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Abstract: This paper examines the papal discourse of Pope Francis as a site of norm
entrepreneurship in contemporary world politics. Drawing on constructivist norm
theory, Finnemore and Sikkink’s model of the norm life cycle, and Manners’ concept
of normative power as a heuristic framework, it argues that Francis systematically
translates Catholic social doctrine into universalistic normative frames—centred on
fraternity, solidarity, and a post-secular engagement with the international order—
thereby seeking to position the Holy See as a distinctive moral authority in global
ethical discourse. The analysis proceeds through a qualitative discourse analysis of
key papal documents produced between 2013 and 2025, including the encyclicals
Laudato Si’ (2015) and Fratelli Tutti (2020), the apostolic exhortation Evangelii
Gaudium (2013), the Document on Human Fraternity (Abu Dhabi, 2019), and selected
addresses to the United Nations General Assembly and other international forums.
Two analytical criteria guide the examination: lexical universalisation—the
deployment of non-confessional vocabulary and the language of global rights and
shared humanity—and secular accessibility, understood as the extent to which
religiously grounded arguments are translated into a normative idiom accessible to
secular interlocutors. The paper argues that the novelty of Francis’s pontificate lies
not in the substance of the norms it promotes, but in the discursive mechanisms
through which Catholic ethical commitments are constructed as globally legible
claims—a “discursive double address” that retains theological grounding while
aspiring to universal normative resonance. The analysis operates at the level of norm
emergence, reconstructing the discursive conditions under which post-secular norm
entrepreneurship might become possible, rather than assessing its empirical impact
on international normative expectations.
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Introduction

The Holy See is among the most distinctive actors in world politics. Among
the least examined: a sovereign with diplomatic relations across most of the
international system, a permanent observer at the United Nations, and the
institutional voice of more than a billion believers, yet one whose mode of
influence—exercised through moral authority and the articulation of norms
rather than through material power—sits awkwardly within the categories that
International Relations (IR) conventionally deploys. This paper takes the
pontificate of Pope Francis (2013—2025) as a case through which to examine
that mode of influence. Its guiding question is twofold: by what discursive
mechanisms does Francis seek to convert the particular commitments of
Catholic social doctrine into claims that aspire to universal, secular legibility; and
does the discourse that results represent a genuinely post-secular innovation in
international normative politics, or a strategic repackaging of Catholic
particularism in a universalist idiom?

The argument advanced here is that the distinctiveness of Francis’s
pontificate lies not in the substance of the norms it promotes but in the
discursive architecture through which they are advanced—what the paper calls
a “discursive double address”: a manner of speaking that retains its theological
grounding while framing its normative conclusions to be assentable on secular
grounds. The claim is developed through a qualitative discourse analysis of
papal texts produced across the pontificate, guided by two criteria—Ilexical
universalisation and secular accessibility—and is pitched at the level of norm
emergence rather than measured normative effect. The paper proceeds in four
movements: it sets out a constructivist framework for the study of religious
norm entrepreneurship; specifies its corpus and method; analyses the strategy
across three normative frames—fraternity, solidarity, and post-secular
engagement—and tests it against a deliberately adverse case, the devotional
encyclical Dilexit Nos; and closes by drawing out the contribution and the
guestions that remain open.

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

Describing the role of the Holy See in international relations, Mariano
Barbato observes that, alone among religious actors, it represents more than a
billion people, holds a special status at the United Nations and full diplomatic
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relations with most states, and “acts as a norm entrepreneur in the global public
sphere”, yet attracts almost no attention from IR scholars (Barbato 2013b, 27).
The Holy See’s character as a “norm entrepreneur” is indeed manifested in
numerous instances of international politics; yet it is frequently subject to
ambiguous categorisations and comparisons with other actors in international
relations. This paper therefore examines the papal discourse of Pope Francis as
a site of norm entrepreneurship in world politics. It argues that Francis
systematically translates Catholic social doctrine into universalistic normative
frames—centred on fraternity, solidarity, and a post-secular engagement with
the international order—thereby positioning the Holy See as a distinctive moral
authority in global ethical discourse. Existing IR scholarship has tended to analyse
the Holy See through the lens of diplomacy and international law, largely
overlooking the question of how papal discourse functions as a vehicle of norm
entrepreneurship—and whether Francis’s universalistic framing represents a
genuinely post-secular innovation or a strategic repackaging of Catholic
particularism. The contrast with earlier pontificates is instructive. John Paul II’s
engagement with human rights discourse—most visible in Redemptor Hominis
(John Paul Il 1979) and Centesimus Annus (John Paul Il 1991)—consistently
grounded normative claims in explicitly Christological premises: human dignity
derives from the Incarnation, rights are intelligible only within a framework of
Christian anthropology. Benedict XVI's critique of technocratic rationality in
Caritas in Veritate (Benedict XVI 2009) similarly operated within an explicitly
theological register, positioning reason as incomplete without faith rather than
constructing arguments accessible to secular interlocutors on their own terms.
Francis’s discursive innovation consists not in abandoning these premises but in
systematically constructing a second register alongside them—one in which the
same normative conclusions are presented as accessible to secular reason
independently of their theological foundations. The shift is not doctrinal but
architectural: from a single-address discourse grounded in Christian
anthropology to the “discursive double address” this paper identifies as the
distinctive feature of Francis’s pontificate.

The analysis draws on constructivist norm theory and deploys Manners’
concept of normative power as a heuristic framework (Manners 2002; 2008;
2009). The empirical basis of the paper is a qualitative discourse analysis of papal
documents produced across the pontificate (2013—-2025); the construction of
the corpus, the analytical criteria, and the reading procedure are specified in
the methodological discussion that opens the following section. The analysis
focuses throughout on the mechanisms of normative framing through which
Francis translates Catholic social doctrine into universalistic ethical language—
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how concepts such as fraternity, solidarity, and secularism are constructed as
globally legible claims rather than confessional imperatives, and how this
discursive strategy positions the Holy See within, and in tension with, the secular
normative architecture of international relations.

Within International Relations and within European studies, the constructivist
conception of norms is well established. Against neoliberal and rationalist
approaches, constructivists hold that norms co-constitute actors’ behaviour and
sustain a space of intersubjective meaning: international politics is shaped not
only by the distribution of material power but by socially constructed meanings,
identities, and norms (Saurugger 2014). This opens analytical space for actors
whose influence derives less from military, economic, or territorial resources than
from a capacity to shape legitimacy and political meaning—and, in the discursive
variant, for treating discourse itself as the vehicle through which values are
formed and dominant interpretations established. Risse’s emphasis on
communicative action is pertinent here: states act not only on the logic of
consequences but on a logic of appropriateness, seeking to legitimise their
conduct before the international community (Risse 2000).

Within this literature, a familiar distinction runs between regulatory norms,
which govern the conduct of a given interaction, and constitutive norms, which
shape actors’ very identities (Saurugger 2014; Onuf 1989); norms, on
Kratochwil’s (1990) account, are not merely constraints on behaviour but the
ground of intelligible political action and legitimacy. Constructivism thus enables
the analysis of actors whose influence operates through the production of
normative meaning, moral authority, and legitimacy.

Constructivist approaches have exerted a particularly profound influence
upon the study of European integration and European politics. lan Manners
(2002; 2008; 2009) develops the concept of “Normative Power Europe”, by
which he describes the capacity of the European Union to shape the
international order through the promotion of norms such as human rights,
democracy, the rule of law, and multilateralism, not primarily by means of
military or economic power, but through its ability to define what is regarded as
legitimate and “normal” conduct within international relations.

It is precisely the concept of normative power that raises the question of
whether distinctive actors such as the Holy See may function as producers and
promoters of international norms despite possessing only limited material
instruments. For Manners (2009, 2), normative power is in its purest form
ideational rather than material: it works through normative justification rather
than incentive or force, and should be “normatively sustainable” —explicable
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and justifiable to others, and durable across generations; its analysis, he
proposes, links principles, actions, and impact.

Contemporary scholarship in international relations further emphasises that
religious actors may participate in the shaping of international norms and
political identities, particularly through the exercise of moral authority,
transnational networks, and universalistic ethical discourses (Casanova 1994;
Thomas 2005). In this way, religion ceases to be regarded exclusively as a private
or domestic political category and instead emerges as a significant factor in
international legitimacy and normative action. Scott Thomas (2005) argues in
this regard that religion constitutes an important source of identity, political
mobilisation, and normative legitimacy within contemporary international
relations. Similarly, José Casanova (1994) demonstrates how religious actors,
within the contemporary globalised sphere, participate in the formation of the
public sphere and of transnational moral discourses. Within this context, the
pontificate of Pope Francis represents a particularly instructive case: one in
which the Holy See’s symbolic and moral authority is actively mobilised through
a distinctive discursive strategy—centred on fraternity, solidarity, and a post-
secular engagement with the international order.

Yet understanding how Francis operates as a norm entrepreneur requires
engaging with a question that IR scholarship has largely sidestepped: how does
areligious actor navigate—and seek to reshape—a secular international order?
Classical secularisation theory predicted the progressive marginalisation of
religion from public life; yet, as Casanova (1994) persuasively demonstrates,
religious actors have instead undergone a process of reprivatization, reasserting
themselves as normative voices in the public sphere. Habermas’s (2006) concept
of the post-secular society captures this shift: rather than disappearing, religion
persists as a source of normative resources, provided its claims can be translated
into the idiom of public reason accessible to secular interlocutors. Taylor (2007)
deepens this picture by challenging the universality of the Western secular
narrative itself, arguing that what counts as “secular” is a historically contingent
construction, and that multiple modernities are possible.

These two accounts should not be elided, however, for Habermas and Taylor
diverge sharply on what the post-secular implies. Habermas retains a
proceduralist and broadly universalist frame, in which religious contributions
enter a public sphere whose secular reason remains the common currency;
Taylor’s genealogy unsettles precisely that assumption, treating “secular reason”
as itself one historically situated stance among others rather than a neutral
medium of translation. This paper draws on them for different purposes—on
Habermas for the mechanism by which religiously grounded claims are rendered
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publicly legible, and on Taylor for the contingency of the “secular” against which,
and within which, Francis manoeuvres—without treating their positions as a
single, settled theory of the post-secular. These debates have direct implications
for the analysis of Pope Francis’s pontificate. A key question this paper addresses
is whether Francis’s engagement with the international order represents an anti-
secular challenge to liberal norms, a post-secular attempt to enrich secular
discourse from within, or something more complex: a strategic universalisation
of Catholic social doctrine that operates simultaneously inside and outside the
secular normative framework. As employed in this paper, “post-secular” refers—
following Habermas and Casanova—not to the rejection of secular modernity,
but to the re-entry of religiously grounded ethical discourse into pluralist public
space through its translation into universally accessible normative language. It
is in this specific sense that Francis’s discourse may be characterised as post-
secular: not anti-modern, but operating at the boundary between religious
conviction and secular public reason.

Three cognate terms recur in what follows and are used here in stipulated
senses. Secularity denotes an institutional arrangement: the differentiation of
political from religious authority and the state’s formal neutrality among
confessions. Secularism denotes a normative or ideological stance that goes
further, holding that religion is properly confined to the private sphere and
carries no standing in public reason. The post-secular—the term this paper
prefers, and which it treats as interchangeable with the looser “post-
secularism”—names neither an institution nor an ideology but a condition:
following Habermas and Casanova, one in which religiously grounded claims re-
enter pluralist public space on the understanding that they are to be rendered
accessible to interlocutors who do not share their premises. The distinction is
consequential for the analysis, since Francis accepts secularity as a framework
while contesting secularism as an ideology—and it is precisely this combination
that renders his discourse post-secular rather than anti-secular.

Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) demonstrate that one of the most significant
contributions of social constructivism to international relations lies in its
attempt to explain how norms emerge, diffuse, and become internalised within
the international system. In accordance with this perspective, the fundamental
assumption is that the behaviour of states is determined not solely by material
interests and power relations, but also by socially constructed norms that define
what is regarded as legitimate and appropriate conduct within the international
community (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Norms are thus defined as
“standards of appropriate behaviour for actors with a given identity”
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 891; Katzenstein 1996; Finnemore 1996; Klotz
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1995). Consequently, norms possess not only a regulatory but also a
constitutive function, since they do not merely constrain the behaviour of
states, but also shape their identities and interests.

On this basis, Finnemore and Sikkink develop a three-phase model of the
norm life cycle. In the first—emergence—“norm entrepreneurs” (organisations,
activists, political leaders, transnational networks) promote a norm and, through
framing, present it as a morally desirable and civilizational value, seeking to
persuade others of its legitimacy. In the second—diffusion—the norm spreads,
and once a “tipping point” is reached, its observance becomes expected, as
states adopt it under pressures of legitimacy, reputation, and socialisation
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 902—-904; cf. Schimmelfennig 2001 on “rhetorical
action”). In the third—internalisation—the norm passes beyond contestation
into the taken-for-granted practice of states and institutions, no longer requiring
external pressure (cf. March and Olsen 1998).

Pope Francis represents a compelling instance of this kind of norm
entrepreneurship—though one requiring conceptual precision. Norm
entrepreneurship, as Finnemore and Sikkink conceive it, need not create wholly
new norms; it centrally involves framing—rendering claims legible, persuasive,
and morally compelling to new audiences. Francis does not invent fraternity or
solidarity but re-articulates them in a post-secular idiom aspiring to resonance
beyond Catholic social teaching; the novelty lies not in the norms but in their
framing. The innovation is thus not doctrinal but discursive. This contrast should
be stated with care, since it is a claim about the framing of these particular
commitments rather than about the pontificate as a whole. Francis’s
magisterium plainly does include doctrinal development—most conspicuously
the 2018 revision of the Catechism declaring the death penalty inadmissible,
which the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith itself presented as an
“authentic development of doctrine” (Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith
2018), and the increasingly emphatic qualification of the just war tradition,
which Fratelli Tutti judged it “very difficult” to invoke under modern conditions
of warfare (Francis 2020, §258). The point pressed here is narrower and is
compatible with such developments: with respect to fraternity and solidarity,
what is novel is not the doctrinal substance—long present in Catholic social
teaching—but the discursive architecture through which that substance is
rendered legible beyond the community of belief. The doctrinal and the
discursive are, in this instance, distinct axes of innovation, and the present
analysis isolates the second. To advance these claims, Francis has deployed the
institutional platform of the Holy See—its diplomatic networks, its UN observer
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status, and the global reach of papal discourse—addressing audiences far
beyond the Catholic faithful.

It is within this framework that the discourse of Pope Francis becomes a
significant analytical object: a norm entrepreneur who relies on the mechanisms
Finnemore and Sikkink identify—framing, persuasion, and the construction of
moral legitimacy—to advance claims that aspire to reshape international
expectations around fraternity, solidarity, and post-secular ethics.

Although actors such as the European Union and the Holy See differ in terms
of institutional structure, political nature, and status under international law, lan
Manners’ concept of normative power may nonetheless be applied heuristically
to the analysis of the Holy See’s activity, particularly insofar as it concerns the
shaping of legitimacy, ethical discourse, and international normative
expectations. Manners (2008) defines normative power not merely as the
capacity to diffuse norms, but also as a question of the ethical justification of
the way an actor participates in international relations. Normative power, in this
sense, derives not exclusively from institutional strength but from the capacity
to shape discourse concerning legitimate, moral, and desirable political conduct.
From this perspective, Pope Francis emerges as a norm entrepreneur whose
influence operates primarily through the production of normative meaning
rather than the exercise of material power—one whose discursive strategy, this
paper argues, constitutes a distinctive and underrealized contribution to
contemporary international normative politics.

Unlike states whose international activity is predominantly grounded in the
protection of national interests, Pope Francis consistently legitimises his
normative interventions through universalistic ethical principles that aspire to
transcend the territorial logic of sovereignty. Precisely for this reason, the
constructivist approach enables the analysis of his pontificate not merely
through the lens of Vatican diplomacy, but also as a distinctive discursive practice
of norm entrepreneurship—one through which Francis, through discourse,
encyclicals, and diplomatic engagement, seeks to intervene in—and reshape—
the normative expectations of the international community.

Read in this way, Francis’s discourse can be approached not only through
the classical categories of diplomacy and international law but through its
capacity to shape—and his ambition to reshape—international normative
expectations, ethical discourses, and patterns of legitimacy. That strategy is
organised around three interconnected frames: fraternity as a post-Westphalian
ethical horizon, solidarity as a principle of transnational justice, and a post-
secular engagement with the secular international order. It is this discursive
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architecture—its mechanisms, its ambitions, and its limits—that the following
section sets out to analyse.

It is worth stating this paper’s central analytical category explicitly, since it is
also its principal contribution. By “discursive double address” is meant a single
utterance constructed to operate on two registers at once: it preserves its
theological grounding, remaining intelligible to a believing audience, while
framing its normative conclusion so that the conclusion can be assented to on
independent, secular grounds by an interlocutor who does not share that
grounding. The category must be distinguished from two adjacent phenomena.
It is not Habermas's translation (Habermas 2006; 2008), in which the religious
premise is converted into—and effectively replaced by—secular reasons for non-
believers; in the double address, the premise is retained rather than exchanged,
and the conclusion is double-coded rather than translated out of its origin. Nor
is it diplomatic accommodation, in which an actor brackets its convictions to
enter a secular forum; here the convictions remain in view, and it is their
simultaneous legibility to two audiences that is at issue. So defined, the category
is tractable: its presence can be tested through the two criteria specified below—
lexical universalisation and secular accessibility—and it proves a variable,
falsifiable property of particular documents rather than a constant of the
pontificate, one tracking the audience and forum a text addresses.

Papal Discourse and Normative Entrepreneurship:
Fraternity, Solidarity, and Post-Secular Engagement

Pope Francis is an unusually self-conscious discursive strategist—one whose
normative ambition is organised around a coherent, if rarely made explicit,
argumentative architecture. His texts systematically translate Catholic ethical
commitments into universally accessible normative language through three
interconnected frames: fraternity, which constructs a universal moral community
that transcends confessional and national boundaries; solidarity, which names
the material and political obligations that such community membership entails;
and a post-secular mode of engagement, through which Francis positions the
Holy See as a participant within secular normative spaces rather than an
opponent of them. Together, these three frames constitute not merely a set of
parallel themes but a discursive strategy—one through which Catholic social
doctrine is rendered legible, and potentially persuasive, to audiences who share
neither its theological premises nor its institutional loyalties. The following
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analysis examines that strategy through a qualitative discourse analysis of key
papal documents produced between 2013 and 2025, guided by two analytical
criteria: lexical universalisation and secular accessibility. The question throughout
is how the discursive conditions for such a transformation are constructed.

Methodologically, the analysis is a qualitative, criterion-led close reading
proceeding from the constructivist assumption that political reality is constituted
through communication and the social construction of meaning (Risse 2000;
Saurugger 2014). Since the persuasiveness of such an analysis depends on the
defensibility of its corpus, the selection of texts is specified independently of the
analytical criteria applied to them — a separation that forestalls the circularity
of choosing texts because they already exhibit the features the analysis claims
to discover.

The corpus is constructed on two principles, one of genre and one of
audience. First, and as a safeguard against selective sampling, it comprises the
complete set of encyclicals of Francis’s own magisterium: Laudato Si’ (Francis
2015a), Fratelli Tutti (Francis 2020), and Dilexit Nos (Francis 2024). Lumen Fidei
(Francis 2013c) is excluded on documented grounds of authorship—substantially
drafted by Benedict XVI before his resignation and completed by Francis, who
both acknowledged his predecessor’s near-finished draft (Francis 2013c, §7) and
elsewhere described the result as written “with four hands” —rather than on
thematic grounds. Taking the highest magisterial genre in its entirety entails that
the corpus contains, by construction, at least one document—Dilexit Nos, a
devotional encyclical on the Sacred Heart—whose register is prima facie adverse
to the paper’s thesis; the analysis is thereby exposed to disconfirmation rather
than insulated from it. Second, the corpus includes a purposive selection of
further documents and addresses defined by audience and forum rather than
by theme: the programmatic apostolic exhortation Evangelii Gaudium (Francis
2013a); the climate exhortation Laudate Deum (Francis 2023), addressed “to all
people of good will”; the principal addresses delivered before secular
international institutions—the United Nations General Assembly (Francis 2015b)
and the European Parliament (Francis 2014); and the Document on Human
Fraternity co-signed at Abu Dhabi (Francis 2019). These are the sites at which a
religious actor’s discourse most directly meets a secular international public, and
hence the appropriate locations in which to observe—or fail to observe—the
strategy this paper identifies.

Against this fixed corpus, two analytical criteria are then applied. Lexical
universalization is operationalized through identifiable textual markers: the
substitution of confessional vocabulary with non-confessional equivalents (for
instance, “human dignity” in place of imago Dei); the placement of universalizing
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address-formulae such as “all people of good will”; the deployment of the
institutional lexicon of international politics (rights, dignity, the common good,
multilateralism); and the presence or absence of doctrinal warrant—scriptural
citation, magisterial authority, Christological grounding—within the chain of
justification. Secular accessibility is operationalised through a translatability test:
whether a given normative conclusion can be detached from its religious
premise and evaluated on independent grounds, such that an interlocutor who
rejects the premise might nonetheless assent to the conclusion. The test is
applied as an analyst’s counterfactual: it assesses how an argument is
constructed, not how actual secular readers respond—a question of reception
bracketed here and taken up in the conclusion. The two criteria are analytically
distinct: a passage may universalise its lexicon while remaining inaccessible to
secular evaluation, or retain confessional vocabulary while advancing an
independently assessable conclusion. Each text is read along four dimensions—
register, lexical universalisation, audience construction, and secular
accessibility—and passages are selected for close reading because they are
diagnostic on these dimensions, including where they cut against the thesis,
rather than because they confirm it. Every document was read in full; the reading
is guided by these explicit criteria but remains a close reading, not a coded or
guantitative content analysis, and it characterises the features it identifies rather
than measuring them.

