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HOBUJA UCTPAJKVIBAIbLA IIOPOIVIE Y COLJM/IOIIKOM IIPE-
IJIELY - DOITPMHOC JAHABY INMCHUIDUINMHE

Caxxerak: Y pajiy ce aHaM3uPajy 72 TeKCTa pe/ieBAHTHA 3a COLIMOIONIKO IIpOyYaBambe
nopopanute, nybmmkosaHa y dacornucy Coyuonowiku tipeineg y nepuopy on 2000-2017.
ropuHe. AHamM3a oOyxBaTa KBAaHTUTATUBHMU IIperVief] fUHAMIKe 00jaB/buBaba PajjoBa,
KapaKTepUCTUKE ayTOPCTBA, 3aCTYI/bEHOCT TeMa PeleBaTHMX 3a COLVIOIOUIKY aHa/IU3y
HOpOoANMIie, Ka0 U KBATUTATUBHM IIPEI/Ie] MCTPaKMBAYKOT KOHTeKCTa. [loce6Ha maxkmba
nocseheHa je pajjoBMMa y KojuMa je aHa/IM3MPaH OFHOC MOPO/ILIEe U CPOHMX KOHIIETIaTa
(cponctBa, 6paka, penpoayKuje, pofia, reHepalije, POJUTE/bCTBA), KA0 U OHMMA Y UujeM
je dokycy yTuiaj Makpo APYLITBEHMX IIpolieca M IPOMEHa Ha acleKTe TOPOAMIHOT
¢byHKUMOHNCamba. Y 3aK/bYUKy Cy M3HETU Ha/la3) O PasBOjHUM TEHJEHIMjaMa YHyTap
AUCLIUIUIMHE, KA0 ¥ KapaKTePUCTIKaMa COLMOMOIKOT IIpoyYaBama mopoaniie y Cpouji.

KipyuHe peun: mopoaniia, conuornoruja nopoautie, Coyuonowiku tipeineg, 6pax, po-
IUTE/BCTBO

YBog

Mako ce Hay4HM MHTepeC 3a MCTpaKiBare MOPOAMUILIE M H0j OMMCKUX II0jaBa
y momahoj muTepaTypu MoXKe IPaTUTH HOCHAEAHBNX BeK M IO, ,9UCTO” COLMOJIOLIKA
UCTpaXKMBama OBe OpPMjeHTal[uje Cy pelaTMBHO HoBujer matyma. OBaj mepumop obene-
JKeH je IpoMeHaMa y 0(OpPM/BEHOCTH IIOjMOBHO-TEOPUjCKe OCHOBE, OPOjy 1 CTPYKTY-
PV eMIIMPUjCKUX WUCTPaKMBama, (POKYCYy ayTopa, MPeNo3HAT/BMBOCTY AUCIVUIUINHE,
BUJ/BYBOCTY HAayYHUX pajioBa 1 /1. CaBpeMeHa CpIICKa COLMOJIOTHja TToposuiie GoKy-
CUpaHa je Ha MOPOANILY Y YCIOBMMa MOCTCOLMjaMMCTUYKE TPAH3UIMje CPIICKOT IPYIITBA
¥ TO Ha ITPOMeHe y: a) TOPOAIHOM CacTaBy M CTPYKTYPH, 6) MOpOANIHOj GYHKI[MOHA-
HOCTU U B) MIOPOIMYHNUM y/IoTaMa M ofHocuMa. Hay4yHa nmpopykijuja 0 OBUM TeMaMa je
3HauajHa ¥ pasHOBpCHA. [Jeo cBOjuX pajjoBa ayTopke/n 06jaBibyjy y momahum wacorm-
Cl/Ma IITO CBAKAKO AOIIPMHOCH YTEME/bEIbY U BU/bMBOCTI OVICUUIUIVHE Y HAIMOHA/THVIM
OKBIpMMA.
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Coyuonowxu tpeineg (mame: IIpeineg) MMa BUIIENELIEHUjCKY TPALULU]y 06jaB/bu-
Bamba pafioBa 13 obmacTy counonoruje mopopue.’> OCHM IOjefUHAYHNX PAfioBa, COLIIO-
noruju nopopautie nocsehet je u meo Temarcku 6710k gacornca (1970). C 063upom Ha TO fa
je ped 0 4acoIMCy ca Hajay>koM TPaiMIjoM IIy6IMKoBarba COLMONOMKIX PajjoBa Ha OBUM
IIPOCTOPMMA, Ha OCAM/IECETY TOIUIIILHITY HeTOBOT M3/IaXKerha IM/b HaM je []a HOKaXKeMo Jia
JIU 1 y KOjOj MepM YacOINIC U [jajbe HeTyje paHuje yTBpheHy Zo6py mpakcy Kajia je ped o pa-
[IOBMMa PeIeBaHTHMM 3a COLIMOJIOIN]y HOpofumIie. 3aTo ce Y pajy $poKycupamo Ha pajjoBe
ny6vkoBaHe HakoH 2000. ToNHe ca IM/beM fia Ce YKa)ke Ha HOBUje TeHJEHIIje Y COLO-
JIOIIKMM MCTpaXX/BambMa IOpOANIIE. y pany ce noma3n of ABa NCTpaK/BadKa IMTamba:

1. na mm y Ipeinegy HOCTOjM KOHTUHYUTET 00jaB/bUBatba pajioBa ca TeMAaTUKOM O/I-

CKOM COLIMO/IONIKOM IIPOy4aBamby IOPOAULIE U

2. KOjM CY MCTPa)KMBAYKY ITPOO/IeMI HajIPUCY THIY Y yOIMKOBAHMM TeKCTOBMMA.

Kako je ped o pecrekTaOMIHOM Hay4HOM YacOIMCY, IeCKPUIITUBHA aHa/mu3a obja-
BJbEHUX PajIoBa MOXKE Ce CMAaTpaTyi Pe/IeBAHTHOM 3a YTBph1Bambe oberexja TeHIeHIuja
Y PasBojy AMCLMIUIVHE Y Hal[MOHA/JIHMM OKBMpPMMA. YjellHO, TO je OCHOBa 3a JeTa/bHuja
UCTpaXMBama 0 BesaMa n3Meby Temarckor ¢oxyca pafoBa U FPYLITBEHOT KOHTEKCTA Ha
KOjM Ce OJHOCE, a/li U TI0JI0Kaja COLMOIOTH]j€e TOPOJMILIE.

MeTOI[ pama 1 M3BOpU mmogaTaka

Amnanusa HOBujer mompuHoca IIpeinega passojy momahe coumornoruje mopopmuiie
BpIIIEHA je YBUJOM y TEKCTOBE KOji Cy MyO/IMKoBaHu y mepuony og 2000. mo 2017. ro-
pune?. JTo 6ase TeKCTOBA KOjy YVMHE OCHOBY 32 aHAJIM3Y [OLUIO Ce IPeIIeoM alcTpa-
KaTa U K/bYYHMX pedr CBMX pafioBa 00jaB/beHMX y cBeckaMa [Ipeinega y msabpaHoMm
nepuopty. OCHOBY 3a IIpeTpary pajoBa YMHUIN Cy K/bYYHU IIOjMOBM Y COLMOJIOIIKUM
JCTpaKMBamyMa nopoguue. Ha ocHOBY neTasbHe mpeTpare, U3fiBojeHa Cy 72 perieBaHT-
Ha TEeKCTa, OJHOCHO, 14,6% of yKyIIHOT 6poja TeKCTOBa 00jaB/beHNX Yy OBOM II€PUOLY.
Hbuxosa aHanusa 06yxBaTa KBAaHTUTATUBHM IIPEITIe] JUHAMIUKe 00jaB/bIBatbha, KapaKTe-
PUCTHUKE ayTOPCTBA, 3aCTYI/bEHOCT TeMA pe/ieBaTHMX 3a COLMOJIONIKY aHa/IN3y IOPOAU-
11, Kao U KBaIUTATUBHM TIper/ie]l MCTPa’KMBAYKOT KOHTEKCTA.

3 IlpBu paji ca HOPOAMYHOM TEMATMKOM ITyOIMKOBAH je y IPBOM IIociepatHoM 6pojy [Ipeinega
1961. ropune. Ped je o rexcry JI. Tacuha mop HasuBoM Banbpaunu Hailianuiieisi y Jyiocnasuju. Y
pamy, ayTop aHa/IM3Mpa OCHOBHA 00elIe)Kja KpeTara BAHOPAaYHOT HaTa/lMTeTa Ha OCHOBY CTaTH-
CTMYKUX IofjaTaka y nepuopy 1930-1939. u 1950-1959. rogune. Hanocnetky, Tacuh saxspydyje
Tia CTAaTUCTUYKY IOJAlIM, MAKO jeCy OCHOBA, HUCY JOBOJ/bHU 32 PasyMeBame ,yCI0Ba )KMBOTA BaH-
6pauHor fiereTa 1 iwerose Majke” (Tasi¢, 1961, str. 87), Te 3aroBapa oTpeOy 3a jeTa/bHUM COLIU-
OJIOIIKVMM, aHKETHUM MCTPAXKMBAIHEM.

