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Abstract: The study of applied arts through theory and
methods grounded in knowledge of crafts is still an outsider
within the academy and in the scientific arena. This research
paper explores the field of craft- and practical research, with
focus on practical researchers and their experienced position
inthe academic discussion.

By generating a grounded theory about the field of craft- and
practical research in Sweden, the field can be discussed and
understood as a part of the academic world. The generated
theory shows that the main concern for researches within the
field is a lack of acceptance of their research by other parts of
the scientific community. The grounded theory highlights
four important areas that need to be established and discussed
within the field itself and with the rest of the academic world.
This is important in order to understand and accept practical
knowledge as a base for both theory and method in scientific
research. These areas are: economy, scientific validity,
communication and research purpose.

The finished theory and theoretical model can be used as a
tool for growing the potential of practical research within the
field of applied arts and for gaining acceptance from the
broader scientific community. The theory is grounded in the
Swedish field of practical research, but it can also be used in
theinternational context and be modified thereafter.

Key Words: craft research, practical research, grounded
theory, scientific validity, communication, acceptance,
material culture, techne, practical knowledge

Introduction

Especially during the second half of the 20" century,
the area of scientific research underwent a dramatic change
and development with introduction of new interdisciplinary
theoretical frameworks and research methods. This post-
modern view, that science can be many different things
executed in many ways, has led to establishment of new
research fields and subjects which claim their positions in the
academic world and in the scientific arena. These fields and
subjects have no direct connection to older established
academic tradition. As a researcher in such a new field, I have
struggled to understand its position in the academic world
and have seen the same struggle in my colleagues and fellow
researchers. During my master's year in the subject of Textile
History at Uppsala University (Sweden), I took the
opportunity to explore this field of research to see if I could get

to the core of this struggle and if something could be done
aboutit. I call the field “Practical Research”

Defining the Field of Practical Research

In the course of this study, there emerged an issue
that turned out to be particularly problematic. It involved the
lack of defined nomenclature for different actors in the field,
for the field itself, and for its context. To start with the context,
the nomenclature used here to describe the arena of scientific
research covered by the study is the academic world, meaning
universities. This means that the entire source material used
for the study involves research conducted by researchers who
are, or aspire to be, a part of this context. Also, these struggles
and problems are to be found in this context. While it is
interesting to know if practicians and practical researchers in
other contexts have the same experience, this question is not a
partof this study.

The field itself is defined by research methods and
by the view on the kind of knowledge that can be used in
scientific humanistic research in the academic world. All
humanistic researchers using practical knowledge, craft
knowledge or hands on experience as a base for
understanding any kind of source material are a part of the
field. This includes Practise-led Research, Practise-based
Research, Action Research, Craft Research and Experimental
Research, to name a few. The name chosen to cover all these
fields is Practical Research, and the researchers are named
practical researchers. Practical knowledge is defined by
Aristotle's view of the three types of knowledge: episteme,
techné and phronesis. Practical knowledge corresponds to
techné (Gustavsson 2004: introduction). The more traditional
research within the academic world, i.e. Aristotle's episteme
(ibid.: introduction), is here named Theoretical Research and
the persons conducting it - theoretical researchers. It was
important to provide their definitions in order to understand
and discuss the problems practical researchers experience
within the academic world, since - as this study will show - the
problems are found at the meeting points of these two
academic traditions, the practical and the theoretical.

Building an Understanding - Creatinga Theory
Since this study aims at understanding a not so well

defined field from within and at subsequently presenting this
understanding in a way that can be useful for the persons in
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1. A visual model of the Grounded theory of Acceptance: Practical research in an academic context

1. BI/I3Y}IHI/I Mopen Yrememene TeopMje: TIpaKTUIHa UCTPpa)KMBarba YHyTap aKaJIeMCKOI' CBETa

the field, the choice of Grounded Theory (GT) as a research
tool was obvious. GT works well for both defining a field and
picking up whatis important for people within that field. It has
the power to show articulated and unarticulated problems,
and to conceptualize these into a concrete theory of problems
and solutions.