The analysis does not seek to establish the causal impact of Francis’s
discourse on international norms. It operates at the level of norm emergence—
the first phase of Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998) model—attending to the
framing work through which normative claims are constructed, legitimised, and
addressed to new audiences. This restriction to the emergent phase is a
deliberate design choice, not a limitation of ambition: diffusion and
internalisation turn on the uptake of norms by states and institutions, and can
be assessed only with the reception-tracking, empirical methods discourse
analysis is not equipped to supply—the natural continuation of this inquiry
rather than a gap within it.

Fraternity

Among the most significant normative moments of Francis’s pontificate are
his engagement with the global question of migration and migrant dignity, the
development of interreligious dialogue through what has been called a
“diplomacy of fraternity”, a renewed discourse on human dignity reframed in
the light of contemporary challenges and the teaching of the Second Vatican
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Council, and a sustained critique of the technocratic paradigm and the culture
of waste. Across these and numerous other areas of engagement—many of
them continuous with long-established positions of the Holy See—Francis’s
pontificate has left a particularly significant mark. The most sustained
elaboration of this discursive strategy is found in the encyclical Fratelli Tutti
(Francis 2020), whose very title—drawn from the words of Francis of Assisi—
announces a universalistic ambition. Francis is explicit about his intended
audience from the opening pages: the encyclical is addressed not to Catholics,
nor even to Christians alone, but to “all people of good will”. This formulation,
standard in papal documents since John XXIlI, acquires particular significance in
Fratelli Tutti because it is not merely a polite gesture but a structural principle
of the entire argument. Throughout the encyclical, Francis consistently avoids
grounding his normative claims exclusively in theological or dogmatic sources;
instead, he appeals to what he presents as universally accessible ethical
intuitions about human dignity, interdependence, and justice.

This strategy of secular accessibility is evident in Francis’s diagnosis of the
contemporary international order. Rather than beginning with theological
premises, Fratelli Tutti opens with a political and sociological account of global
fragmentation. Francis diagnoses a world retreating into enclosure, in which
others, no longer regarded as bearers of inalienable dignity, “become only
‘them’” (Francis 2020, §27).

The significance of this passage lies not in its content—which echoes
mainstream critiques of nationalism and economic globalisation—but in its
register: Francis speaks in the language of political analysis, not theological
exhortation. The argument requires no religious premise, aspiring, in Habermas’s
(2006) terms, to a normative idiom accessible to secular public reason. Fraternity
enters not as revealed truth but as the political response to a diagnosis any
secular interlocutor might share.

This mode of argument reaches its most explicit formulation when Francis
addresses political borders and migration—perhaps the most politically
contested terrain of his pontificate. Rather than invoking biblical hospitality or
the Christian duty of charity, Fratelli Tutti frames the obligation toward migrants
as a demand of universal fraternity grounded in the shared humanity of all
people. Francis argues that authentic encounter with the other requires both
acknowledging our common humanity and a willingness to question our own
assumptions—an openness that transcends the logic of self-preservation
(Francis 2020, §§39-41).
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Two features are significant. First, the claim that obligation toward migrants
follows from shared humanity is presented as a conclusion accessible to reason,
not a religious imperative. Second, the demand that authentic encounter
requires questioning one’s own assumptions is addressed to a bearer of universal
reason, not a member of a faith community; the framing performs secular
accessibility, inviting agreement on shared rational premises rather than shared
confession. Since Lampedusa in 2013 (Francis 2013b), Francis has repeatedly
diagnosed the global migration regime as a site of normative desensitisation. In
Fratelli Tutti, he presents migrants not as a security problem but as bearers of
universal dignity—adopting the vocabulary of the liberal human rights regime
while radicalising it: dignity is an anthropological fact preceding any legal
arrangement. His migration discourse can thus be read as an attempt to de-
securitise migration and re-moralise it through the language of universal dignity
(cf. Buzan, Weever and de Wilde 1998).

To fully appreciate the normative ambition of Francis’s discursive strategy, it
is worth tracing the institutional genealogy of human dignity within Catholic
social teaching—for what Francis translates into universalistic language is not
an improvised ethical claim, but a concept with deep doctrinal roots. Francis’s
universalisation of human dignity as a political principle builds on a long process
of doctrinal development within Catholic thought, most notably in the
documents of the Second Vatican Council. Dignitatis Humanae grounds religious
freedom in the dignity of the human person, arguing that the person possesses
the right to freedom from coercion in religious matters precisely because of a
dignity that inheres in human nature itself (Vatican Council Il 1965a). Gaudium
et Spes connects human dignity to the Incarnation of Christ and to the human
vocation to communion with God (Vatican Council Il 1965b), while Lumen
Gentium addresses dignity through the universal call to holiness and
membership of the People of God (Vatican Council Il 1964). Gravissimum
Educationis further affirms the dignity of the person in the context of education
and formation (Vatican Council Il 1965c). Following the conciliar documents, the
subsequent development of the Church’s theological position on human dignity
was consolidated in the Catechism of the Catholic Church and has been
articulated in various ways in the documents and addresses of popes from Paul
VI to Leo XIV. It is also worth noting that this normative framework of human
dignity, particularly in relation to migration, is closely connected to the concept
of the “culture of encounter”—which in papal discourse appears as an
alternative to the “culture of indifference” —and resonates with approaches in
global migration policy concerned with a “human dignity regime” (Betts 2013).
The activity of the Holy See in the context of the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly
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and Regular Migration (UNGA 2018) may be interpreted as an attempt to
institutionalise the principle of “shared responsibility” within the global
migration regime, with the Holy See acting as a norm entrepreneur. Against this
institutional background, what becomes analytically significant about Francis’s
discourse is not the concept of human dignity itself, but the register in which it
is articulated: systematically translated from theological vocabulary into the
language of universal human rights, global justice, and shared humanity—a
translation that renders it potentially accessible to secular interlocutors who
may not share its doctrinal premises.

The universalising ambition of Francis’s discourse on fraternity is perhaps
most strikingly demonstrated in the Document on Human Fraternity for World
Peace and Living Together, signed jointly with the Grand Imam of Al-Azhar,
Ahmad Al-Tayyeb, in Abu Dhabi in 2019 (Francis 2019). This document is
methodologically significant for the present analysis because it represents a case
in which the universalisation of fraternity is enacted not merely rhetorically but
institutionally: a Catholic and a Sunni Muslim leader jointly sign a normative
declaration addressed to “all people who have faith in God and faith in human
fraternity”. The Abu Dhabi document thus constitutes significant evidence of
secular accessibility—it suggests that Francis’s discursive framing of fraternity is
sufficiently de-confessionalised to be co-signed by a religious leader from a
radically different theological tradition, though the normative significance of this
institutional act remains open to interpretation.

The document’s normative language is instructive in this regard. Where one
might expect theological divergence—on questions of God’s nature, revelation,
or salvation—the text consistently retreats to shared ethical ground:

We... declare the adoption of a culture of dialogue as the path; mutual
cooperation as the code of conduct; reciprocal understanding as the method
and standard (Francis 2019).

The vocabulary here—“culture of dialogue”, “mutual cooperation”,
“reciprocal understanding” —belongs to the lexicon of international diplomacy
and liberal political theory, not to the specific theological traditions of either
signatory. This is lexical universalisation in its most explicit form: the deliberate
choice of non-confessional language that operates across religious boundaries
and addresses a secular international audience.

Taken together, these texts demonstrate that Francis’s deployment of
fraternity constitutes a distinctive normative framing strategy. The concept is
not presented as a specifically Catholic contribution to international ethics, but
as a universally valid political principle whose Catholic articulation is merely one
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expression of a deeper human truth. What the textual evidence demonstrates
is that the discursive conditions for fraternity’s movement from papal encyclical
toward diplomatic norm are deliberately constructed: Francis systematically
frames fraternity in ways that seek to render it legible, and potentially
persuasive, to audiences far beyond the Catholic faithful.

A further significant dimension of the Holy See’s normative activity is
interreligious dialogue and the “diplomacy of fraternity” strongly affirmed under
Pope Francis. The Abu Dhabi document of 2019 on human fraternity for world
peace and living together is central in this regard (Francis 2019). The document
represents a significant normative innovation within Catholic-Islamic dialogue
because it does not interpret religious plurality as a tolerated pluralism but as a
positively constitutive condition of the global order. This establishes what
Barbato defines as a “religious diplomacy of fraternity” —a transnational regime
of moral communication that transcends the state-centric logic of international
relations (Barbato 2013a).

Solidarity

If fraternity constitutes the relational horizon of Francis’s normative
discourse, solidarity names its structural demand. Where fraternity addresses
the question of who belongs to the human community, solidarity addresses the
question of what that belonging requires—materially, politically, and
institutionally. In Francis’s discourse, solidarity is not a sentiment but a principle
of global justice: a normative claim addressed to states, international
organisations, and economic actors, framed in the language of obligation rather
than charity. The central argument of this section is that Francis systematically
translates solidarity from a theological virtue into a demand of transnational
justice—deploying the vocabulary of international institutions while
simultaneously seeking to radicalise its content through a critique of structural
inequality that exceeds the liberal consensus.

The most programmatic articulation of this discursive strategy appears in
Evangelii Gaudium (Francis 2013a), the apostolic exhortation that effectively
inaugurated the normative agenda of Francis’s pontificate. Francis’s treatment
of economic inequality in this document is analytically significant precisely
because of its register: it frames a diagnosis of structural dysfunction accessible
to any rational observer:

Just as the commandment “Thou shalt not kill” sets a clear limit to safeguard
the value of human life, today we also have to say “thou shalt not” to an
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economy of exclusion and inequality. Such an economy kills (Francis 20133,

§53).

The rhetorical strategy is telling. Francis invokes the Decalogue but
immediately extends it into the secular domain of economic structure, so that
the claim “an economy of exclusion kills” stands independently of its biblical
framing—a claim about structural violence any secular interlocutor might
recognise. The religious register opens the argument; the argument itself does
not depend on it.

This pattern is reinforced by what immediately follows in the same
paragraph:

How can it be that it is not a news item when an elderly homeless person

dies of exposure, but it is news when the stock market loses two points?

(Francis 2013a, §53).

The significance of this rhetorical question lies in its independence from any
religious premise: it appeals to a moral intuition—that human life matters more
than financial indices—available to any reader. This is lexical universalisation at
its most economical, a single question constructed to read across cultural,
religious, and ideological boundaries.

The ecological dimension of solidarity receives its fullest elaboration in
Laudato Si’ (Francis 2015a), where Francis develops what he terms “integral
ecology” —a framework that extends solidarity beyond the human community
to encompass the natural world and future generations. The analytical interest
of this move lies in its discursive strategy: Francis grounds the argument not in
theological premises but in scientific consensus, explicitly invoking the authority
of climate science to establish the empirical basis for his normative claims:

We are faced not with two separate crises, one environmental and the other
social, but rather with one complex crisis which is both social and
environmental. Strategies for a solution demand an integrated approach to
combating poverty, restoring dignity to the excluded, and at the same time
protecting nature (Francis 2015a, §139).

Two features stand out. First, framing climate change and social inequality
as a single “complex crisis” is a normative innovation: solidarity with the poor
and with the planet become structurally connected demands, expanding the
concept beyond its human application. Second, the vocabulary—“integrated
approach”, “protecting nature” — belongs to the lexicon of international policy
rather than Catholic theology: an act of lexical universalisation in which Francis
adopts institutional language while filling it with a content that exceeds its
technocratic consensus.
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This discursive strategy reaches its most politically explicit formulation in
Laudate Deum (Francis 2023), where Francis addresses the failure of
international climate governance with unusual directness:

It is no longer possible to doubt the human—*“anthropic” — origin of climate
change (Francis 2023, §11).

The significance here is the explicit appeal to scientific authority (“it is no
longer possible to doubt”) as the ground of a normative claim about justice.
Francis argues not from faith but from consensus—positioning the Holy See
within secular epistemic communities rather than outside them. Solidarity is
thus framed not as a Catholic obligation but as a demand of reason: those who
accept the evidence are already committed to its normative implications.

This convergence between religious and secular normative language is
perhaps most visible in Francis’s address to the United Nations General Assembly
in New York (Francis 2015b), delivered at the moment of the adoption of the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Francis explicitly aligns the Holy See’s
normative agenda with the UN framework while simultaneously seeking to
radicalise its content:

The common home of all men and women must continue to rise on... respect
for the sacredness of every human life—of the poor, the elderly, children,
the infirm, the unborn, the unemployed, the abandoned, those considered
disposable because they are only considered as part of a statistic (Francis
2015b).

The list of those considered “disposable” is analytically significant: it moves
from categories recognised within the liberal human rights framework (the
elderly, children, the infirm) to categories that exceed or challenge it (the unborn,
the abandoned). This is solidarity deployed as a normative challenge to the
liberal consensus—not a rejection of the UN framework, but an attempt to
radicalise it from within. Francis speaks the language of international institutions
but stretches their normative vocabulary in directions that the secular consensus
has not fully endorsed.

Taken together, these texts demonstrate that Francis’s deployment of
solidarity constitutes a distinctive two-move discursive strategy. First, he adopts
the vocabulary of international institutions—sustainable development, common
good, global governance—thereby seeking to establish secular accessibility.
Second, he fills that vocabulary with a moral content that aspires to exceed the
technocratic consensus—structural critique of capitalism, solidarity with future
generations, the “disposable” as a normative category. The novelty lies not in
the word “solidarity” itself, but in the way Francis constructs it as a
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simultaneously religious and secular demand: grounded in Catholic social
teaching but articulated in a language that aspires to bind secular actors who
share neither its theological premises nor its institutional loyalties.

Secularism

The third normative frame in Francis’s discursive strategy concerns his
relationship to the secular international order itself. Unlike fraternity and
solidarity, which name specific normative content, post-secular engagement
names a mode of address: the way a religious actor participates in secular public
space without either abandoning its religious identity or imposing its theological
premises on interlocutors who do not share them. As established in the
theoretical framework above, “post-secular” in this paper refers not to the
rejection of secular modernity, but to the re-entry of religiously grounded ethical
discourse into pluralist public space through its translation into universally
accessible normative language (Habermas 2006; Casanova 1994). The central
argument of this section is that Francis’s discourse consistently seeks to enact
this translation—deploying a strategic distinction between secularism as
ideology and secularity as institutional framework, and attempting to position
the Holy See as a participant within, rather than an opponent of, the secular
international order. What makes this strategy distinctively post-secular, rather
than simply diplomatic, is Francis’s refusal to choose between religious identity
and secular accessibility: his discourse is constructed to speak simultaneously
to believers and to secular audiences, retaining its theological grounding while
aspiring to normative resonance beyond confessional boundaries. Whether this
double address is analytically coherent—and whether it succeeds in practice—
are questions the textual evidence can illuminate but not definitively resolve.

The clearest programmatic articulation of this distinction appears in Francis’s
address to the European Parliament in Strasbourg (Francis 2014)—his first major
speech before a secular supranational institution. Rather than asserting the
Christian roots of European civilisation as a claim to normative authority, Francis
frames Europe’s heritage in explicitly humanistic terms:

The time has come to work together in building a Europe which revolves not
around the economy, but around the sacredness of the human person,
around inalienable values (Francis 2014).

The significance lies in its rhetorical strategy. Rather than grounding Europe’s
heritage in Christian revelation or ecclesiastical authority, Francis appeals to “the
sacredness of the human person”—a formulation at once theological in origin
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and accessible to secular political theory, human rights discourse, and Catholic
anthropology. Dignity, sacredness, inalienable values are categories evaluable
across traditions: post-secular engagement in its most explicit institutional form,
a religious leader addressing a secular institution in a language designed to
bridge, not bypass, the faith-reason distinction.

This mode of engagement is also visible in Laudato Si’ (Francis 2015a), where
Francis’s approach to the secular international order takes a striking
methodological form. The encyclical opens with an explicit statement of intent:
“I would like to enter into dialogue with all people about our common home”
(Francis 2015a, §3). Francis further specifies that “faith convictions can offer
Christians, and some other believers as well, ample motivation to care for nature
and for the most vulnerable of their brothers and sisters” (Francis 2015a, §64).

Two features deserve attention. First, the explicit address to “all people” —
not Catholics, not Christians, but all—signals an argument meant to function
across religious and non-religious boundaries, though the framing cannot itself
guarantee its success. Second, the formulation “faith convictions can offer...
motivation” is calibrated: faith is one source of normative motivation among
others, not the argument’s exclusive foundation—precisely Habermas’s (2006)
condition of post-secular public reason, religious actors casting their convictions
in terms secular interlocutors can evaluate.

Where Laudato Si’ balanced theological and scientific registers, Laudate Deum
is written almost entirely in the language of political analysis, scientific consensus,
and international governance. Francis (2023, §34) frames the demand for
international climate cooperation in explicitly political terms, insisting that
“preference should be given to multilateral agreements between States”.

The shift in register from theology to political science is analytically decisive.
Francis is not arguing from faith; he is arguing from scientific consensus and
political theory. The normative claim—that multilateral cooperation constitutes
both a political and a moral imperative—does not require the reader to accept
any religious premise: it follows from the diagnosis of climate change as a
collective action problem that only supranational cooperation can address. This
is secular accessibility at its most complete as a discursive aspiration: a papal
document whose central argument is constructed to be fully intelligible—and
potentially persuasive—to readers who share neither Francis’s faith nor his
institutional allegiance.

The Abu Dhabi Document on Human Fraternity (Francis 2019) adds a further
dimension to this analysis. Here, post-secular engagement operates not just
rhetorically but institutionally: Francis and the Grand Imam of Al-Azhar co-sign
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a normative declaration that explicitly addresses the relationship between
religion and secular public order:

Freedom is a right of every person: each individual enjoys the freedom of
belief, thought, expression and action. The pluralism and the diversity of
religions, colour, sex, race and language are willed by God in His wisdom,
through which He created human beings (Francis 2019).

The interest of this passage lies in its double address. On one level, religious
pluralism is grounded theologically (“willed by God”); on another, the normative
conclusion—freedom of belief, pluralism as a positive value—is cast in the
language of international human rights, accessible to those who do not share
the premise. This enacts the post-secular condition Habermas (2006) and
Casanova (1994) describe: religious discourse generating conclusions accessible
to secular public reason without reducing itself to it.

Francis deploys this distinction strategically: he accepts secularity as an
institutional framework while rejecting secularism as an ideology—which allows
him to speak within secular institutions without accepting their assumption of
religion’s irrelevance to public reason.

Taken together, these texts demonstrate that Francis’s post-secular
engagement with the international order constitutes a deliberate discursive
strategy through which the Holy See attempts to participate in secular normative
spaces—the European Parliament, the United Nations, international climate
governance, interreligious dialogue—on terms that do not require the
abandonment of its religious identity. What the preceding analysis has
established is more modest but no less significant: that Francis’s discourse is
systematically constructed to create the discursive conditions for post-secular
normative engagement—conditions that, in Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998)
terms, correspond to the framing and persuasion work of norm
entrepreneurship in its first, emergent phase. Yet the post-secular strategy is not
without its internal tensions. Francis’s address to the European Parliament
exemplifies a mode of engagement in which theological categories—“the
sacredness of the human person”, “inalienable values”—are deployed in a
secular institutional context without being translated into exclusively secular
language. This is precisely what distinguishes Francis’s approach from a simple
diplomatic accommodation: the theological register is retained, but reframed
so as to invite agreement across confessional boundaries. The analytical question
is whether this double address is received as such by secular interlocutors or
whether it functions primarily as an internal legitimation strategy for Catholic
audiences. The textual evidence can establish the discursive construction of
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secular accessibility; it cannot establish its reception. This distinction—between
the construction of discursive conditions and their normative efficacy—marks
the limit of discourse analysis as a method. Whether this position is analytically
coherent and whether it is received as such by secular interlocutors are
questions to which the concluding section turns.

Dilexit Nos and the Limits of the Double Address

The strategy reconstructed in the preceding three sections is not a uniform
property of Francis’s own magisterium, and the corpus is built to make this
visible. Taking Francis’s own encyclicals in their entirety obliges the analysis to
confront a document the thesis would not have chosen: Dilexit Nos (Francis
2024), the devotional encyclical on the Sacred Heart issued in the final year of
the pontificate. Read against the two analytical criteria that organise this study,
Dilexit Nos does not exhibit the double address; it fails both criteria, and does
so in a patterned way more illuminating than a further confirming case would
have been. It functions, in other words, as a negative case—the test that shows
the double address to be a falsifiable claim about particular texts rather than a
lens that cannot but find what it seeks.

The contrast begins at the level of register. Where Fratelli Tutti opened with
a sociological diagnosis of global fragmentation framed for any reader, Dilexit
Nos opens—and proceeds—in an overtly scriptural and Christological idiom: its
first word is the Pauline confession “He loved us” (Francis 2024, §1; cf. Rom 8:37),
and its argument is carried throughout by the citation of Scripture, the testimony
of the saints and mystics, the seventeenth-century apparitions at Paray-le-
Monial, and the modern Sacred Heart magisterium from Leo Xlll to Pius XII. The
doctrinal warrant that the social documents kept in reserve is here constitutive
and unconcealed; the heart of Christ is presented not as a metaphor available
to secular reason but as the unifying principle of all reality (Francis 2024, §31).
Audience construction shifts accordingly. The universalising address-formula “all
people of good will”, which in Fratelli Tutti operated as a structural principle of
the whole argument, is absent here as an organising device; the encyclical is
oriented, more openly than either of its social predecessors, to the Catholic
faithful. On the criteria of lexical universalisation and audience construction alike,
Dilexit Nos therefore runs in the opposite direction to the texts examined above.

This does not mean that Dilexit Nos is socially silent. Its fifth chapter turns
explicitly to the communal and social dimension of the devotion, and in its
concluding paragraphs, Francis ties the encyclical back to his social teaching, insisting
that the argument of Laudato Si’ and Fratelli Tutti is not foreign to the encounter
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with the love of Christ (Francis 2024, §217). The analytically decisive point is the
direction of derivation. In the social documents, fraternity, the dignity of the person,
and the obligation of solidarity were constructed as conclusions detachable from
their theological premises—claims an interlocutor could assent to without sharing
the faith that motivated them. In Dilexit Nos, the same conclusions reappear, but
reattached: fraternity, the recognition of each person’s dignity, and care for the
common home are presented as fruits that flow from the encounter with Christ’s
love (Francis 2024, §217), that is, as consequences intelligible only from within the
devotional relationship the encyclical commends. The normative conclusion is no
longer engineered to survive the removal of its premise; it is deliberately rejoined
to it. By the translatability test set out above, this is precisely a failure of secular
accessibility—and it is a failure by design, not by oversight.