*Y Tom mepuopy my6nmKoBaH je yKymHo 61 6poj wacommca ca 493 Tekcra (HayYHMX/CTPYYHMX
pajioBa, 0CBpTa, IPIJIOTa, MoyieMuKa). Y nepuony og, 2000. go 2003. ropyHe, TOAMIIbE CY M3/1a3UIa
1Ba ;Bo6POja yacomuca. Y 2004. ronuHu 06jaBibeH je jeaH [Bo6poj (1-2) 1 gBa gomarHa 6poja (3
u 4), a o 2005. roauHe 06jaB/bUBabe TEKCTOBA Y YACOIIVICY Ce YCTAINIO IO [HAMULI OFf YeTUPU
6poja ropuuIme. Y MOMEHTY aHaIM3e TEKCTOBA 3a IOTpebe oBOT pajia 3a Tekyhy 2017. roguny
6ua cy mybnukoBaHa 1pBa Ba 6poja. Hajsuiie pagoBa o6jasbeHo je y Tpu 6poja 2004. ropuHe.
Pasior oBe 3Ha4YajHe IPOAYKIIMje jecTe Taj IITO CY Y 6pojy 1-2 o6jaB/beHa 24 pajia Ipe3eHTOBaHA
Ha HayYHOM CKYIy Jpyuiitieo y pan3unyuju — mogenu, anitiepHaitiuse, epciiexiiuse (HoBocapcku
coumonoukn fanyu, Moposuh, 28-30.05.2004.). O6jaB/beHn TekCcTOBYU Hajuenrhe mpuIanajy cry-
IMjaMa U 9IaHIMMa.
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Pesynratu n puckycuja

Y 57,3% ananusupaHux cBecaka Ilpeinega objaB/beH je HajMame jedaH TEKCT Off
3Hayaja 3a jauarbe CA3HAjHO-TEOPHjCKe 11 METOOJIONIKE PABHM COLIMO/IOMIKOT IIPOyYaBamba
nopogute. bpoj nmojennHauyHMX cBecaka y KojuMa Cy Iy6/IMKOBaHM aHATU3UPAHU PafiOBU
omaja ca 6pojeM pajoBa IO CBeCLM — JOK je y 14 cBecaka myOnMMKOBaH IO jefaH paf, y
IO jeJIHOj CBeCL! je MyOIMKOBAaHO YeTHPH, HeT U LIeCT pajjoBa. YouaBa ce KOHTUHYUTET
IyO/IMKOBamba PeNeBaHTHUX PajioBa anmy 6poj 06jaB/beHNX TEKCTOBA IO
rofyHaMa M3IaXkKermha Jacolnca 3HadajHo Bapupa — kpehe ce y pacniony og jegsor (2000,
2007, 2013) o vak ocaM TekcToBa y roguuu (2003, 2004, 2012). [TpucyTHa cy fBa mepu-
Ofla MHTeH3MBHUjer MyOnmKoBama pagosa (2003-2006 1 2010-2012) mto ce mopynapa ca
3aBPIIETKOM jeHOT off IpeTxonHuX (2005), Kao 11 [oYeriMa HOBYX [IPOjeKTHMX LIMKITyca
(2006 1 2011). Y ToM mepropy peann3oBaHO je HeKOMKO COLMOONIKMUX UCTPaKUBaba
quju cy pesynrtatu nmybnukosanu, nsmeby ocranor, u 'y Ilpeinegy.

TexcroBe noTnucyje yKymnHo 59 ayropa, Maxom gomahux (56).° 3HauajHuje mpucy-
CTBO pajioBa AoMahux ayTopa je O4eKMBaHO 1 CBAKaKO JOIPUHOCU 60/beM pasyMeBamby
KapaKTepUCTHKa, PYHKIOHATHOCTY U 13a30Ba ca KojuMa ce cycpehe mopopuna y cas-
PEMEeHOM CPIICKOM ApYIITBY. MehyTnm, Kako je ped o yI7iefHOM COLVOTIOLIKOM YacOIICY
ca IyroM TpafiuIMjoM M3/IaXKera, OYeKUBaH je Hemrto Behn 6poj cTpaHux ayropa, 6a-
peM 13 3eMasba y pernoHy. OfCyCTBO BUXOBMX PaJiloBa OTeXaBa Pa3Boj KOMIIAPATUBHUX
casHama 0 obenexjuMa caBpeMeHe TIOPOYILIE Y PasINIUTUM JPYIITBEHO-KYITYPHUM U
€KOHOMCKVM OKPY>KeIbIMa.

Behnna ayTopa (%) je y aHanmnsupaHoM Iepuopy ImyOnmnKoBaia Io jefaH TekcT. Mehy
MCTPaXMBa4MMa Ca BUIIECTPYKIM ay TOPCTBOM, HajBMIIIe je OHUX ca /Ba (cefaM ayTopa),
aIi MMa U OHMX Ca YaK IeT 00jaB/beHNX TeKcToBa (jeman ayTop)°C.

[Ty6nuKoBaHM TEeKCTOBM HICY XOMOTeHM — Meby B1Ma [ocToje pasnke Koje ce He
TIYY CaMo Iep1ofia o6jaB/buBama, 6poja ayTopa u ci., Beh u kapakrepa paja (Teopujcku/
eMIMPUjCKN), KaTeropuje (WIaHaK, OCBPT, IPMKas...), TeMaTckor dokyca. Ilocnenmu
KPUTEPUjyM je mocebHO 3HaYajaH 3a aHAIM3Y gonpuHoca [Ipeinega jadary SUCLUIIINHE
— Ha OCHOBY Ibera Cy M3abpaHM TeKCTOBM OKBMPHO pasBPCTaHM Y ABe rpyme. IIpBy rpy-
Iy 4MHM 15 pajioBa ca TeMOM KOja HEIOCPEHO MpUIafia AUCUMUIIIVHM, JOK CY Y APYTOj
TPyIN pafioBu Koju cy GOKyCHMpaHM Ha Apyre UCTpaKUBadKe IpobsieMe, amm ce y mhuMa
T0jaB/bYjy KOHIIENTU GIMCKYU COIMOMOMIKOM MCTPaXKUBalby nopopute (57 pajosa).

TexkcToBU ca TeMaTUKOM KOja HEIIOCPEeIHO MTpuUIaja
COLIMOJIOTU) U ITIOPOJYLIE

PamoBu Koju HermoCpenHO NPUNA/Ajy ANCUUIIINHY Aena ¢y foMahux ayropa/ku. [lo-
MMHIpa UHAMBUIYaTHO ayTOPCcTBO. PajjoBe MaxoM IOTIICYjy ayTOpKe, IITO NOTBphyje

5 Crpann ayropu kao aduimjanyjy HaBojie yHuBep3urere y XpBarckoj, Pymyruju u Yjenumenom
KpaspeBcTB.

 AyTopu Kojit y aHaIM3MPAHOM IIePMOJY MMajy [iBa objaB/beHa pajia Off 3Hadyaja 3a COLMOJIOLIKO
UCTpaxuBame nopopuiie ¢y (asbyunnm pegom): C. Autonuh, A. Kybyposuh, B. Mujarosuh, M.
Hosakos, M. Pagoman, H. Pagyuiku u A. Bykosuh. C. Oparnmuh-/Ta6aunr, JI. Koxosnh n K.
Jlasap umajy o Tpu o6jasbena Tekcra. JI. Unuxapuh u I. Tpunxosuh cy o6jaBuie yetnpu, a M.
Jby6uunh yax mer TeKCToBa.
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fla ce UCTPaKUBaKa HOPOAuIie 1 Opaka I fabe CMATPAjy ,KEHCKMM JOMEHOM. YodaBa
Ce JMCKOHTMHYUTET y 00jaB/bUBaky pafoBa, C 003MPOM Ha TO [ja Y YaK CefjaM Off YKYII-
HO 18 aHa/NM3MpaHUX rOAVHA HeMa HUTH jefHOT TeKCTa KOjU Ce IIPMMApHO OaBy COLMO-
JIOIIKUM MCTPAXKMBAEbeM nopomme Y pamoBuMa ce aHa/IU3MpPa HEKOIUKO
K/bYYHUX UCTPOKUBAYKUX ITpobIeMa’, a akTyelHN APYIITBEHN Ipolecu (TpaH3uIja,
peryvoHanu3anyja) Hajuelrhu cy OKBUPH y KojuMa ce OBU IpOo6/IeMIt TOCMATPajy.