This study begins with the subject of Textile History
and then follows the method of theoretical sampling. This
means that the developing theory controls further sampling of
data. As the study developed, the borders of the Swedish field
of Practical Research broadened to include some researchers
from Norway and Denmark (and some other countries) as
well. The total of 37 different texts have been used to develop
the theory; other texts offered no additional information
about the field at the time. The core category of the developed
theory, i.e. the main issue within the field, which informs us
about practical researchers' struggles and problems within the
academic world, is best summarized by the term Acceptance.
This is both the problem and the solution, which makes it the
core category of the theory. The category conceptualizes the
main issue, but does not really discuss concrete solutions to
the problem. Detailed understanding of the field calls for
several substantive categories. These show ideas and actions
within the field, and are used here as a concrete part of the
model working towards the solution to the problem in the
core category. These substantive categories are Economy,
Scientific Validity, Communication and Research Purpose. In

addition to these, there is one last category of general
importance for the model, which enables further
understanding of the deeper concerns and the context of
practical research within the academic world. This category is
Knowledge in Practice - Identity of the Practical Researcher. It
works as a theoretical framework weaving together the four
substantive categories.

The theory is presented as a text discussing the
content of the categories and the theory. The categories are
used as headlines, starting with the core category Acceptance.
It is important to remember that the theory is a
conceptualization of the content found in the source material,
and not a description. Where specific parts of the theory are
more closely connected to particular texts in the source
material, these are cited in the text. At the end of this article,
the theory is summarized and shown as a visual model (Figure
1). The cited source material can be found in the list of
references, whereas other sources are listed in the section
Sources Not Cited in the Text below.

Acceptance

The category Acceptance is the main concern of the
researchers working in the field of Practical Research and thus
also makes it the core category of the theory. Within the field
of Practical Research, discussions mostly deal with practical
knowledge, or craft knowledge, in one way or another. A
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particularly important topic involves the manner in which
this kind of knowledge can claim an accepted position within
the academic world. Therefore, the category Acceptance offers
both a definition of the problems seen in the source material
and their solution. Part of the problem lies in the difficulties to
communicate practical knowledge to other parts of the
academic world and engage larger scientific community. As it
fails to do so, practical research does not reach the same level
of acceptance as the more traditional theoretical research
does. The solution lies in raising awareness and
understanding of practical research as a scientific research
method, and in strengthening its acceptance.

Knowledge in Practice - Identity of the Practical
Researcher

The theoretical category of Knowledge in Practice -
Identity of the Practical Researcher, shortened to Knowledge &
Identity, is visible throughout the entire source material. As
such, it is closely connected to the problems and solutions
within the core category. This is also the category that weaves
the substantive categories together and connects them to the
core category. The substantive categories of Economy,
Scientific Validity, Communication, and Research Purpose then
act as integrated hypotheses, which, along with the
understanding of Knowledge & Identity, can help resolve the
concerns within the field, namely, how to increase the
acceptance of Practical Research within the academic world.

The standpoint that knowledge originate from the
human intellect is clear amongst practical researchers
(Almevik 2011a: 156-75; Holmberg 2015: 227-40; Sjomar
2011: 63-86). It is also clear that the knowledge gained by
craftmanship and hands on experience is difficult to
communicate, especially in a written context and to someone
not experienced in this field of practice. What is most
interesting is the unified position that knowledge gathered
from practical experiences is as abstract, intelligent and
qualified as theoretical knowledge. Many practical
researchers do not accept a quite common belief that practical
knowledge is based on intuition and that it represents only a
tacit knowledge of the performer of the very act. Similar to the
theoretical researcher, the practical researcher does not write
down or explain every part of his or her thought process.
However, if needed, both processes can be verbalised, since
both kinds of knowledge are parts of the human intellect. This
also means that the theoretical and practical researcher can be
the same person (Almevik 2011a: 156-75; Lassen 2014). The
reason for prolonged mystification of crafts and practical
knowledge and their consideration as a special form of
knowledge could lie in the fact that, at the moment of their
description, the persons describing them were theoretical
researchers without the knowledge of these crafts. The
theoretical researchers was thus unable to see and understand
the thought process behind every step of a practical act.
Planning, execution, analysis and reflection, understanding,
new planning and so forth, are steps that can constitute a
practical process. Therefore, differences as compared to
theoretical researcher's hermeneutic cycles are not that big
(Berggren Torell and Ranglin 2014). What possibly

