (social structures) in shaping
international policy, or identities of states, their interest and behaviour.

As regards (social) identity of states, Wendt notes that they are ontologically con-
ditioned by the relationship with the Other. More precisely, he believes that social
identities are grounded on characteristics that a state (Self) attaches to other states
(the Other), thus identifying itself with them. This type of identity reflects a process of
mutual construction of doers (states) and structures (international system). Namely,
Wendt states that a corporate identity of a state, which originates in the field of internal
policy, defined by social identity of states, emerges from a system and position that
the state assigns to itself within it (Wendt, 1996). Because of giving priority to social
structures at the level of international system in building state identity, Wendt’s con-
structivism was designated as “systemic”. Criticising his viewpoint Hopf (2002) points
out works of representatives of constructivism which emphasise the significance of
the domain of internal policy in shaping state identity. An example of such approach
within constructivist paradigm Hoph finds in Katzenstein’s (Peter J. Katzenstein) mon-
ograph, which stresses the importance of cultural elements, norms and identity in the
field of national security.

Viewpoints of authors who emphasise the influence of the domain of internal pol-
icy on the shaping of state identity have laid foundations of “modern” constructivism.
The difference between systemic and modern constructivists lies in the fact that the
first stress the significance of international environment (international system) for the
shaping of state identity, while the latter give priority to internal cultural environment
(Jackson, Sgrensen, 2003). Elaborating on this division within constructivist camps,
Farrell (2002) designates certain representatives of modern constructivism by term
“the culturalists” implying that they take the domain of internal policy as the subject of
their analysis, as a social structure striving to deduce specific beliefs about the use of
force that are reproduced through military institutions. Among the culturalists, Farrell
especially singles out Snyder (Jack Snyder), Gray (Colin S. Gray) and Katzenstein.
Therefore, the modern constructivism stresses the significance of ideational elements
from national level for the construction and shaping of state identity. On the grounds of
such principles, a group of authors founded their studies on a concept of strategic cul-
ture, striving to identify a characteristic set of ideational elements that shape nation’s
approach to the use of power, war and policy of national security. An integral segment
of this set of ideational elements consists of beliefs, notions and positions on the role
and place of the military in a state. Having that in mind, modern constructivism and
the concept of strategic culture based on modern constructivism represent a fruitful
research programme of civil-military relations.

Apart from a “moderate” and modern constructivism, the studies of strategic cul-
ture have found their foothold even within “firm” constructivism, which is, mostly,
linked to the works of poststructuralists. For example, Hansen (2006) points out that
poststructuralists imply that identity of states, and of other collectivities, is conditioned
by discursive practices of political subjects used for the presentation and implementa-
tion of foreign policy. Glenn (2009) stresses that, unlike the studies of strategic culture
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founded on moderate constructivism, poststructural concept underlines the role of
doers (i.e. political and military elites) and their instrumental use of discourse de-
pending on a concrete situation. Poststructuralists emphasise the need of doers to
continuously reaffirm the boundaries of the politically legitimate on the basis of avail-
able cultural resources. Accordingly, research into strategic culture from the viewpoint
of poststructuralism place to the centre of attention the manner of shaping historical
narratives, national myths and symbols for the purpose of constructing a discourse
that will serve the foreign policy of the state. The fruitfulness of the discourse in the
field of civil-military relations is visible in the possibility to reconstruct the founding
assumptions which structure political discourses and enable certain decisions and
political endeavours. Also, the application of discourse analysis to an event or more
general discourse on the role of the military in politics, could help in reviewing certain
concepts withing different theoretical paradigms (Freistein, 2011). Having everything
previously stated in mind, constructivism offers an appropriate theoretical framework
for the study of civil-military relations since it acknowledges a set of ideational ele-
ments and discursive practices that determine the approach to the policy of national
security, whose integral components include beliefs, notions and positions on the role
of armed forces in a state.

Strategic Culture and Civil-Military Relations

During ‘80s of 20™ century, at the height of the Cold War, Jack Snyder pointed
to the need to approach the analysis of Soviet nuclear doctrine from a perspective
that would acknowledge distinctive elements of their culture, history and tradition
that had shaped their strategic thought. According to Snyder, the consideration of
Soviet positions on nuclear weapons demands the analysis of intellectual history of
the Soviet strategic thought, and the organisational and political framework of defence
decision-making. Over time, the said elements have formed a unified set of positions,
beliefs and behaviour patterns immanent in Soviet strategic thought that determines
their analysis and responses to strategic dilemmas and challenges. The stability
and vitality of the given positions, beliefs, and behaviour patterns in relation to the
nuclear strategy, Snyder designates by the phrase “strategic culture” (Snyder, 1977).
Therefore, the original concept of strategic culture implies the existence of a stable set
of positions and beliefs that shape strategic thought and they are manifested through
a unique nations’ approach to warfare. From the perspective of civil-military relations,
it is significant that the integral segment of the set of ideational elements that shape
the approach to the use of force consists of beliefs and positions on the role of the
military in a state. Starting from their predominance in the matters of strategic though
and defence decision-making, key actors where strategic culture is observed are
political and military elites. Their positions and beliefs about strategic issues are an
outcome of a unique mental instrumentarium which has ripened from the entirety of
historical experience and tradition of organisational and political structure.