Pagose y 0Boj rpymmt MoxkeMo (rpy6o) ma kaacudukyjemo y met mennHa. IIpsy me-
JIMHY YMHE PafioBM Y KOjUMa Ce aHA/IM3MPa YTUIAj aKTYeTHUX APYIITBEHNX Ipoljeca Ha
nopoanuy u 6pak. Tpumnxosnh (2004) u Ilomosuna u Xerapan (2005) roBope o usaso-
BIUMa KoOje TpaHsuuuja Hamehe mopopguyanoj u 6paynoj GpyHKIMOHATHOCTH. TpaHsuLnja
[OBOAM 1O IOjaBe HOBe ,u3HyDeHe conmmmapHOCTM  Kao ,MOfela IpeXWUB/baBama Y
HeNOBO/bHNM ApyTBeHnM ycmosuma (Tripkovié, 2004, str. 205, 208)8. Hose mpexe
CONMAAPHOCTHU CY ,IIPOTO-TIOPOAUYHE WIN IIPOTO-CPORHUYKE” ¥ ,,CUTHAIUSUPAJY A
[IONa3M [10 pacTBapama MOPOAMYHE NPUBATHOCTY M YKa3yjy Ha TeHIEHLMjy ryObera
eKOHOMCKe ayTapxuje nopopnyaHor gomahuucrsa” (Tripkovi¢, 2004, str. 211-212). Toso-
BuHa u JKeraparr (2005) ananusupajy obenexja paspoga 6paka y yCIoBIMMa TpaH3NIYje,
uctnayhn fa y nepuony xpnsa oBa croma passopa omnaja’. TpaHsumuja, ipemMa ayTop-
KaMa, JOBOAM [0 IIOjaBe ,TEeLIKUX pasBofa” Koje 0bermexxaBa ,BUCOK HUBO KyMyJalnuje
KOMYHUKALMjCKMX, eMOLMOHATHUX ¥ CellapalMoHux mnpobnema u Hacmyhesor ’para’
y 60p6u 3a nosepy gene” (Polovina & Zegarac, 2005, str. 413) Kao K/by4HOT CTEYEHOT
6pauHor KannTasa. [[pyru mpolec 4uju ce yTUILIAj aHA/IUSMPA jecTe perroHann3anyja. Y
nBa papa, Tpunxosuh (2002b, 2003) aHanusupa mIta pernoHaaM3anyja ,3Ha4n 3a passoj
u cHaxemwe nopopuna’ (Tripkovié¢, 2002b, str. 111). Aytopka ykasyje u Ha Temkohe y
[peo3HaBaby PervoHAHOT HopopudHor upeHtureral’, morpeby ,npencnuruBarma
KOHL[EIITA MOJIEpPHE MOPOAMLE y CBETIY HEHUX pEerroHalHMX Kapakrepucrukal'l”
(Tripkovi¢, 2002b, str. 114), kao 1 HeraTMBHe MOC/IeANUIIe perMOHAI3alje IO ITIOPOANULLY,

7 To cy: mopopnuHa (QyHKI[IOHATTHOCT, Pa3Bof Opaka, HOPOSUYIHN UAEHTUTET, PEIPOSYKTUBHO
HOHAIIalbe U POAUTE/BCTBO, PA3IMYUTH TUIIOBY NOPOAVILE, PA3TNUUTU ACIEKTU IIOPOLUYHOT
KUBOTA.

8 Ayropka anaymsupa npobieMe Ha npumepy usbernuukux nopopuua. Hose dopme conupap-
HOCTY KapaKTepullle Mpe)ka HeMHCTUTYLMOHA/M30BaHNX OJHOCA ,,KOj) Ha/IOMEILTajy OfICYyCTBO
MHCTUTYLMOHANHKX peutersa” (Tripkovié, 2004, str. 210), a Koju Hajjade yrmopuiiTe Hajase ypa-
BO Y JOMEHY ITOPOJMLIE ¥ CPOACTBA (KA0 1 CYCefCTBA U IIPUjaTe/bCKe IpyIe).

° Kapa je peu o mpocropy Cpbuje, of Beoma BUCOKe cTolle pasBopa y 1985. roguun, Genexu ce
3HavajaH majg cse go 2000. roguHe, Kafa MOHOBO IIOYMEbe OP3M PacT CTOIA PasBOfa KOjU ce Y
2002. ropuuy ipubmkasa cronu us 1985. romuse (Polovina & Zegarac, 2005, str. 404).

10 Ayropka ce okycupa Ha CI0OXKeHy HPO6/IeMaTIKY OFHOCA IOPOANYHOL U APYTUX UJIEHTUTETA,

10Ce6HO y HAI[VIOHATHO MELIOBUTUM CpeIMHaMa IIOyT BojBopuHe.

1 To, mpeMa ay TOPKIHOM MUILbEHY, 3aXTeBa aHANN3Y ,,y KOjOj MEpU ce U3a CINYHUX TeHeHIINja,
Ia ¥ CIMYHMX IOPOAMYHUX CTPYKTypa” (Y CMUCTY JOMMHAHTHe HYK/IeapHe OPOANLE) ,KPUjy
[...] pasmmumrocTi mopomuyHMX KynaTypHuXx obpasama” (Tripkovi¢, 2002, str. 115). Ha tom
Tpary ,laKka UCTpaKMBada IOpPOAMIe KOf, Hac Tpebamo 6u fma ce ycMepn [..] Ha mpomece
IUBepreHIMje M KOHBepreHIje 13Mehy MomepHe IOpOAMIie 1 HALIMX UCTOPUJCKUX U Peryo-
Ha/THMX CIIeIMIIHOCTI, KAO U Ha ,IIPOO/IeM MYATUKY/ITYPaTHOCTU M MOHOKY/ITYPaTHOCTH Ha
HJBOY Y>KIX PeIMOHa/IHUX Lie/IMHa Y KOjiiMa ce GOPMUPajy CTabIHIje CTPYKType My/ITHHAIM-
onaHux nopoanua” (Tripkovié, 2002, str. 116).
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OHJIa Kaﬂaje OHa ,,pe3yHTaT IVTAaHNPAaHNX, a1yl HEJOMNI/bEHNX VIV ayTOpI/ITapHI/IX OHIIY-
Ka monutnykux emmta’ 2 (Tripkovié, 2002b, str. 124).

Y aHanMMsMpaHOM IIepUORY ObjaB/beHa Cy [ABa pafia O MpoMeHaMa y cepy Ipak-
ce poumre/bcrBa. Kybyposuh (2003a) xoMmmapupa jBa ucTpaxkmsamal® o craBoBuMa
MJIQJIIX KOjU TeK Tpeba Ja MOCTaHy POJUTE/bI, CIIPOBEeHa Ca IV/beM €BUIEHTVpaba
(n3MemeHOT?) cafp)kaja, THIA U MaHuUpecTanuja pogUTe/bCTBA YHYTAp ABA BPEMEHCKa
nepuopal®. Ayropka KOHCTaTyje fia je ,XMII0Te3a 0 MAKPO-COLMja/IHOj YCTIOB/BEHOCTH CTa-
BoBa 0 pahamy 1 pognrercTBy norBphena” (Kuburovié, 20034, str. 134), xao u ga ,,Iipome-
He y ca/ip>Kajy MOTUBALIIOHE OCHOBE, yO/Ta)kaBatbe HEYCK/IaheHOCTH XKe/beHOT 1 OYeKIBa-
HOT 6poja Jielle U CIPEeMHOCT Ha [IO3UTUBHY KOHTpOy pabama yKasyjy Ha Marby CTelleH
orybeHocTu poanre/pcTBa’, JOK CTABOBY O OFHOCY OpaKa I pOANUTE/bCTBA, KA0 11 Y Be3N ca
AJITEpPHATUBHUM O6TH/ILH/IMa poauTELCTBA YKa3ny Ha ycnopaBa}be I/IHHI/IBVIHY&HI/ISaHV[je
ponurescrsa (Kuburovié, 20034, str. 134). Y gpyrom pagy, Ky6byposuh (2006) ananmsupa
npobeMaTuKy HUCKOT (epTiutera y CpOuju MpeKo AeTEPMUHAHTH PeIeBAHTHUX 32
perOHyKTI/IBHO IIOHAIIAKkE U OHIIYIH/[BaH)e Ha pOJI]/ITerCTBOls. AyTopKa yoana Tpagn-
LMIOHAJIHY PACIIOfiely aKTMBHOCTHU M OJTOBOPHOCTY Y PORUTECTBY!®, HEMOAYAAPHOCT
I/I3Meby IIOSUTUBHUX CTaBOBaA O pOHI/ITeH)CTBy " pe€aJIHMX HEIIOBO/bHMX OKO/JTHOCTYM Ha
OIIYKY 0 pabarby, Kao 1 CBeCT 0 HeOIXOZHOCTH XpTBoBamal” (Kuburovié, 2006, str. 577,
580, 582).

2 Vctuye pa ce Moxe mecuTu ja ce (Ipe)perroHaIM3aLMjoM He IIOCTUTHE IpUO/IVDKaBambe
collujajiHe OpraHu3alyje pasBOjHMM HOTpebama mopoamie, Beh cacBUM CYNIpOTHO, HEHO
,YKaIyIUbMBalbe Y MeOTIOIIKe, IPABHE 1 eKOHOMCKe CTere’, 0 4eMy CBefoue OKOTTHOCTH Y KOjuMa
Cy Ce Halle MOPOANILie HOC/TIE BUIIETONNINIET PATOBAha y HAIEM HEIOCPESHOM OKPYKEHy
(Tripkovi¢ 2002, str. 124).

13 TIpeo ucrpaxusame (Blagojevi¢, 1989) pabeno je Ha y30pky of 567 cpeamoukonana (394 us
beorpapa, 173 u3 Kparyjesua) n 317 crynenara (209 u3 Beorpaza, 108 u3 Kparyjesia). Y gpyrom
ucrpaxusamwy (Kuburovi¢, 2002) ankerupano je 1000 cpegmworukonana (400 u3 beorpaga, 202
u3 Kparyjesua, 177 u3 Hosor Capa, 221 n3 Huma) u 494 crynenra (200 us Beorpaza, 99 us
Kparyjesua, 89 us Hosor Capa, 106 u3 Humra).