Three consequences follow. First, a disconfirming case inside the corpus
answers the suspicion that the double address is an artefact of selection: a corpus
that by construction admits a text in which the strategy is absent cannot have been
assembled to guarantee its presence. Second, the double address is thereby shown
to be document-specific rather than a blanket feature of the pontificate. Third,
and most importantly, the pattern of its presence and absence is itself intelligible:
it covaries less with a document’s theme than with its primary audience and forum.
Where the addressee is a secular international public—the United Nations, the
European Parliament, the co-signatory of an interreligious declaration, the
readership of a social encyclical addressed to all—the discourse universalises and
renders its conclusions secularly assessable; where the addressee is the believing
community, as in Dilexit Nos, the same ethical substance is returned to its
confessional ground. In Dilexit Nos, admittedly, audience, genre, and theme are
intertwined, so a single case cannot by itself isolate audience as the operative
variable; the claim is offered as the most economical reading of the pattern, not
as a causal demonstration. The double address, in short, is an outward-facing
strategy. This refinement does not weaken the paper’s central claim; it sharpens
it, specifying the conditions under which the post-secular idiom is deployed and
the conditions under which Francis sees no need for it.

Conclusion

Mariano Barbato’s (2013b, 27) observation that the Holy See ,attracts almost
no attention from IR scholars” despite acting as a norm entrepreneur in the
global public sphere identified a lacuna that this paper has sought, in part, to
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address. The analysis presented here suggests that the scholarly neglect Barbato
identifies—well-documented across the literature on religious actors in world
politics (Haynes 2012; Sandal and Fox 2013; Hehir 1990)—is not merely a matter
of disciplinary blind spots but reflects a deeper conceptual challenge: what
remains underexplored is the specific discursive mechanism through which a
religious actor constructs normative claims that aspire to secular legibility. The
Holy See under Pope Francis operates through mechanisms of normative
influence that standard IR categories—diplomacy, interest, material power—are
poorly equipped to capture. What this paper has traced is a discursive strategy
that is neither purely religious nor purely secular, neither simply diplomatic nor
merely rhetorical, but something more analytically elusive: a systematic attempt
to construct normative claims that aspire to universal legibility while retaining
their theological grounding.

The analysis has examined this strategy across three interconnected
normative frames. Fraternity, as Francis deploys it, is not a specifically Christian
virtue addressed to the community of believers, but a post-Westphalian political
principle addressed to all of humanity—constructed through the deliberate
substitution of confessional vocabulary with the language of shared humanity,
global rights, and universal dignity. Solidarity names the structural demand that
such a universal community entails: not charitable impulse but a normative
obligation addressed to states, international organisations, and economic actors,
framed in the language of global governance while seeking to radicalise its content
through a critique of structural inequality. Post-secular engagement, finally, names
the mode through which Francis seeks to enact this strategy within secular
normative spaces—not by abandoning his religious identity, nor by imposing its
premises on those who do not share them, but by constructing what this paper
has called a “discursive double address”: normative claims that speak
simultaneously to believers and to secular audiences in the same utterance.

What is the normative significance of this strategy? The analysis has argued
that it constitutes a genuine discursive innovation—not doctrinal but discursive.
Earlier pontificates addressed questions of dignity, solidarity, and the common
good primarily within a framework of Christian anthropology; Francis
systematically constructs his normative claims to be legible independently of
their theological premises. The innovation lies in the construction of a post-
secular idiom through which Catholic social doctrine aspires to universal
normative resonance—not a translation that abandons the original, but a double
address that operates on both sides of the secular-religious boundary
simultaneously.
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Yet the analysis has also traced the limits of this strategy, even if it has not
sought to catalogue them in detail. The universalising ambition of Francis’s
discourse is selective: it extends with considerable force to migration, ecology,
and economic inequality, but engages less comprehensively with questions of
gender, sexuality, and internal Church governance. A discourse that aspires to
universal legibility while maintaining positions that large portions of its intended
secular audience find exclusionary faces a structural tension that the discursive
strategy itself cannot fully resolve. Whether this tension is a fatal flaw or a
productive ambiguity—one that keeps the discourse open rather than
foreclosing it—is a question the textual evidence can illuminate but not
definitively answer.

The broader significance of this case, however, extends beyond Francis’s
pontificate. At a moment when the secular liberal international order is itself
undergoing a crisis of legitimacy—when the normative authority of multilateral
institutions is contested, when the language of universal human rights is
deployed by actors with radically divergent agendas, and when the boundaries
between religious and secular public reason are being renegotiated across
multiple contexts simultaneously—post-secular normative strategies of the kind
Francis has developed may be more analytically significant than IR theory has
thus far acknowledged. The question is not only what Francis has attempted,
but what his attempt reveals about the nature of normative power in the twenty-
first century: that it may operate most effectively not through institutional
strength or material leverage, but through the capacity to construct normative
claims that are simultaneously grounded and universally addressed—particular
enough to carry authority, accessible enough to travel.

Two contributions follow. To the study of religious actors in international
relations, the paper offers an analytical category—the discursive double
address—that names a mode of normative influence the standard vocabulary
of diplomacy, interest, and material power does not register, and that is distinct
from both Habermasian translation and diplomatic accommodation. The
constructivist study of norm entrepreneurship, it specifies what the framing
work of the emergent phase looks like for a religious actor operating at the
boundary of secular public reason, and shows that this work is conditioned by
the audience a text addresses. Each contribution also marks the limit of the
present method, and so its agenda. Three lines of inquiry follow. The first is
reception: whether, and by whom, Francis’s universalised claims are heard as
universal—whether secular actors, states, and non-Catholic publics take them
up, contest them, or pass them by—which only reception-tracking empirical
study can establish. The second is diffusion and internalisation: whether any of
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these claims pass beyond emergence into the later phases of the norm life cycle.
The third is comparative and temporal: whether the double address outlives the
pontificate that shaped it, and whether it is peculiar to Francis or available to
his successors as a repertoire.

What this paper has sought to demonstrate is more modest but, it is hoped,
no less significant: that the discursive conditions for post-secular norm
entrepreneurship have been deliberately and systematically constructed, and
that understanding how they work is an indispensable step toward assessing
whether, and to what extent, they might succeed.



Cseta Ctonnua KAO HOPMATUBHU
npeay3eTHUK: bpatcTBo, connaapHocCT
U ceKynapusam y noHTudpuKarty nane Ppare

XpBoje LLINEXAP?

Anctpakr: OBaj pag, 6aBu ce aHasM30M MANCKOT AMCKypca nane ®parbe Kao NpocTopa
3a cTBaparbe APYLUTBEHUX HOPMMW Y CAaBPEMEHOj CBETCKOj NoanTuup. Ocnambajyhu ce
Ha KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKY TEOPUjY HOPMM, MOZEN *KUBOTHOT LIMKAYCa Hopmn PajHemop
1 CuKUHK (Finnemore and Sikkink) n MaHepcoB (Manners) KoHLEeNT HopmaTUBHe Mohu
Kao XeyPUCTUYKOT OKBMPA, MOCTaB/ba Ce TBPAHbA Aa Pparba CMCTEMATCKU NPEBOAM
KaTO/IMYRY APYLUTBEHY AOKTPUHY Y YHUBEP3AIMCTUYKE HOPMATUBHE OKBUPE YCMEPEHE
Ha BpaTCTBO, COMMAAPHOCT M MOCTCEKYTAPHM aHraXKMaH ca MehyHapoaHMM NOPETKOM,
YyMMe HacToju Aa nosuumoHupa Ceety CTonnuy Kao nocebaH MopaiHuU ayToOpUTET y
rN06aIHOM ETUYKOM AMCKYpCY. AHa/IM3a Ce HACTaB/ba KPO3 KBA/IMTAaTUBHY aHaNN3y
OMCKYPCa K/byYHUX MAMNCKUX AOKYMeHaTa HacTanmx uamehy 2013. n 2025. roguHe,
yK/byuyjyhu eHumknmnke Laudato Si’ (2015) wn Fratelli Tutti (2020), anocToNcKy Noyky
(exhortatio apostolica) Evangelii Gaudium (2013), JokymeHm o 6pamcmsy mehy
myouma (Aby [abwu, 2019), kao 1M ogabpaHa obpaharba leHepasHOj CKYMWTUHU
YjeanrbeHunx Haumja u gpyrmm mehyHapoaHum dopymmuma. OBO UCMIUTUBAHE HaNa3w
CMEpPHMLIE Y A1BA aHAZIUTUYKA KPUTEPUjYMA: IEKCUYKOj YHUBEP3AINM3aALMjM, OGHOCHO Y
NPMMEHN HEKOH(ECUOHANHOT PEYHMKA W je3MKa 106aNHUX NpaBa U 3ajegHUYKor
YOBEYAHCTBA; M CEKY/TAPHO] MPUCTYNAYHOCTM, CXBaheHOoj Y CMUC/Y CTEMEHa Y Kojem ce
PENIUIMO3HO YyTEME/bEHU apryMEHTU NpeBoae Y HOPMATUBHU MAMOM NPUCTYNaYyaH
CEKy/IapHMM CaroBOpHMUMMA. Pag U3HOCK TBPAHY A3 HOBMHA Y NOHTUdUKATY nane
®patbe He Nexu y CyWTUHU HOPMWM Koje mpomosulie, Beh y AWCKYP3UBHUM
MeXaHU3MMMA KPO3 Koje ce eTndKe obaBe3e KaToNIMKA KOHCTPYMLLY Kao r1obanHo
pasym/buBe TBPAHE, OAHOCHO Kao ,AMCKYP3UBHO ABOCTPYKO obpaharbe” Koje
3apyKaBa TEO/IOLKO yTeME/berbe AOK TEXKMN YHUBEP3a/THOj HOPMATUBHOj PE30HAHLMN.
AHann3a GpYHKLMOHMLLIE HA HUBOY HAaCTaHKa HOPMM, NPU YeMy Ce PEKOHCTPYMLLY
OVCKYP3VBHM YCN0BU NOZ KOjuUMa b1 MOCTCEKYNAapPHO HOPMATUBHO NPeay3eTHULLTBO
MOI/IO Aa noctaHe moryhe, yMecTo Aa npouekyje HheroB emrnmpujcku yTuuaj Ha
mehyHapogHa o4eKknBarba y norieay Hopmu.
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YBop,

Ceeta Ctonunua je jeaaH o4 HAjUCTaKHYTUjUX aKTepa Yy CBETCKO] NOAUTULM,
OOK je uCcToBpeMeHO Hajmarbe WUCNUTUBaHa: nocefyje cyBepeHUTeT ca
OMNJIOMATCKUM ogHocuma y Behem aeny mehyHapoaHor cuctema, CTasHu je
nocmaTtpay y YjeanktbeHUm Haumjama v npeactaB/ba MHCTUTYLLMOHAMHM r1ac 33
BULLE 04 jeAHe MUAnjapae BepHUKA, aan OHaj YMjM Ce HaUuMH yTULaja, Koju ce
OCTBapyje KpO3 MOpPASHM ayTOPUTET U aAPTUKYIALM)Y HOPMU, @ HE Kpo3
maTepujanHy moh, Ha YygaH HauMH NO3MLMOHMPA YHYTap KaTeropuja Koje
mehyHapogHu ogHocu (MO) KopucTe Ha KOHBEHLMOHANaH HaumH. OBaj pasa
y31Mma noHTUKKaT nane Pparse (2013—2025) Kao cnyyaj Kpos Koju ce ncnutyje
Taj HauMH yTuuaja. [NaBHO nuTakbe je ABOAMMEH3MOHANHO: KOjum
OMCKYP3UBHUM MexaHM3MuMa Ppatba HacToju Aa npetTsopu nocebHe obasese
KaTONMYKE APYLWTBEHE [OOKTPUHE Yy TBPAHE Koje Texe YHWBEep3asHoj,
CEeKY/lapHOj Pa3yM/bMBOCTM U Aa M AUCKYPC KOjU M3 TOra npousniasu
npeacTaB/ba MUCTUHCKU  MOCTCEKYNapHY WHOBauuvjy Yy MehyHapoaHoj
HOPMATUBHOj MNOAUTUMUM WKW CTpaTeLKOo npenaknBarbe KaToAUYKor
NapTUKyapu3ma y yHUBEpP3a/IMCTUUYKM UANOM.

AprymeHT Koju ce oBae U3HOCK jecTe Aa nocebHOCT NnoHTMdMKATA nane
®patbe He NeXM Y CYLUITUHM HOPMU KOoje npomosuile, Beh y AUCKYP3UBHO]
APXUTEKTYPU KPO3 KOjy Ce OHe U3HOCe, O4HOCHO KPO3 OHO WTO paj Ha3MBa
»ANCKYP3MBHUM ABOCTPYKMM o0bpahatbem”: HauMHOM roBopa Koju 3aaprkasa
CBOje TeONOLWKO yTemesbere AOK YOKBUPYje HOPMATUBHE 3aK/byuKe TaKo Aa
6yay NpUXBAaT/bMBM Ha CEKyNapHMM OCHOBamMa. TBpArba Ce pa3Buja Kpos
KBa/JIMTAaTUBHY aHa/n3y AUCKYpPCa Y NanCKMM TEKCTOBMMA KOjU Cy HacTanu
TOKOM NOHTMPUKATa, a Koja ce ocnatba Ha ABa KPUTEPUjyMa: Ha JIEKCUYKO]
YHUBEP3a/IM3aumjn U CEKYNAPHO] NPUCTYNAYHOCTM U KOja je NOCTaB/beHa Ha
HMBOY NOjaBe HOPMM, @ He Ha HMBOY HKUXOBOr mepeHor edeKkra. Pag ce
HacTaB/ba Yy 4YeTMpW Jena: MNoCTaB/ba KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUUYKU OKBUP 33
npoyyaBarbe HOPMATUBHOT Npeay3eTHULWTBA; cneumduKyje Heros Kopnyc u
MeToJ,; aHanu3smpa cTpaTerujy Kpos Tpn HOpPMaTMBHA OKBMpPA, O4HOCHO KpOo3
6paTCTBO, CONMMAAPHOCT M MNOCTCEKY/IAPHN aHFAXKMaH, Te je TecTupa y ogHocy
Ha HaMepPHO HeMnoBOJbaH C/yYaj, Tj. HAa NOBOXKHY eHUMKAUKY Dilexit Nos wn
3aBpLUAaBa Ce M3HOLEeHEM 3aK/byyKa U MUTakba KOja OCTajy OTBOPEHa.
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Teopujckun 1 KoHUEeNnTyasIHU OKBUP

Onwucyjyhu ynory Ceete Ctonunue y mehyHapogaHum ogHocuma, MapujaHo
Bap6aTo (Mariano Barbato) npumehyje aa 4ak n mehy Bepcknm akTepmuma, oHa
npeacTas/ba BULLE 04 MUAWjapay /byau, MMa nocebaH ctaTtyc y YjeamurbeHum
HauMjama n NyHe AnnaomaTtcke ogHoce ca BehnHom AprkaBea, 1 ,,4a Aenyje Kao
HOPMaTUBHM Npeay3eTHUK Y robanHoj jaBHOj chepun”, a Nak He NpPUBAAYN
rOTOBO HWKAKBY MaKkby CTPyYHbaKa 3a mehyHapogHe ogHoce (Barbato 2013b,
27). KapakTtep CeeTe CTonuue Kao ,,HOPMaTMBHOI Npeay3eTHUKA” YUCTUHY ce
MaHudecTyje y 6pojHMM cnyyajeBuma mehyHapoaHe noantmke. Minak, yecto
oCTaje NpeameT ABOCMUCAEHUX KaTeropusaumja M nopeherba ca gpyrum
aKkTepuma y mehyHapoaHum ogHocuma. OBaj pag cTora MCIUTYje Narncku
Avckypc nane ®patrbe Kao NPOCTOp 3a HOPMATUBHO MPEaY3ETHULLTBO Y CBETCKO]
nonMTMum. MIsHocnmo 1BpAky Aa Pparba CUCTEMATCKM NPEBOAUN KATOJINYKY
OPYLWTBEHY AOKTPUHY Y YHMBEP3A/IMCTUUKE HOPMATUBHE OKBMPE YCMEPEHE Ha
6paTcTBO, CONMOAPHOCT M MOCTCEKYNAPHU aHraXXMaH ca mehyHapoaHum
nopeTtkom, ynme ce Cseta CTonmua NO3ULMOHMPA Kao nocebaH mopasnHu
ayTopuTeT Yy rnobanHOM eTMdKoM Aauckypcy. [loctojeha ucTpaxuBakba
mehyHapogHMX OAHOCa HacTojana cy Aa aHanu3upajy Ceety Crtonuuy Kpo3
npusmy gunaomaTtnje u mehyHapoaHor npasa, yrnaBHOM 3aHemapyjyhu
NMUTakbe HAYMHA HA KOjU MaMNCKM AMCKYPC GYHKUMOHMLIE KAao CPeacTBO 3a
HOPMaTUBHO NPEAY3ETHULLTBO, KAao 1 Aa I YHUBEP3A/IMCTUYKO YOKBUPUBAHLE
nane ®parbe npeacTaB/ba UCTUHCKU NOCTCEKYNAPHY MHOBALM]Y UK CTPATELLKO
npenaknmBarbe KaTONMYKOr MapTUKynapuama. KoOHTpacT ca paHujum
noHTUdMKATMMa je noydvaH. AHraxkoBarbe JoBaHa [laBna Il y guckypcy o
JbYACKUM NMpaBUMa, Koju je HajBua/buBuju y Redemptor Hominis (John Paul I
1979) u Centesimus Annus (John Paul Il 1991), pocnegHo yTemesvyje
HOPMaTMBHE TBPAHE Y EKCMINLUTHO XPUCTONOLKUM NPEeMUCcama: JbyACKO
O0CTOjaHCTBO npou3naasmn n3 Osannohera, NpaBa Ccy pasym/bMBa Camo y
OKBUpPY XpuwhaHcKke aHTpononoruje. KputuKa TEXHOKPATCKe PaLMOHANHOCTH
beHeaukTa XVIy Caritas in Veritate (Benedict XVI 2009), Ha c/iM4aH HauuH je
bYHKUMOHMCAaNa YHYTAp EKCMIMUMUTHO TEONOLWKOr Pernctpa, npu yemy je
No3vuUMOHMpPana pasym Kao HenoTnyH 6e3 Bepe, yMecTo Aa KOHCTpyulle
APrymeHTe A0CTYMNHE CEKYNAapPHUM CaroBOPHULMMA NOA HUXOBUM COMCTBEHMM
ycnosmma. McKkyp3mBHa MHOBaUMja nane Ppare He cacToju ce y HanywTamy
0BMX Npemumca, Beh y cMCTEMATCKOM KOHCTPYUCaky APYror peructpa nopes,
HoWX, OHOT Y KOjeM CY NCTU HOPMATMBHM 3aK/bydlM NPEACTaB/bEHM KAao AOCTYMNHU
CEeKYNAPHOM Pa3ymMy HE3aBUCHO O, hUXOBUX TEONOLIKMX OCHOBA. OBaj MOMaK
HWje AOKTPMHapPHK, Beh apXUTEKTOHCKM: OBaj paj Taj MOMaK oA AMCKypca ca
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jepHUM obpaharbem 3acHOBaHMM Ha XxpuwhaHCKoj aHTpononormju Ao
»ANCKYP3UBHOT ABOCTpYKOr obpahama” naeHTMdmKyje Kao NpenosHaT/busy
KapaKTepPUCTMKY NOHTUOMKATa Nane Oparve.

AHann3a ce ocnarba Ha KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUUKY TEOPUjY HOPMU U MPUMEHYjE
MaHepcoB (Manners 2002; 2008; 2009) KoHuenT HopmaTusHe Mohu Kao
XEeYPUCTMYKM OKBUP. EMNMpPKMjcKa OCHOBA paja je KBanuTaTMBHA AUCKYP3MBHA
aHaNM3a NancKMx AOKYMeHaTa HacTa/iMx TOKOM NoHTudMKaTta (2013-2025);
KOHCTPYKUMja TOF KOPMyCa, aHAJINTUYKN KPUTEPUjYMU M NOCTYMNAK YMTakba,
HaBeAEeHM Cy Yy METOAO/OWKO] AMCKYCUjU Koja oTBapa cneaehun opesbak.
AHanusa ce ycmepaBa Ha MexaHM3Me HOPMATMBHOI YOKBMPMBAHa KPo3 Koje
®parba NpeBoaM KAaTOIMYKY APYLUTBEHY AOKTPUHY Y YHUBEP3AUCTUYKM ETUYKM
j€3MK, 3aTMM Ha HauyMHe Ha Koje ce KOHLEeNTM nonyT 6paTcTBa, CONUMAAPHOCTU U
CeKynapuama KOHCTPyMLWY Kao rnobanHo pasym/bMBM 3axXTEBW, a HE Kao
KOHGECHMOHAIHM MMNEepPaTMBM, KAO M KAKO OBa AMCKYP3MBHA CTpaTerunja
nosuumoHupa Ceety CTonnuy yHyTap M y O4HOCY Ha CEKY/TapHY HOPMaTUBHY
apXUTEKTYpy mehyHapoaHux ogHoca.