Following Snyder’s viewpoint of strategic culture, Lord (1985) points out that the
essence of this concept consists of fundamental principles that define the building
of armed forces and goals which they serve. Accordingly, key elements of strategic
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culture of a country are its geopolitical position, state of international relations,
political culture and ideology, and military culture as well (military history, tradition,
and education), civil-military relations and military technology. And yet, having in mind
that the influence or significance of these elements for strategic culture may vary
from state to state, their influence on strategic culture is not constant. Similarly to
the mentioned authors, Booth (1990) also singles out political and military elites as
agents of strategic culture. He believes that strategic culture shapes the approach of
a nation to the issues of war and the use of force. The viewpoints of the so-called “first
generation” of strategic culture studies almost uniformly perceive political and military
elites as key actors. A set of ideational elements that make strategic culture is closely
defined and specified by the state of civil-military relations in the form of the role of
the military in the state and goals that the military should serve. In national academic
literature it is possible to find a paper that affirms the applicability of strategic culture
as analytical framework for the study of civil-military relations. More precisely, Veljko
Blagojevi€ in his analysis of strategic culture in Serbia starts from this very perspective,
orienting himself towards the process of the creation of Serbian military, establishment
of professional officer cadre, position of the military in society and its engagement
(Blagojevic, 2019).

After Snyder and his followers, a completely different trajectory of development of
strategic culture study ensued. Klein (1984) brings a perspective of strategic culture
where it is treated as a means in the hands of political elites by which they legitimise
violence against alleged enemies. The legitimisation process takes place by means
of public discourse, which is shaped by certain political ideology that enables the
identification of situations where the engagement of the military is justified. Kupchan
(1996) shares similar ideas regarding strategic culture. Hence, he states that
strategic culture represents a field of national identity and self-knowledge consisting
of appropriate representations and symbols. Apart from that, he equates strategic
culture with propaganda of political elite, which strives to form notions and positions of
the public opinion in line with its ideological concepts. Through creation and imposing
strategic culture, political elites legitimise their political or military activities. In the
moment when notions and positions become internationalised by the public opinion
and institutionalised through the structure of political decision-making, Kupchan points
out that their influence is then exerted on the notion of the proper role and mission of
political leaders and military establishment. Hence, political ideologies make the base
of strategic culture and they reinforce certain perspective of national identity, setting
parameters of internal and foreign political activity. Discursive construction of national
identity by means of political ideology encompasses defining role and missions of
armed forces in a state, which, in synergy with constructed notions about enemies,
legitimises the use of armed force.

As previously stated, the application of discourse analysis in the field of strategic
culture study can be fruitfully transposed to the field of civil-military relations. For
example, Lantis (2002) underlines that strategic culture is manifested in social
elites, as subjects that operate in the direction of establishing common historical
narrative. Apart from that, he stresses that the majority of authors agree that elites
define the foreign policy goals instrumentally, as well as political frameworks and
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guidelines in relation to challenges they face in a given moment. The works that are
oriented towards the analysis of political discourse imply that strategic culture can be
defined the most completely as “contractual reality” among elites. Bhiel (3013) and
associates observe that strategic culture is construed, which points to the existence of
contradictory currents within the society and its subcultures. The analysis of political
discourse enables discovering diverse notions, positions and beliefs within a society
regarding the role and position of the military in the society. At the same time, in that
process, it is possible to discover key points of dispute that define political discourse
regarding civil-military relations. The said studies underlined the importance of the
analysis of discourse in strategic culture studies, which is reflected in the field of civil-
military relations that are treated as one of dependent variables.

