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Culture and Entertainment under the 
Collaborationist Regime in Serbia in WWII

Abstract: Based on numerous contemporary newspaper articles and 
relevant historiographical literature, the article analyzes the cultural and 
entertainment policy of the Serbian collaborationist authorities during the 
German occupation in WWII. 

Key Words: Serbia, culture, collaboration, entertainment, ýlm

In modern world, the lines dividing culture, ideology and politics are rather blear. 
Equally blear is the line separating culture from entertainment, especially if culture is 
understood in a narrower sense of high-culture and entertainment as popular or mass 
culture.1 In a totalitarian society culture and entertainment have some functions they 
do not have in a democratic societies, and Serbian society between April 1941 and 
October 1944 was a society under enemy occupation and at the same time, thanks 
to the ideological drift of the collaborationist government, a totalitarian society in 
the making.2 The leading intellectuals of the regime were not only interested in run-
ning the society, but also in changing it. Thus, they had revamped the school system 
and curricula in order to re-educate the young in the spirit of extreme nationalism, 
anti-communism, anti-Semitism, modesty, obedience and sacriýce.3 Apart from the 

1 Cf. Janjetoviĺ, Zoran, Od Internacionale do komercijalʝ: Popularna kultura u Jugoslaviji 
1945ï1991, Beograd, 2001, pp. 17ï18. 

2 Stojanoviĺ, Aleksandar, Ideje, politiļki projekti i praksa vlade Milana Nediĺa, Beograd, 2015. 
(hereafter: Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié)

3 On education and the ideology it conveyed cf. Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 
274ï285; Borkoviĺ, Milan, Kontrarevolucija u Srbiji: Kvislinġka uprava 1941ï1944, Vol 2, Beograd, 
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ofýcial means, such as schools, they wanted to inþuence broader masses through a 
number of unofýcial, but nevertheless very inþuential channels. These channels were 
potentially even more inþuential, since they were not perceived as ofýcial, i.e. their 
consumers presupposed that the institutions and media creating and disseminating 
culture enjoyed certain autonomy. As we shall see, this was not the case ï except 
partly in the ýeld of theater.4 

Together with politics and morality culture had been the ýled that came most 
under ýre of right-wing intellectuals ï even some decade and a half before the Ger-
man invasion, and even years before the victory of National-Socialist ñrevolutionò. 
Indeed, as much as politics, culture was the ýeld that absorbed most (to be sure 
nefarious) foreign inþuences. Minister of education, Velibor Joniĺ, his right-hand 
man Vladimir Velmar Jankoviĺ, and others fulminated already in late 1920s against 
decadent Western inþuences, copying of foreign models, militated for a completely 
original Yugoslav culture under strong Serbian inþuence.5 

Yugoslav defeat at war in April 1941 and the speedy disintegration of the com-
mon state gave fresh wind into the sails of the right-wing intellectuals who tended to 
see only putrefaction all around them.6 For them the German occupation, although 
painful in itself, was at the same time the opportunity to reform the society and its 
culture. 

1979, pp. 74ï94; Ġkodriĺ, Ljubinka, ñProsvetni radnici u ideologiji vlade Milana Nediĺa 1941ï1944ñ, 
Istorijski zbornik, 1, 2011; Idem, ñIdeoloġka naļela prosvetne politike vlade Milana Nediĺaò, in: Srbi 
i rat u Jugoslaviji 1941. godine, Beograd, 2014, p. 507; Idem, ñNediĺev Deļji Gradò u Obiliĺevu kod 
Kruġevcaò, Ģupski zbornik, 5, 2010; Ġkodriĺ, Ljubinka and Bondģiĺ, Dragomir, ñStvaranje idealnog 
tipa srpskog mladiĺa i srpske devojkeò: prosvetna politika u kolaboracionistiļkoj ġtampi 1941ï1944, in: 
Stojanoviĺ, Aleksandar (ed.), Kolaboracionistiļka ġtampa u Srbiji 1941ï1944, Beograd, 2015 (hereafter: 
Ġkodriĺ, Lj., Bondģiĺ, D., ñStvaranje idealnog tipaéò); Kerkez, Slobodan ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilike 
u Nediĺevoj Srbiji, Niġ, 2008 (hereafter: Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé); Nikolova, Maja, 
Zavod za prinudno vaspitanje omladine u Smederevskoj Palanci 1942ï1944, Beograd, 2010. 

4 Danilo Kilibarda assessed that German inþuence had been even stronger in culture than in educa-
tion. Kilibarda, Danilo, Prosvetno-kulturna politika u Srbiji za vreme Drugog svetskog rata (PhD mscr., 
Beograd, 1984, p. 132; [hereafter: Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé]) Kerkez also thinks German 
inþuence was dominant in culture. (Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, pp. 5, 186.) 

5 Velmar-Jankoviĺ, Vladimir, ñDuhovna kriza danaġnjiceò, pp. 49ï57; ñRevizija osnovnih 
knjiģevno-istorijskih stavovaò, pp. 73ï78; ñDrģava i umetniļka politikaò, pp. 80ï85; ñIzmĽu sadaġnjosti i 
buduĺnosti ï glose o niġtavilu ñizamaò, pp. 89ï97; ñKnjiģevne revizijeò, pp. 102, 105; ñIzmeĽu proġlosti 
i buduĺnosti: knjiģevnost, kultura i politikaò, pp. 134ï137 ï all in: Velmar-Jankoviĺ, Vladimir, Ogledi 
o knjiģevnosti i nacionalnom duhu/Igraļi na ģici, Beograd, 2006; Idem, Pogled s Kalemegdana: Ogled 
o beogradskom ļoveku, Beograd, 1991, pp. 131, 133ï139; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, 
p. 144; Milosavljeviĺ, Olivera, ñStare vrednosti za novo vreme. (Svetislav Stefanoviĺ nekad i sad)ò 
(hereafter: Milosavljeviĺ, O., ñStare vrednostiéò), Sociologija, 4, 52, 2010, p. 413; Subotiĺ, Dragan, 
Organska misao Srba u XIX i XX veku: Socioloġke i politikoloġke ideje Milosava Vasiljeviĺa, Vol. 2, 
Beograd, 1999, pp. 393ï394. (hereafter: Subotiĺ, D., Organska misaoé) 

6 ñDa se ne zaboravljañ, Obnova, June 6, 1942.
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Some authors, communist and not, have perceived Serbian culture under Ger-
man occupation as a simple attempt at export of Nazi culture to Serbia.7 This view 
is untenable. It grossly downplays the role of Serbian collaborationist intellectuals 
in designing and running Serbian cultural transformation.8 It is true that there were 
parallels between German culture under the Nazis and Serbian culture under German 
occupation, as well as German inþuences, but a very strong home-grown element 
in the latter must not be overseen. The Germans gave some of the tacks for cultural 
policy, but by no means all. It can be said that their say was decisive in organiza-
tional matters while the content of cultural activities was mostly left to the Serbian 
authorities. Furthermore, the Serbian collaborationist ideologues already shared few 
values with the Nazis, so that it was not difýcult for them to bring their activities 
into harmony with German wishes. It can safely be said: had there been no Serbian 
right-wing intellectuals who collaborated with the Germans, maybe there could have 
been an attempt at export of Nazi culture ï provided the Nazis wanted to export any 
culture to a conquered land in the ýrst place.9 As it was, the collaborationist intel-
lectuals did not shield Serbian culture from Nazi inþuences, but rather transformed 
them and included them in their own version of reformed Serbian culture. In that 
way, maybe without being aware of it, they did exactly what their predecessors had 
done quite consciously and for what right-wing intellectuals had criticized them so 
vehemently: they transferred foreign inþuences into Serbian culture they wanted to 
keep so pure and so original.10

The urge to do so was stronger in those cultural forms that attracted most people 
at that time. The most massively enjoyed form of entertainment was popular music. 
Unlike ýlms, it did not depend on expensive infrastructure. It was omnipresent ï not 
just on the radio or in concert halls, but in coffee-houses in towns and villages, at 
weddings, private parties and on the street. Parallel with the actions aimed at removing 

7 Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, pp. 27ï30. 
8 Stojanoviĺ does not deny the importance of the role played by the Germans, but correctly thinks 

the prime creators of cultural policy were Serbian collaborationists. (Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki 
projektié, p. 198.)

9 Indeed, East European Slavic countries were certainly not earmarked for export of Nazi Kultur, 
or for development of any kind of culture whatsoever. (Cf. Fest, Joachim, Hitler: Eine Biographie, 
Frankfurt/M, Wien, Berlin, 1973, pp. 933ï934.) 

10 Most ideas of the Serbian collaborationist intellectuals were taken over from abroad: some from 
France and Czarist Russia, and some from Germany and Italy. (Cf. Subotiĺ, Vol. 1-2; Milosavljeviĺ, O., 
ñStare vrednostiéò; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 198ï226; Dragosavljeviĺ, Vasilije, 
ñIdeoloġki uticaji evropskog faġizma na JNP Zbor [1934ï1940]ò, in: Janjetoviĺ, Zoran (ed.), Istorijska 
tribina: Istraģivanja mladih saradnika, Beograd, 2013; Janjetoviĺ, Zoran, ñDimitrije Ljotiĺ ï ein an-
tieuropªischer Europªer unter jugoslawischen Politikernñ, in: Hepner, Harald (ed.), Attraktionen und 
Irritationen: Europa und sein S¿dosten im langen 19. Jahrhundert, Frankfurt a. M, 2018.) It is a wonder 
Serbian right-wing intellectuals could believe they could invent something original and purely Serbian 
in a Europe that has become intellectually ñglobalizedò ever since adoption of Christianity. All they did 
was adapting basic foreign ideas to Serbian circumstances. 
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the Gypsies from the streets and public life, the Ministry of Education launched the 
initiative to purge Serbian folk songs from Gypsy inþuences. As Vladimir Velmar-
Jankoviĺ put it: ñDuring the past 20 years, the coffee-house and its Gypsies wreaked 
terrible devastation on our national music. Those songs, such as they were ñfosteredò 
in pubs, in a disýgured form infested also our homes and our youth, even cultural 
institutions, such as the radio ï that is a sad proof how successful we had been in 
forgetting and abandoning our own selves.ò The Musical Academy was given the 
task of ñpurging our folk songs from this ñmurky Gypsy-pub alluviumò and mak-
ing them appropriate for being expressed by modern musical means, i.e. the task of 
adapting them with preservation of their original purity.11 It was no wonder that at 
the same time Gypsies as such were also denigrated in the press as robbers and dirty 
nomads who stole children in order to mutilate them and use them for begging. An 
action was demanded against them,12 and it soon followed in form of mass shootings 
of Gypsies, together with Jewish and Serbian hostages.13 Thus purge of the national 
heritage went hand in hand with ethnic cleansing, i.e. the Serbian collaborationists 
used Nazi animosity toward the Gypsies to save Serbian lives (by substituting Serbian 
hostages by Roma), to diminish (if not completely eliminate) a socially and ethnically 
undesirable group and ñpurgeò segments of national culture from unwelcome foreign 
inþuence at the same time. While the initiative to purge the streets and ghettos rested 
with the German authorities, Serbian gendarmes were the main responsible for actual 

11 Ģ.Ļ., ñMinistarstvo prosvete pokreĺe pitanje izdavanje velikog reļnika srpskog jezika i stan-
dardizovanja naġe narodne pesmeò, Obnova, August 31, 1941. The Gypsies were accused of transfer-
ring new corrupt songs to villages and of ousting the good old ones. (Nikoliĺ, Kosta, Strah i nada u u 
Srbiji 1941ï1944: Svakodnevni ģivot pod okupacijom, Beograd, 2002, p. 182 [hereafter: Nikoliĺ, K., 
Strah i nadaé])

12 V.P., ñCigani na selu i u varoġiò, Obnova, August 15, 1941; V.P. òCigani pljaļkaġò i, Obnova, 
September 22, 1941. 

13 Pisari, Milovan, Stradanje Roma u Srbiji za vreme holokausta, Beograd, 2014, pp. 65ï67, 85ï95, 
107 (hereafter: Pisari, M., Stradanje Romaé); Radanoviĺ, Milan, Kazna i zloļin: Snage kolaboracije u 
Srbiji i odgovornost za ratne zloļine (1941ï1944) i vojni gubici (1944ï1945), Beograd, 2015, pp. 290, 
297ï298. However, extermination of the Gypsies was not a Nazi top priority which made possible for 
part of sedentary Gypsies to be set free from concentration camps in early 1942. (Pisari, M., Stradanje 
Romaé, pp. 67, 120; Ackoviĺ, Dragoljub, Romi u Beogradu, Beograd, 2009, pp. 243ï248.) The policy 
of the Serbian collaborationists toward the Gypsies was equally undecided as that of the Germans: the 
Ministry of the Interior appraised its subaltern organs of the order of the Commander in Serbia con-
cerning exemption of sedentary Gypsies from measures aimed against the Jews and Gypsies (Boģoviĺ, 
Branislav, Beograd pod komesarskom upravom 1941, Beograd, 1998, p. 261. [hereafter: Boģoviĺ, B., 
Beograd pod komesarskomé]; Majdanac, Boro, Pozoriġte u okupiranoj Srbiji: Pozoriġna politika u 
Srbiji 1941ï1944, Beograd, 2011, p. 40 [hereafter: Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé], but the 
Serbian authorities, like the Germans, continued rounding them up and sending them to be shot as 
hostages. Boģoviĺ, Branislav, Stradanje Jevreja u okupiranom Beogradu 1941ï1944, Beograd, 2012, 
pp. 19ï23. (hereafter: Boģoviĺ, B., Stradanje Jevreja...)
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rounding up of the Gypsies.14 Meanwhile the cultural establishment was engaged in 
purging the musical heritage.15 

Thus from May 1942 a discussion started in the press about how Serbian folk 
(i.e. peasant) music had been neglected and distorted by town musicians. The need 
to further it was stressed by eminent musical experts, such as Prof. Josip Slaven-
ski, Kosta Manojloviĺ, Stevan Hristiĺ and Svetomir Nastasijeviĺ.16 The Ministry 
of Education ordered every pub to have a band, but under supervision of special 
cultural inspectors.17 Dual goals of this measure were plain to see: on one hand, 
coffee-house music had to be controlled and puriýed, just as the names of pubs were 
changed from foreign or unusual to ñnationalò ones. At the same time, an illusion 
of normal life had to be created ï although there was a curfew that is incompat-
ible with normal pub life in the Balkans. A public contest of coffee-house bands 
organized by the Belgrade Radio in August 1944 also had the aim of improving the 
quality of coffee-house music,18 and of creating an illusion of normalcy amid the 
situation that was growing increasingly abnormal ï even by the wartime standards. 
In fact, the example of the lowest but most popular kind of popular music showed, 
how difýcult it was for cultural policy-makers: they had to do the splits and reform 
the national culture by purging it of everything they deemed alien and degenerate, 
and at the same time to create an illusion of a normal life ordinary people missed 
so much. 

However, pub music has never been perceived as pinnacle of culture any-
where. The possibility of inþuencing music in general were limited anyway, since 
it was the Germans who controlled the radio. Thus it was them who decided not 
only what was going to be played, but also for how long. The Germans were well 
aware of the importance of the radio, even in an underdeveloped country such as 
Serbia. Under the new name: Soldatensender Belgrad (Soldiersô Radio Belgrade) 
the Belgrade radio station returned on air only ýve days after Yugoslaviaôs capitu-
lation. It was subordinated to the Propaganda Department for the South-East in 
Serbia under Major Dr Julius Lippert.19 In the beginning its main task was propa-
ganda for German soldiers in the Balkans and in North Africa. As for the locals, 

14 Pisari, M., Stradanje Romaé, pp. 100ï101, 114, 145ï148, 150.
15 Despite these efforts we hear about a ñunstrung Gypsy trioò playing at Belgradeôs main concert 

hall, the Kolaracôs Popular University in 1943. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 167.)
16 Manojloviĺ, Olga, ñKulturni ģivot Beograda u vreme nemaļke okupacije 1941ï1944 u svetlu 

pisanja beogradske ġtampeò, Godiġnjak za druġtvenu istoriju, 1, 1, 1994, p. 88. (hereafter: Manojloviĺ, 
O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò)

17 Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, p. 139; Petranoviĺ, Branko, Srbija u Drugom svetskom 
ratu 1939ï1945, Beograd, 1992, p. 500. (hereafter: Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom...)

18 Mraoviĺ, Marijana T, Propaganda vlade Milana Nediĺa (1941ï1944) (Ph.D. Mscr.), Beograd, 
2015, pp. 353ï354. (hereafter: Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé) 

19 Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., p. 500; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 341; Maj-
danac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 30; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 88. 
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the military commander in Serbia, General Fºrster prescribed already on May 27, 
1941 which stations were allowed to be listened to. The list included all German 
radio-stations (including Belgrade and Zemun) and some from the countries allied 
with the Third Reich.20 Serbian programs started in June 1941.21 On the Belgrade 
Radio the collaborationists got two hours a day for news and propaganda. At ýrst 
these two hours were divided into several slots, but since May 25, 1942 they were 
lumped together into two hours of continuous program in Serbian.22 A year after 
the beginning of occupation the Belgrade Radio Station had six orchestras, serving 
both German and Serbian needs. Symphonic concerts were regularly aired. So were 
opera and choir singing. The choir had over hundred Serbian and somewhat smaller 
number of foreign songs on its repertoire. It sang songs by Serbian composers, such 
as Hristiĺ, Nastasijeviĺ, Mokranjac, Biniļki, Bajiĺ, Boġnjakoviĺ, Cvejiĺ, Lestiļki 
and others.23 In keeping with the newly set racial and cultural standards, ñGypsyò 
music was banished from the radio.24 To be sure, German works and German guests 
were very often on program.25 They had a double function of entertaining German 
soldiers in Serbia and in the region, and of bringing closer German culture, and 
particularly the most apolitical and the most international of arts, music, to Serbian 
listeners. In fact, one of the main propaganda tasks of the Belgrade Radio Station 
(as well as of the press) was to acquaint the listeners with connections of Serbian 
and German cultures. That was one of the salient features of the collaborationist 
cultural policy in general and of course it was encouraged by the Germans.26 Radio 

20 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 343.
21 Boģoviĺ, B., Beograd pod komesarskomé, p. 127; Kreso, Muharem, Njemaļka okupaciona 

uprava u Beogradu 1941ï1944. (sa osvrtom na cenrtralne okupacione komande i ustanove za Srbiju, 
Jugoslaviju i Balkan), Beograd, 1979, p. 133. (hereafter: Kreso, M., Njemaļka okupaciona upravaé) 
; Markoviĺ, Vasilije, Teatri okupirane prestonice 1941ï1944, Beograd, 1998, p. 133. (hereafter: 
Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé) Markoviĺ writes Serbian program started already in late 
May 1941.

22 Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 88; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 
343. 

23 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 345ï346. Members of the big and the chamber or-
chestras were made up mainly of musicians of the National Theater. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane 
prestoniceé, pp. 133ï134; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 36.) According to Majdanac, the 
Belgrade Radio Station and the Serbian National Theater (SNT) signed a contract on December 25, 1941 
under which the radio orchestra played in the SNT. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 47.)

24 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 134. So were the Gypsies who were lumped 
together with the Jew and subject to the same restrictive measures. (Pisari, M., Stradanje Romaé, 
p. 42; Boģoviĺ, Boģoviĺ, B., Stradanje Jevreja..., p, 20; Manoġek, Valter, Holokaust u Srbiji: Vojno 
okupaciona politika i uniġtavanje Jevreja 1941ï1942, Beograd, 2007, p. 47; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte 
u okupiranojé, p. 28.) 

25 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 214.
26 The Third Reich intensiýed its soft propaganda in Serbia already before the war by founding 

the German Scientiýc Institute in Belgrade in February 1941. It was a branch of the Munich Academy 
of Sciences and was headed by famous Slavists, Gerhard Gesemann and Alois Schmaus. It had three 
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lessons of German language that were much publicized in the press served that 
purpose too.27

However, the radio had an even more important role in reshaping Serbian na-
tional culture and in propaganda. In a totalitarian regime, the line dividing the two 
was pretty thin. To be sure, broadcasting of news and speeches by collaborationist 
ofýcials was pure propaganda, but that was only part of the program in Serbian. 
Furthermore, for all we know its effectiveness was doubtful.28 In late 1942 the sta-
tion organized a show in which Serbian writers read their works and discussed them 
with prominent cultural workers. The idea was supported by Svetislav Stefanoviĺ, 
Milan Kaġanin, Todor Manojloviĺ and others.29 From November 1942 a new show, 
ñThe Belgrade Radio presentsò was launched with the wish to acquaint the audito-
rium with artists taking part in Serbian programs of the station. The proceeds went 
to the Serbian Red Cross. The radio broadcasted also shows from various Belgrade 
venues in which popular artists featured. Loudspeakers were installed down-town 
Belgrade so as to bring the radio also to the people who had no radio-sets at home or 
were on the street at the moment.30 In late May 1943 changes were introduced into 
the Serbian program. Broadcasting of Serbian folk songs began as well as weekly 
political comments.31 For those in the know, these were subtle signs that the war was 
not going well for the Germans. Introduction of a ýlm show on the radio in coopera-
tion with Belgrade cinemas in late June 1943 and broadcasting of popular variety 

sections: scientiýc, section for teaching of German language and for studentsô exchange. It published 
books, organized German language courses, lectures, literary evenings, discussions etc. and had a library 
of some 15.000 books. (M.M., ñNemaļki nauļni institut pored ġest objavljenih kurseva otvara joġ dvaò, 
Novo vreme [henceforth: NV], June 8ï10, 1941.) According to Kerkez, its main goal was to prove that 
the foundations of the culture in the Balkans were laid by the Germanic tribes. (Kerkez, Slobodan ņ, 
Druġtvo Srbije u Drugom svetskom ratu 1941ï1945, Niġ, 2004, p. 431. [hereafter: Kerkez, S. ņ, Druġtvo 
Srbijeé]; Idem, Obrazovno-kulturne prilike, p. 189.) However, Kerkez quotes as his source only ar-
ticles in the collaborationist press and one document from Nediĺôs holding in the Military Archives in 
Belgrade. Thus the institution and its activities deserve a more thorough study. 

27 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 347. 
28 No popularity or credibility polls could be taken under the given circumstances, but there are 

testimonies in contemporary documents that the masses did not buy the regime propaganda (be it from 
the radio, the press or live speeches of dignitaries) ï it was simply too much at variance with the reality 
people could see and experience on daily basis. (Cf. Miliĺeviĺ, Nataġa and Nikodijeviĺ, Duġan (eds.), 
Svakodnevni ģivot pod okupacijom 1941ï1944: Iskustvo jednog BeograĽanina, Beograd, 2011, pp. 316, 
330, 344, 529, 612. [hereafter: Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,..)] Concerning 
the Belgrade Radio, the collaborationists were aware that, being in German hands, it lacked credibility 
among the populace. Therefore they strove to have the Germans hand them over the radio station, but the 
German authorities prized that means of not just local propaganda too much to give it up. (Matiĺ, Milan 
B, Ġtampa u Srbiji u Drugom svetskom ratu 1941ï1944 [Ph.D. Msc.], Belgrade, 1990, pp. 8ï9.) 

29 Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 88; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 
347; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 157.

30 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 348.
31 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 348ï349.
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shows ñMotley Afternoonò held at the Kolarac Popular University, introduction 
of special shows for the POWs and the SVC32 were basically the sign of the same 
phenomenon: the war was beginning to be total, wartime economic measures of the 
Reich had been introduced in March 1943 and the generally bleaker situation for the 
Germans and the collaborationist authorities required more entertaining programs. 
The ordnance on mandatory listening to the Belgrade Radio in public places, issued 
in June 1943, was basically the other side of the same coin: the deteriorating situa-
tion on the frontlines demanded a stronger doses of propaganda too.33 Propaganda 
lectures were also held and original folk music was promoted.34 Further deterioration 
of the German situation brought about another show for the POWs in late August 
1944.35 School-children were also treated to a series of radio lectures that dealt with 
the school system, national tradition, popular poetry, religion, national history and 
the like.36 It was an addition to nationalist cultural and educational propaganda they 
had been exposed to at school.37

If radio was ýrmly in German hands and served directly more their than Serbian 
needs, the theater was the ýeld where the collaborationist authorities could develop 
their cultural ideas much more freely ï but under the watchful eyes of German of-
ýcials. The men who wanted to spearhead the reform of theater were pretty much the 
same people who were behind the educational reform: Prime Minister Milan Nediĺ 
himself, Velmar-Jankoviĺ, Joniĺ, the head of the Department for Popular Education, 
Dr. Branimir Maleġ and Dr. Radosav Markoviĺ, as well as expert clerks in charge 
of theater, ýlms and music at the Ministry of Education.38 In mid-August 1941 the 
Ministry of Education suffered a heavy blow regarding theater, because National 
Theaters in Belgrade and in Niġ (the second largest town in Serbia) were taken away 
from its charge and put under supervision of the Propaganda Department of the 
Presidency of the Council of Commissaries (as the caretaker government was called 

32 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 349ï350.
33 ñUredba o obaveznom prenoġenju i sluġanju radio emisija po javnim lokalimaò, Sluģbene 

novine, June 4, 1943; VA NA, k. 19, f. 2, d. 23, 25, 26, 33; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 
349; Milosavljeviĺ, Olivera, Potisnuta istina. Kolaboracija u Srbiji 1941ï1944, Beograd, 2006, p. 307. 
(hereafter: Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé) Listening to news in Serbian and other informative 
shows was made obligatory. Silence was to reign in pubs during that time and customers were not to 
be served while the program lasted. 

34 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 350. Broadcasting folk music had started already in 
September 1942. (Ibid., p. 351.)

35 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 351.
36 Vojļiĺ, Dragoslav, ñĠkolstvo u okupiranoj Srbiji tokom Drugog svetskog rataò, Nastava i 

vaspitanje, 2, 22, 1973, p. 237; Ġkodriĺ, Ljubinka, ñProsvetni radnici u ideologiji vlade Milana Nediĺa 
1941ï1944ò, Istorijski zbornik, 1, 2011, p. 156; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 352.

37 Although also mandatory, these lectures could reach only a limited number of pupils due to 
small number of radios, poorly developed electric grid and lack of power even in places it did exist.

38 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 29ï30. 
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until September 1941).39 In 1943 supervision of other theaters was also taken away 
from the Ministry and entrusted to the Department of State Propaganda.40 This galled 
the ambitious Joniĺ and he strove to regain supervision of theaters. The same year he 
launched an offensive with that aim, accusing the Serbian National Theater that it had 
not fulýlled its educational goals, that its German repertoire had been bad, that the 
opera and the ballet had declined, that folklore had been neglected etc. Other theat-
ers were allegedly even worse: commercial and not conducive to national renewal. 
However this attempt failed.41 No doubt, it was at least in part, driven by personal 
ambition because the attack was aimed against the main executive of the theatrical 
reform, Jovan Popoviĺ, the manager of the National Theater and head of the of the 
Department of Theatrical Performances with the Department of State Propaganda.42 
It clearly proved how important theater was as means of propaganda.43 

To be sure, it was cultural propaganda, i.e. it also had to do with culture.44 In 
the eyes of the collaborationist intellectuals the pre-war theater also suffered from 
the same vices as culture in general: it was shallow, commercialized, un-national, 
modernist, leftist and subject to ever changing fashions.45 In their plan of general 
national renewal, theater had a pride of place, probably second only to school.46 

39 Ġkodriĺ, Ljubinka, Ministarstvo prosvete i vera u Srbiji 1941ï1944: Sudbina institucije pod 
okupacijom, Beograd, 2009, p. 71 (hereafter: Ġkodriĺ, Lj., Ministarstvo prosveteé); Majdanac, B., 
Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 28, 45, 171; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, p. 267. This was 
done on German model. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 171.)

40 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 262; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, 
p. 267.

41 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 262, 461ï467; Ġkodriĺ, Lj., Ministarstvo 
prosveteé, p. 71; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 167ï179. 

42 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 167ï179.
43 Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, p. 437; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 262. This 

was afýrmed in January 1944 when the Serbian National Theater was exempted from the supervision 
of the Section of Theatrical Performances and put directly under the Chief of the Department of State 
Propaganda. Popoviĺ was relieved of his post. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 180.) 

44 Joniĺ tended to view every kind of government activity as propaganda. Theater was no exception. 
(Ġkodriĺ, Lj., Ministarstvo prosveteé, p. 137; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 262.) 

45 Trajkoviĺ, Nikola, ñRazmiġljanja o srpskoj dramiò, Srpska scena, June 20, 1942; ñSrpsko 
narodno pozoriġteò, Naġa borba (hereafter: NB), June 21, 1942; ñBeseda upravnika Srpskog narodnog 
pozoriġtaò, Srpska scena, July 1, 1942; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 80; Majdanac, 
B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 30ï31, 34ï36, 56ï57, 60, 83; Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé, 
pp. 235ï238; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 160, 193; Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kul-
turne prilikeé, pp. 198ï199, 202ï205: Idem, Druġtvo, pp. 435ï443, 447ï448. Svetomir Nastasijeviĺ 
went even further: he accused the Jews of having imposed schlock on all forms of art in order to erase 
national and Christian cultural characteristics and create an international culture, with the ýnal aim of 
creating a world Jewish empire. (Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, p. 443.)

46 ñBeseda upravnika Srpskog narodnog pozoriġtaò, Srpska scena, July 1, 1942; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri 
okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 204, 206; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 57ï58; Kerkez, S. 
ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, pp. 198, 200ï201; Manojloviĺ Pintar, Olga, ñDelusion and Amnesia: 
Ideology and Culture in Nediĺôs Serbiòa, in: Ramet, Sabrina (ed.), Serbia and the Serbs in World War 
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In the hands of collaborationist cultural reformists, it was supposed to become the 
instrument of educating and uplifting the masses: nationally and morally.47 For their 
part, the German authorities had their own interest in theater. Just like the radio, it 
was to entertain their soldiers (especially by concerts, operas and ballets)48 and to be 
a show-case of German culture ï thanks to performance of German works and visits 
by German artists.49 Both the Serbian and the German authorities had a joint interest 
in entertaining the populace and creating the image of normal life.50 Actors needed 
their daily bread and were willing to play under the most difýcult circumstances51 

Two, New York, 2011, p. 99. (hereafter: Manojloviĺ Pintar, O., ñDelusion and Amnesiaéò); Petranoviĺ, 
B., Srbija u Drugom..., pp. 500ï501. The main proponent of national renewal through theater was Jovan 
Popoviĺ, (who was soon made manager of the most important theater in the country, the Serbian National 
Theater in Belgrade). He accused the National Theater (that had not featured the word ñSerbianò in its 
name before the German occupation! ï Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 200) of having 
been a ñfactory of cheap laughò and of staging leftist plays ñthat threatened to destroy the importance 
of the theater as an educational institution that actually had the aim to ennoble the artistic taste of the 
audienceò. He denigrated the repertoire of the leading national theater as poisonous for the main the-
ater-goers, young intellectuals. As the new manager, he set out to rectify this. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte 
u okupiranojé, p. 31; Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 211.) 

47 Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, pp. 437ï438, 444, 448; Idem, Prosvetno-kulturne prilike, p. 
198; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 79; Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., p. 500; 
Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 35ï36, 56ï57, 131, 221; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki 
projektié, pp. 271ï272. In the stilted words of Jovan Popoviĺ: ñToday, as Serbia treads the honest path 
of renewal and when our whole cultural life has to undergo rebirth and revision of true national values, 
the theater must also ýnd its real expression in the spirit of that incipient renewal, because it is in the 
interest of our national honor and of honor of our cultural life.ò (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, 
p. 28.) ņorĽe Periĺ said on the occasion of reopening of the National Theater that theater was ñthe 
strongest and the most intimate instrument of laying ýrm foundations of healthy national and cultural 
life.ò (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 204.) Ironically, the man saddled with the task 
of reforming the National Theater, the lawyer Jovan Popoviĺ, had made his name as actor in roles of 
lovers and comedians in drawing-room comedies. (Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 
79; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 346) Together with being the manager of the (Serbian) 
National Theater, he was the head of the Section of Theatrical Performances with the Department of 
State Propaganda, i.e. in one capacity he was his own supervisor in another. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri 
okupirane prestoniceé, p. 270.)

48 Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 213; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, 
pp. 210, 266. Wehrmacht soldiers had precedence when buying tickets for the Serbian National Theater 
and they were entitled to 50% discount. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 434.)

49 ñGostovanje Hamburġkog pozoriġta u Beograduò, Srpska scena, June 1, 1942; Majdanac, B., 
Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 87, 93, 214, 603; Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, pp. 210, 
221ï222; Idem, Druġtvo, pp. 449, 459; Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé, p. 231.

50 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 144.
51 Until the end of 1941 unemployed actors were a problem ï partly caused by the inþux of refu-

gee actors from other Yugoslav territories. The Association of Actors wanted to ýnd them jobs with the 
help from Joniĺ and Velmar-Jankoviĺ. Some new theaters were set up in order to accommodate them. 
(Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 138, 140, 156; Kreso, M., Njemaļka okupaciona 
upravaé, pp. 133ï134.)
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ï for which some of them would pay dearly after the communist take-over.52 The 
people for their part had a strong desire to get away from bleak, and even tragic and 
dangerous everyday life.53 The result was that there were never so many theaters in 
Serbia54 and never were they so full.55 

But how did renewal of Serbian theater look like in practice? The German au-
thorities in Belgrade showed great interest in reopening of the National Theater.56 This 
was also the wish of the collaborationist authorities since it was supposed to be the 
beacon of whole theatrical life in the country.57 For the Germans, it was to be a place for 
soldiersô entertainment,58 a sign of benevolence toward the conquered population and 
a useful instrument of propaganda.59 The opera and the ballet of the National Theater 
resumed working in summer and drama in September 1941.60 It took more than a year 

52 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 261, 262ï264, 267ï279; Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija 
u Drugom..., p. 505; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 273ï274; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri 
okupirane prestoniceé, p. 409. Some 150 artists were sacked from the National Theater alone after 
the communists came to power. (Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 224; Petranoviĺ, B., 
Srbija u Drugom..., p. 505.)

53 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 194, 199, 350, 427, 438, 467; Manojloviĺ, O., 
ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 81; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 428ï430, 577ï579; 
Miliĺeviĺ, Nataġa and Nikodijeviĺ, Duġan, ñSvakodnevni ģivot u okupiranom Beograduò, in: Miliĺeviĺ, 
N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,.., p. 52. According to an article in the Obnova of Febru-
ary 10, 1942 the Belgrade audience liked all kinds of plays: drawing-room comedies, folksy pieces, 
profound dramas as well as the well-known musical dramas and operas. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u 
okupiranojé, p. 429.)

54 Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, pp. 140, 445; Idem, Prosvetno-kulturne prilike, p. 207; Maj-
danac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 604. For a full overview cf. Majdanac, passim.

55 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 194, 212, 215, 277, 321, 325, 329, 334, 
349ï350, 370; Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,.., p. 52; Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija 
u Drugom..., p. 504; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 82; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u 
okupiranojé, p. 72, 103, 117, 396, 428ï429, 480, 577ï578, 603ï604; Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., 
(eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,.., p. 533; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, pp. 148ï149.

56 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 148.
57 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 158, 160.
58 Shows for German soldiers were the only that were held at normal show-time. (Markoviĺ, V., 

Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 158.)
59 Part of the propaganda were visits by German artists and actors. The Ministry of Education 

supported these visits, as well as visits of Serbian artists in Germany, in the wish to prove the German-
Serbian friendship. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 195.) Another obvious means of 
propaganda were German concerts in the National Theater and the Radio whose proceeds went to the 
Serbian Red Cross. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 91; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, pp. 
153ï154.) 

60 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 148, 150, 152, 156, 158, 162; Manojloviĺ, 
O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 80; Kreso, p. 133. Kresoôs claim the Germans were interested 
in restoring cultural life because of the uprising and for propaganda purposes (Kreso, M., Njemaļka 
okupaciona upravaé, p. 134) is correct only in its second part. 
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before its main building could be restored.61 Meanwhile the Theater operated in its 
auxiliary building and at the Kolaracôs Popular University. The repertoire was partly 
determined by these facts, but also by the fact that the theater worked also for German 
needs ï particularly through musical programs.62 The slightest changes could be intro-
duced in the repertoire of the opera and the ballet. These had to remain predominantly 
foreign because the Serbs did not have such a long and rich tradition in these genres.63 
Nevertheless, efforts were made during the war to have more Serbian opera and ballet 
works on stage and particularly to include into plays adaptations of Serbian folk music 
and dances, which went down extremely well with the audience. To this end, additional 
musicians and dancers were employed.64 According to some cultural ideologues, the 
new Serbian ballet had to develop from folk dancing.65

The drama was the actual touchstone of theatrical reform. The drama repertoire, 
not only of the National Theater, was the thing which right-wing intellectuals had 
criticized most. Under the new circumstances, the drama repertoire of the National 
Theater had to be ñnationalò and to set the standards for smaller theaters in Belgrade 
and in the province.66 According to the wishes of the new powers-that-be the repertoire 
was made more ñnationalò, but not completely Serbian.67 Approximately less than 
two thirds of plays were Serbian, more than one third foreign ï not necessarily Ger-

61 The regime press made much hubbub about the restoration of the main building. It was pointed 
out that the stage would be enlarged and equipped with the most modern theatrical gadgets. German 
help in restoration of the Theater they themselves had damaged, was also emphasized. (Kerkez, S. ņ, 
Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 208ï209.) 

62 During the 1941/42 season the National Theater staged 26 works, ten out of that number musi-
cal ones. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 51ï53.)

63 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 43. The Association of Yugoslav Drama Authors 
complained in 1930 that 90% of opera repertoire in Yugoslavia was foreign. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte 
u okupiranojé, p. 17.) The ýrst ballet to be put on stage during WWII was ñIn the Morava Valleyò by 
S. Nastasijeviĺ. By a happy coincidence (or not?), that was the ýrst Serbian ballet on the stage of the 
National Theater in its history. (Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 216.) Within the musical 
repertoire German music had its rightful place (Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 214ï215; 
Idem, Druġtvo, p. 450), although under German occupation this fact had a political meaning too. 

64 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 211, 364.
65 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 207ï208.
66 Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., pp. 504ï505; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 

163, 177; Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, pp. 436ï437; Idem, Prosvetno-kulturne prilike, p. 202; Stojanoviĺ, 
A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, p. 271. Nevertheless, the ýrst drama performance was Elga by contemporary 
German author Gerhard Hauptmann. (Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 208.) 

67 In their attempt at making a long-term plan of reforms (the ñSerbian Cultural/Civic Planò) the 
collaborationist intellectuals made a ñstandard Serbian theater repertoireò, i.e. a list of plays every Serb 
should be acquainted with. It contained the basic Serbian classics of theater literature and Vladimir 
Velmar-Jankoviĺ was very much involved in its making. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, 
pp. 454ï460; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, p. 354.) 
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man.68 Provincial and itinerant theaters (state owned and others) tended to follow the 
tack of the National Theater. However, their repertoire was even more ñnationalò and 
folksy than that of the central Belgrade theater. Therefore their repertoires were often 
almost completely Serbian.69 This had to do with narrower provincial circumstances 
and needs of traveling theaters that did not allow expensive d®cor and costumes, but 
also with the local audience that was not so reýned as theater-goers in the capital and 
whose taste was rather for the native and the well-known. Furthermore, as a rule they 
had no opera and no ballet, which automatically eliminated a substantial portion of 
foreign works from the repertoire. Thus the ñnationalò tack in them was a virtue out 
of necessity. They played Serbian classic and some modern plays ï preferably those 
that depicted the idealized rural past.70 The same was true, even in a larger degree 
of numerous village amateur theaters that mushroomed throughout the country with 
the support of the Ministry of Education.71 Amateur and childrenôs theaters abounded 
also in small towns and in Belgrade itself.72 

68 Volk, Petar, Pozoriġni ģivot u Srbiji 1835ï1944, Beograd, 1992, p. 275; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri 
okupirane prestoniceé, p. 210; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 80; Kerkez, S. ņ, 
Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 215; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 603. During the ýrst 
season under occupation the National Theater had on its repertoire 89 Serbian, 51 German, 29 French, 5 
Italian, 2 Spanish and 4 Hungarian shows. In Belgrade there were 1.041 Serbian and 625 foreign plays 
in 1941. The proportion varied with different theaters. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 
252; Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 215ï216; Idem, Druġtvo, pp. 451ï452; Manojloviĺ 
Pintar, O., ñDelusion and Amnesiaéò, p. 99.) The Serbian National theater had 9 Serbian, 9 German, 4 
French and one Italian plays on the repertoire in the season 1942/43. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupi-
ranojé, pp. 397ï398.) In 1944 the ratio between Serbian and foreign plays in Belgrade was 868:607. 
(Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 346.) Due to the liberation of Belgrade in October 1944 
it is impossible to determine if the changing numbers and ratios would have become a trend. 

69 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 106, 108, 110ï115, 233ï234, 239ï240; Kerkez, 
S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 218ï220; Idem, Druġtvo, pp. 455ï457; ņorĽeviĺ, Bojan, Srpska 
kultura pod okupacijom, Beograd, 2008, pp. 47, 49, 54. (hereafter: ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé); 
Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., pp. 504ï505. The exception to a degree were state-owned regional 
theaters. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 219, 224.)

70 The dictator of Serbian theater, Jovan Popoviĺ saw exactly in this provincial and old-fashioned 
repertoire the source of renewal of the Serbian theater and its liberation from corrupt, alienating mod-
ernist inþuences. (Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 202ï203.)

71 Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., p. 503. According to some data, there were 134 village 
theaters at some point. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 195.) Majdanac mentiones 118 
village theaters in mid-1942. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 132.) During the whole 1941ï
1944 period not less than 228 village theaters were recorded. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, 
p. 246.) Amateur theaters were actually much more numerous than professional ones. (Majdanac, B., 
Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 122ï133, 138ï140, 144ï145, 240ï244.)

72 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 171ï177, 196, 231; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte 
u okupiranojé, pp. 240ï243; ņordjeviĺ, pp. 44ï45. In late June 1942 Joniĺ forbade the school-chil-
dren to take part in theatrical associations ï allegedly not to waste the time they needed for learning 
ï although four months later regular mandatory shows (posela) in which only pupils featured, were 
imposed. (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 174, 234, 248ï249.)
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However, probably the most interesting theatrical phenomenon were numer-
ous Belgrade theaters. Some of them had higher artistic aspirations, but the majority 
were proýt oriented theaters that catered to the popular need of entertainment. They 
often played shorter peaces interlaced with singing and dancing. Some of them were 
banned because their repertoires were deemed below the minimum standards set by 
the authorities.73 The problem for the Ministry of Education was that it was only partly 
in charge of theaters. What made quality control more difýcult was abolition of the 
ñtrash-taxò that had been paid on all but the most cultivated shows in the Kingdom 
of Yugoslavia.74 On the other hand, people needed entertainment and an escape from 
reality. This explains how some contemporary plays, now completely forgotten could 
become huge hits.75 Many a serious actor had part-time jobs in these theaters.76 Such 
theaters played under all conditions: when Allied bombings made life in the center of 
Belgrade dangerous, they moved to the periphery, sometimes playing out of doors.77 
This kind of theaters had its opposite number in cabarets and variety shows whose 
work was regulated by the ordnance of the Military Commander in Serbia of May 
21, 1941. As with theaters, the Jews and the Gypsies could not work in them and 
plays by Jewish and Gypsy authors were forbidden.78 

Among numerous theaters, one deserves special mention because of its avowed 
ideological mission. It was the theater of the Serbian Union of Work (SUW, Srbozar), 
Nediĺôs apology for trade unions. The institution was founded in February 1942 to take 
care of industrial workers. One of the things that were meant to show the difference 
between the old liberal order and the new order of national solidarity was caring for 
cultural needs of the working class. At the same time, that was one of the ways to 
wean the workers from Marxism and win them over for the ñnational community.ò79 

73 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp.118ï122, 152ï154, 161ï167, 174ï175, 228ï233; 
Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 164ï171, 212ï219, 222ï230, 269ï284, 375ï382; 
Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, p. 454; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 267ï271; 
Manojloviĺ Pintar, O., ñDelusion and Amnesiaéò, p. 100; Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), 
Svakodnevni ģivot,.., p. 52; Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., p. 502; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 
151.

74 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 157; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, p. 
268.

75 The play A Minute After 12 by Miĺa Dimitrijeviĺ played by Humor Center (Centrala za humor) 
attracted 150.000 viewers in 1943. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 231, 606ï607; Markoviĺ, 
V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 274ï277; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, p. 270.)

76 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, p. 88.
77 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 318, 323, 329, 
78 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, 28, 306; Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, 

p. 190ï191; Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 137.
79 ñOsnivanje Srpske zajednice radaò, NV, February 21, 1942; ñNovi zadaci srpske privredeò, 

Obnova, May 28, 1942; ñSrpski radnik juļe i danasò, Obnova, June 17, 1942; ñVi ste oni koji uzdiģu 
Srbiju i daju joj snageò, rekao je general Nediĺ radnicimaò, Obnova, September 19, 1942; ñĠta je 
uļinjenoò, Obnova, September 25, 1942; ñRad i obnova Srbijeò, Srpski radnik, 2,1, 1943; Z.P., ñNovi 
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With this aim, good actors from state and regional theaters were taken over and 
(even though requisites were lacking) one of the best Belgrade theaters was created. 
Needles to say, the repertoire of the Srbozar Theater was predominantly Serbian, but 
not so much as one would expect:80 it was made up of national and historical works, 
social comedies and foreign plays about the working class. Since the SUW was a 
state-sponsored organization, the tickets for its theater were 75% cheaper than for 
normal theaters. All this made this theater a considerable success.81 It experienced 
changes of personnel and was eventually reorganized into two troops: one catered for 
Serbian workers in Germany with entertaining and national program, and the other 
played folksy pieces and stage adaptations of folk customs.82 In 1943 it also set up 
local branch theaters in provincial places.83 The Srbozar also wanted to encourage the 
development of ideologically correct drama literature and organized a contest with 
this aim.84 The Drama Section of the compulsory youth labor service, the NSRS was 
also set up as a political project. It had its own orchestra, occasional ballet-dancers 
and a choir. Its program was predominantly Serbian, but it seems its chief achieve-
ment was to save some young intellectuals from mandatory labor.85

If we compare what actually went on in the Serbian theater during WWII with 
the intentions of the ruling intellectuals, we must observe two things. On the one 
hand, never had there been so many theaters in Serbia before. On the other, the 
quantity failed to produce the quality. This does not mean there were no good plays. 
Although most theaters and most plays were of lighter, entertaining kind, there were 
serious achievements too, but the theater failed to produce the quality collaboration-
ist cultural politicians had hoped for. They did get a more national(ist) theater than 
before, barren of experiments86 and close to the people, but not the spiritual renais-

put vaspitanjaò, Srpski radnik, 3,1, 1943; ñPutevi druġtvene obnoveò, NV, July 23, 1943; ñSaradnja 
radnika i poslodavacaò, Srpski radnik, 1, 2, 1944; ñNacionalno vaspitanje i socijalno staranje za naġe 
radnikeò, NV, February 18, 1944.

80 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, 117ï118, 225ï226; Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, 
p. 140. Out of 34 plays, 22 were Serbian ï 12 of them popular pieces with singing, and 11 comedies. 
(Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 373.)

81 M.Sk., ñ100.000 radnika na kulturnim priredbamaò, NV, December 9, 1942; Markoviĺ, V., 
Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 219ï222. 

82 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, pp. 321ï323.
83 Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, 181, 227.
84 The works had to be ñpermeated with Serbian view of life and workò, and their basis had to 

be ñtopics from old Serbian cooperative lifeò. Furthermore, they had to have ña social and educational 
aim.ò (Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 298.) 

85 Markoviĺ, V., Teatri okupirane prestoniceé, p. 385; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, 
p. 377; Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 243ï244; Stefanoviĺ, Mladen, Zbor Dimitrija 
Ljotiĺa 1934ï1945, Beograd, 1984, p. 214.

86 In Belgrade the Artistic Theater strove to maintain an experimental reading of dramatist 
literature, but was eventually closed down in January 1943 although the share of Serbian authors on 
its repertoire had been larger than that of the National Theater. Their premises were given over to the 
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sance they had dreamed of:87 the control of the collaborationist authorities was too 
weak to impose the proclaimed standards. The Germans for their part were happy to 
have their soldiers entertained by German and Serbian artists and musicians, and to 
make sure the Serbs also had their fun so as not to make troubles for them. And the 
people? They desperately needed something to make their tragic lives a bit brighter. 
In other words, this means that, as in other spheres, the German interests had prec-
edence over the wishes of the Serbian collaborators. The difference was that in the 
case of theater it happened more spontaneously, not so much thanks to what had 
been imposed from above, but more due to the needs of the actors to earn their daily 
bread and the people to forget. 

An important ýeld of culture, closely linked with theater is literature. Because 
of that, and because some of the leading collaborationists were literati themselves, 
it was to be expected that reform of literature would have an important place in their 
overall plans for rejuvenation of the Serbian nation. However, as in other ýelds, the 
collaborationist intellectuals saw the inter-war period as the time of decadence in 
literature too.88 According to them during that time the Serbian literature succumbed to 
alien and nefarious modern inþuences from the West. This meant complete rejection 
of modernism and Yugoslavism that were allegedly meant to disorient the Serbian 
people.89 This entailed denigration not only of modernist authors, but of their fore-
runners such as the venerable idol of the pre-WWI pro-Yugoslav generation, Jovan 
Skerliĺ.90 To be sure, the adherents of the inþuential extreme right-wing movement 
the Zbor were most vociferous in straýng modern literature, linking it (not completely 
unjustiýably) with communism.91 For these reasons the Department of Literature and 
Arts of the Ministry of Education set out to revise literary and artistic heritage and 
to redirect creativity to the ñnew waysò.92 

commercial and entertaining Center for Humor. (Majdanac, B., Pozoriġte u okupiranojé, pp. 96ï101; 
Volk, pp. 483ï484.)

87 In 1941 Velmar-Jankoviĺ wanted the Serbian theater to become ñthe most cherished expres-
sion of spiritual strivings that are incarnated in theatrical and national creationò. (Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, 
politiļki projektié, p. 271.)

88 Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 158. Velmar-Jankoviĺ accused the literature of the inter-war 
Yugoslavia of being escapist and books of being just ornament in rich menôs drawing-rooms. (Vel-
mar-Jankoviĺ, Vladimir, ñMoguĺnosti naġeg knjiģevnog stvaranjaò, Obnova, May 27, 1942. Cf. also 
Kovaļeviĺ, Damnjan, ñDan srpske knjigeò, NV, February 27, 1942.)

89 Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 200; ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 72ï74, 
81ï84. Former Yugoslavs and modernists such as Svetozar Stefanoviĺ and Velibor Joniĺ were among 
the detractors. (Cf. Stevanoviĺ, Svetislav, ñMoguĺnosti naġeg knjiģevnog stvaralaġtvaò, Obnova, June 
23, 1942.) 

90 Ġkodriĺ, Lj., Bondģiĺ, D., ñStvaranje idealnog tipaéò, p. 227. Dimitrije Najdanoviĺ denigrated 
the Serbian proto-socialist Svetozar Markoviĺ as Skerliĺôs precursor and accused his literary critique 
of being ñdestructiveò. (Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, p. 136.)

91 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 83.
92 Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, 135.
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The ñnew waysò meant ñreinvention of traditionò in the ýeld of literature too. 
The new literature was meant to be suckled from the sources of the Serbian Medieval 
literature on one hand, and to deal with the quaint world of the idealized village of 
yore on the other. The old literature was to be reissued, researched and publicized for 
ediýcation of young generations.93 The good thing at that is that several important 
studies of Medieval works by serious scholars appeared. 94 The new literature was to 
be above all national(ist).95 Since the collaborationist thinkers equated terms ñnationalò 
and ñmodernò, the new literature was to be in keeping with current nationalist ideas 
in Germany.96 The German example was to be emulated, complete with burning of 
books.97 The modern nationalist literature had to clear the confused political, social, 
artistic and other terms. This means, it had to be national, in the spirit of realism, 
renewal and in the tradition of the founder of the Serbian autocephalous Church, St. 
Sava (svetosavlje) and patriarchal values.98 

This was easier said than done. Firstly no national literature can produce mira-
cles in just three and half years. Secondly, a literature needs freedom to produce 
decent works over longer period of time. Thirdly, most of Serbiaôs prominent writers 
abstained from collaborationist efforts to create a new literature or were far away. 
Among those who counted as top-notch Serbian authors of the time, only several 
were willing to collaborate. One of them was Milan Kaġanin, art and literary his-
torian and writer, who remained active in running the Museum of Prince Paul and 
writing and publishing on art.99 The wave of nostalgia for the Middle Ages (partly 
created by himself) was favorable for his activities. Desanka Maksimoviĺ who be-
came prominent during the inter-war period, continued to publish, but only books 
for children.100 Todor Manojloviĺ, a modernist poet and art critic published articles 
and poems and held occasional lectures.101 The poet Svetislav Stefanoviĺ had openly 

93 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 161ï165. Praising of the Middle Ages is typical of more 
or less all European nationalisms, but here it had an additional function of denigrating Skerliĺ even 
further. (ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 159.)

94 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 165, 168.
95 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 73ï74, 78.
96 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 75ï76.
97 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 76; ñUgledajmo se na Nemce: jedan predlog preispitivanju 

pojmova o knjigama za narodò, Obnova, November 17, 1941; V. ñPotreba kontrole knjiģarskog trģiġtaò, 
Obnova, November 20, 1941. J. Mariĺ demanded that communist works that had allegedly still been 
displayed in book-store windows be burned. (J. Mariĺ, ñUniġtite Ľubre!ò, NB, May 24, 1942.) 

98 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 80. 
99 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 90ï91; Ĺirkoviĺ, Simo C, Ko je ko u Nediĺevoj Srbiji 

1941ï1944: Leksikon liļnosti: Slika jedne zabranjene epohe, Beograd, 2009, pp. 258ï259. (hereafter: 
Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé)

100 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 94; Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé, pp. 304ï305. After WWII 
she would publish a touching poem A Bloody Fairy-Tale, about the massacre in Kragujevac on October 
21, 1941. 