Y okBUpy MehyHapoaHMX 04HOCA U EBPOMCKUX CTyAMja, KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKM
KOHUEeNT Hopmu je pobpo ycnocTaB/beH. HacynpoT HeonubepanHum wm
PaLMOHANUCTUYKMM NPUCTYNUMA, KOHCTPYKTUBUCTM CMATPajy Aa HOPME KO-
KOHCTUTYMLIY NOHallake aKTepa M oaprKaBajy NpPocTop UHTepcybjeKTUBHOr
3Hauyera: mehyHapoaHy NOANTUKY 0BAKMKYje He camo pacnoaena maTepujanHe
mohun, Beh M OpyWTBEHO KOHCTpPyMCaHa 3Hayera, WAEHTUTETU U HOpme
(Saurugger 2014). OBo oTBapa aHaAUTUYKK NPOCTOP 33 aKTEPE UYNjU yTULA] Y
MaHe0j Mepm NPOM3MNa3n U3 BOjHUX, EKOHOMCKUX UM TEPUTOPUjANIHNX pecypca,
a BULLE U3 cnOCcOBHOCTUN Aa 06ANKYjY NETUTUMMTET U NOJUTUYKO 3HAYEHE U, Y
ANCKYP3MBHOj BapMjaHTH, 3a TPETUPatbe CaMor AMUCKYPCA Kao CpeacTtBa Kpos
Koje ce popmmpajy BpegHOCTM M YCNOCTaB/bajy 4OMUHAHTHA Tymaderba. OBae
je oa,3Ha4Yaja Puceos (Risse 2000) Harnacak Ha KOMYHUKATMBHO]j aKLMjW: AprKaBe
Aenyjy He camo Ha OCHOBY NOrMKe nocneaunua, Beh M Ha OCHOBY /IOMMKe
NPUKNAAHOCTN, YMMe HacToje Aa NerMTMMULLY CBOje MOHalarbe npes
MmehyHapoaHOM 3ajeAHNLLOM.

Y 0BOj AnTEpPATYpPU NOCTOjK NO3HATA Pa3/InKa 3melhy perynaTopHUX HOpMK,
KOje ynpaB/bajy NOHaLlarkeM AaTe MHTepPaKUMje, U KOHCTUTYTUBHUX HOPMMU, Koje
06/1MKYjy MaeHTUTETE cammux akTepa (Saurugger 2014; Onuf 1989). Kako HaBoam
Kpatoxsun (Kratochwil 1990), oHe He npeacTaB/bajy CamMo OrpaHW4Yera y
nornegy noHawarba, Beh OCHOBY pPasym/bMBOr MOAUTUYKOr AenoBatba U
nermtummTeTa. KoHCTpyKTMBM3aMm TMe omoryhaBa aHann3y aktepa Ymnju ytmuaj
Jenyje Kpo3 Npou3BogHy HOPMATMBHOT 3HaYyera, MOPaJIHOT ayTopuTeTa U
nerutmmmTeTa.
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KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKM MNPUCTYNMU MMannM cy nocebHo aybok yTuuaj Ha
npoy4aBakbe eBPONCKMX MHTErpaLmja n esporncke nonntuke. MjaH Maxepc (lan
Manners) passuja KoHuent ,HopmatusHe mohu EBpone”, kKojum onucyje
KanauuTteT EBponcke yHuje ga ob6auKyje mehyHapoaHW nopenak Kpos
NPOMOLLMjy HOPMM KAo LITO Cy JbYACKA NPaBa, 4EMOKPATHja, BNaaBMHa Npasa
W MynTUNATEpPasIN3am, He NPBEHCTBEHO NyTEM BOjHE UM eKOHOMCKe mohu,
Beh Kpo3 cBojy cnocobHocT Aa AedUHULLE OHO LUTO CE CMATPa NErTMTUMHUM U
,HOPManHUM" noHawarem y mehyHapoaHum ogHocuma (Manners 2002;
2008; 2009).

YnpaBo 0Baj KOHLLENT HOpMaTMBHE MohK NOCTaB/ba NUTakbE A4a /M NocebHu
akTepn nonyt CeeTe Cronuue mory Aa OYHKLMOHMLIY Kao KpeaTtopu U
npomotepn melhyHapoaHMX HOPMM YMpPKOC TOMe LWTO noceadyjy camo
orpaHuMyeHe maTepwujanHe MHCTpymeHTe. 3a MaHepca (Manners 2009, 2),
HopMaTMBHa moh je y CBOM HajuncTmjem 06AnKy naejHa, a He maTepujanHa: oHa
Aenyje Kpo3 HOPMATUBHO ONpaBAake, a He KPO3 NOACTULAj UK cuny, Te bu
ctora Tpebano aa byae ,,HOPMaTUBHO oApPKMBa“ oHOCHO objallHKUBa Apyruma
y3 MmoryhHOCT onpaBaaHOCTM, Kao M TPajHa Kpo3 reHepauuje. HbeHa aHanum3a,
npeanaxe oH, Nogesyje NpuUHLMNeE, akumje n ytuuaj.

CaBpemeHa MCTpakmBarba y 06nactm mehyHapogHMX ogHoca A0[ATHO
HarnaluaBajy @ BEPCKM aKTEPU MOTy Aa y4HecTsyjy Y 061MKoBaky MehyHapoaHMX
HOPMM W MONIUTUYKUX MAEHTUTETa, NocebHO Kpo3 Kopuwherbe mopanHor
ayTopuTeTa, TPAHCHALMOHAIHE MPEXKE U YHUBEP3A/IMCTUYKUX ETUYKMX AUCKYPCa
(Casanova 1994; Thomas 2005). Ha oBaj HauuH, penurvja npecraje ga ce
NnocmMmaTpa MCK/bYYMBO Kao MpmMBaTHa MaM gomaha NoAMTUYKA KaTeropuja u
YMECTO Tora ce jaB/ba Kao 3HavajaH paktop mehyHapoaHor nerutmummTeTa u
HOPMaTUBHOT ZleNoBakba. Y ToM KoHTeKcTy, CKoT Tomac (Scott Thomas) (2005)
TBPAW A3 penurvja y caBpemMeHnm mehyHapoaHUM ogHOCMMA NpeacTaB/ba
BaXaH M3BOP WAEHTUTETa, MNO/IUTUYKE MobuamMsaumje U HOPMATUBHOT
nermtnmmreTa. CanyHo Tome, Xoce KasaHosa (José Casanova) (1994) nokasyje
KaKO BEPCKM aKTepu, Y OKBUpPY caBpemeHe rnobannsosaHe chepe, y4ecTsyjy y
dopmuparsy jaBHe chepe M TPaHCHAUMOHAMHUX MOPaZHUX AUCKypca. Y oBOM
cmucny, NoHTUGKKaT nane Pparbe NpeacTaB/ba NOCEOHO NOyYaH Cy4aj y Kojem
ce cMMB0oINYKKN U MopanHK ayToputeT CeeTe CToNMLE aKTUBHO MOBUAULLE KPO3
NpPeno3HaT/bUBY AMCKYP3MBHY CTpaATermjy ycmepeHy Ha 6paTcTBo, ConmMaapHocCT
M NOCTCEKYNIAPHM aHraXKMaH ca MeflyHapoaHUM NOPETKOM.

C apyre cTpaHe, pasymeBarbe HauMHa Ha Koju nana Pparba GyHKUMOHULLE
Kao npeay3eTHUK 3axTeBa baB/berbe NUTakbEeM Koje je HayKa 0 MehyHapogHUm
OZHOCKMa Y BE/IMKOj MEPW 3aN0CTaBMA: KAaKO Ce BEPCKM aKTEP CHa/la3un 1 Kako
HacToju Aa NpeobnKyje cekynapHu mehyHapoaHu nopeaak? KnacuuHa teopumja
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ceKkynapusaumje npegsuaena je NporpecMBHy MapruHanamsaumnjy peaurmje m3
jaBHor »uBoTa. Minak, KasaHoBa (Casanova 1994) Ha yBep/bUB HauyMH NoKasyje
[a Cy BEPCKM aKTeEpPM YMECTO Tora NpoLL/IM KPO3 NPOLLEC pe-npuBaTtUlaumje,
Yynume cy ce NOHOBO MOTBPAUAN KAaO HOPMAaTUBHWM [NacoBM y jaBHOj cdepw.
Xabepmacos (Habermas 2006) KOHUENT NOCTCEKYNAPHOT ApYLUTBA 0byXxBaTa OBY
NPOMEHY: YMECTO ga HeCTaHe, pefnrnja oncrtaje Kao M3BOpP HOPMATUBHUX
pecypca, nog, ycnoBoM Aa HeHUM 3aXTEBM MOTY Aa Ce NpeBeay Ha NAMOM jaBHOT
pasyma Koju je AoCcTynaH cekynapHUM caroBopHuumma. Tejnop (Taylor 2007)
npoaybsbyje oBy cnuKky gosogehun y nuTartbe yHMBEP3a/HOCT came 3anagHe
CeKynapHe Hapauuije, TBpaehu Aa je oHo LWTO ce cmaTpa ,CeKyTapPHUM™ y CTBapK
WCTOPUjCKM KOHTMHIEHTHA KOHCTPYKLUMja, Kao M Aa cy moryhu BULIECTPYKM
06A1LM AN BUAOBU MOAEPHOCTW.

MehyTm, oBa ABa cxBaTakba He Tpeba N30cTaB/baTy, ako ce y3me y 063up
Aa ce Xabepmac u Tejnop owTpo pas3/nKyjy No NuTakby WTA NOApa3ymesa
nocTcekynapmusam. Xabepmac 3agpiKaBa NpouesypasUCTUYKM U LUMPOKO
YHMBEP3a/IMCTUYKMN OKBUP, Y KOjemM JOMNPUHOCK Bepe ynase Yy jasHy chepy unju
CEeKynapHu pasym ocTaje 3ajegHuuYKa Banyta. C apyre cTpaHe Tejnoposa
reHeanorvja ynpaso pemeTu Ty NPeTnocTaBKy, TpeTupajyhu ,cekynapHu pasym”
Kao jeAaH UCTOPUjCKM CUTYMpaH cTaB mehy ocTannma, a He Kao HeyTpasHu
Meamjym npesoherba. OBaj paj, ce ocnarba Ha HMX Y PasinymTe CBPXE, OAHOCHO,
OC/lakba ce Ha Xabepmaca 360r mexaHM3ma KOjuM ce pPennrmo3Ho yTemesbeHe
TBPAHE YMHE jaBHO pasym/bMBMM, a Ha Tejnopa 360r KOHTUHFEHTHOCTU
,»CEKYNApHOr“ NPoTM1B Kojer u yHyTap Kojer nana dparba MaHeBpuLLe 1 To 6e3
TpeTupakba HUXOBMUX CTaBOBA Kao jeAMHCTBEHE, YCTa/beHe Teopwuje
noctcekynapHor. Ose gebate MMajy OMpPEKTHE MMNAMKauMje Ha aHanusy
noHTudukata nane Pparbe. K/by4yHO NUTare Kojum ce oBaj pas 6aBu jecte aa
N aHraxkosarbe nane ®parwe y mehyHapogHOM NOpeTKy npeacTaB/ba
aHTUCEKYNapHU M3a30B AMBEpPaNHMM HOPMaMa, MOCTCEKYNAPHWM MOKyLWaj
oborahmBarba CEKyNapHOr AMCKYpCa WM3HYTPA WM HEWTO C/AOXKeHuje —
CTpaTeLKy YHUBEP3aIM3aLMjy KaToNMYKe APYLWITBEHE JOKTPUHE KOja Aenyje
NCTOBPEMEHO YHYTap M M3BaH CEKYNAPHOr HOPMATUBHOT OKBMPA. Ha HaunH Ha
KOju ce KOPUCTU Y OBOM paay, ,,MOCTCEKyNapHO” ce oaHocu, npatehu Xabepmaca
n KasaHoBy, He Ha oabauunBarbe CekynapHe moaepHocTH, Beh Ha NOHOBHM
ynasaK pesiurmo3HO yTeEMe/bEHOT ETUYKOT AUCKYPCA Y NAYPAAUCTUYKM jaBHU
NPOCTOP KPO3 Heroso npesohere Ha YHNBEP3a/THO NPUCTYNaYaH HOPMaATUBHMU
jesuk. YnpaBo y Tom cneunduyHoM cmucay, AUCKypc nane ®parbe ce moxe
OKapaKTEPMCATU Kao NOCTCEKYNAPHMU, KOjU HUje aHTUMoAepaH, Beh Koju agenyje
Ha rpaHUUm n3mehy BEPCKOr yBepEeHa U CEKYNAPHOT jaBHOT pasyma.
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Y pasbem TEKCTY ce NOHAB/bAjy TPU CPOAHA TEPMUMHA, KOja Ce 0BAe KopucTe
y oppeheHMm 3HayerbMma. CeKynapHOCT O3HayaBa WHCTUTYLMOHANHM
apaHXMaH: pa3/IMKoBake NOJIMTUYKOT 04, BEPCKOT ayToputeTa U GopmanHy
HeyTpanHocT gprkase mehy koHpecnjama. Cekynapnsam o3Ha4aBa HOPMATUBHM
AN MOEONOLWKN CTaB Koju nae pasbe, TBpAehu ga je penvruja npaBuaHo
orpaHu4YeHa Ha NpuBaTHy chepy 1 Aa Hema nocebaH NON0XKa] y jaBHOM pasymy.
MocTceKynapHOCT je TEPMMH KOjuU 0Baj pag npedepupa M Koju TpeTupa
HaM3MEHNYHO Ca HELUTO MEKLIUM ,,MOCTCEKYNAPU3IMOM” KOjU HE MMEHYje HU
WMHCTUTYUM]Yy HM ngeonorujy, seh ctarbe. TauHuje, octajyhu Ha Tpary Xabepmaca
1 KasaHoBe, OHO CTakbe Y KOjeM PesIMrmo3HO yTemesbeHe TBPAHE NOHOBO yaasn
y NJIYPa/IMCTUYKKM jaBHU NPOCTOP Y3 pasymesare Aa Tpeba ga byay AocTynHe
CaroBOpHULMMa KOju He aene ruxose npemuce. OBa pasanka je 3HavajHa 3a
[aTy aHanm3y, 3aTo WTo nana Pparba NpuxBaTa CEKYNapPHOCT KAa0 OKBUP, 40K
OCrnopaBa CEKy/lapn3am Kao NAe0orujy, Te je ynpaBo Ta KombuHauMja OHO WTO
HEeroB ANCKYPC YNHM NOCTCEKYNAPHMM, @ HE AHTUCEKYIAPHUM.

dajHemop 1 CukmHk (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998) HaBoae aa jeaaH o,
Haj3HaYajHMjuUX AONPUHOCA APYLWTBEHOr KOHCTPYKTMBM3MA MehyHapogHMm
OOHOCMMA NEXM Y HhEFOBOM MOKYLLAjy Aa 06jaCHM HAuYMH Ha KOju HOpMe HacTajy,
LIMpe ce M NOCTajy MHTEepPHAIM30BaHe yHyTap mehyHapoaHor cuctema. Mpema
OBOM CTAaHOBMLUTY, OCHOBHa MPETNOCTaBKa je Aa NOoHallarbe ApXKaBa Huje
oapeheHo UCK/byYnBO MaTepPUjasiHUM MHTEPECUMA U ogHOoCcMMa mohu, Beh u
OPYLTBEHO KOHCTPYMCAaHMM HOPMama Koje AedUHULLY LITa je TO LITO ce cmaTpa
NErMTUMHUM U NPUKNALHUM NOHAaWakeM yHyTap mehyHapoaHe 3ajeaHuue
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Ctora ce Hopme aeduHULWY Kao ,,CTaHAAPAM
ogrosapajyher noHalarba 3a akTepe ca gatum naeHtutetom” (Finnemore and
Sikkink 1998, 891; Katzenstein 1996; Finnemore 1996; Klotz 1995). Y cknaay ca
TUME, HOPME MMajy He camo perynaTopHy, Beh n KOHCTUTYTUBHY YHKUM]Y,
6yayhu oa He camo Aa orpaHuW4aBajy NoHalamwe Aprkasa, Beh u 06aukKyjy
HUXOB UAEHTUTET U UHTEpPECE.

Ha ocHoBy Tora, ®ajHemop 1 CUKUHK pa3Bujajy TPodasHM MOAEN HKUBOTHOT
uuknyca Hopme. Y npsoj ¢asn, oaHocHo y ¢as3u nojase, ,HOPMATUBHMU
npeaysetTHUUM®  (opraHusauuje,  aKTUMBUCTWU,  NOJUTUYKM  ANOEPW,
TPaHCHALMOHANHE MpeXKe) NPOMOBULLY HOPMY U, KPO3 HEHO YOKBUPUBAHLE,
npeacTaB/bajy je Kao MOpPaSHO MNOXe/bHYy M UMBUAM3ALMJCKY BPELHOCT,
Hactojehun aa ybene gpyre y HeHy ErMTUMHOCT. Y Apyroj, 0o4HOCHO Yy dasu
andysmje, Hopma ce WMPU U Kada ce AOCTUTHE ,MPeKpeTHMLA”, HeHo
NOLTOBaHk€ MOCTaje OYEKMBAHO, jep je AprKaBe ycCBajajy nod MPUTMCKOM
NerutTMmuTeTa, penyTaumje n coumjannsaumje (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 902
904; yn. Schimmelfennig 2001 o ,,peTopnukoj akumjn“). Y Tpehoj ¢asu, ogHOCHO
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y $a3u nHTepHanusaumje, Hopma nNpenasu rpaHuLy ocnopasakba M yiasu y
npakKcy ApaBa M MHCTUTYLMja Koja ce noapasymeBsa, He 3axTeBajyhu Buwe
cnosbHU nputmcak (yn. March and Olsen 1998).

Mana Ppara npeactas/mba yben/bne Npumep oBe BPCTE HOPMATUBHOT
npeayseTHUKa, MaKo je oBae noTpebHa KoHuenTyanHa npeLm3HOoCT.
HopmaTnBHO npeay3eTHULWWITBO, Kako ra ®ajHemop M CUKMHK 3aMULL/bajyY, He
MOpa Aa cTBapa MOTNYHO HOBE HOPME, jep OHO Yy OCHOBM MoApa3ymeBa
YOKBMpPMBAHbE, LWITO YNHU TBPAHE Pasym/bUBUM, ybean/bMBUM U MOPASHO
NPWBAAYHMM 3a HOBY Ny6amKy. Mana ®Pparba He MamUWw/ba HGPATCTBO UK
connaapHocT, Beh UX NOHOBO apTUKyAULLIE Y MOCTCEKYNAPHOM UAMOMY KOju
TEXM 0AjeKy M3BaH KaTO/IMYKOr APYLWTBEHOr yyerba. HOBMHA He nexu y
HopMmama, Beh y MXOBOM YOKBMpPaBatby. IHOBALMja CTOra HUje AOKTPUHAPHA,
Beh guckyp3meHa. OBy pa3nuKky Tpeba U3HeTH naxk/wmeo, byayhu ga ce oHa
04HOCK Ha yobanyaBare OBUX KOHKPETHUX 3a/1arakba, a He Ha NOHTUOUKAT Y
uennHu. Noyke nane Ppare 04YNINIEAHO YK/byUyje Pa3Boj AOKTPUHE, NPU YeMY
je HajuctakHyTmja pesmsmja Katnxmsuca ns 2018. roanHe Kojom ce CMPTHA KasHa
npornalwaBa HenpMxeaT/bMBOM, LITO je cama KoHrperaumja 3a 4OKTPUHY Bepe
npeacTaBuia Kao ,,ayTeHTMYaH pa3Boj aokTpuHe” (Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith 2018), n cBe HarnaweHwnje KBanudpuKaumje Tpaanumnje npasegHor
paTa, Kojy cy Fratelli Tutti cmaTpanu ,Beoma TelKOM” 3a nosuBake Yy
CaBpeMeHUM yc/ioBUMa paToBakba (Francis 2020, §258). MoeHTa Koja ce oBae
UCTUYE je yXKa U KomnaTnbuaHa je ca TakBMM pa3Bojem aorahaja: y norneay
6paTcTBa M CONNOAPHOCTM, OHO LUTO je HOBO HUje AOKTPUHAPHA CyNCTaHLa Koja
je Ayro NpucyTHa y KaTONIMYKOM ApyLITBEHOM y4yery, Beh AMCKyp3MBHA
APXUTEKTYPA KPO3 KOjy ce Ta CYNnCTaHLUa YMHM Pa3yM/bMBOM M3BaH 3ajegHuLe
BEPHUX. [LOKTPMHAPHO M AUCKYP3MBHO CY, Y OBOM C/yyajy, pasinymrte oce
WMHOBALMje, a OBa aHa/IM3a M30/yje oHy Apyry. Kako 6u yHanpeamo ose TBpAHE,
nana ®parba je KOPUCTUO MHCTUTYLMOHaNHY nnatpopmy Ceete Cronuue,
OOHOCHO HoEHE AMNNOMATCKE MPENKE, HeH CTaTyC NnocmaTpaya 'y YH v robantm
JOMeT nanckor Auckypca, obpahajyhu ce nybanum naneko v3BaH Kpyra
KaTOJIMYKMX BEPHUKA.

YnpaBo y 0BOM OKBUPY, ANCKYpC nane @parbe nocTaje 3HayajaH aHaIUTUYKK
ob6jeKaT, 04HOCHO OH MOCTaje HOPMAaTUBHM NpPeay3eTHUK KOju ce OCNnakba Ha
MexaHu3ame Koje PajHemop n CUKUHK naeHTUPUKYjy, @ TO Cy YOKBUPUBAtbE,
ybehurBatrbe 1 n3rpaarba MoOpasHOT NEFMTUMUTETA, Kako 61 yHanpeamo TBpatbe
Koje Texe Aa npeobnukyjy mehyHapoaHa oveKkmBarba y norneny 6partcrsa,
CONNAAPHOCTU U NOCTCEKYNAPHE eTUKE.