distinguishes a practical from a theoretical researcher are the
thinking tools. A practical researcher needs his or her physical
tools and materials and needs to see what happens at the
meeting point of a tool and material in order to complete the
thought process — the hermeneutic circle. A theoretical
researcher uses other tools to complete these steps (Hogseth
2007). But regardless of the tools, the same type of thought
process is used in both cases, and if both the theoretical and
the practical researcher can explain this process to others,
then both kinds of knowledge should be measured on the
same scale.

In the field of Practical Research, it is obvious that
different understanding - for example, of an object - and
seeing the full context are important. If only one angle of
incidence is used in a research project, the result will be
biased. One researcher alone seldom has the ability to fulfil all
roles needed in a research project. Therefore, it is of utmost
importance for researchers to cooperate within and between
the fields. Research in general benefits from good
communication, research networks and acceptance of
different kinds of knowledge and research methods. This
particularly applies to research in Material Culture and
Applied Arts, where practical researchers with a knowledge of
crafts could give their contribution through understanding
and interpretations which are directly related to materials,
production processes and user context (Aneer 2015: 199-224;
Ciszuk 2003; Hammarlund and Vestergaard Pedersen 2007:
213-19). The practical researcher can “read” an object and
through such knowledge engage in a dialogue with the
original producer or craftsperson, regardless of the time
passed (Jarefjéll 2016; Lassen 2014; Medbo 2016). This
dialogue can only be expressed in the language of the object, a
language of tool marks, of material combinations, of touch of
hands, and more. These details remain unknown and unseen
by researchers without practical knowledge. Furthermore, the
ability to put these small pieces of information together and
fill in the gaps with their own knowledge are the skills that
make the practical researcher a key person in some research
contexts. This is at least true if the risk of missing important
information is to be avoided.

The identity of the practical researcher is closely
connected to the knowledge in practice. Who is the practical
researcher? In many cases an unknown figure. In the academy
the craftsperson is often more visible than the practical
researcher. In many cases the craftsperson is a sought-after
collaboration partner and as such is given a high status,
provided that they stick to their craft and practical work,
leaving scientific theoretical work to the theoretical
researcher. The craftsperson is often called in as an expert and
is encouraged to share his or her knowledge, later to be
ignored in the theoretical part of the research (Almevik 2006:
84-122; Ciszuk 2003; Hogseth 2007). Therefore, research
based on the practical knowledge obtained from the
craftsperson, explained by the theoretical researcher often
misses out the explanations of the kind of knowledge used for
interpretation, as well as references to the actual craftsperson.
Discussions of the fact that the actual craftsperson lack the
ability to describe the practical process in theory are not rare.
The fact that the same could be true the other way round,
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namely that theoretical researchers lack the correct
knowledge to understand and describe a craft process, is more
seldom discussed. Therefore, the status gained by
craftspersons in the academic field only seems to be applicable
when they are mentioned in general and not as specific
individuals in specific contexts. Furthermore, such status
does not seem to apply to practical researchers. It can be
concluded that practical researchers' status within the
academic world isambivalent.

Just as practical knowledge is distinguished from
theoretical in the theory of science (Gustavsson 2004: 5-19),
craftspersons/practical researchers are most often
distinguished from theoretical researchers. Of course, such
distinction is fair if it involves different persons with different
education and expertise. However, it is certainly unfair to give
them and their knowledge different status. Such view on
practical knowledge makes it easier to understand that being
integrated as an accepted part of the academic world is a
troublesome endeavour for practical researchers, especially
considering the fact that half of these researchers' knowledge
is undervalued and seen as something merely fascinating, but
not scientifically viable.