101 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 94ï96; Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé, pp. 307ï308.
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embraced fascist ideology already before WWII. During the war he was very active, 
especially as propagandist. He was the head of the appointed management of the 
Serbian Book Cooperative (SBC). As such he strove to inþuence the development of 
the Serbian literature by favoring certain authors and suppressing others.102 During 
his watch, the SBC bought 72 manuscripts, but published only 12 books ï not all of 
them literary. Probably the most important were two anthologies of Serbian lyrics 
that were meant to set the new literary canon.103 The poet and Shakespeare transla-
tor Sima Panduroviĺ was also more active as propagandist and member of the SBC 
administration than as a poet.104 

The short story that marked the development of the Serbian literature between 
the world wars, all but died under the collaborationist regime.105 The leading weekly 
of the regime, the Srpski narod, was the only institution trying to revive it. The new 
literature was to be the arch-conservative version of the traditional prose dealing 
with peasants and their attachment to the soil and their social and moral problems, 
a Serbian version of Blood and Soil (Blut und Boden, Blubo) literature. Together 
with propaganda speeches it was deemed the best way to inþuence the morality and 
behavior of the masses. They had to be restored so as to mach those of the ñgood old 
timesò.106 The best examples of such literature were delivered by Dragutin Iliĺ-Jejo, 
a pre-war conservative author of novels, short stories and dramas whose work never 
ranked among the pinnacles of the Serbian literature. He had the ambition to deal 
with problems of Serbian peasants, but during the occupation his art was additionally 
restricted by the desire to please the high-priests of the collaborationist culture. He 
won the ýrst prize at the short-story contest the leading collaborationist newspaper 
the Srpski narod organized in 1943 with the didactic folksy story Death of a Serbian 
Farmer, preaching patriarchal mores. Although written in the style that wanted to 
emulate that of the 19th classic Laza Lazareviĺ, Iliĺ-Jejo never had the talent to come 
nowhere close to the master.107 Iliĺ-Jejo and Laza Lazareviĺ were models of Duġan 

102 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 118ï122; Trgovļeviĺ, Ljubinka, Istorija Srpske knjiģevne 
zadruge, Beograd, 1992, pp. 77ï100. (Trgovļeviĺ, Lj., Istorija Srpske knjiģevne zadrugaé); Grba, 
Milan, ñSvetislav Stefanoviĺ: Prilog za biograýjuò, Zbornik istorijskih muzeja Srbije, 27, 1993, pp. 
79ï82; Puziĺ, Predrag, Lomaļa za Sensa: Zloļin i kazna Svetislava Stefanoviĺa, Sremski Karlovci, 
2003, pp. 27ï39. (hereafter: Puziĺ, P., Lomaļa za Sensaé); Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé, p. 463; Nikoliĺ, 
K., Strah i nadaé, p. 158.

103 Puziĺ, P., Lomaļa za Sensaé, pp. 29ï30; Trgovļeviĺ, Lj., Istorija Srpske knjiģevne zadrugaé, 
pp. 94; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 158.

104 Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 255ï256, 333; Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé, p. 390; 
sr/Wikipedia.org/sr/Sima_Pandurovic, accessed June 28, 2015.

105 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 128. 
106 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 129ï130.
107 Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 265ï266; Idem, ñNaġa kulturna orijentacijaò: na-

cionalna kulturna politika vlade Milana Nediĺa i pitanje ñpreobraģajaò na stranicama kolaboracionistiļke 
ġtampeò, in: Stojanoviĺ, Aleksandar (ed.), Kolaboracionistiļka ġtampa u Srbiji 1941ï1944, Beograd, 
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ņuriĺ, who won the second prize at the above mentioned contest. He also wrote stories 
about the peasants from his native banks of the Drina. They too idealized country 
life and mores of old but due to his smaller talent they were even more kitsch than 
Jejoôs.108 Not more successful were Bosiljka Pavkoviĺ, a refugee teacher from Lika in 
Croatia, the basically town writer Nikola Trajkoviĺ, mariner-cum-journalist Mladen 
St. ņuriļiĺ, and poets Veljko Suġiĺ and Veselin Filipoviĺ.109 Thus the attempt of the 
collaborationist cultural politicians to redirect the Serbian literature backwards so as 
to make it appeal to the peasants whom they wanted to cajole into accepting the New 
Order was a þop beyond compare among their endeavors. What appeared in the press 
would be practically worthless even in a less developed literature. Small wonder that 
the dwarfs of the regime-sponsored literature soon vanished into oblivion once they 
got into the shadow of Serbian literary giants that would rise after WWII.110 

The only literature that þourished in Serbia during the wartime, was political 
propaganda literature.111 Since it falls neither into the category of literature in the real 
meaning of the word, nor in that of culture, only efforts at publishing books that were 
meant to shape the culture will be mentioned here. The main publishing house was 
Jugoistok A.D. (South-East Inc.) that was the collaborationist incarnation of Geca 
Konôs publishing house.112 After the lawful owner, one of the pillars of cultural life 

2015, p. 210; ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 130ï132; Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé, pp. 211ï212; 
Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, 137; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 159.

108 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 132ï134; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, pp. 
266ï267; Idem, ñNaġa duhovna orijentacijaò, pp. 211ï212.

109 Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, p. 137; ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 135ï137; 
Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, p. 264; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 159.

110 ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, pp. 137ï138. The Serbian literature would reach its maturity 
only after WWII with a legion of great novelists, some of whom (Ivo Andriĺ, Danilo Kiġ, Milorad 
Paviĺ) become renowned around the world. Having failed to spur the living luminaries to collaborate, 
the powers-that-be recruited the dead classical authors for their cause. Thus Gojko Tabakoviĺ expounded 
that Laza Lazareviĺ and Janko Veselinoviĺ opposed individualism in their works. (Tabakoviĺ, Gojko, 
ñLaza Lazareviĺ i Janko Veselinoviĺ protiv individualistiļkog shvatanjaò, NB, August 16, 1942.) Others 
tried to portray Jovan Sterija Popoviĺ, ņura Jakġiĺ and Jovan Jovanoviĺ Zmaj as anti-Semites by using 
couple of quotations unfavorable for the Jews. (ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 87.) Foreign classics 
such as Dostoyevsky and Dickens were also used for the same goal. (Gerun, Branko, ñDostojevski o 
Jevrejimaò, NB, July 26, 1942; Miliĺeviĺ, Aleksandar, ñTip Jevrejina kroz prizmu velikog engleskog 
romanopiscaò, NB, January 4, 1942; Ibid., II, NB, January 18, 1942.) Interestingly enough in two large 
articles Miliĺeviĺ uses Uriah Heep from David Copperýeld as an example of a typical wicked Jew 
(although Dickens never identiýes him as such!) and not the real villain, Fagin from Oliver Twist, who 
is identiýed as a Jew. Strangely, Gustav Freytagôs Debit and Credit and Shakespeareôs Merchant of 
Venice were not mentioned in this context. In Freytagôs case, the reason might have been the fact that 
in his novel a bad Jew is opposed by a good one. 

111 Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 85; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 152. 
112 Geca Kon was a Hungarian Jew who opened a book-store in Belgrade in 1901. Four years later 

he went into publishing too. During WWI he was imprisoned in the concentration camp in Hungary for 
publishing a patriotic calendar in 1915. After WWI his business thrived and he became owner of one of 
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in Serbia had been arrested, his books-store and publishing house were put under 
commissary management. In 1942 they were sold to the Jugoistok publishing house 
that had churned out German propaganda books since 1937. While Geca Kon had 
been accused by right-wing intellectuals of poisoning Serbian culture by leftist works 
and pornography,113 the Jugoistok set out to supply the Serbian reading public with 
politically and ideologically correct works ï nationalist and pro-German. Like its 
predecessor it had several editions114 but due to the wartime lack of paper and short 
time it could not compete with yearly production of Geca Kon. Another old and 
established publishing house that had been harnessed to the interests of the regime 
was the Serbian Book Cooperative. It was to be more peasants-oriented and revise 
the history of Serbian literature,115 but eventually its results were meager.116 

the largest publishing houses in Yugoslavia. He supported development of Serbian literature and poor 
Serbian writers, but also published works (literature, science, philosophy) by many foreign authors of 
different ideological persuasion. He was murdered by the Nazis in 1941. (Cf. Starļeviĺ, Velimir, Knjiga 
o Geci Konu, Beograd, 1992; Kºstner, Christina, ñDas Schicksal des Belgrader Verlags Geca Konñ, 
Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft f¿r Buchforschung in ¥sterreich, 1, 2005. [hereafter: Kºstner, C., ñDas 
Schicksal des Belgraderéñ]; Ĺirkoviĺ, S. C, Ko je koé, p. 268.) Without mentioning Kon by name, 
Velmar-Jankoviĺ averred publishing houses in Yugoslavia worked in the interest of various ñinterna-
tionalsñ without being hindered by the government. (Velmar-Jankoviĺ, Vladimir, ñMoguĺnosti naġeg 
knjiģevnog stvaranjaò Obnova, May 27, 1942.) M. Skrbiĺ mentioned him, together with other publish-
ing houses (predominantly from Zagreb!) and berated him for publishing Marxôs Capital. (Skrbiĺ, M, 
ñOd pornograýje do Marksa, od ġkolskih klupa do ġumskih razbojniġtavaò, NB, January 4, 1942.) Geca 
Kon had been accused by anti-Semites of spreading communism already before WWII, and in typical 
anti-Semitic fashion, in the same breath of being an dishonest capitalist. (Koljanin, Milan, Jevreji i 
antisemitizam u Kraljevini Jugoslaviji 1919ï1941, Beograd 2008, pp. 407ï408.) 

113 Konôs critics conveniently forgot that he also published works of the extreme rightïwing thinker 
Milosav Vasiljeviĺ and that he was great importer of German books. (Kºstner, C., ñDas Schicksal des 
Belgraderéñ, pp. 14ï15; Subotiĺ, D., Organska misaoé, I, p. 70.) 

114 Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beogradaéò, p. 85; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 152.ò Za 
zdravu nacionalnu knjiguò, NB, December 28, 1941;ò Izdavaļka delatnost u Srbijiò, Obnova, August 6, 
1942. The article accused the Jews of having systematically poisoned the Serbian people with worthless, 
destructive and un-national literature. Because of that, allegedly, the interest of the people in reading 
disappeared. Dr. ņ. Sl. [probably ņoko Slijepļeviĺ] fulminated against leftist literature published by the 
Nolit. According to him, communist books were 20% cheaper than other books. (Dr. Sl. ņ., ñLeviļarska 
literatureò, Obnova, September 8, 1942.) The blame for spreading communist propaganda was put on 
Nolitôs books in other articles. (P. S, ñKako su stvarani komunistiļki banditi kod nasò, Obnova, May 20, 
1942; ñJedan od podvigaò, Obnova, October 12, 1943.) Other publishing houses accused of publishing 
communist literature in Jewish interest were Kosmos, Plejada, Minerva and Binoza. (Skrbiĺ, M, ñOd 
pornograýje do Marksa, od ġkolskih klupa do ġumskih razbojniġtavaò, NB, January 4, 1942; ñOd jutros 
u Garaġaninovoj uliciò, Obnova, September 2, 1942.) 

115 J. B., ñNova uprava Srpske knjiģevne zadrugeò, Srpska scena, July 1, 1942. The new man-
agement professed to rectify injustices committed against certain authors during the inter-war period 
(- including some of their own number.) Cf. also Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé, pp. 239ï240.

116 Cf. Trgovļeviĺ, Lj., Istorija Srpske knjiģevne zadrugaé, pp. 75ï100; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, 
politiļki projektié, 250ï262; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 158.
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Despite all these difýculties, (part of the) people liked to read. There are testimo-
nies that people read much and that books sold extremely well. However, these were 
not only new books, but it seems rather the old, pre-war editions. For that reason a 
number of antiquarian book-stores sprang up in Belgrade.117 Understandably, a large 
number of German books was imported ï some 250.000 copies during the ýrst two 
years of occupation.118 According to the newspapersô report, people from all walks 
of life bought books, but ýction was the least in demand. Allegedly 20.000 copies of 
Hitlerôs ñMein Kampfò were sold.119 Part of the books was certainly sold to German 
soldiers and ofýcials, but part was probably consumed by the locals since tradition 
of importing and reading German books among educated Serbs went way back to 
19th century.120 

However, the most popular entertainment, especially with the young, was 
cinema. This was so already before WWII.121 The repertoire was made up mostly of 
second-rate American, Hungarian, German and Austrian ýlms.122 Domestic movie 
production in Yugoslavia was negligible due to lack of capital, know-how and not 
least opposition of the ýlms-importing lobby. The few that were made imitated 
Western models. Furthermore, none of them was made in Serbia.123 Soon after the 

117 ñIzdavaļka delatnost u Srbijiò, Obnova, August 6, 1942; ñKroz knjiģarske izlogeò, Obnova, 
May 15, 1943. According to the author of the ýrst article that was because people could ýnally get 
good, healthy books. However, another journalist claimed all sorts of ñunhealthyò books were sold at 
antiquarian book-stores. (V., ñPotreba kontrole knjiģarskog trģiġtaò, Obnova, November 20, 1941.) 

118 ñKroz knjiģarske izlogeò, Obnova, May 15, 1943; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, 
197; ņorĽeviĺ, B., Srpska kulturaé, p. 75; Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé, p. 48.

119 ñKroz knjiģarske izlogeò, Obnova, May 15, 1943.
120 According to German sources, Geca Kon also derived substantial portion of his proýts from 

import of German books. (Kºstner, C., ñDas Schicksal des Belgraderéñ, p. 15.) German manuals, 
technical and medical books and works on history of arts sold well even before WWII when French 
books dominated the market. (ñKroz knjiģarske izlogeò, Obnova, May 15, 1943.)

121 Zupan, Zdravko, Vek stripa u Srbiji, Panļevo, 2007, p. 24. In 1939 Belgrade cinemas had 15.000 
seats. (Simiĺ, Bojan, In the Spirit of National Ideology. Organization of State Propaganda in Eastern 
and Southeastern Europe in the 1930s: Comparative Perspectives on Poland, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, 
Beograd, 2013 p. 177. [hereafter: Simiĺ, B., In the Spirité]) To be sure, the number of seats in the 
province legged far behind that. In Belgrade itself, the number of seats was also smaller under German 
occupation (11.800) due to destruction of several cinemas in the April bombings in 1941. (Koljanin, 
Milan, ñFilmska propaganda ï uvod u holocaustò, Godiġnjak za druġtvenu istoriju, 1, 7, 2000, p. 46. 
(hereafter: Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò); Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 708.) 

122 Simiĺ, B., In the Spirité, p. 177.
123 Volk, Petar, Istorija jugoslovenskog ýlma, Beograd, 1986, pp. 76, 89; Goulding, Daniel J, 

Jugoslavensko ýlmsko iskustvo 1945.ï2001. ï osloboĽeni ýlm, Zagreb 2004, pp. 1ï2; Calic, Marie-
Janin, Geschichte Jugoslaweins im 20. Jahrhundert, Bonn 2010, pp. 111ï112. To be sure, under the 
occupation the blame for lack of Serbian cinematographic industry was put on the Jews, who allegedly 
had precluded its development. (Kotur, Krstivoje, ñNegativni uticaj na naġe kulturno stvaranje: Uloga 
jevrejstva u naġoj ýlmskoj industriji: Zaġto domaĺi ýlm nije do danas mogao da uspeò, Obnova, August 
28, 1941; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 713.)
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occupation, the German Commander in Serbia issued the Ordnance on Function-
ing of Movie-Theaters and Leasing of Films on May 25, 1941.124 The ýrst cinema 
in Belgrade opened already on April 28, 1941. As could be expected, it catered for 
German soldiers. The ýrst cinema for the locals opened on May 5, 1941.125 Foreign 
names of movie theaters were changed to Serbian,126 as part of the campaign of ñna-
tionalizationò of names of streets, restaurants, and hotels.127 

At ýrst the only ýlm distributing company that was allowed to continue working 
was Tesla Film Inc., the German company that had imported German ýlms already 
before the war. Cinemas could rent ýlms only from this company hidden behind the 
name of the great Serbian inventor.128 In August 1941 another such company was 
founded Jugoistok-Film (South-East Film), but to all intents it was a branch of the 
German ýlm giant UFA. Soon it became the greatest ýlm importer and distributor in 
the occupied Serbia.129 Out of several smaller importing companies, the Union Film 
was created with ņorĽe S. Saviĺ as owner. The company specialized in importing 
French, Italian and Spanish ýlms. The Dunav Film, set up in December 1942 wanted 
to specialize in importing Italian movies, but the German authorities limited this 
competition to German ýlms by installing a German at its helm.130 

Films fulýlled several goals in wartime Serbia. The ýrst one was obvious: 
entertainment. In normal times, that is the goal of most ýlms. Since people, even 
under occupation, need entertainment, cinemas continued to cater to that need. Most 
ýlms shown in Serbia were, of course, German. During the occupation 281 German, 
61 Hungarian, 39 Italian, 15 Czech, 14 French, 8 Spanish, 3 Swedish, 3 Finnish, 1 
Norwegian, 1 Danish, 1 Japanese and 1 American ýlm played in Serbian cinemas.131 
Although the vast majority of ýlms came from enemy countries, the Serbian view-
ers þocked to movie theaters.132 Their main fare were light and entertaining German 
musicals (such as ñChords of Loveò), comedies, adventure ýlms about Africa (ñ No 

124 The Ordnance was valid retroactively from May 1, 1941. (Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, 
p. 693.)

125 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 705. German soldiers and persons accompanying them 
had 50% discount on cinema tickets. (Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé, p. 52.)

126 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 706.
127 These arch-national names must have looked bitterly ironic beside German language signs, 

plaques and ýngerposts. 
128 Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 154; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 693, 698.
129 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 698ï699. 
130 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 699.
131 Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, p. 43; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 708; 

Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 235; Idem, Druġtvo, p. 475, 478. The only American ýlm 
was Disneyôs Snow-white ï since it was made after a German fairy-tale. (Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda 
vladeé, pp. 705ï706.) Other American ýlms were berated as degenerated and amoral. (Nikoliĺ, K., 
Strah i nadaé, pp. 154, 156.) 

132 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 704, 707; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beo-
gradaéò, p. 87. Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,.., pp. 52, 284, 366, 388, 421, 
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Returnò, ñVictor over Deathò) historical spectacles (ñCatherine IIò) and fantasies 
(ñBaron M¿nchhausenò, ñThe Golden Cityò), although some distinctly propaganda-
tinged ýlms (ñI want to liveò, ñHer great Sacriýceò) were also among the box-ofýce 
hits.133 Especially the young were regular cinema-goers134 ï which did not go down 
well with some patriots.135 Apart from spreading German ñsoft powerò feature ýlms 
were used for some hard sell of propaganda messages. This concerned above else 
anti-Semitic ýlms such as ñS¿Ç the Jewò, ñRothschildò and ñThe Eternal Jewò. The 
ýrst two were shown with much hullabaloo in the press. Veit Harlanôs ñS¿Ç the 
Jewò, although inspired by historical events in Wuertemberg in 18th century, was 
used to stir anti-Semitic sentiments ï at ýrst in the Third Reich (in 1940)136 and then 
in occupied Serbia137 (and elsewhere). Milan Koljanin deems the Belgrade premiere 
coincided on purpose with the ýrst mass shootings of hostages (August 1941) and 
its reruns in September and November of the same year with further actions against 
the Jews ï shootings and rounding up of Jewish women and children.138 Even if the 
timing was a coincidence, the fact is that the ýlm, as well as others of that kind, was 
a direct function of the holocaust. ñRothschildò played for the ýrst time in January 
1942 and served the double purpose of denigrating both the Jews and the British. It 
had three re-runs during 1942.139 The documentary movie ñThe Eternal Jewò played 
for just three days in just one cinema in August 1942 without press coverage. After 

426, 533; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 101. By 1943 there were 8 million cinema-goers in Serbia. 
(Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, p. 47.) 

133 Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, pp. 46ï47; Manojloviĺ, O., ñKulturni ģivot Beo-
gradaéò, p. 87; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 707ï708; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 155; 
Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, pp. 236ï239; Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, p. 142. 
ñThe Golden Cityò was seen by 108.000 viewers. The taste of cinema-goers in the post-war Yugoslavia 
was no different: people overwhelmingly preferred light and entertaining ýlms to high-brow artistic 
works with a message. (Janjetoviĺ, pp. 179, 182ï183, 188ï189, 209ï212.) 

134 Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 101. This is normal cinema behavior even in peace-time. 
(Janjetoviĺ, Od internacionale..., pp. 189, 210ï211, 213; Beograd: Socioloġka studija, Beograd 1977, 
pp. 249ï250.)

135 Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,.., pp. 363, 366, 388, 421, 533.
136 Reichôs propaganda minister, Goebbels bankrolled the ýlm with 2 million Reichsmarks. It 

was to show how the Jews (here personiýed by high-class usurer Joseph S¿Ç-Oppenheimer) with dirty 
tricks exploited the Christians. Although it was based on Lion Foichtwangerôs novel, it bore no resem-
blance to it. After it was shown in Germany, violence against the Jews and their institutions ensued. 
The ýlm was to awake understanding for harsh anti-Semitic measures of the Nazi regime. (Bed¿rftig, 
Friedmann, Drites Reich und Zweiter Weltkrieg: Das Lexikon, M¿nchen, Z¿rich 2004, pp. 253ï254. 
[hereafter: Bed¿rftig, F., Drites Reiché]) According to an article in the Obnova, the ýlm was based not 
on Foichtwangerôs novel but on one by J.R. George ï that was translated and published in Serbia too 
in 1943. (ñNajnovija izdanja ñProsvetne zajedniceò, Obnova, December 3, 1943.) 

137 Mihailoviĺ, Vas, ñJevrejin Zisñ, NB, August 16, 1942.
138 Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, p. 45; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 714. 
139 Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, pp. 45ï46; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 

715; ñBitka kod Vaterloa i Roļildiñ, NV, January 18, 1942.
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that anti-Semitic feature ýlms disappeared from the repertoire ï probably because 
the ñJewish questionò had been ñsolvedò in Serbia by that time.140 However, anti-
Semitism remained part and parcel of propaganda news-reels shown in all cinemas 
before feature ýlms.141 

News-reels were made under the name UFA Magazine. They published news from 
all over Europe. The seat of the UFA branch ofýce for South-Eastern Europe was in 
Vienna. German news-reels were dubbed in local languages there, including Serbian. 
Since late 1942 when a branch of Film Reportage of the German Film Chamber was 
set up in Belgrade, the UFA news-reels got footages made in Serbia too. Events from 
cultural and everyday-life, ofýcial ceremonies, struggle against the communists and 
other events were ýlmed.142 In late 1943 Serbian news-reels ñThe New Serbiaò hit the 
cinemas. They followed the main propaganda tack set by the Germans.143 

The Ministry of Education launched showing of educational ýlms at the Kolarac 
Popular University. The ýlms came from the archives of the University and most of 
them dealt with biology, medicine, hygiene and geography. Some of them were shown 
in branches of the Kolarac Popular University in Kragujevac, Kraljevo, Valjevo and Niġ. 
The Ministry of Education made efforts to show these ýlms to villagers and to make 
enough copies of such ýlms for school-children.144 The Serbian Union of Work was also 
engaged in showing movies to workers ï albeit not necessarily educational ones.145 

Films could have a special role as means of propaganda even when they were not 
made as propaganda ýlms or news-reels. Thus much ado was made in the collaboration-
ist press over the ýrst subtitles in Cyrillic alphabet. The former Yugoslav censorship 
and yet again the ñZagreb Jewsò who represented importers of American, British and 
French ýlm companies were blamed for lack of them during the inter-war period. They 
were also accused of corrupting the language of translations, opening thus the way for 
editions of the (leftist publishing house) Nolit146 and the parlance of Titoôs government. 

140 Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, p. 46.
141 Koljanin, M., ñFilmska propagandaéò, p. 47.
142 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 697ï698.
143 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 703ï704; Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne pri-

likeé, p. 237; Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, 142. Marijana Mraoviĺ has established a direct link 
and temporal coincidence between coverage of certain events and topics in the press and in news-reels, 
which testiýes to well coordinated propaganda. (Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 699.) 

144 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 708ï710; Stojanoviĺ, A., Ideje, politiļki projektié, 
272. 

145 ñUspeh radniļkih bioskopskih pretstava u Beograduò, NB, June 27, 1942; ñBioskopske pret-
stave za radnikeò, NV, September 6, 1942; Sk, M, ñ100.000 radnika na kulturnim priredbamaò, Obnova, 
December 9, 1942; ñBioskopske pretstave za radnike na obaveznom raduò, Obnova, December 13, 
1943; Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 712; Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, p. 476; Kilibarda, 
D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, p. 141. Some of the feature ýlms shown by the Serbian Union of Work had 
a distinct propagandist þavor. 

146 Cf. supra.
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A regime journalist complained: ñDid the Serbs have to wait for the Germans to come 
as occupiers to Serbia to get their own language and alphabet in cinema?ò147

Equally great public attention was devoted to the ýrst Serbian feature ýlms. The 
ýrst one, ñThe King of Airò was made during 1930s and shown for the ýrst time on 
January 6, 1942. It contained ýve stunts of the famous acrobat Dragoljub Aleksiĺ. 
The authorities were glad that he gave part of the proýt for ñWinter Helpò148 In spring 
of 1942 Aleksiĺ was allowed to embark on a more ambitious project: the feature ýlm 
called ñInnocence Without Protectionò. It was hailed as the ýrst ýlm in Serbian, inter-
laced with folk music and dances. As such it ýtted perfectly the prevailing nationalist 
atmosphere. It was released early in 1943. Critics praised the technical part of the 
project, but were critical of the artistic one. Nevertheless, since the ýlm was the ýrst 
Serbian ever, it still managed to attract some 60.000 viewers.149 Stevan Miġkoviĺ, 
the cameraman who worked with Aleksiĺ, opened his own atelier in spring 1943 and 
started making short animated propaganda ýlms, three to ýve minutes long. In them 
he praised German war effort and ideology. He would join seven of them into Weekly 
Surveys that were regularly shown in cinemas before feature ýlms.150 

It can be said that ýlms fulýlled but incompletely the function German and Ser-
bian propagandists had allotted them. Firstly, movies were not present everywhere. 
Their showing was conýned to Belgrade and larger towns. People who did go to the 
movies were primarily interested in having fun. This was proven by the kind of ýlms 
that had most viewers. On the other hand there are clear signs that most of the people 
did not buy propaganda ï from the newspapers or ýlms ï when it contradicted real-
ity, other sources of information and sometimes their wishes. Thus, one can safely 
presume that German ýlm propaganda increasingly lost its effectiveness with German 
military and political set-backs that could not remain hidden from the populace. Sadly, 
the most valuable ýlms ï the educational ones ï could reach the smallest number of 
viewers. Finally, making movies is a rather costly sport. The collaborationist authori-
ties did not have the resources to launch their own ýlm production for promoting 

147 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 716ï717; Kerkez, S. ņ., Druġtvo Srbijeé, p. 477. 
Velibor Joniĺ, Tanasije Diniĺ and Dr. ņorĽe Periĺ were present at the premiere of the ýrst ýlm with Cyril-
lic subtitles in January 1944. Vladimir Velmar-Jankoviĺ was one of the two speakers on the occasion. 

148 A charity scheme on German model and with the same name. (In Germany it was organized in 
1931 and kidnapped by the Nazis in 1933. It was used for propaganda goals ï for furthering ñnational 
communityò and solidarity ï whereas the recipients had to be politically and racially ñcorrectò. Bed¿rf-
tig, F., Drites Reiché, pp. 537ï538; Grunberger, Richard, The 12-year Reich: A Social History of Nazi 
Germany 1933ï1945, New York, 1972, pp. 29, 86ï87, 122, 208; Taylor, James and Shaw, Warren, A 
Dictionary of the Third Reich, London, Glasgow, Toronto, Sydney, Auckland, 1988, pp. 380.) 

149 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, pp. 700ï702; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, pp. 155ï156; 
Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 237. The author was indicted for collaboration after the 
war, but luckily acquitted in 1946. 

150 Mraoviĺ, M. T, Propaganda vladeé, p. 703.



32 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

their nationalist values ï even though they had been freed from obstructions on part 
of the importing lobby of the ñZagreb Jewsò.

Finally another ýeld of culture deserves brief mention in this survey: art. Brief 
not because art is not important in general, but because it was not of primary im-
portance either for the Germans or the collaborationist authorities. It did have its 
signiýcance and tasks within the plan of general renewal of national values, similar 
to those of other ýelds of cultural activity. Art, just like literature or theater, was to 
instill the correct ideological values into the people, whereas only the chosen were 
to be artists, since art was considered ñdivine revelation.ò151 Stilted words were 
meant to hide propagandist intentions. The pre-war art was seen as degenerated as 
other branches of culture.152 Allegedly, the ñJewish pressò encouraged and popular-
ized modernist art that most people did not understand. Some branches of painting, 
such as large compositions and portraits as well as the ñSerbian-Byzantineò painting 
that allegedly should have been the basis of Serbian art, were completely neglected. 
Public monuments were commissioned not from the best, but from those with good 
connections in certain cliques. Artistic youth was not given sufýcient training and 
directed towards looking for a national style in art. Instead of copying frescoes at 
monasteries, they had trodden down dangerous artistic and political paths, as a critic 
put it.153 Like other intellectuals, Serbian artist had allegedly brought degenerated 
art from Paris with the aid of the Jews and Free Masons.154 The Serbian policeman 
number one and Head of the Administration of the City of Belgrade Dragi Jovanoviĺ, 
agreed expertly with this in his speech on occasion of opening of the ýrst art exhi-
bition at the Belgrade fortress, Kalemegdan, in June 1942. He said art should not 
be commerce any longer. According to him, real art liberated, relaxed, puriýed, 
reestablished disturbed harmony and balance needed for normal life. Art had to be 
national ýrst and through that quality part of general humanity. The newer Serbian 
art [i.e form the inter-war period] did not have its style, whereas the older one [i.e. 
Medieval] had had.155 The new art, like all culture, had to be distinctly Serbian.156 In 
other words, nationalism was order of the day in art as in all other spheres. However, 
most exhibitions during the occupation were not artistic but political:157 their aims 
were to spread ideological propaganda.

Despite that, the regime had interest in opening museums. To be sure, they were 
not the places that attracted huge crowds of visitors but the powers-that-be needed 

151 Kilibarda, D., Prosvetno-kulturnaé, p. 138.
152 ñDva napisa g. Svetomira Nastasijeviĺaò, Srpska scena, January 16, 1942; Milaļiĺ, I, ñMod-

ernomanijaò, NB, June 7, 1942; Milosavljeviĺ, O., Potisnuta istinaé, pp. 203, 233.
153 Nastasijeviĺ, Ģivorad, ñKriza naġe likovne umetnostiò, NB, June 21, 1942.
154 Majsner, Josif P, ñNaġa umetnost na strmeni propastiò, NB, November 16, 1941. 
155 ñPrva posleratna smotra naġe likovne umetnostiò, NB, June 22, 1942. 
156 R., ñSaobraģavanje stvarnostiò, NB, November 7, 1941.
157 For a list cf. Petranoviĺ, B., Srbija u Drugom..., p. 500. 
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them for two reasons. Firstly, they belonged to the general picture of normalcy the 
authorities strove to create. Secondly, they were also meant to serve educational 
purposes, i.e. they also had the task of raising national consciousness. The Ministry 
of Education demanded that every seat of a district had its museum so as to educate 
the youth in the traditions of the past ï especially of the Middle Ages. Thus museums 
functioned in Kragujevac, Kraljevo, Jagodina and Kruġevac, as well as several mu-
seums in Belgrade (Prince Paulôs Museum, Military Museum, the Museum of King 
Peter I the Liberator, Church Museum, Ethnographical Museum and the Museum of 
the Serbian Land).158

The collaborationist vision of culture was determined by their main ideological 
tenets: culture, like the society from which it had sprang up and which it served, was 
decadent, foreign and alienated from the people. It had to be purged and brought into 
harmony with the new values that were founded on time-tested traditions. The Ger-
mans for their part saw culture through much more utilitarian lens. For them it was 
means of entertaining both their own soldiers and conquered civilian population and 
of exporting their culture as ñsoft powerò of the Reich. This presupposed imposing 
rabid anti-Semitism in cultural matters (by eliminating Jewish works and cultural 
workers and by denigrating the Jews through ýlms, plays and printed materials), in-
sisting on good and long German-Serbian cultural relations and the beneýts Serbian 
culture derived from these contacts. All cultural activities were aimed at strengthening 
Serbian nationalism under German control ï as an antidote to communism that, ac-
cording to the collaborationist cultural politicians, had sank deep roots in the Serbian 
society. At the same time it was an opportunity for German ýlm-makers and ýlm-
importers, musicians, actors and authors to make money in Serbia. Serbian actors, 
singers and musicians also had to live. Thus constructed, cultural life in Serbia had 
to depart from the visions of the leading collaborationists. Insipid humorous plays 
predominated on theater stages (without the Ministry of Education being able to in-
þuence their repertoire more decisively), commercial entertaining ýlms (all of them 
foreign) reigned supreme in cinemas, whereas literature experienced unprecedented 
decline: people who did read, read mostly old, pre-war books. The new literature 
was barren, the music and art showed but weak signs of adapting to the new times. 
Last but not least: most people did not care about culture because they were hungry 
and were too busy trying to survive.159 In the best of cases, most of them just wanted 
entertainment and oblivion.160 

158 Kerkez, S. ņ, Obrazovno-kulturne prilikeé, p. 240; Idem, Druġtvo, p. 479.
159 Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni ģivot,.., pp. 220, 340. General scarcity was 

so great that sometimes Nediĺ himself was without bread for more than a month. (Kreso, M., Njemaļka 
okupaciona upravaé, pp. 117, 185.) 

160 This was shown also by mass attendance of sports events, especially football matches. Here 
again the young were the most numerous spectators. (Miliĺeviĺ, N., Nikodijeviĺ, D., (eds.), Svakodnevni 
ģivot,.., pp. 91, 273, 533; Nikoliĺ, K., Strah i nadaé, p. 103.)
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ʈeʟʠʤʝ

ɼʨ ɿʦʨʘʥ ɱʘˁʝʪʦʚʠ˂

ʂʫʣʪʫʨʘ ʠ ʟʘʙʘʚʘ ʧʦʜ ʢʦʣʘʙʦʨʘʮʠʦʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʠʤ ʨʝʞʠʤʦʤ  
ʫ ɼʨʫʛʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʤ ʨʘʪʫ

ʂʦʣʘʙʦʨʘʮʠʦʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʨʝʞʠʤ ʿʝ ʫ ʩʬʝʨʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʝ ʥʘʰʘʦ ʦʙʣʘʩʪ ʫ ʢʦʿʦʿ ʿʝ ʫʞʠʚʘʦ 
ʥʘʿʚʝ˂ʫ ʩʣʦʙʦʜʫ ʘʢʮʠʿʝ. ʀʘʢʦ ʩʫ ʥʝʤʘʯʢʠ ʦʢʫʧʘʪʦʨʠ ʦʜʨʝʹʠʚʘʣʠ ʛʣʘʚʥʝ ʦʢʚʠʨʝ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʝ 
ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ, ʢʦʣʘʙʦʨʘʮʠʦʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʠʥʪʝʣʝʢʪʫʘʣʮʠ ʩʫ ʠʩʢʦʨʠʩʪʠʣʠ ʧʝʨʠʦʜ ʦʢʫʧʘʮʠʿʝ ʜʘ ʫ 
ʜʝʣʦ ʩʧʨʦʚʝʜʫ ʩʚʦʿʝ ʜʝʩʥʠʯʘʨʩʢʝ ʠʜʝʿʝ ʦ ʪʦʤʝ ʢʘʢʦ ʪʨʝʙʘ ʧʨʝʧʦʨʦʜʠʪʠ ʩʨʧʩʢʫ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʫ 
ʢʦʿʫ ʩʫ ʦʥʠ ʚʝ˂ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʘʢ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʦʮʨˁʠʚʘʣʠ ʢʘʦ Ăʜʝʢʘʜʝʥʪʥʫñ ʠ Ăʘʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʫñ. ʋ 
ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩ ʪʠʤ, ʫʧʦʨʝʜʦ ʩʘ ʧʨʦʛʦʥʦʤ ʎʠʛʘʥʘ, ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʠʣʦ ʩʝ Ăʧʨʝʯʠʰ˂ʘʚʘˁʫñ ʢʘʬʘʥʩʢʠʭ 
ʧʝʩʘʤʘ. ʋ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʝ ʪʝʞʠʣʦ ʥʦʚʦʤ ʣʠʪʝʨʘʨʥʦʤ ʢʘʥʦʥʫ ï ʢʘʢʦ ʫ ʧʦʛʣʝʜʫ ʠʟʙʦʨʘ 
ʠʜʝʦʣʦʰʢʠ Ăʧʦʜʦʙʥʠʭñ ʘʫʪʦʨʘ, ʪʘʢʦ ʠ ʪʝʤʘ ʠ ʥʘʯʠʥʘ ʦʙʨʘʜʝ. ʌʦʨʩʠʨʘʥʠ ʩʫ ʘʨʭʘʠʟʠ-
ʨʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʢʚʘʟʠ-ʨʝʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʩʪʠʣ ʠ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʦʿ ʿʝ ʠʜʝʘʣʠʟʦʚʘʥ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʥʘ ʩʝʣʫ. ɿʙʦʛ 
ʢʨʘʪʢʦ˂ʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʘ ʠ ʤʘʣʦʛ ʙʨʦʿʘ ʧʠʩʘʮʘ ʚʦˀʥʠʭ ʜʘ ʩʘʨʘʹʫʿʫ ʩʘ ʚʣʘʩʪʠʤʘ, ʨʝʟʫʣʪʘʪʠ ʩʫ 
ʙʠʣʠ ʚʠʰʝ ʥʝʛʦ ʤʨʰʘʚʠ. ʅʘ ʧʦˀʫ ʬʠʣʤʘ ʧʨʘʚˀʝʥʠ ʩʫ ʧʨʦʧʘʛʘʥʜʥʠ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʘʨʥʠ, ʘʣʠ ʠ 
ʜʚʘ ʠʛʨʘʥʘ ʬʠʣʤʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʪʘʢʦʹʝ ʢʦʨʠʰ˂ʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʦʧʘʛʘʥʜʥʝ ʩʚʨʭʝ. ɻʣʘʚʥʠʥʫ ʙʠʦʩʢʦʧʩʢʦʛ 
ʨʝʧʝʨʪʦʘʨʘ ʩʫ ʯʠʥʠʣʘ (ʣʘʢʰʘ) ʩʪʨʘʥʘ ʜʝʣʘ, ʧʨʝ ʩʚʝʛʘ ʥʝʤʘʯʢʘ, ʠʪʘʣʠʿʘʥʩʢʘ, ʤʘʹʘʨʩʢʘ 
ʠʪʜ. ʇʨʘʚʠ ʮʚʘʪ ʿʝ ʜʦʞʠʚʝʣʦ ʧʦʟʦʨʠʰʪʝ, ʘʣʠ ʫʛʣʘʚʥʦʤ ʤʠʤʦ ʚʦˀʝ ʠ ʟʘʜʘʪʠʭ ʩʤʝʨʥʠʮʘ 
ʚʣʘʩʪʠ: ʨʘʜʠʣʦ ʩʝ ʦ ʪʦʤʝ ʜʘ ʿ ʝ ʛʣʫʤʮʠʤʘ ʪʨʝʙʘʦ ʧʦʩʘʦ, ʘ ʥʘʨʦʜʫ ʨʘʟʦʥʦʜʘ ʠ ʟʘʙʦʨʘʚ. ʄʦʞʝ 
ʩʝ ʨʝ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʮʝʣʦʢʫʧʥʘ ʢʦʣʘʙʦʨʘʮʠʦʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʘ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʘ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ ʫ ʧʨʘʢʩʠ ʩʚʦʜʠʣʘ ʥʘ 
ʧʨʦʧʘʛʘʥʜʫ ʠ ʩʪʚʘʨʘˁʝ ʧʨʠʚʠʜʘ ʥʦʨʤʘʣʥʦʩʪʠ. 

ʂˀʫʯʥʝ ʨʝʯʠ: ʉʨʙʠʿʘ, ʢʫʣʪʫʨʘ, ʢʦʣʘʙʦʨʘʮʠʿʘ, ʟʘʙʘʚʘ, ʬʠʣʤ 
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Gender and Secularisation in  
Early Yugoslav Socialism:  

The Struggle for Minds, Hearts and Souls

Abstract: This article places gender analysis at the core of the Yugoslav 
Communist Partyôs secularisation project. By examining how a particular 
understanding of gender informed secularisation, I argue that gender was 
crucial for the Party, its activists, and also for the religious authorities. They 
all understood women as particularly prone to religious inþuences, creating 
patronising policies to suit their needs. The Party considered women to be a 
threat to the socialist modernisation project; the Party activists singled out 
religious women often to demonstrate their own modernity; while different 
religious organisations targeted women to ensure the continuation of religious 
practices. Targeting women speaks a volume about views on menôs religiosity 
and agency. Secularisation project entrenched imagined class and gender 
hierarchies, in which peasant women were marked as the most backward group 
in the country. Nevertheless, despite the Partyôs efforts, the secularisation 
of countryside was not successful, particularly regarding womenôs church 
attendance amongst the Catholic population, or regarding peopleôs use of 
priestsô services during life-cycle events such as births, weddings and funerals. 
Following the initial aggressive campaigns in the ýrst decade after the war, the 
Party opted for a more gradual approach hoping that secularisation would be 
achieved with migration, urbanisation and industrialisation.

Keywords: gender, secularisation, socialism, Yugoslavia, women

óTero, didnôt I tell you yesterday already to knead and bake a cake in a big oval pan, 
a cake that will be consecrated and shared with all household members to eat on the day of 
Saint Blaise, so that Blaise will protect all the baptised children in the house and our cattle 

from a sore throat and neck?ô
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óDear granny, I am not against baking the cake for our household, because we all eat 
cakes happily, but why bring it to church and consecrate it? If it is baked well and tasty, it 

will be eaten with joy unconsecrated.ô1

This brief exchange, perhaps ýctional, between a religious grandmother and her 
grandsonôs wife, was a typical trope for the ýrst decade of Yugoslav socialism. Later 
in the text, we learn that Tera is a pleasant girl (another standard description), who 
has moved into her husbandôs multigenerational household, but according to her new 
grandmother, she has been corrupted by the Red Cross course for women. On that 
course, she did not learn to heal with holy water and holy objects. Instead, Tera was 
introduced to scientiýc methods, and learned to shun prejudices and superstitions. 
The old woman (her age was emphasised several times) criticised Tera for rejecting 
traditional healing methods, traditional ways of delivering babies, and religious meth-
ods of disease prevention. Criticised for putting the people of the household at risk 
by not bringing the cake she had baked to church, Tera replied that she had learned 
how to treat and prevent a sore throat via medical means, and that her grandmotherôs 
tradition pulled society back to the dark past. Criticised for not helping to craft a 
number of Christmas Eve amulets that would óhelp cranes carry their own childrenôs 
fever to the Turkish childrenô, Tera responded that these are all bad traditions, and 
that she believes only what the health care professionals have proved. Nevertheless, 
Tera was reconciliatory in explaining that her husbandôs grandmother had grown up 
within the old belief system and traditions, and was forced to live alongside them in 
the old system. However, for Teraôs generation, óthey have an opportunity to improve 
their life by learning and acquiring the knowledge they gain on the courses.ô Only 
when Teraôs grandmother insisted that such knowledge was pitiable, was Tera brave 
enough to criticise the poor hygiene caused by the old traditions, which even lead to 
the death of children. She ended by saying that their aunt who had followed all the 
traditions had given birth to eleven children, eight of whom had died, and that this 
only beneýted the priests who earn money for every funeral and who encouraged such 
traditions. The grandmother, however, had not been won over, and the article ýnished 
with her lamenting for the good old times.2 It is no coincidence that the next article 
in the same issue consisted of the Society of Advanced Peasant Women describing a 
group of women who had óliberated themselves from superstitions, unfounded beliefs 
and the inþuence of the clergyô.3

1 Ilakovac, Marija, ñDijalog o kolaļu sv. Blaģa [Dialogue about the Saint Blaies Cake]ò, Ģena 
u borbi, 3, March 1955, pp. 6ï7. (hereafter: Ilakovac, M., ñDijalog o kolaļuéò)

2 Ilakovac, M., ñDijalog o kolaļuéò
3 Kolenko, Marija, ñRad Druġtva ónaprednih seljankiô u Velikom Bukovcu [Activities of the Society 

of Advanced Peasant Women in Veliki Bukovac],ò Ģena u borbi 3, March 1955, p. 7.
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Similar storylines appeared in many Yugoslav newspapers and magazines. In 
sum, they embodied the struggle between old and new: folk traditions and religious 
feelings were marked as backward, old and abnormal; whilst young socialists were 
deemed progressive, devoted to science and knowledge. The articles provided a space 
for building common ground on which the new socialist state challenged the old reli-
gious authorities. Understandings of gender, together with categories such as age and 
class, were crucial here. The anonymous grandmother could stand for all old women, 
perceived as the keepers of traditions, superstitions and religiosity. She was almost 
unredeemable, a long-time victim of the nasty religious and capitalist authorities, 
unable to accept a better life due to her age, and also gender. Old men were rarely 
mentioned. On the other side of the dichotomy lay an image of a young woman, eager 
to learn, bring socialism to her household, and show gratitude to the new state that 
had allowed for these changes. She knew that the Church with its priests, as well as 
the religiosity and superstitions (the difference between them elided) of the ignorant 
people were the enemy, and she was preparing herself to face them.

The described article and many similar texts were products of socialist modernity 
and the idea that conscious people should spearhead the movement for the removal 
of religion, not only from public life but also through activities such as education, 
legislation and the removal of sacred objects.4 In this article, I examine how a par-
ticular understanding of gender informed this process and the Communist Partyôs 
policies towards religion and religious communities in Yugoslav socialism. I focus 
on the issue of socialist modernity, looking at how gender was crucial for the Party, 
its activists, and also for the religious authorities. The analysis of legislation and state 
policies newly established after the Second World War will show how the Party forced 
religious communities to adapt whilst evidencing differences and similarities in their 
approaches towards different religious communities. Finally, this article explores the 
struggle for the souls and minds of religious women, as they were thought to be one 
of the most critical threats to the socialist project. It looks at how the Party activists 
engaged in such a struggle, trying to bring modernity to other women, but ultimately, 
crafting their own sense of identity. The article limits itself to describing attempts at 
secularisation in the Christian communities alone, as policies towards Muslim com-
munities were qualitatively different, and have been explored elsewhere.5 Finally, 
all analytical categories used in this article, such as gender, modernity and secular-
ism should not be seen as ýxed categories with some universal values. Rather, they 

4 Also see: Luehrmann, Sonja, Secularism Soviet Style: Teaching Atheism and Religion in a Volga 
Republic, New Anthropologies of Europe, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2011. (hereafter: 
Luehrmann, S., Secularism Soviet Styleé)

5 They were more aggressive, entailing the veil lifting campaign, and a signiýcantly different 
discourse was employed to justify the actions of the Party. See: Simic, Ivan, Soviet Inþuences on Postwar 
Yugoslav Gender Policies, New York, NY: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2018.
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should be seen as rooted in this particular historical context, always changing and 
being articulated through various discourses and practices.

Changes After the Second World War

Yugoslav communistsô approach towards the various religious organisations 
shared many similarities, driven by their view on religion and modernity. They saw 
religion as a remnant of the old world, now supposed to be separate from the state 
so as to prevent any interference by religious organisations to changing society in 
accordance with socialist norms. Led by the belief that reason has to overcome su-
perstition, communists believed that religion would eventually disappear. Just as in 
the Soviet Union,6 the Yugoslav Constitution did guarantee religious freedoms, but 
the communists and the religious organisations had different understandings of what 
this meant. For communists, religious freedoms were to be exercised in a private 
sphere by those who had not yet accepted socialist modernity (i.e. non-communists), 
and the readiness of the religious organisations to comply with this understanding 
determined the Partyôs politics towards them during the early socialist period. 

Differences in how the religious organisations were approached depended on 
their readiness to collaborate with the Party, not oppose state politics, and contribute 
usefully to foreign politics. They ultimately also depended on their perceived level 
of threat to the new regime.7 Several burning issues marked the Partyôs relationship 
with the Catholic Church. The Party leaders were not pleased with the role of the 
Church leadership in the Holocaust and genocide against the Jews, Roma and Serbian 
population in Croatia, nor with the Churchôs connections with pro-Ustashe guerrillas 
that still roamed in the countryside,8 the Churchôs organisational dependence on the 
Vatican, and the resistance of the Catholic Church to all policies that might diminish 
the Churchôs authority.9 The trial of Archbishop Stepinac in 1946, who was mostly 
accused for his collaboration with the fascist Ustashe regime, was only the culmination 
of the conþict. The Catholic Church did not accept the measures taken against the 
Ustashe clergy and did not respond positively to Josip Broz Titoôs call for the Church 

6 See: Luehrmann, S., Secularism Soviet Styleé; Smolkin-Rothrock, Victoria, A Sacred Space 
Is Never Empty: A History of Soviet Atheism, Princeton Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2018. 
(hereafter: Smolkin-Rothrock, V., A Sacred Spaceé)

7 Buchenau, Klaus, Orthodoxie und Katholizismus in Jugoslawien, 1945ï1991: ein serbisch-
kroatischer Vergleich, Balkanologische Verºffentlichungen, Bd. 40, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004. 
(hereafter: Buchenau, K., Orthodoxie und Katholizismusé)

8 Medved, Ivan, ñPrilog istraģivanjima o djelovanju ókriģaraô u Slavoniji u razdoblju 1945.ï
1950.ò, Scrinia Slavonica, no. 4, 2004, pp. 489ï96. (hereafter: Medved, I., ñPrilog istraģivanjimaéò)

9 Akmadģa, Miroslav, ñThe Position of The Catholic Church in Croatia 1945ï1970,ò Review of 
Croatian History, no. 1, 2006, pp. 1945ï70. (hereafter: Akmadģa, M., ñThe Position of The Catholic 
Churchéò)
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to be more national and less loyal to the Vatican. Furthermore, the Catholic Church, 
as the largest landowner, was the most vocal opponent to the agrarian reform, which 
saw its possessions given to the landless peasants. The Catholic Church also heavily 
opposed any separation from the state, new family laws, the Constitution, secular 
education, and any interference from the Party.10 The Catholic Church was seen as a 
serious threat to the new order, more so than the Serbian Orthodox Church that had 
suffered heavily during the war. The Orthodox Church and the Islamic Community 
were also major landholders, and they also lost land and income after the communist 
takeover. Orthodox priests were prosecuted for their war collaboration or crimes, 
whilst the directives on religious education in school, the Partyôs interference in the 
selection of religious leaders, and political pressure on the lower clergy were similar 
for all. The Partyôs relations with the Islamic Community were slightly better. The 
Islamic Community of Yugoslavia was reorganised in 1947, led by Reis-ul-Ulema 
Ibrahim Ef. Fejiĺ, who was particularly satisýed that the Islamic Community was no 
longer discriminated against by the Orthodox and Catholic Churches. Importantly for 
the Party, the Islamic Community did not receive donations from abroad. Instead, they 
were heavily subsidised by the state in return for support, whilst the Party installed 
several loyal people in the organisationôs apparatus.11 

Besides all these policies that heavily threatened the dominant positions of the 
religious organisations in Yugoslav society, the traditional religious organisations were 
also challenged by new gender policies introduced by the Party. Socialist Yugoslavia, 
like all other socialist countries in Eastern Europe, launched a series of broad social 
interventions that targeted the old gender regimes. The new legal framework set the 
most obvious challenge immediately after the war, and it has received signiýcant 
scholarly attention.12 To summarise brieþy, in 1945 and 1946, Yugoslav communists 
introduced a constitution that resembled the Soviet one,13 guaranteeing political, social 

10 Akmadģa, M., ñThe Position of The Catholic Churchéò, p. 91; Buchenau, K., Orthodoxie 
und Katholizismusé 

11 Radiĺ, Radmila, ñIslamska verska zajednica 1945ï1970. godineò, Forum Bosnae, no. 32, 
2005, pp. 99ï134.

12 Gudac-Dodiĺ, Vera, Ģena u socijalizmu: poloģaj ģene u Srbiji u drugoj polovini 20. veka, 
Belgrade: Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, 2006; Gudac-Dodiĺ, Vera, ñDivorce in Serbiaò, Tokovi 
istorije 1ï2, 2008, pp. 137ï48. (hereafter: Gudac-Dodiĺ, V., ñDivorce in Serbiañé); Cvejiĺ-Janļiĺ, 
Olga, ñBrak i razvod izmeĽu proġlosti i buduĺnostiò, Zbornik radova Pravnog fakulteta 43, no. 2, 
2009, pp. 63ï88; Habul, Udjejna, ñInstitut razvoda braka u historiji Bosne i Hercegovineò, Godiġnjak 
Fakulteta politiļkih nauka, no. 1, 2006, pp. 457ï71; Resetar, Branka and Berdica, Josip, ñDivorce 
in Croatia: The Principles of No-Fault Divorce, Parental Responsibility, Parental Education, and 
Childrenôs Rightsò, Family Court Review 51, no. 4, 2013, p. 568; Simiĺ, Ivan, ñSoviet Model for 
Yugoslav Post-War Legal Transformation: Divorce Panic and Specialist Debateò, Annual for Social 
History 2, 2015, pp. 83ï101. (hereafter: Simiĺ, I., ñSoviet Modeléò)

13 Jovanoviĺ, Miroslav, ñPreslikana ili samobitna druġtvena izgradnja: komparativna analiza ustava 
FNRJ (1946) i óStaljinskogô ustava SSSR-a (1936),ò Tokovi istorije 1ï2, 2008, pp. 280ï90.
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and civil rights to women for the ýrst time.14 In 1946, Yugoslav communists passed a 
new law on family relations, rendering civil marriage the only valid kind, and taking 
marital relations out of the Churchesô jurisdictions.15 In contrast, before the Second 
World War all marital relations were the responsibility of the religious communities, 
with the small exception of an area in Vojvodina in which an old Hungarian civil law 
was valid, and where civil marriage and divorce existed.16 Consequently, there were 
several very distinctive practices and traditions, and inter-religious marriage was a 
rarity. With the one law in 1946, Yugoslav communists replaced several ecclesiastical 
laws and practices, creating a universal situation across the entire country. Women 
were proclaimed equal in marriage, with equal rights and responsibilities, whilst 
divorce became easier and possible for a wide variety of reasons not recognised by 
the religious authorities.17 This law and the Constitution were only a pretext for later 
attempts to change gender relations as well, which was intrinsic to the communist 
revolution. However, the changes that communists tried to introduce regarding gender 
relations were rarely explored in relation to peopleôs religious beliefs. The literature 
on the Churchesô attempts to counter communist social interventions is even scarcer.18 
Some attention was devoted to the Muslim communities, who were targeted by an 
aggressive veil lifting campaign.19 However, there is a signiýcant gap between how 
understandings of gender informed Yugoslav communistsô modernisation project, 
and the secularisation that was a part of it.