MNaKo ce aktepu nonyt EBponcke yHuje n Ceete Ctoauue pasnumkyjy no
WMHCTUTYLUMOHANHO] CTPYKTYPWU, MNOAUTMYKO] MPUPOAM M CTaTycy npema
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mehyHapoaHOM npasy, KOHUENT HopmaTMBHe mohu MjaHa MaHepca nnak ce
MOXe XEeYpPUCTUYKU MPUMEHUTU HA aHanusy aktueHocTn Csete Cronvuge,
nocebHO y OHOj Mepw Y KOjoj ce OHa Tu4e 061MKoBaHba NEMMTUMUTETA, ETUYKOT
ANCKypca M mehyHapoaHMX HOPMATUBHUX 04eKMBarba. MaHepc (Manners 2008)
AeduHULEe HopmMaTUBHY Moh He camo Kao cnocobHoOCT wuperba Hopmu, Beh n
Kao nuTakbe eTUYKOr onpaBdarba HauMHA Ha KOjU aKTep y4yecTsyje Yy
mehyHapogHuUm ogHocMma. HopmatnueHa moh y 0BOM CMUCAY HE MPou3naasu
WCK/bYYMBO M3 MHCTUTYLUMOHANHEe cHare, Beh 13 cnocobHocTn obanKoBarba
OMCKYpCa 0 NerMTUMHOM, MOPA/IHOM M NOXe/bHOM NOANTUYKOM NOoHaLwaky. U3
OBe nepcnekTMse, Nana Ppama ce nojassbyje Ka0 HOPMATUBHU NPeay3eTHUK YNju
yTULQj Aenyje NpBEHCTBEHO KPO3 NPON3BOAHY HOPMATUBHOT 3HAYEH, @ HE KPo3
BpLUEHe MaTepujanHe Mohn, O4HOCHO Kao aKTep Ynja AMCKYP3MBHA CTpaTeruja,
KaKo ce TBpAM Y OBOM pajy, npeactas/ba Nperno3HaT/bMB U HeAOBO/bHO
peann3oBaH AONPUHOC cCaBpeMeHoj MehyHapoaHOj HOPMATUBHO] NOAUTULM.

3a pasniMKy of, ApKaBa uyMja je mehyHapoaHa aKTUBHOCT MPETENKHO
3aCHOBaHA Ha 3alTMUTM HAUMOHANHMX MHTepeca, Nana Pparba [ocneaHo
NerMTumuLLEe CBoje HOPMATUBHE MHTEPBEHLM]E KPO3 YHUBEP3A/IUCTUYKE ETUYKE
NpUHUMMNE KOoju Texe Aa npesasuhy TepuTopujanHy JIOTMKY CyBepeHuTeTa.
YnpaBo M3 TOr pasfiora, KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKKM NpUCTyn omoryhaBa aHanusy
HErOBOI NOHTUMKATA HE CaMO KPO3 NpusMy amnaomatuje BatnkaHa, seh u
Kao nocebHy ANCKYP3UBHY NpPaKCcy HOPMaTMBHOI Npeay3eTHULTBA, OAHOCHO
OHY NpaKcy Kpo3 Kojy nana ®parba Kpo3 ANCKYPC, EHUMKINKE U ANNAOMATCKM
aHra)KMaH, HacToju 4@ UHTepBeHMLLE U NPeob/IMKyje HOPMaTMBHA OYEKMBaHA
mehyHapoaHe 3ajeaHuLE.

Kaga ce Tymaun Ha 0Baj HauyMH, AUCKypcy nane dpare MOXKe ga ce
NPUCTYNN He CaMo KPO3 K/lacMYHe KaTeropwmje guniomatunje u mehyHapogHor
npaea, Beh 1 Kpo3 HeroBy cnocobHoCT Aa 06anKyje n ambuumjy aa npeobnmkyje
mehyHapogHa HOpPMAaTUBHA O4YEKMBAHA, €TUYKe AUCKypce W obpacue
nerutumuTeTa. Ta cTpaTeruja je opraHn3oBaHa OKo Tpu mehycobHo nosesaHa
OKBMpa: 6paTCTBa Kao NOCTBECTPANCKM ETUYKM XOPU3OHT, CONNAAPHOCT Kao
NPUHLUMN TPaAHCHALUMOHA/NIHE nNpaBAe W MNOCTCEKYNAPHM aHraXXMaH ca
CeKyNapHMM melyHapoaHMM MopeTKom. YNpaBo je Ta AUCKYP3MBHA
apPXMTEKTYPA, Ka0 U HEHU MeXaHM3MM, ambuumje U orpaHUYerba, OHO LWTO
cnepehu ogesbak HacToju Aa aHaAMsnpa.

OBAe Bas/ba EKCNANLMTHO HABECTM LEHTPA/THY aHA/IMTUYKY KaTeropujy osor
paja, jep OHa yjeAHO npeacTaB/ba WM HEroB rNaBHM gonpuHoc. [og,
»ANCKYP3UBHUM OBOCTPYKMM obpaharem” nogpasymesa ce jegaH MCKas Koju
je KOHCTpyMcaH Tako Aa genyje Ha ABa HMBOA UCTOBPEMEHO: OH YyBa CBOje
TEONOWKO YyTemesbere, ocTajyhu pasymmms Bepyjyhoj nybavum, Aok
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nctoBpemeHo 061MKyje CBOj HOPMATUBHM 3aK/by4aK TaKo Aa Ce Ca 3aK/by4KOM
MOKe C/IOXKMTM HA HE3ABUCHMM, CEKY/TAPHMM OCHOBAMa M OHaj CAarOBOPHUK KOju
He fienun To yTemesbere. OBa KaTeropuja ce Mopa pas/IMKoBaTH 04, ABa cyceaHa
deHomeHa. To HKMje XabepmacoBo Tymayere (Habermas 2006; 2008), y kKojem
ce penurvosHa npemuca npeTsapa M epUKacHO 3aMerbyje Yy CeKyapHUM
pas3no3nma 3a Hesepyjyhe; y 4BOCTPYKOM 06pahatby 0Ba Nnpemuca ce 3aapKaBa
YMecCTO Aa ce pasmerbyje, a 3aK/byyaK ce ABOCTPYKO KoAupa ymecTo Aa ce
npesoay U3 CBOr Nopekna. Huje HU pey 0 AMNAOMATCKOM npunarohasarby, y
KOjoj aKTep 3arpahyje cBoja yBepera Aa bu ywao y cekynapHu ¢opym. Osae
yBepema 0CTajy y BUAy, a CMOpPHa je HUX0Ba NCTOBPEMEHA Pa3yM/bUBOCT 3a ABe
nybnvke. Tako AeduHMCcaHa, OBa KaTeropuja nocraje ynotpeb/bmBa: HeEHO
NPUCYCTBO CE MOXKe TECTUPATM KPO3 ABa KPUTEPUjyMa HAaBeAEHA Y HACTaBKY,
OOHOCHO KpPO3 NIEKCMYKY YHUBEP3a/IM3aumjy U CEKYNapHY NPUCTYNavyHOCT, Te
TaKO OHa [OKasyje NpomMeH/bMBo, GancudUKoBaky MOANOKHO CBOjCTBO
oapeheHnx AOKYMEHATa, @ He KOHCTaHTy NOHTUMKATA, Koja npaTu Nybaunky m
dopym Kojuma ce TeKcT obpaha.

MancKku AUCKYPC U HOPMATUBHO Npeay3eTHULLTBO:
6paTCcTBO, CONMAAPHOCT M NOCTCEKYNIAPHU aHTAXKMaH

Mana ®parba je MTEKAKO CaMOCBECTAaH AUCKYP3MBHM CTpaTer 4uja je
HOpMaTUBHA ambuumja OpraHM3OBaHA OKO KOXEpPEeHTHe, Mafa PeTKo
eKCN/NLMTHe, aprymeHTaTMBHe apxmuTekType. HberoBn TEKCTOBM CUCTEMATCKM
NnpeBoAe KaTo/IMYKe eTUYKe 0baBe3e y yHMBEP3aIHO NPUCTYNaYaH HOPMATUBHM
jesunk Kpo3 Tpu mehycobHO nosesaHa OKBUpaA: BPATCTBO, KOje KOHCTpyuLle
YHUBEpP3a/HYy MOpaJiHy 3ajeAHULY KOja NpeBasnaasmn Bepcke U HauMOoHalHe
rpaHuLLe; CONNAAPHOCT, KOja UMeHyje MaTepujanHe 1 nonnTnyke obasese Koje
TAaKBO UYNAHCTBO Y 3ajegHuuUM noApasymeBa; M NOCTCEKYNAPHU HAYMH
aHraxoBarba, Kpo3 Koju nana Pparba nosmumoHmpa Ceety Cronmuy Kao
YYECHMKa YHYTap CeKynapHUX HOPMATMBHUX MPOCTOpPA, a He Kao HMUXOBOT
NPOTMBHMKA. 3aje4HO, OBa TPU OKBMPA HE YMHE CaMO CKyNn napanesHnx tTema
Beh AMCKYP3MBHY CTpaTerujy Kpo3 Kojy Ce KaTo/IMYKa APYLUTBEHA AOKTPUHA YNHU
pa3ym/bMBOM 1 NoTeHLUMjanHo ybea/bnsom 3a nybanKy Koja He AeNnn HU tbeHe
TEO/IOWKE Npemmce, HUTU beHY MHCTUTYLMOHANHY /I0jaIHOCT. AHanM3a Koja
cnegum ucnutyje Ty cTpaTerujy Kpo3 KBaAWUTATUBHY AUCKYP3UBHY aHanusy
K/bYYHUX NancKUx AOoKymeHaTa Hactanmx uamehy 2013. u 2025. roanHe, Kojy
ycmepaBsajy ABa aHaNUTUYKaA KpuUTepujyma: NeKcuyKa yHuBep3anusaumja u
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CeKyNapHa NPUCTYNaYyHoCT. MUTakbe rMacK: Ha KOjU HauMH Cy KOHCTPYMCAHM
AVCKYP3MBHM YCNI0BM 3a TaKBY TpaHChopmaLmjy.

MeToAONOWKM TNeaaHo, aHann3a npeactaB/ba NaXK/bMBO KBAa/IMTAaTUBHO
TyMauyere Koje je ycmepeHo oapeheHnm Kputepujymmma m Koje nonasu og,
KOHCTPYKTMBUCTUYKE MPETNOCTaBKe Aa Ce MNOMTUYKA CTBAPHOCT KOHCTUTYMLLE
KPO3 KOMYHMKaLMjy W OPYLWTBEHY KOHCTPYKUMjy 3Hauyewa (Risse 2000;
Saurugger 2014). Y3aumajyhu y 063mp aa ybea/bMBOCT TaKBe aHaIM3e 3aBUCK O/,
oa6parbMBOCTM HeHOT Kopnyca, n3bop TekctoBa ce oapelyje He3aBUCHO 0f,
aHANIUTUYKUX KPUTEPUjyMA KOjU Ce Ha HbUX MPUMEHbYjY, WTO NpeacTaB/ba
pa3aBajarbe Koje crnpeyaBa KPY*KHOCT M3bopa TekcToBa b6yoyhu 0a oHu Beh
MOKa3yjy KapaKTepUCTMKe Koje aHa/iM3a TBPAM A3 OTKPUBa.

Kopnyc je KOHCTpyuMcaH Ha ABa NPUHLUMNG, OAHOCHO Ha *KaHPOBCKOM M Ha
npuHumMny nybamke. MNpBO, M KAo 3alWITUTa OZ CENEKTUBHOT Y30PKOBaHba, OH
obyxBaTa KOMNJIETaH CKYN eHUMKAMKA cammux noyka nane ®parve: Laudato Si’
(Francis 2015a), Fratelli Tutti (Francis 2020) u Dilexit Nos (Francis 2024). Lumen
Fidei (Francis 2013c) je WCK/byd4eH Ha OCHOBY AOKYMEHTOBAHWX pas/iora
AyTOPCTBA, 3aTO LWUTO Fa je y BEMKOj Mepu cactaBmo beHeamkT XVI npe cBoje
OCTaBKe, a 3aBpwno Pparba, Npu Yemy cy obojuua NpnsHana rotoBo 3aBpLUEH
HaupT cBor npeTxoaHuka (Francis 2013c, §7) 1 Ha ApyrMm mecTMMa onucana
pe3ynTaT Kao HanucaH ,4eTBOPOPYYHO”, @ HE Ha TEMATCKO] OCHOBW. Y3nUMarbe
HajBULLEr MAarMCTEPUCKOT *KaHpa Y LENMHN Noapa3yMeBa Aa KOpMyc cagpu,
Mo KOHCTPYKUMj1, bapem jeaaH aokymeHT, Dilexit Nos, NOBOXKHY €HUMKANKY O
Csetom CpLly, unju je TOH prima facie cynpoTaH Te3n oBor paga. AHanu3a je Tume
M3/10)KeHa ONoOBpraBamby, @ He M30/10BaHa oA Hera. [pyro, KOpnyc yK/bydyje
HamepHU n3bop Aasbux AOKYyMeHaTa U obpaharba AePpUHMCAHNX NYOANKOM M
dopymom, a He TEMOM: NPOrpPamMcKa anocTo/ICKa NoyKa (exhortatio apostolica)
Evangelii Gaudium (Francis 2013a); KnnmaTcKa onomeHa Laudate Deum (Francis
2023), ynyheHa ,,cBUM Jbyamma Aobpe Bosbe”; raBHa obpaharba oapykaHa npea,
CeKyNlapHUM MehyHapogHMM MHCTUTYUMjaMa, OAHOCHO npen leHepanHom
CKynwTMHOM YjeanrbeHunx Haumja (Francis 20156) n EBponckMm napnameHTom
(Francis 2014); n [JokyMeHT O JbyacKom BpaTcTBY KOju cy notnucanu y Aby
Dabwjy (Francis 2019). To cy mecTa Ha Kojuma ce ANCKYPC PENUTUO3HOT aKTepa
HajanpeKkTHuje cycpehe ca cekynapHom mehyHapogHom jasHowhy, 1 ctora cy
TO ogrosapajyha mecTa Ha KojuMa ce cTpaTermja Kojy oBaj pag aeHTUPUKyje
MOKe NMOCMATPATU AN He.

Ha oBaj G1KCHM Kopnyc NOTOM ce NPUMEHLYjY ABa aHAIMTUYKA KpUTEPUjyMa.
JlekcuuKka yHMBep3anusaumja ce onepaumoHannsyje Kpo3 npenosHat/buse
TEKCTYa/IHE MapKepe: 3ameHa KoHGECUOHaNHOT PeYHMKA HEKOHPECUOHATHUM
eKBuBasieHTUMa (Ha npumep, ,/byACKO AOCTOjaHCTBO” ymecto imago Deij);
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nocTas/bakbe YHMBepP3anusyjyhux ¢opmyna obpaharba Kao LWTO Cy ,,CBU Jbyam
nobpe Bo/be”; MpUMEHa MHCTUTYLMOHA/NIHOT JIEKCUMKOHaA MehyHapoaHe
nosnTUKe (npaBa, AOCTOjaHCTBO, onwTe A06pO, MynTunatepanvsam);, u
NPUCYCTBO MM OACYCTBO AOKTPUHAPHOr Oonpasaama, Tj. uMtmuparba Ceetor
nMCMa, ayTopuTeTa yuuTe/ba, XPUCTONOLWLKOr yTemesbe€hba YHYTap /NaHua
onpasaarba. CekyanapHa npucmynayHocm ce onepaunoHannsyje Kpos TecT
NPEeBOAMBOCTU: Aa M AaTU HOPMATMBHM 3aK/by4aK MOXKE Aa Ce 04BOjU 04, CBOje
penurmosHe nNpemuce M NPOLEHM HA HE33aBUCHMM OCHOBaMa, TakKo Aa
CaroBOPHUK Koju ogbaLlyje NnpemMmncy Mnak MoKe Aa Ce cariack ca 3aK/by4KOM.
Tect ce npumeryje Kao KoHTpadaKTyanHa aHanmsa (aHaNUTUYKK
NPOTUBYMUHEHUYHU MOAEN), OAHOCHO OH MpPOLEHYje KaKo je aprymeHT
KOHCTPYMCaH, @ He KaKO CTBApPHW CEKYNApPHW YMTAoUM pearyjy, WTO ocCTaje
nuUTakbe peLenumje Koje je oae CTaB/beHO Y 3arpajy M Npeys3eTo Y 3aK/byUKy.
[Ba KpuTepujyma Ccy aHa/IMTUYKKM pPasnmMyumMTa: OAJIOMAK MOXe Aa
YHUBEpP3anmM3yje CBOj NEKCUKOH, a Aa NPUTOM OCTaHe HeAOCTynaH CeKyNapHoj
NPOLEHK, NN MOXKE Aa 3a[PKN KOHDECUOHA/IHM PEYHUK, a Aa UCTOBPEMEHO
JoHece 3aK/byyaK NoAN0XKaH He3aBMCHOj NpoLeHN. CBaKM TEKCT ce YMTa Kpo3
YyeTUpU gMMeH3nje, a To Cy TOH, NeKCUYKA YHMBEpP3anm3aumja, KOHCTPYKLUMja
nyb6anKe 1 cekynapHa NPUCTYNaYyHOCT, AOK Ce 04/10MUM BUpajy 3a NaXK/bUBO
YnTambe jep cy ujaecHOCMUYKU Y OBUM AMMEH3Wjama, YK/bydyjyhu n mecta rage
ce NpoTUBE Te3M, a He 3aTo WTO je noTBphyjy. CBaKkM JOKYMEHT je MPOYUTaH Y
LEeNnocTn, a Tymayerse je BOHeHO 0BMM EKCMIMUUTHUM KpUTepUjyMnuma, npm
YyeMy MMaK OCTaje Ma*K/bUBO YNTatbe, A HE KOAMPAHA WAM KBAHTUTATUBHA
aHaNun3a caZiprkaja, Y3 KapaKkTepPUCTUKE Koje naeHTUdUKyje, a He Mepu.

AHanu3a He TeXu Aa yTBPAM Y3POUHM yTUUQAj AUCKypca nane Pparbe Ha
mehyHapoaHe Hopme. OHa GyHKLMOHMLE Ha HUBOY MOjaBe HOPMW Kao npBe
¢daze no mogeny ®ajHemopa n CnkunHka (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998), 6asehu
Ceé OKBUPHMM pafoOM KpO3 KOjU Ce HOPMATUBHWU 3axXTEBU KOHCTPyWULLY,
nerntnmuwy m ynyhyjy Hosoj nybanum. OBo orpaHuyerse Ha ¢pasy HacTaHKa uam
nojase je HamepHU M360p Koju je OCMULL/bEH, @ HE OrpaHuYeHe ambuumje:
andysmja n MHTepHann3aumja ce okpehy ycsajarby HOPMUM Of, CTPAHE ApPrKaBa U
WMHCTUTYLMjA M MOTYy [a ce npoLeHe camo metogama npahera peuenuuje,
EMMNUPUCKMM MEeTOAaMa KOoje aHa/In3a ANCKYPCa HMje ONpeM/bEHA Aa NPYXKK,
a WTO je NPMPOAHM HAaCcTaBaK OBOT UCTPAXKMBAHbA, @ HE MPA3HMHA YHYTap Hera.

bpamcmeo

Mehy HajsHa4ajHUjUM HOPMATUBHMM TPEHYLMMa MOHTUPMKaTa nane
®patrbe jecy Heroso Has/berbe MobaNHUM NUTaKbEM MUTPaLIMje U AOCTOjaHCTBA
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MUrpaHaTa, pas3Boj mehypenurujckor gujanora Kpo3 OHO LWTO je Ha3BaHO
»Annaomatmjom 6patcrTea“, 06HOB/bEHM AMUCKYPC O /bYACKOM AOCTOjaHCTBY
Npeob6/MKOBaH Yy CBET/ly CaBPeMeHUX U3a30Ba M yyerba [pyror BaTUKaHCKOr
cabopa, M KOHTUHYMpaHa KPUTMKA TEXHOKPATCKE Mapaaurme WU KyaType
pacunHUWTBA. Y 0BMM U BpOjHUM ApyrMm 061acTMMa aHraXKoBakba, Of, Kojux
Cy MHOre 3ajp)Kane KOHTUHyMTeT ca AyroroavwrbuMm ctaBoBuma CseTe
Cronuue, noHTMdMKaT nane Pparbe ocCTaBMO je NocebHO 3HauvajaH Tpar.
HajoeTa/mHuja pa3paaa oBe AUCKYP3MBHE CTpaTermje Haaasm ce y eHUMKAUUM
Fratelli Tutti (Francis 2020), unju cam HacnoB, NpeyseT U3 peun Oparbe ACULLIKOT,
HajaB/byje YHUBEP3aIMCTUUKY ambuumjy. Mana Ppamba je eKcnanumTaH y Besu
Ca CBOjOM LM/bHOM NyBNMKOM NOYEB O YBOAHUX CTPAHMLA: EHUMKIMKA HUje
ynyheHa KaToMLmMma, Na Yak HYM camo xpuwhaHmuma, seh ,,cBuM sbyamma nobpe
Bosbe”, OBa dopmynaumja, CTaHAAPAHA Y NANCKMM AOKYMEHTMMA og, JoBaHa
XXIIl, nobuja nocebaH 3Hauaj y Fratelli Tutti, jep He NpeacTaB/ba CaMo YUTHUB recT,
Beh CTPYKTYpHU NpUHLUMN Lenor aprymeHTa. Kpo3 0By eHUMKAKUKY, Nana ®parba
AocnefHo m3berasa Aa CBOje HOPMATUMBHE TBPAHE 3aCHMBA MUCK/bYYMBO Ha
TEONOLWKUM UM AOTMATCKUM n3BopuMa, Beh ce ymecto Tora no3msa Ha OHO
WTO NpeacTaB/ba Kao YHWBEP3a/HO AOCTYMHE eTUYKe YBUAE O JbYACKOM
[OCTOjaHCTBY, Mefhy3aBMCHOCTM 1 NpaBaMm.

OBa cTpaTteruja cekynapHe NPUCTYNa4yHOCTM je OYUrNeaHa Y AMjarHo3n Kojy
je nana ®parba Aao caBpemeHOM mehyHapogHOM nopeTky. YMecTo ga noyHe
TEONOLWKMM Npemucama, Fratelli Tutti noynrbe NONUTUYKMM U COLMONOLLKMM
npukasom rnobanHe pparmeHTayuje. Nana Pparba ANjarHOCTMKYje CBET Koju ce
NoBNAYM Yy 3aTBapatbe, Y Kojem pYrH, KOjU ce BULIe He CMAaTpajy HocMoLmMma
HeoTyhMBOT AOCTOjaHCTBa, ,,NoCTajy camo ‘oHn’“ (Francis 2020, §27).