14 Mucrn ce Ha kpaj 1980-ux u kpaj 1990-ux. C 063upom Ha To Aa ce usMel)y HaBefeHNX Iepuoaa
yO4uaBajy IIPOMEHe Y COLMjaTHO-eKOHOMCKIM CTPYKTypaMa I CUCTeMY BPEFHOCTH, IOCTaB/beHO
je muTame f[a M je y YCIOBMMA OBMX [APYLITBEHMX IIPOMEHA [OLUIO 4O IIPOMEHA CTaBOBa O
POANTE/BCTBY, OGHOCHO, MOXKE /I Ce TOBOPUTU O HOBMM TEHAEHIMjaMa Y PelpORyKTHBHOM
TIOHAITAY MIAJUX?

15 TIpenoyenn Hajasu HACTamM Cy Kao pe3yiaTar aHaIM3e U CUHTe3e 3aK/byvaKa U3 HEKOJU-
KO eMIMPUjCKUX MCTPOKUBamba 0COOEHOCTN HMUCKOr (epTHINTETa M IIPaKce POFUTE/hCTBA
y Cpbuju (Blagojevi¢, 1989, 1995, 1997; Petrovi¢, 1996; Kuburovié, 2003b, 2003¢) y xojuma
Cy AHA/IM3MPaHM COLMOJIOLIKM PEJI€BAHTHU aCIEKTN YCHOBH)CHOCTI/I HIICKOT (bepTI/UII/ITeTaZ
PoaNTe/bCKE AKTUBHOCTH, Pecypcn, GyHKIHje 1 HeOBO/bHY eeKTI peannsaliije POSUTE/bCTBA
(»>KpTBOBame” 11 KOHPIUKT POFUTE/HCTBA U Pafia).

16 KoHCTaTOBAHO je Aa ,peamsaljija O4MHCTBA KPO3 KOHKPETHE POUTE/bCKE AKTUBHOCTI YI/IAB-
HOM IIpefiCTaB/ba MOAPLIKY MaTePUHCTBY U CBOAY ce BehiuHOM Ha ,,06e36ehuBame connjante
CUTYPHOCTH NOPOZANIIe U TIpeysiMatbe OATOBOPHOCTH 3a IoIuTOBame ayroputera’ (Kuburovié,
2006, str. 577).

17 JKpTBOBabe ce mepuummpa Kao ,, jefiHa off MoXXe/bHIX 0COOEHOCTH, IIPK YeMy ce BUILe Be3yje 3a
peanusanujy marepurctsa’ (Kuburovié, 2006, str. 582).
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Ha oBo TeMaTcKy MOKeMO Jla HaJIoBEKeMO pafioBe Y KOjiMa ce aHamm3upajy ocobe-
HOCTH! PEIpORYKTUBHOT NoHamama. HoBakos (2010) aHa/msupa OFHOC CeOCKe CpefyHe
HpeMa HeIUVIOFHOCTH U pahamy Ban 6paka. AyTopKa II0/1a3M Off MCTOPUjCKe HepCIIeKTH-
Be'8, a 3aTHM Ha OCHOBY eMIIMPUjCKUX IIOfaTaKal® 3aK/bydyje fa je , APYLITBEHO-KYATYPHI
o6pasail Koju je popmupao oxpehenn TiII KeHe-MajKe y HallleM APYIITBY GOPMUpaH y fy-
TOM MPOLIeCy I MMa AYTO TPajarbe Te HeKa CXBaTama, Koja Cy yOOKO YKOpeHheHa, ONCTajy
u narac” (Novakov, 2010, str. 347). Ha ocHOBY pe3y/TaTa KBaIMTaTUBHOT UCTPaKUBambal,
PagomaH (2015) aHamM3mpa cTaBoOBe U MICKYCTBA JKeHa 0 abOPTYCy M KOHTpaLleILji KPO3
pasnuunte puckypce?l. Vako Behuna mcnmrannia uMa (peraTiBHO) IO3UTHBAH CTaB
npema abopTycy, yodaBa ce mocrojarme ocehaja Kpusulie ycies APYIITBEHOT HPUTICKA
KOju OKpYXKYje TeMy abopryca. KorcTaryje ce ga Melame JUCKYpca y CTABOBMMA UCIIN-
TAHNIA Y€CTO HIPUCYTHO, IITO C€ TYMAa4M IOCTOjatbeM ,XMOPUIHOT TUIIA CEeKCYaTHOT 1
PeNpORYKTUBHOT OHaamka u couujanmmsanuje”?? (Sekuli¢, 2015, str. 64).

Tpu ayTopa aHamM3upajy 0coOOEHOCTM Pa3IUYMTMX THUIOBa mopopuua. Hobakos
(2012) Ha TeopujcKOM HMBOY aHAAM3Mpa HadlMHe HACTAHKA, TUIIOJOTHjy M pasInduTe
KpUTepujyMe HofeIe jefHOPOIUTE/bCKIX IIOPOANIIA, JOK Ce Ha eMIIVPHUjCKOj paBHM OCBphe
Ha 3aCTYIUBEHOCT 1 colopieMorpadcka obenexxja camoxpanux poputerba y Cpouju u
APYTMM 3eM/baMa. AyTOpKa 3aK/bydyje fia »IIOpef IIOPOIMYHEe CTPYKType, crenmduy-
HOCT 1oTpeba 1 ImpobireMa ca KojuMa Cy CyodeHe OfBajajy jefHOpOINUTe/bCKe MOPOaMLie
Yy jenaH noce6aH MOJaIMTET MOPOAUILA KOji, IIpe CBera, KapakTepuury dbeMuHMU3aLuja 1
cupomamteo” (Novakov, 2012, str. 398). [ipyra nBa paza 6aBe ce, 3a Hallle JPYLITBO, Cac-
BUM a/ITepHATUBHUM HopopndunM ¢popmama. Yosuh (2015) ncrpaxyje uckycrsa JI'BT
ponuTe/ba U BUXOBE fielle Ha IIpUMepy BUIIIe IOHTUTYAUHATHUX CTYAMja CIIPOBENeHNX Y

18 Ha oBaj HauMH Ce UCTUYE BAXKHOCT OCTBApeha IOTOMCTBA Y TPAAULUjU CPIICKOT HAPOAA, Al U
Jerpajialyja IoloXaja y HOpOAMLIM, APYLITBEHA CTUTMA M OCY/a KOja je IpaTuia HePOTKUIbeE.
Taxobe je mcTakHyTO fia ,MIATpUjapXaTHO APYIITBO KOjé MHKPUMUHMIIE HEPOTKUEY, MHKPUMMU-
HMIIIE 1 HeylaTy MajKy 1 BaHOpauny peny (Novakov, 2010, str. 342), Koji ¢y 4ecTO IepuuIpanu
Ka0 y3pOUHUIIM JPYIITBeHNX Hefaha, 360T yera cy 4ecTo CypoBO KaKEkaBaHM ¥ TPOTEPUBAHN U3
apyurBene cpegue (Vlahovic, 1968).

19 VlcTpakuBarbe je cripoBeeHo 2007. ropuHe Ha y30pKy o 300 majku y uetnpu cena AT Bojopue.

20 YlcrpakuBatbe je cipoefeHo 2013/2014. ropjyHe 1 TeMe/by Ce Ha IPUMEHN 1y OMHCKOT MHTepBjya
KojuM je o6yxBaheno 30 ucruranuna ca Tepuropuje beorpana.

21 AyTopka roBOpM O HAL[OHA/IMCTUYKOM, aHTVMHALMOHAUCTUYKOM, »,(eMUHNCTIYKOM , Pe/n-
THjCKOM, O JUCKYpCu ,HaTypanusanuje” I ,,AeHaTypaan3aluje, Kao 1 TUCKYPCY »MHAUBUAYaTHE
omyke” (Radoman, 2015, str. 446). Y uctpakuparby je yKynmHo 12 MICIIMTaHMIIA IMAIO ICKYCTBO
abopryca. 19 ox 30 McnuTaHMIIA U3PA3IIIO je IIO3UTUBAH CTaB IpeMa abOPTYCY, LOK Ce LIeCT 3a-
JTa>Ke 3a HeKa OrpaHIYerba II0OBOOM abopTyca. JefHa MCIMTAHNIIA je HEOTYYHa, a YeTUPY OArO-
Bopa HegocTajy (Radoman, 2015, str. 455). 3a Heke HcIUTaHMIE, aBOPTYC je BUJ KOHTApLeMLuje,
MeIMIMHCKY IOCTYIaK KOjM Cy HaMepaBajle fia pellle HeKe CBOje 3[paBCTBeHe IpobeMe, JOK
je 3a ocTase y muTamy Npekus (Hexke/beHe) TPYAHONe WM YMH KOj) Ce IIPeys3uMa y CUTYaLju
Kafa APYLITBO, ApXKaBa JWIM Haluja HUCY 00e30elIIV HEOIXOHHe IPeNyC/IoBe M3HOIIeHha
tpyaHohe u pogutepcta. Hajsehn 6poj ncrurannia raji Heroseperse MpeMa aHTIOe0M ITy-
JlaMa, JOK MCTUYY A2 je KOHIOM Haj00/be KOHTPALNITYBHO CPeACTBO (YIIPKOC TOMe LITO Ce Coitus
intrerruptus HaBOU Kao JOCTA YeCTa METOfAa KOHTpPALeNIyje).