14 Prokop, Ana, Ravnopravnost ģene, brak i porodica: po Ustavu Federativne Narodne Republike 
Jugoslavije [Equality of Women, Marriage and Family: According to the Constitution of the Federal 
Peopleôs Republic of Yugoslavia] Zagreb: Antifaġistiļki front ģena Hrvatske, 1946.

15 ñOsnovni zakon o braku [The Basic Marital Law],ò Sluģbeni list Federativne Narodne Repub-
like Jugoslavije [The Ofýcial Gazette of the Federal Peopleôs Republic of Yugoslavia], no. 29, April 
9, 1946.

16 Gudac-Dodiĺ, V., ñDivorce in Serbiaòé
17 See: Simiĺ, I., ñSoviet Modeléò
18 Jadranka Rebeka Aniĺôs work is an exception as she has explored some of these issues in the 

case of the Catholic Church: Aniĺ, Rebeka, Die Frauen in der Kirche Kroatiens im 20. Jahrhundert, 
Theologische Frauenforschung in Europa 18, M¿nster; Wien: Lit, 2004; She has also explored how the 
Catholic Church viewed the communist gender programme: Jadranka Rebeka Aniĺ, ñGender, Gender 
óIdeologyô and Cultural War: Local Consequences of a Global Idea ï Croatian Example,ò Feminist 
Theology 24, no. 1, September 2015, pp. 7ï22.

19 Achkoska, Violeta, ñLifting the Veils from Muslim Women in the Republic of Macedonia 
Following the Second World War,ò in Gender Relations in South Eastern Europe: Historical Perspec-
tives on Womanhood and Manhood in 19th and 20th Century, ed. Miroslav Jovanoviĺ and Slobodan 
Naumoviĺ, Belgrade; Graz: Udruģenje za druġtvenu istoriju; Institut f¿r Geschichte der Universitªt 
Graz, 2002, pp. 183ï95.
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(Mis)understanding People’s Religious Feelings

As regards the peopleôs religious feelings, Yugoslav communists found their 
ideological premise in the classics of Marxism, and in their Stalinist interpretation. 
Religion was viewed as a superstructure that would disappear. As a part of that su-
perstructure, the Church should be attacked, but the religious feelings of the popula-
tions should not be offended as that could prove to be counter-effective, leading to 
a backlash.20 Following on from such a premise, the Stalinist interpretation of why 
religion still exists in a socialist society postulates that whilst religion has become 
obsolete, it still exists in peopleôs lives due to their backwardness and unreadiness 
to accept modern science.21 This hypothesis was followed by the idea that women 
had greater difýculties than men in accepting the new modern socialist society, as 
exempliýed in the story about Teraôs grandmother. However, the roots of such ideas 
could be found in the immediate months following the October revolution. The 
Bolshevik media fostered a speciýc discourse marking women as óbackwardô, and 
in this case, it is particularly important that women in rural areas were considered 
to be even more backward.22 In the hierarchy of places, the countryside was lagging 
behind the cities; in the class hierarchy, peasants were lagging behind workers; whilst 
in the gender hierarchy, women were lagging behind men. When applied to religious 
feelings, the logical conclusion would be that peasant women were the most prone 
to resist the secularisation project. 

Just as in the Soviet Union, Yugoslav communists construed discourse about 
peasant women in negative terms. Women were considered to be the people most liable 
to be inþuenced by state enemies ï in this case, by the hostile priests. The image of a 
religious óbabaô (an old woman ï the same as in the Soviet Union23), prone to super-
stitions, prejudice, and unwilling to change, was well established. Religious women 
were supposedly a danger to the revolution, even though precisely these women had 
often helped the Partisan guerrilla army during their four-years of warfare against the 
occupiers. Also, the vast majority of new postwar communists originated from the 
countryside. Although concerns about peasant womenôs religiosity could have been 
derived from personal experiences, they were more likely caused by accepting the well 

20 Marks, Karl, Engels, Fridrih, and Lenjin, Vladimir Iljiļ, Za religijata: zbornik na statii i pisma, 
Skopje: Kultura, 1952.

21 The way a Stalinist interpretation found its way into and around Yugoslavia can be seen in: 
Karpov, G. G. Pravoslavna crkva u Sovjetskom Savezu, Biblioteka Druġtva za kulturnu saradnju Jugo-
slavije sa SSSR (Belgrade: Biblioteka Druġtva za kulturnu saradnju Jugoslavije sa SSSR, 1947) It was 
translated and published in signiýcant numbers months after its release in the Soviet Union.

22 Wood, Elizabeth A., The Baba and the Comrade: Gender and Politics in Revolutionary Russia, 
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1997. (hereafter: Wood, E. A., The Baba and the Comradeé); 
Gorsuch, Anne E., ñóA Woman Is Not a Manô: The Culture of Gender and Generation in Soviet Russia, 
1921ï1928ò, Slavic Review 55, no. 3, October 1, 1996, pp. 636ï60.

23 See: Wood, E. A., The Baba and the Comradeé
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established negative image of peasant women. Peasant women were depicted as those 
whose allegiance to God instead of the Party would be the hardest to break. It was up 
to the advanced Party members to lead them onto the proper path.24 Furthermore, as 
Engels had theorised that religion entrenches patriarchal order, the destruction of that 
order depended on winning over people in relation to their religiosity. Intervening in 
gender relations was, therefore, at the core of the communist secularisation process 
as theorised by Marxist classics, Soviet revolutionaries, and Stalinists.25

The problem for the Communist Party, however, was that the Party organisation 
in the countryside was weak despite almost half of the members in its ranks being 
from the countryside by mid-1948.26 These people were often no more óelevatedô 
in their socialist consciousness than other peasants, and amongst other problems, 
many communists who completed the Partyôs ideological school to become leaders 
were not keen to return to their villages.27 In the countryside, the Party was even 
weaker amongst women. The peasant womenôs support for the Partisan army did not 
translate into postwar political activities in the countryside. The peasant women who 
became notable Party members moved to the cities and pursued careers in the state 
apparatus. Few remained in the underdeveloped rural areas. Yet, the Partyôs womenôs 
section ï the Antifascist Womenôs Front (AFĢ) ï still had a network of activists all 
over the country. They usually had one or several active women in the villages, who 
obtained the teaching and propaganda material from more urban ofýces, to which 
they reported. It was precisely these women who struggled the most to bring socialist 
modernity to the countryside. Their attempts to introduce socialism were often met 
with contempt, whilst many of their political activities were sabotaged by men, even 
by communists. Deeply rooted patriarchal norms impeded many actions aiming to 
allow the participation of women in the public sphere.28

24 On how leading male communists contributed to such discourse, see: Pucar-Stari, ņuro, ñGovor 
na Drugom kongresu Antifaġistiļkog fronta ģena Bosne i Hercegovine [Speech at the Second Congress 
of the Antifascist Front of Women of Bosnia and Herzegovina],ò July 12, 1947, Collection 141 AFĢ, 
box 35, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

25 See, for example: Bebel, August, Woman and Socialism, New York, NY: New York Labor 
News, 1904; Brodsky Farnsworth, Beatrice, ñBolshevism, the Woman Question, and Aleksandra Kol-
lontai,ò The American Historical Review 81, no. 2, April 1976, pp. 292ï316; Wood, E. A., The Baba 
and the Comradeé

26 ñIdeoloġko-vaspitni rad komunista na selu [Ideological-Educational Work of Communists in 
the Countryside],ò Borba, January 13, 1949.

27 ñZapisnik sjednice biroa CK KPH odrģane dana 21. VI. 1951. g. [Minutes of the Meeting of the 
Bureau of the CK KPH held on 21. VI 1951],ò in Zapisnici politbiroa Centralnog komiteta Komunistiļke 
partije Hrvatske 1945ï1952, vol. 2, Zagreb: Hrvatski drģavni arhiv, 2006, pp. 761ï64.

28 See for example: ñStenografski zapisnik sastanka Komisije za rad meĽu ģenama odrģanog u 
Glavnom odboru Socijalistiļkog saveza radnog naroda Hrvatske [Proceedings from the Committee for 
Work Amongst Women held in the Head Committee of the Socialist Alliance of the Working People of 
Croatia],ò March 12, 1953, Collection 142, SSRN, Box 111, The Archives of Yugoslavia.
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Socialist modernity, however, also entailed the idea that backward peasant 
women can, and should, be saved from the inþuence of reactionaries. Tasked to 
work with these women, the AFĢ had to assume the leading role, with its network of 
activists showing the path. As the attitude taken towards religion was an important 
marker of this socialist modernity, this process was crucial for the activists themselves 
ï in reinforcing their identity of being modern socialist women who have shunned 
prejudices, accepted all the Partyôs policies, and have engaged in helping those who 
remain backward. Many of these activists were peasant women themselves. Becoming 
a new socialist person, as argued by Sonja Luehrmann, was inseparably tied to helping 
others on the same route.29 Finally, this was closely related to Leninôs explanation that 
the state should be separated from and indifferent to religion, whilst the Party must 
ýght against ignorance and for those who are still lacking socialist consciousness.30

The Struggle for Minds, Hearts and Souls

The Communist Party, which viewed itself as the vanguard of the working 
class, aimed to assume absolute political, ideological, cultural and moral authority.31 
Once communists had defeated organised religion in economic and political terms by 
conýscating possessions and cutting religious inþuence in the political arena, religion 
remained an ideological opponent, and an enemy in a ýght for inþuence over the 
peopleôs everyday life. The inþuence of churches was banished from the education 
young people received as the Party was quick to establish control over schools. Private 
schools, including religious schools, were promptly closed. Yugoslav communists 
intended to make a clear break with the pre-war education system, creating new cur-
ricula and rendering schools secular. Public elementary education became mandatory, 
whilst during the ýrst few years after the war, religious education was permitted as 
an elective subject, but it was soon removed from schools altogether.32 In considering 
religiosity to be a product of backwardness and inadequate education, communists 
anticipated that the problem would at least be solved for future generations.

Winning over the support of religious adults was perceived to be a more difýcult 
task, delegated to the local Party cells and the mass organisations such as the AFĢ. The 
Partyôs internal reports were full of anxieties about the various Churchesô inþuence 
pertaining to all denominations. These anxieties often came from the rank-and-ýle, 
who tried to adhere to the ideological teachings, often more zealously than the more 
highly-ranked Party members. Violent physical attacks on priests and even murders 

29 Luehrmann, S., Secularism Soviet Styleé, p. 10.
30 Smolkin-Rothrock, V., A Sacred Spaceé, pp. 12ï13.
31 Program i statut Komunistiļke partije Jugoslavije [The Programme and Statute of The Com-

munist Party of Yugoslavia], Belgrade: Borba, 1948, p. 20.
32 Akmadģa, M., ñThe Position of The Catholic Churchéò, pp. 99ï102.



48 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

were not uncommon. For example, the minutes from the meetings of the Central Com-
mittee of the Croatian branch of the Party reveal that the local communists often acted 
alone in their attacks on priests. However, they were often under pressure to deliver 
election results, to recruit enough workers for industry, to bring enough new mem-
bers to the Peopleôs Front, or merely to show that they had accepted and understood 
the Party line themselves. Punishments, however, were lenient, often consisting of 
expulsion from the Party when a priest was killed or seriously injured.33 Violence also 
erupted when Party members attempted to disrupt public social activities. The Party 
made sure that religious activities such as processions were obstructed, and it was up 
to the local Party activists to ensure that religious activities were conýned to within 
the churches. The atmosphere of violence encompassed much of the countryside, and 
often related to other campaigns launched by the Party such as the collectivisation of 
agriculture. According to internal reports, violence against priests was often directed, 
planned and executed by the local Party cells. Violence, however, was not limited 
to one side only. The AFĢ activists were also targeted, particularly by the Croatian 
Ustashe guerrillas. On occasion, they simply threatened activist women to cease their 
activities,34 whilst, for example, in Pakrac a local AFĢ leader was murdered for her 
anti-religious activities.35 

The Party-controlled media played an important role in the struggle. The Party 
drastically reduced the publishing activities of the religious organisations, assuming 
absolute control over public space. In following the Soviet model, Yugoslav com-
munists eagerly disseminated messages stating that religiosity was not compatible 
with modernity and progress, creating a space for conþict, in which the Party saw 
itself as the vanguard of the working class, tasked with liberating the masses from the 
old regimes, prejudices and habits.36 The press disseminated a discourse that viewed 
organised churches as enemies of the state, the Party and the people. The magazines 
aimed at women and published by the AFĢ were equally radical. They regularly 
featured articles on the Church ï mostly the Catholic Church ï accusing it of col-
laborating with the Ustashe regime, or of trying to preserve its vast landholdings, and 
of all kinds of hostile activities. Priests were accused of directly fostering genocide 
and brutal killing methods, and of spreading hatred. The Church was also accused of 

33 ñZapisnik sa sjednice biroa CK KPH odrģane 4. VII. 1947. godine u Zagrebu [Minutes of the 
Meeting of the Bureau of the CK KPH held on 4. VII 1947 in Zagreb],ò in Zapisnici politbiroa Cen-
tralnog komiteta Komunistiļke partije Hrvatske 1945ï1952, vol. 1, Zagreb: Hrvatski drģavni arhiv, 
2005, pp. 376ï81.

34 Medved, I., ñPrilog istraģivanjimaéò, pp. 495ï96.
35 ñZapisnik sa sastanka okruģnih tajnica AFĢ-a u Glavnom odboru AFĢ-a za Hrvatsku [Minutes 

from the Meeting of Regional Secretaries of the AFĢ in the Head Committee of the AFĢ for Croatia],ò 
June 13, 1946, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 35, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

36 See, for example: ñNaġi novi zakoni [Our New Laws],ò Ģena danas 41ï42, May 1946, p. 14. 
(hereafter: ñNaġi novi zakoniòé)
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abusing peopleôs religious feelings, whilst proclamations of various miracles were 
described as mocking religiosity.37

Gender equality was another arena in which the communist press made its 
case against the Church.38 The AFĢôs magazines wrote extensively about the new 
legal, social and economic rights for women. New laws were presented as protecting 
women and families, and as a struggle against the Churchôs inþuences, which op-
pressed women.39 For example, one text added that the new Constitution guaranteed 
rapid development and liberation, not least because of the rule that the land belongs 
to those who farm it, that the state is separated from the Church, and that the state 
determines what counts as family and marriage.40 The Catholic Church was accused 
of trying to prevent gender equality by abusing womenôs feelings in order to prevent 
them from voting for the new Constitution. They argued that behind all Church activi-
ties lay an attempt to avoid the agrarian reform and to protect war criminals.41 The 
press also featured the suffering of the landless peasant women who were abused 
whilst working for the landowners, whilst the Church was trying to keep the peasant 
women in such a position.42

The Party activists were aware that the press was only one tool, and that they 
would have to pursue a more direct approach with many people. On the other hand, 
when cut off from the press, the religious organisations had to become more active 
as well. Winning over women, and particularly peasant women, became a battleýeld 
in which the Party and religious communities fought for the support of minds, hearts 
and souls. Both sides believed that women were more religious than men, and thus 
directed their activities at them. The idea was also internalised by women in the Party 
leadership. For example, Anka Berus wrote reports claiming that clerical reactionaries 
hoped to ýnd support amongst women, but that such efforts had only been successful 
in certain cases in Croatia. She repeated phrases from the press stating that priests 

37 Mariniĺ, Tatjana, ñNe moģemo zaboraviti muļenje i ubijanje dece [We Cannot Forget the Tor-
ture and the Killing of Children],ò Ģena danas 38ï39, January 1946, p. 19,20; Mimica, Blaģenka, ñóMi 
nemamo niġta protiv crkve, mi ne branimo sveĺenicima vjerski rad, ali mi traģimo da oni budu narodni 
sveĺenici i da sluģe naroduô ï Tito [We Are Not Against the Church, We Do Not Forbid Religious Work 
to The Priest, But We Demand That They Be the Peopleôs Priests and to Serve the People ï Tito],ò Ģena 
danas 46, September 1946, pp. 16, 17.

38 As Joan Scott argues, gender equality is often brought into the discussion about secularism in 
the West as well, often as a way to fuel Islamophobia, see: Wallach Scott, Joan, Sex and Secularism, 
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2018.

39 ñNaġi novi zakoniòé
40 Ġolak, Marija, ñNaġ narodni Ustav potvrĽuje ģenama graĽanska, ekonomska i socijalna prava 

[Our Peopleôs Constitution Conýrms Civil, Economic and Social Rights to Women],ò Ģena u borbi, 
no. 22, 1946, pp. 7ï8.

41 Mimica, Blaģenka, ñNiġta nas neĺe odvratiti od narodnog pokreta [Nothing Will Turn Us Away 
from The Peopleôs Movement],ò Ģena danas 36, November 1945, pp. 16, 17.

42 Mimica, Blaģenka, ñZemlja postaje vlasniġtvo onih koji je obradjuju [The Land Becomes the 
Property of Those Who Farm It],ò Ģena danas 40, March 1946, pp. 5,6.
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were trying to abuse womenôs religious feelings to separate them from the Party, and 
to prevent them from participating in the reconstruction of the country, therein forcing 
them to abstain in the elections, and to reject the Constitution and equality. Berus also 
explained that priests threatened women with hell if they joined the AFĢ.43 

There is no way to measure the religiosity of peasant women, as no such surveys 
were completed. It was always an assumption, heavily ingrained in stereotypes that 
women were more irrational, emotional and prone to succumb to external inþuences 
than men. Women were also supposedly less resistant to the Churchôs appeals to 
participate in Church rituals and to protect traditions.44 As noted by Luehrmann for 
the Soviet case, the emphasis on the religiosity of peasant women could entail an 
intention to marginalise the importance of the phenomena the communists aimed to 
eradicate. She also argues that marginality served as a protection, as peasant women 
had the least to lose. For example, if a baba baptised a child, the parents could blame 
her old age and superstitions, thus retaining their social status whilst privately agreeing 
with the decision.45 From the scattered reports, it seems that this was also the case in 
Yugoslavia. At least some in the Party organisation were aware of menôs religiosity, 
but the Central Committee of the Croatian Branch of the Party explained that the 
children of communists were only christened when the communists were away, in 
order to ódemoralise and compromise themô.46 From such a clumsy explanation, the 
only possible inference was that their wives or mothers conspired with the priests.

Religious life-cycle events created particular anxiety for the Party activists. They 
were well aware that events such as births, christenings, weddings, Slavas for the 
Orthodox believers, and funerals involved priests and rituals. The removal of priests 
and of certain traditions created tensions even for those who aimed to be loyal to Party 
discipline. In the press, women were often accused of pushing for a christening, a 
church marriage, and a funeral with a priest, yet the internal Party reports show that 
it was often male communists who insisted on them.47 The Party bodies suggested 
that all these events in their secular form should become more formal, festive, and 
generally more meaningful if the people are going to accept them without the religious 

43 Berus, Anka, ñO radnim zadacima ģena Hrvatske [On the Work Objectives of the Women of 
Croatia],ò 1946, 2, KDAĢH, box 1, Hrvatski drģavni arhiv.

44 The same assumptions were held by the Soviets, see: Anderson, John, ñOut of the Kitchen, out 
of the Temple: Religion, Atheism and Women in the Soviet Unionò, in Religious Policy in the Soviet 
Union, ed. Sabrina Petra Ramet, Cambridge University Press, 2009, p. 212.

45 Luehrmann, S., Secularism Soviet Styleé, p. 204.
46 ñZapisnik sjednice biroa CK KP Hrvatske odrģane 5. oktobra 1951 g. [Minutes of The Meeting 

of The Bureau of the CK KP of Croatia on 5 October 1951],ò in Zapisnici politbiroa Centralnog komiteta 
Komunistiļke partije Hrvatske 1945ï1952, vol. 2, Zagreb: Hrvatski drģavni arhiv, 2006, pp. 846ï52.

47 For example: ñZapisnik sa sjednice biroa CK KPH odrģane 1. VIII. 1947. godine u Zagrebu 
[Minutes of the Meeting of the Bureau of the CK KPH held on 1. VIII 1947 in Zagreb],ò in Zapisnici 
politbiroa Centralnog komiteta Komunistiļke partije Hrvatske 1945ï1952, vol. 1, Zagreb: Hrvatski 
drģavni arhiv, 2005, pp. 382ï89.



51Ivan Simiĺ, PhD, Gender and Secularisation in Early Yugoslav Socialism: The Struggle for ...

institutions. In the cities, much effort was invested in replacing Christmas celebra-
tions with New Year, and Easter with Mayday. These new socialist holidays also had 
to have an original festive tone, celebrating life and human endeavours. The AFĢ 
instructed its activists to promote the celebration of the New Yearôs tree, in which 
children would receive presents, as a replacement for Christmas.48

Church attendance played an essential role on all sides of the debate. For the lo-
cal Party leaders, it was a deýning point of the level of modernity in the countryside. 
For the AFĢ activists, it was essential to show that the number of women attending 
services had decreased so as to demonstrate the organisationôs success and the need 
for its existence. It was also a crucial marker of to what extent the local population, 
but also the Party members, had accepted the Party line. Church attendance was a 
visible marker of adherence or disloyalty to the new regime, and was easily compa-
rable with the crowd present at Peopleôs Councilôs meetings for example. As church 
attendance was always more than just religious activity, the communist authorities 
were also aware that they had to compare it with the audience at their cultural events. 
This was a particular problem in the areas with a predominantly Catholic population 
that proved to be more inclined to go to church on Sundays.49

The priests naturally used their services to raise concerns relevant to the Church 
and to exert inþuence over their þock. This was often considered to be hostile to 
the Party and the AFĢ. Local reports indicated a variety of órumoursô spread by the 
priests, such as that a new war was imminent, or that there was a famine in the nearby 
collective farms, and these rumours were supposedly targeted at women.50 The Party 
leaders also assumed that it was women who further spread the rumours, careless of 
the consequences.51 The AFĢ in rural areas often carefully counted the number of 
women attending church on Sundays and reported the ýgures to the urban ofýces. 
Urban ofýces then, ascribed church attendance to a ñlow cultural level amongst 
women,ò and called upon their activists in rural areas to be more proactive with 
other women, for instance in organising different activities that would counter going 
to church. The reports, however, suggest that their actions were often in vain. For 
example, if they scheduled a Party meeting at the time of a service or conýrmation, 

48 ñGodiġnji izvjeġtaj o radu Glavnog odbora i organizacije AFĢ-a u Hrvatskoj [Annual Report 
on the Activities of the Head Committee and Organisation of the AFĢ in Croatia],ò January 14, 1949, 
Collection 141 AFĢ, box 15, The Archives of Yugoslavia. (hereafter: ñGodiġnji izvjeġtaj o radu Glav-
nog odbora i organizacije AFĢ-a u Hrvatskojò)

49 ñINFORMACIJA o radu organizacije Narodne omladine sa ģenskom omladinom [Information 
about the Activities of the Peopleôs Youth Organisation with Female Youth],ò 1951, Collection 114 
SSOJ, box 69, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

50 ñPlenum Glavnog odbora AFĢ-a za Hrvatsku [Plenum of The Head Council of The AFĢ For 
Croatia],ò May 15, 1947, KDAĢH, box 1, Hrvatski drģavni arhiv.

51 Crvenkovski, Krsto, ñDruġtveni poloģaj ģene u NRM i rad partiskih i masovnih organizacija 
[Social Position of Women in the NRM and the Activity of the Party and Mass Organisations],ò April 
4, 1952, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 13, The Archives of Yugoslavia.
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nobody would come, not even the local Party members.52 Attempts to prove that the 
miracles staged by the priests were fake were often met with contempt, as they fol-
lowed peopleôs disapproval of unpaid work on Sundays undertaken for the Peopleôs 
Front on public projects ï therein also demonstrating broader concerns.53 Without 
repressive means, and the AFĢ certainly had none, the regional ofýces could only 
suggest further educational methods. Nevertheless, when the local women activists 
attempted to make use of more aggressive methods such as targeting women who 
were wearing a cross, they were reprimanded and told to stop such practices.54 

Josip Broz Tito, in his meetings with the local AFĢ activists, and speeches 
published in the press for women, gave an ofýcial tone to the idea that the AFĢ had 
to work with peasant women to create a new woman who would not be prone to 
religious, reactionary inþuences.55 Tito instructed activists to work with the local 
women, to recruit them for their efforts in developing the country, whilst explaining 
that they can still attend church if they want. The local AFĢ activists conducted various 
activities with peasant women, but they were often improvised, lacking coherence 
and sustainable support from the urban centres. One of the most common activities 
all over the country were reading groups, in which the women who gathered would 
read popular AFĢ magazines, the daily news, or important articles by the Party lead-
ers. The format of these gatherings depended on the local activists, and the time of 
year, occurring more regularly during the winter months. The AFĢ magazines made 
sure that anti-clerical articles were published in simpliýed language, and the maga-
zines often featured articles relating to popular science and nature, believing that 
this would be an effective tool challenging stereotypes and organised religion. The 
reading groups were also supposed to ensure that the texts were understood correctly 
and accepted by the participants. If they had only learned to read recently, the teacher 
was supposed to read aloud. The AFĢ leadership believed that women would be able 
to oppose religious inþuences once they had become equipped with knowledge, with 
one activist comparing a book to a wartime machine gun.56

52 ñIzveġtaj glavnog odbora AFĢ-a Bosne i Hercegovine [Report of the Head Committee of the 
AFĢ of Bosnia and Hercegovina],ò 1947, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 2, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

53 ñIzveġtaj Glavnog odbora AFĢ-a NR Makedonije za 1948 godinu [Report of the Head Com-
mittee of the AFĢ in NR Macedonia for 1948],ò December 1948, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 15, The 
Archives of Yugoslavia.

54 ñZapisnik sa sastanka sekretara oblasnih komiteta i zaduģenih za agitaciju i propagandu [Minutes 
of The Meeting of Secretaries of The Regional Committees Tasked with Agitation and Propaganda],ò 
July 2, 1949, Collection 114 SSOJ, box 76, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

55 ñóOrganizacije AFĢ-a imaju veliku duģnost, jer AFĢ pretstavlja jedan od jaļih stubova naġe 
narodne vlastiô ï Tito [The AFĢ Organisations Have A Great Duty, Because the AFĢ Is One of The 
Stronger Pillars of Our Peopleôs Government ï Tito],ò Ģena danas 46, September 1946, pp. 1, 2.

56 Begoviĺ, Boģana, ñDiskusija sa Plenarnog sastanka Glavnog odbora AFĢ [Discussion from 
the Plenary Session of the AFĢ Head Council],ò October 6, 1946, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 35, The 
Archives of Yugoslavia.
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It soon became clear that the Party would have to ýght the Church over levels of 
participation in social activities, as the priests were not passive either. Traditionally 
being centres of rural life, the local churches quickly adapted to the increased number 
of social events organised by the Party, for example by hosting their own courses for 
women teaching them traditional crafts. Various local churches organised gatherings 
for children where they could play, imitating large communist educational projects.57 
The AFĢ activists reported that if there was no Party activity, church attendance and 
the events organised in front of the churches were the only social activity available 
for the villagers. For example, in the remote villages of Dalmatia and Kodrun in 
Croatia, people would gather in front of the church every Sunday to dance the kolo. 
Even if the church had no priest in-residence, people would gather, and after he had 
shown up all the people would go to the service. The priests also organised choir 
groups, lectures, sports activities, and shows,58 adapting to the methods that the Party 
employed. In the Party reports, religious women were particularly blamed for helping 
priests to arrange such activities.59

The activities of the local AFĢ women had to follow principles developed in 
the urban centres, which were often detached from the countryside. They believed 
that cities have a transformative character, and so they organised excursions to larger 
industrial places, holding the view that coming into contact with industry would 
have a profound impact on rural women, changing their cultural norms as well. 
The activists organised lectures, either talking themselves ï based on the material 
sent from the urban ofýces ï or if they were luckier, by bringing with them ómore 
advancedô she-comrades, who would patronisingly talk to the rural women about 
their backwardness. They never considered that this approach might strengthen the 
position of the local priests who aimed to entrench the already existing social order, 
not seeking to change it or blame the local population. They also never considered 
whether the pamphlets written and printed in Zagreb were suitable, for example, for 
rural Dalmatia, or whether a mass held by a local priest would resonate more with 
the local population. Nevertheless, many local activists possessed the freedom to 
try other forms of approaching peasant women. Some attempted collective visits to 
the cinema, and communal listening to radio stations if they were lucky enough to 
have a radio, whilst some tried to make use of traditional gatherings such as posela 
and prela.60

57 ñIzveġtaj sa terena NR Slovenija [A Field Report from Slovenia],ò December 25, 1947, Col-
lection 141 AFĢ, box 12, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

58 Medved, Ivan, ñKatoliļka Crkva na podruļju Narodnog odbora Slavonski Brod u dokumen-
tima kotarskog komiteta SKJ (KPH) Slavonski Brod 1945.ï1960.,ò Scrinia Slavonica, no. 6, 2006, p. 
753. (Medved, I., ñKatoliļka Crkvaéò)

59 Medved, I., ñKatoliļka Crkvaéò, p. 758.
60 Bogdanoviĺ, Nada, ñIzveġtaj o radu organizacije Antifaġistiļkog fronta ģena Narodne Repub-

like Srbije od plenuma Centralnog odbora AFĢ-a do danas [Report on the Activities of The Antifascist 
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The priests and their supposed inþuence were blamed for all sorts of things. The 
activities of the priests were blamed for poor political results when the local Party 
activists had to show that enough people voted in the local elections. In such cases, 
the priests were accused of keeping women away from voting, of organising events 
during the elections, or of spreading propaganda against the Party.61 In all these cases, 
it was assumed that the clergy had hostile intentions, and as one report put it, the 
clergy aims for women because they have a low level of socialist consciousness.62 The 
clergy was also blamed when women resisted joining collective farms. The socialist 
transformation of the countryside, for which collectivisation was a crucial element, 
was particularly damaging to the Church, which supposedly turned to propaganda 
in order to prevent peasant women from participating in the collectivisation proc-
ess. According to reports, some priests openly preached to women that their souls 
would not be saved if they joined the collective farms. The Catholic Church was also 
convenient to blame for the deýcit of women recruits for industry in Slovenia.63 The 
AFĢ activists proclaimed that they had intensiýed their struggle against priests so as 
to counter the priestsô activities, but their efforts were often fruitless.64

Particular anxieties relating to motherhood and parenting were present in the 
Party. It seems that many Catholic priests, indeed, attempted to persuade mothers to 
send their children to religious education classes at school, whilst some of the priests 
were quite successful in maintaining attendance.65 The Party leaders were concerned 
that Catholic priests could manipulate children in remote areas, where the Party 
and the AFĢ were not vigilant. Local activists were instructed to exert an inþuence 
on mothers who were forcing their children to attend religious education classes.66 
However, even these women were considered to be devoid of agency, with the Party 
explaining that they were under the inþuence of the reactionary clergy.67 The activists 
often helplessly observed local priests who would organise sports activities, bringing 

Front of Women of the Peopleôs Republic of Serbia from the Plenum of the Central Council of the AFĢ 
Until This Day],ò 1946, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 13, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

61 Medved, I., ñKatoliļka Crkvaéò, p. 751.
62 Buĺan, Anka, ñDiskusija sa Plenarnog sastanka Glavnog odbora AFĢ [Discussion from The 

Plenary Session of the AFĢ Head Council]ò, October 6, 1946, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 35, The Ar-
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63 ñIzveġtaj Centralnog odbora AFĢ-a Jugoslavije [Report of the Central Committee of the AFĢ 
Yugoslavia],ò 1947, Collection 142, SSRN, Box 1, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

64 ñPred II. Kongres ģena Hrvatske [Prior To the 2nd Congress of Women of Croatia],ò Ģena u 
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67 Tomġiļ, Vida, ñO ulozi AFĢ u vaspitanju socijalistiļkog ļoveka [On the Role of The AFĢ In 
Education of a Socialist Man],ò Ģena danas 68ï69, March 1950, pp. 23ï24.
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with them sought-after sports equipment and trying to recruit these children for their 
religious education classes. Furthermore, according to the internal reports, they also 
pressurised the children into bringing their friends. Finally, the strongest accusation 
made was that the priests used every opportunity to turn children against the Party, 
even by tearing apart banners and þags.68 The Pioneer Organisation was called upon 
to be vigilant, but their reach was limited in the countryside despite the large invest-
ments in the Pioneer press, and the explicit directive to counter clerical inþuences.69 
The priestsô propaganda was also blamed for the troubles the AFĢ activists had in 
enrolling enough children for free summer vacations. For example, a local Party 
cell reported that an old woman, under the inþuence of the priests, spread rumours 
that children were being cooked into soups, therein creating troubles in recruiting 
children.70

The biggest problem for the Party was probably that the relationship between 
the priests, and their congregation was often private. For example, the priests vis-
ited houses for Slava in the Orthodox case, whilst confessions in Catholic churches 
also avoided the Partyôs gaze. This troubled the AFĢ activists as such devotion was 
not public, but rather less visible and more difýcult to control. In their reports, the 
womenôs primitiveness was particularly blamed for such practices, as it undermined 
socialist modernity even further. Some in the Party leadership were stricter regarding 
the religiosity of its members. For example, the Montenegro leadership expelled many 
from the Party for expressing their religiosity. However, women were rarely expelled 
as they were less frequently members, yet the Party still reported that many women 
were visiting the Church and going to confession. Finally, it was often local women 
who visited public meetings and heavily opposed speeches in which the local Party 
members tried to unmask the hostile activities of the priests demonstrating priestsô 
culpabilities.71 However, as one internal report from Slovenia claimed, peasant women 
were more eagerly hostile towards capitalists and kulaks, than towards the priests.72 
Popular support was certainly missing.

68 ñGodiġnji izvjeġtaj o radu Glavnog odbora i organizacije AFĢ-a u Hrvatskojòé
69 Tomaġeviĺ, Stana, ñPoboljġanje rada Pionirske organizacije [Improving the Work of the Pioneer 

Organisation],ò September 1946, Collection 114 ï SSOJ, Box 27, The Archives of Yugoslavia; ñPionirska 
ġtampa [The Pioneer Press],ò May 1948, Collection 507, CK SKJ, Ideoloġka komisija (VIII), box 26, 
The Archives of Yugoslavia.

70 Medved, I., ñKatoliļka Crkvaéò, p. 752.
71 See, for example: Medved, I., ñKatoliļka Crkvaéò, p. 750.
72 ñGodiġnji izveġtaj o radu za 1948 godinu [Annual Activity Report for 1948],ò December 28, 

1948, Collection 141 AFĢ, box 13, The Archives of Yugoslavia.
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Relaxation and the Move to a Gradual Approach

The Partyôs assault on peopleôs religiosity decreased after the early 1950s. In 
the countryside, a more relaxed and gradual approach towards secularisation came 
with the end to aggressive collectivisation, which had failed to bring about the social-
ist transformation of the countryside as imagined by the communists. The socialist 
transformation of the countryside, then, had to be achieved gradually through the 
general improvement of living conditions, but also through mass migration to the 
urban areas. Furthermore, the Party organisations never had enough strength in radi-
cally inþuencing the rural areas. The AFĢ never had enough resources to fulýl its 
mission of ósavingô all women from clerical inþuences, and their failure in this drew 
criticism from those in the top political positions.73 Ultimately, not even all the AFĢ 
activists were enthusiastic about the anti-religious agenda, and so skipped meetings 
during religious holidays.74

It seems that after the early 1950s, the Party focused more on urban areas, and on 
controlling their own membersô religiosity. In 1952 Krsto Crvenkovski called upon the 
Party members to ýght religion with facts and science, rather than by beating priests 
and shutting down churches.75 Josip Broz Tito repeated this call the following year. 
In 1953, the Law on the Juridical Status of the Religious Communities was passed 
conýrming the separation of the Church from the state, and preventing the abuse of 
religion for political purposes.76 The Law, however, entailed more regulated relations 
between the state and the various religious organisations.

This change was particularly visible in the tone taken towards religion in maga-
zines aimed at women. Religion was, of course, still described as being the ñopium 
of the massesò,77 but it was acknowledged that even in a socialist society, it was 
not easy to simply remove religion and superstition. In an article entitled óWe must 
not allow the priests to make our children stupidô, the author assumed that educa-
tion and science have to encompass the largest masses of the population, and that 
knowledge about human evolution and society would lead to a decrease in religious 
inþuences over time. They became aware that it was not possible to eliminate religion 
via campaigns. The Party authors were forced to acknowledge that many traditions 
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The Archives of Yugoslavia.
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May 23, 1952, Collection 114 ï SSOJ, Box 360, The Archives of Yugoslavia.

76 Klaus Buchenau, ñWhat Went Wrong? ChurchïState Relations in Socialist Yugoslavia,ò Na-
tionalities Papers 33, no. 4, December 2005, pp. 547ï67.

77 Bojoviĺ, S., ñBaba Dona ili lekar [Granny Dona or a Doctor],ò Ģena danas 76, October 1950, 
p. 20.
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had survived the assault of the early postwar years, and that the countryside had not 
changed as planned.78 The Church, however, continued to be explained in terms of 
being ñan institution of the capitalist rulers for stupefying and for keeping backward 
and enslaved broad working massesò.79 They recognised that even some honest people 
still attended churches, but only out of their ignorance and traditions, aspects that 
should gradually disappear. The new socialist state holidays would also enter into their 
houses over time, and so no rash action was needed. The Party was ready to retreat 
away from violent means and move towards taking a more educational approach to 
secularising the population. Once again, outside of schools, the educational approach 
was directed towards women, in the form of numerous articles and ýlms that often 
depicted the disastrous consequences of their religiosity. However, the process was 
far from successful, and even the secularising of the Party membership was only 
relatively fruitful. For example, as shown by Klaus Buchenau, in the late 1960s a 
third of the Party members admitted that they had had church weddings.80

Still, over the following decades, the religiosity of the rural populations con-
tinued to be presented in gendered terms. Peasant women were marked as overly 
religious, superstitious and unchanging in magazines, and more importantly, in the 
ever-increasing Yugoslav cinematography. This image of women had not changed 
following one of the early ýlms The Final Days (Poslednji dani), released in 1951, 
in which only women visited churches in which the evil priests served.81 The same 
tropes were repeated decades later. One late Yugoslav ýlm named The Appearance 
of a Holy Lady in the Village of Grabovica (Ukazanje Gospe u selu Grabovica) tells 
the story of a local teacherôs struggle to educate children in one remote village, in 
which a local priest tries to exert his inþuence over them. The plot begins with the 
aftermath of a rumour that the school will face closure due to a lack of students. This 
excites the hopes of a priest that he might regain an old building, conýscated after the 
Second World War and used as part of the school. Just as in the postwar magazines, 
the priest uses sports to entice more pupils to religious classes ï he is opposed to 
the secular education, is ambitious to expand the church land, and he would stop at 
nothing to bring more believers to the Church. The people are generally uninterested 
in religion, except for the old women, and women who are experiencing some form 
of crisis. However, by the end of the ýlm it appears that the rumour about the school 
closure was false, and so the church remains empty and the priestôs plot to regain the 
schoolôs building fails. However, at the end of the ýlm, the Holy Lady does appear, 

78 ñVaspitanje majke kao prvog vaspitaļa [Education of Mothers as The First Educators],ò Radnica 
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80 Buchenau, K., Orthodoxie und Katholizismusé, p. 145.
81 Pogaļiĺ, Vladimir, Poslednji dan [The Last Day], Avala ýlm, 1951.



58 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

illustrating an even more interesting picture of the Churchôs greed and corruption. 
The priest never really cared about the Holy Lady, and in the ýnal scene, after saving 
her child, the teacher leads the other children away from the church. One reading of 
the ýlm could be that the Holy Lady had decided to protect a child, but also secular 
education.82 In any case, all the elements of the early AFĢ reports are present. The 
priest took a proactive role with the children, using a variety of means to entice them 
to attend religious education (catechesis), he craves for more land and buildings, he 
abuses the trust of local people in trouble, he spreads rumours, and he is not even 
interested in the safety of a baby. The role of the AFĢ agitators is here assumed by 
a local teacher ï a strong woman, who loves all the children and would do anything 
for their education and for them to have a better life. The victory of the teacher, 
however, came hard achieved, and as part of the Partyôs secularisation project, it was 
only þeeting as the countryside remained unchanged.

Conclusions

Understandings of gender played a crucial role in how the Party envisioned the 
secularisation of the general population. Combined with the imagined class hierarchy, 
they fostered a speciýc discourse in which peasant women were construed as the 
most backward group in the country, and as a potential threat to the socialist order. 
The Party assumed that the people in the countryside were more religious than those 
in the cities, that women were more religious than men, and that older women were 
more religious than younger ones. These postulations were taken for granted, as the 
Party relied on Marxist theory and readings of the Marxist classics via its Stalinist 
interpretation, rather than on its own experiences of engaging with the countryside. 
Furthermore, these ideas remained unchanged until the end of the socialist period.

The secularisation of the countryside, therefore, depended on gender stere-
otypes rendering the entire process narrow and easy to avoid. Only rarely did a few 
communists at Party meetings suggest that men and even Party members were also 
religious, often hiding behind womenôs public religiosity. Nevertheless, bearing in 
mind that peasant women were supposed to have been targeted as a priority, the Party 
struggled to ýnd ways to approach them. Its womenôs section the AFĢ was tasked 
with working with peasant women, but from their reports, it became clear that the 
activists were losing the battle for souls and minds to the clergy. Particularly in the 
predominantly Catholic areas, the Party activists struggled to break womenôs church 
attendance, or from their using priestsô services during life-cycle events such as 
births, weddings and funerals. The Partyôs attempts to introduce socialist meanings 

82 Ļengiĺ, Bahrudin Bato, Ukazanje Gospe u selu Grabovica [The Appearance of a Holy Lady 
in the Village of Grabovica], Televizija Sarajevo, 1985.
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and forms to these occasions did not hold ground. After the dissolution of the AFĢ 
in 1953, and also after accepting a more lenient approach that entailed less physical 
violence towards the priests and more education of the population, the secularisation 
of the countryside was left to unwind more gradually. The data from the following 
decades shows that the secularisation project, in the way the Party leaders imagined 
it, failed. Ultimately, it shows the limits of the Partyôs organising in the countryside, 
and how the assumptions made about gendered religiosity remained unchanged. 
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ʈʝʟʠʤʝ

ɼʨ ʀʚʘʥ ʉʠʤʠ˂

ʈʦʜ ʠ ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʨʘʥʦʛ ʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ:  
ʙʦʨʙʘ ʟʘ ʫʤ, ʩʨʮʘ ʠ ʜʫʰʝ

ʋ ʨʘʜʫ ʩʝ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘ ʨʦʜʥʘ ʢʦʤʧʦʥʝʥʪʘ ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʫ ʨʘʥʦʤ ʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʦʤ 
ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʫ. ʀʩʧʠʪʫʿʫ˂ʠ ʢʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʩʭʚʘʪʘˁʝ ʨʦʜʘ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʣʦ ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʢʦʿʫ ʿʝ ʩʧʨʦ-
ʚʦʜʠʣʘ ʂʦʤʫʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʘ ʧʘʨʪʠʿʘ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ, ʯʣʘʥʘʢ ʫʢʘʟʫʿʝ ʥʘ ʥʘʯʠʥʝ ʥʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʨʦʜ ʙʠʦ 
ʢˀʫʯʘʥ ʟʘ ʧʘʨʪʠʿʫ, ˁ ʝʥʝ ʘʢʪʠʚʠʩʪʝ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʟʘ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʿʩʢʝ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʿʝ. ʉʚʠ ʦʥʠ ʩʫ ʩʤʘʪʨʘʣʠ 
ʜʘ ʩʫ ʞʝʥʝ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʩʢʣʦʥʝ ʫʪʠʮʘʿʠʤʘ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʿʝ, ʩʧʨʦʚʦʜʝ˂ʠ ʧʘʪʨʦʥʠʟʫʿʫ˂ʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ. 
ʇʘʨʪʠʿʘ ʿʝ ʩʤʘʪʨʘʣʘ ʜʘ ʩʫ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʝ ʞʝʥʝ ʧʨʝʪˁʘ ʟʘ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʘʪ ʤʦʜʝʨ-
ʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ, ʧʘʨʪʠʿʩʢʠ ʘʢʪʠʚʠʩʪʠ ʩʫ ʯʝʩʪʦ ʩʧʨʦʚʦʜʠʣʠ ʥʘʩʠʣʥʫ ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʜʘ ʧʦʢʘʞʫ 
ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʫ ʤʦʜʝʨʥʦʩʪ, ʜʦʢ ʩʫ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʿʩʢʝ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʮʠˀʘʣʝ ʞʝʥʝ ʢʘʢʦ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʚʠʣʝ 
ʨʝʣʠʛʠʿʩʢʝ ʧʨʘʢʩʝ. ʇʦʩʝʙʥʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʞʝʥʘʤʘ ʫʢʘʟʫʿʫ ʠ ʥʘ ʪʦ ʢʘʢʦ ʩʫ ʦʚʝ ʛʨʫʧʝ 
ʚʠʜʝʣʝ ʤʫʰʢʘʨʮʝ, ˁʠʭʦʚʫ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʦʩʪ ʠ ʘʛʝʥʩʥʦʩʪ. ʇʨʦʿʝʢʘʪ ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʿʝ ʥʘ ʪʘʿ 
ʥʘʯʠʥ ʫʪʚʨʜʠʦ ʟʘʤʠʰˀʝʥʝ ʢʣʘʩʥʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʭʠʿʝʨʘʨʭʠʿʝ, ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʩʫ ʩʝˀʘʥʢʝ ʦʟʥʘʯʝʥʝ ʢʘʦ 
ʥʘʿʥʘʟʘʜʥʠʿʘ ʛʨʫʧʘ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʥʠʰʪʚʘ. ʀʧʘʢ, ʫʧʨʢʦʩ ʥʘʧʦʨʠʤʘ ʧʘʨʪʠʿʝ, ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʩʝʣʘ 
ʥʠʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ ʫʩʧʝʰʥʘ, ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʢʘʜʘ ʩʝ ʫʟʤʝ ʫ ʦʙʟʠʨ ʧʦʩʝ˂ʠʚʘˁʝ ʮʨʢʚʠ ʤʝʹʫ ʢʘʪʦʣʠʮʠʤʘ, 
ʠʣʠ ʢʘʜʘ ʩʝ ʧʦʩʤʘʪʨʘ ʫʣʦʛʘ ʩʚʝʰʪʝʥʠʢʘ ʫ ʦʙʨʝʜʠʤʘ ʧʦʧʫʪ ʨʦʹʝˁʘ, ʚʝʥʯʘˁʘ ʠ ʩʘʭʨʘʥʘ. 
ʅʘʢʦʥ ʧʦʯʝʪʥʠʭ ʘʛʨʝʩʠʚʥʠʭ ʢʘʤʧʘˁʘ ʫ ʧʨʚʦʿ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʠ ʥʘʢʦʥ ʨʘʪʘ, ʩʫʦʯʝʥʘ ʩʘ ʥʝʫʩʧʝʭʦʤ, 
ʇʘʨʪʠʿʘ ʩʝ ʦʜʣʫʯʠʣʘ ʟʘ ʧʦʩʪʝʧʝʥʠ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧ, ʦʯʝʢʫʿʫ˂ʠ ʜʘ ˂ʝ ʩʝ ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʜʝʩʠʪʠ 
ʩʘ ʤʠʛʨʘʮʠʿʘʤʘ, ʫʨʙʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʦʤ ʠ ʠʥʜʫʩʪʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʦʤ.

ʂˀʫʯʥʝ ʨʝʯʠ: ʨʦʜʥʦ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ, ʩʝʢʫʣʘʨʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ, ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʤ, ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ, ʞʝʥʝ 
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ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ  
ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ1

ɸʧʩʪʨʘʢʪ: ʅʘʢʦʥ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʠʭ ʥʘʧʦʤʝʥʘ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʢʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ, 
ʫ ʯʣʘʥʢʫ jʝ ʫʢʘʟʘʥʦ ʥʘ ʧʨʝʧʣʠʪʘˁʝ ʠ ʩʫʩʨʝʪ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ, ʪʝ 
ʠʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʨʘʥ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧ ʫ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘˁʫ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʨʦʜʘ. ʇʨʠʢʘʟʘʥ ʿʝ ʩʝʣʝʢʪʠʚʘʥ ʠʟʙʦʨ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʘʫʪʦʨʘ ʠ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ 
ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ ʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ ʙʘʚʝ ʪʠʤ ʪʝʤʘʤʘ, ʤʘʭʦʤ ʫ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ-
ʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʦʙʿʘʚʠʣʠ. ʋ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʩʫ ʦʙʫʭʚʘ˂ʝʥʠ ʠ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʮʠ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ 
ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʠ ʟʘ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʘʢ ʦʚʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ. 

ʂˀʫʯʥʝ ʨʝʯʠ: ɾʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ, ʥʘʫʯʥʘ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ, ʠʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠ-
ʥʘʨʥʦʩʪ, ʨʘʟʚʦʿ, ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ.

ʅʝʚʠʜˀʠʚʦʩʪ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ ʤʘʨʛʠʥʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʮʝʣʦʢʫʧʥʝ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʝ ʢʦʿʫ 
˂ʝ ʦʥʘ ʠʤʘʪʠ ʫ ʩʚʦʤ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʫ, a ʧʦʪʦʤ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʨʦʜʘ, ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ 
ʚʣʘʜʘʣʘ ʿʝ ʛʦʪʦʚʦ ʜʦ ʩʘʤʦʛ ʢʨʘʿʘ 20. ʚʝʢʘ. ʀʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʪʝʤʘ ʛʦʜʠʥʘʤʘ ʥʘ ʤʘʨʛʠʥʘ-
ʤʘ ʿʘʚʥʦʛ ʧʦˀʘ, ʪʝʢ ʿʝ ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʘ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʦʜʰʢʨʠʥʫʣʘ ʚʨʘʪʘ 
ʘʢʘʜʝʤʩʢʠʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʩʢʠʤ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʘ ʫ ʮʝʥʪʨʫ ʠʤʘʿʫ ʞʝʥʫ, ʜʘ 
ʙʠ ʫ ʩʣʝʜʝ˂ʝʤ ʚʝʢʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʙʠʚʘʣʘ ʩʚʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʧʨʝʧʦʟʥʘʪʘ ʢʘʦ ʟʘʩʝʙʥʘ 
ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʘ ʦʙʣʘʩʪ ʠ ʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ, ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʦ ʥʘʫʯʥʦ ʧʦˀʝ ʠ ʥʦʚʘ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʩʢʘ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ.