3Ha4yaj OBOr O4/IOMKA He NeXu y HeroBom CajprKajy Koju oajekyje y
MEjHCTPUM KPUTMKaMa HaluMOHanM3Ma U eKoHoMcKe rnobanusauuje, seh y
HEroBOM TOHY: nana ®Pparba roBOpu je3MKOM MOAUTUYKE aHanu3e, a He
TEONOLWKOr NoacTuLaja. AprymeHT He 3axTeBa HUKAKBY BEPCKY Npemucy y
TEXHbM, KaKo To HaBoau Xabepmac (Habermas 2006), Ka HOpmaTUBHOM UANOMY,
NPMUCTYNAYHOM CEKYITAPHOM jaBHOM pa3yMy. bpaTCTBO He yna3m Kao OTKpPUBEHa
MCTMHA, Beh Kao NOAUTMYKKM OATOBOP HA AMjarHo3y ca Kojom 6u morao ga ce
carnacv 6uno Koju ceKkynapHU CaroBOPHMUK.

OBaj HauMH aprymeHTaumje AOCTUXKE CBOjY HAjeKCMAULMTHIU]Y dopMynaumjy
Kaza ce nana ®parba 6aBN NOAUTUYKMM FPpaHMLAMa MU MUTPALLMjaMa, Kao MOXKAa
NOANTUYKM HAjCMOPHMjOM TEMOM HEroBOT NOHTUPMKATA. YMECTO Aa ce No3unBa
Ha 6MbAMjcKo rocToNpPMMCTBO MAM XpuwhaHcKy gy*KHocT munocpha, Fratelli
Tutti yokBupyje obaBe3y npema MMUIPaHTUMa Kao 3axTeB YHMBep3asiHOr
6paTcTBa yTEME/bEHOT Y 3ajeAHNYKOj YOBEYHOCTM CBUX /byaun. MNana ®Oparba
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TBPAM O3 ayTeHTUMYHM CycpeT ca ApyrMma 3axTeBa M Npu3HaBakbe Halwe
3ajeflHAYKEe JbYACKOCTM UM CMNPEMHOCT Aa MNpencnuTamMo  COMCTBEHe
NPeTnocTaBKe, WTO je OTBOPEHOCT Koja NpeBas3naasm NOrMKy CaMooAprKakba
(Francis 2020, §§39-41).

[Be KapaKTepucTuKe cy oBae 3HauvajHe. lNpBo, TBpAHa Aa 0baBe3a npema
MUTPAHTUMA NPOU3UNA3N U3 3ajeAHUYKE JbyACKOCTU, MPEeACTaB/bEHA je Kao
3aK/by4aK AOCTYMaH pa3ymy, @ He Kao pPesIMrmo3HM nmnepaTtus. [pyro, 3axTes
[ ayTEHTUYHUM CYCPET 3axTeBa NPENCNUTMBAHE CONCTBEHMX NPETNOCTABKY,
ynyheH je Hocuouy yHMBEp3a/IHOr pasyma, a He YnaHy BEpPCKe 3ajedHuuE;
YOKBUPMBAtbE BPLUM CEKYNAPHY NPUCTYNayYyHOCT, no3mneajyhm Ha gorosop o
3ajegHMYKMM PAUMOHANHUM NPEMMCAMa, 3 He Ha 3ajegHUYKOo npu3Hame. Og,
Namneayse 2013. roguHe (Francis 2013b), nana ®para je Buwe nyTa
OMjarHOCTMKOBAO MO6GaNHNU MUTPALMOHM PEXMM KAo MeCTO HOPMaTMUBHE
neceHsutnsaupmje. Y Fratelli Tutti oH npeacTaB/ba MUrpaHTe He Kao 6e36egHOCHM
npobnem, Beh Kao HocKoLe YHMBEP3aNHOT A0CTOjaHCTBA, YMME YCBaja PEYHUK
nmbepanHor pexmMma JbyACKUX NpaBa [OK ra UCTOBPEMEHO pafuKanuayje:
[OCTOjaHCTBO je aHTPOMO/IOWKA YNHEHWULLA KOja NPETXOAN CBAKOM MPaBHOM
apaHXMaHy. Hberos MMrpaLmMoHM AUCKYPC CTOra MOXe A3 Ce TyMayu Kao
NOKYyLWAj AeCeKypuTM3aLnje Murpaumje n heHe NoHOBHE Mopanusalmnje Kpos
je3uK yHmBep3anHor gocTojaHctsa (yn. Buzan, Waever and de Wilde 1998).

[a 61McMmo y NOTNYHOCTU pasymeny HOPMaTUBHY aMbULNjy ANCKYP3UBHE
cTpaTernje nane ®Pparbe, Bpean NPATUTU UHCTUTYLWOHANHY FeHeanorujy
JbYACKOT AOCTOjaHCTBA YHYTAP KAaTO/AMYKOT COLMjANHOT Y4€Hba, jep OHO LWITO nana
®parba NpeBoay Ha YHUBEP3AZMCTUYKK jE3UK HMUje MMNPOBU30OBaHA eTUYKaA
TBPAHbA, Beh KoHuenT ca AybOKMM  OOKTPUHAPHUM  KOpeHMMa.
YHuMBep3anun3aLmja /byACKOr 4OCTOjaHCTBA Kao NOIMTUYKOT MPUMHLMMA 0, CTPaHe
nane ®parbe, HagoBeE3yje Ce Ha Ayr NPOLLEC AOKTPUHAPHOr Pas3Boja YHyTap
KaTo/IMYKe MMUCAU, @ NOCEOHO Yy AOKYMeHTMMa [pyror BaTMKaHCKoOr cabopa.
Dignitatis Humanae 3acHWBa BepcKy cnoboay Ha AOCTOjaHCTBY JbyACKe
NMyHocTH, TBpaehn ga cBakmM YoBeK MMa MpaBo Ha cnoboay o npucune y
BEPCKMM NUTakbMMa ynpaBo 360r AOCTOjaHCTBA KOje je CBOjCTBEHO CaMoj
Jbyackoj npupoaum (Vatican Council 11 1965a). Gaudium et Spes nosesyje JbyACcKO
[0CTOjaHCTBO ca XpUCTOBMM oBanioherem 1 sbyACKMM NO3MBOM Ha 3ajegHuLy
ca borom (Vatican Council Il 1965a), nok ce Lumen Gentium 6aBu f0CTOjaHCTBOM
KpO3 YHMBEP3a/HM NO3MB Ha CBETOCT M NpunaaHocT boxkjem Hapoay (Vatican
Council Il 1965a). Gravissimum Educationis paree notBphyje AOCTOjaHCTBO
YoBEKa Y KOHTEKCTY obpasoBarba 1 popmauuje (Vatican Council Il 1965c¢). HakoH
cabopcKkMx AOKYMEHaTa, KaCHMjM pPa3BOoj TEO/IOLWKOT cTaBa LipKkBe o sbyackom
[0CTOjaHCTBY KOHCONMAOBaH je y KaTnxmnsncy Katonmuke LpKee M apTUKYAMCAH
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je Ha pa3nnumnTe HaunHe y AOKYMeHTMMa u obpaharwumma nana og Masna VI go
Naga XIV. Takohe Ba/ba HANOMEHYTM Aa je 0OBaj HOPMATUBHM OKBUP JbyACKOT
[0CTOjaHCTBa, NOCcebHO y BE3M Ca MUrpaLLMjaMa, YCKO NOBe3aH Ca KOHLLENTOM
,RY/IType cycpeta” Koja ce y nanckom AMCKYpCy MnojaBbyje Kao aNTepHaTMBa
»KYITYPU pPaBHOAYLWHOCTM® W pe3oHyje ca npuctynuma y rnobanHoj
MWIPaLMOHO]j MOAUTULM Koju ce BaBe ,,MOAyCOM JbyACKOr AoCcTojaHCcTBa” (Betts
2013). AktmuBHOCT CBeTe CTonuue Yy KOHTeKCTy [nobanHoz cropasyma 3a
be3bedHe, ypeheHe u peaynapHe muepayuje (UNGA 2018) moxke aa ce Tymauu
Kao MOKYyLUQj MHCTUTYLMOHaM3aLMje NPUHLMNA ,,33jeHNYKE OA4TOBOPHOCTN y
OKBMPY N1I06ANHOT MUTPaLLMOHOT pexxnuma, npu yemy Ceeta Ctonmua genyje Kao
HOPMaTUBHW Npeay3eTHUK. Y 04HOCY Ha OBY MHCTUTYLMOHANHY NO3aANHY, OHO
LUTO NOCTaje aHAIMTUYKM 3HaYajHO Y BE3U Ca AMCKYpPCcOM nane Ppatbe, H1je cam
KOHUENT JbyACKOr AOCTOjaHCTBa, Beh TOH y KOjem je OHO apTWUKY/IUCAHO:
CUCTEMATCKN NpeBeAeHO M3 TEOJIOWKOr peyHMKa Ha je3MK YHUBEp3asHuX
JbYACKUX NpaBa, mobanHe npasBae 1 3ajeAHUYKOT YOBEYAHCTBA, LTO je NpeBos,
KOju ra YMHM NOTEHLUMjaNHO AOCTYMHUM CEKY/TAapHMUM CaroBOPHULIMMA KOju
MO A He fene HeroBe AOKTPUHAPHE npemumce.

AMbuumja yHMBep3anm3aLumje aMckypca nane dparbe 0 6paTCTBY je MoXKAa
Hajynevyat/buBMje nokasaHa y LokymeHmy o sbyOcKoM bpamcmasy 3a ceemcKu
MUpP U 3ajeOHUYKU H#UBOM, KOju je NOTNUCAH 3ajeAHO ca BE/IMKMM MMamom An-
Asxapa, Axmagom An-Tajebom, y Aby dabujy 2019. roguHe (Francis 2019). OBaj
OOKYMEHT je MeTOAO0NOLWKN 3HaYajaH 33 cajallkby aHaM3y jep NpeacTaB/ba
C/ly4aj y Kojem ce yHMBep3aansaumja bpatcTtea CNpoOBOAN He CAMO PETOPUYKN,
Beh M MHCTUTYLMOHaNHO: Bohe KaTo/IMKa U MyC/IMMaHa CyHWUTa 3ajeAHO NOTRuUCYjy
HOPMaTUBHY AeKnapauunjy ynyhery ,,cBUM JbygmMma Koju umajy sepy y bora u
Bepy Y /byacko 6patcteo”. JokymeHT 13 Aby [labuja 3aTo npeAcTas/ba 3HaYajaH
[0Ka3 CeKynlapHe A0CTYMHOCTY, jep cyrepuLLe Aa je AUCKYP3MBHO YOKBUPUBAHE
6paTcTBa nane Pparbe JOBO/LHO AeKOHPeCcMoHann3oBaHo aa 6u ra notnmcao
BEPCKKM BOha M3 paamnKanHo Apyrayunje TeoN0LWKe Tpaguumje, Mako HOPMaTUBHM
3Ha4aj OBOr MHCTUTYLMOHANHOT YXHA OCTaje OTBOPEH 33 TYMaYeHbe.

Y Tom norneany, HOPMaTUBHM je3MK AOKYMEHTa je noydaH. Tamo rae 6u ce
MOI/I0 OYEKMBATM TEO/IOLWKO Hecnarake, HMp. No NuTakbuMa boxje npupoae,
OTKPOBEH>A MM CNACEeH>A, TEKCT Ce A0C/IEAHO NOB/AYM HA 3aj€AHNYKO ETUYKO T/10:

Mu... npornawaBamo ycBajakbe KyAType Aujanora Kao nyta, mefycobHe
capagHe Kao KoZeKca NoHalamba, peumnpoYyHor pasymeBarba Kao meToae
n ctaHgapaa (Francis 2019).

PeyHMK KOju ce oBAE KOpUCTM — ,KynTypa agujanora“, ,mehycobHa
capaitba“, ,peumnpoyHo pasymeBatbe” — npunaaa NekcukoHy mehyHapoaHe
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aunaomatnje M anbepanHe NONAUTUYKE Teopuje, a He cneunduyHum
TEOJIOWKMM Tpagmumnjama 610 Koje og, cTpaHa noTnuncHuua. OBO je NeKcnyKa
YHUBEpP3an3aLmja Y CBOM HajeKCnaMuutTHmujem obnamky: HamepHu msbop
HEeKOHbECMOHANHOT je3MKa Koju Aenyje NpeKo BEPCKUX rpaHuLa n obpaha ce
cekynapHoj mehyHapoaHoj nybamum.

Y3eTu 3aje4HO, OBM TEKCTOBM NOKa3yjy Aa Kopuwherbe 6paTcTBa of cTpaHe
nane ®pare npeacTaB/ba NocebHy HOPMATUBHY CTpaTernjy yoksnpmsama. OBaj
KOHLENT HWje npeacTaB/beH Kao cneumduyHO KaTONMYKM  AOMNPUHOC
mehyHapoaHoj eTnum, Beh Kao yHMBep3aiHO Barkehn NOANTUYKM NPUHLMN YmMja
je KaToIMYKa apTUKynaLmja caMo jeaH nspas gybsoe sbyacke UctHe. OHO WTO
TEKCTya/IHW J0Ka3Wn NoKasyjy, jecTe Aa cy AUCKYP3MBHM YCNIOBM 33 KpeTakbe
6patcTBa 0f, NancKke EeHUMKAMKE Ka AUNAOMATCKOj HOPMM HaMepHO
KOHCTPyMCaHu: nana ®parba CMCTEMATCKM YOKBMpPYje BPaTCTBO Ha HauMHeE Koju
TeXe [Aa ra yuYuMHe pasym/bMBMM U NOTEHUMjanHO ybeasbmsmum 3a nyb6anky
OaNeKo U3BaH 3ajefHunLEe KaTONNYKUX BEPHMKA.

Jow jegHa 3HavajHa AMMeH3Knja HopmaTuBHe akTMBHOCTM CeeTe Ctonnue
jecte mehypenurnjcku gujanor u ,gunaomatmja 6paTcTBa” Kojy je CHa*KHO
notepamno nana Pparva. lokymeHT 13 Aby labuja 13 2019. roamHe o sbyackom
6paTCTBY 32 CBETCKM MUP U 3ajeAHUYKN KUBOT OZ, K/bYYHOT je 3Hayaja y Tom
norneay (Francis 2019). [JoKymeHT npeacTaB/ba 3HayajHy HOPMATUBHY
WHOBALMjy Y OKBMPY KAaTOJIMYKO-UCIAMCKOI AMjanora, 3aTo WTO He TyMauu
BEPCKM MAypasn3aM Kao TONepUCaHM naypannsam, seh Kao NosuTMBHO
KOHCTUTYTUBHM ycnoB rnobanHor nopeTtka. OBMMe ce ycnocTaB/ba OHO WTO
Bapbato peduHMILIEe Kao ,BepcKy Auniomatuvjy 6partctBa“, oAaHOCHO
TPAHCHALMOHAMIHN PEXUM MOpPaNHEe KOMyHUKauMje Koju npesasmnasu
OPrKaBOLEHTPUYHY NOTMKY mehyHapoaHux ogHoca (Barbato 2013a).

ConudapHocm

AKo 6paTcTBO NpeacTaB/ba PeNALUOHN XOPU3OHT HOPMATUBHOT AMCKYpCa
nane dparbe, CONNAAPHOCT UMEHY]E HEroB CTPYKTYPHM 3axTeB. [JoK ce 6paTcTBo
6aBn NuUTakbem KO npunaga Jby[ACKOj 3ajegHuUM, CONMAapHOCT ce 6aBu
NUTakbeM LWITa Ta NPUNALHOCT 3axTeBa Yy MaTepPUjalHOM, MOAUTUYKOM W
WMHCTUTYLMOHANHOM cmucay. Y guckypcy nane dparbe, CONMAAPHOCT Huje
ocehaj Beh npuHUMN rnobanHe npasae, Tj. HOPMATUBHM 3axTeB ynyheH
AprkaBama, mehyHapoOAHMM opraHu3auMjama U EKOHOMCKMM aKTepMma,
YOKBUPEH je3ankom obaBese, a He muaocpha. LleHTpanHK aprymeHT oBor
ofe/bKa je Aa nana Pparba CMCTEMATCKM NPeBOAN CONMMAAPHOCT U3 TEO/OLLKE
BP/IMHE Yy 3aXTEB TPAHCHALMOHaHe NpaBae Kopuctehn pedyHnk mehyHapoaHmx
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WHCTUTYUMjA, AOK UCTOBPEMEHO HACTOjWU Aa PaAMKanusyje HeH capiaj Kpos
KPWUTUKY CTPYKTYPHE HejeaHAKOCTU Koja NpeBasniasun anbepanHn KOHCEH3YC.

Hajsuwe nporpamaTuyHa apTuKynaumja oBe AWUCKYP3UBHE CcTpaTerunje
nojassbyje ce y Evangelii Gaudium (Francis 2013a), anoctonckoj noyum
(exhortatio apostolica) Koja je edUKacHO MHayrypucana HOPMATUBHY areHAay
noHTUdUKaTa nane Gpame. Hberos TpeTMaH EKOHOMCKe HejeHaKOCTU Yy OBOM
AOKYMEHTY je aHaNIMTUYKM 3Ha4YajaH ynpaso 360r CBOr TOHa, jep YOKBUpYyje
OMjarHosy CTPyKTypHe AauchyHKuMje [OCTYyNHEe CBAaKOM pPaLMOHANHOM
nocmaTpauy:

Kao wto 3anosecT ,,He youj“ noctas/ba jacHy rpaHuLLy Kako 6w ce 3alTuTmna
BPEAHOCT J/bYACKOT KMBOTA, AaHAC Takohe MOpamo Aa KarKemo ,He youj“
€KOHOMMUjWN UCK/byYMBaHba U HejeaHAKOCTM. TakBa eKoHOMMja youja (Francis
20133, §53).

OBa peTopuyKa cTpaTtermja je MHAUKaTMBHA. Mana Ppara ce Nno3mBa Ha
JeKanor, anu ra ogmax NpoLnpyje Ha CEKYNaPHU AOMEH EKOHOMCKE CTPYKTYPE,
TaKo Aa TBPAHbA ,,eKOHOMMUja UCK/bYYEHOCTUN YOUnja“ cToju HE3aBUCHO of, CBOT
61bAMjCKOTr OKBUPA, OAHOCHO Of, TBPAHE O CTPYKTYPHOM Hacusby Kojy 61 CBaKM
CEKYNApPHM CaroBOPHMK MOrao Aa Npeno3Ha. Peanrnjckn ToH oTBapa aprymeHT,
[OK CaM apryMeHT He 3aBUCH 0f, Hbera.

OBaj obpa3aly, je nojayaH OHUMeE LLITO 0AMaX C/1edm Y UCTOM Nacycy:

Kako je moryhe fa Huje BecT Kaga cTapuju beckyhHUK ympe og, nocneamua
YKMBOTA Ha YIMUM, anu jecTe BecT Kaga bep3a nagHe 3a ABa noeHa? (Francis
2013a, §53).

3Ha4aj OBOr PETOPUYUKOT NMUTaHbA /IEXKM Y HEroBOj HE3ABMCHOCTM 04, 61no
KOje BepCKe Npemuce, jep ce OHO No3mBa Ha MOPaAJIHN yBUA, A4 j€ JbYACKM KUBOT
BaXXHMjM o4, GUHAHCUJCKMX MHAEKCA, WTO je AOCTYNHO cBakom ymTaouy. OBo je
JNIEKCMYKA YHMBEpP3a/n3aLMja Y CBOM HajeKOHOMMUYHUMjEM N34akby, Tj. NUTaHbe
KOHCTPYMCAHO TaKo Aa npesa3suhe KyATypHe, BEPCKE U NAEONOLLKE rpaHuLe.

EKonoluKka AnmeH3unja conuaapHoCcT 4obuja CBojy HajnoTnyHMjy paspaay y
Laudato Si’ (Francis 2015a), y Kojoj nana ®parba pa3Buja OHO LUTO OH Ha3MBa
»VUHTErPAIHOM EKO/I0MMjoM*“, 0OAHOCHO OKBMPOM KOjU LLMPU CONNMAAPHOCT M3BaH
JbYACKe 3ajeiHMLE KaKko 61 obyxBaTno cBeT npupoae u byayhe reHepauuje.
AHaNUTUYKKM MHTEpEeC OBOr NOTe3a NIeXKN Y HEeroBoj ANCKYP3UBHOj CTpaTermju.
Mana ®parba He 3aCHMBA OBaj apryMeHT Ha TEONOLWKUM nNpeMmncama, seh Ha
HAay4YHOM KOHCEH3YCYy, NPU 4Yemy Ce EKCNAULMTHO NO3uBa Ha ayTopuTeT
KAMMATO/IOTMje Kao HayKe Kako 6u yTBpAMO eMMMPUjCKy OCHOBY 3a CBOje
HOPMaTUBHE TBPAHE:
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CyoyaBamo ce He ca ABe 04B0jeHe Kpu3se, jeJHOM EKOJIOLKOM U Apyrom
ApywTBeHoM, Beh ca jeHOM CNOXKEHOM KPWM30OM Koja je 1 apyluTeeHa u
eKosoLwKa. CTpaTternje 3a peluere 3axTeBajy MHTerpncaHu npuctyn 6opbu
NpoTMB CUpOMalTBa, Bpahaky [OCTOjaHCTBA WCK/byYEHMMA U
nctoBpemeHoj 3awTuTn npupoge (Francis 2015a, §139).

OBge ce nctnyy age cteapu. NpBo, yoKBUpKMBaHe KAMMATCKUX MPOMEHA U
APYWTBEHE HejelIHaKOCTM Kao jeAMHCTBEHEe ,C/IOXKEeHe Kpuse” jecrte
HOpMaTMBHA MHOBAUMja, @ CONMAAPHOCT Ca CMPOMALLHUMA U Ca NJIAHETOM
NocTajy CTPYKTYPHO NOBE3aHM 3axTeBM, Npowmnpyjyhn KOHLENT N3BaH Herose
JbyAcKe npumeHe. [lpyro, pe4YHuMK NonyT ,,MHTerpucaHm NpucTyn” u ,3aWwtunta
npupoae” npunagaa NeKCMKoHy mehyHapoaHe MO/UTUKE, @ HE KaTOJIMYKO]
TEOJIOTNjU, LUTO je YNMH NEKCUYKe YHUBEP3aan3aumje y Kojem nana Ppatba ycBaja
MHCTUTYUMOHAIHN jE3UK OOK ra UCnyrbaBa CagprKajeM Koju npeBasniasu
TEXHOKPATCKM KOHCEH3YC.