One of potential levels of strategic culture study, and consequently of civil-military
relations, is the study of the organisational culture of the military. After the first and
second generation of strategic culture studies, research done by representatives of
the third generation affirms organisational culture as a sublevel of strategic culture
research. An example of such study is a work done by Kier (1996), an author whose
subject of research is the question of the role of internal policy and organisational culture
of the military when choosing between offensive and defensive military doctrines.
She finds the response to the question in the study of political-military subcultures
which contain beliefs of political decision-makers about the role of armed forces in the
field of internal policy. The root of such beliefs, as Kier notices, is hidden in historical
experience of the nation in relation to the role of the military in the state construction
process. Consequently, the author underscores that military doctrine is a result of
the synergy of two factors, internal political limitations and organisational culture of
the military. Such approach to strategic culture study can be somewhat recognised
in the work of StarCevi¢ and Blagojevi¢. Namely, they emphasise the contradiction of
political decisions about the military neutrality of the Republic of Serbia and freezing
the compulsory military service. Moreover, they point to the harmful effect of such
political decisions on the role and place of the military in the society, the capabilities
for the execution of its missions and the formulation of military doctrine, and finally, on
the preservation of authentic Serbian strategic culture (StarCevi¢ & Blagojevi¢, 2020).

Apart from Kier, Berger (1996) endeavours in his work to determine the specificities
of “political-military culture” of Japan and Germany which is manifested in the perception
of national security, armed forces as institution and the use of force in international
relations. Therefore, this is a concept whose content fully expresses the analogy with
strategic culture. The central hypothesis of Bergers analysis of strategic culture in
Germany and Japan implies that historical experience and its interpretation by political
actors influence the shaping of beliefs and values that make them restrained regarding
the use of force. For example, the question of the role of armed forces proved to be
a key element of strategic culture of Germany in the period before, during and after
the Cold War. Inclusion of Germany in multilateral missions with the allies after the
Cold War entailed previous redefining of strategic culture in terms of the role of the
armed forces (Kesi¢, 2019). Apart from emphasising civil-military relations, as one
of dependent variables within the strategic culture concept, empirical studies have
shown on the example of militant states that this element emerges as the backbone of
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strategic culture. At the same time, this implies that, during the redefining of strategic
culture, the issue of civil-military relations is imposed as its corner stone.

Studies into strategic culture include the analysis and identification of characteristic
ideational, normative elements and behaviour patterns. Meyer (2006) founds his
study of strategic culture on normative elements that can be presented on a scale
depending on the values. The first dimension consists of legitimate objectives of the
use of force; it directly stems from national identity and it defines the structure, culture
and capabilities of armed forces. The second dimension is manifested in the way
armed forces are used, whether the force is used exclusively restrictively, for example
for the defence against an aggression, or it is legitimate to use it against other states,
offensively. The third dimension is defined by beliefs about the way of ensuring
survival in international relations, either through making alliances or by restraining
from such policy. Finally, the last dimension expresses the degree to which political
and military elites are conditioned by internal and external authorisation to use armed
forces. Research studies oriented towards analysing normative framework of strategic
culture offer a fruitful ground for the study of civil-military relations. Namely, normative
elements mostly reflect beliefs, notions and positions regarding the role and missions
of armed forces, conditions and ways of the use of armed forces in foreign policy, as
well as responsibilities of political and military elites.

Final Considerations

The formative period of civil-military relations has established research agenda
in that field, which was predominantly reduced to empirical studies from which
generalisations were drawn, without the concretisation of theoretical starting points
of such studies, and consequently, the inclusion of feedback results of the research
into the theoretical framework. The reasons for the absence of theoretical borders
of civil-military relations hide, both in pioneer studies that have laid foundations and
basic guidelines for research, and the lack of interest of key actors, political subjects
and military elites in theoretical issues. Poorly set research agenda has permanently
isolated civil-military relations from theoretical debates in political science and
international relations, which has reflected on hampered theoretical modernisation
of the field. The Huntington’s capital work has articulated basic theoretical principles
of the field which predetermined research agenda in the period of the Cold War, and
years that followed its end. Because of that, Huntington’s viewpoint enjoyed a special
status for a long time, being treated as a universal programme for solving all dilemmas
characteristic for civil-military relations. However, the end of the Cold War brought
about completely new challenges and dilemmas that were impossible to respond from
the viewpoint of the classical school of civil-military relations. First of all, a need has
emerged to expand the research agenda beyond the issue of civil control and power
struggle between civil and military sectors. Therefore, Huntington’s viewpoint became
a stumbling block in the evolution of civil-military relations, preventing the field to free
itself from the anachronistic perspective and narrowly focused research agenda.

As the theoretical foundations of civil-military relations were rudimentary, it was
necessary to change the perspective of the field and redirect attention towards its
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theoretical composition. Overcoming the problem of the absence of theoretical borders
of civil-military relations demanded opening to new paradigms of the constructivists,
normativists and representatives of critical theory. In other terms, it was necessary to
overcome the problem of theoretical isolation of civil-military relations, analysing them
through the prism of newer sociological theories, as well as theories of political science
and international relations. Inclusion of new theoretical paradigms in the analysis of
civil-military relations enabled the creation of a new perspective which marked the
separation from traditional approach oriented towards the issue of civil control. In this
new perspective of civil-military relations, the research agenda was expanded; the
centre of attention became new concepts and research questions, and new actors
who are recognised as relevant subject in the sphere of those relations.