ʋ ɸʤʝʨʠʮʠ ʠ ɽʚʨʦʧʠ, ʤʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʩʝ ʧʦʿʘʚˀʫʿʝ ʿʦʰ ʦʜ 60-
ʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ. ʋ ʧʦʯʝʪʢʫ ʩʫ ʥʘʩʪʦʿʘˁʘ ʬʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʠʭ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʢʠ 

1 ʏʣʘʥʘʢ ʿʝ ʨʝʟʫʣʪʘʪ ʨʘʜʘ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʪʫ ʊʨʘʜʠʮʠʿʘ ʠ ʪʨʘʥʩʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʿʘ ï ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʝ ʠ 
ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʠ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʠ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ 20. ʚʝʢʫ (Nʦ 47019), ʢʦʿʠ ʬʠʥʘʥʩʠʨʘ ʄʠʥʠʩʪʘʨʩʪʚʦ ʧʨʦʩʚʝʪʝ, 
ʥʘʫʢʝ ʠ ʪʝʭʥʦʣʦʰʢʦʛ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʘ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ.
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ʧʨʚʝʥʩʪʚʝʥʦ ʙʠʣʘ ʥʘ ʪʨʘʛʫ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘˁʘ Ăʠʥʪʝʣʝʢʪʫʘʣʥʦʛ ʦʪʧʦʨʘò ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʿ 
ʥʝʿʝʜʥʘʢʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʧʦʜʨʝʹʝʥʦʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʘ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ Ăʫʧʠʩʠʚʘˁʘ ʞʝʥʘò ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʧʨʝ 
ʩʚʝʛʘ ʫ ʬʫʥʢʮʠʿʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ2. ʊʘʜʘ ʿʝ, ʟʘʧʠʩʘʣʘ ʿʝ ɸ. ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ʚʝʟʘ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ 
ʥʦʚʦʛ ʬʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʛ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʙʠʣʘ ʦʯʠʛʣʝʜʥʘ, ʜʘ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʩʨʝʜʠ-
ʥʦʤ 70-ʪʠʭ Ăʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʦʜʚʦʿʠʣʘ ʦʜ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʛ ʘʢʪʠʚʠʟʤʘ, ʧʨʦʰʠʨʠʣʘ 
ʩʚʦʿʘ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘˁʝ ʩʚʠʭ ʘʩʧʝʢʘʪʘ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʩʪʝʢʣʘ 
ʥʘʫʯʥʠ ʠ ʘʢʘʜʝʤʩʢʠ ʣʝʛʠʪʠʤʠʪʝʪò.3 ʇʨʦʙʠʿʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʩʝ ʢʘ ʧʫʥʦʤ ʣʝʛʠʪʠʤʠʪʝʪʫ 
ʥʘʫʯʥʝ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ, ʧʨʦʣʘʟʠʣʘ ʿʝ ʢʨʦʟ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʝ ʝʪʘʧʝ, ʧʦʯʝʚʰʠ ʦʜ ʥʘʩʪʦʿʘˁʘ 
ʜʘ ʩʝ ʩʝʜʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʠ ʦʩʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʫʢˀʫʯʠ ʫ ʦʢʚʠʨʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʥʘʫʢʝ ʠ 
ʠʥʪʝʛʨʠʰʝ ʫ ˁʫ4, ʜʘ ʙʠ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʜʦʙʠʣʘ ʥʘ ʩʥʘʟʠ ʩʘ ʟʘʤʘʭʦʤ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʝ ʠʩʪʦ-
ʨʠʿʝ, ˁʝʥʠʤ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʠʤʘ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʠʤʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ.5 ʋʚʦʹʝˁʝʤ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʿʝ 
ʨʦʜʘ, ʪʝʨʤʠʥʘ ʧʦʥʠʢʣʦʛ ʧʦʜ ʦʢʨʠˀʝʤ ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ, ʢʦʿʠ ʥʘʛʣʘʩʘʢ ʩʪʘʚˀʘ ʥʘ 
ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦ ʢʦʥʩʪʨʫʠʩʘʥʝ ʫʣʦʛʝ ʤʫʰʢʘʨʘʮʘ ʠ ʞʝʥʘ, ʧʨʦʤʝʥˀʠʚʝ ʠ ʟʘʚʠʩʥʝ ʦʜ 
ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʘ, ʘ ʥʝ ʥʘ ˁ ʠʭʦʚʫ ʙʠʦʣʦʰʢʫ ʜʘʪʦʩʪ, ʨʦʜʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʝʣʘ 
ʿʝ ʧʨʦʰʠʨʠʚʘˁʫ ʭʦʨʠʟʦʥʪʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ.6 ʂʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʿʘ ʨʦʜʘ ʧʦʥʫʜʠʣʘ ʿʝ ʥʦʚʝ 
ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʝ ʠ ʟʥʘʯʘʿ ʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʧʦʨʝʜ ʠʟʚʝʩʥʠʭ ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʝˁʘ 
ʢʦʿʘ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʿ ʘʚˀʘʣʘ ʫ ʧʨʘʢʩʠ.7 ʄʘʜʘ ʿ ʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʠʟ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ ʨʝʣʘʪʠʚʥʦ 
ʜʫʛʦ ʯʝʢʘʣʘ Ăʣʝʛʠʪʠʤʘʮʠʿʫò, ʫ ʤʝʹʫʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ ʿʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʙʝʟ ʞʝʥʘ ʧʦʩʪʘʣʘ ʥʝ-
ʤʦʛʫ˂ʘ,8 ʿʝʨ Ăʞʝʥʝ ʟʘʩʣʫʞʫʿʫ ʚʣʘʩʪʠʪʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʜʘ ʙʠ ˁʠʭʦʚʘ ʠʩʪʠʥʠʪʘ ʧʨʠʯʘ 
ʙʠʣʘ ʠʩʧʨʠʯʘʥʘò.9 

2 Ryan, P. Mary, ĂĢenska historija ulazi u vrijeme koje neĺe biti tako burnoñ u: Pro Tempore 6/7, 
Eseji, ļlanci i rasprave, Zagreb 2009, preveo Tomislav BranĽolica, str. 15. (u daljem tekstu: Ryan, M., 
ĂĢenska historija...ñ)

3 Stoliĺ, Ana, Ăʆd istorije ģena do rodne istorijeñ, u: Gizela Bok, Ģena u istoriji Evrope, Beograd 
2005, str. 426. (u daljem tekstu: Stoliĺ, A., Ăʆd istorije ģena do rodne istorije...ñ)

4 ʋ ʦʢʚʠʨʠʤʘ ʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʧʦʩʪʦʿʘʣʘ ʿ ʝ ʩʫʤˁʘ ʫ ʦʙʿʝʢʪʠʚʥʦʩʪ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ, 
ʢʦʨʝʢʪʥʦʛ ʠʰʯʠʪʘʚʘˁʘ ʠʟʚʦʨʘ, ʫʧʨʘʚʦ ʟʙʦʛ ˁ ʝʥʝ ʧʦʚʝʟʘʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʘ ʘʢʪʠʚʠʟʤʦʤ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʦʤ 
ʠʟ ʢʦʛʘ ʿ ʝ ʧʦʥʠʢʣʘ. ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ, Ăʆʜ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʢʘ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʤ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ: ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʘ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘñ, ʫ: ʍʫʤʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ 1, ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ, ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ, ʅʠʰ 2013, 
ʩʪʨ. 378. (ʋ ʜʘˀʝʤ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ: ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸ., Ăʆʜ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʢʘ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʤ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ...ñ)

5 ʀʩʪʦ. 
6 ɾʝʥʩʢʘ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʩʫ ʿ ʦʰ ʦʜ 80-ʪʠʭ, ʘ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ 90-ʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 20. ʚʝʢʘ ʙʠʣʝ ʠʥʪʝʛʨʠ-

ʩʘʥʝ ʫ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʝ ʥʘ ʘʤʝʨʠʯʢʠʤ ʢʦʣʝ˅ʠʤʘ ʠ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʠʤʘ, ʦʙʫʭʚʘ˂ʝʥʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʚʥʠʤ ʧʣʘʥʦʚʠʤʘ, ʩʘ 
ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʠʤ ʙʨʦʿʝʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʢʠ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʪʠʤʝ ʙʘʚʠʣʝ. Ryan, M., ĂĢenska historija...ñ, str. 16.

7 ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸ., Ăʆʜ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʢʘ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʤ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ...ñ, ʩʪʨ. 379ï381.
8 Bok, Gizela, Ģena u istoriji Evrope, Beograd 2005, str. 401; Markoviĺ, Predrag, ĂIstoriograýja 

i seksualnost (polnost): skica za istoriju jedne disciplineñ, u: Istorija 20. veka, 2/2017, str. 150.
9 Majls, Rozalind, Ko je spremio Tajnu veļeru? Ģenska istorija sveta, Beograd 2012, str. 21.
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ʉʫʩʨʝʪ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ

ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʣʦʰʢʦʤ ʩʤʠʩʣʫ ʥʝ ʧʦʯʠʚʘ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʘ ʧʠʩʘʥʠʤ ʘʨʭʠʚ-
ʩʢʠʤ ʠʟʚʦʨʠʤʘ ʠ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʘ ʚʝ˂ ʦʮʨʪʘʚʘˁʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʭ ʩʣʠʢʘ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦ-
ʩʠ ʠ ʫʩʤʝʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ, ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʘ ʟʘ ʦʚʫ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʫ,10 ʠʥʪʝʨʚʿʫʠ, ʘʥʢʝʪʝ, 
ʤʝʪʦʜʦʣʦʰʢʝ ʪʝʭʥʠʢʝ ʨʘʟʚʠʿʘʥʝ ʠ ʧʦʜ ʦʢʨʠˀʝʤ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ, 
ʧʨʝ ʩʚʝʛʘ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ, ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ... ʉʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʞʝʥʘ, ʞʝʥʩʢʘ 
ʠʩʢʫʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚʠ, ʦʪʢʨʠʚʘʿʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʨʘʢʩʝ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʪʘʤʦ ʛʜʝ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥ-
ʪʠ ʥʝ ʜʦʩʝʞʫ. ʄʥʦʛʝ ʧʦʿʘʚʝ ʥʠʩʫ ʤʦʛʣʝ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʫʦʯʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʫ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʘʪʘ. 
ʊʦ ʿʦʰ ʚʠʰʝ ʧʦʪʝʥʮʠʨʘ ʠ ʧʦʜʫʧʠʨʝ ʤʝʹʫʟʘʚʠʩʥʦʩʪ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ 
ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ ʫ ʛʨʘʹʝˁʫ ʩʣʠʢʘ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʢʦʨʧʫʩʘ ʟʥʘˁʘ ʦ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʞʝʥʘ. 
ʀʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʨʥʦʩʪ ʠʤʘʥʝʥʪʥʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘʤʘ, ʦʙʝʣʝʞʠʣʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʥʘʯʠʥʝ 
ʩʪʠʮʘˁʘ ʟʥʘˁʘ ʦ ʧʨʦʰʣʠʤ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ ʠʟ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ. 

ʅʘʛʣʘʰʝʥʘ ʠʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʨʥʦʩʪ ʫ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʫ ʠ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘˁʫ ʪʝ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʝ 
ʫʩʣʦʚʠʣʘ ʿʝ ʢʦʤʙʠʥʦʚʘˁʝ ʤʝʪʦʜʘ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ, ʪʝ ˁʠʭʦʚʦ 
ʧʨʝʧʣʠʪʘˁʝ. ʋʧʨʘʚʦ ʠʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʨʥʦʩʪ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʫ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʭ 
ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʠ ʤʥʦʰʪʚʦ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʘ ʯʠʥʝ ʜʘ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘˁʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʨʦʜʘ ʧʨʝʚʘʟʠʣʘʟʝ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʝ ʦʢʚʠʨʝ ʠ ʤʝʹʝ ʩʪʨʫʢʝ ʠ ʿʦʰ ʚʠʰʝ 
ʠʥʪʝʥʟʠʚʠʨʘʿʫ ʙʨʠʩʘˁʝ ʛʨʘʥʠʮʘ ʤʝʹʫ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ. ʊʦ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʚʘʞʠ ʟʘ ʠʩ-
ʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ. 

ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʢʘʦ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ ʟʘʢʦʨʘʯʠʣʘ ʿ ʝ ʫ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʩʪ ʠ ʧʦʩʪʘʣʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʘ ʟʘ 
ʧʨʦʤʠʰˀʘˁʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ (ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ). ʀʩʪʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʦ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʛʠʿʘ ʨʘʟʫʤʝ-
ʚʘˁʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠʭ ʧʦʿʘʚʘ ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʚʘ ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦʤ ʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʪʝʪʫ. ʀʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ 
ʢʦʿʘ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʝ ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʚʘˁʝʤ ʫʟʨʦʢʘ ʠ ʢʦʨʝʥʘ ʥʝʢʦʛ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʛ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘ ʧʨʠʙʣʠ-
ʞʘʚʘʿʫ ʪʝ ʥʘʫʯʥʝ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ. ɺʝʟʘ ʤʝʹʫ ˁʠʤʘ ʜʦʣʘʟʠ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʜʦ ʠʟʨʘʞʘʿʘ ʫ 
ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ. 

ʋ ʦʢʚʠʨʫ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠʭ ʠ ʭʫʤʘʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʠʭ ʥʘʫʢʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ʢʦʥʝʢʮʠʿʫ ʩʦʮʠʦ-
ʣʦʛʠʿʝ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʨʝʧʨʝʟʝʥʪʫʿʝ ʠ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʰʢʠˁʝ ʄʘʨʠʥʝ ɹʣʘʛʦʿʝ-
ʚʠ˂ ʍʿʫʩʦʥ (Hughson) ʉʫʪʨʘ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʦ ʿʫʯʝ: ʧʨʠʣʦʛ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʞʝʥʘ 
ʫ ʜʨʫʛʦʿ ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʠ 20. ʚʝʢʘ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʠ11, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʤʥʦʛʝ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʠ ʨʘʜʦʚʠ 
ʪʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ. ɺʝʟʘ ʤʝʹʫ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ ʿʝ ʦʜʩʣʠʢʘʥʘ ʠ ʫ ʩʘʤʦʤ ʥʘʩʣʦʚʫ ʢˁʠʛʝ. 
Aʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʫ ʠ ʦʜʣʠʢʝ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʨʝʞʠʤʘ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʠ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʨʫʛʝ 
ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʝ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ, ʄ. ɹʣʘʛʦʿʝʚʠ˂ ʩʝ ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ ʙʘʚʠ ʨʦʜʥʦʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʦʤ, 
ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʦʤ ʿ ʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ ʠ ʧʠʰʝ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʰʢʫ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʫ 
ʠʟ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ. 

10 ɿʥʘʯʘʿ ʫʩʤʝʥʠʭ ʧʨʝʜʘˁʘ ʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʧʦʜʮʨʪʘʚʘ ʠ ʇʦʣ ʊʦʤʧʩʦʥ. ʊʦʤʧʩʦʥ, ʇʦʣ, 
ɻʣʘʩ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2012, ʩʪʨ. 22, 125ï128. 

11 Marina Blagojeviĺ Hjuson, Sutra je bilo juļe: prilog druġtvenoj istoriji ģena u drugoj polovini 
20. veka u Jugoslaviji, Novi Sad 2015. 
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ʄʝʹʫ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʰʢʠˁʘʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʩʚʦʿʠʤ ʨʘʜʦʚʠʤʘ ʟʥʘʪʥʦ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʝʣʝ ʫʪʝ-
ʤʝˀʠʚʘˁʫ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʦʙʣʠʢʦʚʘˁʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ʪʨʘ-
ʛʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʟʘ ʢʦʨʝʥʠʤʘ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʠʭ ʬʝʥʦʤʝʥʘ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʚʘʿʫ˂ʠ ˁʠʭʦʚʫ 
ʨʝʬʣʝʢʩʠʿʫ ʥʘ ʩʘʜʘʰˁʦʩʪ, ʿʝʩʫ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʧʨʦʬ. ɸʥʹʝʣʢʝ ʄʠʣʠ˂. 
ʆʚʜʝ ˂ ʝʤʦ ʥʘʚʝʩʪʠ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʝʢʝ ˁ ʝʥʝ ʢˁʠʛʝ, ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʝ ʩʘ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʰʪʘ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ 
ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ: ɾʝʥʝ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ, ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ12; ɾʝʥʩʢʠ ʧʦʢʨʝʪ ʥʘ ʨʘʩʢʨʰ˂ʫ 
ʤʠʣʝʥʠʿʫʤʘ13... ʋ ʿ eʜʥʦʤ ʦʜ ʩʚʦʿʠʭ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʘ, ʥʘʧʠʩʘʥʠʭ ʿ ʦʰ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 
ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ, ɸ. ʄʠʣʠ˂ ʧʦʪʝʥʮʠʨʘ ʚʘʞʥʦʩʪ ʠʟʫʯʘʚʘˁʘ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ 
ʞʝʥʘ ʥʘ ʥʘʯʠʥ Ăʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʩʝ ʞʝʥʝ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘʿʫ ʢʘʦ ʘʢʪʠʚʥʝ ʫʯʝʩʥʠʮʝ ʟʙʠʚʘˁʘ, 
ʢʘʦ ʩʫʙʿʝʢʪʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʪʚʘʨʘʿʫ ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʠ ʞʝʥʝ ʢʘʦ ʩʪʚʘʨʘʣʘʯʢʠ ʧʠʩʮʠ, 
ʪʫʤʘʯʠ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʹʠʚʘʯʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʧʨʠʯʝò.14

ʉʦʮʠʦʣʦʰʢʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ɲʫʙʠʮʝ ʈʘʿʢʦʚʠ˂, ʯʠʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʝ 
ʫʩʤʝʨʝʥʦ, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʛ, ʥʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʩʝʦʩʢʠʭ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʩʝʣʠʤʘ ʧʦ 
ʮʝʥʪʨʘʣʥoʿ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ʠʤʘʿʫ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʫ ʜʠʤʝʥʟʠʿʫ.15

ʇʦʨʝʜ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʰʢʠʭ, ʤʥʦʛʘ ʝʪʥʦʣʦʰʢʘ ʠ ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʰʢʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʠ ʩʪʫ-
ʜʠʿʝ, ʪʘʢʦʹʝ ʩʝ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʦ ʧʨʝʧʣʠ˂ʫ ʠ ʟʘʣʘʟʝ ʫ ʦʙʣʘʩʪ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ, ʦʪʢʨʠʚʘʿʫ˂ʠ 
ˁʠʭʦʚ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʫʦʯʘʚʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʪʝʪʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠʭ ʧʦʿʘʚʘ, ʠʣʠ 
ʿʦʿ, ʧʘʢ, ʩʪʚʘʨʘʿʫ ʠ ʦʙʝʟʙʝʹʫʿʫ ʥʦʚʝ ʠʟʚʦʨʝ, ʿʝʨ ʠ ʩʘʤʘ ˁʠʭʦʚʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʪʦ 
ʧʦʩʪʘʿʫ. ʋʧʝʯʘʪˀʠʚ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ ʿ ʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ɺʝʨʝ ɽʨʣʠʭ ʠʟ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʥʝ ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦ-
ʣʦʛʠʿʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʘ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʪʨʘʥʩʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʿʠ,16 ʢʦʿʘ ʿ ʝ ʧʨʫʞʘʣʘ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʘʣ ʟʘ 
ʤʥʦʛʘ ʢʘʩʥʠʿʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ, ʪʝ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ. 
ʋ ʦʢʚʠʨʫ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʠʭ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʤʥʦʛʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ ʠʟ ʝʪʥʦʛʨʘʬʩʢʝ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ 
ʧʠʰʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ: ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ ʇʘʚʠ˂ʝʚʠ˂, ʄʠʨʦʩʣʘʚʘ ʄʘʣʝʰʝʚʠ˂, ɱʘʜʨʘʥ-
ʢʘ ɫʦʨʹʝʚʠ˂ ʎʨʥʦʙʨˁʘ ʠ ʜʨ.17

ʀʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʨʥʦʩʪ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʘ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʘ 
ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ ʧʨʝʣʘʤʘʿʫ ʩʝ ʠ ʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʝ, ʘ ʪʦʤʝ 

12 ʄʠʣʠ˂, ɸʥʹʝʣʢʘ, ɾʝʥʝ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ, ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1994. 
13 Miliĺ, AnĽelka, Ģenski pokret na raskrġĺu milenijuma. Izveġtaj o empirijskom istraģivanju u 

Srbiji i Crnoj Gori, Beograd 2002.
14 Miliĺ, AnĽelka, ĂPatrijarhalni poredak, revolucija i saznanje o poloģaju ģeneñ, Srbija u 

modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2, Poloģaj ģene kao merilo modernizacije, Institut za noviju 
istoriju Srbije, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1998, ʩʪʨ. 558. ʇʦʨʝʜ oʙʠʤʥʦʛ ʥʘʫʯʥʦ-ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦʛ ʦʧʫʩʘ, ɸʥʹʝʣʢʘ ʄʠʣʠ˂ 
ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ ʿʝʜʥʘ ʦʜ ʠʥʠʮʠʿʘʪʦʨʢʠ ʦʩʥʠʚʘˁʘ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʥʘ ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʦʤ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪʫ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ. 

15 Rajkoviĺ, M. Ljubica, Druġtveni poloģaj sela, seoskih porodica i seoskih ģena u centralnoj 
Srbiji, Beograd 2014. 

16 Erlich, St.Vera, Jugoslovenska porodica u transformaciji, Zagreb 1971.
17 ʆʩʠʤ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʠ ʯʣʘʥʘʢʘ ʧʦʤʝʥʫ˂ʝʤʦ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʝʢʝ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʠʭ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ. ʇʘʚʠ˂ʝ-

ʚʠ˂, ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ, ʅʘ ʫʜʘʨʫ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʛʠʿʘ. ɹʨʘʢ, ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʠ ʧʦʣʥʠ ʤʦʨʘʣ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ ʜʨʫʛʦʿ ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʠ 
20. ʚʝʢʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2006; Maleġeviĺ, ʄiroslava, Ģensko. Etnografski aspekti druġtvenog poloģaja ģene 
u Srbiji, Beograd 2007; ɫʦʨʹʝʚʠ˂ ʎʨʥʦʙʨˁʘ, ɱʘʜʨʘʥʢʘ, ʅʘʩʣʝʹʠʚʘˁʝ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʦʙʠʯʘʿʘ ʠ ʟʘʢʦʥʘ, 
ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2011. 



67ɼʨ ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ

ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦʩʝ ʠ ʨʘʜʦʚʠ ɸʜʨʠʘʥʝ ɿʘʭʘʨʠʿʝʚʠ˂ ʢʦʿʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘʿʫ ʩʚʦʿʝʚʨʩʥʫ ʚʝʟʫ 
ʬʠʣʦʟʦʬʠʿʝ, ʬʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ ʪʝʦʨʠʿʝ ʠ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ.18

ʉʧʦʿ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʢʦʿʠ ʛʨʘʜʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʪʝʤʝ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢ-
ʪʠʚa ʪʘʢʦʹʝ ʿʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʩʫʩʨʝʪʘ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ. ɾʝʥʩʢʦ ʩʪʚʘʨʘʣʘʰʪʚʦ ʫ 
ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʦʥʠʨʘ ʩʝ ʫ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʝ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ 
ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʜʝʦ je ʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦʤ ʦʧʫʩʫ ʧʨʦʬ. ɹʠˀʘʥʝ ɼʦʿʯʠʥʦʚʠ˂.19 
ʊʫ ʩʚʘʢʘʢʦ ʪʨʝʙʘ ʫʧʫʪʠʪʠ ʠ ʥʘ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ.20 ʇʨʝʧʣʠʪʘˁʝ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʠʩ-
ʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ, ʫ ʞʘʥʨʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʨʪʨʝʪʘ, ʧʦʜʫʧʠʨʫ ʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʉʪʘʥʠʩʣʘʚʝ ɹʘʨʘ˂, 
ʢʦʿʘ ʩʝ, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʛ, ʙʘʚʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʤ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʰ˂ʫ ʫ ʤʝʹʫʨʘʪʥʦʤ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʫ ʠ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʦʤ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʠʢʝ.21

ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʬʦʪʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʤʦʛʫ ʩʝ ʥʘ˂ʠ ʫ ʟʘʿʝʜʥʠʯʢʦʤ 
ʧʨʦʿʝʢʪʫ. ʌʦʪʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ, ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʢʘʦ ʩʚʝʜʦʯʘʥʩʪʚʦ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʚʝ˂ ʥʘʯʠʥ ˁʝʥʦʛ 
ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʘ ʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʘʮʠʿʝ, Ăʯʠʪʘˁʝò ʬʦʪʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʠ ʨʝʧʨʝʟʝʥʪʘʮʠʿʘ ʞʝʥʝ, 
ʠʣʠ Ăʚʠʟʫʝʣʥʝ ʧʦʨʫʢʝò ʩʘ ʥʘʩʣʦʚʥʠʭ ʩʪʨʘʥʘ ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩʘ ɾʝʥʝ ʜʘʥʘʩ, ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘʥʝ 
ʩʫ ʫ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʢʝ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ, ʧʨʦʬ. ʄʠʣʘʥʢʝ ʊʦʜʠ˂.22 

 ɾʝʥʝ ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ, ʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʠ ʧʝʨʠʦʜ

ʉʝʜʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʥʘʧʠʩʘʥʦ ʿʝ ʥʝʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʯʠʿʠ ʿʝ 
ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠ ʠ ʪʝʤʘʪʩʢʠ ʦʢʚʠʨ ʞʝʥa ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ. ʂˁʠʛʘ ɾʝʥʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʫ ʅʆɹ-ʫ,23 
ʛʨʫʧʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ, ʥʘʩʪʘʣʘ ʧʨʠʛʦʜʥʠʤ ʧʦʚʦʜʦʤ,24 ʧʨʝʟʝʥʪʫʿʝ ʙʨʦʿʥʝ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʝ ʠ ʤʘ-

18 Zaharijeviĺ, Adriana, Postajanje ģenom, Beograd 2010. ɸʫʪʦʨʢʘ ʿʝ ʙʨʦʿʥʠʭ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʘ ʠʟ 
ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʠ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʨʦʜʘ.

19 ɹʠˀʘʥʘ ɼʦʿʯʠʥʦʚʠ˂ ʿʝ 2011. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʧʦʢʨʝʥʫʣʘ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʘʪ ʂˁʠʞʝʥʩʪʚʦ, ʪʝʦʨʠʿʘ ʠ ʠʩ-
ʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʘ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʤ ʿʝʟʠʢʫ ʜʦ 1915. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʢʦʿʠ ʦʪʚʘʨʘ ʙʘʟʫ ʧʦʜʘʪʘʢʘ ʦ 
ʩʪʚʘʨʘʣʘʰʪʚʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʠʭ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʠʮʘ, ʢʘʦ ʠ ʂˁʠʞʝʥʩʪʚʦ, ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩ ʟʘ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ, ʨʦʜʘ 
ʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʝ. ɸʫʪʦʨʢʘ ʿʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ʠ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ, ʧʦʤʝʥʫ˂ʝʤʦ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʝʢʝ. Dojļinoviĺ, Neġiĺ, B., 
Ginokritika: Rod i prouļavanje knjiģevnosti ʢoju su pisale ģene, Beograd, 1993; Ista, Susreti u tami: 
Uvod u ļitanje Virdģinije Vulf, Beograd 2011. 

20 ʉʚʝʪʣʘʥʘ ʉʣʘʧʰʘʢ, ɱʘʩʤʠʥʘ ʃʫʢʠ˂, ɺʣʘʜʠʩʣʘʚʘ ɻʦʨʜʠ˂ ʇʝʪʢʦʚʠ˂... 
21 ɹʘʨʘ˂, ʉʪʘʥʠʩʣʘʚʘ, ʌʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʘ ʢʦʥʪʨʘʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ. ɾʘʥʨ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʨʪʨʝʪʘ ʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʿ 

ʧʝʨʠʦʜʠʮʠ 1920ï1941, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2015. 
22 ʄʠʣʘʥʢʘ ʊʦʜʠ˂ je ʤʥʦʛʝ ʩʚʦʿʝ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʝ ʧʦʩʚʝʪʠʣʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʪʝʤʘʤʘ. ĂPotroġaļka kultura u 

izgradnji: predstava ģene u ġtampanim reklamamañ, Zbornik Matice srpske za likovne umetnosti, 2010, 
(213ï234). ʀʩʪʘ, Ăʅʦʚʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʠʣʠ ʨʦʙʠˁʠʮʘ ʣʫʢʩʫʟʘ: ʥʘʩʣʦʚʥʝ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʭ ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 
(1920ï1940), ɿʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʤʫʟʝʿʘ ʧʨʠʤʝˁʝʥʠʭ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ 4/5, 2008/2009, (145ï163); Ăɻʝʨʜʘ ʊʘʨʦ 
ʠ ʈʦʙʝʨʪ ʂʘʧʘ ʥʘ ʥʘʩʣʦʚʥʠʤ ʩʪʨʘʥʘʤʘ ʨʝʚʠʿʝ ɾʝʥʘ ʜʘʥʘʩñ, ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 
1/2018 (19ï43) ʠ ʜʨ.

23 ɾʝʥʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʫ ʅʦʙ-ʫ, ʛʨʫʧʘ ʘʫʪʦʨʘ, ʫʨ. ɹʦʩʘ ʎʚʝʪʠ˂, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1975.
24 ʀʥʠʮʠʿʘʪʠʚʫ ʟʘ ʧʠʩʘˁʝ ʦʚʝ ʢˁʠʛʝ ʧʦʢʨʝʥʫʣʘ ʿʝ ʂʦʥʬʝʨʝʥʮʠʿʝ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʠ 

ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦʩʪ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʦʢʚʠʨʫ ʉʉʈʅʉ, ʧʦʚʦʜʦʤ ʦʙʝʣʝʞʘʚʘˁʘ ʪʨʠ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʝ ʦʜ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʹʝˁʘ, ʦʜʨʞʘʚʘˁʘ 
ʇʨʚʝ ʢʦʥʬʝʨʝʥʮʠʿʝ ɸʥʪʠʬʘʰʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʛ ʬʨʦʥʪʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʠ ʇʨʚʦʛ ʢʦʥʛʨʝʩʘ ʂʇʉ, ʪʝ ʄʝʹʫʥʘ-
ʨʦʜʥʝ ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʞʝʥʘ. ʀʩʪʦ.
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ʪʝʨʠʿʘʣʝ ʦ ʫʯʝʰ˂ʫ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ. ɸʫʪʦʨʢʝ ʩʫ ʥʘʩʪʦʿʘʣʝ ʜʘ ʧʨʦʥʘʹʫ ʠ ʧʨʠʢʫʧʝ ʦʙʠˀʝ 
ʧʦʜʘʪʘʢʘ, ʧʨʠʢʘʞʫ ʙʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʠ ʧʦʤʝʥʫ ʰʪʦ ʚʠʰʝ ʙʦʨʢʠˁʘ ʜʘ ʙʠ ʥʘʛʣʘʩʠʣʝ ʠ 
ʧʦʪʮʨʪʘʣʝ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦʩ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ. ɿʥʘʯʘʿʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʘ ʛʨʘʹʘ ʢʦʿʫ ʢˁʠʛʘ ʧʨʫʞʘ, 
ʩʚʝʜʦʯʠ ʦ ʪʦʤʝ. 

ʄʝʹʫ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʪʨʝʪʠʨʘʣʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʠ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʦʚʘˁʝ 
ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ ʪʨʝʙʘ ʧʦʤʝʥʫʪʠ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʫ ɱʦʚʘʥʢʝ ʂʝʮʤʘʥ, 
ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʫ ʢʨʘʿʝʤ ʩʝʜʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 20. ʚʝʢʘ ɾʝʥʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʫ ʨʘʜʥʠʯʢʦʤ 
ʧʦʢʨʝʪʫ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʘʤʘ 1918ï1941. ʀʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʝ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʦ 1978. 
ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʦʤʝʹʝʥʦ ʿʝ ʨʘʟʜʦʙˀʝʤ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʜʚʘ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʘ ʨʘʪʘ, ʭʨʦʥʦʣʦʰʢʠ ʿʝ ʩʪʨʫʢ-
ʪʫʠʨʘʥʦ ʠ ʧʨʘʪʠ ʫʯʝʰ˂ʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʜʥʠʯʢʦʤ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʫ, ʂʦʤʫʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʿ ʧʘʨʪʠʿʠ 
ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʘʤʘ.25 

ʇʦʩʣʝʜˁʘ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʘ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʚʨʝʤʝ ʿʝ ʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʠ ʥʘ ʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʦʤ 
ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʠ ʨʘʜʦʚʠ ʦʪʚʘʨʘʿʫ ʠ ʰʠʨʝ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʝ ʭʦʨʠʟʦʥʪʝ ʫʚʦʜʝ˂ʠ ʫ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʫ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʫ, ʫʪʝʤʝˀʫʿʫ˂ʠ 
ʥʦʚʫ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʫ ʫ ˁ ʝʥʦʤ ʦʢʚʠʨʫ. ɱʝʜʘʥ ʦʜ ʥʘʿʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʠʿʠʭ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦʩʘ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʢʫ 
ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʠ ʜʘʣʘ ʿʝ ʃʠʜʠʿʘ ʉʢʣʝʚʠʮʢʠ (L. Sklevicky), ʯʠʿʠ 
ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʩʫ ʠʥʩʧʠʨʠʩʘʣʠ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʨʘʜʦʚʝ, ʧʘ ʠ ʩʨʧʩʢʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʫ. ɳʝʥʘ ʠʩ-
ʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʘʥʘ ʩʫ ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ ʢʦʿʫ ʿ ʝ ʧʨʠʨʝʜʠʣʘ ɼʫˁʘ ʈʠʭʪʤʘʥ ʂʦˁʠ, ʞʝʥʝ, 
ʨʘʪʦʚʠ26. ʊʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʃʠʜʠʿʝ ʉʢʣʝʚʠʮʢʠ ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ ʢʦʥʮʠʧʠʨʘʥʠ ʩʫ ʠ ʩʣʦʞʝʥʠ ʫ 
ʪʨʠ ʜʝʣʘ. ʇʨʚʠ ʜʝʦ Ăʅʝʚʠʜˀʠʚʠ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪò, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ ʫʪʝʤʝˀʠʚʘˁʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʠ, ʪʨʝʪʠʨʘ ʠ ɸʥʪʠʬʘʰʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʬʨʦʥʪ ʞʝʥʘ, ʟʥʘʯʘʿ ʠ ʫʣʦ-
ʛʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʠʤʘʦ ʫ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʫ ʫ ʍʨʚʘʪʩʢʦʿ. ɸʥʘʣʠʟʦʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʩʢʝ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʝ ʠ 
ʧʨʦʤʝʥʘ ʫʥʫʪʨʘʰˁʝ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʠ ʬʦʨʤʠ ʨʘʜʘ ɸʌɾ-ʘ, ʫ ʟʘʚʠʩʥʦʩʪʠ ʦʜ ʚʨʝ-
ʤʝʥʘ ʠ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘ, ʫʦʯʘʚʘ ʠ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪ ʩʪʝʧʝʥ ʘʫʪʦʥʦʤʠʿʝ ʢʦʿʫ ʿʝ ʪʘ 
ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʠʤʘʣʘ. ɼʨʫʛʠ ʜʝʦ Ăʆʜ ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʝ ʜʦ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ 
ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʛʠʿʝò, ʪʚʦʨʝ ˁʝʥʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʫʢʘʟʫʿʫ ʥʘ ʥʫʞʥʦʩʪ ʫʚʦʹʝˁʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ 
ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ ʫ ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʰʢʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ, ʘ ʪʨʝ˂ʠ, ʧʨʝʚʦʜʠʣʘʯʢʠ ʨʘʜʦʚʠ ʠ 
ʧʫʙʣʠʮʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʢʦʿʝ ʿʝ ʦʙʿʘʚʠʣʘ ʫ ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩʫ ʉʚʠʿʝʪ.27

25 Kecman, ɱovanka, Ģene Jugoslavije u radniļkom pokretu i ģenskim organizacijama 1918ï1941, 
Beograd 1978.

26 Sklevicky, Lidia, Konji, ģene, ratovi, odabrala i priredila Dunja Rihtman Augustin, Zagreb 
1996.

27 ʇʦʨʝʜ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʘ ʧʦʤʝʥʫʪʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ, ʨʘʟʚʠʪʘʢ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ʍʨʚʘʪʩʢʦʿ ʦʙʝʣʝʞʠʣʠ ʩʫ 
ʤʥʦʛʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ, ʦʜ ʢʦʿʠʭ ˂ʝʤʦ ʥʘʚʝʩʪʠ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʝʢʝ. Jambreġiĺ-Kirin, Renata, Dom i svijet: o ģenskoj 
kulturi pamĺenja, Zagreb 2008. Jambreġiĺ-Kirin, Renata, Ġkokiĺ Tea, IzmeĽu roda i naroda, Zagreb 
2004; Dijaniĺ Dijana, Merunka Golubiĺ Mirka, Nijemļiĺ Iva, Staniĺ Dijana, Ģenski biografski leksikon, 
Sjeĺanje ģena na ģivot u socijalizmu, Zagreb 2004. i dr.
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ɼʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʝ ʛʦʜʠʥʝ 20. ʚʝʢʘ: ʫʪʝʤʝˀʝˁʝ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ

ʋʢʘʟʫʿʫ˂ʠ ʥʘ ʦʥʝ ʨʘʜʦʚʝ ʠ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʤʘʪʨʘʤʦ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʚʘʞʥʠʤ ʫ ʫʪʝ-
ʤʝˀʠʚʘˁʫ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘˁʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ28, ʘ ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʚʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʠʭ ʢʘʦ ʫʧʦ-
ʨʠʰʪʘ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʙʫʜʫ˂ʠʭ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʠʟ ʦʚʝ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ, ʧʨʝ ʩʚʠʭ ʥʘʚʦʜʠʤʦ ʤʦʥʦ-
ʛʨʘʬʠʿʫ ʅʝʜʝ ɹʦʞʠʥʦʚʠ˂, ɾʝʥʩʢʦ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ 19. ʠ 20. ʚʝʢʫ,29 ʪʝ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢ 
ʀʥʩʪʠʪʫʪʘ ʟʘ ʥʦʚʠʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ, ʉʨʙʠʿʘ ʫ ʤʦʜʝʨʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʩʢʠʤ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʠʤʘ 
19. ʠ 20. ʚʝʢʘ, 2. ʇʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʢʘʦ ʤʝʨʠʣʦ ʤʦʜʝʨʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ.30 

ɼʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 20. ʚʝʢʘ, ʢʦʨʘʯʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 
ʙʠʣʘ ʥʘ ʤʘʨʛʠʥʘʤʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʥʘʫʢʝ, ʪʨʝʪʠʨʘʥʘ ʿ ʦʰ ʢʘʦ ʛʨʘʥʠʯʥʦ ʥʘʫʯʥʦ ʧʦˀʝ, 
ʛʨʫʧʘ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ ʿʝ ʩʚʦʿ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠ ʨʘʜ ʬʦʢʫʩʠʨʘʣʘ ʥʘ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʠ ʪʠʤʝ 
ʦʩʥʘʞʠʣʘ ʪʫ ʚʨʩʪʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʫ ʦʢʚʠʨʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ. ʂʘʢʦ ʿ ʝ ʫʨʝʜ-
ʥʠʮʘ ɿʙʦʨʥʠʢʘ ʃʘʪʠʥʢʘ ʇʝʨʦʚʠ˂ ʫ ʫʚʦʜʥʠʤ ʥʘʧʦʤʝʥʘʤʘ ʢʦʥʩʪʘʪʦʚʘʣʘ, ʮʠˀ ʿʝ 
ʙʠʦ Ăʦʪʚʘʨʘˁʝ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘò ʠ Ăʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʧʠʪʘˁʘò.31 ʇʨʠʩʪʫʧʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʘ ʠʟ 
ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘ ʧʨʫʞʘʣʠ ʩʫ ʤʫ ʠʥʪʝʨʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʨʥʦʩʪ ʠʘʢʦ 
ʩʫ ʫ ˁʝʤʫ ʜʦʤʠʥʠʨʘʣʠ ʧʨʠʣʦʟʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʘ/ʢʠ. 

ʏʝʪʠʨʠ ʨʘʜʘ ʩʘ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʤ ʭʨʦʥʦʣʦʰʢʠʤ ʦʜʨʝʜʥʠʮʘʤʘ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘʣʘ ʩʫ 
ʧʨʘʚʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʟʘʢʦʥʦʜʘʚʩʪʚʫ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ; ʪʨʠ ʨʘʜʘ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʩʫ h ʢʦ-
ʣʦʚʘˁʫ ʞʝʥʘ; ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʿʝ ʜʨʞʘʚʝ ʠ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ (ʜʚʦʨ, ʮʨʢʚʘ ʠ ʚʦʿʩʢʘ) ʪʨʝʪʠʨʘʣʘ 
ʩʫ ʪʨʠ ʧʨʠʣʦʛʘ; ʿ ʝʜʘʥ ʯʣʘʥʘʢ ʿ ʝ ʙʠʦ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʜʨʞʘʚʥʠʤ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʿʘʤʘ 
ï ʚʠʰʦʿ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʿ ʰʢʦʣʠ; ʧʦʛʣʘʚˀʝ ʩʝʣʦ-ʛʨʘʜ: ʩʚʝʪ ʨʘʜʘ ʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ ʪʚʦʨʠʣʦ ʿʝ 

28 ʋ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʩʝ ʧʨʚʝʥʩʪʚʝʥʦ ʧʨʘʪʠ ʨʘʟʚʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʩʢʠʭ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʠʟ ʦʚʝ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ. 
ʇʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʿʝ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʠʥʪʝʛʨʠʩʘˁʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʭ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ, ʠ ʫ ʪʦʤ ʩʢʣʦʧʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ, ʫ 
ʥʘʩʪʘʚʥʝ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʝ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʩʢʦʛ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ. ʋ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ ʿ ʝ 1992. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʢʘʦ ʘʣʪʝʨʥʘʪʠʚʥʠ ʦʙʨʘ-
ʟʦʚʥʠ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʪ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥ ʎʝʥʪʘʨ ʟʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ, ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ ʧʨʠʤʘʨʥʦ ʙʘʚʠʦ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʥʠʤ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʠʤʘ 
ʩʘ ʬʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʤ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʦʤ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʦʤ, ʘʣʠ ʿʝ ʦʙʘʚˀʘʦ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʫ ʠ ʠʟʜʘʚʘʯʢʫ ʜʝʣʘʪʥʦʩʪ. 
ɾʝʥʩʢʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʩʫ ʢʘʦ ʠʟʙʦʨʥʠ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪ ʥʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʠʤ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘʤʘ ʫʚʝʜʝʥʝ ʧʨʚʦ ʥʘ ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʦʤ 
ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪʫ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ 1993. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʥʘ ʦʜʝˀʝˁʫ ʟʘ ʩʦʮʠʦʣʦʛʠʿʫ, ʘ ʧʦʪʦʤ ʠ ʥʘ ʌʘʢʫʣʪʝʪʫ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʠʭ 
ʥʘʫʢʘ, 1997. ɼʝʦ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʘ ʎʝʥʪʨʘ ʟʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʿ ʝ ʥʘ ʌʇʅ-ʫ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʦʥʘʣʠʟʦʚʘʥ ʠ ʧʦʟʠʮʠ-
ʦʥʠʨʘʥ ʢʘʦ ʎʝʥʪʘʨ ʟʘ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʨʦʜʘ ʠ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ. ʋ ʥʘʨʝʜʥʠʤ ʛʦʜʠʥʘʤʘ, ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʨʦʜʘ ʩʫ ʫʰʣʝ ʠ ʧʦʜ 
ʦʢʨʠˀʝ ʅʦʚʦʩʘʜʩʢʦʛ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ, ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʩʢʠ ʮʝʥʪʘʨ ʟʘ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʩʘ 
ʩʧʝʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʠʤ ʠ ʤʘʛʠʩʪʘʨʩʢʠʤ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʦʤ, ʘ ʟʘʪʠʤ ʠ ʢʘʦ ʜʝʦ ʜʦʢʪʦʨcʢʦʛ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʘ. Blagojeviĺ, 
Marina, ĂĢenske studije na Beogradskom univerzitetuñ u: Blagojeviĺ, Marina, ur. Ka vidljivoj ģenskoj 
istoriji ï ģenski pokret u Beogradu tokom 90-ih, Beograd 1998, (222ï257); Dojļinoviĺ-Neġiĺ, Biljana, 
ĂCentar za ģenske studije, istraģivanje i komunikacijuñ u: Ka vidljivoj ģenskoj istoriji ..., (207ï220). ʂʘʦ 
ʦʩʥʦʚʥʫ ʩʣʘʙʦʩʪ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ʀ. ʇʘʥʪʝʣʠ˂ ʠ ɹ. ɼʦʿʯʠʥʦʚʠ˂ ʥʘʛʣʘʰʘʚʘʿʫ 
ʩʣʘʙʦ ʧʨʠʩʫʩʪʚʦ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʩʢʠʤ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʠʤʘ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ. Panteliĺ Ivana, Dojļinoviĺ 
Biljana ĂWomen's and Gender History: The Case of Serbiañ, Clio on the Margins Women's and Gender 
History in Central, Eastern and Southeastern Europe, Aspasia, Vol. 6, 2012, p. 139.

29 Boģinoviĺ, Neda, Ģensko pitanje u Srbiji u XIX i XX veku, Beograd, 1996.
30 Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2. Poloģaj ģene kao merilo modernizacije, 

ur. Latinka Peroviĺ, Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, Beograd, 1998. (U daljem tekstu: Srbija u 
modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2.)

31 Napomene urednika, Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2., str. 9.
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ʰʝʩʪ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ, ʘ ʧʨʦʬʝʩʠʦʥʘʣʥʘ ʧʨʘʚʘ ʠ ʧʨʦʬʝʩʠʦʥʘʣʥʝ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʜʚʘ; ʪʨʠ 
ʧʨʠʣʦʛʘ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʩʫ ʩʪʚʘʨʘʣʘʰʪʚʫ ʞʝʥʘ, ʠʩʪʦ ʪʦʣʠʢʦ ʠ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʮʠ ʠ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʤ 
ʞʠʚʦʪʫ. ʉʣʝʜʝ˂ʝ ʧʦʛʣʘʚˀʝ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʘʿʫ ʯʝʪʠʨʠ ʨʘʜʘ ʢʦʿʘ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘʿʫ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘ-
ʪʠʢʫ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ; ʯʝʪʠʨʠ ʧʨʠʣʦʛʘ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʩʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ʤˁʝˁʫ, ʰʪʘʤʧʠ ʦ ʞʝʥʠ 
ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʿ ʰʪʘʤʧʠ; ʧʦʛʣʘʚˀʝ ʩʭʚʘʪʘˁʘ ʦ ʞʝʥʠ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʤ ʧʠʪʘˁʫ ʦʙʣʠʢʫʿʫ ʪʨʠ 
ʨʘʜʘ, ʘ ʧʦʛʣʘʚˀʝ ʦ ʣʠʯʥʦʩʪʠʤʘ ï ʜʚʘ, ʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʠ ʜʝʦ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʧʨʠʧʘʜʥʠʮʘʤʘ 
ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʥʘʨʦʜʥʦʩʪʠ. ʄʝʪʦʜʦʣʦʰʢʠʤ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʠʤʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʙʘʚʝ ʩʝ ʪʨʠ 
ʨʘʜʘ ʫ ʧʦʛʣʘʚˀʫ: ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʞʝʥʘ, ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʤʝʪʦʜʘ. ɿʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʩʝ 
ʟʘʚʨʰʘʚʘ ʧʨʠʣʦʛʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʚʥʦʧʨʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʤ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʫ, ʪʝ ʧʦʜʘʮʠʤʘ 
ʦ ʘʫʪʦʨʠʤʘ. ɺʝ˂ ʣʝʪʠʤʠʯʘʥ ʧʦʛʣʝʜ ʥʘ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʫ ʧʨʠʣʦʛʘ ʫ ɿʙʦʨʥʠʢʫ ʩʚʝʜʦʯʠ ʦ 
ʟʥʘʯʘʿʫ ʧʦʢʨʝʥʫʪʠʭ ʪʝʤʘ ʠ ʤʘ ʢʘʢʦ ʧʘʨʮʠʿʘʣʥʝ ʙʠʣʝ, ʦʥʝ ʪʨʘʩʠʨʘʿʫ ʧʨʘʚʮʝ ʙʫ-
ʜʫ˂ʠʭ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʠ ʧʨʫʞʘʿʫ ʤʥʦʛʝ ʫʚʠʜʝ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪ, ʙʝʟ ʢʦʿʠʭ ʩʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ 
ʞʝʥʘ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʥʠ ʧʠʩʘʪʠ ʥʠ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʪʠ. 

ʄʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ʅʝʜʝ ɹʦʞʠʥʦʚʠ˂, ʫ ʜʦʤʘ˂ʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ ʪʨʝʪʠʨʘʥʘ ʢʘʦ 
ʧʨʚʘ ʩʠʥʪʝʟʘ ʫ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ʩʚʘʢʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʧʨʫʞʘʣʘ ʚʝʣʠʢʠ ʜʦ-
ʧʨʠʥʦʩ ʫ ˁʝʥʦʤ ʘʬʠʨʤʠʩʘˁʫ ʠ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʟʦʚʘˁʫ. ʉʪʚʘʨʘʥʘ ʫ ʧʦʩʪʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʦʤ 
ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ, ʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ ʫʨʫʰʘʚʘˁʘ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʜʘʚʥʦ ʠʟʚʦʿʝʚʘʥʠʭ 
ʧʨʘʚʘ ʞʝʥʘ, ʩʣʠʢʘ ʦ ʞʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʚʘ ʚʝʢʘ, ʦʩʚʘʿʘˁʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ 
ʧʨʘʚʘ ʠ ʩʣʦʙʦʜʘ, ʠ ʧʨʝ ʩʚʝʛʘ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʢʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʫ ʪʦʤ ʨʘʟʜʦʙˀʫ, ʜʚʦʿʘ-
ʢʦ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ ʚʘʞʥʘ. ʆʥʘ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʘ ʧʨʚʝʥʩʪʚʝʥʦ ʫ ʥʘʫʯʥʦʤ ʧʦʛʣʝʜʫ, ʘʣʠ ʿʝ 
ʘʫʪʦʨʢʘ ʫʢʘʟʫʿʫ˂ʠ ʥʘ ʪʝʰʢʦ ʩʪʝʯʝʥʘ ʧʨʘʚʘ ʠ ʧʫʪʝʚʝ ʦʩʣʦʙʘʹʘˁʘ ʞʝʥʘ, ʘʢʪʫ-
ʝʣʠʟʦʚʘʣʘ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤ ʧʦʥʦʚʥʦʛ ʫʩʪʦʣʠʯʘʚʘˁʘ ʧʘʪʨʠʿʘʨʭʘʣʥʠʭ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʢʦʿʝ 
ʩʫ ʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ ʧʦʩʪʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ ʫʚʦʹʝʥʝ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨ. ʅʝʜʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʩʘʤʘ ʙʠʣʘ 
ʘʢʪʝʨʢʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʦ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʿʝ ʧʠʩʘʣʘ. ʆʚʦ Ăʧʠʦʥʠʨʩʢʦ ʜʝʣʦò, ʩʪʚʦʨʝʥʦ 
ʿʝ ʠʟ Ăʜʫʭʘ ʠ ʠʥʩʧʠʨʘʮʠʿʝ ʿʝʜʥʝ ʞʝʥʝò32, ʟʘʧʠʩʘʣʘ ʿʝ ɸ. ʄʠʣʠ˂. ʋʟ ʦʮʝʥʫ ʜʘ ʩʝ 
ʨʘʜʠ ʦ Ăʢʘʤʝʥʫ ʤʝʹʘʰʫ ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ ʦ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʤ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʹʝˁʫ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠò, ʪʝ 
ʚʘʞʥʦʿ, ʥʝʦʧʭʦʜʥʦʿ ʢʘʨʠʮʠ ʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʞʝʥʘ, ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʘʚʘʿʫ˂ʝ ʤʦʤʝʥʪʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ, 
ʧʨʦʬ. ʄʠʣʠ˂ ʿʝ ʚʠʜʝʣʘ ʫ ʠʩʢˀʫʯʠʚʘˁʫ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ ʠʟ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʩʘʤʘ 
ʫʯʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʘ, ʫʟʜʨʞʘʚʘˁʫ ʦʜ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʠʚʘˁʘ ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʠʩʢʫʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʚʣʘʩʪʠʪʦʛ ʨʘʟʫ-
ʤʝʚʘˁʘ ʦʥʦʛʘ ʰʪʦ ʩʝ ʟʙʠʣʦ, ʪʝ ˁʝʥʠʤ ʥʘʩʪʦʿʘˁʠʤʘ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʦʙʣʘʩʪ ʢʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʫʿʝ 
ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘ ʠʩʢˀʫʯʠʚʦ ʢʨʦʟ Ăʯʠʩʪʝò ʬʘʢʪʝ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʢʨʦʟ Ăʦʙʿʝʢʪʠʚʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ ʧʨʠʢʘʟ 
ʩʣʝʜʘ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʘò.33

32 Miliĺ, AnĽelka, ĂĢensko pitanje u Srbiji u XIX i XX vekuñ, Ģenske studije, broj 5-6, Centar 
za ģenske studije, Beograd. https://www.zenskestudie.edu.rs/izdavastvo/elektronska-izdanja/casopis-
zenske-studije/zenske-studije-br-5-6/230-zensko-pitanje-u-srbiji-u-xix-i-xx-veku. ʇʦʩʣʝʜˁʠ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧ 
4. 03. 2019.

33 ʀʩʪʦ.
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ʉʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʩʪ

ʋ 21 ʚʝʢʫ, ʥʘ ʪʨʘʛʫ ʦʚʦʛ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦʛ ʧʦˀʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʩʫ ʥʘʩʪʘʣʠ ʤʥʦʛʠ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʩʢʠ ʯʣʘʥʮʠ, ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʠ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ. ɳʠʭʦʚ ʦʙʠʤ, ʨʘʟʥʦʣʠʢʦʩʪ ʪʝʤʘ 
ʠ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘʥʠʭ ʩʝʛʤʝʥʘʪʘ ʠʟ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ ʞʝʥʘ, ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʨʘʢʩʝ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʢʫʩʪʚʘ ʫ 
ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʧʦʪʚʨʹʫʿʫ ʩʚʝ ʚʝ˂ʘ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʟʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ. 

ʇʨʝʜʨʘʛ ʄʘʨʢʦʚʠ˂ ʫ ʨʘʜʫ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʦʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʩʝʢʩʫʘʣʥʦʩʪʠ ʢʨʦʟ ʧʨʠ-
ʟʤʫ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʝ ʢʦʿʫ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘ, ʥʘʚʦʜʠ ʩʧʠʩʘʢ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʠʮʘ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʘ ʢʦʿʠ 
ʩʫ ʩʝ ʫ 21. ʚʝʢʫ ʙʘʚʠʣʠ ʨʦʜʥʦʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʦʤ, ʯʠʿʘ ʩʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʨʝʟʫʣʪʠʨʘʣʘ 
ʧʨʚʝʥʩʪʚʝʥʦ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘʤʘ. ɺʝ˂ ʩʘʤ ʙʨʦʿ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ ʠ ʥʘʧʠʩʘʥʠʭ ʢˁʠʛʘ, ʥʘʚʝ-
ʜʝʥʠʭ ʧʦ ʘʟʙʫʯʥʦʤ ʨʝʜʫ, ʩʚʝʜʦʯʠ ʦ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʫ ʢʦʿʝ ʿʝ ʦʚʦ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦ ʠ ʩʘʟʥʘʿʥʦ 
ʧʦˀʝ ʜʦʙʠʣʦ (ɹʘʪʠʥʠ˂ ɱʝʣʝʥʘ, ɹʫʣʘʪʦʚʠ˂ ɸʥʹʝʣʢʘ, ɺʫʿʢʦʚʠ˂ ʉʘʨʠʪʘ, ɺʫʣʝʪʠ˂ 
ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ, ɺʫʯʝʪʠ˂-ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂ ʈʘʜʠʥʘ, ɻʫʜʘʮ-ɼʦʜʠ˂ ɺʝʨʘ, ʀʩʠ˂ ʄʦʤʯʠʣʦ, 
ɱʘʥʢʦʚʠ˂ ʀʚʘʥ, ʄʠʣʘʥʦʚʠ˂ ɱʘʩʤʠʥʘ, ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂ ɹʦʞʠʮʘ, ʇʘʥʪʝʣʠ˂ ʀʚʘʥʘ, 
ʉʧʘʩʦʚʠ˂ ʀʚʘʥʘ, ʉʪʦʣʠ˂ ɸʥʘ, ʐʢʦʜʨʠ˂ ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ).34 ʋ ʤʝʹʫʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ, ʥʘʩʪʘʣʝ ʩʫ 
ʠ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʩʢʝ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʩʝ ʦ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʩʘʟʥʘʿʝ ʠ ʧʠʰʝ 
ʠʟ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ ʞʝʥʝ.

ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʝ ʫ ʯʠʿʝʤ ʩʫ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʫ ʞʝʥʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʠ ʦʜʥʦʩʠ, ʫ ʪʠʤ ʤʦ-
ʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘʤʘ ʭʨʦʥʦʣʦʰʢʠ ʩʫ ʩʤʝʰʪʝʥʝ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʘ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʘ ʠ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦ-ʧʦʣʠ-
ʪʠʯʢʝ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʝ, ʫʩʤʝʨʘʚʘʿʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠ ʬʦʢʫʩ ʥʘ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʝ ʘʩʧʝʢʪʝ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ 
ʞʝʥʝ ʠ ʥʘʫʯʥʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩ ʥʘ ʫʞʝ ʪʝʤʝ ʠʟ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ. 