22 OBa XMOPUIHOCT OJHOCH Ce Ha IIPOXXUMarbe MOJIepPHMX/MMOepalHnX 1 TPafUIVOHATHIX/Ha-
IMOHATTHMX M PETUTHjCKUX IUCKYPCa.
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CAJl. Ayropka ykasyje Ha MexaHu3Me (opMMparma POJUTE/CKIX YIOIa Yy OBMM IOPO-
punama®’, BuxoB gemorpadcku mpodui, obenexja pofHe couyjammsanyje geue?t, kao
U APYIITBEHO eTHKETHPathe NCTOLONHNUX Hopoania®®. ¥V 3ak/bydKy ce UCTUYe Jja fiera y
MCTOIIOHUM IIOPOAMIIAMA ,,IIPOJIa3e KPO3 IICUXOCOLMja/IHU Pa3Boj HA MCTY HAYMH Kao
U Jella XeTePOCEKCYaTHIX POAUTe/ba I [1a Ha O/IarocTarme JeTeTa BUIIE yTHIe KBaIUTET
TOpPOMYHNX Be3a y Kyhu, Hero cexcyamsa opujentanuja pomutea” (Covié, 2015, str.
413). Ca gpyre cTpaHe, ayTOpKa yII030paBa Ha YMICHMILY [ja CIIPOBefieHa MCTPaKuBamba
maTe off 6POjHIUX HeOCTATaKA U METOMOJIONIKMX IIpo6ieMa (HIIp. HeoproBapajyhu y3opax,
HEJJOBO/BHO 00jeKTUBM30BaHe MepPHE TeXHMKe, IPUCTPACHOCTI [IPU CAMOIIPENCTAB/bADY
ucrmrannka) (Covié, 2015, str. 413-414). Y tpehem pany, Antonuh (2011) gaje coru-
ONIoLIKy Kputuky crypsuje Mputesuh (2009)%. Ocum mpumenaba koje ce tudy popme
MoHorpaduje?’, AHToHMh KpuUTHKYyje ayTOPKMHO CXBaTame MOPEeKIa XOMOCEKCYaTHOT
HOHAIIaba/ UEHTTETA Ka0 CTBAPYU NIPUPOJiE, a He corjanusanuje’® (Antoni¢, 2011, str.

23 AyTopka uctMde fa Cy y BehyHHM caBpeMeHMX MCTOIIOJHMX IIOPOAMILA Jella 3adeTa 3a Bpe-
Me Tpajamba XeTepOCEeKCYaTHNUX Be3a, Kao U Jja Ce CaBpeMeHa MCTPAKMBAma y OBOj 0OmMacTu
¢dokycnpajy Ha deHomen mwranupanux JIIBT mopopnia, peann3oBaHuxX IyTeM ycBajara MIN
MeTofa acuctupane perponykimje (Covié, 2014, str. 400).

24y rom KoHrekcty, Youh ncrmde na 6pojun ayropu 6e3 ageKBaTHe eMIMPUjCKe HOTIOpe U3HOCE
craB fia he fien1a y okBMpy NCTOIONMHMX TOpOANMIIA MMATH Behe IITaHCe fja M caMa HOCTaHy XOMOCEKCY-
aJILY WM fia pa3Bujy 6pojie mpobmeMe y moHammamy (2014, str. 400). Ca apyre cTpate, eMIIMPIjCKI
JIOKa3¥ 3a HOPMATHBHE TBP/IIbe O HEOTIXOHOCTY XeTEPOHOPMATHBHOT 06paciia y LiU/by HIXOBOT
TIPABIITHOT TICUXIYKOT pasBoja mucy mponahenn (Covi¢, 2014, str. 401, 403). Takobe je uctakHyTo
ma ,nocrojeha ncrpaxnBarma nokasyjy Aa ce gena JITBT poputerba He usjalmaBajy Kao n1e360/rej
110 3HATHO BUTIMM CTOTAMa Off TieTie XeTepocekcyanuux porutemba” (Covié, 2014, str. 405).

25 VcrpaxuBarba yKasyjy Ha To ia Behuna agonecyenara us JIBT nopoauia fo>xmB/paBa HeKu BUJ
HeraTMBHE peaklyje, Kao 1 fla alofleCLieHTH KOPUCTe ,IMPOK CIEKTap BEIUTUHA CyoyaBarba, I
to yenrthe ajanTuBHe cTpareruje (HIIp. onTUMIU3aM, KOHGTOHTaIMje, ofabup [OOPKX IpujaTe/ba
WIN TpaXKeke COLMjaIHe IOMONNM), Hero MpMIAroA/bUBOCT (HIIP. Aempecujy win usberaparma)”
(Covi¢, 2014, str. 407). JITBT poautebu Takohe AOKMBbABA]y AUCKPUMUHALM]Y HA PASHUM HU-
BOMMa I MIMajy Makby MOJPILKY CBOjUX MMOPOIMIA TIOPEKTIA.

26y kwusu Ka gemoxpamickom gpywiingy: UciiioiloniHe Hopoguue Ce OMUCYjy HPOMeHe IPABHOT
perynucama 3ajefHMIa MCTONOMTHOT Mapa y 3eM/bama EBporie u AMepluKe, y3 yKasuBame Ha Tpu
MHCTUTYLMOHAIHA KOpaKa (YCTaHOBY KOXabMTalluje, MHCTUTYLN]Y PETUCTPOBAHOT MIAPTHEPCTBA
U UCTOHONHM OpaK) KOju BOfle IIPeCTAHKy AUCKPUMUHALMjE M YCIOCTaB/baly PAaBHOIIPaBHO-
CTI MCTOMONMHNUX nopoanua (Antonié, 2011, str. 67-68). Takobe ce pasmarpa U KPUTHKA I OTIIOP
penedunmCamy ycTaHOBe OpaKa, Koje ayTOpKa JOBOJM Y Besy ca ,MopanHoM naHukom” (Mrsevié,
20009, str. 45) Koja je y cry>K6u mpoMoBIcama xoModobuje n Hetonepanimje (Mrievié, 2009, str. 52).

27 Victde ce HeOCTATAK PEIEBAHTHUX HAYYHUX pe(epeHLy, y KBAUTATUBHOM 1 KBAHTUTATHB-
HOM CMICITY, KaO ¥ YUMHeHMITY J1a C€ ,C6a MCKYCTBEHA IICUXO/IOIIKA 1 COI[MO/IONIKA MCTPpaKIBakha
HOMEHYTa y OBOj KIbM3U LIUTUPA)JY UCK/bYHUE0 U3 THEBHe IiTaMIle (MIU U3 MHTEPHET U3fama)”
(Antoni¢, 2011, str. 70).

28 PykoBoziehu ce Hanasuma 6pojHNX MCTpaKMBamba, AHTOHMN MCTIYe 1a je XOMOCEKCYaHO TIOHa-
IIake HEONXOIHO TI0OCMATPaTy y NePCeKTUBY MyITUIMMEHSVOHATHOT Pa3BOjHOT MOJieNa Koji, Y3
HACJIe[IOCT M IpeHATa/IHN PasBoj, YKbydyje 1 morabaje y eTHICTBY U KyITypHU Mwbe (Antonic,
2011, str. 72). Haparbe, OH Harammasa ia (XOMO)CEKCYalmHOCT Hifje ayTOMATCKM TTOBe3aHa ca HEKMM
Hoce6HNM (y OBOM C/Ty4ajy XOMOCEKCYa/THIM), TPajHIM HAEHTUTETOM, a jOLI Makbe ca IIpyUIafHouhy
APYLITBEHOM VI ITOJINTNYKOM IIOKPETY LIEHTPUPAHOM OKO TOT mjeHTnTeTa (Antonié, 2011, str. 74).
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71 ). Taxobe, cMarpa fa je ayTOPKMHO CXBaTame Opaka Kao ,3ajeqHulle y3ajaMHe /byOaBu
n nocseherocTi” 4nje IpaBo HUje OrPAHIYEHO PEIPOAYKTUBHIM KalalUTeTOM CYIPYK-
Huka (Mrsevi¢, 2009, str. 81, 157) jeTHOCTpaHO U HOTPEIIHO, jep UTHOPHIIE YMIbeHNIY a
»(POPMaTHN YCIOBY 3a IIPUCTYII PYIITBEHOj MHCTUTYLUjY 3aBYICE Off heHUX QyHKImja >
(Antoni¢, 2011, str. 77). OcuM Tora, y KpUTHULIU Ce UCTUYe fa ce MpieBuh HealeKBaTHO
[031Ba Ha MICTPAXXIBaba O pasBojy jelle y ne3burej nopopuama®. Y sakpydxy, AHToHIh
UCTHYE /A je ayTOPKA TEMATHKY MCTOOTHUX IIOPOAMIA 0OpaiiIa B 13 BU3YPe IOTIHN-
TIYKe aKTYBJCTKIIbE HET'O HeIpUCTpacHe HayuHnie (Antonic, 2011, str. 95).