Economy

The category Economy is a substantive category.
Discussions about economy involves what costs money and
how value and success are measured within academic
knowledge and research areas.

The overall topic within this category involves
economical resources for research, or even more the lack of
them. Practical research is often more resource-demanding
than traditional theoretical research. The reasons for this
involve time-consuming processes, as well as the cost of
materials. Owing to this, practical research projects are often
completed as collaborations between the academic world and,
for example, museums or the cultural heritage sector. These
collaborations are both positive and necessary to achieve
relevant and interesting results. However, problems may arise
when collaboration partners enter the projects with different
economic conditions (Almevik 2011a: 156-75). Practical
researchers often experience economic disadvantage and
must therefore prioritize the aspects of their research
according to their importance. Decision regarding the
importance of these aspects is brought by collaboration
partners with better economic situation. The category
Scientific Validity discusses the fact that almost all research
projects aiming at development of new theories and methods
are found undesirable in these kinds of collaborations. Other
projects where similar goals are under-prioritized are the so-
called public projects, which are often conducted in
collaboration with museums to create exhibitions. In this case,
project success is predominantly measured by the number of
museum visitors, and not by scientific results of research. It
can be concluded that while collaboration is good, it
sometimes contributes to practical research undertaken on
unsatisfying scientific levels or for unsatisfying purposes.
This in turn leads to stagnation or even decline of acceptance
from the rest of the academic world. Possible consequences

involve the fact that less and less economic resources are
allocated to practical research, with the field becoming stuck
in adownward spiral.

One reason why practical researchers and practical
knowledge should become a part of the academic world rests
on the fact that several of the old crafts are endangered and
might soon be lost, since they are not practiced anymore. Pre-
servation of this knowledge requires its institutionalization.
Otherwise, the responsibility is handed over to individuals still
practicing the craft, individuals depending on selling their
products on the open market. Therefore, trade, demand and
consumption are the forces that determine whether the
knowledge of a craft should be preserved or not (Almevik
2003:42-50; Almevik 2011b: 39-48; Hogseth 2007). In this
scenario, craftsmanship developed over centuries could
disappear in a single generation. Institutions are also needed
for the development of crafts. Just as the preservation of crafts
is dependent on market demand, so is their development.
Master craftspersons aiming to develop their skills and
understanding of a craft can do that only within their
profession, where production is controlled by the need to earn
income more often than by mere curiosity. Sweden has in
recent years developed some places within or in collaboration
with the academic world, offering craftspersons and their
knowledge a sanctuary from the trade. However, resources are
often meagre and acceptance by the rest of the academic world
is experienced as faltering.

Scientific Validity

The most important discussion regarding this
substantive category involves the need for better theories and
methods within the field of Practical Research, and the need to
anchor them in the overall scientific community. The
discussion is divided into two main parts. The first part
involves practical researchers' desire to develop practical
research methods and theories. The second part rests on a
belief that if practical research was anchored in the context of
scientific theory, it would be a lot easier to reach a status of
acceptance for Practical Research within the academic world.

Practical researchers themselves focus on the need
for larger number and better scientific quality of methods used
in the field of Practical Research (Almevik and Melin 2015: 72-
102; Hammarlund 2005: 87-119; Hegseth 2007). Such desire is
above all driven by belief that research could be more effective
and results would show higher scientific quality if researchers
did not have to develop their own methods, which is often the
case today. It is clear that methods should be developed by
practical researchers themselves, as a part of practical research
projects and collaboration projects. The problem lies in
creating opportunities for method-creating research. Practical
research is costly and often executed through collaboration
projects where the main goal seldom involves method creation
and instead focuses on telling and visualizing history for
museum audience or on reconstructing or recreating objects.
Theissueis therefore an economic one and is more thoroughly
discussed within the above mentioned category. Discussions
about creation of theories for practical research are partly
similar, revolving around the issue of finding resources for
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research projects chiefly aiming at practical research theory
development. The difference lies in the fact that it remains
unclear that practical researchers should be the ones
developing these theories, which is accompanied by the lack
of any further discussion on who should be better equipped to
do that. It is, however, clear that theories are needed both for
the Practical Research itself and for the process of making
Practical Research an integrated, accepted part of the
academic world. Nevertheless, the exact types of theories are
not mentioned (Almevik 2014: 7-27; Hegseth 2007).
Philosophical theories about the definition of practical
knowledge already exist. There are also theories about how
material culture can be used as a source for understanding of
human relations and culture, even though the methods used
in this kind of source material are not very helpful to practical
researchers. The research presented here leaves me unable to
see what types of theories are sought after or where they
should be sought.