ʈʘʟʚʠʪʘʢ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʢʘʦ ʥʦʚʦʛ ʩʘʟʥʘʿʥʦʛ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦʛ ʧʦˀʘ, ʪʝ 
ʥʦʚʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ, ʤʝʪʦʜʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ ʥʘ ʢʦʿʦʿ ʦʥʘ ʧʦʯʠʚʘ, ʧʨʝʧʨʝʢʝ ʠ ʪʝʰ-
ʢʦ˂ʝ ʩʘ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʩʝ ʩʫʦʯʘʚʘʣʘ, ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʠʨʘ ɸʥʘ ʉʪʦʣʠ˂ ʫ ʩʚʦʿʘ ʜʚʘ ʪʝʢʩʪʘ.35 ʊʘ 
ʘʫʪʦʨʢʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩ ʫʩʤʝʨʘʚʘ ʥʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʫ 19. ʠ 20. ʚʝʢʫ, a 
ʧʦʨʝʜ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ, ʦʙʿʘʚʠʣʘ ʿʝ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ: ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ɼʨʘʛʘ,36 ʙʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʫ ʢʨʘˀʠʮʝ 
ɼʨʘʛʝ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂ ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʥʫ ʫ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʤ ʠ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʤ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʪʦʛ ʚʨʝʤʝ-
ʥʘ, ʠ ʉʝʩʪʨʝ ʉʨʧʢʠˁʝ. ʇʦʿʘʚʘ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʟʘ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʫ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʂʨʘˀʝʚʠʥʠ 
ʉʨʙʠʿʠ.37

34 Markoviĺ, Predrag, ĂIstriograýja i seksualnost (polnost): skica za istoriju jedne disciplineñ, u: 
Istorija 20. veka, 2/2017, str. 161, 162. ʇʦʨʝʜ ʦʚʦʛ ʯʣʘʥʢʘ, ʄʘʨʢʦʚʠ˂ ʩʝ ʩʝʢʩʫʘʣʥʦʰ˂ʫ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʧʠʪʘˁʠ-
ʤʘ ʨʦʜʘ, ʙʘʚʠ ʠ ʫ ʜʨʫʛʠʤ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠʤʘ, ʢˁʠʛʘʤʘ. Markoviĺ, Predrag, Beograd i Evropa 1918ï1941, 
Beograd, 1992; ʄʘʨʢʦʚʠ˂, ʇʨʝʜʨʘʛ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʀʩʪʦʢʘ ʠ ɿʘʧʘʜʘ 1948ï1965, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1996.

35 ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸ., Ăʆʜ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʢʘ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʤ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ...ñ; Stoliĺ, A., Ăʆd istorije 
ģena do rodne istorije...ñ.

36 ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ, ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ɼʨʘʛʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ, 2000. ʂˁʠʛʘ ʿʝ ʜʦʞʠʚʝʣʘ ʠ ʜʨʫʛʦ ʠʟʜʘˁʝ, ʦʚʦʛ 
ʧʫʪʘ ʧʦʜ ʦʢʨʠˀʝʤ ɿʘʚʦʜʘ ʟʘ ʫ˅ʙʝʥʠʢʝ ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ɼʨʘʛʘ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2009.

37 ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ, ʉʝʩʪʨʝ ʉʨʧʢʠˁʝ. ʇʦʿʘʚʘ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʟʘ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʫ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʂʨʘˀʝʚʠʥʠ 
ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2015.



72 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

ʀʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʢʦʿʘ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʝ ʟʥʘʤʝʥʠʪʠʤ ʞʝʥʘʤʘ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʥʘ 
ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʝ ʥʘʯʠʥʝ ʦʙʝʣʝʞʠʣʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʚʝʦʤʘ ʩʫ ʚʘʞʥʘ, ʘ ʪʘʢʚʠʭ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ 
ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠʭ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʘʪʘ ʥʝʤʘ ʤʥʦʛʦ. ʄʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ʈʘʜʦʰʘ ɲʫʰʠ˂ʘ ʂʥʝʛʠˁʘ 
ɲʫʙʠʮʘ38 ʿʝ ʙʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ɲʫʙʠʮʝ ɺʫʢʦʤʘʥʦʚʠ˂, ʞʝʥʝ ʄʠʣʦʰʘ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂ʘ ʠ 
ʧʨʚʝ ʩʨʧʩʢʝ ʢʥʝʛʠˁʝ, ʘʣʠ ʠʩʪʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʦ ʪʘ ʢˁʠʛʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʩʚʝʜʦʯʘʥʩʪʚʦ ʦ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 
ʪʦʛ ʜʦʙʘ.

ʆʙʨʘʟʦʚʘˁʝ ʠ ʰʢʦʣʦʚʘˁʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʿʝ, ʢʘʦ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʦ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦ ʧʦʜʨʫʯʿʝ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ, ʙʠʣʦ ʫ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʫ ʚʠʰʝ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ. ʐʢʦʣʦʚʘˁʝ ʜʝʚʦʿʘʢʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ 
19. ʚʝʢʫ, ʿʝʜʥʘ ʿʝ ʦʜ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʧʨʦʬ. ɲʫʙʠʥʢʝ ʊʨʛʦʚʯʝʚʠ˂ ʄʠʪʨʦ-
ʚʠ˂39. ʇʦʨʝʜ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʛ, ɲ. ʊʨʛʦʚʯʝʚʠ˂ ʧʨʠʨʝʜʠʣʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʢˁʠʛʫ: ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ʅʘʪʘʣʠʿʘ 
ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ʄʦʿʝ ʫʩʧʦʤʝʥʝ40.

ʀʚʘʥʘ ɹ. ʉʧʘʩʦʚʠ˂ ʿ ʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʿʫ ʞʝʥʘ ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʚʘʣʘ ʢʨʦʟ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʥʠ 
ʩʠʩʪʝʤ ʫ ɱʫʞʥʦʤ ɹʘʥʘʪʫ, ʰʢʦʣʝ ʟʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʫ ʜʝʮʫ, ʪʝ ʧʨʚʝ ʩʪʫʜʝʥʪʢʠˁʝ ʧʦʥʠʢʣʝ 
ʠʟ ˁʠʭ ʫ ʨʘʟʜʦʙˀʫ ʦʜ 1874. ʜʦ 1918. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ.41

ɹʨʘʢ ʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʫ ʫ 19 ʚʝʢʫ, ʫ ʪʦʤ ʩʢʣʦʧʫ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʦʜʥʦʩʝ, ʠʟʫʯʘʚʘʣʘ ʿʝ 
ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ ɺʫʣʝʪʠ˂ ʫ ʥʝʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ. ɸʥʘʣʠʟʝ ʠ ʦʩʦʙʝʥʦʩʪʠ ʙʨʘʢʘ ʫ 
ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʪʦʛ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʘ, ˁ ʝʛʦʚʠʭ ʜʨʞʘʚʥʠʭ ʠ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠʭ ʦʢʚʠʨʘ, ʪʝ ʙʨʘʯʥʦʛ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ, 
ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦʩ ʩʫ ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ42 ʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ, ʚʝ˂ ʠ 
ʚʘʞʥʘ ʢʘʨʠʢʘ ʫ ʩʘʟʥʘʚʘˁʫ ʠ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘˁʫ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿʘ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ 
ʦʜʥʦʩʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ ʧʨʝʤʘ ˁʦʿ.43

ʇʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʠʟ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʫʛʣʘ, ʿʝʜʥʘ ʦʜ ʧʨʚʠʭ ʧʨʝʧʦʟʥʘʪʠʭ ʪʝʤʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩ-
ʪʦʨʠʿʝ, ʦʙʨʘʹʠʚʘʥʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʫ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘʤʘ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʘ. ʄʦʤʯʠʣʦ ʀʩʠ˂ ʠ ɺʝʨʘ 
ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘʿʫ ʿʝ ʪʦʢʦʤ 20. ʚʝʢʘ ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ ɾʝʥʘ ʿʝ ʪʝʤʝˀ ʢʫ˂ʝ. ɾʝʥʘ 
ʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ.44 

ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʩʣʠʢʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ʫʪʝʤʝˀʝʥʝ ʥʘ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʘʤʘ ʄʦʤʯʠʣʘ 
ʀʩʠ˂ʘ, ʦʪʢʨʠʚʘʿʫ ʩʚʘʢʦʜʥʝʚʠʮʫ ʞʝʥʝ ʥʘ ʩʝʣʫ ʫʥʫʪʘʨ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʝ ʧʘʪʨʠʿʘʨʭʘʣʥʦʛ, 

38 ɲʫʰʠ˂, ʈʘʜʦʰ, ʂʥʝʛʠˁʘ ɲʫʙʠʮʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2013. 
39 Trgovļeviĺ, Ljubinka, ĂO studentkinjama iz Srbije na stranim univerzitetima do 1914. godineñ, 

u: Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2; ʊʨʛʦʚʯʝʚʠ˂, ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ, Ăʐʢʦʣʦʚʘˁʝ ʜʝʚʦʿʘʢʘ 
ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ 19. ʚʝʢʫñ, ʫ: Oʙʨʘʟʦʚʘˁʝ ʢʦʜ ʉʨʙʘ ʢʨʦʟ ʚʝʢʦʚʝ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2003.

40 ʊʨʛʦʚʯʝʚʠ˂, ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ, ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ʅʘʪʘʣʠʿʘ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ʄʦʿʝ ʫʩʧʦʤʝʥʝ (ʧʨ.) ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ, 1999. 
ʂˁʠʛʘ ʿʝ ʜʦʞʠʚʝʣʘ ʚʠʰʝ ʠʟʜʘˁʘ.

41 ʉʧʘʩʦʚʠ˂, ɹ. ʀʚʘʥʘ, ɿʣʘʪʘ ʚʨʝʜʥʝ: ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘˁʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʜʝʮʝ ʫ ɱʫʞʥʦʤ ɹʘʥʘʪʫ ʦʜ 1874. 
ʜʦ 1918. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʇʘʥʯʝʚʦ 2014.

42 ɺʝʣʠʢʠ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦʩ ʠʟʫʯʘʚʘˁʫ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʦʜʥʦʩʘ ʥʘ ɹʘʣʢʘʥʫ ʜʘʣʠ ʩʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠ 
ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʟʠ M. Mʠʪʝʨʘʫʝʨ ʠ ʂ. ʂʘʟʝʨ. ʄʠʪʝʨʘʫʝʨ, ʄʠʭʘʝʣ, ʂʘʜ ʿʝ ɸʜʘʤ ʢʦʧʘʦ ʘ ɽʚʘ ʧʨʝʣʘ: 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦ-ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʰʢʠ ʦʜʛʣʝʜʠ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʝʚʨʦʧʩʢʝ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2001. Kazer, Karl, 
Porodica i srodstvo na Balkanu. Analiza jedne kulture koja nestaje, Beograd 2002. 

43 ɺʫʣʝʪʠ˂, ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ, ʇʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʩʨʝʜʠʥʦʤ 19. ʚʝʢʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2002; ɹʨʘʢ ʫ ʂʥʝ-
ʞʝʚʠʥʠ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2008. 

44 ʀʩʠ˂, ʄʦʤʯʠʣʦ, ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɺʝʨʘ, ɾʝʥʘ ʿʝ ʪʝʤʝˀ ʢʫ˂ʝ, ɾʝʥʘ ʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 
ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2011.



73ɼʨ ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ

ʘʛʨʘʨʥʦʛ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ ʫ ʧʨʚʦʿ ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʠ 20. ʚʝʢʘ, ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʠʭ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ 
ʧʘʪʨʠʿʘʨʭʘʣʥʠʭ ʦʙʨʘʟʘʮʘ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ. ʄʥʦʛʠ ʧʫʪʦʢʘʟʠ ʟʘ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘˁʝ ʮʝʣʦʢʫʧʥʦʛ 
ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ ʫʧʠʩʘʥʠ ʩʫ ʫ ʩʣʠʢʦʚʠʪʝ ʦʧʠʩʝ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ ʩʝˀʘʥʢʝ, ʧʦʢʘʟʫʿʫ˂ʠ ʜʫʙʦʢʦ 
ʫʢʦʨʝˁʝʥʫ ʧʦʜʨʝʹʝʥʦʩʪ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʩʚʘʢʦʜʥʝʚʠʮʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʯʥʦʛ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ.45 

ʈʘʪ ʢʘʦ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʘ ʫʥʫʪʘʨ ʜʠʩʢʫʨʩʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʧʦʩʪʘʣʘ ʿ ʝ ʠʥʩʧʠʨʘʮʠʿʘ 
ʟʘ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʢʝ. ʆʥʝ ʩʫ ʩʚʦʿʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʦʨʠʿʝʥʪʠʩʘʣʝ ʥʘ ʪʫʨʙʫʣʝʥʪʥʘ 
ʜʝʰʘʚʘˁʘ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʤ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʚʦʜʠʣʠ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ, ʫʚʦʜʝ˂ʠ 
ʫ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʫ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʫ ʠ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʦʥʠʨʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʞʝʥʫ ʫ ˁ ʠʭʦʚʦ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʝ. ʊʦʿ 
ʪʝʤʘʪʠʮʠ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʦ ʿʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʠ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ.

ɹʦʞʠʮʘ ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂ ʩʚʦʿʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʠ ʧʨʦʤʠʰˀʘˁʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʩʤʝ-
ʰʪʘ ʫ ʨʘʪʥʦ ʚʨʝʤʝ, ʙʠʣʦ ʜʘ ʧʠʰʝ ʦ ʞʝʥʘʤʘ ʫ ʊʦʧʣʠʯʢʦʤ ʫʩʪʘʥʢʫ, ʠʣʠ ʧʘʢ ʧʨʘʪʠ 
ʩʫʜʙʠʥʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ.46 

ʂˁʠʛʘ Women and Yugoslav Partisans: A History of World War II Resistance, 
ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ ɱʝʣʝʥʝ ɹʘʪʠʥʠ˂, ʧʨʦʧʠʪʫʿʝ ʠ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘ ʫʯʝʰ˂ʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʧʘʨʪʠʟʘʥʩʢʦʤ 
ʧʦʢʨʝʪʫ, ʧʨʫʞʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʩʣʠʢʫ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʦʜʥʦʩʘ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʧʘʨʪʠʟʘʥʢʝ.47 

ɼʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠʤ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿʝʤ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʤʘ ʠ ʧʦʜ ʦʢʫʧʘʮʠʿʦʤ, 
ʫʯʝʰ˂ʝʤ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʚʥʦʛʦʨʩʢʦʤ ʠ ʥʘʨʦʜʥʦʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʯʢʦʤ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʫ, ʪʝ ʨʘʟʣʠ-
ʯʠʪʠʤ ʩʝʢʚʝʥʮʘʤʘ ʠʟ ʦʢʫʧʘʮʠʦʥʝ ʩʪʚʘʨʥʦʩʪʠ, ʙʘʚʠʣʘ ʩʝ ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ ʐʢʦʜʨʠ˂ ʫ 
ʜʦʢʪʦʨʩʢʦʿ ʪʝʟʠ ʇʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʦʢʫʧʠʨʘʥʦʿ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1941ï1944, ʫʩʤʝʨʘʚʘʿʫ˂ʠ 
ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩ, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʛ ʠ ʥʘ ʩʠʪʫʘʮʠʿʝ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʠʭ ʞʝʥʘ, ˁʠʭʦʚʘ 
ʠʩʢʫʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʠʥʜʠʚʠʜʫʘʣʥʝ ʧʨʘʢʩʝ.48

ʀʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʝʤ ʢʦʿʝ ʿ ʝ ʬʦʢʫʩʠʨʘʥʦ ʥʘ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʠ ʞʠʚʦʪ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ ʫ ʨʘʟʜʦʙˀʫ 
ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʜʚʘ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʘ ʨʘʪʘ, ˁʝʛʦʚʫ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ, ʧʨʘʪʝ˂ʠ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʘʢ ʋʜʨʫ-
ʞʝˁʘ ʧʨʠʿʘʪʝˀʘ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ Ăʎʚʠʿʝʪʘ ɿʫʟʦʨʠ˂ò, ʈʘʜʠʥʘ ɺʫʯʝʪʠ˂, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʛ, 
ʫʢʘʟʫʿʝ ʠ ʥʘ ʧʫʪʝʚʝ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʪʦʤ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ.49

ʈʦʜʥʠ ʦʜʥʦʩʠ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʫ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ ʠ ʧʦʩʣʝʨʘʪʥʝ ʿʫ-
ʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʝ ʩʪʚʘʨʥʦʩʪʠ, ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪ, ʪʝ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʿʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ˂ʝʤ 
ʜʠʩʢʫʨʩʫ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʩʚʘʢʦʜʥʝʚʥʦʤ ʞʠʚʦʪʫ, ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘʥʠ ʩʫ ʫ ʥʝʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ 
ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʠʭ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʝ ʜʚʝ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʝ.

ʇʫʪ ʧʘʨʪʠʟʘʥʢʠ, ʦʜ ʫʯʝʰ˂ʘ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ, ʪʝ ˁʠʭʦʚʫ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʫ 
ʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ ʥʝʧʦʩʨʝʜʥʦ ʥʘʢʦʥ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʹʝˁʘ, ʪʦʢʦʤ oʙʥʦʚʝ ʟʝʤˀʝ, ʨʘʟʜʦʙˀʝ ʀʥ-

45 Isiĺ, Momļilo, Seljanka u Srbiji u prvoj polovini 21 veka, Beograd 2008. 
46 ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ɹʦʞʠʮʘ, ɾʝʥʘ ʫ ʊʦʧʣʠʯʢʦʤ ʫʩʪʘʥʢʫ 1917, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1996; ʇʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨ-

ʙʠʿʠ ʫ ʇʨʚʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʤ ʨʘʪʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2006; ʉʫʜʙʠʥʘ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ: ʈʦʩʘ ʇʘʥʪʠ˂ (1891ï1945), 
ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2012.

47 Batiniĺ, Jelena, Women and Yugoslav Partisans: A History of World War II Resistance, Cambridge 
University Press, 2015. 

48 ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ ʐʢʦʜʨʠ˂, ʇʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʦʢʫʧʠʨʘʥʦʿ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1941ï1944, ʜʦʢʪʦʨʩʢʘ ʜʠʩʝʨʪʘʮʠʿʘ, 
ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2015. 

49 ɺʫʯʝʪʠ˂, ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ʈʘʜʠʥʘ, ɽʚʨʦʧʘ ʥʘ ʂʘʣʝʤʝʛʜʘʥʫ. Ăʎʚʠʿʝʪʘ ɿʫʟʦʨʠ˂ñ ʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʠ 
ʞʠʚʦʪ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ 1918ï1941, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2003. 
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ʬʦʨʤʙʠʨʦʘ ʠ ʜʝʩʪʘˀʠʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ, ʜʦ ʧʦʯʝʪʘʢʘ ʜʦʙʘ ʩʘʤʦʫʧʨʘʚˀʘˁʘ, ʧʨʘʪʠ ʀʚʘʥʘ 
ʇʘʥʪʝʣʠ˂ ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ ʇʘʨʪʠʟʘʥʢʝ ʢʘʦ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʢʝ, ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʘ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʘ ʧʘʨʪʠ-
ʟʘʥʢʠ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1945ï1953.50 ʋ ʬʦʢʫʩʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʙʠʣʝ ʩʫ ʥʝʢʝ ʦʜ ʫʯʝʩʥʠʮʘ 
ʧʘʨʪʠʟʘʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ, ʧʦʩʣʝ ʨʘʪʘ ʥʘ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʠʤ ʜʨʞʘʚʥʠʤ ʠ ʧʘʨʪʠʿʩʢʠʤ ʬʫʥʢ-
ʮʠʿʘʤʘ. ʂˁʠʛʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʟʘʩʥʦʚʘʥʘ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʘ ʘʨʭʠʚʩʢʦʿ ʛʨʘʹʠ ʚʝ˂ ʩʘʜʨʞʠ ʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʚʿʫʝ 
ʩʘ 14 ʫʯʝʩʥʠʮʘ ʧʘʨʪʠʟʘʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ. 

ʀʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿʘ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ ʜʨʫʛʦʿ ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʠ 20. 
ʚʝʢʘ, ʦʩʥʦʚʥʘ ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʘ ʠ ʦʩʦʙʝʥʦʩʪʠ ˁ ʝʥʦʛ ʩʦʮʠʦʝʢʦʥʦʤʩʢʦʛ ʩʪʘʪʫʩʘ, ʩʘʛʣʝʜʘʥʠ 
ʩʘ ʘʩʧʝʢʪʘ ʧʨʘʚʥʠʭ, ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʥʠʭ, ʝʢʦʥʦʤʩʢʠʭ ʠʥʜʠʢʘʪʦʨʘ, ʩʪʘʿʥʝ ʩʫ ʪʘʯʢʝ ʘʥʘ-
ʣʠʟʝ ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ ɺʝʨʝ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɾʝʥʘ ʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʫ.51 ʇʨʦʮʝʩʠ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʝ 
ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʨʘʟʜʦʙˀʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ, ˁʠʭʦʚʘ ʫʧʦʨʠʰʪʘ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʝˁʘ, ʪʨʘʞʝʥʘ 
ʩʫ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʤ ʩʝʛʤʝʥʪʠʤʘ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ ʞʝʥʝ. ʂˁʠʛʘ ʫʢˀʫʯʫʿʝ ʠ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʫ ʩʬʝʨʘ 
ʧʨʠʚʘʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʝ, ʙʨʘʢʘ ʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ, ʟʜʨʘʚʩʪʚʝʥʝ ʟʘʰʪʠʪʝ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʫʯʝʰ˂ʝ ʞʝʥʘ 
ʫ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʤ ʠ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ʞʠʚʦʪʫ.

ʋ ʢˁʠʟʠ ʠʩʪʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ, Life in Serbia, Through the Eyes of Women52, ʮʝʥʪ-
ʨʘʣʥʫ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʿʫ ʟʘʫʟʠʤʘʿʫ ʩʣʠʢʝ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʫʨʙʘʥʠʤ ʠ ʨʫʨʘʣʥʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ-
ʨʠʤʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ ʩʪʚʘʨʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʧʦʩʪʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʛ 
ʚʨʝʤʝʥʘ, ʪʝ ʢʦʤʧʘʨʘʮʠʿʘ ʜʦʤʠʥʘʥʪʥʠʭ ʧʨʘʢʩʠ ʚʝʟʘʥʠʭ ʟʘ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʦʜʥʦʩʝ ʫ ʩʝʣʫ 
ʠ ʫ ʛʨʘʜʫ. 

ɱʘʚʥʘ ʩʣʠʢʘ ɱʦʚʘʥʢʝ ɹʨʦʟ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʥʘʯʠʥʠ ʥʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʿʝ ʦʥʘ ʢʨʝʠʨʘʥʘ ʫ ʜʦʙʘ 
ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ, ʦʜ ʫʜʘʿʝ ʟʘ ɱʦʩʠʧʘ ɹʨʦʟʘ ʧʘ ʜʦ ˁʝʛʦʚʝ ʩʤʨʪʠ, ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʧʨʚʘ ʜʨʫʛʘ-
ʨʠʮʘ ʫ ʤʝʜʠʿʠʤʘ ʫʛʣʘʚʥʦʤ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʬʠʢʦʚʘʥʘ ʢʘʦ ɹʨʦʟʦʚʘ ʩʫʧʨʫʞʥʠʮʘ Ăˁʝʛʦʚʘ 
ʧʨʘʪˁʘò, ʘ ʧʦʪʦʤ ʠ ʦʜ 1980. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ ʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʩʝ ʨʝʧʨʝʟʝʥʪʘʮʠʿʘ ʠ 
ʩʣʠʢʘ ʦ ˁʦʿ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʤʝˁʘ ʠ ʨʝʬʣʝʢʪʫʿʝ ʧʨʦʤʝʥʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘ, 
ʫ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʫ ʿʝ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʀʚʘʥʝ ʇʘʥʪʝʣʠ˂ ʠ ʮʝʥʪʨʘʣʥʦ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʝ 
ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ ʋʩʧʦʥ ʠ ʧʘʜ Ăʧʨʚʝ ʜʨʫʛʘʨʠʮʝò ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ: ɱʦʚʘʥʢʘ ɹʨʦʟ ʠ ʩʨʧʩʢʘ 
ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ 1952ï2013.53

ʇʦʧʫʪ ʅʝʜʝ ɹʦʞʠʥʦʚʠ˂, ʢʦʿʘ ʿ ʝ ʢʘʦ ʧʨʘʚʥʠʮʘ ʥʘʧʠʩʘʣʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʫ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʫ 
ʦ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʤ ʧʠʪʘˁʫ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʚʘ ʚʝʢʘ ʠ ʩʚʦʿʠʤ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʝʤ ʦʩʪʘʚʠʣʘ 
ʥʝʠʟʙʨʠʩʠʚ ʪʨʘʛ ʫ ʥʦʚʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦʿ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʠ, ʿ ʦʰ ʿ ʝʜʘʥ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘ-
ʯʠʮʝ ʢʦʿʘ ʧʦ ʚʦʢʘʮʠʿʠ ʥʠʿʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʢʘ, ʘ ʢʦʿʘ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʦʤ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ 
ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ ʫ 20. ʚʝʢʫ, ʘʫʪʦʨʢʘ ʚʠʰʝ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʠʟ ʦʚʝ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʿʝ 
ɻʦʨʜʘʥʘ ʉʪʦʿʘʢʦʚʠ˂. ʄʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ʢʦʿʫ ʿ ʝ ʧʦʩʚʝʪʠʣʘ h ʪʘʤʧʠ ɸʥʪʠʬʘʰʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʛ 
ʬʨʦʥʪʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʪʝʤʝˀʠ ʩʝ ʥʘ ʘʥʘʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʤ ʠʰʯʠʪʘʚʘˁʫ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʘ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʠʭ ʫ 

50 Panteliĺ, Ivana, Partizanke kao graĽanke, druġtvena emancipacija partizanki u Srbiji 1945ï1953, 
Beograd 2011. 

51 ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɺʝʨʘ, ɾʝʥʘ ʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2006.
52 Gudac Dodiĺ, Vera, Life in Serbia, Through the Eyes of Women, Belgrade 2014.
53 ʇʘʥʪʝʣʠ˂, ʀʚʘʥʘ, ʋʩʧʦʥ ʠ ʧʘʜ Ăʧʨʚʝ ʜʨʫʛʘʨʠʮʝò ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ: ɱʦʚʘʥʢʘ ɹʨʦʟ ʠ ʩʨʧʩʢʘ 

ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ 1952ï2013, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2018.



75ɼʨ ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ

ʣʠʩʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʯʠʿʠ ʿʝ ʠʟʜʘʚʘʯ ʙʠʦ, ʫ ʦʜʥʦʩʫ ʥʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪ, ʜʦʤʠʥʘʥʪʥʝ 
ʫʣʦʛʝ ʞʝʥʘ, ʪʝ ʜʦʤʠʥʘʥʪʥʝ ʪʝʤʝ.54

ʇʦʨʝʜ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʩʝ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘʿʫ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʝ ʠ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʪʨʘʥʩʬʦʨʤʘ-
ʮʠʿʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʥʘʢʦʥ ɼʨʫʛʦʛ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʛ ʨʘʪʘ ʠ ˁʠʭʦʚʘ ʨʝʬʣʝʢʩʠʿʘ ʥʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ 
ʩʪʘʪʫʩ ʠ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʞʝʥʝ, ʧʨʦʤʝʥʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʠʤ ʿ ʝ ʜʦʥʦʩʠʣʘ, ʪʨʝʙʘ ʧʦʤʝʥʫʪʠ ʠ ʦʜʙʨʘˁʝʥʫ 
ʤʘʛʠʩʪʘʨʩʢʫ ʪʝʟʫ ʄʠʨʿʘʥʝ ʉʪʘʥʠʰʠ˂, ʥʘ ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʦʤ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪʫ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, 
ɼʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1944ï1952.55 ɿʥʘˁʘ ʠʟ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ, 
ʧʨʦʰʠʨʫʿʝ ʿʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʘ ʤʘʛʠʩʪʘʨʩʢʘ ʪʝʟʘ ʦʜʙʨʘˁʝʥʘ ʥʘ ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʦʤ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪʫ, 
ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ h ʪʘʤʧʝ, ɾʝʥʩʢʦ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʫ ʙʝʦʛʨʘʜʩʢʦʿ h ʪʘʤʧʠ ʠ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʠʮʠ 
1918ï1941, ʉʚʝʪʣʘʥʝ ʉʪʝʬʘʥʦʚʠ˂.56

ɿʙʦʨʥʠʮʠ ʫ 21. ʚʝʢʫ

ʄʝʹʫ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʮʠʤʘ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʠʤ ʫ ʧʨʚʦʿ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʠ ʦʚʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʩʘ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʰʪʘ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʦ Ăʞʝʥʩʢʦʤ ʧʠʪʘˁʫò ʥʝʢʦʣʠʮʠʥʘ ʠʤʘ ʠʟʫʟʝʪʘʥ ʟʥʘʯʘʿ ʟʘ ʨʘʟʚʦʿ 
ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ. ɿʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʨʦʜʥʠʤ ʦʜʥʦʩʠʤʘ, ʦʚʦʛ ʧʫʪʘ ʥʘ 
ʰʠʨʝʤ ʧʦʜʨʫʯʿʫ, ʫ ɱʫʛʦʠʩʪʦʯʥʦʿ ɽʚʨʦʧʠ, ʧʨʠʨʝʜʠʣʠ ʩʫ ʄʠʨʦʩʣʘʚ ɱʦʚʘʥʦʚʠ˂ 
ʠ ʉʣʦʙʦʜʘʥ ʅʘʫʤʦʚʠ˂, ʫ ʩʢʣʦʧʫ ʝʜʠʮʠʿʝ ʋʜʨʫʞʝˁʘ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ, 
ʀʜʝʿʝ, 4. ʅʘʩʣʦʚ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢʘ Gender Rʝlations in South Eastern Europe: Historical 
Perspectives on Womanhood and Manhood in 19th and 20th Century,57 ʫʩʤʝʨʘʚʘ 
ʘʥʘʣʠʟʝ 20 ʧʨʠʣʦʛʘ, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʫʚʦʜʥʠʭ ʨʘʟʤʘʪʨʘˁʘ, ʢʦʿʠ ʛʘ ʩʘʯʠˁʘʚʘʿʫ. ʊʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ 
ʩʫ ʫ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢʫ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʠʨʘʥʠ ʫ ʪʨʠ ʮʝʣʠʥʝ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʧʦʛʣʘʚˀʘ, ʘ ʤʥʦʛʠ ʧʨʠʣʦʟʠ 
ʪʨʝʪʠʨʘʿʫ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʦʜʥʦʩʝ ʫ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʠ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ.

ʏʝʪʚʨʪʠ ʫ ʥʠʟʫ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢʘ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʘ ʫ ʤʦʜʝʨʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʩʢʠʤ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʠʤʘ 
19. ʠ 20. ʚʝʢʘ, ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʿʝ ʪʝʤʘʪʠʮʠ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ ʜʝʮʝ ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ.58 ʀʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ 
ʩʫ ʩʤʝʰʪʝʥʘ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʪʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʝ ʠ ʧʨʫʞʘʿʫ ʫʚʠʜ ʫ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʝ ʘʩʧʝʢʪʝ 
ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ ʜʝʮʝ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʤ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠʤʘ ʞʠʚʦʪʘ. ʊʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ ʧʨʘʪʝ ʪʦʢʦʚʝ 
ʤʦʜʝʨʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʩʢʠʭ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ (ʃʘʪʠʥʢʘ ʇʝʨʦʚʠ˂), ʧʫʪʝʚʝ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʝ 
ʠ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ 1945ï2000 (ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂), ʧʦʪʯʠˁʝʥʦʩʪ ʞʝʥʘ 
ʤʫʰʢʘʨʮʫ ʫ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʫ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʧʘʪʨʠʿʘʨʭʘʣʥʝ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ ʠ ʧʘʪʨʠʿʘʨʭʘʣʥʝ ʪʨʘ-

54 Stojakoviĺ, Gordana, Rodna perspektiva u novinama Antifaġistiļkog fronta ģena (1945ï1953), 
Novi Sad 2012. 

55 ʉʪʘʥʠʰʠ˂, ʄʠʨʿʘʥʘ, ɼʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1944ï1952, ʤʘʛʠʩʪʘʨʩʢʘ ʪʝʟʘ, 
ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2003. 

56 ʉʚʝʪʣʘʥʘ ʉʪʝʬʘʥʦʚʠ˂, ɾʝʥʩʢʦ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʫ ʙʝʦʛʨʘʜʩʢʦʿ ʰʪʘʤʧʠ ʠ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʠʮʠ 1918ï1941, 
ʤʘʛʠʩʪʘʨʩʢʘ ʪʝʟʘ, ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʨʝʪʘ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2000. 

57 Gender Relations in South Eastern Europe: Historical Perspectives on Womanhood and 
Manhood in 19th and 20th Century, Miroslav Jovanoviĺ, Slobodan Naumoviĺ, (ɽʜʩ) Udruģenje za 
druġtvenu istoriju-ideje 4, Beograd 2002.

58 Ģene i deca, Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima XIX i XX veka, 4, ur. Latinka Peroviĺ, 
Beograd 2006.



76 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

ʜʠʮʠʿʝ ʥʘ ʩʝʣʫ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʜʚʘ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʘ ʨʘʪʘ (ʄʦʤʯʠʣʦ ʀʩʠ˂), ʩʪʘˁʝ ʟʜʨʘʚˀʝ ʞʝʥʘ 
ʠ ʜʝʮʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʧʦʯʝʪʢʦʤ 20. ʚʝʢʘ (ɼʫʙʨʘʚʢʘ ʉʪʦʿʘʥʦʚʠ˂), ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʝ ʟʘ ʙʨʠʛʫ ʦ 
ʜʝʮʠ ʫ ʌʅʈɱ (ʉʘˁʘ ʇʝʪʨʦʚʠ˂ ʊʦʜʦʩʠʿʝʚʠ˂), ʢʫʣʪ ʚʣʘʜʘʨʘ ʢʘʦ ʥʘʿʪʨʘʿʥʠʿʠ ʦʙʨʘʟʘʮ 
ʚʘʩʧʠʪʘʚʘˁʘ ʜʝʮʝ (ʆʣʠʚʝʨʘ ʄʠʣʦʩʘʚˀʝʚʠ˂), ʩʚʝʪ ʜʝʪʠˁʩʪʚʘ ʢʦʜ ʉʨʙʘ ʫ ʟʘʧʠ-
ʩʠʤʘ ʇ. ɸ. ʈʦʚʠʥʩʢʦʛ (ɸʥʜʨʝʿ ʐʝʤʿʘʢʠʥ), ʰʢʦʣʦʚʘˁʝ ʜʝʮʝ ʫ ʚʝʨʩʢʠʤ ʰʢʦʣʘʤʘ 
ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ (ʈʘʜʤʠʣʘ ʈʘʜʠ˂), ʪʝ ʧʦʨʝʹʝˁʝ ʛʝʥʝʨʘʮʠʿʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 19. ʚʝʢʘ: ʦʯʝʚʠ ʠ 
ʩʠʥʦʚʠ (ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ ɺʫʣʝʪʠ˂). ʌʦʢʫʩʠʨʘʥʠ/ʝ ʥʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʠ ʜʝʮʝ 
ʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʝ ʫ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢʫ ʤʘʭʦʤ ʩʫ ʧʠʩʘʣʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʠ/ʢʝ.

ɻʦʜʠʥʫ ʜʘʥʘ ʢʘʩʥʠʿʝ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥ ʿ ʝ ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʢʦʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʧʨʠʨʝʜʠʦ ʄʠʣʘʥ ʈʠʩʪʦʚʠ˂, 
ʇʨʠʚʘʪʥʠ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʢʦʜ ʉʨʙʘ ʫ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʤ ʚʝʢʫ,59 ʯʝʪʚʨʪʠ ʪʦʤ ʫ ʥʠʟʫ ʢˁʠʛʘ ʢʦʿʝ 
ʩʫ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʠʣʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʦʤ ʧʨʠʚʘʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ. ʇʦʿʝʜʠʥʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠ 
ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ, ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʧʨʠʚʘʪʥʦʩʪ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʤ ʩʝʛʤʝʥʪʠʤʘ ʠ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠʤʘ, 
ʠʩʪʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʦ ʧʨʠʧʘʜʘʿʫ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ, ʠʣʠ ʩʝ ʧʨʝʧʣʠ˂ʫ ʩʘ ˁʦʤ. ʆ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ-
ʨʠʤʘ ʧʨʠʚʘʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʞʝʥʝ ʩʘʟʥʘʿʝʤʦ ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʥʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʫ ʦʥʠʭ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʪʦʤʝ 
ʪʝʤʘʪʩʢʠ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʠ ʚʝ˂ ʦʥʠ ʧʨʦʞʠʤʘʿʫ ʠ ʤʥʦʛʝ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʝ ʫ ʢˁʠʟʠ.

ʀʥʦʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ  
ʫ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʠ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ

ʄʝʹʫ ʠʥʦʩʪʨʘʥʠʤ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʘʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʠʣʝ ʪʝʤʘʤʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ, ʪʝ 
ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʫ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʠ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ, ʫʢʘʟʘʣʠ ʙʠ ʥʘ ʨʘʜʦʚʝ ʂʿʘʨʝ 
ɹʦʥʬʠˀʦʣʠ (Chiara, Bonýglioli),60 ʢʦʿʘ ʙʠʣʦ ʜʘ ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘ ʧʨʚʫ ʬʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʫ 
ʢʦʥʬʝʨʝʥʮʠʿʫ ʦʜʨʞʘʥʫ ʧʦʜ ʦʢʨʠˀʝʤ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʘ, ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, ɸʥʪʠʬʘʰʠʩʪʠʯʢʠ 
ʬʨʦʥʪ ʞʝʥʘ, ʠʣʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʠʣʥʝ ʨʘʜʥʠʮʝ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʠ, ʧʨʦʧʠʪʫʿʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʝʤʘʥ-
ʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʫ ʠ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʦʥʠʨʘˁʝ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʤ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʧʦʩʪʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯ-
ʢʦʤ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʫ. ʋ ˁʝʥʠʤ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʜʦʤʠʥʠʨʘ ʪʨʘʥʩʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʘ 
ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʘ. ʊʝʤʝ ʠʟ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ ʨʦʜʘ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʠ ʙʠʣʝ ʩʫ ʫ ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʫ 
ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨʢʠ ʠʟ ʠʥʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʘ. ɾʦʬʠʘ ʃʦʨʘʥʜ (Zs·ýa 
L·r§nd), ʫ ʩʚʦʿʦʿ ʥʘʿʥʦʚʠʿʦʿ ʤʦʥʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ ʧʠʰʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʬʝʤʠʥʠʟʤʘ ʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘ-
ʚʠʿʠ ʩʝʜʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʠ ʦʩʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ, ʜʦʚʦʜʝ˂ʠ ʫ ʧʨʚʠ ʧʣʘʥ 
ʬʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʫ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʫ ʨʦʜʥʠʭ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ ʜʨʞʘʚʝ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʝʤʘ-

59 ʇʨʠʚʘʪʥʠ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʢʦʜ ʉʨʙʘ ʫ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʤ ʚʝʢʫ, ʧʨʠʨʝʜʠʦ ʄʠʣʘʥ ʈʠʩʪʦʚʠ˂, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 
2007.

60 Bonýglioli, Chiara, Women and Industry in the Balkans: The Rise and Fall of the Yugoslav 
Textile Sector. I.B. Tauris, London, 2019; ĂBiograýje aktiýstkinja AFĢ-a: intersekcionalna analiza 
ģenskog delovanjañ. Izgubljena revolucija, AFĢ izmeĽu mita i zaborava, ur. Andreja Dugandģiĺ, Tijana 
Okiĺ, Sarajevo, 2016; Belgrade, 1978, Remembering the conference ĂDrugarica Ģena. Ģensko pitanje 
ï Novi pristup?ò/ ĂComrade Woman. The Women`s Question: A New Approach?ò thirty years after, 
Utrecht University, Faculty of Arts ï Womens Studies, Research Master ĂGender and Ethnicityò,Year 
2007/2008, Utrecht, August 2008, i dr. 



77ɼʨ ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ

ʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʫ, ˁʝʥʠʭ ʜʦʤʝʪʘ ʠ ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʝˁʘ.61 ʋ ʥʦʚʠʿʝ ʚʨʝʤʝ 
ʥʘ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʠʤ ʩʪʨʘʥʠʤ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʠʤʘ ʦʜʙʨʘˁʝʥʝ ʩʫ ʜʦʢʪʦʨʩʢʝ ʜʠʩʝʨʪʘʮʠʿʝ 
ʢʦʿʝ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʝ ʧʠʪʘˁʠʤʘ ʠʟ ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ, ʘ ʥʝʢʝ ʩʫ ʢʘʩʥʠʿʝ 
ʠ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʝ.62

ɿʘʢˀʫʯʘʢ

ʉʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʫ ʯʠʿʝʤ ʬʦʢʫʩʫ ʩʫ ʪʝʤʝ ʠʟ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ, ʪʝ ʨʦʜʥʠ 
ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʠ, ʢʦʿʘ ʥʘ ʠʥʦʚʘʪʠʚʥʠʿʝ ʠʣʠ ʢʦʥʚʝʥʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʠʿʝ ʥʘʯʠʥʝ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʘʿʫ ʧʨʦ-
ʧʠʪʠʚʘˁʫ ʠ ʘʨʪʠʢʫʣʠʩʘˁʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ, ʫʞʠʭ ʠʣʠ h ʠʨʠʭ ʪʝʤʘ ʠʟ ʦʚʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ 
ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʝ, ʫ ʧʨʦʪʝʢʣʝ ʜʚʝ ʜʝʮʝʥʠʿʝ ʠ ʥʘ ʦʚʠʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ ʠʤʘʿʫ ʥʝʰʪʦ ʙʨʞʠ 
ʨʘʟʚʠʪʘʢ. ɼʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʢʘʦ ʥʦʚʦ ʩʘʟʥʘʿ-
ʥʦ ʠ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʦ ʧʦˀʝ ʧʦʩʪʝʧʝʥʦ ʧʦʩʪʘʿʝ ʠʥʪʨʠʛʘʥʪʥʘ ʠ ʟʘ ʜʦʤʘ˂ʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʝ/ʢʝ, 
ʩʚʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʿ ʝ ʧʨʝʧʦʟʥʘʪ ˁ ʝʥ ʟʥʘʯʘʿ, ʜʘ ʙʠ ʫ 21. ʚʝʢʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘʯʢʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩ ʧʨʝʤʘ 
ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʪʝʤʘʤʘ, ʪʝ ʧʨʦʤʠʰˀʘˁʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠʟ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʧʝʨʩʧʝʢʪʠʚʝ ʙʠʣʦ ʫ 
ʩʨʝʜʠʰʪʫ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ. ʃʝʪʠʤʠʯʘʥ ʧʨʝʛʣʝʜ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʠʭ ʢˁʠʛʘ ʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʿ ʠʩ-
ʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʠ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʠʭ ʦʚʠʤ ʪʝʤʘʤʘ ʠ ʨʘʟʥʦʚʨʩʥʦʩʪ ʦʙʨʘʹʝʥʠʭ ʪʝʤʘ ʩʚʝʜʦʯʝ 
ʦ ʰʠʨʠʥʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʭ ʘʥʘʣʠʟʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʝʣʝ. ʀʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʝ ʟʘ ˁʠʭʦʚʦ 
ʧʨʦʫʯʘʚʘˁʝ ʿʦʰ ʚʠʰʝ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʫʦʯʘʚʘʣʦ ʜʘ ʩʤʦ ʫ ʪʝʢʩʪ ʫʚʨʩʪʠʣʠ ʠ ʤʘˁʝ ʨʘʜʦʚʝ 
ʠ ʩʚʝ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʠʭ ʧʦʪʧʠʩʫʿʫ. ʋʢˀʫʯʠʚʘˁʝ ʧʨʠʨʝʹʝʥʠʭ ʢˁʠʛʘ, ʯʣʘʥʘʢʘ ʠʟ 
ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʠ ˁʦʿ ʙʣʠʩʢʝ, ʨʦʜʥʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʦʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʠ ʫ ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩʠʤʘ, ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚʘ 
ʠʟʣʦʞʝʥʠʭ ʥʘ ʨʘʟʥʠʤ ʢʦʥʬʝʨʝʥʮʠʿʘʤʘ ʠʪʜ, ʩʚʦʿʦʤ ʙʨʦʿʥʦʰ˂ʫ ʧʨʝʚʘʟʠʰʣʦ ʙʠ 
ʦʢʚʠʨʝ ʠ ʦʙʠʤ ʿʝʜʥʦʛ ʯʣʘʥʢʘ.

ʀʟʚʦʨʠ ʠ ʣʠʪʝʨʘʪʫʨʘ:

ɹʘʨʘ˂, ʉʪʘʥʠʩʣʘʚʘ, ʌʝʤʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʘ ʢʦʥʪʨʘʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ. ɾʘʥʨ ʞʝʥʩʢʦʛ ʧʦʨʪʨʝʪʘ ʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʿ 
ʧʝʨʠʦʜʠʮʠ 1920ï1941, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2015.

Batiniĺ, Jelena, Women and Yugoslav Partisans: A History of World War II Resistance, Cam-
bridge University Press, New York 2015. 

Blagojeviĺ Hjuson, Marina, Sutra je bilo juļe: prilog druġtvenoj istoriji ģena u drugoj polo-
vini 20. veka u Jugoslaviji, Novi Sad 2015.

61 Zs·ýa L·r§nd, The Feminist Challenge to the Socialist State in Yugoslavia, Palgrave Macmillan 
2018.

62 Simiĺ, Ivan, Soviet Inþuences on Postwar Yugoslav Gender Policies, Palgrave Macmillan 2018; 
ʄiġkovska Kajevska, Ana, Feminist Activism at War. Belgrade and Zagreb Feminists in the 1990s, New 
York & London: Routledge, 2017; Bogic, Anna, Our Bodies, Our Location: The Politics of Feminist 
Translation and Reproduction in Post-socialist Serbia, Institute of Feminist and Gender Studies Faculty 
of Social Sciences University of Ottawa, Canada 2017, Doctoral dissertation. 



78 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

Blagojeviĺ, Marina, ĂĢenske studije na Beogradskom univerzitetuñ u: Blagojeviĺ, Marina, 
ur. Ka vidljivoj ģenskoj istoriji ï ģenski pokret u Beogradu tokom 90-ih, Beograd 1998.

Boģinoviĺ, Neda, Ģensko pitanje u Srbiji u XIX i XX veku, Beograd 1996.
Bok, Gizela. Ģena u istoriji Evrope, Beograd 2005.
Bogic, Anna, Our Bodies, Our Location: The Politics of Feminist Translation and Repro-
duction in Post-socialist Serbia, Institute of Feminist and Gender Studies Faculty of 
Social Sciences University of Ottawa, Canada, 2017, Doctoral dissertation.

Bonýglioli, Chiara, Belgrade, 1978, Remembering the conference ĂDrugarica Ģena. Ģensko 
pitanje - Novi pristup?ò/ ĂComrade Woman. The Women`s Question: A New Approach?ò 
thirty years after, Utrecht University, Faculty of Arts ï Womens Studies, Research Mas-
ter ĂGender and Ethnicityò,Year 2007/2008, Utrecht 2008.

Bonýglioli, Chiara, ĂBiograýje aktiýstkinja AFĢ-a: intersekcionalna analiza ģenskog de-
lovanjañ, Izgubljena revolucija, AFĢ izmeĽu mita i zaborava, ur. Andreja Dugandģiĺ, 
Tijana Okiĺ, Sarajevo 2016.

Bonýglioli, Chiara, Women and Industry in the Balkans: The Rise and Fall of the Yugoslav 
Textile Sector. I.B. Tauris, London 2019.

ɺʫʣʝʪʠ˂, ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ, ʇʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʩʨʝʜʠʥʦʤ 19. ʚʝʢʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2002.
ɺʫʣʝʪʠ˂, ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ, ɹʨʘʢ ʫ ʂʥʝʞʝʚʠʥʠ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2008.
ɺʫʯʝʪʠ˂, ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ʈʘʜʠʥʘ, ɽʚʨʦʧʘ ʥʘ ʂʘʣʝʤʝʛʜʘʥʫ. Ăʎʚʠʿʝʪʘ ɿʫʟʦʨʠ˂ñ ʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʠ 
ʞʠʚʦʪ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ 1918ï1941, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2003. 

ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɺʝʨʘ, ɾʝʥʘ ʫ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʠʟʤʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2006.
Gudac Dodiĺ, Vera, Life in Serbia, Through the Eyes of Women, Beograd 2014.
ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɺʝʨʘ; ʀʩʠ˂, ʄʦʤʯʠʣʦ, ɾʝʥʘ ʿʝ ʪʝʤʝˀ ʢʫ˂ʝ. ɾʝʥʘ ʠ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 
ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2011.

Dojļinoviĺ-Neġiĺ, Biljana, Ginokritika: Rod i prouļavanje knjiģevnosti ʢoju su pisale ģene, 
Beograd 1993.

Dojļinoviĺ, Biljana, Susreti u tami: Uvod u ļitanje Virdģinije Vulf, Beograd 2011.
Dojļinoviĺ-Neġiĺ, Biljana, ĂCentar za ģenske studije, istraģivanje i komunikacijuñ u: Ka 
vidljivoj ģenskoj istoriji ï ģenski pokret u Beogradu tokom 90-ih., Beograd 1998.

Dijaniĺ Dijana, Merunka Golubiĺ Mirka, Nijemļiĺ Iva, Staniĺ Dijana, Ģenski biografski 
leksikon, Sjeĺanje ģena na ģivot u socijalizmu, Zagreb 2004.

ɫʦʨʹʝʚʠ˂ ʎʨʥʦʙʨˁʘ, ɱʘʜʨʘʥʢʘ, ʅʘʩʣʝʹʠʚʘˁʝ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʦʙʠʯʘʿʘ ʠ ʟʘʢʦʥʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2011.
Erlich, St. Vera, Jugoslovenska porodica u transformaciji, Zagreb 1971.
Zaharijeviĺ, Adriana, Postajanje ģenom, Beograd 2010.
Isiĺ, Momļilo, Seljanka u Srbiji u prvoj polovini 21 veka, Beograd 2008.
Jambreġiĺ-Kirin, Renata, Dom i svijet: o ģenskoj kulturi pamĺenja, Zagreb 2008.
Jambreġiĺ-Kirin, Renata, Ġkokiĺ Tea, IzmeĽu roda i naroda, Zagreb 2004. 
Kazer, Karl, Porodica i srodstvo na Balkanu. Analiza jedne kulture koja nestaje, Beograd 

2002. 
ʂʝʮʤʘʥ, ɱʦʚʘʥʢa, ɾʝʥʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʫ ʨʘʜʥʠʯʢʦʤ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʫ ʠ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʘʤʘ 
1918ï1941, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1978.



79ɼʨ ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ

 L·r§nd, Zs·ýa, The Feminist Challenge to the Socialist State in Yugoslavia, Palgrave Mac-
millan 2018.

ɲʫʰʠ˂, ʈʘʜʦʰ, ʂʥʝʛʠˁʘ ɲʫʙʠʮʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2013. 

Majls, Rozalind, Ko je spremio Tajnu veļeru? Ģenska istorija sveta, Beograd 2012.
Markoviĺ, J. PeĽa, Beograd i Evropa 1918ï1941, Beograd 1992. 
ʄʘʨʢʦʚʠ˂, J. ʇʨʝʜʨʘʛ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʀʩʪʦʢʘ ʠ ɿʘʧʘʜʘ 1948ï1965, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1996.
Markoviĺ, J. Predrag, ĂIstriograýja i seksualnost (polnost): skica za istoriju jedne disci-

plineò, Istorija 20. veka, 2/2017.
Maleġeviĺ, ʄiroslava, Ģensko. Etnografski aspekti druġtvenog poloģaja ģene u Srbiji, Beo-

grad 2007.
ʄʠʣʠ˂, ɸʥʹʝʣʢʘ, ɾʝʥʝ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ, ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1994.
Miliĺ, AnĽelka, Ģenski pokret na raskrġĺu milenijuma. Izveġtaj o empirijskom istraģivanju u 
Srbiji i Crnoj Gori, Beograd 2002. 

Miliĺ, AnĽelka, ĂPatrijarhalni poredak, revolucija i saznanje o poloģaju ģeneñ, Srbija u mod-
ernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2, Poloģaj ģene kao merilo modernizacije, ur. 
Latinka Peroviĺ, Beograd 1998.

ʄʠʪʝʨʘʫʝʨ, ʄʠʭʘʝʣ, ʂʘʜ ʿʝ ɸʜʘʤ ʢʦʧʘʦ ʘ ɽʚʘ ʧʨʝʣʘ: ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦ-ʘʥʪʨʦʧʦʣʦʰʢʠ 
ʦʜʛʣʝʜʠ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʝʚʨʦʧʩʢʝ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʝ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2001.

ʄiġkovska Kajevska, A, Feminist Activism at War. Belgrade and Zagreb Feminists in the 
1990s, New York & London: Routledge 2017.

ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ɹʦʞʠʮʘ, ɾʝʥʘ ʫ ʊʦʧʣʠʯʢʦʤ ʫʩʪʘʥʢʫ 1917, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1996.
ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ɹʦʞʠʮʘ, ʇʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ ʇʨʚʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʤ ʨʘʪʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2006.
ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ɹʦʞʠʮʘ, ʉʫʜʙʠʥʘ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʨʘʪʫ: ʈʦʩʘ ʇʘʥʪʠ˂ (1891ï1945), ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 

2012.
ʇʘʚʠ˂ʝʚʠ˂, ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ, ʅʘ ʫʜʘʨʫ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʛʠʿʘ. ɹʨʘʢ, ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʠ ʧʦʣʥʠ ʤʦʨʘʣ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 
ʫ ʜʨʫʛʦʿ ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʠ 20. ʚʝʢʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2006.