The central significance of ideational elements within the constructivist paradigm
enables theoretical foundations of civil-military relations in the spirit that satisfies the
requirement for a new perspective and research agenda. Constructivism emphasises
ideational elements, a specific set of beliefs, values and notions that shape the
identity, interests and behaviour of states. In relation to ideational elements that shape
the meaning and understanding of the world, the constructivist research agenda
encompassed specific ideational and normative elements that determine the identity
of states in the field of defence and security policy. For the purpose of determining
these ideational elements, research studies rely on strategic culture concept, as an
analytical tool that includes civil-military relations as one of dependent variables. The
possibility of considering the role and place of armed forces in a state makes the
strategic culture concept a fruitful analytical framework of those relations. Observed
through the prism of strategic culture, civil-military relations can be analysed as a
product of unique ideational elements of national culture, tradition and history of one
social community, and as a product of discursive practices of political and military
elites. In the framework of the first approach, civil-military relations are determined
by a set of beliefs, values, notions and positions that find their origin in the entirety
of cultural elements. The second approach links the origin of civil-military relations
to the public discourse, through which social elites strive to reinforce certain notions
and positions of public opinion regarding the role and place of the military in a state.
Overall, the study of strategic culture enables overcoming anachronistic perspective
of civil-military relations, offering and innovative theoretical and analytical framework
that enables opening research agenda for new questions and subjects.
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Summary

he classical school of civil-military relations, established in the Cold War

period, takes armed forces as the subject of its research, i.e. the problem of the
strengthening of their power and political involvement. Research agenda of the classic
theory of civil-military relations was mostly limited to empirical-descriptive studies,
while theoretical starting points of such studies was rudimentary. The end of the Cold
War brought about new challenges and questions, conditioning the need for theoretic
grounds and expansion of research agenda of civil-military relations. Consequently,
the subject of this paper encompasses the overview of the evolution of the theoretical
framework and research agenda of civil-military relations, starting from the classical
theory towards theoretical paradigms of the constructivists. The representation of the
evolution of theoretical principles of civil-military relations guides the achievement of
the primary aim of this paper which is the establishment of civil-military relations on the
principles of constructivism and strategic culture, as a fruitful analytical framework for
the study of those relations as a dependent variable. In this paper, the method used
is the overview of academic literature to achieve a systematic insight into relevant
theoretical positions of the author which thematise strategic culture and civil-military
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relations on the principles of Constructivism. Theoretical foundation of civil-military
relations within constructivist paradigm enables the creation of a new perspective and
expansion of research agenda.

Modern constructivism stresses the significance of ideational elements from
national level for the construction and shaping of state identity. On the grounds of such
principles, a group of authors founded their studies on a concept of strategic culture,
striving to identify a characteristic set of ideational elements that shape nation’s
approach to the use of power, war and policy of national security. An integral segment
of this set of ideational elements consists of beliefs, notions and positions on the role
and place of the military in a state. Having the said in mind, modern constructivism
and the aforementioned concept of strategic culture based on modern constructivism
represent a fruitful research programme of civil-military relations. Apart from modern
constructivism, strategic culture concept has found its foothold in the trajectory of “firm”
constructivism. The base of strategic culture within this trajectory of constructivism
consists of political ideologies which reinforce certain perspectives of national identity,
setting parameters of internal and foreign political activity. Discursive construction of
national identity by means of political ideology encompasses the defining role and
missions of armed forces in a state, which, in synergy with constructed notions about
enemies, legitimises the use of armed force. The analysis of political discourse enables
discovering diverse notions, positions and beliefs within a society regarding the role
and position of the military in society. At the same time, in that process it is possible
to discover key points of dispute that define political discourse regarding civil-military
relations. The said studies underlined the importance of the analysis of discourse in
strategic culture studies, which is reflected in the field of civil-military relations that are
treated as one of dependent variables. Therefore, two basic perspectives of strategic
culture study have been singled out that determine the way of shaping civil-military
relations as a dependent variable. In concrete terms, civil-military relations can be
analysed as a product of unique ideational elements of national culture, tradition and
history of a nation, and as a product of discursive practices of political and military
elites. Overall, the study of strategic culture enables overcoming anachronistic
perspective of civil-military relations, offering and innovative theoretical and analytical
framework that enables opening research agenda for new questions and subjects.

Key words: civil-military relations, strategic culture, constructivism, ideational ele-
ments, discourse.
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