Communication

Just like the previous categories, namely Economy
and Scientific Validity, this category is also a substantive
category. It discusses several aspects of communication, or the
lack of it, connecting the category particularly to the category
of Knowledge & Identity.

One of the biggest challenges with this study is
contained within this category. It deals with the problem of
type of nomenclature that should be used. Some of the terms
have been defined earlier in this text, for example, practical
knowledge and its synonymous use to Aristotle's techné. The
term describes a certain type of knowledge, but not the
knowledge exclusive to the academic world. Therefore, a need
has arisen to find such a word, as well as a word for the person
using such knowledge in this specific context. I have chosen to
call the persons practical researchers and the field Practical
Research. This example proves something that is also
apparent in the study's source material, i.e. to be able to speak
about ourselves we need to know what we are and we need to
be able to explain this to others. And here lies the core
question of this category: how do we explain what we know in
a way that others can understand and accept? The question is
broad and has several layers. If theoretical researchers do not
need to specify that something is theoretical knowledge,
episteme, and that it creates the base for their research, why
would practical researchers have to discuss practical
knowledge, techné? Well, because it is still not an accepted part
of the academic world. Practical researchers need to tell what
they know, how they got to know it, and why it is important.
And this needs to be told in the language spoken and
understood by the rest of the academic world, and not in the
language of practical researchers. There are already many
works on practical knowledge, tacit knowledge and action-
based knowledge by academics and philosophers like Bengt
Molander, Michael Polanyi, Bernt Gustavsson, and others.
These are important to communicate practical knowledge in
the field of science philosophy and are used by practical
researchers (Aneer 2009; Karlsson 2013). However, this kind

of abstract knowledge philosophy is not the problem. The
problem practical researchers face with involves comm-
unicating the manner in which their knowledge was used in
their research in order to understand, analyze and interpret
the source material in specific research projects and
questions. The discussion partly deals with adapting to the
language of the academic world, a written text, but it also deals
with the question as to how much the practical researchers
should adapt, and how much the theoretical academic world
should be willing to learn a new language. And this is
important. Most academics agree that tacit knowledge exists,
but most of them disagree that it would be impossible to
verbalise it if desired (Almevik 2014: 7-27; Berggren Torell
and Ranglin 2014: 22-37; Medbo 2016). The question is: how
is it possible to verbalise tacit knowledge in a way which
would be accepted by the academic world? The fact that its
translation to text could pose problems should not be a
hindrance to communication. Photo, video, sound, 3D photo,
motion capture, notation to describe movements in a craft, or
musical notes are examples of different “languages” that could
beandalready are used, atleastin part.

Research Purpose

An important aspect of several categories
mentioned above involves an ability to identify contribution
of practical knowledge and practical research to science. This
is discussed by almost all practical researchers listed in the
source material used for this study. Therefore, it has its own
category, the fourth substantive category Research Purpose.
Since the field is quite wide and diverse, the specific purposes
of research are also quite different. However, it is possible to
distinguish two main areas. One is practical research which
involves understanding and developing one's own craft, and
the other is the use of practical knowledge to understand
other matters, for example a historic social context.