Panteliĺ, Ivana, Partizanke kao graĽanke: druġtvena emancipacija partizanki u Srbiji 1945ï
1953, Beograd 2011.

ʇʘʥʪʝʣʠ˂, ʀʚʘʥʘ, ʋʩʧʦʥ ʠ ʧʘʜ Ăʧʨʚʝ ʜʨʫʛʘʨʠʮʝò ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ: ɱʦʚʘʥʢʘ ɹʨʦʟ ʠ ʩʨʧʩʢʘ 
ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ 1952-2013, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2018.

Panteliĺ, Ivana, Dojļinoviĺ, Biljana, ĂWomenôs and Gender History: The Case of Serbiaò, in 
Clio on the Margins: Womenôs and Gender History in Central, Eastern and Southeastern 
Europe (Part One), Aspasia Vol. 6, 2012.

Rajkoviĺ, M. Ljubica, Druġtveni poloģaj sela, seoskih porodica i seoskih ģena u centralnoj 
Srbiji, Beograd 2014.

Ryan, P. Mary, ĂĢenska historija ulazi u vrijeme koje neĺe biti tako burnoñ Pro Tempore 6/7 
Eseji, ļlanci i rasprave, Zagreb 2009, (preveo Tomislav BranĽolica).

Simiĺ, Ivan, Soviet Inþuences on Postwar Yugoslav Gender Policies, Palgrave Macmillan, 
2018.

ʉʧʘʩʦʚʠ˂, ɹ. ʀʚʘʥʘ, ɿʣʘʪʘ ʚʨʝʜʥʝ: ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘˁʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʝ ʜʝʮʝ ʫ ɱʫʞʥʦʤ ɹʘʥʘʪʫ ʦʜ 1874. 
ʜʦ 1918. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʇʘʥʯʝʚʦ 2014.



80 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

Stoliĺ, Ana, Ăʆd istorije ģena do rodne istorijeò, u: Gizela Bok, Ģena u istoriji Evrope, 
Beograd 2005. 

ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ Ăʆʜ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʢʘ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʥʘʫʯʥʠʤ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʤʘ: ʞʝʥʩʢʘ ʠ ʨʦʜʥʘ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘò,ʫ: ʍʫʤʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ 1, ʟʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ, ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ, 
ʅʠʰ 2013.

ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ, ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ɼʨʘʛʘ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2000.
ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ, ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ɼʨʘʛʘ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2009.
ʉʪʦʣʠ˂, ɸʥʘ, ʉʝʩʪʨʝ ʉʨʧʢʠˁʝ: ʧʦʿʘʚʘ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ʟʘ ʝʤʘʥʮʠʧʘʮʠʿʫ ʞʝʥʘ ʠ ʬʝʤʠʥʠʟʤʘ ʫ 
ʂʨʘˀʝʚʠʥʠ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2015. 

Stojakoviĺ, Gordana, Rodna perspektiva u novinama Antifaġistiļkog fronta ģena (1945ï
1953), Novi Sad 2012.

ʉʪʘʥʠʰʠ˂, ʄʠʨʿʘʥʘ, ɼʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʠ ʧʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1944ï1952, ʤʘʛʠʩʪʘʨʩʢʘ ʪʝʟʘ, 
ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2003. 

Sklevicky, Lidia, Konji, ģene, ratovi, odabrala i priredila Dunja Rihtman Augustin, Zagreb 
1996.

ʊʦʜʠ˂, ʄʠʣʘʥʢʘ Ăʅʦʚʘ ʞʝʥʘ ʠʣʠ ʨʦʙʠˁʠʮʘ ʣʫʢʩʫʟʘ: ʥʘʩʣʦʚʥʝ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʞʝʥʩʢʠʭ ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩʘ 
ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ (1920ï1940), ɿʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʤʫʟʝʿʘ ʧʨʠʤʝˁʝʥʠʭ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ 4/5, 2008/2009.

Todiĺ, Milanka, ĂPotroġaļka kultura u izgradnji: predstava ģene u ġtampanim reklamama 
(1900ï1940)ò u: Zbornik Matice srpske za likovne umetnosti 2010.

 ʊʦʜʠ˂, ʄʠʣʘʥʢʘ, Ăɻʝʨʜʘ ʊʘʨʦ ʠ ʈʦʙʝʨʪ ʂʘʧʘ ʥʘ ʥʘʩʣʦʚʥʠʤ ʩʪʨʘʥʘʤʘ ʨʝʚʠʿʝ ɾʝʥʘ 
ʜʘʥʘʩò, ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ, 1/2018.

ʊʦʤʧʩʦʥ, ʇʦʣ, ɻʣʘʩ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2012.
Trgovļeviĺ, Ljubinka Ăʆ studentkinjama iz Srbije na stranim univerzitetima do 1914. go-

dineò, Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2. Poloģaj ģene kao merilo 
modernizacije, Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, Beograd 1998.

ʊʨʛʦʚʯʝʚʠ˂, ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ, ʂʨʘˀʠʮʘ ʅʘʪʘʣʠʿʘ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂, ʄʦʿʝ ʫʩʧʦʤʝʥʝ (ʧʨ.) ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ, 
1999.

ʊʨʛʦʚʯʝʚʠ˂ ʄʠʪʨʦʚʠ˂, ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ, Ăʐʢʦʣʦʚʘˁʝ ʜʝʚʦʿʘʢʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʫ 19. ʚʝʢʫò, Oʙʨʘʟʦ-
ʚʘˁʝ ʢʦʜ ʉʨʙʘ ʢʨʦʟ ʚʝʢʦʚʝ, ɿʘʚʦʜ ʟʘ ʫ˅ʙʝʥʠʢʝ ʠ ʥʘʩʪʚʘʥʘ ʩʨʝʜʩʪʚʘ, ɼʨʫʰʪʚʦ ʠʩʪʦ-
ʨʠʯʘʨʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ, ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʪ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2003.

ʐʢʦʜʨʠ˂, ɲʫʙʠʥʢʘ, ʇʦʣʦʞʘʿ ʞʝʥʝ ʫ ʦʢʫʧʠʨʘʥʦʿ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ 1941ï1944, ʜʦʢʪʦʨʩʢʘ ʜʠʩʝʨ-
ʪʘʮʠʿʘ, ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ, ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2015.

Gender Relations in South Eastern Europe: Historical Perspectives on Womanhood and 
Manhood in 19th and 20th Century, Miroslav Jovanoviĺ, Slobodan Naumoviĺ, (ɽʜʩ) 
Udruģenje za druġtvenu istoriju-ideje 4, Beograd 2002.

Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima 19. i 20. veka, 2. Poloģaj ģene kao merilo modern-
izacije, ur. Latinka Peroviĺ, Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, Beograd 1998.

Ģene i deca, Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima XIX i XX veka, 4, ur. Latinka Peroviĺ, 
Helġinske sveske, br 23, Beograd 2006.

ʇʨʠʚʘʪʥʠ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʢʦʜ ʉʨʙʘ ʫ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʤ ʚʝʢʫ, ʧʨʠʨʝʜʠʦ ʄʠʣʘʥ ʈʠʩʪʦʚʠ˂, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 
2007.

ɾʝʥʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʫ ʅʦʙ-ʫ, ʛʨʫʧʘ ʘʫʪʦʨʘ, ʫʨ. ɹʦʩʘ ʎʚʝʪʠ˂, ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 1975.



81ɼʨ ɺʝʨʘ ɻʫʜʘʮ ɼʦʜʠ˂, ɱʦʰ ʿʝʜʥʦʤ ʦ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʞʝʥʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ

Kˁʠʞʝʥʩʪʚʦ, ʯʘʩʦʧʠʩ ʟʘ ʩʪʫʜʠʿʝ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ, ʨʦʜʘ ʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʝ.
AnĽelka Miliĺ, ĂĢensko pitanje u Srbiji u XIX i XX vekuò, Ģenske studije, broj 5-6, Centar 

za ģenske studije, Beograd. https://www.zenskestudie.edu.rs/izdavastvo/elektronska-iz-
danja/casopis-zenske-studije/zenske-studije-br-5-6/230-zensko-pitanje-u-srbiji-u-xix-i-
xx-veku. 



82 ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ 3, 2018.

Summary

Dr Vera Gudac Dodiĺ 

Once again, on the Development of Womenôs History in Serbia

Interdisciplinarity, immanent to women studies, also marked the ways of acquiring 
knowledge of past events from the womenôs perspective. The pronounced interdisciplinarity in 
the approach and research of that topic has conditioned the combining of methods of various 
academic disciplines and their intertwining. The accent in the article is on the studies which 
were especially signiýcant in the rooting of womenôs history in Serbia and the bases of many 
future researches in this area. In the nineteen-nineties, womenôs history, as a new cognitive 
and research ýeld, gradually becomes more intriguing for domestic authors too, its importance 
is increasingly recognized, making it so that the research interest towards womenôs topics, 
and thus interpretations of the past from the womenôs perspective, are in the centre of many 
works in the 21st century. Their volume, diversity of topics and researched segments from the 
lives of women, female practice, and womenôs experiences in the past conýrm the growing 
interests for examining womenôs and gender history in this region. Some of the topics from 
the history of women in Yugoslav were in the centre of interest of foreign historians, too.

Key words: Womenôs history, academic discipline, interdisciplinarity, development, 
historiography. 



ʋɼʂ725.945(497.11)ò19ò 
930.85(497.11)ò19ò 

351.853(497.11)

ɼʨ ʄʠʣʠʮʘ ɹʦʞʠ˂ ʄʘʨʦʿʝʚʠ˂, ʜʦʮʝʥʪ ʆʨʠʛʠʥʘʣʥʠ ʥʘʫʯʥʠ ʨʘʜ
ʆʜʝˀʝˁʝ ʟʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʇʨʠʤˀʝʥ: 31.10.2018.
ʌʠʣʦʟʦʬʩʢʠ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪ ʋʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʘ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ ʇʨʠʭʚʘ˂ʝʥ: 20.11.2018.
mbozic@f.bg.ac.rs

ʀʟʛʫʙˀʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʝʚʦʜʫ  
ʇʘʤ˂ʝˁʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ  

ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ

ɸʧʩʪʨʘʢʪ: ɱʘʚʥʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠ ʩʫ ʫʚʝʢ ʙʠʣʠ ʤʝʩʪʘ ʟʘ ʨʝʧʨʝʟʝʥʪʘʪʠʚʥʦ 
ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʦʥʠʭ ʢʦʿʠ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ ʦʥʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ. ʅʘʯʠʥʠ ʪʝ ʧʨʝʟʝʥ-
ʪʘʮʠʿʝ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʚʝʢʦʚʠʤʘ ʤʝˁʘʣʠ, ʘʣʠ ʿʝ ʩʫʰʪʠʥʘ ʫʚʝʢ ʦʩʪʘʿʘʣʘ ʠʩʪʘ ï ʫʨ-
ʙʘʥʠ ʧʝʿʟʘʞʠ ʩʫ ʦʛʣʝʜʘʣʦ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʠʭ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ˂ʠʭ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʘ 
ʠ ʧʦʤʘʛʘʯʠ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʝ ʥʦʚʠʭ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ. ɱʘʚʥʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ 
ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʦʜʣʠʢʫʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʯʢʠ boom, ʢʦʿʠ ʫʛʣʘʚʥʦʤ ʯʠʥʠ ʬʠʛʫʨʘʣʥʘ 
ʧʣʘʩʪʠʢʘ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʧʦʥʝʢʘʜ ʠ ʣʠʯʥʦʩʪʠʤʘ ʥʝʧʦʟʥʘʪʠʤ ʰʠʨʦʿ ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ, 
ʟʘʩʥʦʚʘʥʘ ʧʨʝʚʘʩʭʦʜʥʦ ʥʘ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʿʘʤʘ ʜʝʚʝʪʥʘʝʩʪʦʚʝʢʦʚʥʝ ʝʩʪʝʪʠʢʝ. ʋ 
ʪʦʤ ʧʦʨʘʩʪʫ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘˁʘ ʟʘ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʚʝʦʤʘ ʤʘʣʠ ʜʝʦ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ 
ʿʝ ʤʝʩʪʠʤʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʩʫʢʦʙʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ. ʆʚʘʿ ʨʘʜ ʧʦʢʫʰʘʚʘ ʜʘ ʦʜʛʦ-
ʚʦʨʠ ʥʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʟʘʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʪʦ ʪʘʢʦ, ʢʘʢʦ ʠʟʛʣʝʜʘʿʫ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʠ 
ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʩ ʢʨʘʿʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ, ʥʘ ʢʦʤ ʩʫ ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚʫ ʙʘʟʠʨʘʥʠ, ʫ 
ʢʘʢʚʦʿ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʠ ʧʦʜʠʟʘʥʠ ʠ ʢʘʢʚʫ ʧʦʨʫʢʫ ʰʘˀʫ, ʩʘ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʠʤ ʦʩʚʨʪʦʤ 
ʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʣʦʯʫ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʤ ʩʨʧʩʢʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʦʜ 1991. ʜʦ 2000. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, 
ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪʘ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ, ʪʝ ʥʘ ʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʨʘʪʘ ʠ ʙʨʘ-
ʥʠʦʮʠʤʘ ʦʪʘ˅ʙʠʥʝ ʦʜ 1990. ʜʦ 1999. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʫ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʿ ʫʣʠʮʠ. ʊʘʢʦʹʝ ʩʝ 
ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʘ ɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘ, ʯʠʿʠʤ ʩʝ ʜʦʥʦʰʝˁʝʤ ʤʦʛʫ˂ʥʦʩʪ 
ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʥʘ ɹʘʣʢʘʥʫ ʜʦʜʘʪʥʦ 
ʟʘʢʦʤʧʣʠʢʦʚʘʣʘ. 
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ʩʣʠʢʝ ʩʚʝʪʘ

Ăʏʝʛʘ ʩʝ, ʜʘʢʣʝ ʩʝ˂ʘʪʠ? ɱʘ ʤʠʩʣʠʤ ʜʘ ʥʘʿʿʝʜʥʦʩʪʘʚʥʠʿʠ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨ ʛʣʘʩʠ - ʤʦʨʘ ʩʝ 
ʤʠʩʣʠʪʠ, ʢʘʢʦ ʩʝ ʤʠʩʣʠʪʠ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝ, ʥʘʫʯʠʪʠ ʠʟʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʠ ʥʝʠʟʛʦʚʦʨʠʚʦ ʠ ʧʦʢʫʰʘʪʠ 

ʩʝʙʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʠʪʠ ʰʪʦ ʩʝ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʠʪʠ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝ.ñ1

ʆʜ ʢʘʜʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʦ ʧʘʤʪʠ, ʯʫʚʘ ʠʟʚʦʨʝ, ʟʘʧʠʩʫʿʝ ʠ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʠʨʘ, ʧʦʟʥʘʪʘ 
ʥʘʤ ʿʝ ʟʘʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘʥʦʩʪ ʦʥʠʭ ʢʦʿʠ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʨʝʧʨʝʟʝʥʪʘʪʠʚʥʦ ʧʨʠʢʘʞʫ 
ʦʥʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ. ʀʘʢʦ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʥʘʯʠʥʠ ʙʦʨʙʝ ʟʘ (ʜʦʙʘʨ) ʛʣʘʩ ʫ ʚʝʢʦʚʠʤʘ ʟʘ 
ʥʘʤʘ ʩʤʝˁʠʚʘʣʠ, ʩʚʦʿʘʪʘˁʝ ʿ ʘʚʥʠʭ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʘ ʠ ʤʝʩʪʘ ˁ ʠʭʦʚʝ ʨʝʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ 
ʥʠʿʝ ʜʦʚʦʹʝʥʦ ʫ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ. ɹʠʣʦ ʜʘ ʩʫ ʢʦʨʠʰ˂ʝʥʠ ʟʘ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʪʨʠʿʫʤʬʘʣʥʠʭ 
ʧʦʚʦʨʢʠ, ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʩʣʘʚʦʣʫʢʘ ʠ ʦʙʝʣʠʩʢʘ, ʨʝʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʝʬʝʤʝʨʥʠʭ ʩʧʝʢʪʘʢaʣʘ, 
ʤʘʨʰʝʚʘ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʮʘ, ʚʦʿʥʠʭ ʧʘʨʘʜʘ, ʤʠʪʠʥʛʘ ʠʣʠ ʚʦʞʝˁʝ ʪʝʥʢʦʚʘ ï ʫʨʙʘʥʠ 
ʧʝʿʟʘʞʠ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ ʥʠʩʫ ʙʠʣʠ ʥʝʫʪʨʘʣʥʠ. ʋ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩ ʪʠʤ, Ăʤʠʪ ʦ ʚʦʹʠñ ʢʘʦ ʫʪʝ-
ʤʝˀʠʚʘʯʫ ʜʨʞʘʚʝ ʠ ʥʘʮʠʿʝ, ʪʝ Ăʤʠʪ ʦ ʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʨʘʥʦʤ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʤ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʫñ 
ʠ Ăʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʨʘʥʠʤ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʠʤ ʙʠʪʢʘʤʘñ ʟʘ ʩʣʦʙʦʜʫ ʠ ʦʩʣʦʙʘʹʘˁʝ ʦʜ ʥʝʧʨʠ-
ʿʘʪʝˀʘ ʥʘʣʘʟʠ˂ʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʫ ˁʠʭʦʚʦʤ ʚʠʟʫʝʣʥʦʤ ʫʨʝʹʝˁʫ ʠ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʫ, ʧʘ ˂ʝ ʪʘʢʦ 
ʿʘʚʥʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠ ʙʠʪʠ ʦʛʣʝʜʘʣʦ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʠʭ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ˂ʠʭ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʘ ʠ 
ʧʦʤʘʛʘʯʠ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʝ ʥʦʚʠʭ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ.

ʄʥʦʛʦʙʨʦʿʥʠ ʩʫ ʠʥʩʪʨʫʤʝʥʪʠ ʢʦʿʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʫʿʫ ʟʘ ʧʨʝʦʙ-
ʣʠʢʦʚʘˁʝ ʢʦʣʝʢʪʠʚʥʦʛ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʘ. ʆʥʠ ʩʝ ʢʨʝ˂ʫ ʦʜ ʩʪʚʘʨʘˁʘ ʦʜʨʝʹʝʥʠʭ ʚʨʩʪʘ 
ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚʘ (ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʬʠʥʘʥʩʠʨʘˁʝʤ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʠʭ ʊɺ ʩʝʨʠʿʘ, ʬʠʣʤʦʚʘ, ʧʦʟʦʨʠʰ-
ʥʠʭ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʘ, ʦʩʥʠʚʘˁʝʤ ʥʦʚʠʭ ʤʫʟʝʿʘ), ʧʨʝʢʦ ʧʨʝʠʤʝʥʦʚʘˁʘ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʿʘ, 
ʫʣʠʮʘ, ʪʨʛʦʚʘ, ʟʘʪʠʤ ʩʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʚˀʘʿʫ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʦʤ ʠʣʠ ʫʢʣʘˁʘˁʝʤ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ, ʠ 
ʠʜʫ ʩʚʝ ʜʦ ʦʩʤʠʰˀʘʚʘˁʘ ʥʦʚʠʭ ʪʠʧʦʚʘ ʩʚʝʯʘʥʦʩʪʠ, ʥʘʛʨʘʜʘ, ʪʝ ʜʨʞʘʚʥʠʭ ʦʜ-
ʣʫʢʘ ʦ ʙʫʜʫ˂ʠʤ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʠʤ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʤʘ.2 ʊʘʢʚʘ ʚʨʩʪʘ ʧʨʝʧʨʘʚˀʘˁʘ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ 
(ʨʝ)ʢʨʝʠʨʘˁʘ ʢʦʣʝʢʪʠʚʥʦʛ ʧʘʤ˂ʝˁʘ, ʜʝʰʘʚʘ ʩʝ ʦʜʤʘʭ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʥʝ ʨʝʞʠʤʘ, ʘ ʮʠˀ 
ʿʦʿ ʿʝ ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʜʘ ʢʦʥʢʨʝʪʠʟʫʿʝ ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʜʘ ʨʝʠʬʠʢʫʿʝ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʦʜʨʝʹʝʥʝ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʝ 
ʠ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʮʝ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʿ ʩʬʝʨʠ ʠ ʜʘ ʦʜ ˁʝ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʠ Ăʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʘʣʥʠ ʧʝʿʟʘʞ ʢʘʦ ʧʦʟʦʨ-
ʥʠʮʫ ʟʘ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʠʚʘˁʝ ʢʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʠʩʪʠʯʥʝ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʘʨʪʠʢʫʣʘʮʠʿʫ 
ʝʢʩʢʣʫʟʠʚʥʦʛ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘˁʘ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʦ-ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʟʘʿʝʜʥʠʮʝñ.3 ɱʝʨ ʢʘʜʘ ʩʝ ʫ ʿ ʘʚʥʦʤ 

1 Knige, Folkhard i Fraj, Norbert, prir. Podseĺanje na zloļine. Rasprava o genocidu i ubistvu 
naroda, Novi Sad ï Beograd 2011, str. 39. 

2 Dragiĺeviĺ Ġeġiĺ, Milena, ĂPolitike seĺanja i izgradnja spomenika u jugoistoļnoj Evropi / 
Memory policies and monument building in southeastern Europeñ, Seĺanje grada / Memory of the city, 
ured. Duġica Draģiĺ, Slavica Radiġiĺ i Marijana Simu, Beograd 2012, str. 72.

3 Till, Karen E., ĂPolitical Landcsapesñ, A Companion to Cultural Geography, eds. James S. 
Duncan, Nuala C. Johnson, Richard H. Schein, Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 2004, p. 351. (Ăématerial 
landscapes as stages to display a distinctive national past and articulate an exclusive understanding of 
a cultural-political communityéñ) 



85ɼʨ ʄʠʣʠʮʘ ɹʦʞʠ˂ ʄʘʨʦʿʝʚʠ˂, ʀʟʛʫʙˀʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʝʚʦʜʫ ʇʘʤ˂ʝˁʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ...

ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ʧʨʠʢʘʞʝ ʦʜʨʝʹʝʥʘ ʩʣʠʢʘ ʩʚʝʪʘ, ʩʪʚʘʨʘ ʩʝ ʩʘʛʣʘʩʿʝ ʦʧʰʪʝʛ ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚʘ ʠ 
ʣʠʯʥʠʭ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʘ ʟʘ ʧʦʪʨʝʙʝ (ʢʦʥʘʯʥʦʛ) ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʘ ʚʣʘʜʘʿʫ˂ʠʭ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʘ.4

ʇʨʝʤʜʘ ʩʝ ʟʘ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʘˁʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ ʨʘʪʥʦʛ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʢʦʨʠʩʪʝ ʩʣʠʯʥʝ ʬʦʨʤʝ 
ʠ ʧʨʘʢʩʝ ʢʘʢʦ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʥʝʢʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʫʛʨʘʜʠʣʘ ʢʘʦ ʮʝʥʪʨʘʣʥʘ ʥʘ ʨʘʯʫʥ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʙʠʣʦ 
ʤʘʨʛʠʥʘʣʠʟʦʚʘʥʠʭ ʙʠʣʦ ʟʘʙʦʨʘʚˀʝʥʠʭ ʿʘʚʥʘ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʪʨʘʫʤʘʪʠʯʥʝ 
ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʝ ʥʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʿʝ ʦʜʤʘʭ, ʘ ʥʝʨʝʪʢʦ ʩʝ ʜʝʰʘʚʘ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʫʩʧʦʩʪʘʚʠ ʥʘ ʥʝʜʦʚʦˀʥʦ 
ʘʨʛʫʤʝʥʪʦʚʘʥʠʤ ʠʣʠ ʯʘʢ ʧʦʛʨʝʰʥʠʤ ʧʨʝʤʠʩʘʤʘ.5 ʊʦ ʿʝ ʚʝʦʤʘ ʩʚʦʿʩʪʚʝʥʦ ʟʘ ʤʝ-
ʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʩʢʠʭ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ, ʯʝʛʘ ʩʤʦ ʩʚʝʜʦʮʠ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʥʘ ɹʘʣʢʘʥʫ.

ʉʚʘʢʦʜʥʝʚʠʮʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʦʥʦ ʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ 6

Ăʅʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʝ ʠʜʝʿʝ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 20. ʚʝʢʘ ʟʥʘʪʥʦ ʩʫ ʫʜʘˀʠʣʝ ʥʝ 
ʩʘʤʦ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ ʝʢʩʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʠʭ ʨʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʘ ʿʝʜʥʝ ʦʜ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʦʜ ʪʨʝʥʜʦʚʘ 
ʝʚʨʦʧʩʢʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʝ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘ ʿʝ ʧʣʘʪʠʣʘ ʮʝʥʫ ʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʘ ʫ ʩʣʫʞʙʫ ʥʘ-
ʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʣʝʛʠʪʠʤʘʮʠʿʝ ʥʦʚʦʛ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʛ ʧʦʨʝʪʢʘ ʠ ʩʚʦʿʦʤ ʧʘʨʦʭʠʟʘʮʠʿʦʤ, 
ʝʪʥʦʮʝʥʪʨʠʟʤʦʤ, ʩʘʤʦʚʠʢʪʠʤʠʟʘʮʠʿʦʤ, ʫʟ ʦʪʚʘʨʘˁʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʘ ʟʘ ʧʦʿʘʚʫ ʠ ʙʫʿʘˁʝ 
ʧʘʨʘʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦʛ ʢʦʨʦʚʘ ʠ ʝʪʥʦʛʝʥʝʪʩʢʠʭ óʥʦʚʦʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʯʘʨʩʢʠʭô ʤʠʪʦʤʘʥʠʿʘ ï ʩʘ 

ʧʦʩʣʝʜʠʮʘʤʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʫʙʨʦʿʘʪʠ ʠ ʢʦʣʝʢʪʠʚʥʠ óʘʫʪʠʟʘʤ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘô.ñ7

ʉʘʤʦ ʫ 20. ʚʝʢʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʘ ʿ ʝ ʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʦ ʠʣʠ ʥʝʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʦ ʫʯʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʘ ʫ ʙʨʦʿʥʠʤ 
ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ: ʇʨʚʦʤ ʠ ɼʨʫʛʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʤ ʨʘʪʫ, ʫ ʜʚʘ ʨʘʪʘ ʩʘ ʊʫʨʩʢʦʤ, ʜʚʘ ʩʘ ɹʫʛʘʨ-
ʩʢʦʤ, ʪʝ ʩʫʢʦʙʠʤʘ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʫ ʉʣʦʚʝʥʠʿʠ, ʍʨʚʘʪʩʢʦʿ, ɹʦʩʥʠ ʠ 
ʍʝʨʮʝʛʦʚʠʥʠ, ʨʘʪʫ ʥʘ ʂʦʩʦʚʫ, ʪʝ ʦʥʦʤ ʩʘ ɸʣʠʿʘʥʩʦʤ. ʇʨʝʤʜʘ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʦʯʝʢʠʚʘʣʦ 
ʜʘ ʿʝ ʚʝ˂ʠʥʘ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʩʦʣʠʜʥʦ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʠʩʘʥʘ ʦ ʩʫʢʦʙʠʤʘ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ, ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʿʝ 
ʥʘ ʥʝʢʠ ʥʘʯʠʥ ʩʚʝʜʦʯʠʣʘ, ʩʠʪʫʘʮʠʿʘ ʿ ʝ ʟʥʘʪʥʦ ʜʨʫʛʘʯʠʿʘ. ʅʘʠʤʝ, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʪʦʛʘ h ʪʦ 
ʜʘʥʘʩ ʿʦʰ ʥʠʩʤʦ ʫʚʝʨʝʥʠ ʫ ʪʦ ʜʘ ʣʠ ʩʝ, ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʿʫʛʦʩʣʦʚʝʥʩʢʠ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʩʢʠ 
ʨʘʪʦʚʠ ʙʨʦʿʝ ʢʘʦ ʿʝʜʘʥ ʠʣʠ ʚʠʰʝ ˁʠʭ,8 ʪʝ ʜʘ ʣʠ ʫ ʪʫ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʿʫ ʫʣʘʟʠ ʠ ʙʦʤʙʘʨ-
ʜʦʚʘˁʝ 1999, ʥʠ ʦ ʜʨʫʛʠʤ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʦʩʪʠʤʘ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩ ˁʠʤʘ ʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʦ ʟʥʘˁʝ ʥʠʿʝ 
ʚʝ˂ʝ. ɱʝʨ ʠʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʥʘ ʥʘʰʝʤ ʧʦʜʥʝʙˀʫ ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʠʩʪʠʮʘʥʘ ʢʘʦ 
ʥʝʰʪʦ ʚʘʞʥʦ, ʫ ʨʝʘʣʥʦʩʪʠ ʿʝ ˁʝʥ ʜʦʤʝʪ ʙʠʦ ʪʝʢ ʦʙʿʘʰˁʝˁʝ ʠʣʠ ʦʧʨʘʚʜʘˁʝ 

4 Mitchell, Don, Cultural Geography. A Critical Introduction, Oxford Blackwell 2000, p. 100.
5 Ashplant, Timothy G., Dawson, Graham and Michele Roper, eds. Commemorating War: The 

Politics of Memory, News Brunswick 2004, p. 29.
6 ʇʨʝʤʘ ʥʘʟʠʚʫ ʢˁʠʛʝ: ʄʠʭʘʠʣʝʩʢʫ, ɺʠʥʪʠʣʘ, ʉʚʘʢʦʜʥʝʚʠʮʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʦʥʦ ʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ, 

ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜ 2002.
7 ʈʠʩʪʦʚʠ˂, ʄʠʣʘʥ, Ăʂʦʤʝ ʧʨʠʧʘʜʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝñ, ʫ: ɻʦʜʠʰˁʘʢ ʟʘ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ 

ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ, 1, 2013, ʩʪʨ. 143.
8 ʅʠʿʝ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘʪʠʯʥʦ ʩʘʤʦ ʙʨʦʿʘˁʝ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ, ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʦʥʠʭ ʨʘʥʠʿʠʭ. ʊʘʢʦ, ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ, 

ʈʘʜʠʥʘ ɺʫʯʝʪʠ˂ ʫ ʩʚʦʤ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ Ăʅʝʧʨʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪñ ʮʠʪʠʨʘ ʜʚʘ ʦʧʨʝʯʥʘ ʤʠʰˀʝˁʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠ-
ʯʘʨʘ ʦ ʙʨʦʿʫ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʫ ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʠʭ 200 ʛʦʜʠʥʘ, ʢʦʿʠ ʤʦʞʝ ʙʠʪʠ 12 ʠʣʠ 13. ɺʠʰʝ ʫ: Vuļetiĺ, Radina, 
ĂNeprosveĺena proġlostñ, Novosti iz proġlosti. Znanje, neznanje, upotreba i zloupotreba istorije, priredio 
Dimitrijeviĺ, Vojin, Beograd 2010, 33ï 60. (u daljem tekstu: Vuļetiĺ, R., ĂNeprosveĺena proġlostéñ)
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ʢˀʫʯʥʠʭ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʘ ʠʟ ʙʣʠʩʢʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʟʘ ʜʥʝʚʥʦʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʩʚʨʭʝ. ʊʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʠʩ-
ʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʫ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʢʨʘʿʝʤ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʙʠʣʘ ʧʦʜʨʰʢʘ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʠʟʤʫ ʠ ʩʪʚʘʨʘˁʫ 
ʩʣʠʢʝ ʦ ʉʨʙʠʤʘ ʢʘʦ ʚʝʯʠʪʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ,9 ʜʦʢ ʿʝ ʘʨʛʫʤʝʥʪʦʚʘʥʦ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʝ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ 
ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 20. ʚʝʢʘ ʩʪʘʣʥʦ ʠʟʤʠʮʘʣʦ ʠʟ ʿʘʚʥʦʛ ʬʦʢʫʩʘ.

ʇʦʚʦʜʦʤ ʦʪʚʘʨʘˁʘ ʠʟʣʦʞʙʝ Ăʆʧʢʦˀʝʥʦ ʉʘʨʘʿʝʚʦñ, ʯʠʿʝ ʿʝ ʛʦʩʪʦʚʘˁʝ ʠʟ 
ʍʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʦʛ ʤʫʟʝʿʘ ɹʦʩʥʝ ʠ ʍʝʨʮʝʛʦʚʠʥʝ ʫ ʋʩʪʘʥʦʚʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʝ Ăʇʘʨʦʙʨʦʜñ ʦʨ-
ʛʘʥʠʟʦʚʘʦ ʌʦʥʜ ʟʘ ʭʫʤʘʥʠʪʘʨʥʦ ʧʨʘʚʦ,10 ʪʠʤ ʈʘʜʠʿʘ ʉʣʦʙʦʜʥʘ ɽʚʨʦʧʘ ʫ ʩʘʤʦʤ 
ʮʝʥʪʨʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ ʫʨʘʜʠʦ ʿ ʝ ʘʥʢʝʪʫ ʦ ʪʦʤʝ ʟʥʘʿʫ ʣʠ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʹʘʥʠ ʟʘ ʦʧʩʘʜʫ ʉʘʨʘʿʝʚʘ. 
ʋ, ʠʩʪʠʥʘ, ʥʝʚʝʣʠʢʦʤ ʙʨʦʿʫ ʥʝ ʥʘʨʦʯʠʪʦ ʙʣʠʩʪʘʚʠʭ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨʘ, ʿʝʜʘʥ ʩʝ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ 
ʠʩʪʠʮʘʦ. ʄʣʘʜʘ ʞʝʥʘ, ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ 1992. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʠʤʘʣʘ 12 ʛʦʜʠʥʘ, ʧʨʠʟʥʘʿʝ ʜʘ ʥʝ ʟʥʘ 
ʤʥʦʛʦ ʦ ʪʠʤ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʜʘ ʥʝ ʞʝʣʠ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʠʰʝ, ʿ ʝʨ ʿ ʝ ʙʦˀʝ ʜʘ ʪʘʢʚʝ 
ʩʪʚʘʨʠ ʦʩʪʘʥʫ Ăʪʘʤʦ ʥʝʛʜʝñ.11 ʅʝ ʧʨʝʮʠʟʠʨʘ ʥʠ ʛʜʝ ʥʠ ʟʘʰʪʦ, ʥʠʪʠ ʩʝ ʯʠʥʠ ʜʘ ʨʘ-
ʟʫʤʝ ʟʙʦʛ ʯʝʛʘ ʩʫ ʠ ˁ ʦʿ ʩʘʤʦʿ ʪʘʢʚʠ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠ ʥʝʧʨʠʿʘʪʥʠ ʠʘʢʦ ʥʝʧʦʟʥʘʪʠ. ʇʦʩʝʙʥʦ 
ʿʦʿ ʿ ʝ ʜʘʣʝʢʦ ʧʦʠʤʘˁʝ ʥʝʦʧʭʦʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʜʘ ʦ ʥʘʰʦʿ ʥʦʚʠʿʦʿ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʠ ʟʥʘʤʦ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʝ, 
ʠʩʪʠʥʫ, ʜʘ ʟʥʘʤʦ ʚʠʰʝ. ʆʚʘʿ ʩʥʠʤʘʢ, ʤʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʧʦʢʘʟʫʿʝ ʥʝʰʪʦ ʿ ʦʰ ʛʦʨʝ, ʘ ʪʦ ʿ ʝ ʜʘ 
ʩʝ ʩʠʪʫʘʮʠʿʘ ʫ ʜʦʤʝʥʫ ʫʪʚʨʹʠʚʘˁʘ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʘ, ˁ ʠʭʦʚʝ ʜʠʩʝʤʠʥʘʮʠʿʝ ʠ ʩʫʦʯʘʚʘˁʘ 
ʩʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʰ˂ʫ ʥʠʿʝ ʟʥʘʪʥʦ ʧʦʤʘʢʣʘ ʫ ʦʜʥʦʩʫ ʥʘ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʝ ʩʧʨʦʚʝʜʝʥʦ ʦʜ 19. 
ʜʦ 29. ʤʘʨʪʘ 2010. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ 1.086 ʧʫʥʦʣʝʪʥʠʭ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ 
ʧʦʢʫʰʘʣʦ ʜʘ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨʠ ʥʘ ʥʝʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʜʝʩʝʪʠʥʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ ʫ ʩʢʣʦʧʫ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ ʩʘ 
ʥʘʟʠʚʦʤ: Ăʅʦʚʦʩʪʠ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ. ʇʦʟʥʘʚʘˁʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʠ ʩʪʘʚʦʚʠ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʧʨʝʤʘ 
ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠñ.12 ʊʦʤ ʧʨʠʣʠʢʦʤ ʿʝ ʪʘʯʘʥ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨ ʥʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʢʦʣʠʢʦ 
ʜʫʛʦ ʿʝ ʉʘʨʘʿʝʚʦ ʙʠʣʦ ʧʦʜ ʦʧʩʘʜʦʤ ʚʦʿʩʢʝ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ ʉʨʧʩʢʝ ʟʥʘʣʦ ʩʚʝʛʘ 13% 
ʠʩʧʠʪʘʥʠʢʘ. ɼʚʘʜʝʩʝʪ ʧʨʦʮʝʥʘʪʘ ʿʝ ʠ 2010. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʪʚʨʜʠʣʦ ʜʘ ʪʘʿ ʛʨʘʜ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ 
ʥʠʿʝ ʙʠʦ ʧʦʜ ʦʧʩʘʜʦʤ, 30% ʥʠʿʝ ʟʥʘʣʦ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨ, ʜʦʢ ʿʝ 37 ʦʜʩʪʦ ˁʠʭ ʥʘʛʘʹʘʣʦ 
ʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʦ ʪʨʘʿʘˁʝ ʥʘʿʜʫʞʝ ʟʘʙʝʣʝʞʝʥʝ ʦʧʩʘʜʝ ʫ 20. ʚʝʢʫ.13 ɿʘʙʨʠˁʘʚʘʿʫ˂ʝ 
ʿʝ ʙʠʣʦ ʠ ʦʩʪʘʣʦ (ʥʝ)ʟʥʘˁʝ ʠ ʫ ʪʦʤ ʩʤʠʩʣʫ ʿʝ ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ ʯʠʪʘʚʦ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʝ 
ʧʦʢʘʟʘʣʦ ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʜʘ ʩʤʦ Ăʥʘʿʪʘˁʠñ ʫ ʧʦʟʥʘʚʘˁʫ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʝ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ 
ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʜʘ ʩʠʪʫʘʮʠʿʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʙʦˀʘ ʯʘʢ ʥʠ ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʨʝʯ ʦ ʦʢʦʣʥʦʩʪʠʤʘ ʫ 
ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʩʫ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠ Ăʥʘʰʠñ, ʘ ʥʝ Ăˁʠʭʦʚʠñ. ʅʘʠʤʝ, 59 ʦʜʩʪʦ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʟʥʘʣʦ 
ʥʠ ʜʘ ʩʫ ʫ ʄʝʜʘʯʢʦʤ ˅ʝʧʫ ʚʦʿʥʦ-ʧʦʣʠʮʠʿʩʢʝ ʩʥʘʛʝ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ ʍʨʚʘʪʩʢʝ ʫ ʩʝʧ-

9 Vuļetiĺ, R., ĂNeprosveĺena proġlostéñ, str. 34.
10 ʀʟʣʦʞʙʘ ʿʝ, ʫʟ ʧʨʘʪʝ˂ʠ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤ, ʪʨʘʿʘʣʘ ʦʜ 25. ʩʝʧʪʝʤʙʨʘ ʜʦ 6. ʦʢʪʦʙʨʘ 2018. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. 

(ʧʨʠʤ.ʘʫʪ.)
11 Znaju li BeograĽani za opsadu Sarajeva?, Slobodna Evropa, https://www.slobodnaevropa.

org/a/izlozba-opsada-sarajevo/29507346.html, 25. 09. 2018. 
12 ʆʙʿʘʚˀʝʥʦ ʢʘʦ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʘʮʠʿʘ ʘʫʪʦʨʢʠ: Stojanoviĺ, Dubravka, Vuļetiĺ, Radina, Petroviĺ 

Todosijeviĺ, Sanja, Manojloviĺ Pintar, Olga i Radmila Radiĺ, Novosti iz proġlosti. Znanje, neznanje, 
upotreba i zloupotreba istorije, priredio Vojin Dimitrijeviĺ, Beograd, 2010. (u daljem tekstu: Stojanoviĺ, 
D. i ostale, Novosti iz proġlostié)

13 Stojanoviĺ, D. i ostale, Novosti iz proġlostié, rezultati ankete, str. 194.
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ʪʝʤʙʨʫ 1993. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʠʟʚʨʰʠʣʝ ʟʣʦʯʠʥ ʥʘʜ ʩʨʧʩʢʠʤ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʥʠʰʪʚʦʤ.14 ʉʭʦʜʥʦ 
ʪʦʤʝ, ʥʠ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ ʪʠʯʫ ɼʫʙʨʦʚʥʠʢʘ, ʉʨʝʙʨʝʥʠʮʝ, ʆʚʯʘʨʝ, ʉʿʝʚʝʨʠʥʘ ʠ 
ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʤʝʩʪʘ ʤʘʩʦʚʥʠʭ ʩʪʨʘʜʘˁʘ ʧʨʝ ʩʚʝʛʘ ʮʠʚʠʣʥʦʛ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʥʠʰʪʚʘ, ʧʘ ʦʥʜʘ ʠ 
ʚʦʿʥʠʢʘ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʦʛ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʘ ï ʥʝ ʠʟʥʝʥʘʹʫʿʫ. 

ʈʝʟʫʣʪʘʪʠ ʧʦʤʝʥʫʪʠʭ ʠʩʪʨʘʞʠʚʘˁʘ, ʥʘʞʘʣʦʩʪ, ʠʤʘʿʫ ʤʥʦʛʦ ʚʝ˂ʠ ʟʥʘʯʘʿ ʦʜ 
ʦʥʦʛʘ ʢʘʢʦ ʩʝ ʥʘ ʧʨʚʠ ʧʦʛʣʝʜ ʯʠʥʠ. ʀʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʫ ʦʙʘ ʩʣʫʯʘʿʘ ʨʝʯ ʦ ʤʘʣʦʤ ʫʟʦʨʢʫ 
ʠ ʧʨʝʤʜʘ ʩʝ ʫ ʩʣʫʯʘʿʫ ʥʦʚʠʥʘʨʩʢʝ ʘʥʢʝʪʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʜʦʚʝʩʪʠ ʫ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ ʠ ʥʘʯʠʥ ʠʟ-
ʚʦʹʝˁʘ ʠ ʧʦʨʫʢʘ ʢʦʿʫ ʩʫ ʧʨʠʣʦʛʦʤ ʘʫʪʦʨʠ ʞʝʣʝʣʠ ʜʘ ʧʦʰʘˀʫ, ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʤʦ ʘ ʜʘ 
ʥʝ ʧʦʤʠʩʣʠʤʦ ʢʘʢʦ ʦʚʘʢʘʚ ʠʩʭʦʜ ʥʠʿʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʠʮʘ ʰʢʦʣʩʢʠʭ, ʤʝʜʠʿʩʢʠʭ 
ʠʣʠ ʫ˅ʙʝʥʠʯʢʠʭ ʧʨʦʧʫʩʪʘ ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʿʝʜʥʦʛ ʰʠʨʝʛ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʩʝ 
ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʨʘʥʦ ʨʝʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʠʨʘ ʨʘʜʠ ʜʥʝʚʥʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ. 

ʅʘʠʤʝ, ʫ ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʠʭ 30 ʛʦʜʠʥʘ, ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʝ ʦ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʧʫʪʘ 
ʤʝˁʘʣʝ, ʘʣʠ ʩʝ ʜʚʝ ʧʨʦʤʝʥʝ ʫʟʠʤʘʿʫ ʢʘʦ ʢˀʫʯʥʝ. ʇʨʚʘ ʩʝ ʚʝʟʫʿʝ ʟʘ ʢʨʘʿ ʦʩʘʤ-
ʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʠ ʜʦʣʘʟʘʢ ʥʘ ʚʣʘʩʪ ʉʣʦʙʦʜʘʥʘ ʄʠʣʦʰʝʚʠ˂ʘ, ʢʘʜʘ ʩʫ ʧʨʝʪʭʦʜʥʦ 
ʜʦʤʠʥʘʥʪʥʝ ʢʦʤʫʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ ʠʜʝʿʝ ʟʘʤʝˁʝʥʝ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʠʩʪʠʯʢʠʤ, ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʿʝ ʢʘʦ 
ʛʣʘʚʥʘ ʧʣʘʩʠʨʘʥʘ ʪʝʟʘ ʦ ʉʨʙʠʤʘ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʠ ʧʦʙʝʜʥʠʮʠʤʘ, ʥʘʨʦʜʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʚʝʯʠʪʦ 
ʥʘ ʧʨʘʚʦʿ ʩʪʨʘʥʠ, ʢʦʿʠ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ ʥʠʰʪʘ ʥʘʞʘʦ ʥʠʿʝ ʫʯʠʥʠʦ ʩʚʦʿʠʤ ʩʫʩʝʜʠʤʘ ʠ ʢʦʿʠ 
ʿʝ ʫʚʝʢ ʠ ʠʩʢˀʫʯʠʚʦ ʚʦʜʠʦ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʯʢʝ ʨʘʪʦʚʝ. ɼʨʫʛʘ ʿʝ, ʣʦʛʠʯʥʦ, ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ 
ˁʝʛʦʚʠʤ ʦʜʣʘʩʢʦʤ ʩ ʚʣʘʩʪʠ 2000. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ.15 ʄʘʜʘ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʦʯʝʢʠʚʘʣʦ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʜʨʫʛʘ 
ʧʨʦʤʝʥʘ ʜʦʥʝʣʘ ʫʧʘʜˀʠʚ ʧʦʤʘʢ ʠ ʜʘ ʩʫ Ăʥʦʚʦʩʪʠ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠñ ʧʨʝʨʘʩʣʝ ʫ 
ʫʦʙʠʯʘʿʝʥʠ ʠ ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚ, ʥʦʚʦʫʩʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʝʥʠ ʨʝʞʠʤ ʿʝ ʧʦʢʫʰʘʦ 
ʜʘ ʧʦʙʦˀʰʘ ʩʘʜʘʰˁʦʩʪ ʪʘʢʦ ʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʫ ʧʦʥʦʚʦ Ăʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʦñ ʦʜ ʢʦʤʫʥʠʟʤʘ 
ʠ ʥʘʥʦʚʦ ʧʨʦʪʫʤʘʯʠʦ ʪʝʢʦʚʠʥʝ (ʧʦʥʘʿʚʠʰʝ) ɼʨʫʛʦʛ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʛ ʨʘʪʘ.16 ɼʝʚʘʩʪʘʮʠʿʫ 
ʦʧʰʪʝʥʘʨʦʜʥʦʛ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʧʦʜʨʞʘʚʘʣʘ ʿʝ ʠ ʜʝʚʘʩʪʘʮʠʿʘ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʢʦʛ ʩʘʜʨʞʘʿʘ, ʪʝ 
ʩʝ ʤʝˁʘʿʫ ʧʨʘʟʥʠʮʠ, ʟʘʢʦʥʠ, ʠʤʝʥʘ ʫʣʠʮʘ, ʪʨʛʦʚʘ, ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ, ʩʘʜʨʞʘʿ ʫ˅ʙʝʥʠʢʘ. 
ʀʟ ʪʦʛʘ ʧʨʦʠʟʣʘʟʠ ʜʘ ʥʠ ʜʝʤʦʢʨʘʪʩʢʘ ʚʣʘʩʪ ʩʫʰʪʠʥʩʢʠ ʥʠʿʝ ʨʘʜʠʣʘ ʥʘ ʠʟʤʝʥʠ 
ʩʧʦʨʥʠʭ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʭ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʘ ʢʦʿʘ ʠʤ ʿ ʝ ʄʠʣʦʰʝʚʠ˂ ʦʩʪʘʚʠʦ ʫ ʘʤʘʥʝʪ, ʥʠʪʠ ʿ ʝ 
ʙʠʣʘ ʠʩʢʨʝʥʦ ʟʘʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘʥʘ ʟʘ ʩʫʦʯʘʚʘˁʝ ʩ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʰ˂ʫ. ʆʜʙʠʿʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʛʦʜʠʥʘʤʘ 
ʜʘ ʩʝ ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦ ʙʘʚʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʰ˂ʫ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʝʣʠʪʝ ʥʘʰʝʛ ʜʦʙʘ ʩʫ ʩʘʤʦ ʫʯʚʨʩʪʠʣʝ 
ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʰʪʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʠʤʘ ʚʝ˂ʠʥʘ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʠ ʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʩʝ ʫʯʝʰ˂ʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʫ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʚʠʜʠ 
ʢʘʦ ʦʧʨʘʚʜʘʥʦ.17 ɿʘʪʦ ʿ ʝ ʠ ʩʘʜʘ, ʜʘʢʣʝ ʯʝʪʚʨʪ ʚʝʢʘ ʧʦʩʣʝ, ʥʘ ʩʥʘʟʠ ʦʜʙʠʿʘˁʝ ʜʘ ʩʝ 

14 Stojanoviĺ, D. i ostale, Novosti iz proġlostié, rezultati ankete, str. 194.
15 Stojanoviĺ, Dubravka, ĂU ogledalu drugihñ, Novosti iz proġlosti. Znanje, neznanje, upotreba i 

zloupotreba istorije, priredio, Vojin Dimitrijeviĺ, Beograd 2010, str. 13ï 32. (u daljem tekstu: Stojanoviĺ, 
D, ĂU ogledaluéñ)

16 Stojanoviĺ, Dubravka, Ulje na vodi ï Ogledi iz istorije sadaġnjosti Srbije, Beograd 2010, str. 
123ï156.

17 Manojloviĺ Pintar, Olga, ĂRat i nemir ï O viĽenjima socijalistiļke Jugoslavije, Drugog svetskog 
rata u kome je nastala i ratova u kojima se raspalañ, Novosti iz proġlosti. Znanje, neznanje, upotreba i 
zloupotreba istorije, prir. Vojin Dimitrijeviĺ, Beograd 2010, 83ï106, str. 96. (u daljem tekstu: Manojloviĺ 
Pintar, O. ĂRat i nemiréñ)
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ʩʘʟʥʘ ʠʩʪʠʥʘ. ʈʘʪʦʚʠ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʥʝʧʨʝʢʠʜʥʦ ʩʝ ʧʦʛʨʝʰʥʦ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠ ʪʫʤʘʯʝ, 
ʘ ʦʩʝ˂ʘ ʩʝ ʠ ʚʝʣʠʢʠ ʦʪʧʦʨ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʧʨʠʭʚʘʪʠ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨʥʦʩʪ, ʠʤʝʥʫʿʫ ʧʦʯʠʥʠʦʮʠ ʠ 
ʦʜʨʝʜʝ ˁʠʭʦʚʝ ʫʣʦʛʝ. ɸʢʦ ʙʠʩʤʦ ʨʘʥʠʿʝ ʥʝʟʥʘˁʝ ʠ ʤʦʛʣʠ ʜʘ ʦʧʨʘʚʜʘʤʦ ʩʪʨʦʛʦ 
ʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʠʩʘʥʠʤ ʤʝʜʠʿʠʤʘ, ʪʝ ʥʝʜʦʩʪʫʧʥʦʰ˂ʫ ʠ/ʠʣʠ ʥʝʧʦʩʪʦʿʘˁʝʤ ʘʣʪʝʨʥʘʪʠʚʥʠʭ 
ʚʠʜʦʚʘ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʠʩʘˁʘ, ʜʘʥʘʩ, ʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʪʘʢʦʹʝ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʣʘ ʘʥʢʝʪʘ ʈʘʜʠʿʘ ʉʣʦʙʦʜʥʘ 
ɽʚʨʦʧʘ, ʫ ʪʦʤ ʩʤʠʩʣʫ ʧʨʝʚʣʘʜʘʚʘ ʥʝʟʘʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚʘʥʦʩʪ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʜʘ ʯʫʿʫ ʟʘ ʟʣʦ-
ʜʝʣʘ. ʂʨʘʿˁʠ ʙʠʣʘʥʩ ʪʘʢʚʦʛ ʩʪʘˁʘ ʿʝ, ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ, ʥʝʤʦʛʫ˂ʥʦʩʪ ʧʦʩʪʠʟʘˁʘ ʟʚʘʥʠʯ-
ʥʦʛ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ. ɸ ʦʥʦ ˂ʝ, ʥʘʞʘʣʦʩʪ, ʪʨʘʿʘʪʠ ʩʚʝ ʜʦʢ ʟʙʦʛ ʩʪʨʘʭʘ ʦʜ 
ʩʫʦʯʘʚʘˁʘ ʩʘ ʠʩʪʠʥʦʤ ʢʨʝʠʨʘʤʦ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ ʢʦʿʘ ʫʢˀʫʯʫʿʝ ʠ ʦʥʦ Ăʘʣʠñ, ʠʟʘ ʢʦʿʝʛ 
ʦʙʘʚʝʟʥʦ ʩʣʝʜʝ ʦʧʨʘʚʜʘˁʝ ʠ/ʠʣʠ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘˁʝ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʘ.18

ʏʫʚʘʨʠ ʥʝʢʘʢʚʠʭ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ

Ăʋ ʜʝʚʝʪʥʘʝʩʪʦʤ ʚʝʢʫ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʯʠʥʝ ʦʥʦ ʟʘ ʰʪʘ ʩʫ ʫ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʦʤ ʟʘʜʫʞʝʥʠ 
ʤʝʜʠʿʠ: ʦʥʠ ʠʥʩʮʝʥʠʨʘʿʫ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʩʝ ʥʝ ʩʢʣʘʜʠʰʪʠ ʩʘʤʦ ʫ ʘʨʭʠʚʘʤʘ 