YeTBpTy LeNMHYy 4YMHE PajIoBM y KOjUMa Ce€ TEOPMjCKM IPOMMUILbAjy MOPOMM-
Ija 1 weHu acrekty. buwimnosuh (2009) mumre o mpobaeMaTuIM U IUIOFOTBOPHOCTH
MHKOPIIOpYpama (COLO0)0MONOIIKIX Ca3Halba y APYLITBeHe HayKe, II0CEOHO y JOMEH
(cowyonoIKor) Ipoy4YaBama OPOAULiE U IheHe OpraHn3aloHe CTpyKType.>! AyTopka
(Bilinovi¢, 2009) ykasyje Ha TO Jja Cy COLIMOOMOMONIKM IPYHINIIN IIPOyJaBarba HOPOSY-
Iie TeHepucat objalImbeha MHOTHUX CIIeNNpUIHUX acleKaTa /bYACKOT MOPOANIHOTL CU-
cTeMa (HIIp. TeOpMja POUTE/bCKOT yIaramba, Teopuja KoHdiukTa nusmehy ponurespa u fe-
TeTa, Teopuja KoonepatusHor oxroja)2. Toumh n Togoposuh (2011) ananmsupajy popte

29 Kaxo je BaxxHa ApyluTBeHa QyHKIuja 6paka iogpuika y pahary u ogiajarvy gevje, pa3HOIOTHOCT
IpefcTaB/ba K/bYIHN GOPMATHI YCIOB 3a yIasak y MHCTUTYLMjy 6paxa (Antonié, 2011, str. 78).
AKO ce HEKOME OBU YCTIOBI/I Y]'IaCKa y I/IHCTI/ITYI_U/IjY YMHE HENIpaBEeTHNM, OH MOXE ja IIPENIOXN
pedbopme. Anu, Tpeba uMatu y BUAY Aa cy pedbopMe 0BUX yCTaHOBa Moryhe camo fjo msBecHe
Mepe [...] ca IpoMeHOM K/by4HOT (POPMAJTHOT YCIOBa, HaMMe, MeHbajy ce 1 Kapakrep 1 QyHKIuje
nactutynuje” (Antonié, 2011, str. 79). Tume ,penedunncame 6paka Kao paBHOFYLIHOT IpeMa
npokpeanyju (T3B. 6eCIIONHN KOHIENT Opaka) BOAM KIJAy CYLITHHCKe Bese usMely Opaka u
OZITOBOPHOT 1 APYIITBEHO MOAP>KAHOT OMOJIOWKOTr poauTe/bcTBa” (Antonié, 2011, str. 81).

30 Antonnh ce mperexxHo ycpencpebyje Ha KputuKy Tpu ucTpaxkuBama Koje Mpuesnh Ha-
BOAY, O KOjUX ce jenHo 6aBu moehamem 6poja nme3bujcknx gomahmMHCTaBa ¢ A€LOM, APYTo
M3BEUITABAKHEM HACTAaBHMKA O HOHaHIaI-by gene y HIKO/IN, a Tpehe KBAaHTUTETOM U KBAJIUTETOM
Opure o mery Kojy mokasyjy ykyhamn. Kako HaBonmn, ,,HUjeHO ce 3aIIpaBO He OaBJ CAMOM [eLIOM
U BUXOBUM IICHXOMOLIKNM CTambeM, 1A je ,TeLIKO I MjefHO Of OBUX MCTPAKUBaka MOXeE Aa
HOCTY>XN Kao [JoKa3 [ja HeMa HUKaKBe pasnke usMeby felie ofrajaHe y KIaCHIHUM U 1e361rej
nopoanuama” (Antonié, 2011, str. 91).

31 KOHKpeTHO, ,IIpoyYaBama yHyTap COLMOOUOIOMKOr 110/ba MHTEPecoBata (OKycUpajy ce Ha
npahere eBOTYIIOHe MCTOPHUje OMXeBUOPATHUX CTPATernja y CMUCIY HbJXOBe BYHKIMOHATHE
yJIOTe y IIpacTapoM, Kao I CafalllibeM OKpyXKewy. VI3 oBe IepceKTuBe APYLITBeHa MOHAIIAba
ce II0CMAaTpajy Kao 06/IMKOBaHa IPMPOTHOM CeIeKIMjOM Ha HauMH [ja JOIIPUHOCE PEIPOAYKTUB-
HOM ycrexy nHauBuaye. OBakBa ujejHa CTpeM/berba 61/Ia Cy fieo Inpe MapagurMaTcke IpoMeHe
Ha [I0/bY APYIITBEHMX HayKa KpajeM 20. Beka” (Bilinovié, 2009, str. 81). VcTuuy ce fBa IpuHIM-
IIa yHyTap I[10/ba KJIACHYHNUX JJeja COLMOOMOMOTIje Koja Cy IoKa3ana 13y3eTHY IPMMEH/bUBOCT
IpM Mpoy4aBamby DYHKINMOHNCA A /BYCKOT (1 XKUBOTUCKOT) TIOPOANYHOT CHCTeMa — IIPUH-
1 (MHKTy3UBHe) afalTHBHE BPEJHOCTI I IPUHIIUII 6JIOIOIIKOT/CPORHIIKOT anTpynsma. Oba
IPMHINIA TeMe/be ce Ha JJapBUHOBOj JIOTUIIM IIPUPOSHE CeeKIINje Kao XeyPUCTIIKI IIOFHOM
OKBIPY IIpOy4aBarba MOPOAULIE U CPOACTBA.

32'Y 3aK/byuKy Ce M3HOCH Jia OBa 00jalliberba ,He IIPEeTeH Y]y /ja Ofy3My HHTeIpUTeT G110 aHTPO-
TIOJIOLIKVIM OVJIO COLMOIONIKYM 06jaliiibebMa ¥ TyMaderMa mopoandaux ogaoca” (Bilinovié,
2009, str. 99), Beh mpe cBera ykasyjy ga 40BeKOBe Ky/ITYpHe ajiantalyje HIUCY IponsBojbHe” Beh
UX je IOTpeOHO OCMaTPaTH 1 Kao OHe Koje ce Ipunarohasajy mapagurMu ajaiTuBHe BPeFHOCTU
(Bilinovi¢, 2009, str. 99).
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UJIeOTIOTHUje 1 Y/IOre Y KOHTEKCTY HUXOBOI YTHUIAja Ha OpadHy/TIOPOJUUHY AUHAMUKY.
VcTpaxyje ce yTuiaj mpoMeHa y 6padHoj IOfe/IN paja Ha KBaanTeT OpadyHnx ogHoca.>?
AyTopu KOHCTATyjy Aa je crenuduyuHa ,,pogHa UAeonoruja ta Koja ogpebyje kBamurer
6paka’, Kao U IPUPOAY ofiene pafa u3Mely Cympy KHUKaA U BUXOBY HEPLEILNjy Te Hofe-
ne (Tomi¢ & Todorovi¢, 2011, str. 412). Tpunxosuh (2002a) naje mpukas Kmwure Aubernke
Muwuh (2001)34, onersyjyhu je xao n3y3eTHO AparomeH FOMPMHOC HALIOj HAYIIN O IOPO-
VLM, KAO ¥ HAIIOp Jia Ce ,,COLMOJIOTj I TOPONILE YAAXHE HOBY XIBOT >°.

IMocnenma aHanusupaHa tTeMa oOyXBaTa MOPOAULY Y KOHTEKCTY HEHOT (IOTeH-
LIMjaIHoT) YTHULAja Ha pa3Boj ofpeheHnx ncuxonaromomkux moxamama (Ljubicic, 2010).
Ha ocHOBY emnpujckux nogaraka®®, ayropka aHanusyupa IOpOyYHe ¥ COLMjanHe/BaH-
HOpOAVYHE Bapyjaliie IICUXOIATONIOINje MaIoJIeTHIYKOT pecTymHuinTBa’’. Pesynraru
UCTPXUBAKA Cy JACHO UCTAK/IN IPeANKTUBHY MOh opopndHux Bapujabnu, moce6Ho y
CITydajy Ma/JIO/IeTHIKA KOjUMA je M3peveHa Mepa U3 CUCTeMa 3aTBOPEHE 3aIITUTE.

33 Ilop, oBUM IIpOMeHaMa TIOfpasyMeBajy ce nosehaHa pajjHa mapTULMIALKja XKeHa Y IPOMEHE Y
TpaiNIMOHA/THOj TOAeNMM paja y soMahmHCcTBY. Yka3aHo je Ha TO ia HUje caMa 3aIl0C/IEHOCT )KeHa
(baxTop Koji Aemyje Ha KBaIUTET 1 CTAOMIHOCT 6paka, Beh ce y 063up Mopa y3eTu mmpa mogena
pana usMely Mmymkapria u xeHe, kako mraheHor tako n Hemrahenor, kyhnor paga (Tomi¢ &
Todorovi¢, 2011, str. 411). Joi npenusHmje, U3HOCU Ce CTaB Ja YMIbEHMIIA MOfiefie pajia He YTH-
4e Ha KBa/mTeT Opaka, Beh ,Iepliemniija mpaBeflHOCTU WIN HempasegHoCTH Te opene” (Tomic
& Todorovi¢, 2011, str. 411), Koja 3aBUCH Off YCBOjeHe TpafYILIMOHA/IHE M/IU eTa/IuTapHe POJHE
UI€OTIOTHj€e U CXBaTaka POSHMX YJIOra.