OBa ANCKyp3MBHa CTpaTernja 4OCTMXKe CBOjY NOAUTUUKN HAjeKCIANLNTHU]Y
dopmynaumjy y Laudate Deum (Francis 2023), rae ce nana ®parba Ha HEOOUYHO
AMPEKTaH HaunH 6aBKn Heycnexom mehyHapoaHOr ynpaB/batba KAMMATCKUM
npomMeHama:

Buwe Huje moryhe cymHaTth y /byACKO, OAHOCHO ,, aHTPOMNCKO" NOPeKIo
KAMMaTCKMX npomeHa (Francis 2023, §11).

OBae je 3Ha4YajHO eKCNAULMTHO NO3UBaHE Ha Hay4yHM ayTopuTeT (,BULLe
Huje moryhe cymrat”) Kao OCHOBY HOpMaTUBHE TBpAHEe O npasau. MNana
®patba He aprymeHTyje 13 Bepe, Beh U3 KoHCeH3yca, Yume No3numoHunpa Ceety
Ctonuuy yHyTap CeKynapHUX enUCTEMOJIOLKMX 3ajeaHMLA, @ HE N3BAH HUX.
ConnaapHOCT ce CTora He cxBaTa Kao 06aBe3a KaTo/unKa, Beh Kao 3axTeB pa3yma:
OHM KOju npuxBaTajy gokase Beh cy nocBeheHn HUXOBUM HOPMATUBHUM
MMNAKKaunjama.

OBa KOHBepreHumuja uamehy peanrMosHor U cekynapHor HopmMaTUBHOT
jesnka moxpa je Hajsupgs/bmeuja y obpaharby nane @Pparbe leHepanHoj
CKyNwTuHM YjeamrweHnx Hauwuja y Hbyjopky (Francis 2015b), uspeueHo vy
TPEHYTKY yCBajatba AreHze 3a oapmeu paseoj Ao 2030. roguHe. Mana Pparba
eKCNANUMTHO ycknahyje HopmaTtusHy areHay Csete Ctonunue ca oksupom YH,
[OK MCTOBPEMEHO HACTOjU Aa pagMKanzyje heH CaaprKaj:

3ajeaAHUYKM AOM CBMX MYLLKapaLa v }KeHa Mopa Aa HacTaBM [a Ce y3amKe
Ha... NOLUTOBAKbY CBETOCTM CBAKOT JbYACKOT KMBOTA - CUPOMALUHUX, CTapUjUX,
Aeue, HeMohHUX, HepoheHMX, He3anocNeHMX, HaMyLWTEHUX, OHUX Koju ce
cmaTpajy HenoTpebHMMa, jep ce NoCMaTPajy Camo Kao Aeo cTatucTuke (Francis
2015b).
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Cnuncak oHMX Koju ce cMaTpajy ,046aumBmma’ je aHaNIUTUYKKM 3HAYajaH, 3aTo
wTo ce Kpehe of, KaTeropunja NPU3HATUX Y OKBUPY IMbBepanHOr OKBUPA JbYACKUX
npasa (cTapwmju, aeua, HeMohHK) 4o KaTeropuja Koje ra npesasuiase uam 4oBoae
y nuTarbe (HepoheHu, HanywTeHK). OBO je CONMAAPHOCT KOja Ce KOPUCTU Kao
HOPMATUBHM 13a30B IMbepasHOM KOHCEH3YCY, He Kao oabaumBatrbe okempa YH,
Beh nokywaj ga ce oH paguKkanusyje nsHytpa. Mana Pparba rosopu jesmkom
MefhyHapoaAHUX UHCTUTYLMja, ann NPOLIMpPYje HUXOB HOPMATUBHU PEUYHUK Y
npaBLMMAa Koje CeKYNapHU KOHCEH3YC HMje Yy NOTNYHOCTU NOAPMKAO.

Kaga ce y3my 3ajegHo, OBM TEKCTOBM MOKasyjy Aa Kopuwhemwe
CONMAAPHOCTN NpeacTaB/ba NPEno3HaT/bUBY AMCKYP3UBHY CTpaTeryjy nane
®patbe Koja ce cacToju oA ABa notesa. [NpBo, OH yCBaja peYHnK mehyHapogHUxX
WMHCTUTYLM]jA — OAPXKMBM PaA3BOj, onwTe fo6po, MobasHo ynpas/baktbe — Ynme
HaCTOjM Aa YCNOCTaBW CEKYNapHY AOCTYNHOCT. [1pyro, OH UCnyHaBa Taj peYHUK
MOPA/IHUM CaZprKajeM Koju Texku Aa npeBasmhe TEXHOKPATCKM KOHCEH3YC, Kao
WTO Cy CTPYKTYPHa KPWUTUKA KanuTaauama, ConugapHocT ca 6byayhum
reHepaumjama, ,,006aUMBOCT” KA0O HOPMaTUBHA KaTeropuja. HoBUHa He iexkun y
camoj peuu ,,conmaapHocT”, Beh y HaunHy Ha Koju je nana Pparba KOHCTpyULLe
Kao MCTOBPEMEHO PEINTMO3HU U CEKYNAPHM 3aXTEB: YTEME/bEH Y KaTO/IMYKOM
OPYWTBEHOM Y4Yehy, ann apTUKYIUCAH jE3MKOM KOjU TeXM Oa obaBexe
CEeKyNnapHe aKTepe Koju He Aene HU Herose Teo/I0WKe NPemuce, HU Herosy
WMHCTUTYLUMOHA/THY N10ja/THOCT.

CeKynapu3zam

Tpehn HopmaTUBHM OKBMP Y ANCKYP3MBHOj CTpaTermju nane ®pare, TMYe
ce HeroBor og4Hoca Nnpema camom cekynapHom mehyHapoaHOM nopeTKy. 3a
pa3nnKy og, 6paTcTBa U CONMAAPHOCTM, KOjU MMEHYjY cneumdryaH HOPMATUBHM
CaApKaj, NOCTCEKYNAPHM aHIaXKMaH MMeHYje HaunH obpaharba, 04HOCHO HaYMH
Ha KOjU BEPCKU aKTep y4ecTByje y CeKyNapHOM jaBHOM NPOCTOpY, a Aa NPUTOM
He HanycTu CBOj BEPCKM MAEHTUTET MU HE HAMETHE CBOje TEO/IOLLKe npemumce
CaroBOPHULMMA KOju nx He gene. Kao wro je ytBpheHo y rope HaBeaeHOM
TEOPUjCKOM OKBMPY, ,MOCTCEKY/IApHO” Yy OBOM pady He OAHOCU Ce Ha
opbaumBare cekynapHe mogepHocTy, Beh Ha NOHOBHM yia3aK Peanurno3Ho
yTemesbeHor eTUYKOr AUCKYPCa Y MAYPaInNCTUYKKN jaBHU NPOCTOP KPO3 HEroso
npesohere Ha yHNBEP3aHO NPUCTyNavaH HOPMaTUBHMU je3nk (Habermas 2006;
Casanova 1994). LieHTpanHW aprymeHT OBOT o4e/bKa jecTe Aa AUCKYypC nane
dparbe gocnegHo HAcTojM Aa peannsyje oBaj NpeBo Nnpumersyjyhin cTpaTteLky
pa3nunky wusmehy ceKynapuama Kao MAEO0NOrvje U CEKYNApHOCTU Kao
WMHCTUTYLIMOHANHOT OKBMPA, Te NoKyLwasajyhu aa nosuumnonHunpa Ceety Ctonmuy
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Kao YY4eCHMKa, a He Kao NPOTUBHMKA ceKkynapHor mehyHapoaHor nopetka. OHo
LUTO OBY CTPaTerujy YIHM U3Pa3nTO NOCTCEKYIAPHOM, a HE CAMO AUMIOMATCKOM,
jecte oabujarbe nane Oparbe aAa 6Mpa nsmehy BEPCKOr MAEHTUTETA U CEKyNapHe
npucTynavyHocTu. Hberos ANCKYPC je KOHCTPYMCAH TaKo Aa Ce UCTOBPEMEHO
obpaha BepHULMMa N ceKynapHoj nybanum, 3aaprkasajyhm cBoje Te0N0LWKO
yTeMe/bere 0K TEXN HOPMATUBHO] PE30OHAHUM U3BAH PENIUTUJCKUX rpaHuMLa.
[a nu je oBo ABoCTpyKo obpahatbe aHAIMTUYKM KOXePEHTHO M A3 1N ycneBsa y
NnpaKcu, NUTama Cy Koja TEeKCTyaNHM AO0Ka3n MOry Aa OCBETNe, a/iu He U Aa
AedVHUTUBHO peLue.

HajjacHMja nporpamcka apTuMKynaumja OBe pas/auKe NojaB/byje ce y
obpaharby nane ®parbe EBponckom napnamenty y Ctpasbypy (Francis 2014),
LUTO je 61O HEeros NPBU BEIMKU rOBOP Npes CeKyl1apHOM HagHAUNOHAHOM
WMHCTUTYUMjOM. YMecTo Ja TBpAM Aa XpuUWhaHCKM KOpeHW eBporncKe
UMBUAN3ALMje Npey3MMajy NPaBoO Ha HOPMAaTUBHU ayTopuTeT, Nana Ppama
onucyje eBponcko Hacnehe Ha U3PUUUTO XYMAHUCTUYKU HAUMH:

[owno je Bpeme Aa 3ajeaHO paaMMo Ha M3rpaatbu EBpone Koja ce He BpTU
OKO eKoHOoMmMje, Beh OKO CBETOCTU JbyACKE IMYHOCTM, OKO HeoTyhuBmx
BpeaHocTtu (Francis 2014).

OBAe 3HaYaj 1eXKM Y HEroBOj PETOPUYKOj CTpaTermju. YMecTo ga eBporncKo
Hacnehe ytemesbn y XxpnwhaHCKOM OTKPOBEHY MAM LPKBEHOM ayTOPUTETY,
nana ®parba ce No31Ba Ha ,,CBETOCT /bYACKE MMYHOCTU, Tj. Ha popmynaLmjy Koja
je UCTOBPEeMEHO TeO/I0LWKOT NMOPEK/IA U NPUCTYNaYHa CEKYNAPHOj NOAUTUYKO]
TEOPWjU, AUCKYPCY O JbyACKMM MNpaBMMa WM KaTONMYKOj aHTPOMOOMUju.
[locTojaHcTBO, CBETOCT, HeoTyhMBe BpeaHOCTH, jecy KaTeropmje Koje mory aa ce
npougeksyjy y pasanumTum Tpaauumjama: NOCTCEKYNAPHU aHTaXKMaH y CBOM
HajeKCNANUUTHUjEM MHCTUTYLIMOHANHOM 06/1MKY, BEPCKM BOHa Koju ce obpaha
CEKYNAPHOj MHCTUTYLM)W je3UKOM OCMULL/BEHMM A3 NPEMOCTH, a He 3aobuhe,
pasnuKy namely sepe 1 pasyma.

OBaj HauMH aHraxkoBarba BUA/LUB je U y Laudato Si’ (Francis 2015a), raoe
HEFOB MPUCTYN CeKyNapHOM mehyHapogHOM NopeTKy nonpuma 3anakbyjyhe
METOA0/I0WKM 06/1MK. EHUMKAMKA NOYnHEe eKCNNUUTHOM M3jaBOM O HAMEPMU:
»Heneo 6ux ga cTynum y gujanor ca CBUM JbyaMmMa O Hallem 3ajeHUYKOM
nomy“ (Francis 2015a, §3). Mana ®patrba gasbe Npeumsmpa Aa ,BEPCKa yBeperba
MOry Aa noHyge xpuwhaHMma, a U HEKUM APYrMM BEPHULMMA, OOUHY
MOTMBaLUMjy Aa BpUHY O NPUPOAN U O HajpatbMBUjMMa o cBoje bpahe K
cectapa” (Francis 2015a, §64).

OBpae naxkrby 3acnyyjy ase ctBapw. MNpeo, ekcnanuutTHo obpahatrbe ,,cBMM
Jbyauma“ — He Katonmuuma, He xpuwhaHuma, Beh cBMMa, cUrHanusumpa
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apryMeHT Koju Tpeba Aa GyHKLUMOHMLLE BaH BEPCKUX U HEPEIUTMO3HUX rpaHmLa,
MaKo CamM OKBMP He MOXe Aa rapaHTyje weros ycnex. Apyro, dopmynauuja
»BEPCKA yBepeHa MOry Aa NoHyae... MoTMBaunjy” je kanmbpucaHa: Bepa je
jefaH n3Bop HopMaTUBHE MOTUBaLUMje Mehy 0CTasIMMa, @ He UCK/bY4YMBU TEME/b
aprymeHTa, WTO je ynpaBo Xabepmacoso (Habermas 2006) crarbe
NMOCTCEKY/NIapHOr jaBHOr pasyma — BEPCKM aKTepU KOjuU CBOja yBepera
bopmynuLLy y TEPMUHMMA KOje CeKyNapHU CaroBOPHULM MOTy A4a NPOoLEHe.

[ok je Laudato Si’ ypaBHOTEXKMO TEO/IOWKE U Hay4yHe peructpe, Laudate
Deum je roToBO Y NOTNYHOCTX HAaNMCaH je3MKOM NOAUTUYKE aHaM3e, Hay4YHor
KOHCeH3yca U mehyHapoaHor ynpas/batba. Mana ®pamva (Francis 2023, §34)
dopmynuLie 3axTeB 3a MehyHapoaHOM capagrom y 061acTh KaMme y U3puumnTo
NOSIMTUYKMM TEPMWMHUMA, UHCcUCTUpajyhm pa ,npegHocT Tpeba pdatu
MyATUNATEPANTHUM cnopasymuma namehy apxasa“,

Nomepare TOHa ca Teosnorwje Ha NOAUTUYKE HayKe, NpeacTaB/ba
aHanUTM4YKM oanydyjyhu TpeHyTak. Mana Pparba He aprymeHTyje n3 Bepe, Beh
M3 Hay4yHOr KOHCEeH3yca M NOAUTUYKe Teopuje. HopmaTmBHa TBpAHA A3
MyATUNaTepanHa capagra Npeacrasba v NOIMTUYKU U MOPASHN MMMNEPaTUB,
a He 3axXTeBa 04, 4MTaoLd Aa NPUXBATU B0 KaKBY BEPCKY MPEeMMICY, NPOM3NIa3M
U3 AMjarHo3e KIMMATCKMX MPOMEHa Kao Npobaema KoIEKTUBHE aKLuje Koju
MOXe [a pewun camo HagHauuoHanHa capagra. OBO je cekynapHa
NPUCTYNAYHOCT Y CBOM HajnoTnyHujem 0b6anKy Kao AMCKYP3UBHA TEXKHba, MANCKu
AOKYMEHT YMjM je LLeHTPasIHM apryMeHT KOHCTPYMCaH Tako Aa byae noTnyHo
pa3yM/bMB M NOTEHUMjANHO YHea/bMB YNTAOLMMA KOjU He Aene HU Bepy nane
®parse, HY HeroBy 04aHOCT NHCTUTYLN U,

[okymeHT n3 Aby [abuja o 6patctey mehy sbygmuma (Francis 2019) apaje
AOOATHY AMMeH3njy 0BOj aHanusn. OBAe NOCTCEKYNAPHM aHFa*KMaH He
bYyHKUMOHMLWE camo peTopuyKkK, Beh u MHCTUTYUMOHanHo. Mana Pparba u
Bennkn nmam An-Asxapa 3ajegHo noTnucyjy HOPMATUBHY AeKnapaumjy Koja
N3PUYMTO FOBOPU O OAHOCY M3Mely penunrvje n cekynapHor jaBHOr NOpeTKa:

Cnobopaa je NpaBo CcBaKOT YOBEKA: CBAKM YOBEK Y»KMBa c10604y BepoBamba,
MWCNIN, U3paxKaBarba 1 Aenosarba. [aypanmsam u pasHONMKOCT penunruja,
60je KoxKe, Nona, pace 1 jeanka, jecy boxkja Bosba y HberoBoj npemyapocTy,
KOjoM je cTBOpMO sbyacKka buha (Francis 2019).

OHO Mo 4Yemy je 0OBaj 0A/IOMaK 3aHWUMJ/bUB, jecTe HEroBO ABOCTPYKO
obpahatse. Ha jegHOM HMBOY, BEPCKM MNaypasn3am je TEONOLWKM yTeMesbeH
(,Boxkja Bo/bA“); Ha Apyrom, HOPMATMBHM 3aK/by4aK O coboam BepOBatba,
Nlypann3my Kao NO3UTUBHOj BPEAHOCTHU, U3PaXKeH je je3ukom mehyHapoaHux
JbY[CKMX NPaBa, KOju je 0CTYNaH OHMMA KOju Ce He CnaxKy ca TOM NPEMUCOM.
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OBO ocCTBapyje MOCTCEKYNAPHO CTakbe Koje onucyjy Xabepmac (Habermas
2006) n KasaHoBa (Casanova 1994), a TO je PenUrMosHU AUCKYPC KOju
reHepuLLe 3aK/by4Ke AOCTYMHE CEKY/TapHOM jaBHOM pasymy, a Aa ce NPpUTom
He CBOAM Ha Hbera.

Mana dpatba CTpaTELLKM NPUMEHSYje OBY pas3/inKy. OH NpUXBaTa CEKYNAPHOCT
Kao MHCTUTYLMOHA/IHN OKBMP, 40K 0AbaLyje cekynapmsam Kao MOEONOTHjY, LITO
My omoryhaBa fia roBopM yHyTap CEKY/apHUX MHCTUTYLMja, @ A3 HE NPUXBATK
HMXOBY NPETNOCTaBKY 0 6€3HAYaHOCTU penurmje 3a jaBHu pasym.

Kaga ce carnepajy 3ajegHo, OBM TEKCTOBM MOKa3syjy Aa MOCTCEKYNapHMU
aHraxkmaH nane ®parbe y mehyHapogHOM NOpPETKy NpeacTtaB/ba HaMepPHY
ANCKYP3UBHY CTpaTerunjy Kpo3 Kojy Ceeta CTtonnua NoKylaBa Aa yydecTsyje y
CEeKYNAapPHMM HOPMATMBHMM npocTtopuma — EBponckom napnameHTy,
YjegurbeHUM  Haumjama,  mMehyHapoAHOM  ynpas/bakby  KAMMOM,
mehypenurmjckom aujanory, nog ycioBMMa Koju He 3axTeBajy HanyliTarbe
CONCTBEHOr BepcKor naeHtuTeta. OHO WTO je NpeTxo4Ha aHanu3a yTepanna
jecte CKPOMHO, a/in He MaH€e 3Ha4ajHo, a TO je Aa je AucKypc nane Pparbe
CUCTEMATCKM KOHCTPyMCaH TaKo [Aa CTBOPU [AMCKYP3MBHE YC/N0Be 3a
NOCTCEKY/TAPHM HOPMATUBHWU aHraXMaH, YCNOBE KOjU, Y TEPMMUHOMOTUU
dajoemopa u CukuHkca (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998), oprosapajy
YOKBMpaBakby M yoehusarby NpyM HOPMATUBHOM Npeay3eTHULITBY Y HUXOBOj
npsoj ¢a3un nojas/buBarba. Mnak, NoCTcekynapHa cTpatermja HMje octana 6e3
YHyTpawmKnx TeHsnja. Obpaharbe nane Pparbe EBpONCKOM napiameHTy
npeAcTaB/ba NPUMEpP HauMHA aHTaXKoBakba Y KOjeM Ce TEO/IOLLKE KaTeropuje Kao
LUTO cy ,,CBETOCT JbyACKe MYHOCTU U ,,HeoTyhuBe BpeaHOCTU", Npumemsyjy Y
CEKYNAaPHOM MHCTUTYLMOHANHOM KOHTEKCTY, @ Aa CEe NPUTOM HEe NpeBoAe Ha
WCK/bYYMBO CEKYNAPHM je3nK. YNpaBo TO pasnnKyje npucTtyn nane dpame og,
npucTyna jeaAHOCTaBHOI AMMIOMATCKOr npunarohaBakba: TEONOLWKM TOH je
3a4p¥KaH, ann Npeob/IMKOBaH TaKo Aa No3MBa Ha AOroBOP M3BaH PEAUTNjCKUX
rpaHuLa. AHaIMTUYKO NUTakLE jecTe Aa /i OBO ABOCTPYKO obpaharbe cekynapHu
CaroBOPHULM NPUXBATajy Kao TakBO MAN OHO GYHKLMOHMLLE NPBEHCTBEHO Kao
WHTEPHa CTpaTervja 1ernTumaumje 3a KaToanyky nyoamky. TeKcTyanHu foKasu
MOTy A3 YTBpAE ANCKYP3UBHY KOHCTPYKLUMjy CEKYNApHE NPUCTYNAYHOCTU, anu
He mory fga yTBpae heH npujem. OBa pas3nnka uamehy KOHCTpyKuwuje
ONCKYP3MBHUX YCI0BA U HbMXOBE HOPMATUBHE ePUKACHOCTM O3HAYaBa rPaHNLY
aHanu3e AUCKypca Kao metoge. [la n je 0Baj CTaB aHANUTUUKKN KOXEPEHTAH U
03 NV ra CEKYNapHM CaroBOPHMUM MPUXBATajy Kao TaKBOT, NUTakba CY KOjuMa ce
6aBM 3aBPLUHU OAe/baK.
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Dilexit Nos v orpaHuuerba ABOCTPYyKor obpaharba

CrpaTtermja Koja je pEeKOHCTpyMCaHa y npeTxogHa TPU Ofe/bKa, Huje
jEANHCTBEHO CBOjCTBO Camor y4yera nane Pparbe, a cam Kopnyc je nsrpahex
KaKo 61 TO YYMHMO BUA/BUBMM. Y3UMarbe eHUMKAMKA nane dpakse y LeNHN
obaBe3yje 0By aHa/IM3y Aa Ce CYOuM Ca jeAHUM JOKYMEHTOM KOju cama Te3a He
6u n3abpana, a 1o je Dilexit Nos (Francis 2024), Koju npeacTtaB/ba NOOONKHY
eHUMKAMKY o CBetom Cpuy, M3gaTy y nocnenroj rogMHu noHTUMKaTa.
MpounTaHa y 04HOCY Ha ABa aHaNUTUYKa KpUTEPUjyMa KOja OpraHusyjy oBy
ctyaujy, Dilexit Nos He nokasyje ABOCTpyKo obpahakbe, He ucnyrwasa oba
KpUTEPUjYMA 1 TO YWMHM Ha LWABNOHCKM HAUYMH Koju je BMLIe NpocBeT/byjyhu Hero
WTO 61 TO BMO HEKM ApyrM cAyyaj Koju 6m To noTBpAno. Apyrum peuynma,
dYHKUMOHMLLIE Kao HeraTuBaH C/y4aj UM TecT Koju nokasyje Aa je ABOCTPYKO
obpahare dancudmkoBaHa TBpAHba 0 ogpeheHMM TEeKCTOBMMA, @ HE COYUBO
Koje He MoKe Aa He NpoHahe OHO LUTO TPaXKM.