ʥʘʫʯʥʠʭ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʿʘ ʥʝʛʦ ʩʝ, ʫʟ ʚʝʣʠʢʠ ʪʨʫʜ, ʠʥʩʮʝʥʠʨʘ ʠ ʫ ʧʦʤʝʥʠʤʘ, ʭʦʜʦʯʘʰ˂ʠʤʘ, 
ʤʠʤʦʭʦʜʠʤʘ, ʩʚʝʯʘʥʠʤ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʤʘ, ʩʪʘʪʫʘʤʘ ʠ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʠʤ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠʤʘ. ʊʦʤʝ ʪʨʝ-
ʙʘ ʜʦʜʘʪʠ ʠ ʬʝʩʪʠʚʘʣʝ ʠ tableaux vivants ʤʫʟʝʿʝ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʩʣʠʢʝ, ʥʘʨʦʜʥʝ ʧʝʩʤʝ 
ʠ ʩʣʠʢʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʝ ʢʦʨʠʩʪʝ ʟʘ ʪʝʘʪʨʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ. ʉʚʠ ʦʚʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠ ʞʘʥʨʦʚʠ 
ʩʪʚʘʨʘʿʫ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʹʫʿʫ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʤʠʪʦʚʝ, ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʢʝ ʿʝʜʠʥʠʮʝ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʛ ʧʘʤ˂ʝˁʘ. 
ʂʦʜ ʪʘʢʚʦʛ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʥʘ ʜʝʣʫ ʥʠʿʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʘ ʩʚʝʩʪ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʥʘʫʢʝ ʥʝʛʦ 
ʞʠʚʦ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʝ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʥʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʫ. ɸʢʦ ʠʟ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʩʚʝʩʪʠ ʪʨʝʙʘ 
ʜʘ ʧʨʝʹʫ ʫ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʛ ʧʘʤ˂ʝˁʘ, ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠ ʧʦʜʘʮʠ ʤʦʨʘʿʫ ʩʝ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʘ-

ʣʠʟʦʚʘʪʠ ʠ ʢʦʥʜʝʥʟʦʚʘʪʠ ʫ ʯʚʨʩʪʝ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʝ.ñ19

ʇʨʝ ʛʦʪʦʚʦ ʪʨʠ ʚʝʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʘʨ ʠ ʪʝʦʨʝʪʠʯʘʨ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ ɼʝ ʂʚʠʥʩʠ ʜʝʬʠ-
ʥʠʩʘʦ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʢʘʦ ʟʥʘʢ ʢʦʿʠ ʝʚʦʮʠʨʘ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿ, ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʝ ʠʣʠ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʮʝ. ʀ 
ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʪʦ ï ʦʥ ʿʝ, ʜʘˀʝ, ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʚʠʜʝʦ ʠ ʢʘʦ ʨʝʯ ʢʦʿʘ ʤʦʞʝ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʧʨʠʤʝʥʠ 
ʥʘ ʰʠʨʦʢ ʩʧʝʢʪʘʨ ʫʤʝʪʥʠʥʘ, ʦʜ ʥʘʿʤʘˁʠʭ ʤʝʜʘˀʘ ʜʦ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʭ ʛʨʘʹʝʚʠʥʘ. ʄʠ, 
ʤʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʜʘʥʘʩ ʥʝ ʧʦʩʤʘʪʨʘʤʦ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʝ ʠʩʢˀʫʯʠʚʦ ʢʘʦ ʫʤʝʪʥʠʯʢʘ ʜʝʣʘ ʚʨʝʜʥʘ 
ʜʠʚˀʝˁʘ, ʚʝ˂ ʢʘʦ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʝ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʩʚʝʜʦʯʘʥʩʪʚʘ ʩʘʜʘʰˁʦʩʪʠ, ʯʠʿʘ ʩʝ ʟʥʘʪʥʦ 
ʚʘʞʥʠʿʘ ʫʣʦʛʘ ʫ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʤ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʫ ʦʛʣʝʜʘ ʫ ʢʨʝʠʨʘˁʫ ʠ ʧʨʝʥʦʰʝˁʫ ʧʦʨʫʢʘ 
ʠ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʘ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ.20

ʂʘʢʦ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʘʨʥʦ ʩʚʦʿʩʪʚʦ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʯʠʥʠ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʦʥ ʠʩʪʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʦ ʠ ʤʝ-
ʜʠʿʫʤ ʠ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʿʘ,21 ʫ ʛʝʥʝʟʠ ʨʘʟʚʦʿʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʯʢʠʭ ʧʨʘʢʩʠ ʠ ʢʦʤʝʤʦʨʘʪʠʚʥʠʭ 

18 Manojloviĺ Pintar, O. ĂRat i nemiréñ, str. 106.
19 Asman, Alaida, Rad na nacionalnom pamĺenju. Kratka istorija nemaļke ideje obrazovanja, 

Beograd 2002, str. 54.
20 Boģiĺ Marojeviĺ, Milica, (Ne)ģeljeno nasleĽe u prostorima pamĺenja. Slobodne zone bolnih 

uspomena. Beograd, 2015. Elektronsko izdanje.
21 TuĽman, Miroslav, Struktura kulturne informacije, Zagreb 1983, str. 140.
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ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʫ 20. ʚʝʢʫ ʤʦʞʝʤʦ ʜʘ ʫʦʯʠʤʦ ʜʚʝ ʧʨʦʤʝʥʝ ʧʘʨʘʜʠʛʤʝ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠ-
ʟʘʮʠʿʝ. ʇʨʚʘ ʩʝ ʜʝʩʠʣʘ ʥʘʢʦʥ ɼʨʫʛʦʛ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʛ ʨʘʪʘ ʠ ʭʦʣʦʢʘʫʩʪʘ, ʢʘʜʘ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʢʘʦ 
ʛʣʘʚʥʠ ʤʦʪʠʚʠ ʟʘ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʠʚʘˁʝ ʨʘʪʥʠʭ ʭʦʨʦʨʘ ʧʦʿʘʚʠʣʝ ʮʠʚʠʣʥʝ ʞʨʪʚʝ. ʋʤʝʩʪʦ 
ʜʘ ʠʭ ʧʨʠʢʘʞʫ ʢʘʦ ʩʣʘʚʥʦ ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʝ, ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ ʩʘʜʘ ʧʦʯʠˁʫ ʜʘ ʧʨʝʠʩʧʠʪʫʿʫ 
ʩʚʨʭʫ ˁ ʠʭʦʚʠʭ ʧʦʛʠʙʠʿʘ. ɼʨʫʛʘ ʧʘʨʘʜʠʛʤʘ ʩʝ, ʧʘʢ, ʚʝʟʫʿʝ ʟʘ ʧʘʜ ɹʝʨʣʠʥʩʢʦʛ ʟʠʜʘ, 
ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʚʨʝʤʝ ʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʩʝ ʫʿʝʜʠˁʝʥʘ ʅʝʤʘʯʢʘ ʩʨʝʣʘ ʩʘ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʦʤ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʠʚʘˁʘ 
ʥʦʚʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʨʝʘʣʥʦʩʪʠ. ʊʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ ʥʘʯʠʥʠʤʘ ʧʘʤ˂ʝˁʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ 
ʧʦʢʨʝʥʫʪʘ ʦʙʠʤʥʘ ʨʘʩʧʨʘʚʘ, ʢʦʿʘ ʿ ʝ ʨʝʟʫʣʪʠʨʘʣʘ ʫʪʝʤʝˀʝˁʝʤ ʥʦʚʦʛ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʘ 
ʥʘ ʪʝʢʦʚʠʥʘʤʘ ʘʥʪʠʬʘʰʠʟʤʘ ʠ ʭʦʣʦʢʘʫʩʪʘ, ʪʝ ʧʨʝʤʠʩʦʤ ʜʘ ʜʘʥʘʰˁʝ ʛʝʥʝʨʘʮʠʿʝ 
ʥʠʩʫ ʢʨʠʚʝ ʟʘ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʝ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʘʣʠ ʜʘ ʿʝʩʫ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨʥʝ ʟʘ ʥʘʯʠʥʝ ʥʘ ʢʦʿʝ ˂ʝ 
ʠʭ ʧʘʤʪʠʪʠ.22

ʀ ʥʘ ʥʘʰʝʤ ʧʦʜʥʝʙˀʫ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ɼʨʫʛʦʛ ʩʚʝʪʩʢʦʛ ʨʘʪʘ ʦʩʝʪʠʣʝ ʥʦʚʝ ʪʝʞˁʝ, 
ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʘˁʝʤ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʰʢʝ ʢʦʤʠʩʠʿʝ ʠ ɼʨʞʘʚʥʦʛ ʦʜʙʦʨʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʠʦ 
ʦʙʝʣʝʞʘʚʘˁʝʤ ʠ ʫʪʚʨʹʠʚʘˁʝʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʭ ʤʝʩʪʘ ʠʟ ʅʆɹ, ʘ ʢʦʿʠʤ ʿ ʝ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʠʦ 
ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʘʨ ʈʘʥʢʦʚʠ˂.23 ʄʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʜʨʫʛʫ ʪʨʘʥʩʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʿʫ, ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘˁʝ 
ʰʠʨʝʛ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʜʠʿʘʣʦʛʘ, ʧʨʝʠʩʧʠʪʠʚʘˁʝ ʠ ʩʫʦʯʘʚʘˁʝ ʩʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʰ˂ʫ ʯʠʥʠ 
ʩʝ ʜʘ ʠ ʜʘˀʝ ʯʝʢʘʤʦ. ʋ ʪʦʤ ʩʤʠʩʣʫ, ʘ ʠʤʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʥʘ ʫʤʫ ʧʨʝʦʚʣʘʹʫʿʫ˂ʠ ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚ ʦ 
ʜʝʰʘʚʘˁʠʤʘ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ, ʥʝ ʠʟʥʝʥʘʹʫʿʝ ʰʪʦ ʿʘʚʥʠʤ 
ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʦʤ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʦʤ ʪʦʛ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʘ Ăʜʦʤʠʥʠʨʘʿʫñ 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʫʧʠʪʥʦʛ ʟʥʘʯʝˁʘ, ʧʘ ʩʘʤʠʤ ʪʠʤ ʠ ʩʧʦʨʥʠʭ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʘ. ʄʝʹʫ ˁʠʤʘ 
ʩʝ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʠʩʪʠʯʫ ʜʚʘ: ʿʝʜʘʥ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ ʥʘ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʤ ʪʨʛʫ ʠ ʦʥʘʿ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ, 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʥʘ ʚʝʦʤʘ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʠʪʝ ʥʘʯʠʥʝ, ʘʣʠ, ʥʘʞʘʣʦʩʪ, ʩʘ ʠʩʪʠʤ ʝʬʝʢʪʦʤ, 
ʯʫʚʘʿʫ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʝ ʥʘ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ.24 

22 Manojloviĺ Pintar, Olga i Aleksandar Ignjatoviĺ, Historical Memory and Memorials, Policy 
Paper 02, Beograd 2007, pp. 20ï22.

23 ɺʠʰʝ ʫ: Karge, Hajke, Seĺanje u kamenu ï okamenjeno seĺanje?, Beograd 2013, str. 7ï27.
24 ʆʚʦ, ʥʘʨʘʚʥʦ, ʥʠʩʫ ʿʝʜʠʥʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʢʦʤʝʤʦʨʠʰʫ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʝ ʩ ʢʨʘʿʘ 

ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ. ʀʤʘ ʠʭ ʿʦʰ ʥʝʢʦʣʠʮʠʥʘ, ʪʝʤʘʪʩʢʠ ʠ ʩʪʠʣʩʢʠ ʚʨʣʦ ʨʘʟʥʦʚʨʩʥʠʭ, ʙʝʟ ʿʘʩʥʝ ʠʜʝʿʝ ʦ 
ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ ʠ ʧʦʿʝʜʠʥʮʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʢʦʤʝʤʦʨʠʰʫ, ʙʝʟ ʿ ʘʩʥʦ ʫʪʚʨʹʝʥʠʭ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʘ, ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦˀʥʠʭ ʧʦʨʫʢʘ, 
ʘ ʪʝʰʢʦ ʠʭ ʿ ʝ ʠ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʩʘʪʠ. ʇʨʠʤʝʨʘ ʨʘʜʠ, ʿ ʝʜʘʥ ʦʜ ʪʘʢʚʠʭ ʿ ʝ Ăɺʝʯʥʘ ʚʘʪʨʘñ, ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ 
ʙʝʟ ʜʦʟʚʦʣʝ ʥʘʜʣʝʞʥʠʭ ʥʘ ʋʰ˂ʫ ʫ ʇʘʨʢʫ ʧʨʠʿʘʪʝˀʩʪʚʘ 2000. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʟʘ ʩʚʝʛʘ ʜʝʚʝʪ ʜʘʥʘ. ɼʘʥʘʩ 
ʿʝ ʦʚʘʿ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʥʝʬʫʥʢʮʠʦʥʘʣʘʥ ʠ ʧʦʪʧʫʥʦ ʟʘʧʫʰʪʝʥ ʠ ʟʘʙʦʨʘʚˀʝʥ. ɼʝʣʦ ʚʘʿʘʨʘ ʉʚʝʪʦʤʠʨʘ ʠ 
ʉʚʝʪʦʟʘʨʘ ʈʘʜʦʚʠ˂ʘ, ʫ ʯʠʿʝʤ ʿ ʝ ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʫ ʫʯʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʦ 500 ʨʘʜʥʠʢʘ, ʠʤʘʣʦ ʿ ʝ ʫʢʣʝʩʘʥʝ ʩʪʠʭʦʚʝ 
ʠʟ ʧʝʩʘʤʘ ɹʨʘʥʢʘ ʄʠˀʢʦʚʠ˂ʘ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʘ ʠ ɼʦʤʦʚʠʥʠ, ʢʘʦ ʠ ʪʝʢʩʪ ʪʘʜʘ ʘʢʪʫʝʣʥʝ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʘʨʢʝ 
ʄʠʨʿʘʥʝ ʄʘʨʢʦʚʠ˂. ʋ ʿ ʫʣʫ 2004. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʥʘ ʂʦʰʫʪˁʘʢʫ ʿ ʝ ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʝʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʣʦʯʘ ʥʘ ʤʝʩʪʫ ʛʜʝ 
ʿʝ ʦʪʝʪ ʀʚʘʥ ʉʪʘʤʙʦʣʠ˂. ɿʘʪʠʤ, ʥʘ ʤʝʩʪʫ ʫʙʠʩʪʚʘ ʉʣʘʚʢʘ ɴʫʨʫʚʠʿʝ ʫ ʉʚʝʪʦʛʦʨʩʢʦʿ ʫʣʠʮʠ ʧʦʩ-
ʪʘʚˀʝʥʘ ʿ ʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʣʦʯʘ, ʢʦʿʘ ʿ ʝ ʠʩʪʦ ʙʠʣʘ ʤʝʪʘ ʢʨʘʜˀʠʚʘʮʘ. ʊʘʜʘʰˁʠ ʤʠʥʠʩʪʘʨ ʦʜʙʨʘʥʝ ɼʨʘʛʘʥ 
ʐʫʪʘʥʦʚʘʮ, ʫ ʤʘʿʫ 2008. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʦʪʢʨʠʦ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʝ ʫ ʙʦʣʥʠʮʠ Ăɼʨʘʛʠʰʘ ʄʠʰʦʚʠ˂ñ, 
ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʦ ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʤ ʚʦʿʥʠʮʠʤʘ ʠ ʧʘʮʠʿʝʥʪʠʤʘ ʫ ʙʦʤʙʘʨʜʦʚʘˁʫ 1999. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. ʋ ʤʘʨʪʫ 2014. 
ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʫ ʂʦʰʫʪˁʘʢʫ ʿ ʝ ʦʪʚʦʨʝʥ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʘʨʢ Ăɼʘ ʩʝ ʥʝ ʟʘʙʦʨʘʚʠñ, ʫ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʿ ʝ ʟʘʩʘʹʝʥʦ 16 ʩʪʘʙʘʣʘ, 
ʦʜ ʢʦʿʠʭ ʩʚʘʢʦ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʰʝ ʿʝʜʥʦʛ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʦʛ ʨʘʜʥʠʢʘ ʈʊʉ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʅɸʊʆ ʙʦʤʙʘʨʜʦʚʘˁʘ. ʇʦʩʪʦʿʠ 
ʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʄʠʣʠʮʠ ʈʘʢʠ˂, ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ ʫ ʟʥʘʢ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʫ ʜʝʮʫ ʪʘʢʦʹʝ ʫ 
ʙʦʤʙʘʨʜʦʚʘˁʫ 1999. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. ʈʝʯ ʿʝ ʦ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʧʫʪʘ ʙʠʦ ʩʢʨʥʘʚˀʝʥ ʙʫʜʫ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʩʫ 
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ɻʦʜʠʥʝ 2010, ʥʘ ʄʝʹʫʥʘʨʦʜʥʠ ʜʘʥ ʥʝʩʪʘʣʠʭ, ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʝʥʘ ʿ ʝ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʣʦʯʘ ʯʠʿʝ ʿʝ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʠʥʠʮʠʨʘʣʘ ʂʦʦʨʜʠʥʘʮʠʿʘ ʩʨʧʩʢʠʭ ʫʜʨʫʞʝˁʘ 
ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʥʝʩʪʘʣʠʭ ʣʠʮʘ ʩʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʘ ʙʠʚʰʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ. ʆʜʦʙʨʝˁʝ ʟʘ ʪʘʿ 
ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ ʜʘʣʠ ʩʫ ʠ ʉʨʧʩʢʘ ʧʨʘʚʦʩʣʘʚʥʘ ʮʨʢʚʘ ʠ ʉʢʫʧʰʪʠʥʘ ʛʨʘʜʘ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ, 
ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ ʠʥʘʯʝ ʠ ʬʠʥʘʥʩʠʿʩʢʠ ʧʦʤʦʛʣʘ ʪʫ ʘʢʮʠʿʫ. ʅʘ ʪʘʙʣʠ ʿʝ, ʠʩʧʦʜ ʫʛʨʘʚʠʨʘʥʦʛ 
ʢʨʩʪʘ, ʥʘʚʝʜʝʥʦ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥʘ ʩʨʧʩʢʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʤ ʫ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʥʘ 
ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ʙʠʚʰʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʦʜ 1991. ʜʦ 2000. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. ʂʦ ʩʫ ʪʝ ʞʨʪʚʝ, ʢʦʣʠʢʦ 
ʠʭ ʠʤʘ, ʛʜʝ ʩʫ, ʢʘʢʦ, ʟʘʰʪʦ ʠ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʝ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʤʦ ʜʘ ʟʘʢˀʫ-
ʯʠʤʦ. ʀʧʘʢ, ʠʘʢʦ ʪʝʰʢʦ ʧʨʠʤʝʪʥʘ ʫ ʚʝʣʠʢʦʤ ʙʨʦʿʫ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʥʘʰʣʠ 
ʩʚʦʿʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ, ʦʚʘ ʧʣʦʯʘ ʩʢʨʦʤʥʝ ʩʧʦˀʘʰˁʦʩʪʠ, ʥʝʧʨʝʮʠʟʥʦʛ 
ʪʝʢʩʪʘ, ʪʝ ʥʝʫʦʙʠʯʘʿʝʥʦʛ ʥʘʟʠʚʘ ʛʨʫʧʝ ʢʦʿʘ ʿʫ ʿʝ ʧʦʜʠʛʣʘ, ʫʩʧʝʣʘ ʿʝ ʜʘ Ăʟʘʞʠʚʠñ. 
ʂʦʨʠʩʪʠ ʩʝ ʫʛʣʘʚʥʦʤ ʟʘ ʧʦʤʝʥʝ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʆʣʫʿʝ, ɹˀʝʩʢʘ, ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʚʝʥʘʮʘ ʥʘ 
ʄʝʹʫʥʘʨʦʜʥʠ ʜʘʥ ʥʝʩʪʘʣʠʭ, ʘ ˁʝʥʦ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʧʨʦʪʝʢʣʦ ʿʝ ʤʠʨʥʦ, ʙʝʟ ʦʰʪʨʝ 
ʨʝʘʢʮʠʿʝ ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ. ʊʦ ʩʝ, ʤʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʥʝ ʙʠ ʤʦʛʣʦ ʨʝ˂ʠ ʟʘ ʜʚʝ ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʢʘʩʥʠʿʝ ʥʘ 
ʉʘʚʩʢʦʤ ʪʨʛʫ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ ʠʥʘʫʛʫʨʠʩʘʥ ʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʨʘʪʘ ʠ ʙʨʘʥʠʦʮʠʤʘ 
ʦʪʘ˅ʙʠʥʝ ʦʜ 1990. ʜʦ 1999. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. ʆʥ ʿ ʝ, ʥʘʠʤʝ, ʦʪʢʨʠʚʝʥ 2012. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʫʟ ʧʨʦ-
ʪʝʩʪʝ ʦʢʫʧˀʝʥʠʭ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ, ʪʝ ʯʣʘʥʦʚʘ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ ʧʦʛʠʥʫʣʠʭ, ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʥʝʛʦʜʦʚʘʣʠ 
ʰʪʦ ʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʫ ʥʝʤʘ ʠʤʝʥʘ ʞʨʪʘʚʘ, ʥʠʪʠ ʢʨʩʪʘ.25 ʀ ʧʨʝ ʩʘʤʦʛ ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʘ 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʘ, ʮʠʚʠʣʥʠ ʩʝʢʪʦʨ ʿ ʝ ʠʟʥʝʦ ʙʨʦʿʥʝ ʧʨʠʤʝʜʙʝ. ɻʨʫʧʘ Ăʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢñ 
ʿʝ ʠʥʩʠʩʪʠʨʘʣʘ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʧʨʚʦ ʫʪʚʨʜʝ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʝ ʦ ʦʥʦʤʝ ʰʪʦ ʩʝ ʢʦʤʝʤʦʨʠʰʝ26, ʘ 

ʩʘʢʫʧˀʘʯʠ ʩʝʢʫʥʜʘʨʥʠʭ ʩʠʨʦʚʠʥʘ ʢʨʘʣʠ ʙʠʩʪʫ ʜʝʚʦʿʯʠʮʝ. ʋ ɿʝʤʫʥʫ, ʫ ʧʘʨʢʫ ʫ ʂʦʩʦʚʩʢʦʿ ʫʣʠʮʠ, 
ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʧʘʣʠʤ ʙʦʨʮʠʤʘ ʦʜ 1990. ʜʦ 1999. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʥʘ ʢʦʿʝʤ ʩʫ ʫʢʣʝʩʘʥʘ ʠʤʝʥʘ 45 
ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʭ ʙʦʨʘʮʘ ʠ ʥʘʪʧʠʩ Ăʆʥʠ ʩʫ ʧʘʣʠ ʥʝʧʦʙʝʹʝʥʠñ. ɻʦʜʠʥʝ 2015. ʋʜʨʫʞʝˁʝ ʢʠʜʥʘʧʦʚʘʥʠʭ 
ʠ ʥʝʩʪʘʣʠʭ ʧʦʜʠʛʣʦ ʿʝ ʧʘʥʦ ʩʘ ʬʦʪʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʘʤʘ 2500 ʫʙʠʿʝʥʠʭ ʠʣʠ ʥʝʩʪʘʣʠʭ ʮʠʚʠʣʘ, ʚʦʿʥʠʢʘ ʠ 
ʧʦʣʠʮʘʿʘʮʘ ʥʘ ʂʦʩʦʚʫ ʠ ʄʝʪʦʭʠʿʠ ʥʘ ʧʣʘʪʦʫ ʠʩʧʨʝʜ ʉʢʫʧʰʪʠʥʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ. ʀ ʦʚʘʿ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ ʿʝ 
ʚʠʰʝ ʧʫʪʘ ʙʠʦ ʫʥʠʰʪʘʚʘʥ, ʧʨʝʤʝʰʪʘʥ, ʜʦʧʫˁʘʚʘʥ ʧʦʨʫʢʘʤʘ (Espana ï Kosovo ï EU ï No pasaran) 
ʠ ʩʣʠʯʥʦ. ʀʥʩʧʠʨʠʩʘʥʝ ʜʝʣʘʪʥʦʰ˂ʫ ʥʝʤʘʯʢʦʛ ʫʤʝʪʥʠʢʘ ʠ ʩʢʫʣʧʪʦʨʘ ɻʫʥʪʝʨʘ ɼʝʤʠʥʛʘ, ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ 
ʥʘ ʧʣʦʯʥʠʢʝ ʫ 22 ʟʝʤˀʝ ʧʦʩʪʘʚʠʦ ʚʠʰʝ ʦʜ 60.000 ʢʘʤʝʥʘ ʩʧʦʪʠʮʘˁʘ ʦʜ ʤʝʩʠʥʛʘ ï ʿʝʜʠʥʩʪʚʝʥ 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʭʦʣʦʢʘʫʩʪʘ, ɾʝʥʝ ʫ ʮʨʥʦʤ ʩʫ ʪʘʢʦʹʝ 2015. ʫ ʉʨʝʙʨʝʥʠʯʢʦʿ ʫʣʠʮʠ ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ 
ʧʦʩʪʘʚʠʣʝ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʢʠ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ Ăʉʨʝʙʨʝʥʠʮʘ ï ʢʘʤʝʥ ʩʧʦʪʠʮʘˁʘ ʟʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʫñ, ʘ ʥʘ ʢʘʤʝʥʫ ʿʝ 
ʙʠʦ ʫʢʣʝʩʘʥ ʙʨʦʿ 8.372, ʢʦʿʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘ ʫʢʫʧʘʥ ʙʨʦʿ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʬʠʢʦʚʘʥʠʭ ʞʨʪʘʚʘ ʉʨʝʙʨʝʥʠʮʝ. ʋ 
ʩʝʧʪʝʤʙʨʫ 2017. ʥʘ ʫʛʣʫ ʫʣʠʮʘ ɲʫʪʠʮʝ ɹʦʛʜʘʥʘ ʠ ʂʥʝʟʘ ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ ʂʘʨʘʹʦʨʹʝʚʠ˂ʘ ʥʘ ɼʝʜʠˁʫ 
ʦʪʢʨʠʚʝʥ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʄʠʣʘʥʫ ʊʝʧʠ˂ʫ, ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʧʦʛʠʥʫʦ 1991. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʫ ɹʝʜʝʥʠʢʫ ʢʦʜ ʅʦʚʝ ʈʘʯʝ. 
ʅʝ ʞʝʣʝ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʧʨʝʧʫʩʪʠ ʥʝʧʨʠʿʘʪʝˀʫ ʚʝʣʠʢʦ ʩʢʣʘʜʠʰʪʝ ʦʨʫʞʿʘ ʠ ʤʫʥʠʮʠʿʝ, ʤʘʿʦʨ ʊʝʧʠ˂ ʜʠʛʘʦ ʿʝ 
ʫ ʚʘʟʜʫʭ ʚʦʿʥʦ ʩʢʣʘʜʠʰʪʝ ʠ ʩʝʙʝ. (ʧʨʠʤ.ʘʫʪ.)

25 ĂUz proteste otkriven Spomenik ģrtvama ratañ, ʄʦndo 24. ʤʘʨʪ 2012. https://naslovi.net/2012-
03-24/mondo/uz-proteste-otkriven-spomenik-zrtvama-rata/3302029, (ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧˀʝʥʦ: 20.9.2018.)

26 ʊʘʜʘ ʿ ʝ ʦʩʥʠʚʘʯʠʮʘ ʛʨʫʧʝ Ăʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢñ ʄʠʣʠʮʘ ʊʦʤʠ˂ ʟʘ ʥʝʜʝˀʥʠʢ ɺʨʝʤʝ ʠʟʿʘʚʠʣʘ: Ăʆʚʘʿ 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʦʜ ʩʚʦʛ ʧʨʚʦʛ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩʘ ʧʘ ʜʦ ʜʘʥʘʩ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘ ʧʨʝ ʩʚʝʛʘ ʢʦʥʬʫʟʠʿʫ ʜʨʞʘʚʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʠ 
ˁʝʥʠʭ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʫ ʦʜʥʦʩʫ ʥʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʿʝ ʚʦʜʠʣʘ ʠ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʿʝ ʫʯʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʘ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ. 
ʋ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʥʠʿʝ ʿʘʩʥʦ ʛʜʝ ʩʫ ʩʝ ʨʘʪʦʚʠ ʚʦʜʠʣʠ, ʢʦ ʠʭ ʿʝ ʚʦʜʠʦ, ʫ ʯʠʿʝ ʠʤʝ, ʠ ʢʦʿʘ ʜʨʞʘʚʘ ʩʪʦʿʠ ʠʟʘ 
ʪʦʛʘ. ɸʣʠ ʿʝʜʥʦ ʿʝ ʿʘʩʥʦ, ʜʘ ʩʝ ʦʚʘ ʚʘʞʥʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ ʢʦʿʘ ʠ ʜʘˀʝ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʝ ʥʘʰʠʤ ʞʠʚʦʪʠʤʘ, ʥʝ ʤʦʛʫ 
ʨʝʰʠʪʠ ʿʝʜʥʠʤ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʦʤ. ɻʨʫʧʘ Ăʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢò, ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʣʘ ʢʘʦ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨ ʿʦʰ ʥʘ ʧʨʚʠ ʨʘʩʧʠʩ 
ʦʚʦʛ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩʘ, ʪʚʨʜʠ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʿʘʚʥʘ ʜʠʩʢʫʩʠʿʘ ʦ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʿʝʜʠʥʘ ʤʦʛʫ˂ʘ ʬʦʨʤʘ ʦʚʦʛ 



91ɼʨ ʄʠʣʠʮʘ ɹʦʞʠ˂ ʄʘʨʦʿʝʚʠ˂, ʀʟʛʫʙˀʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʝʚʦʜʫ ʇʘʤ˂ʝˁʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ...

ʀʥʠʮʠʿʘʪʠʚʘ ʤʣʘʜʠʭ ʟʘ ˀʫʜʩʢʘ ʧʨʘʚʘ ʯʘʢ ʿʝ ʟʘʭʪʝʚʘʣʘ ʦʜ ʉʢʫʧʰʪʠʥʝ ʛʨʘʜʘ ʜʘ 
ʦʙʫʩʪʘʚʠ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʫ, ʪʚʨʜʝ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʩʫ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝʤ ʪʘʢʚʦʛ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʛʨʘʜʩʢʝ ʚʣʘʩʪʠ 
ʫ ʠʩʪʫ ʨʘʚʘʥ ʩʪʘʚʠʣʝ ʞʨʪʚʝ ʠ ʧʦʯʠʥʠʦʮʝ. ʈʝʘʢʮʠʿʘ ʥʘʜʣʝʞʥʠʭ ʥʠʿʝ ʠʟʦʩʪʘʣʘ, 
ʘʣʠ ʩʝ ʟʘʚʨʰʠʣʘ ʥʘ ʠʟʿʘʚʠ ʜʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʨʝʯ ʦ Ăʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʫ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʮʠʤʘ, ʚʝ˂ 
ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʫ ʙʨʘʥʠʦʮʠʤʘ ʠ ˀ ʫʜʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʧʦʟʚʘʥʠ ʫ ʚʦʿʩʢʫ ʜʘ ʯʘʩʥʦ ʙʨʘʥʝ ʩʚʦʿʫ 
ʟʝʤˀʫ ʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʟʘ ʪʦ ʜʘʣʠ ʩʚʦʿ ʞʠʚʦʪ.ñ 27

ʀʘʢʦ ʿ ʝ ɻʨʘʜ ʦʜʣʫʢʫ ʦ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʫ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʠʟʨʘʹʝʥʦʤ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʜʨʫʛʦʥʘʛʨʘʹʝ-
ʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʪʫ ʪʘʜʘ ʩʪʫʜʝʥʘʪʘ ɸʨʭʠʪʝʢʪʦʥʩʢʦʛ ʬʘʢʫʣʪʝʪʘ ɱʝʣʝʥʝ ʇʘʥʯʝʚʘʮ ʠ ɾʘʨʢʘ 
ʋʟʝʣʮʘ, ʜʦʥʝʦ ʿ ʦʰ 2005. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʥʘʢʦʥ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩʘ ʥʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʧʨʠʩʪʠʛʣʦ ʜʚʘʜʝʩʝʪʘʢ 
ʨʘʜʦʚʘ, ʪʨʝʙʘʣʦ ʿʝ ʜʘ ʧʨʦʹʝ ʿʦʰ ʩʝʜʘʤ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʜʘ ˁʠʭʦʚʦ ʜʝʣʠʤʠʯʥʦ ʠʟʤʝˁʝʥʦ 
ʨʝʰʝˁʝ ʙʫʜʝ ʠ ʨʝʘʣʠʟʦʚʘʥʦ.28 Ăʀʜʝʿʘ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ ʜʘ ʜʦʙʠʿʝʤʦ ʪʨʛ, ʿʘʚʥʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨ ʟʘ 
ʧʨʝʜʘʭ ʦʜ ʛʨʘʜʩʢʝ ʚʨʝʚʝ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ. ʄʘʪʝʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-
ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʠʣʫʩʪʨʫʿʝ ʧʨʦʚʠʜʥʦ ʩʪʘʢʣʦ ʠ ʢʦʤʘʜ ʢʦʨʪʝʥ-ʯʝʣʠʢʘ ʩʘ ʧʨʦʩʝʯʝʥʠʤ 
ʪʝʢʩʪʦʤ ʫ ʥʝʧʦʩʨʝʜʥʦʿ ʿʝ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ ʤʠʨʥʦʤ ʚʦʜʦʤ ʠ ʧʣʘʪʘʥʦʤ ʫ ʟʘʣʝʹʫ. ʈʝʯ ʿʝ ʦ 
ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʤ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʥʝ ʣʠʯʠ ʥʘ ʫʦʙʠʯʘʿʝʥʘ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʘ 
ʢʦʜ ʥʘʩñ, ʛʦʚʦʨʠʦ ʿ ʝ ʪʘʜʘ ʄʠʭʘʠʣʦ ʊʠʤʦʪʠʿʝʚʠ˂, ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨʥʠ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʪʘʥʪ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʛ 
ʪʨʛʘ.29 ʉʚʝʛʘ ʜʚʝ ʥʝʜʝˀʝ ʢʘʩʥʠʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʿʝ ʩʢʠʥʫʪ ʠ ʦʜʥʝʪ ʥʘ ʧʦʧʨʘʚʢʫ. ʋ 
ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʝ ʪʚʨʜʠʣʦ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʪʦ ʫʯʠˁʝʥʦ ʧʦʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʢʦʨʦʜʠʨʘʦ. ʄʝʹʫʪʠʤ, 
ʙʫʜʫ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʧʣʘʥʩʢʠ ʙʠʦ ʠʟʨʘʹʝʥ ʦʜ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʘʣʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʙʠ ʩ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʦʤ ʧʨʠʤʠʦ 
ʧʘʪʠʥʫ, ʥʠʿʝ ʩʘʩʚʠʤ ʿʘʩʥʦ ʰʪʘ ʿʝ ʪʘʯʥʦ ʫʪʠʮʘʣʦ ʥʘ ʦʜʣʫʢʫ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʠʟʚʦʨʥʠ ʤʘʪʝ-
ʨʠʿʘʣ ʟʘʤʝʥʠ.30

ʆʚʘʢʘʚ ʢʘʢʘʚ ʿʝ ʜʘʥʘʩ, ʜʦʜʘʪʥʦ ʚʠʟʫʝʣʥʦ ʜʝʚʘʩʪʠʨʘʥ, ʩʘ ʧʨʠʣʝʧˀʝʥʠʤ 
ʢʨʩʪʦʤ, ʙʝʟ ʚʦʜʝ ʫ ʨʦʚʫ, ʢʦʿʠ ʫʟ ʢʘʤʝˁʝ ʢʨʘʩʠ ʠ ʩʤʝ˂ʝ, ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʫ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʿ ʥʘʤ, 
ʢʘʦ ʥʠ ˁʝʛʦʚ ʧʨʝʪʭʦʜʥʠʢ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ, ʥʠ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʢʠ ʥʝ ʛʦʚʦʨʠ ʥʠʰʪʘ ʦ 
ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʿʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʘ ʫʯʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʘ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ. ʅʝ ʟʥʘʤʦ 
ʢʦʿʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʿʝ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ, ʥʠʪʠ ʢʦʿʠʤ ʙʨʘʥʠʦʮʠʤʘ; ʥʝʧʦʟʥʘʪʦ ʿʝ ʢʘʜʘ, ʢʘʢʦ, 
ʟʘʰʪʦ ʠ ʛʜʝ ʩʫ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠ; ʥʝ ʟʥʘʤʦ ʢʦ ʿʝ ʧʦʯʠʥʠʣʘʮ ʪʠʭ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʘ ʥʠʪʠ, ʢʦʥʘʯʥʦ, 
ʠʤʘʤʦ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʫ ʦ ʪʦʤʝ ʢʦʿʫ ʩʫ ʦʪʘ˅ʙʠʥʫ ʙʨʘʥʠʣʠ ʠ ʦʜ ʢʦʛʘ. ɼʨʫʛʠʤ ʨʝʯʠʤʘ, 

ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ. ɼʠʩʢʫʩʠʿʘ ʦ ʠʩʪʠʥʠ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʘʤʘ ʠ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʛʠʿʘʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʪʦʿʝ ʠʟʘ ʦʚʠʭ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ, 
ʢʘʦ ʠ ʦ ʩʘʤʦʤ ʠʤʝʥʫ ʦʚʦʛ ʨʘʪʘ: ʂʘʢʦ ʩʝ ʟʦʚʝ ʦʚʘʿ ʨʘʪ, ʨʘʪ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ ʚʦʜʠʦ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ? ʄʠ ʿʦʰ 
ʥʝʤʘʤʦ ʠʤʝ ʟʘ ʦʚʘʿ ʨʘʪ.ñ Ăʇʦʤʝʥ ʥʝʟʥʘʥʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ, ʙʦʨʮʠʤʘ ʠ ʦʪʘ˅ʙʠʥʠñ, ɺʨʝʤʝ, https://www.
vreme.com/cms/view.php?id=1043515. (10.10.2018.)

27 Iliĺ, Saġa, ĂSpomenik ģrtvama nepovoljne vremenske prognozeñ, Peġļanik, https://pescanik.
net/spomenik-zrtvama-nepovoljne-vremenske-prognoze/, (11.10.2018.) (u daljem tekstu: Iliĺ, Saġa, 
ĂSpomenik ģrtvamaéñ)

28 ʇʨʚʠ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩ ʿʝ ʨʘʩʧʠʩʘʥ 2002. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʠʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʋʜʨʫʞʝˁʝ ʙʦʨʘʮʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ 1990ï 1999. ʿʦʰ 
1997. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʠʥʠʮʠʨʘʣʦ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ. ʊʘʿ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩ ʿʝ ʧʦʥʠʰʪʝʥ ʟʙʦʛ ʩʫʢʦʙʘ ʦʢʦ ʥʘʟʠʚʘ 
Ăʇʘʣʠʤ ʙʦʨʮʠʤʘ ʠ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʦʜ 1990. ʜʦ 1999.ñ ʅʘʨʝʜʥʝ ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʦʧʝʪ ʿ ʝ ʨʘʩʧʠʩʘʥ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩ, ʘʣʠ 
ʥʠʿʝʜʥʦ ʨʝʰʝˁʝ ʥʠʿʝ ʟʘʜʦʚʦˀʠʣʦ ʢʨʠʪʝʨʠʿʫʤʝ, ʩʚʝ ʜʦ ʥʦʚʦʛ ʧʦʟʠʚʘ 2005. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. (ʧʨʠʤ. ʘʫʪ.)

29 Iliĺ, Saġa, ĂSpomenik ģrtvamaéñ
30 ĂUklonjen zarĽali spomenikñ, Danas, https://www.danas.rs/drustvo/uklonjen-zardjali-

spomenik/, (11.10.2018.); Iliĺ, Saġa, ĂSpomenik ģrtvamaéñ
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ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʩʝ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʧʦʩʤʘʪʨʘʪʠ ʥʠ ʢʘʦ ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʝ ʧʨʝʪʨʧˀʝʥʠʭ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʘ ʥʠʪʠ 
ʢʘʦ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʨʝʟʫʣʪʘʪ ʩʫʦʯʘʚʘˁʘ ʩ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʰ˂ʫ ʠ ʧʨʝʫʟʠʤʘˁʘ ʦʜʛʦʚʦʨ-
ʥʦʩʪʠ ʟʘ ʧʦʯʠˁʝʥʝ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʝ, ʟʙʦʛ ʯʝʛʘ ʠ ʥʝ ʯʫʜʠ ʰʪʦ ʩʝ (ʠʟʫʟʝʚ, ʤʦʞʜʘ, ʚʣʘʩʪʠ) 
ʩ ˁʠʤ ʥʠʢʦ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʬʠʢʦʚʘʪʠ. 

ʅʘʚʝʜʝʥʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʥʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʜʘ ʜʦ ʜʘʥʘʩ ʥʠʩʫ ʧʦʩʪʘʣʠ ʠʩʪʠʥʩʢʘ ʤʝʩʪʘ 
ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʟʘʥʝʤʘʨˀʠʚ ʧʨʦʮʝʥʘʪ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʩʪʚʘ ʤʦʞʝ ʜʘ ʠʭ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʠʨʘ, 
ʧʨʝʧʦʟʥʘ ʠʣʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʥʘʚʝʜʝ ˁʠʭʦʚʦ ʧʦʩʪʦʿʘˁʝ. ʈʘʟʣʦʟʠ ʟʘ ʪʦ ʩʫ ʙʨʦʿʥʠ. ʅʘ 
ʧʨʚʦʤ ʤʝʩʪʫ, ʯʠʥʠ ʩʝ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤ ʰʪʦ ʥʠʩʫ ʫʪʚʨʹʝʥʝ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʝ ʦ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ 
ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ, ʘ ʠ ʪʘʤʦ ʛʜʝ ʿʝʩʫ ʧʦʟʥʘʪʝ, ʦʥʝ ʥʠʩʫ ʧʦʩʪʘʣʝ ʜʝʦ ʿʘʚʥʦʛ ʜʠʩʢʫʨʩʘ 
ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ ʥʠʪʠ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʝ ʥʘʫʢʝ. ɻʜʝ ʥʝʤʘ ʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʠʭ ʧʦʜʘʪʘʢʘ, ʩʚʘʢʘ ʜʘˀʘ ʠʥ-
ʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʘʮʠʿʘ ʩʢʣʦʥʘ ʿ ʝ ʤʘʥʠʧʫʣʘʮʠʿʠ ï ʦʜ ʪʦʛʘ ʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʿ ʝ ʙʠʣʦ ʮʠʚʠʣʥʠʭ ʞʨʪʘʚʘ, 
ʢʦʣʠʢʦ ʿʝ ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʭ ʚʦʿʥʠʢʘ ʫ ʙʦʨʙʠ ʠ ʚʘʥ ˁʝ, ʧʘ ʩʚʝ ʜʦ ʩʧʦʨʥʠʭ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʘ 
ʩʘʤʠʭ ʦʢʦʣʥʦʩʪʠ ʢʦʿʝ ʩʫ ʜʦʚʝʣʝ ʜʦ ʩʪʨʘʜʘˁʘ. ʅʘ ʥʘʰʠʤ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʠʤʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʪʥʦ 
ʿʝ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʨʘʟʣʠʢʫʿʝ ʯʘʢ ʠ ʚʨʝʤʝ ʦʙʫʭʚʘ˂ʝʥʦ ʩʪʨʘʜʘˁʠʤʘ: 1990ï1999, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ 
1991ï2000. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ. ʀʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʥʘ ʧʨʚʦʤ ʥʘʚʝʜʝʥʦ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʩʨʧʩʢʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ 
(ʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʚʨʣʦ ʥʝʟʛʦʜʥʘ ʿʝʟʠʯʢʘ ʬʦʨʤʫʣʘʮʠʿʘ, ʿʝʨ ʙʠ ʫ ʥʝʢʠʤ ʪʝʥʜʝʥʮʠʦʟʥʠʤ ʪʫ-
ʤʘʯʝˁʠʤʘ ʤʦʛʣʦ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʦʜʥʦʩʠ ʠ ʥʘ ʦʥʝ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʝ ʦʜ Ăʩʨʧʩʢʝ ʨʫʢʝñ), ʩ ʦʙʟʠʨʦʤ 
ʥʘ ʪʦ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʫ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʿ ʥʘʢʥʘʜʥʦ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʦʣʠʨʘʥ ʢʨʩʪ, ʿʘʩʥʦ ʿʝ ʜʘ ʪʦ 
ʰʪʦ ʧʠʰʝ Ăʩʚʠʤñ ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ ʠʩʢˀʫʯʫʿʝ ʞʨʪʚʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʥʠʩʫ ʭʨʠʰ˂ʘʥʠ. ʂʦʥʘʯʥʦ, 
ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʿʝ ʩʪʨʘʰʥʦ ʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʯʥʦ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʠ ˁʠʭʦʚʠʤ 
˅ʝʣʘʪʠʤʘ. ʇʘ ʠʧʘʢ, ʦʚʘʢʚʦ ʢʘʢʚʦ ʿ ʝ, ʧʘʨʘʜʦʢʩʘʣʥʦ, ʨʝʰʝˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʫ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʿ 
ʿʝ ʫ ʧʦʪʧʫʥʦʩʪʠ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʤʘ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩʘ, ʿʝʨ ʢʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʪʘʜʘ ʨʝʢʘʦ ʿʝʜʘʥ ʦʜ 
ʜʝʚʝʪ ʯʣʘʥʦʚʘ ʞʠʨʠʿʘ ʘʨʭʠʪʝʢʪʘ ʄʠʣʦʨʘʜ ʄʣʘʜʝʥʦʚʠ˂, Ăʟʘʜʘʪʘʢ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩʘ ʥʠʿʝ 
ʩʫʛʝʨʠʩʘʦ ʙʠʣʦ ʢʘʢʘʚ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʰʢʠ ʦʢʚʠʨ, ʥʠʪʠ ʩʝ ʙʘʚʠʦ ʙʠʣʦ ʯʠʿʦʤ ʢʨʠʚʠʮʦʤ 
ʠʣʠ ʫʣʦʛʦʤ ʜʨʞʘʚʝ ʫ ʪʠʤ ʨʘʪʦʚʠʤʘñ.31

ʀʥʘʯʝ, ʧʦʨʝʜ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʥʘ ʉʘʚʩʢʦʤ ʪʨʛʫ, ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ 
ʙʠʚʰʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʦʜ 1990. ʦʜ 1999. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʪʨʝʙʘʣʦ ʿʝ ʜʘ ʙʫʜʝ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʠ 
ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʥʠ ʮʝʥʪʘʨ, ʟʘ ʯʠʿʫ ʩʫ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʫ ʠʥʠʮʠʿʘʪʠʚʫ ʧʦʢʨʝʥʫʣʝ ʨʝʧʫʙʣʠʯʢʝ 
ʚʣʘʩʪʠ ʿ ʦʰ 2009. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ.32 ɻʨʘʜ ʿ ʝ ʟʘ ʪʘʢʘʚ ʦʙʿʝʢʘʪ ʧʦʥʫʜʠʦ ʋʰ˂ʝ, ɸʚʘʣʫ ʠ ʙʨʜʦ 
ʉʪʨʘʞʝʚʠʮʫ. ʄʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʪʘʢʘʚ ʧʨʦʿʝʢʘʪ ʜʦ ʜʘʥʘʩ ʥʠʿʝ ʧʦʢʨʝʥʫʪ ʠ ʥʝʤʘ ʥʘʟʥʘʢʘ 
ʢʘʜʘ ʙʠ ʤʦʛʘʦ ʜʘ ʙʫʜʝ ʦʩʪʚʘʨʝʥ.

ʉʚʝʤʫ ʪʦʤʝ ʚʘˀʘ ʜʦʜʘʪʠ ʠ ʧʦʜʘʪʘʢ ʜʘ ʿʝ 2015. ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʦʚʘʥ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩ ʟʘ 
ʣʠʢʦʚʥʦ, ʘʨʭʠʪʝʢʪʦʥʩʢʦ ʠ ʫʨʙʘʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʦ ʨʝʰʝˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʉʨʧʩʢʦʤ ʥʘʨʦʜʫ ʠ 
ʛʨʘʹʘʥʠʤʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʤ ʟʘ ʦʪʘ˅ʙʠʥʫ ʫ ʦʨʫʞʘʥʦʤ ʩʫʢʦʙʫ ʦʜ 1990. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ 
ʥʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ʙʠʚʰʝ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʠ ʜʘ ʥʠ ʪʦʤ ʧʨʠʣʠʢʦʤ ʥʠʿʝ ʜʦʜʝˀʝʥʘ ʧʨʚʘ ʥʘ-
ʛʨʘʜʘ, ʚʝ˂ ʩʘʤʦ ʜʨʫʛʘ ʠ ʪʨʝ˂ʘ.

31 Ăʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʧʦʤʠʨʝˁʘ ï ʪʝʤʝˀʘʮ ʩʧʦʨʝˁʘñ, ʇʦʣʠʪʠʢʘ, http://www.politika.rs/scc/
clanak/213100/Spomenik-pomirenja-temeljac-sporenja, (11.10.2018.) (ʫ ʜʘˀʝʤ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ Ăʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ 
ʧʦʤʠʨʝˁʘéñ)

32 Ăʉʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʧʦʤʠʨʝˁʘéñ



93ɼʨ ʄʠʣʠʮʘ ɹʦʞʠ˂ ʄʘʨʦʿʝʚʠ˂, ʀʟʛʫʙˀʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʝʚʦʜʫ ʇʘʤ˂ʝˁʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ...

ʆʪʚʘʨʘʿʫ˂ʠ ʠʟʣʦʞʙʫ ʨʘʜʦʚʘ ʧʨʠʩʪʠʛʣʠʭ ʥʘ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʩ, ʛʨʘʜʩʢʠ ʤʝʥʘ˅ʝʨ ʠ 
ʧʨʝʜʩʝʜʥʠʢ ʆʜʙʦʨʘ ʟʘ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ɻʦʨʘʥ ɺʝʩʠ˂ ʧʦʿʘʩʥʠʦ ʿʝ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʨʝʯ 
ʦ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʥʦʤ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʪʨʝʙʘ ʜʘ ʧʦʜʩʝ˂ʘ ʥʘ ʩʪʨʘʜʘˁʝ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʛ ʥʘʨʦʜʘ 
ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʟʘʭʪʝʚʠʤʘ ʥʘʰʝʛ ʥʘʨʦʜʘ, ʜʨʞʘʚʝ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʩʪʨʫʢʝ ʠ ʩʘʤʠʤ ʪʠʤ ʜʘ ʙʫʜʝ 
ʦʧʰʪʝʧʨʠʭʚʘ˂ʝʥ ʫ ʿ ʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ.33 ʂaʢo ʠ ʢʘʜʘ ˂ ʝ ʩʝ ʪʦ ʦʩʪʚʘʨʠʪʠ ʫ ʨʝʘʣʥʦʩʪʠ ï ʥʠʿʝ 
ʦʙʿʘʩʥʠʦ.

ʅʦʚʠ ʟʘʢʦʥ ï ʥʦʚʠ ʢʘʤʝʥ ʩʧʦʪʠʮʘˁʘ

ʂʘʢʦ ʙʠ ʩʝ ʙʫʜʫ˂ʠ ʨʘʪʥʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ʠʧʘʢ ʣʝʛʘʣʥʦ ʧʦʜʠʟʘʣʠ ʫʧʨʢʦʩ ʙʨʦʿʥʠʤ 
ʧʨʠʪʠʩʮʠʤʘ ʿ ʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʥʝʟʘʜʦʚʦˀʩʪʚʫ ʮʠʚʠʣʥʦʛ ʩʝʢʪʦʨʘ, ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʥʦ, 28. ʿ ʫʥʘ 
2018. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʉʢʫʧʰʪʠʥʘ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ ʫʩʚʦʿʠʣʘ ʿʝ ɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦ-
ʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘ, ʢʦʿʠʤ ʩʝ Ăʫʨʝʹʫʿʫ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ ʦʜ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʘ ʟʘ ʟʘʰʪʠʪʫ, ʨʝʜʦʚʥʦ ʦʜʨʞʘʚʘˁʝ, 
ʠʥʚʝʩʪʠʮʠʦʥʦ ʦʜʨʞʘʚʘˁʝ, ʫʨʝʹʝˁʝ, ʫʢʣʘˁʘˁʝ ʠ ʬʠʥʘʥʩʠʨʘˁʝ ʦʜʨʞʘʚʘˁʘ ʠ 
ʫʨʝʹʝˁʘ ʨʘʪʥʠʭ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ, ʫʩʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʠ ʚʦʹʝˁʝ ʧʨʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʭ ʝʚʠʜʝʥʮʠʿʘ, 
ʪʝ ʜʨʫʛʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ ʦʜ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʘ ʟʘ ʨʘʪʥʝ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʝ ʫ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʮʠ ʉʨʙʠʿʠ ʠ ʠʥʦʩ-
ʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʫñ.34 ʆʙʨʘʟʣʘʞʫ˂ʠ ɿʘʢʦʥ ʫ ʉʢʫʧʰʪʠʥʠ, ɿʦʨʘʥ ɫʦʨʹʝʚʠ˂, ʤʠʥʠʩʪʘʨ ʟʘ 
ʨʘʜ, ʟʘʧʦʰˀʘʚʘˁʝ, ʙʦʨʘʯʢʘ ʠ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʥʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ, ʥʘʚʝʦ ʿ ʝ ʧʦʜʘʪʘʢ ʜʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʘ ʠʤʘ 
6.000 ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ, ʰʪʦ ʫ ʟʝʤˀʠ ʰʪʦ ʫ ʠʥʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʫ ʠ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʿʝʜʘʥ ʦʜ ʮʠˀʝʚʘ ɿʘ-
ʢʦʥʘ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʦʥʠ ʝʚʠʜʝʥʪʠʨʘʿʫ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʩʢʨʝʥʝ ʧʘʞˁʘ 
ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʘ ʩʪʨʘʜʘˁʝ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʛ ʥʘʨʦʜʘ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ.35 ʆʚʘʢʚʘ ʥʘʿʘʚʘ, ʣʦʛʠʯʥʦ, 
ʥʘʤʝ˂ʝ ʚʝʦʤʘ ʚʘʞʥʦ ʧʠʪʘˁʝ: ɿʘʰʪʦ ʙʠ ʧʫʢʘ ʝʚʠʜʝʥʮʠʿʘ ʤʦʨʘʣʘ ʠʣʠ ʪʨʝʙʘʣʦ 
ʜʘ ʙʫʜʝ ʥʘʯʠʥ ʥʘ ʢʦʿʠ ˂ʝ ʩʝ ʰʠʨʘ ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʠʩʘʪʠ ʦ ʩʪʨʘʜʘˁʫ ʿʝʜʥʦʛ ʠʣʠ 
ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʦʛ ʥʘʨʦʜʘ ʪʦʢʦʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ? ɼʘ ʣʠ ʪʦ ʟʥʘʯʠ ʜʘ ʦʜ ʙʨʦʿʘ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ ʟʘʚʠʩʠ 
ʠ (ʧʨ)ʦʮʝʥʘ ʜʘ ʣʠ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʦ ʤʥʦʛʦ ʠʣʠ ʤʘʣʦ ʞʨʪʘʚʘ? ʆʜʥʦʩʥʦ, ʰʪʘ ʩʝ, ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ, 
ʨʘʯʫʥʘ ʢʘʦ ʜʦʚʦˀʥʦ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʥʠʰʪʚʦ? ɫʦʨʹʝʚʠ˂ʝʚ ʨʝʟʦʥ, ʥʘʞʘʣʦʩʪ, ʧʨʘʪʠ oʥʫ ʚʝ˂ 
ʜʦʙʨʦ ʧʦʟʥʘʪʫ ʪʝʞˁʫ ʟʘ ʧʨʦʤʝʥʦʤ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʝ ʦ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʩ ʢʨʘʿʘ ʦʩʘʤʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ 
ʛʦʜʠʥʘ, ʢʘʜʘ ʿ ʝ ʢʘʦ ʛʣʘʚʥʠ ʿ ʫʥʘʢ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʠʩʪʘʢʥʫʪ ʩʨʧʩʢʠ ʥʘʨʦʜ ʢʘʦ ʥʘʮʠʿʘ ʢʦʿʘ 
ʿʝ ʫʚʝʢ ʠ ʥʠʯʠʤ ʠʟʘʟʚʘʥʦ ʙʠʣʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʘ ʞʨʪʚʘ.36 ʀ ʧʨʝʤʜʘ ʿʝ, ʩ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ, 

33 ĂVesiĺ: Buduĺi spomenik srpskim ģrtvama iz devedestih treba da bude opġteprihvaĺen u 
javnostiñ, Zvaniļna prezentacija Grada Beograda, http://www.beograd.rs/lat/vesic-buduci-spomenik-
srpskim-zrtvama-iz-devedestih-treba-da-bude-opsteprihvacen-u-javnosti/, (01.10.2018.)