Doing research for the purpose of the very craft
itself has already been discussed under the category of
Economy, and it stresses how difficult it can be for a
craftsperson to develop their craft when they are dependent
on their own production for their livelihood, which makes
them susceptible to market demand and consumption. There
is also a problem of preserving craft knowledge no longer
demanded by the market, since the places or institutions
preserving such knowledge are almost non-existent. Many
practical researchers believe that certain kinds of craft
knowledge, considered valuable enough to be preserved,
must be institutionalized, for example, as a part of the
academic world. Such value of craft knowledge is supported
by the UNESCO Convention for Safeguarding of the Intangible
Cultural Heritage (2003), with traditional craftsmanship
knowledge and techniques being one of its aspects.

Recreation of lost craft knowledge is commonly
discussed within the second area. Recreation has several
different purposes. One of them involves being able to care for
the material cultural heritage, for example, buildings and
landscape. Another involves understanding production
processes and, as a consequence, understanding people and
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social contexts during prehistoric and historic times. In other
words, such purpose is identical to the purpose of, for
example, historical or archaeological research, although the
latter uses different source material and methods. As
described, practical knowledge is used to understand
something else than the craft itself. However, practical
experiments are needed in the research process, either as a
method to understand and “read” data from the objects orasa
source in case the study focuses on a specific craft process
(Hammarlund and Christiansen and Ciszuk 2014: 54-61). Itis
only briefly discussed that practical knowledge can also be
used for deeper understanding of an object or phenomenon,
even without physical experiments or reconstructions.

It is easy to conclude that practical research overall
has the same purposes as “traditional theoretical” research, i.e.
creating new knowledge in a specific area (craft), creating new
knowledge to help different parts of society (cultural
heritage), or creating new knowledge about prehistoric or
historic people, their culture and social context.

Summaryand Visual Model

More than anything else, the generated theory
about the field of Practical Research in Sweden discusses
practical researchers' knowledge, their identity, and
importance of acceptance by the rest of the academic world. It
also deals with the questions as of how researchers in the field
can reach the sought-after level of acceptance. To enable
genuine practical research, the field needs to be an accepted
part of the academic world. However, currently and over the
last 15 years, many practical researchers have experienced

lack of acceptance for practical research and its results. If that
truly is the case, that the academic world denies full
acceptance of the practical field, is not the subject of this study.
What this study investigates is the experience of practical
researchers, which in itself is an important topic to discuss.
Since thoughts about the knowledge of the practical researcher
and the identity of the same is ever present in the source
material, it is natural that it also becomes the focus of the
theory.

The generated theory consists of six categories, all of
which are important for practical researchers and practical
research in the academic world. The theory can be described
as a fabric with the substantive categories Economy, Scientific
Validity, Communication and Research Purpose weaved
together by the theoretical framework and the category of
Knowledge in Practice — Identity of the Practical Researcher.
This theoretical weave represents a model on how to
understand and work with the important core category of the
theory — Acceptance. The theory can be used as a model for
understanding the field of Practical Research by both the
people who are a part of the field and those who are not. This
study explores the Swedish field. However, as any other
Grounded Theory, it can be modified, expanded, or used as a
base for exploring further or other source material. As such, it
can also be useful in the international context. Fields might
differ from country to country, but then again they might not.
This is left to be discovered by another researchers. Hopefully,
this study can offer some help in that respect. Figure 1 presents
the theory asa visual model — Acceptance: Practical Research in
an Academic Context.
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[TO3NMINJA UCTPAJKUBAIBA 3AHATA U TTIPAKTMYHOT
VICTPAJKMBAILA YHYTAP AKAIJEMCKOI CBETA: yrememena