34 Pey je o kwusn Coyuonoiuja nopoguue - Kpuitiuka u uzasoeu.

3 Tpunkosuh uctude fga je y Goxycy Krbure UnMpOKO IOCTAB/bEHA PACIIPABA O JOMETHUMA ¥ AU~
JeMaMa caMe JIMCHMIUIMHE — COLMOJIOruje Iopopuie (MCTOPUjCKOM M XPOHOJIOLIKOM Pa3Bojy
COIMONIOTHje TIOPOAMIie, TeHe3) MecCTa COLMONOTUje TOPOoAuIle Kao aKajeMCKe NMCIMIUIMHE,
IeHOM Pa3BoOjy y pasan4umTuM Tpaguijama EBpome um AMepuke, mpobneMaruiiy ofpebere
HOApYyYja KOjUM ce 6aBM, IbeHUM TEOPMjCKUM M eMIIMPUjCKUM TOMETHMA, Ka0 U MEO/IOLIKOj
(3mo)ymorpe6bu mopopauiie). 3Hauaj HaBefeHe KIbIUTe CTAKHYT je M KOHCTATALMjOM JIa je Of/IIKYje
»€HIMK/IOeAIjCKa CBeOOYXBATHOCT, yIIOeHIYKa CUCTEMATUYHOCT, Kao ¥ AJMMeH31ja 0COOeHOT
KPUTHYKOT IIPeUCINTHBAbA FUCHUIUINHE U BeHnx Kateropuja” (Tripkovié, 2001, str. 244).

36 VicrpaxuBatbe je cripoegero 2008. rofiuHe, Ha y30pKy off 50 Majlo/IeTHUX IIPECTYIHIKA KOjuMa
Cy U3peyeHe Mepe KaKo U3 cucTeMa oTBopeHe (30 MpecTyIHMKa), TAKO U U3 CHCTeMa 3aTBOPeHe
samrtuTe (20 mpecTynHuka). [IBoje MalONeTHUKA Y YKYIIHOM Y30PKY OMIIO je YKEHKCKOT II07Ia
(Ljubici¢, 2010, str. 213).

37 OBe Bapujaliie MOABOAY IO ABA TEOPMjCKa MOJie/a MHTepIpeTalje ICUXONAaTONOUIKIX IIOHa-
IIamba MaJOJIeTHUX MPeCTYIIHMKA — ,,MOfel I” Koju HarlalaBa acreKTe HOPOAUIHe QYHKIMO-
HaTHOCTH (CTPYKTYPY HOPOAMLie 1 IIOPOANYHE pernatje) i ,,Mofmen 1I” koji HaranraBa BaHIIO-
ponnuHe ynHKoLe (y MPBOM pelly eTUKeTHpae M HeraTMBHU celnd-KoHuenT). OCHOBHU L/b
OBAKO IOCTaB/bEHOT TEOPUjCKOT OKBMPA MCTPAKMBarba HaBefieHe TeMaTHKe jecTe yTBphuBame
HpefUKTUBHe MOhY TOPOANYHMX U BAHIIOPOANYHIMX Bapjab/Iu Ha MICIIO/baBakbe IICUXOIATO/OMI-
KOT MaJIOJIeTHMYKOT IIPeCTYIMHUIITBA. AyTOpKa, 13MeDy ocTaor, uctude fia ,,ICUXOMATONIOTH]Y
3Ha4ajHO dYelhe MCIIO/baBajy MHCTUTYIVIOHATHO CMEIITeHN Ma/loJIeTHUIY, Y Topehemy ca oHu-
Ma KojuMa je M3pedeHa HeKa off Mepa u3 cucrema orsopete saurrure” (Ljubidié, 2010, str. 208).
Crora cMaTpa onpaBJaHIM IOCTaB/bambe CBOjeBPCHE XUIIOTE3€, HAaMME, /1a /I Cé MOYKe TOBOPUTH
0 oipeheHnM AUCTMHKIIMjaMa y IICMXOIATOIOIKIIM 1 TOPOAMYHMM OfIMKaMa usMeby ManomneT-
HIIKA, y OfHOCY Ha M€pe 3aTBOPEHOT, OJTHOCHO OTBOPEHOT CHCTEMA 3aIITHUTE.
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TexcToBM ca ApyruM mpUMapHUM TeMAaTCKUM (POKycoM
Y KOjuMa ce 110jaB/byjy II0jMOBI PeIEBAHTHA
3a COLIMOJIOUIKO IIPOYYaBatbe IOPOANILIE

Hpyry rpyny 4mHe pafloByM uuja TeMaTMKa He IpPUIIAZla JUPEKTHO COLMONIOTHjU
HOpOfuIie, Ay jecTe BaKHA 3a OBaj MCTPa’KMBAUKU HOMeH. To cy pamoBu y Kojuma ce
I0jMOBU 113 COIIMOJIOTH]je TOPOJMLIE TI0jaB/bYjy Y APYTroM, TpeheM ncTpaknBadKoM IIaHy
- Kao jefiHa Off ICTPKMBAYKIX Bapyjabmu 1/mmy noMohHO CpeficTBO y 06jallliberby Ipu-
MapHOr npo6emMa. Y OBUM pajioBJMa, O TeMaMa PeJIeBAHTHUM 32 COLMOJIONIKY aHA/TU3Y
IIOpOJMIIE Ca3Haje Ce Ha II0CPefjaH HauMH.

Bpojaoct pagoBa y oBoj rpymu (57) ykasyje Ha To ga Meby ayropuma npyradmnje uc-
TpaXMBauKe OpMjeHTalllje IOCTOj! CBECT O 3Hayajy KOHIIeNarTa COLMOJIOTje TOpoauIie
Kao MCTpaKMBauKux Bapujabmu. OBuM ce, 3ampaso, HOTBPhyje paHuje yodeHa nmorpebda
3a MHTepAMCUUIUIMHAPHUM IIpOydYaBameM nopopuie. VI opge npeosnabyje nuausumy-
alHo ayTopcTBO AoMahmx mcrpaxkupada. Hemro Mame o momouHe pamosa (43,9%)
ob6jaBmeno je HakoH 2010. rogure. [JuHaMuKa myOnuKoBamba Bapyupa y 3aBUCHOCTH O
IpUMapHOT MCTPAXXMBAYKOT (oKyca — To ynyhyje Ha 10jaBy HOBUX KOHTEKCTA Y 41jeM
ce VICTPaKMBalby IIPUMeEbYjy I10jMOBM/TeMe U3 COLMONIOTUje mopoauie. MoxeMo fa yo-
YYMO 3a0KpeT Of] pajloBa Y KOj/Ma Ce II0jMOBM M3 COLMOJIOTYje IIOPOAMIIE 10jaBIbyjy Y
objallIberby HIIP. eTHULNTETA, IIOTUTHKE Ka HOBMjUM UCTPXKMUBAYKIM OKYCHMA TIOMYT
POJHUX PeXMMa, 00pa3oBama, AeByjalllja U MEHTATHUX OOIeCTN 1 CIL.

AHanusoM pajfioBa y OBOj TPyIM M3JBOjEHO je OKO 15 TeMa pe/leBaHTHHUX 3a
COLIMOJIOTHjY IOPOJMILe, PasBpCTAaHMX Y ABe noarpyme. IIpsoj npunazmajy reme Koje ce
OffHOCE Ha YHYTpallliba 00e/IexKja IIOPOITIHOT 1 OPAvHOT )XMBOTAS, OK ApYTy HOATpyITy
4yHe TeMe Y KOjuMa ce IOPOANIA I0OCMATpa y OZHOCY Ha mmpy 3ajegauiy™. Ilet tema ce
u3fiBaja Mo GPeKBEHTHOCTU [(Ta6ena D)]- TpM U3 IIPBE U [BE U3 ApyTe IPyIIe.

ITeTuHa pafoBa ca T3B. KOHTAaKTHOM TEMAaTMKOM IPMMAPHO Tpumafa obIacTu
CoLMja/IHe MATOMOTHMje ¥ COLMOTIOTHjY MEeHTAaIHNX 6omecTu @)ﬁ Peu je o papo-
BuMa foMahux mcrpakupada, ca NpPETEKHO MHAVBUAYATHUM ayTopcTBoM. O mopo-
IULY Ce Y OBMM pafioBMMa Hajuelthe roBOpM Kao O jefHOM Of HajsHaYajHMjUX akTopa
nesujanTHOCTI®. TToce6HO ce ucTHde yTuliaj mopoputie (mopoandHe Gopme 1 CTPyKTy-
pe, ofHOCa U QYHKIIMOHATHOCTH, CTU/IOBA BAaCIIUTakbha, COLIMjaTHOT MOJI0XKaja IOPOAHILIe,
HeaJleKBaTHe COLMjaM3alije ¥ HeTaTYBHOT y4Yerha 110 MOJE/Y) ¥ e TUONIOT )Y AeBUjaHTHOT

38 Pey je 0 TeMaMa [OIIYT: TOPOAMYHUX OO/IMKA M CTPYKTYPa, IOPOAUYHIX YO M OFHOCA, PYHK-
IIMIOHATTHOCTI IOPOAMILIe, CTIIOBA POFUTE/CTBA, IOPOAIIHOT BACINTAba U COLjaIusaLuje,
HOPOAMYHOT (KYATYPHOL, COLMO-KYATYPHOT) KAIIUTaja, IIOPOAMYHOr ayTOpUTeTa, OGpauHo-
CTH U OpadyHuUX yjora, GMOJIOLIKe PePORYKIMje M CeKCYalTHOCTH, IOPOAUYIHE COMULAPHOCTI,
momahuHCTBA.