KoHTpacT nounrbe Beh Ha HuMBOy TOoHa. [oOK je Fratelli Tutti nodyeo
COLMO/IOWKOM AnjarHo30M rnobanHe GpparmeHTaumje yoKkBUPEHOM 3a CBAKOr
ynTaoua, Dilexit Nos nountbe M HacTaB/ba Ce Y OTBOPEHO bubaunjckom u
XPUCTONOLLKOM MANOMY: HeroBa npea peu je Masnoso npusHare ,OH Hac je
Boneo” (Francis 2024, §1; yn. Rom 8:37), a tberoB aprymeHT ce NpoB/ayn Kpo3
LEeo TEKCT untTuparem CBeTor NnMcma, CBe404aHCTBMMA CBeTala U MUCTHUKA,
YKasatbMma M3 cegamHaector Beka y [lapaj-ne-MoHujany n caspemeHnm
yyerbnma o Ceetom Cpuy og, Jlasa Xl go Muja Xll. JoKTpmMHapHa npenopykKa Aa
ce ApYyWTBEHW AOKYMEHTWU 4YyBajy Ca pe3epBOM, OBAE je KOHCTUTYTUBHA U
HeckpuBeHa. Cpue XpUCTOBO HUje NpeacTaB/beHO Kao meTadopa AOCTynHa
cekynapHom pasymy, Beh Kao yjeambyjyhm npuHLMN LEIOKYNHEe CTBaPHOCTH
(Francis 2024, §31). KoHcTpykuuja nybsivke ce CXOAHO TOME Mekba.
YHBep3annctuika ¢opmyna obpaharba ,,cBu sbyamn Aobpe Bosbe”, Koja je y aeny
Fratelli Tutti pyHKUMOHNCANA Kao CTPYKTYPHMU NPUHLMM LENOT apryMeHTa, 0BAe
je oacyTHa Kao OpraHU3auMoHO cpeacTBo. EHUMKAKKA je ycmepeHa, OTBOpeHUje
Hero LWTO je TO YYMHNO BMN0 KOoju 0f, HEroBUxX ApPYLUTBEHMX NPETXOAHMKA, HaA
KaToNMyKe BepHUKe. o KpuUTepujymmma NeKCUYKe yHUBep3anusauuvje u
KOHCTpYKumje nybnuke, Dilexit Nos ctora nae y cynpoTHOM CMepy oA, rope
pa3mMaTpaHuMX TEKCTOBA.

To He 3Hauu aa je Dilexit Nos Hem y ApylITBEHOM cMKUCAy. HberoBo neto
Nnornae/be Ce eKCNANUMTHO oKpehe 3ajeAHUYKOj U APYLITBEHO] AMMEH3U)U
nob60oKHOCTK, @ Y CBOjMM 3aBPLUHMM Nacycnma nana Pparba noBesyje eHUMKANKY
Ca CBOjUM APYLUTBEHUM yUYereM, MHCUCTMPAjyhn aa aprymeHTauuja nsHeTa y
Laudato Si’ v Fratelli Tutti HWje cTpaHa cycpeTy ca Jbybassby XpuctoBom (Francis
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2024, §217). AHanuTnukM oanydyjyha Tayka jecte npaBal, usBoherba oBe
aprymeHTauumje. Y [pywTBEHUM [AOKYMEHTUMA, OpaTCTBO, [0CTOjaHCTBO
NIMYHOCTU M 06aBe3a CONNAAPHOCTU KOHCTPYMCAHWU CYy Kao 3aK/by4lM KOju cy
O4BOjUBM 0f, CBOjUX TEOJIOWKMX MPemuca, LITO Cy TBpAHEe Ca Kojuma 6u
CaroBOPHMK MOrao ga ce C/IOXW, a Aa NPUTOM He Aenn Bepy Koja uX je
motmemucana. Y Dilexit Nos UcTn 3ak/bydun ce NMOHOBO MOjaB/byjy, a/n Kao
nose3aHu: 6paTCcTBO, NPU3HaBarbe AOCTOjaHCTBA CBAKOr YoBeKa M bpura 3a
3ajeaHUYKM OOM, NMPeACTaB/beHM CY KAao NI0A0BM KOju Npousnnase u3 cycpeta
ca XpuctoBom sbybassby (Francis 2024, §217), ogHOCHO Kao nocneauue Koje mory
Oa byay pasymsbmBe camo M3 OKBMPA NMODOOMKHOr OAHOCA KOjU E€HUMKAMKA
npenopyyyje. HOpMaTUBHU 3aK/by4aK BULLIE HUje KOHCTPYUCAH TaKo Aa NperKmBU
YKNakbakbe concTeeHe npemuce, Beh je HamepHO NOHOBO CrojeH ca kom. Mpema
rope HaseAeHOM TeCTy NPeBOAMBOCTM, OBO je YyNpaBO Heycnex cekynapHe
NPUCTYNaYHOCTN U TO HAMEPaAH, a He Heycnex Koju je HacTao ycieq nponycra.

N3 oBsora cnepe Tpu nocnegmue. MpBo, onosprasajyhu cnyyaj yHytap
Kopnyca ogroBapa Ha CyMiby Aa je ABOCTPYyKO obpaharbe apTedaKT cenekuuje
—TBPAUMO A3 KOPMYC KOjW NO KOHCTPYKLMjU NPU3HAje TEKCT Y KOMe cTpaTterunja
M30CTaje HMje Morao Aa byae caunkbeH Tako Aa rapaHTyje HeHOo NpPUCcyCcTBo.
[pyro, [BOCTpyKO obpaharbe ce TMMe NoKasyje Kao cneumduyHo 3a cam
[OKYMEHT, @ He Kao OnLTa KapaKTepucTMKa noHTuduKaTa. Tpehe, 1 HajsaxkHuje,
obpasaL, Herosor NPUCYCTBa M 0ACYCTBA je cam No cebu pasym/bMB: OH Makbe
Bapupa Yy 3aBMCHOCTU Of, Teme AOKYMEHTA, a BMLIe Y 3aBUCHOCTU Of, Hherose
npumapHe nybanke n popyma. Tamo rae je nybaunKa cekynapHa mehyHapogHa
jaBHOCT, Kao wTo cy YjeanreHe Haumje, EBPONCKM napnameHT, CynoTNUCHUK
Mehypenurnjcke peknapauuje, YMTaoun ApywTBEHE eHUMKAuKe ynyheHe
CBMMA, AOMCKYPC YHMBEpP3a/M3yje M UYMHU CBOje 3aK/byyKe CeKy/napHOo
npouernBMM, 0K TaMo rae je nybamka Bepyjyha 3ajegHuua, Kao y Dilexit Nos,
MCTa eTMYKa cyncTaHua ce Bpaha Ha cBoje penurnjcko tno. Y Dilexit Nos,
ounrneaHo, nybnKa, *KaHp U Tema cy UCNpenneTeHn, TaKo Aa jefaH Cyyaj He
MoKe cam no cebu aa nsonyje nyb6amKy Kao onepaTMBHy Bapujabny. Teparba ce
HYAW Kao HajeKOHOMWYHMje Tymayerbe obpacua, a He Kao Yy3poyHa
OEeMOHCTpaumja. YKpaTKo, ABOCTPYKO obpaharbe je cTpaTervja oKpeHyTa Ka
cnosba. OBO padmHUcare He cnabu ueHTpanHy TBpAKY OBOr pasa, seh je
nsowTpasa, npeumsunpajyhu ycnose nog Kojuma ce nNoCTCEKYNApPHU MONOM
npumetsyje 1 yciose nofd Kojuma nana ®dparba He Buam notpeby 3a um.
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3aK/byyaK

3anaxare MapujaHa bapb6ata (Barbato 2013b, 27) ga Ceeta Ctonmua ,He
NPWBAYM FOTOBO HMKAKBY NaKkby CTPYYHbaKa 3a mehyHapoaHe ogHoce” ynpKoc
TOME WITO AeNyje Kao HOPMATMBHM Npeay3eTHUK y rnobanHoj jaBHoj cdhepm,
MAEHTUOUKOBANO je NpPa3HUHY KOjy je oBaj pad AeNUMUYHO MOKYLAo Aa
nonyHu. AHanu3a Koja je y pagy npeactas/beHa cyrepuvlle Aa je HayvyHo
3aHemapuBaHbe Koje bapbaTto naeHTMdUKyje, y cTBapm 406p0o AOKYMEHTOBAHO
Yy InTepaTypun 0 BEPCKUM akTepuma y cBeTcKoj nonntuum (Haynes 2012; Sandal
and Fox 2013; Hehir 1990) v HMje camo NUTare ANUCUMNANHAPHUX CAEnUX
TayaKa, Beh ogparkaBa Ayb/bM KOHUEeNTyanHW M3a30B. OHO WTO oOcCTaje
HeO0BO/bLHO MUCTPArKEHO jecTe crneundmryaH AUCKYP3MBHM MEXaHM3aM NyTem
KOjer BepPCKM aKTep KOHCTPyMLLIE HOPMATUBHE TBPAHE KOoje TeXe CEeKyNapHOj
pasymsbmnsocTu. Ceeta Ctonunua nog nanom Pparbom genyje Kpo3 MexaHusme
HOPMaTUBHOT YyTULaja Koje CTaHAapAHEe KaTeropmje mehyHapogHMX og4HOCa Kao
LUTO Cy AuNAoMaTHja, MHTEPEC N MaTepujanHa moh, HUCY y cTaky Aa obyxsaTe.
OHO WTO je 0Baj pas NPATMO jecTe ANUCKYP3UBHA CTPaTermja Koja H1je HM YnCTo
pPennrnosHa HM YNCTO CEKYNAPHA, HUTK jeJHOCTaBHO ANUNAOMATCKA HUTU CamMo
peTopuyKa, Beh HewWwTo WTOo je aHa/IMTUYKM joll Makbe YXBaT/bMBO, a TO je
CMCTEMATCKM MOKYLWAj KOHCTpyMCakba HOPMATMBHUX TBPAHWU Koje Texe
YHUBEP3a/HOM pasymeBakby, AOK 3a4pXKaBajy CBOje TEONOLWKO yTeMesbere.

OBa aHanM3a je uUcnuUTana HaBeAeHy CTpaTtervjy Kpo3 Tpu mehycobHo
nosesaHa HOPMaTMBHA OKBMpPA. BpaTcTBO, HA HAYMH Ha KOjM ra KOPUCTM Nana
®patmba, HMje cneunduyuHo xpmwhaHcka BpanHa ynyheHa 3ajeaHUUN BEPHUKA,
Beh nocrtBecTdanckm NOAUTUYKM NpUHUMN ynyheH Lenom YOBEYaHCTBY M
KOHCTPYMCAH KPO3 HAaMepHYy 3amMeHy KOH(EeCMOHANHOr peyHMKa je3MKom
3ajeiHNYKOT YOBEYAHCTBA, rMobHanHUX NpaBa U YHNBEP3a/HOT AOCTOjaHCTBa.
ConnpapHOCT MMeHyje CTPYKTYPHU 3aXTeB KOju TakBa yHMUBep3asiHa 3ajeaHuua
noapasymesa: He L06pPOTBOPHM MMNyAc, Beh HopmaTuBHy 0b6asesy ynyheHy
Op)KaBaMa, MehyHapogHMM oOpraHuM3aumjama M EeKOHOMCKMM aKTepuma,
YOKBUPEHY je3nKOM rnobanHor ynpas/bakba, 0K Ce UCTOBPEMEHO jaB/ba TEXKHA
03 Ce tbeH cagpXKaj paguKannsyje Kpo3 KpUTUKY CTPYKTYpHE HejeAHaKOCTw.
MocTceKkynapHM aHra*kKmaH, Ha Kpajy, Aaje TOH Ha4yMHy Ha Koju nana Pparba
HacToju ga cnposede OBY CTpaTervjy yHyTap CeKy/lapHUX HOPMATUBHMUX
npocTopa, He HanywTakbem CBOr BEPCKOr MAEHTUTETa, HUTU HaMeTarem
HEeroBMXx Npemmca OHMMa Koju X He aene, Beh KOHCTPyMcaktbem OHOra LTO je
0Baj paj Ha3Bao ,,AMCKYP3MBHMM ABOCTPYKMM obpaharbem” Koje npeacTassba
HOPMATUBHE TBPAHE KOoje ce cToBpeMeHo obpahajy BepHULMMA N CEKYNAPHO]
ny6anum y NCTom 1ckasy.
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Koju je HopmaTMBHM 3Ha4yaj oBe cTpaTernje? AHanus3a je U3Hena
aprymeHTaumjy Aa OHa Npeactas/ba UCTUHCKY ANCKYP3UBHY MHOBALMjY U TO
He OOKTpUHApHY Beh aucKyp3unsHy. MpeTxoaHn NOHTUGKMKATK cy ce Basuan
nUTakbMMa A0CTOjaHCTBA, CONMNAAPHOCTM M onwTer A4obpa NPBEHCTBEHO Y
OKBUPY xpuwhaHcKe aHTpononoruje. Mana ®patba CUCTEMATCKM KOHCTPyULLE
CBOje HoOpMaTMBHE TBPAHE TaKo Aa byay pasym/bmee HE3aBUCHO 04, hUXOBUX
TEOJIOWKNX npemuca. MHOBaUMja NeXKU Yy KOHCTPYKUMjU NOCTCeKynapHor
je3MKa Kpo3 KOjU KaTOoNMYKa ApYLUTBEHA OOKTPUHA TEXW YHUBEP3a/HOj
HOPMATMBHOj Pe30HaHUM M TO He NPeBOAYy KOju HanywTa opurmHan, seh
[ABOCTPYKOM 0bpahatby Koje aenyje MCTOBpeMeHO ca 0be cTpaHe CeKylapHo-
penurujcke rpaHuue.

Mnak, aHanu3a je Takohe npatuaa rpaHuLe oBe CTpaTeruje, Yak 1 ako Huje
HacTojana Aa ux AeTasbHO KaTasiorusyje. YHMBeEpP3aaMcTUYKa ambuumja AucKypca
nane ®pamwe je cenektmsHa. OHa ce ca 3HAYajJHOM CHArom npoTexe Ha
MUrpaumje, eKoNormjy 1 eKOHOMCKY HejeJHaKOCT, a/iv ce Make cBeobyxBaTHO
6aBM NUTakbMMa POAA, CEKCYANIHOCTM M YHYTpalHer ynpas/bakba LipkBom.
JMCKYpC KOju TEXN YHMBEP3AZIHOM pPa3yMeBakby AOK O4pXKaBa CTAaBOBE Koje
BE/IMKWN OEN0BU HEroBe Un/bHe cekynapHe nybavMKke cMaTpajy UCK/bYYNBMMA,
Cyo4yaBa Ce Ca CTPYKTYPHOM TEH3MjOM KOjy Cama AMCKYP3UBHA CTpaTernja He
MOXe Yy NOTNYHOCTU ga pewun. [a nu je oBa TeH3Mja daTasnHA MaHa UM
NPOAYKTUBHA ABOCMUCAEHOCT KOja APXKU ANUCKYPC OTBOPEHMM YMECTO Aa ra
3aTBapa, NMUTakbE je Ha Koje TeKCTya IHN AOKa3M MOry Aa OCBET/IE, an He U A3
AePUHNTUBHO Ha Hera OArOBOpE.

MehyTum, Wnpwm 3Hayvaj 0BOT Cyyaja NpoTeXKe Ce M3BaH NOHTUdMKaTa Nane
®patbe. Y TpeHyTKy KaZia CekynapHn 1MbepanHn mehyHapoaHu nopeaak 1 cam
NPo1a3n Kpo3 KPU3y NermtummnTeTa, Kaga ce ocnopasa HOPMaTUBHU ayTopuTeT
MYATUAATEPANHUX UHCTUTYLUM]A, Kafa je3uK YHUBEP3anHUX J/bYACKUX NpaBa
KOpUCTE aKTepu ca paguvKaiHO pasiIMUYUTUM areHgama v Kaja ce rpaHuvue
n3mehy pennrmosHoOr M CeKynapHor jaBHOr pasyma MCTOBPEMEHO MOHOBO
pa3maTpajy y BMLIE KOHTEKCTA, NOCTCEKyapHe HOPMATMBHe cTpaTtermje obe
BPCTe Kojy je nana ®Pparba pa3Bno Mory Aa umajy Behu aHanMTUYKM 3HaYaj of,
OHOT KOju je Teopuja MefhyHapoaHMX 0gHOCA A0 caa Npu3HaBana. Mutare Huje
camo wWTa je nana ®parba NOKywao, Beh WTa Heros NokKylwaj OTKpMBa O
npupogu HopmaTeHe mohu y ABageceT NPBOM BEKY, a TO je Aa OHA MOXKe
HajedUKacHWje Aa aenyje He KPo3 UHCTUTYLIMOHAIHY CHary Uan matepujanHu
yT1uaj, Beh Kpo3 cnocobHOCT ga KOHCTPyULLIE HOPMATMBHE 3axXTeBE KOjU Cy
UCTOBPEMEHO YyTeMesbeHU U YHUBEP3anHO agpecupaHun, 04HOCHO A0BO/bHO
nocebHM Aa HOCe ayTOpPUTET U AOBO/BHO NPUCTYMAYHK A3 Ce Wnpe.
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OBaj pag AoNpUHEO je y norneay ABe CTBapu. 3a NpoyyYaBare BEPCKUX
aKkTepa y mehyHapoaHUM O4HOCUMA, PaL HyAM aHANUTUYKY KaTeropujy, Tj.
OMCKYP3MBHO ABOCTPYKO obpaharbe Koje ykasyje Ha HauMH HOPMATMBHOT
yTWLQja KOju CTaHA4APAHW PEYHMK ANNNOMATHje, MHTepeca U MaTepujanHe mohu
He perncrpyje, a Koju ce pasnukyje n of xabepmacoBCKor npesoga u of,
AunnomaTcKor npunarohaBama. 3a KOHCTPYKTUBUCTMYUKY CTYAMjY HOPMATUBHOT
npeay3eTHULWTBA, OH MpeuusMpa Kako u3rneda YOKBUpMBame dase
nojaB/bMBatba HOPME 33 BEPCKOT aKTepa KOju Aenyje Ha rpaHnum CeKynapHor
jaBHOr pa3yma v NoKasyje Aia je oBaj paj, yC10B/beH Nyb6/IMKOM KOjoj ce TeKCT
obpaha. CBaku 0Baj AoNpUHOC Takohe 03HayYaBa rpaHMLy cajalltbe MeToAe, a
CaMMM TUM W tbeHy areHay. Cnege Tpu AuvHMje UCTpaXmsawa. [pBa je
peuenumja: Aa v ce 1 o4, CTPaHe Kora yHMBep3a/IMCTUYKe TBpAHbe nane @parse
TYMaye Kao yHMBEep3a/iHe, O4HOCHO Aa N UX CEKYNAPHU aKTepu, ApKase u
HeKaTO/IMYKa jaBHOCT yCBajajy, OCnopaBajy Uau ux 3aobunase, WTO MOXKe Aa
yTBPAM CaMo eMNMpUjcKa cTyamja npaherba Npujema HeroBor Anckypca. pyra
je andysmnja n MHTepHanM3aumja: ga M 6UNO Koja 0g, OBUX TBPAHM Npenasu
¢da3y nojas/buBarba Yy KacHuWje ¢ase XKMBOTHOr LMKAyca Hopme. Tpeha je
yrnopeaHa 1 3aBUCHA Of, BPeMeHaA: Aa N ABOCTPYKO obpahare HaaKmB/basa
NOHTMMKAT Koju ra je 06MKOBAO M Aa 1N je CBOjCTBEHO camo nanu dparbu nnn
je [OCTYMHO HEeroBMM HacNegHMLUMMA Kao Ae0 penepToapa.

OHo WwTO je oBaj paf Takohe NMOKyLIAo [a NOoKaxKe jecte CKPOMHO, anwu,
HaJAMO Ce, He Mare 3Ha4yajHO, a TO je Ja Cy AUCKYP3UBHU YyCNOBWM 3a
NOCTCEKY/IAPHO HOPMATUBHO Npeay3eTHULITBO HAMEPHO M CUCTEMATCKM TaKO
KOHCTPYMCaHWU, Kao 1 Aa je pasymeBare HUX0BOTr GyHKUMOHUCAHa HEOMNXOAaH
KOpPaK Ka NPOLLEHM 4a N U Y KOjoj MepU TW YCI0BM MOTy Aa byay ycneLHu.

lpeso0d ca eHeneckoe Ha CPIiCcKU je3uK:
lMpesodunayka azeHyuja Language Shop
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