Teopuja mpobieMa u pelrema

TokxoM ToCmenmNX IIesfeceTak TOfMHA, 06/IACT HaydHOT
UCTPpXNBaba je JoXXMBe/Ia IpaMaTYHe IPOMEHE I Pa3Boj.
YBefieHy Cy HOBM MHTePAMUCLUIUIMHAPHU TE€OPETCKI OKBYPU
U MeTOJe VICTpaKMBama, KOjU 3axTeBajy ma JoOujy cBoje
MeCTO yHyTap aKaJleMCKOT cBera. IlomTo cam m cama fieo
jefrHe Off TX HOBVX 00/TacTV MCTPaXXKVBakha, II0CMATpaia caM
60p6y Koja ce yHyTap OBe 00/IaCTV BOAM KAaKO O OHa IIpo-
HalllTa CBOje MeCTO y OKBMPY aKafileMCKoT cBeTa. Ta obmact je
y OBOM TEKCTy HasBaHa ,[IpaKTUYHO MCTpOKUBaKE" I Je-
¢uHMIIy je beHe MeTOfe UCTPaKMUBamba, Tj. NPAKTUYHO
3Habe, MTO3HABAIE 3aHaTa M IPAKTUYIHO MCKYCTBO Kao
MeTofie Koje omoryhaBajy pasymeBame M3BOPHOT MaTepyjana
y OKBMUPY HAyYHMX MCTPa)KUBarmba y 00/lacTH XyMaHM3Ma.
Kpos okBup YTeme/beHe Teopuje, y 0BOj CTyIUjU CE UCTpa-
Xyje Ta bopba yHyTap o6/macTu.

Y okBupy reHepucaHe Teopuje o obmactu IlpakTuuHor
ucrpaxxusama y IllBefckoj, Buile of OWI0 dera Apyror
pasMaTpa ce 3Hame IPAKTMYHOT MCTPaKMBada, HEToB
UJIEHTUTET ¥ BAKHOCT IpMXBaTama Off CTpaHe OCTaTKa
akageMckor ceeTa. OcuM Tora, pasMaTpajy ce U IUTama y
Be3M ca HAYMHOM Ha KOj/I MCTPKUBA4M yHyTap ob6macTu
MOTY Jia JOIIPY /10 >Ke/beHOT HIBOA IIpuXBaTamba. ['eHepucana

Teopuja ce CacTOjy U3 IEeCT KaTeropuja, Ipy YeMy Cy CBe OHe
Ba)XHE 3a MPAKTUYHE MCTpakuBade u IIpakTmano mcrpa-
JKUBalbe Y OKBUPY aKafleMCKor cBeTa. OBa Teopuja ce Moxe
IOPENUTI Ca TKAHMHOM Y KOjOj Cy OCHOBHE KaTeropuje,
HanMme Exonomuja, Hayuna eanuonocm, Komynukayuja u
Cepxa ucmpaxusawa, mebycobHO ucmperierane Kpos
TEOPeTCKU OKBUP U KaTeropujy 3nare y npakcu — uoenmu-
mem npaxkmuuroz ucmpaxusaud. OBaj TEOPETCKU CIIET
IpefiCTaB/ba MOJE/N 32 pasyMeBambe U 32 paji ca BaXKHOM
CpeuILbOM KaTeropujoM teopuje — IIpuxeamarvem. Teopu-
jy, Kao Mopen 3a pasyMmeBame ob6mactu IIpakTuanor
UCTPaKMBamba, MOTY KOPUCTUTU KaKO JbYAU KOjU Cy Jeo
IIOMeHyTe 00/TacTH, TaKO ¥ OHM KOjy TO HUCY. Y OKBMPY OBe
cryanje ce ncrpaxyje obmact IlIBencke, amn je u OBy, Kao u
6uno xojy apyry YrememeHy Teopujy, moryhe mopmdu-
KOBaTH, IPOIIMPUBATU WY KOPUCTUTU KaO OCHOBY 32 Jla/ba
UCTpaKMBaba WMIM Kao [IpyTM M3BOpHM MaTepujan. Kao
TaKBa, MOXKe OUTI KOPUCHA 1 Y Mel)yHapOHOM KOHTEKCTY.
O6actu ce MOTY pasiMKOBATH Off 3eM/be [0 3eMJbe, alli U He
Mopajy. To Tpeba ja OTKpHje HeKM HOBY MCTPaXK1Bady, a OBa
CTyAMja My, HaJiaM ce, y ToMe 6ap Masio Moxe moMohn.
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