34 ʏʣʘʥ 1. Ăɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘñ, ʉʣʫʞʙʝʥʠ ʛʣʘʩʥʠʢ ʈʉ, ʙʨʦʿ 50 ʦʜ 29. ʿʫʥʘ 2018, 
www.pravno-informacioni-sistem.rs, 25.09.2018. (ʫ ʜʘˀʝʤ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ: Ăɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠ-
ʤʘéñ)

35 ʉ ʪʠʤ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ, ʿʝʜʠʥʠʮʝ ʣʦʢʘʣʥʝ ʩʘʤʦʫʧʨʘʚʝ ʜʫʞʥʝ ʩʫ ʜʘ ʜʦ 30. ʥʦʚʝʤʙʨʘ ʪʝʢʫ˂ʝ ʛʦʜʠʥʝ 
ʜʦʩʪʘʚʝ ʄʠʥʠʩʪʘʨʩʪʚʫ ʠʟʚʝʰʪʘʿ ʦ ʙʨʦʿʫ, ʚʨʩʪʠ ʠ ʪʝʭʥʠʯʢʦʤ ʩʪʘˁʫ ʨʘʪʥʠʭ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ. ɺʠʰʝ ʫ: 
ʏʣʘʥ 12, Ăɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘéñ ʊʘʢʦʹʝ, ĂSkupġtina Srbije raspravlja o otkrivanju groba 
Draģi Mihailoviĺuñ, Danas, https://www.danas.rs/drustvo/skustina-srbije-raspravlja-o-otkrivanju-groba-
drazi-mihailovicu/ (01.10.2018.) 

36 Stojanoviĺ, D, ĂU ogledaluéñ, str. 13ï32.
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ʿʝʜʘʥ ʪʘʢʘʚ ʧʦʧʠʩ ʢʦʨʠʩʪʘʥ (ʠ ʤʦʛʘʦ ʩʝ ʦʩʪʚʘʨʠʪʠ ʠ ʨʘʥʠʿʝ, ʙʝʟ ʟʘʢʦʥʩʢʝ ʦʙʘ-
ʚʝʟʝ), ʩʘʜʨʞʠʥʘ ɿʘʢʦʥʘ ʿʝ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘʪʠʯʥʘ ʥʘ ʚʠʰʝ ʥʠʚʦʘ, ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʨʝʯ ʦ 
ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʠ ʦʨʫʞʘʥʠʭ ʩʫʢʦʙʘ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ 
20. ʚʝʢʘ. ʅʘʠʤʝ, ɿʘʢʦʥ ʩʘʜʨʞʠ ʿ ʝʜʥʫ ʧʨʠʣʠʯʥʦ ʥʝʧʨʝʮʠʟʥʫ, ʘ ʫʿʝʜʥʦ ʦʜʨʝʜʥʠʮʫ 
ʢʦʿʘ ʟʘʙʨʠˁʘʚʘ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ ʪʝʤʦʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ. ʆʥʘ ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ 
ʦʜʥʦʩʠ ʥʘ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʝ ʠ/ʠʣʠ ʣʠʯʥʦʩʪʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʪʝʢʦʚʠʥʘʤʘ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʯ-
ʢʠʭ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ, ʪʝ ʜʘ ʥʝ ʩʤʝʿʫ ʜʘ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʟʫʿʫ ʛʫʙʠʪʘʢ ʩʫʚʝʨʝʥʠʪʝʪʘ, ʪʝʨʠ-
ʪʦʨʠʿʘʣʥʦʛ ʠʥʪʝʛʨʠʪʝʪʘ, ʮʝʣʦʢʫʧʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʥʝʟʘʚʠʩʥʦʩʪʠ ʠʣʠ ʩʣʦʙʦʜʝ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ 
ʉʨʙʠʿʝ.37 ɼʘ ʣʠ ʿʝ ʦʥʜʘ ʨʝʘʣʥʦ ʦʯʝʢʠʚʘʪʠ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʘˁʝ ʜʨʫʛʘʯʠʿʠʭ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʘ ʥʘ 
ʨʘʪʦʚʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʫ ʦʜʥʦʩʫ ʥʘ ʦʥʝ ʢʦʿʝ ʚʝ˂ ʠʤʘʤʦ, ʯʠʿʠ ʿʝ ʥʘʨʘʪʠʚ, ʟʘʩʥʦʚʘʥ 
ʥʘ ʧʨʝ˂ʫʪʢʠʚʘˁʫ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʘ, ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʟʘʢʦʥʦʤ? 

ɼʘˀʝ, ʢʘʢʦ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʏʣʘʥʫ 22. ʜʨʞʘʚʥʠʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʤʘ, ʦʨʛʘʥʠʤʘ ʪʝʨʠʪʦʨʠʿʘʣʥʝ 
ʘʫʪʦʥʦʤʠʿʝ, ʿ ʝʜʠʥʠʮʘʤʘ ʣʦʢʘʣʥʝ ʩʘʤʦʫʧʨʘʚʝ, ʧʨʘʚʥʠʤ ʠ ʬʠʟʠʯʢʠʤ ʣʠʮʠʤʘ ʥʠʿʝ 
ʜʦʟʚʦˀʝʥʘ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʘ ʠʣʠ ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʨʘʪʥʦʛ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ ʘʢʦ ʩʚʦʿʦʤ ʩʘʜʨʞʠʥʦʤ 
ʥʝ ʦʜʛʦʚʘʨʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʤ ʠʣʠ ʩʪʚʘʨʥʠʤ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʘʤʘ; ʘʢʦ ʚʨʝʹʘ ʦʧʰʪʝ ʠ ʜʨʞʘʚ-
ʥʝ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʝ, ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʘ ʠ ʚʝʨʩʢʘ ʦʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʠʣʠ ʿʘʚʥʠ ʤʦʨʘʣ; ʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ 
ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʫ ʢʦʿʠ ʥʠʿʝ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʪʝʢʦʚʠʥʘʤʘ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʯʢʠʭ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ, ʠʣʠ 
ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʟʫʿʝ ʛʫʙʠʪʘʢ ʩʫʚʝʨʝʥʠʪʝʪʘ, ʪʝʨʠʪʦʨʠʿʘʣʥʦʛ ʠʥʪʝʛʨʠʪʝʪʘ, ʮʝʣʦʢʫʧʥʦʩʪʠ 
ʠ ʥʝʟʘʚʠʩʥʦʩʪʠ ʠʣʠ ʩʣʦʙʦʜʝ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʢʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ38 ï h ʪʘ ˂ ʝ ʙʠʪʠ ʩʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠʤʘ 
ʢʦʿʠ ʚʝ˂ ʧʦʩʪʦʿʝ? ʂʘʢʚʘ ˂ʝ ʙʠʪʠ ʩʫʜʙʠʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʣʦʯʝ ʫ ʅʦʚʦʤ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ ʥʘ 
ʟʛʨʘʜʠ ʫ ʢʦʿʦʿ ʿʝ ʞʠʚʝʦ ʧʝʥʟʠʦʥʠʩʘʥʠ ʢʘʧʝʪʘʥ ɱʅɸ ʊʦʤʦ ɹʫʟʦʚ, ʿʝʜʠʥʠ ʧʫʪʥʠʢ 
ʚʦʟʘ 671 ʥʘ ʨʝʣʘʮʠʿʠ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜïɹʘʨ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ 1993. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʩʫʧʨʦʪʩʪʘʚʠʦ ʠʟʚʦʹʝˁʫ 
18 ɹʦʰˁʘʢʘ ʠʟ ʚʦʟʘ ʥʘ ʩʪʘʥʠʮʠ ʫ ʐʪʨʧʮʠʤʘ, ʥʘʢʦʥ ʯʝʛʘ ʿ ʝ ʠ ʩʘʤ ʦʜʚʝʜʝʥ, ʤʫʯʝʥ, 
ʫʙʠʿʝʥ, ʘ ˁʝʛʦʚʦ ʪʝʣʦ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʧʨʦʥʘʹʝʥʦ?39 ʀʣʠ, ʨʝʮʠʤʦ, ʰʪʘ ʫʨʘʜʠʪʠ ʩʘ 
ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʥʠʤ ʢʦʤʧʣʝʢʩʦʤ ʥʘ ʛʨʦʙˀʫ ʐʘʨʘʤʧʦʚʦ ʫ ʇʨʠʿʝʧʦˀʫ, ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʧʨʝ 10 
ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ ʫ ʟʥʘʢ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʥʘ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʝ ʫ ʦʚʦʤ ʥʝʤʠʣʦʤ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʫ?40

37 ʏʣʘʥ 19. ʢʘʞʝ ʜʘ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʛ ʟʘ ʠʟʛʨʘʜˁʫ ʠʣʠ ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʨʘʪʥʦʛ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ ʤʦʨʘ ʜʘ ʩʘʜʨʞʠ 
ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʛ ʠ ʦʧʠʩ ʢʦʥʢʨʝʪʥʦʛ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʪʝʢʦʚʠʥʘʤʘ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʯʢʠʭ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ 
ʉʨʙʠʿʝ. ʏʣʘʥ 20, ʩʪʘʚ 3 ʢʘʞʝ ʜʘ ˂ʝ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʥʠʩʫ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʥʘʚʝʜʝʥʠʤ ʙʠʪʠ ʫʢʣʦˁʝʥʠ. 
Ăɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘéñ 

38 ʋ ɿʘʢʦʥʫ ʩʝ ʿʦʰ ʥʘʚʦʜʠ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʥʝ ʩʤʝ ʧʦʜʠ˂ʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʣʠʮʫ ʢʦʿʝ ʿʝ ʟʘʩʪʫ-
ʧʘʣʦ ʬʘʰʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ, ʥʘʮʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ, ʰʦʚʠʥʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ, ʩʝʧʘʨʘʪʠʩʪʠʯʢʝ ʠʜʝʿʝ ʠʣʠ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʛʠʿʝ, ʠʣʠ ʢʦʿʝ ʿʝ 
ʙʠʣʦ ʩʘʨʘʜʥʠʢ ʘʛʨʝʩʦʨʘ, ʦʢʫʧʘʪʦʨʘ, ˁʠʭʦʚʠʭ ʩʘʚʝʟʥʠʢʘ ʠʣʠ ʧʦʤʘʛʘʯʘ. ʏʣʘʥ 22, Ăɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ 
ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘéñ 

39 ʊʨʝʙʘ ʥʘʧʦʤʝʥʫʪʠ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʧʣʦʯʫ ʧʦʩʪʘʚʠʦ ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʘʨ ʐʘʧʠ˂, ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʧʦʟʥʘʪ ʠ ʧʦ 
ʪʦʤʝ ʰʪʦ ʩʝ ʬʦʪʦʛʨʘʬʠʩʘʦ ʩʘ ɺʝʩʝʣʠʥʦʤ ʐˀʠʚʘʥʯʘʥʠʥʦʤ, ʘ ʧʦʪʦʤ ʪʫ ʬʦʪʦʛʨʘʬʠʿʫ ʧʦʩʪʘʚʠʦ ʥʘ 
ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʫ ʤʨʝʞʫ ʊwittʝr. ʀʧʘʢ, ʘʥʘʣʠʟʘ ʪʦʛʘ ʢʘʢʦ ʠ ʟʘʰʪʦ ʿʝ ʜʦʰʣʦ ʜʘ ʙʘʰ ʦʥ ʙʫʜʝ ʟʘʩʣʫʞʘʥ ʩʘ 
ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘˁʝ ʦʚʦʛ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʘ ʧʨʝʚʘʟʠʣʘʟʠ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪ ʠ ʜʦʤʝʪ ʦʚʦʛ ʨʘʜʘ.

40 ʀʟʛʨʘʜˁʫ ʦʚʦʛ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʘ, ʦ ʯʝʤʫ ʿʝ ʦʜʣʫʢʘ ʜʦʥʝʪʘ ʿʦʰ 2005. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ, ʧʨʘʪʠʣʦ ʿʝ ʤʥʦʛʦ 
ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘ. ʅʘʠʤʝ, ʘ ʠ ʣʦʛʠʯʥʦ, ʧʨʚʘ ʧʨʝʧʨʝʢʘ ʿʝ ʙʠʣʘ ʠʟʙʦʨ ʣʦʢʘʮʠʿʝ. ʀʘʢʦ ʿʝ ʧʨʚʦʙʠʪʥʦ ʙʠʣʦ 
ʧʣʘʥʠʨʘʥʦ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʫ ʩʘʤʦʤ ʮʝʥʪʨʫ ʛʨʘʜʘ, ʫ ʙʣʠʟʠʥʠ ʆʐ Ăɺʣʘʜʠʤʠʨ ʇʝʨʠ˂ ɺʘʣʪʝʨñ ʠ ɼʦʤʘ 
ʢʫʣʪʫʨʝ, ʥʘ ʆʧʰʪʠʥʩʢʦʤ ʚʝ˂ʫ ʦʚʘʿ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʛ ʥʠʿʝ ʫʩʚʦʿʝʥ. ʅʘ ʧʦʥʦʚˀʝʥʦʤ ʛʣʘʩʘˁʫ ʦʜʘʙʨʘʥʘ ʿʝ 
ʣʦʢʘʮʠʿʘ ʧʦʨʝʜ ʢʘʤʝʥʦʛ ʤʦʩʪʘ ʫ ʥʘʩʝˀʫ ʐʘʨʘʤʧʦʚ, ʛʜʝ ʿ ʝ ʢʦʥʘʯʥʦ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ ʠ ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪ. ʇʦʨʫʢʘ 



95ɼʨ ʄʠʣʠʮʘ ɹʦʞʠ˂ ʄʘʨʦʿʝʚʠ˂, ʀʟʛʫʙˀʝʥʠ ʫ ʧʨʝʚʦʜʫ ʇʘʤ˂ʝˁʝ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ...

ʅʘ ʢʦʥʮʫ, ʘ ʩ ʦʙʟʠʨʦʤ ʥʘ ʪʦ ʜʘ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠ ʩ ʢʨʘʿʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʛ ʚʝʢʘ ʠʘʢʦ ʩʪʚʘʨʥʠ 
ʠ ʤʦʛʫ ʩʝ ʧʦʪʢʨʝʧʠʪʠ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʘʣʥʠʤ ʜʦʢʘʟʠʤʘ, ʥʠʩʫ ʫ ʩʢʣʘʜʫ ʩʘ ʜʦʤʠʥʘʥʪʥʠʤ 
ʠ ʦʧʰʪʝʧʨʠʭʚʘ˂ʝʥʠʤ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʤ ʪʫʤʘʯʝˁʝʤ ʪʠʭ ʛʦʜʠʥʘ ʥʘʰʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, 
ʧʦʫʟʜʘʥʦ ʤʦʞʝʤʦ ʪʚʨʜʠʪʠ ʜʘ, ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʣʦʛʦʨʠ ʐˀʠʚʦʚʠʮʘ, ʄʠʪʨʦʚʦ ʇʦˀʝ, 
ʉʪʘʿʠ˂ʝʚʦ, ʦʥʘʿ ʫ ɹʝʛʝʿʮʠʤʘ (ʜʘʥʘʩ ʩʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʟʦʚʝ ʊʦʨʘʢ) ʠ ʫ ʅʠʰʫ, ʠʣʠ ʤʘʩʦʚʥʘ 
ʛʨʦʙʥʠʮʘ ʫ ɹʘʪʘʿʥʠʮʠ ʚʝʨʦʚʘʪʥʦ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ ʥʝ˂ʝ ʜʦʙʠʪʠ ʩʚʦʿ ʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʠ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ. 
ɿʘ ʪʦ ˂ʝ ʩʝ ʧʦʩʪʘʨʘʪʠ ʉʘʚʝʪ ʟʘ ʥʝʛʫ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʿʝ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʜʠʣʘʯʢʠʭ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʉʨʙʠʿʝ, 
ʢʦʿʠ ˂ʝ ʠʤʘʪʠ ʩʝʜʘʤ ʯʣʘʥʦʚʘ, ʥʘ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʛ ʤʠʥʠʩʪʨʘ ʟʘ ʨʘʜ ʟʘʧʦʰˀʘʚʘˁʝ, ʙʦ-
ʨʘʯʢʘ ʠ ʩʦʮʠʿʘʣʥʘ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ (ʿʝʜʥʦʛ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʟʠʪʝʪʩʢʦʛ ʧʨʦʬʝʩʦʨʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ, ʿʝʜʥʫ 
ʠʩʪʘʢʥʫʪʫ ʣʠʯʥʦʩʪ ʥʘ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʛ ʉɸʅʋ, ʯʝʪʠʨʠ ʯʣʘʥʘ ʠʟ ʜʨʞʘʚʥʝ ʫʧʨʘʚʝ ʠ ʿ ʝʜʥʦʛ 
ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʥʠʢʘ ʈʝʧʫʙʣʠʯʢʦʛ ʟʘʚʦʜʘ ʟʘ ʟʘʰʪʠʪʫ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ).41 

ɿʘʢˀʫʯʥʘ ʨʘʟʤʘʪʨʘˁʘ

There is nothing in this world as invisible as a monument. They are no doubt erected 
to be seen ï indeed, to attract attention. But at the same time they are impregnated with 
something that repels attention. Like a drop of water on an oilskin, attention runs down 

them without stopping for a moment.42

ʆʜʥʦʩʦʤ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʩʪʚʘʨʘˁʝʤ ʠʤʘʛʠʥʘʨʥʝ ʛʝʥʝʘ-
ʣʦʛʠʿʝ ʠ ʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʪʝʪʘ, ʩʚʘʢʘ ʥʦʚʘ ʚʣʘʩʪ ʪʝʞʠ ʜʘ ʫʯʚʨʩʪʠ ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʫ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʛʠʿʫ. 
ʀʘʢʦ ʩʝ ʪʘ ʨʝʣʘʮʠʿʘ ʥʘʿʯʝʰ˂ʝ ʟʘʩʥʠʚʘ ʥʘ ʙʨʠʩʘˁʫ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʧʨʝʪʭʦʜʥʠʢʘ, ʦʥʘ 
ʥʝ ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘ ʧʦʪʧʫʥʦ ʦʜʨʠʮʘˁʝ ʦʜ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ, ʩʪʘʨʠ(ʿʠ)ʭ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʩʢʠʭ ʪʝʢʦʚʠʥʘ, 
ʢʦʿʝ ʙʘʨ ʜʝʣʠʤʠʯʥʦ ʠ ʜʘˀʝ ʯʠʥʝ ʢʦʣʝʢʪʠʚʥʦ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʝ ʦʥʠʭ ʥʘ ʯʠʿʫ ʧʦʜʨʰʢʫ ʪʘʿ 

ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ ʥʘ ʪʘʿ ʥʘʯʠʥ ʧʦʩʣʘʪʘ ʩʚʘʢʘʢʦ ʥʠʿʝ ʜʦʙʨʘ, ʿʝʨ ʿʝ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʝ ʥʘ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʦ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ 
ʠʟ ʬʦʢʫʩʘ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʘ ʧʨʝʙʘʯʝʥʦ ʥʘ ʤʘˁʝ ʧʨʦʤʝʪʥʫ ʣʦʢʘʮʠʿʫ. ʅʘʨʝʜʥʠ ʩʧʦʨ ʧʨʘʪʠʣʦ ʿʝ ʫʪʚʨʹʠʚʘˁʝ 
ʪʝʢʩʪʘ ʧʦʨʫʢʝ. ʆʜ 141 ʧʦʨʫʢʝ ʢʦʿʫ ʩʫ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʠ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʞʠʣʠ, ʞʠʨʠ ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʠʤʝʥʦʚʘʣʦ ʆʧʰʪʠʥʩʢʦ 
ʚʝ˂ʝ, ʿʝʜʥʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʿʝ ʦʜʣʫʯʠʦ ʜʘ ʧʨʚʫ ʥʘʛʨʘʜʫ ʜʦʜʝʣʠ ʪʝʢʩʪʫ Ăʆ, ʠʤʝ ʤʦʿʝ! ʂʘʜʘ ˂ʫ ʤʦ˂ʠ ʩʘ ʪʦ-
ʙʦʤ ʙʠʣʦ ʢʫʜñ ʘʫʪʦʨʘ ɱʘʩʥʝ ɸʣʠʤʘʥʦʚʠ˂ ʠʟ ʇʨʠʿʝʧʦˀʘ. ʀʧʘʢ, ʦʚʘ ʧʦʨʫʢʘ ʥʠʢʘʜʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʫʛʣʝʜʘʣʘ 
ʩʚʝʪʣʦʩʪ ʜʘʥʘ, ʚʝ˂ ʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʫ ʠ ʜʘʥʘʩ ʩʪʦʿʠ ʜʨʫʛʦʥʘʛʨʘʹʝʥʘ ʨʝʯʝʥʠʮʘ: Ăʂʦ ʫ ʦʚʦʿ ʟʝʤˀʠ ʟʘ-
ʙʦʨʘʚʠ ʩʪʘʥʠʮʫ ʐʪʨʧʮʠ ʠ 27. ʬʝʙʨʫʘʨ 1993. ʛʦʜʠʥʝ ʦʜʫʩʪʘʦ ʿʝ ʦʜ ʙʫʜʫ˂ʥʦʩʪʠñ ʢˁʠʞʝʚʥʠʢʘ ʠʟ 
ʉʤʝʜʝʨʝʚʘ ʄʠʣʦʩʘʚʘ ʉʣʘʚʢʘ ʇʝʰʠ˂ʘ. ʏʘʢ ʠ ʦʢʦ ʪʦʛʘ ʢʦʿʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ˂ʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʙʠʪʠ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ 
ʙʠʣʦ ʿʝ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘ. ʅʘʠʤʝ, ʦʜʣʫʢʘ ʣʦʢʘʣʥʦʛ ʧʘʨʣʘʤʝʥʪʘ ʙʠʣʘ ʿ ʝ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʫ ʠʩʧʠʰʫ 
ʩʘʤʦ ʠʤʝʥʘ ʧʦʙʠʿʝʥʠʭ ɹʦʰˁʘʢʘ ʠʟ ʇʨʠʿʝʧʦˀʘ, ʤʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʮʠʚʠʣʥʠ ʩʝʢʪʦʨ ʧʨʝʧʦʨʫʯʠʚʘʦ ʜʘ ʪʦ ʙʫʜʝ 
ʟʘʿʝʜʥʠʯʢʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʠ ʦʧʦʤʝʥʝ ʟʘ ʩʚʝ ʛʨʘʹʘʥʝ ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʦʪʤʠʮʝ ʫ ʐʪʨʧʮʠʤʘ. ʅʘ 
ʢʨʘʿʫ, ʧʦʰʪʦ ʿ ʝ ʧʨʠʭʚʘ˂ʝʥʦ ʠʜʝʿʥʦ ʨʝʰʝˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥ-ʦʙʝʣʝʞʿʘ ʘʨʭʠʪʝʢʪʝ ʄʠʨʩʘʜʘ ʐʘʥʪʠ˂ʘ, ʜʦʰʣʦ 
ʿʝ ʜʦ ʧʨʦʤʝʥʝ ʢʘʢʦ ʚʝʣʠʯʠʥʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʪʘʢʦ ʠ ʙʨʦʿʘ ʫʥʫʪʨʘʰˁʠʭ ʩʪʫʙʦʚʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʥʘ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʘʥ 
ʥʘʯʠʥ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚˀʘʣʠ ʙʨʦʿ ʞʨʪʘʚʘ. ʉʘ ʧʨʚʦʙʠʪʥʠʭ 19 ʪʘʿ ʙʨʦʿ ʿ ʝ ʩʤʘˁʝʥ ʥʘ ʜʝʚʝʪ ʩʪʫʙʦʚʘ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ 
ʙʨʦʿ ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʭ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʫ ʙʠʣʠ ʧʦʨʝʢʣʦʤ ʠʟ ʇʨʠʿʝʧʦˀʘ. ɺʠʰʝ ʫ: ĂSpomenik seĺanja i opomeneñ, 
Danas, https://www.danas.rs/drustvo/spomenik-secanja-i-opomene/, (10.10.2018.) 

41 ʏʣʘʥ 4, Ăɿʘʢʦʥ ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘéñ.
42 Musil, Robert, Nachlass zu Lebzeiten, ʧʨʝʤʘ Worstman, Peter, Posthumous Papers of a Living 
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ʨʝʞʠʤ ʨʘʯʫʥʘ. ʂʘʢʦ ʪʠ ʦʜʥʦʩʠ ʠʟʛʣʝʜʘʿʫ ʫ ʧʨʘʢʩʠ, ʚʝʦʤʘ ʣʘʢʦ ʩʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʧʨʘʪʠʪʠ 
ʠʩʧʠʪʠʚʘˁʝʤ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʿʘʣʥʠʭ ʠ ʩʠʤʙʦʣʠʯʢʠʭ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʫʩʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʝʥʠʭ ʫ ʿ ʘʚʥʠʤ 
ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ. ɳʠʭʦʚʫ ʙʠʪ ʯʠʥʠ ʨʝʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʠʨʘˁʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʝ ʠ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ 
ʧʨʦʤʝʥʦʤ ʥʘʟʠʚʘ ʫʣʠʮʘ ʠʣʠ ʰʢʦʣʘ, ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚˀʝˁʝʤ ʥʦʚʠʭ ʧʨʘʟʥʠʢʘ, ʜʦʢ ʿʝ ʫʢ-
ʣʘˁʘˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʟʥʘʪʥʦ ʨʝʹʝ.43 

ʊʘʢʦ, ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʢʘʜʘ ʩʫ ʚʣʘʩʪʠ ʧʦʩʣʝ 5. ʦʢʪʦʙʨʘ ʞʝʣʝʣʝ ʜʘ ʧʦʢʘʞʫ ʦʪʢʣʦʥ 
ʦʜ ʄʠʣʦʰʝʚʠ˂ʝʚʦʛ ʨʝʞʠʤʘ, ʦʥʝ ʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʛ ʜʠʩʢʫʨʩʘ ʟʥʘˁʘ ʠ ʧʦʨʫʢʘ ʢʦʿʝ 
˂ʝ ʫ ˁʝʤʫ ʜʦʤʠʥʠʨʘʪʠ ʥʠʩʫ ʟʘʩʥʦʚʘʣʝ ʥʘ ʥʝʢʠʤ ʥʦʚʠʤ ʚʨʝʜʥʦʩʪʠʤʘ, ʚʝ˂ ʩʫ ʢʦ-
ʨʝʥʝ ʩʚʦʛ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʛ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʘ ʧʦʪʨʘʞʠʣʝ ʫ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ ʧʨʝ ʝʧʦʭʝ ʢʦʤʫʥʠʟʤʘ. 
ɿʘʪʦ ʤʠ ʜʘʥʘʩ ʚʠʰʝ ʥʝ ʩʣʘʚʠʤʦ 20. ʦʢʪʦʙʘʨ 1944. ʢʘʦ ɼʘʥ ʦʩʣʦʙʦʹʝˁʘ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ, 
ʥʝʛʦ 19. ʘʧʨʠʣ 1867, ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʢʥʝʟ ʄʠʭʘʠʣʦ ʆʙʨʝʥʦʚʠ˂ ʜʦʙʠʦ ʢˀʫʯʝʚʝ ʛʨʘʜʘ; ʥʝ 
ʞʠʚʠ ʩʝ ʚʠʰʝ ʫ ʋʣʠʮʠ ʥʘʨʦʜʥʦʛ ʬʨʦʥʪʘ ʥʝʛʦ ʫ ʂʨʘˀʠʮʝ ʄʘʨʠʿʝ ʠ ʥʝ ʠʜʝ ʩʝ ʫ 
ʆʐ Ăɹʨʘ˂ʘ ʈʠʙʘʨñ ʥʝʛʦ ʫ Ăʂʨʘˀʘ ʇʝʪʨʘñ. 

ʄʝʹʫʪʠʤ, ʢʘʜʘ ʿʝ ʨʝʯ ʦ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʯʢʠʤ ʧʨʘʢʩʘʤʘ, ʧʦʩʣʝʜˁʠʭ ʪʨʠʜʝʩʝʪʘʢ ʛʦ-
ʜʠʥʘ ʤʥʦʛʦ ʚʝ˂ʫ ʥʝʧʨʘʚʜʫ ʧʨʝʤʘ ʛʨʘʜʩʢʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ ʯʠʥʠ ʦʥʦ h ʪʘ ʩʝ ʧʦʩʪʘʚˀʘ. 
ɺʝ˂ʠʥʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʧʨʘʪʠ ʦʜʘʚʥʦ ʧʨʝʚʘʟʠʹʝʥʫ ʜʝʚʝʪʥʘʝʩʪʦʚʝʢʦʚʥʫ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʿʫ 
ʬʠʛʫʨʘʣʥʝ ʧʣʘʩʪʠʢʝ, ʜʦʢ ʩʫ ʧʦʟʥʘʪʝ ʭʝʨʦʿʝ ʅʆɹ ʟʘʤʝʥʠʣʠ ʿʫʥʘʮʠ ʇʨʚʦʛ ʠ ɼʨʫ-
ʛʦʛ ʩʨʧʩʢʦʛ ʫʩʪʘʥʢʘ, ʚʣʘʜʘʨʠ, ʘʣʠ ʠ ʩʪʨʘʥʠ ʜʨʞʘʚʥʠʮʠ, ʧʠʩʮʠ.44 ʀʧʘʢ, ʥʘʿʧʨʦ-
ʙʣʝʤʘʪʠʯʥʠʿʘ ʿʝ ʩʚʘʢʘʢʦ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʘ ʨʘʪʦʚʘ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ, ʢʦʿʘ ʿʝ 
ʥʝʩʠʩʪʝʤʘʪʠʯʥʘ, ʠʩʢˀʫʯʠʚʘ, ʪʝ ʫʧʠʪʥʠʭ ʤʦʨʘʣʥʠʭ ʠ ʝʩʪʝʪʩʢʠʭ ʢʨʠʪʝʨʠʿʫʤʘ 
ʥʘ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ʩʝ ʟʘʩʥʠʚʘ. ɹʫʜʫ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʙʘʟʠʨʘ ʥʘ ʩʧʦʨʥʠʤ ʠʜʝʘʣʠʤʘ, ʿʘʩʥʦ ʿʝ ʜʘ 
ʮʠˀ ʜʦʥʦʩʠʦʮʘ ʦʜʣʫʢʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʜʦʧʨʠʥʦʩ ʢʦʥʩʪʨʫʢʪʠʚʥʦʤ ʜʠʿʘʣʦʛʫ ʦ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, 
ʚʝ˂ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʘˁʝ ʠ ʿʘʯʘˁʝ ˁʠʤʘ ʚʘʞʥʠʭ ʠʜʝʥʪʠʪʝʪʘ ʫ ʿʘʚʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʫ.45 ɿʘʢʦʥ 
ʦ ʨʘʪʥʠʤ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʤʘ, ʯʠʿʝ ʛʣʘʚʥʝ ʦʜʨʝʜʥʠʮʝ ʫ ʩʪʘʨʪʫ ʦʥʝʤʦʛʫ˂ʘʚʘʿʫ ʧʣʫʨʘ-
ʣʠʟʘʤ ʟʥʘʯʝˁʘ ʠ ʧʨʘʚʦ ʥʘ ʜʨʫʛʦʩʪ, ʜʝʬʠʥʠʪʠʚʥʦ ʥʝ˂ʝ ʧʦʤʦ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʟʘʪʝʯʝʥʦ 
ʩʪʘˁʝ ʧʨʝʚʘʟʠʹʝ. 

ʅʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʥʘʯʠʥ ʫ ʞʘʥʨʫ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʿʘ ʧʦʩʪʘʿʝ ʠʥʩʪʨʫʤʝʥʪ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ, 
ʧʠʩʘʣʘ ʿʝ ʚʝ˂ ɸʣʘʠʜʘ ɸʩʤʘʥ.46 ʆʥʘ ʿʝ ʪʘʢʦʹʝ ʜʘʣʘ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʛʝ ʢʘʢʦ ʜʘ ʪʘ ʠʥʩʪʨʫ-
ʤʝʥʪʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʘ ʥʝ ʙʫʜʝ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʘ. ʇʨʘʪʝ˂ʠ ʥʠʪ ˁʝʥʠʭ ʟʘʢˀʫʯʘʢʘ, ʘ ʜʘ ʙʠʩʤʦ 
ʠʤʘʣʠ ʢʦʤʫʥʠʢʘʪʠʚʥʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʝ ʦ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʫ ʜʝʚʝʜʝʩʝʪʠʭ, ʦʜ ʚʝʣʠʢʦʛ ʿʝ ʟʥʘʯʘʿʘ 

43 ʀʟʫʟʝʚ ʧʨʝʤʝʰʪʘˁʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ɹʦʨʠʩʫ ʂʠʜʨʠʯʫ ʠʟ ʋʣʠʮʝ ʢʥʝʟʘ ʄʠʣʦʰʘ ʥʘ ʧʣʘʪʦ ʠʩʧʨʝʜ 
ʄʫʟʝʿʘ ʩʘʚʨʝʤʝʥʝ ʫʤʝʪʥʦʩʪʠ, ʰʪʦ ʩʝ ʜʝʩʠʣʦ ʧʨʝ ʧʝʪʦʦʢʪʦʙʘʨʩʢʠʭ ʧʨʦʤʝʥʘ, ʫ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʫ ʥʝʤʘʤʦ 
ʟʥʘʯʘʿʥʠʿʠʭ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʘ ʫʢʣʘˁʘˁʘ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʯʢʦʛ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʘ. (ʧʨʠʤ.ʘʫʪ.)

44 ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʩʢʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʯʢʠ boom ʯʠʥʝ ʠ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʮʠ ɸʣʠʿʝʚʫ ʥʘ ʊʘʰʤʘʿʜʘʥʫ, ɹʦʨʠʩʘʚʫ ʇʝʢʠ˂ʫ, 
ɻʘʚʨʠʣʫ ʇʨʠʥʮʠʧʫ, ʂʦʥʬʫʯʠʿʫ, ʨʫʩʢʦʤ ʮʘʨʫ ʅʠʢʦʣʘʿʫ II, ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʫ ʇʫʰʢʠʥʫ, ʢʘʟʘʭʩʪʘʥʩʢʦʤ 
ʧʝʩʥʠʢʫ ɷʘʙʘʿʝʚʫ, ʧʦʜʠʛʥʫʪʘ ʧʘ ʫʢʣʦˁʝʥʘ ʙʠʩʪʘ ɱʫʨʠʿʘ ɻʘʛʘʨʠʥʘ, ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ ʅʠʢʦʣʠ ʊʝʩʣʠ ʥʘ 
ɸʝʨʦʜʨʦʤʫ ʠʪʜ. (ʧʨʠʤ.ʘʫʪ.) 

45 Karaļiĺ, Darko, Banjeglav, Tamara ʠ Govedarica, Nataġa, RE:VIZIJA PROĠLOSTI. Sluģbe-
ne politike sjeĺanja u Bosni i Hercegovini, Hrvatskoj i Srbiji od 1990. godine, Sarajevo, 2012, str. 
124ï125.

46 Asman, Alaida, Duga senka proġlosti, Beograd, 2011, 52. (u daljem tekstu: Asman, A., Duga 
senkaé) 
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ʜʘ ʩʝ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʠ ʜʠʬʝʨʝʥʮʠʿʘʮʠʿʘ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʠ ʘʨʛʫʤʝʥʘʪʘ, ʦʜʥʦʩʥʦ ʠʟʤʝʹʫ 
ʜʦʞʠʚˀʝʥʦʛ ʠ ʦʥʦʛʘ h ʪʦ ʠʟ ʪʦʛʘ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʣʝʜʠ. ɼʘˀʝ, ʪʨʝʙʘ ʧʨʝʩʪʘʪʠ ʩʘ ʠʟʿʝʜʥʘ-
ʯʘʚʘˁʝʤ ʢʨʠʚʠʮʝ, ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʦʤ ʢʦʿʠ ʿʝ ʥʘʨʦʯʠʪʦ ʧʦʧʫʣʘʨʘʥ ʥʘ ʥʘʰʝʤ ʧʦʜʥʝʙˀʫ, 
ʿʝʨ ʦʥ ʛʦʪʦʚʦ ʙʝʟ ʛʨʝʰʢʝ ʧʨʝʨʘʩʪʘ ʫ ʨʝʣʘʪʠʚʠʟʘʮʠʿʫ ʠʣʠ ʯʘʢ ʥʝʛʠʨʘˁʝ ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʝ 
ʢʨʠʚʠʮʝ. ɸʣʘʠʜʘ ɸʩʤʘʥ ʧʦʩʝʙʥʦ ʠʩʪʠʯʝ ʟʘʙʨʘʥʫ ʢʦʥʢʫʨʝʥʮʠʿʝ ʤʝʹʫ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ, 
ʿʝʨ ʩʝ ʫ ʩʫʧʨʦʪʥʦʤ ʢʨʝʠʨʘ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʘ ʙʦʨʙʝ ʟʘ ʧʨʠʟʥʘʚʘˁʝ ʩʦʧʩʪʚʝʥʝ ʧʘʪˁʝ. ʋ 
ʪʦʤ ʩʤʠʩʣʫ ʨʘʜ ʥʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʫ ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘ ʧʦʩʪʫʧʥʦ ʢʨʝʪʘˁʝ ʦʜ ʝʢʩʢʣʫʟʠʚʥʦʩʪʠ 
ʢʘ ʠʥʢʣʫʟʠʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ, ʯʠʤʝ ʩʝ ʥʘ ʢʨʘʿʫ ʜʦʣʘʟʠ ʠ ʜʦ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ ʠ 
ʩʤʝʰʪʘˁʘ ʫ h ʠʨʝ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʝ ʦʢʚʠʨʝ ʦʥʦʛʘ h ʪʦ ʿ ʝ ʜʦʞʠʚˀʝʥʦ ʠ ʯʝʛʘ ʩʝ ʩʝ˂ʘʤʦ.47 
ʊʦ, ʥʘʨʘʚʥʦ ʥʠʿʝ ʿ ʝʜʥʦʩʪʘʚʘʥ ʟʘʜʘʪʘʢ ʥʠʪʠ ʿ ʝ ʥʝʰʪʦ h ʪʦ ʩʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʧʦʩʪʠ˂ʠ ʧʨʝʢʦ 
ʥʦ˂ʠ, ʜʝʢʨʝʪʦʤ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʠʮʠʿʘʪʠʚʦʤ. ʅʘʚʝʜʝʥʠ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʠ ʩʫ ʦʜʣʠʯʥʠ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʝˀʠ 
ʪʦʛʘ ʜʘ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʥʝʤʘ ʥʠʢʘʢʚʦʛ ʩʤʠʩʣʘ ʧʨʝ ʫʪʚʨʹʠʚʘˁʘ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʘ 
ʦ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʢʦʤʝʤʦʨʠʰʫ. ʀ h ʪʦ ʿ ʝ ʿ ʦʰ ʙʠʪʥʠʿʝ, ʩ ʪʠʤ ʩʫ ʪʝʩʥʦ ʧʦʚʝʟʘʥʠ ʠ 
ʥʘʯʠʥʠ ʢʘʢʦ ʩʝ ʪʠ ʧʦʜʘʮʠ ʪʫʤʘʯʝ, ʢʘʢʦ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʤʦ ʦʥʦ ʰʪʦ ʪʚʨʜʠʤʦ ʜʘ ʿʝ ʠʩʪʠʥʘ, 
ʢʘʢʦ ʛʘ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʫʿʝʤʦ ʠ ʜʘʿʝʤʦ ʤʫ ʩʤʠʩʘʦ. ʉʘʤʦ ʧʦ ʩʝʙʠ, ʟʥʘˁʝ ʯʠˁʝʥʠʮʘ ʥʠʿʝ 
ʨʝʰʝˁʝ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʘ, ʘʣʠ ʩʚʘʢʘʢʦ ʿʝʩʪʝ ʢʦʨʘʢ ʢʘ ʪʦʤʝ.48 

ʇʦʨʝʜ ʪʦʛʘ, ʚʘˀʘ ʠʩʪʘ˂ʠ ʜʘ ʟʥʘʯʘʿ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʘ ʟʣʦʯʠʥʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʠ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝ ʙʠʪʠ ʠʩʪʠ 
ʟʘ ʞʨʪʚʝ ʠ ʯʣʘʥʦʚʝ ˁʠʭʦʚʠʭ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʮʘ, ʧʨʝʞʠʚʝʣʝ, ʧʦʯʠʥʠʦʮʝ ʠʣʠ ʪʫʨʠʩʪʝ. ʊʦ 
ʿʝ, ʟʘʧʨʘʚʦ, ʿʝʜʘʥ ʦʜ ʛʣʘʚʥʠʭ ʠʟʘʟʦʚʘ ʩʪʨʫʢʦʚʥʝ ʧʨʘʢʩʝ ʫ ʜʦʤʝʥʫ ʧʦʩʪʢʦʥʬʣʠʢ-
ʪʥʠʭ ʨʝʢʦʥʩʪʨʫʢʮʠʿʘ, ʿ ʝʨ ʥʠʿʝ ʿ ʝʜʥʦʩʪʘʚʥʦ ʧʦʤʠʨʠʪʠ ʧʨʦʬʝʩʠʦʥʘʣʥʝ ʩʪʘʥʜʘʨʜʝ 
ʢʨʝʠʨʘˁʘ, ʟʘʰʪʠʪʝ ʠ ʫʧʨʘʚˀʘˁʘ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʝʤ, ʩ ʿ ʝʜʥʝ , ʠ ʧʦʪʨʝʙʝ ʟʘʿʝʜʥʠʮʘ ʫ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ 
ʩʝ ʜʝʩʠʦ ʨʘʪ, ʩ ʜʨʫʛʝ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ. ʐʪʘʚʠʰʝ, ʙʝʟ ʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘˁʘ ʣʦʢʘʣʥʦʛ, ʜʨʫʰʪʚʝʥʦʛ, 
ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʦʛ ʠ ʢʫʣʪʫʨʥʦʛ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘ ʪʘʢʦ ʥʝʰʪʦ ʥʠʿʝ ʤʦʛʫ˂ʝ. ʇʦʣʠʪʠʢʝ ʥʘʩʣʝʹʘ ʩʫ 
ʟʘʪʦ ʜʘʥʘʩ ʠʥʪʝʛʨʘʣʥʘ ʢʦʤʧʦʥʝʥʪʘ ʧʦʢʨʝʪʘ ˀ ʫʜʩʢʠʭ ʧʨʘʚʘ, ʪʝ ʩʫ ʠ ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʫ 
ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʿ ʘʚʥʠʭ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʧʦʩʪʘʣʝ ʜʝʦ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʘˁʘ ʮʠʚʠʣʥʦʛ ʜʨʫʰʪʚʘ. ʋʧʨʘʚʦ ʥʘ 
ʧʨʠʤʝʨʠʤʘ ʥʝʤʘʯʢʦʛ ʨʘʜʘ ʥʘ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʤ ʧʘʤ˂ʝˁʫ ʤʦʞʝʤʦ ʜʘ ʫʦʯʠʤʦ ʚʘʞʥʦʩʪ 
ʯʠʪʘʚʦʛ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʘ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʿʝ, ʯʠʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʿ ʝʜʘʥ ʜʝʦ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ. 
ʅʘ ʧʦʯʝʪʢʫ ʜʠʿʘʣʦʛ ʢʦʿʠ ʩʝ ʚʦʜʠ ʫ ʚʝʟʠ ʩʘ ʧʦʜʠʟʘˁʝʤ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢʘ, ʘ ʢʘʩʥʠʿʝ ʠ 
ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦʩʪ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ˂ ʝ ʩʝ ʦʥ ʫʢˀʫʯʠʪʠ ʫ ʩʚʘʢʦʜʥʝʚʥʠ ʞʠʚʦʪ ʟʘʿʝʜʥʠʮʝ ʦʜ ʧʨʝʩʫʜʥʝ 
ʩʫ ʚʘʞʥʦʩʪʠ. ʄʦʞʝ ʙʠʪʠ ʠʩʪʠʥʘ ʜʘ ʥʘʿʩʠʛʫʨʥʠʿʠ ʘʥʛʘʞʤʘʥ ʩ ʧʘʤ˂ʝˁʝʤ ʣʝʞʠ ʫ 
ˁʝʛʦʚʦʤ ʢʦʥʪʠʥʫʠʨʘʥʦʤ ʧʨʝʠʩʧʠʪʠʚʘˁʫ. ʋ ʩʪʚʘʨʠ, ʥʘʿʙʦˀʠ ʥʝʤʘʯʢʠ ʤʝʤʦʨʠʿʘʣ 
ʬʘʰʠʩʪʠʯʢʦʿ ʝʨʠ ʠ ˁ ʝʥʠʤ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʥʠʿʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʿ ʝʜʘʥ ʩʧʦʤʝʥʠʢ, ʚʝ˂ ʥʝʧʨʝʢʠʜʥʘ 
ʜʝʙʘʪʘ ʦ ʪʦʤʝ ʢʦʿʘ ʩʝ˂ʘˁʘ ʪʨʝʙʘ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʩʘʯʫʚʘʿʫ, ʢʘʢʦ ʪʦ ʜʘ ʩʝ ʫʯʠʥʠ, ʫ ʯʠʿʝ 
ʠʤʝ ʠ ʩʘ ʢʦʿʠʤ ʮʠˀʝʤ, ʧʠʩʘʦ ʿʝ ɷʝʿʤʩ ɱʘʥʛ.49

47 Asman, A., Duga senkaé, str. 347ï353. 
48 Manojloviĺ Pintar, O., ĂRat i nemiréñ, str. 84.
49 Young, James, The Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials and Meaning, London, 1993, 

p. 21. (ĂIt may also be true that the surest engagement with memory lies in its perpetual irresolution. 
In fact, the best German memorial to the Fascist era and its victims may not be a single memorial at 
all - but simply the never-to-be-resolved debate over which kind of memory to preserve, how to do it, 
in whose name and to what end.ñ)
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ʅʘ ʢʨʘʿʫ, ʚʝʦʤʘ ʟʘʙʨʠˁʘʚʘ ʠ ʪʦ ʰʪʦ ʥʠ ʯʝʪʚʨʪ ʚʝʢʘ ʦʜ ʧʦʯʝʪʢʘ ʩʫʢʦʙʘ ʥʘ 
ʧʨʦʩʪʦʨʠʤʘ ɱʫʛʦʩʣʘʚʠʿʝ ʥʘ ʪʝʨʠʪʦʨʠʿʠ ɹʝʦʛʨʘʜʘ ʥʝʤʘ ʥʠʿʝʜʥʦʛ ʟʚʘʥʠʯʥʦʛ ʩʧʦ-
ʤʝʥʠʢʘ ʢʦʿʠ ʿ ʝ ʧʦʩʚʝ˂ʝʥ ʞʨʪʚʘʤʘ ʢʦʿʝ ʥʠʩʫ ʩʨʧʩʢʝ ʥʘʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʩʪʠ. ʆʙʨʘʟʦʚʘˁʝ 
ʥʘʩʧʨʘʤ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʦʥʘʣʥʦʿ ʤʠʪʦʣʦʛʠʿʠ Ăʦ ʚʝʯʠʪʦʿ ʧʨʘʚʝʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʚʝʣʠʯʠʥʠ ʩʨʧʩʢʝ 
ʥʘʮʠʿʝ ʠ ʩʪʝʨʝʦʪʠʧʠʤʘ ʦ ʫʚʝʢ ʥʝʧʨʘʚʝʜʥʠʤ ʠ ʟʣʠʤ óɼʨʫʛʠʤʘô, ʤʦʨʘʣʦ ʙʠ ʜʘ ʙʫʜʝ 
ʮʠˀ ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʢʝ ʠ ʠʥʪʝʣʝʢʪʫʘʣʥʝ ʝʣʠʪʝ ʉʨʙʠʿʝñ50 ʢʦʿʠ ʙʠ ʪʨʝʙʘʣʦ ʜʘ ʩʧʨʦʚʦʜʝ 
ʧʘʨʘʣʝʣʥʦ ʠʥʩʪʠʪʫʮʠʿʝ, ʧʦʣʠʪʠʯʘʨʠ, ʤʝʜʠʿʠ, ʩʪʨʫʯʥʘ ʿʘʚʥʦʩʪ. ɱʝʨ ʧʠʪʘˁʘ ʢʘʢʦ 
˂ʝʤʦ ʩʝ ʩʝ˂ʘʪʠ ʥʘʩʪʨʘʜʘʣʠʭ ʠʣʠ ʰʪʘ ˂ʝ ʩʝ ʥʘʣʘʟʠʪʠ ʫ ʫ˅ʙʝʥʠʮʠʤʘ ʦ ʜʦʛʘʹʘʿʠ-
ʤʘ ʢʦʿʠʭ ʩʝ ʩʪʠʜʠʤʦ ʥʠʩʫ ʚʘʞʥʘ ʩʘʤʦ ʟʙʦʛ ʧʦʟʥʘʚʘˁʘ ʧʨʦʰʣʦʩʪʠ, ʚʝ˂ ʠ ʟʙʦʛ 
ʥʘʯʠʥʘ ʢʘʢʦ ʧʦʠʤʘʤʦ ʩʘʜʘʰˁʦʩʪ, ʪʝ ʧʨʠʩʪʫʧʘ ʢʦʿʠʤʘ ˂ʝʤʦ ʩʝ ʙʦʨʠʪʠ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ 
ʟʘʙʦʨʘʚʘ ʫ ʙʫʜʫ˂ʥʦʩʪʠ.

ʀʟʚʦʨʠ ʠ ʣʠʪʝʨʘʪʫʨʘ

„Vesiĺ: Buduĺi spomenik srpskim ģrtvama iz devedestih treba da bude opġteprihvaĺen u ja-
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Summary

Dr Milica Boģiĺ Marojeviĺ

Lost in Translation. Remembering the 90ôs in the Public Space  
of Belgrade

The organization and regulation of public spaces have always been in the focus of every 
newly established government. We usually connect that tendency with the idea of the new 
regimeôs representativeness and consolidation of their own ideology. However, even though 
new regimes are creating a credo that implies deleting (speciýc) values of the predecessors, that 
does not imply a complete abandonment of old(er) historical features. New regimes are trying 
to ýnd something tolerable from the past so they can provide continuity in the ruling. 

(Re)interpretation of history and memory becomes very obvious when we consider 
recent visual and symbolical changes in public spaces of Belgrade. Urban landscapes are 
swamped with ýgural plastics dedicated to persons or events that are sometimes unknown to 
the general public, and their appearances are primarily based on the traditions of nineteenth-
century aesthetics. Renaming streets or schools, setting up new holidays, etc. are also very 
popular. However, an apparent increase in interest in memorialization does not apply to our 
remembering of the 1990s conþicts. This paper examines two monuments - memorial plaque 
dedicated to the Serbian victims from 1991 to 2000 t, as well as the Monument to Victims of 
War and the Defenders of the Fatherland from 1990 to 1999. The idea is to try to give some 
answers on questions: why do we have such a situation; to whom are new war monuments 
and memorials devoted; on what narrative are they based; what kind of message are they 
sending? How is it possible not to have ʘ single monument dedicated to the suffering of the 
so-called Ăothersñ in Belgrade? Besides, this paper critically examines the new Law on War 
Memorials, whose adoption only further complicated initiating and creating monuments for 
the victims of the recent civil wars in the Balkans.

As one of the solutions for overcoming the current memorial gap, this paper proposes 
a thorough education, based on relevant facts and ýndings. That is very important because 
remembering past events that we are ashamed of is not just signiýcant for the understanding 
of our present life, but also for ýnding approaches that we will practice against oblivion in 
the future.

Keywords: monuments, war, Yugoslavia, 90ôs, public space, legislation, memory