39 Mucnu ce Ha TeMe Kao ILITO Cy: COLMja/IHI [IOJI0Ka]j OPOJMIIE, OFHOC IOPOAMIIE U APYIITBEHNX
MHCTUTYLMja, FPYLITBEHO eTUKeTHpatbe IOPOAMLie, IIOPOANIA Y CIeUNPUIHNM LPYLITBEHIM
ycnoBuMa (CTpec, eTHULUTET, M36eI/INIITBO, MAeOIOruje), obenexja MOPOANLIA Y CaBpeMeHNM
APYIITBUMA U CIL.

40 OBo notBphyjy u Hanasu Jby6uunh (2012) gobujeHn Ha OCHOBY aHa/MU3€e YIGEHUKA KPUMMUHO-
noruje.
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noHaiama ManonerHukat! (Ljubidi¢, 2006b; Maksimovi¢, Kulji¢, Mati¢, 2010). I[Topoxnyna
(DYHKIMOHATHOCT M MHTETPUCAHOCT IIOCMATPAjy Ce ¥ Y KOHTeKCTY MEeHTa/THIX 00/IecTy —
ayropu (Opali¢, 2006; Sjenici¢, 2012) nuury o monoxXajy 60/IeCHIKA Y TIOPOIMIIN 1 3HAYajy
KOjJ TOPOJANIIA MM 33 OTHOUNIbaIbE JIeUeHha, O OFHOCY IIOPOAMILIE U MHCTUTYIMje/60mHM-
Iie, Ko U IPYIITBEHOM eTHKETHPatby 000JIeIOL, Kao I BheroBe yKe CpopHmuke rpyte. Ha-
JIa3¥ OBUX PafjoBa MOTY OMTH Off Be/IMKe KOPUCTH 32 pasyMeBarbe 00e/te)xja IOpofuLa ca
»ApyTradrjoM” CBAKOZHEBUIIOM, KA0 U 32 aHA/IN3Y IIOPOIIHOT XIMBOTA Y YCTIOBUMA CTpe-
ca (u3asBanor pesujanTHouthy u/wm 6oneuthy)*2. Takobe, pagoBu fonpuHoce javamy
Ca3Hama 0 OIHOCY HOPOANIIE 1 II06ATHOT APYLITBA, ITOCEOHO APYIITBEHNX MHCTUTYIINjA.

Hpyre mBe HajsacTyI/beHUje IOATPYIIE PafjoBa Cy OHE y KOjuUMa C€ IOjMOBU CO-
LIIIOTIOTMje TIOPOANIIE TI0jaB/byjy y UCTPaKUBay IpobaeMa y cepyu IMOMUTHKE U eT-
Hunmrera (110 IeCT pajoBa). Y pajoBUMa ca MIPYMapHOM TeMOM HOMUTHKE UCTPAXYjy
ce NOPOAMYHM KYITYPHU KAIlUTaI, Kao M oOeleXja YHYTapIOpOAMYHE IONMUTHYKE
KOMYHMKallMje M NMapTUIUIaLMje Y MOPOAMYHOM [OHOIIEHY OfiTyKa (Citkarié, 2004;
Cickari¢, 2005) mITo jaua 3HaEba 0 MOPOTMYHOj MOhU (CTPYKTYpPH, chepama HCTIO/baABAbA).
Taxobe, y oBuM pajjoBuMa ce pofHa AVMEH3Mja MOMUTHYKe ITapTULMIIALMje I0CMaTpa
KpO3 IpU3My OPavHOCTM U MOPOJUYHUX Y/IOTa, Y3 HAIVIAIIaBare PORHOT AuchamaHca
nsMmeby jaBHe 1 mpuBaTHe cdepe MITO OTeKaBa IMAPTULUIIALN}Y U BU/BMBOCT >KeHa Ha
nomnTidkoj cuern (Vukovi¢, 2008).

O Besu erHniurera 1 6paka/mopoanie Hajuerhe ce pacrpasba y KOHTEKCTY (He)
IIOCTOjamba eTHIYKe AUCcTaHIe. IIprToM ce oBa penalnyja aHaIM3Mpa Y MHTPA/MHTEPIIO-
POIVYHOM OKpPYKemby. JOMMHMPajy eMIMPUjCKU OPMjeHTUCAHN PaJJOBA , MH-
crnmpucanu 6yjambeM HAIOHAJIOT Y OCIeNoj AereHnju 20. Beka. JompuHoc pagosa o
eTHUILUTETY Pa3BOjy COLMOJIOLIKOT 3Haka O IOPOAULM , 9T’ Ce KPO3 YeTUPU K/bydHA
npobrema: a) mopoanIia Kao GpakTop odyBama eTHUYKMX HocebHocTn®?, 6) perpopyk-
TVIBHO TIOHAIIAbe CHeNUIHNX eTHUYKNX rpyrat! B) mopoamyHa COmMpapHOCT y OK-
BUPY eTHUYKe TPYIIe U MOPOAYLA KA0 IPAHNUIIA 32 OONMMKOBabe eTHIIKOT COLIMjaTHOT
uperturera (Miladinovi¢, 2006) 1 r) 6padHOCT y KOHTEKCTY eTHUITeTa,

HctpakuBama caBpeMeHNX MUTpalnja/MOOMIHOCT TocebHy maxwy mocsehyjy
ypaBo mopopuiu. Victude ce ga nsmeby obenexja MOOMIHOCTY 1 TIOPOAULIE OCTOje
peLumpoyHe Bese, Aa Cy OpauHa/mOpofudHa 0berexja NCTOBPEMEHO IOACTpeKad, ajn
U MHXMOUTOP MOOMITHOCTH, Ko U Aa MOOMIHOCT pefeduHMIIIe K/bydHe elleMeHTe Opad-
Hor/mopoanaHor xuBoTal®. Ha Heke o oBUX mpo6ieMa maxmy ckpehy u ayropu pa-

41 Yax ner of 11 pagosa nocseheHo je feBujarnujamMa Mano/e THUKA.

4y 0BOj rpynm pajoBa UCTPaXyjy ce M BUKTUMM3aLuja y QyHKumju obenexja mopopuie u
momahuncTBa (Ljubici¢ & Dragi$i¢-Labas, 2010), nopognyna obenexja kao ¢akrop camoyo6m-
CTBa CcTapux ocoba u eTuxeTnpame mopoxute camoybuie (Knezi¢ 2006), mopoandHO Hacube
U IaTOJIOTMja TIOPOMYHMX OJHOCA Y a/IKOX0mn4apcKoj mopopuny (Dragisi¢-Labas, 2016) n ci.

43 Mucnu ce Ha NCTULAKBE 3Haqaja IIOPOAVYHOT BacIuTamba Yy oquaI-by CTHUYKNX HOCe6HOCTI/I, npun
JyeMy IOCe6GHY yIory y 0BakBoj couujamsanuju umajy xene (Kokovi¢ & Lazar, 2003).

44 Pey je o uctpaxxuBamy (Bat)6paunor peprumrera poMcke nomynanuje (Raduski, 2003).

45y pajoBuMa ce aHamM3upa GpadHOCT Kao Bapujabia errnuke aucranie (Lazar & Kokovié, 2005),
Kao ¥ eTHUUKA XoMoraMmuja/xereporamuja y Bojsogunu (Sokolovska, 2008).

46 [IoBO/BHO je IOfICeTUTU HA KAPAKTEPUCTIKE OPOANYHOT )KMBOTA T3B. MY/ITV/IOKA/THIX TOPOJ-
1a (Hip. LAT, TpaHCHaIMOHAIHE, TPaHCPETMOHAIHe, MHTePKOMYHA/IHe ITOPOZANILE).
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nosa objaBbeHux y Ilpeinegy, muuryhn o: a) BaXXHOCTH IOPOAMYHE KoXe3uje Kao dak-
TOpa ajanTanuje y mpouecy ummrpanuje (Jari¢, 2001; Ljubici¢, 2006a), 6) mopopuny u
usbermmiuTBy (Kao crennpudHoj GopMy IPUCHIHUX MUTpanuja), craBbajyhu ¢oxyc
Ha YTHIIAj OBOT COIL[Mja/THOT CTama Ha IIOPOIMYHE Y/IOTe, MpeKe M CONMMAAPHOCT, Kao U
LPYLITBEHN [OI0Kaj ITOPOAMLIE U BeHIX WIaHOBa' 11 B) KamanuTteTy 3a MOOITHOCT >KeHa
y JHEBHMM MUTpalljaMa Koji ce TyMady XUIIOTe30M O OATOBOPHOCTH O foMahmHCTBY/
nopomuuu (Ciki¢ & Stojsin, 2017).

C 0031poM Ha MyITU(QYHKIMOHATHOCT HOPOAMLiE, He YyaAM LITO Ce Y pajoBuMa
KOjJi ce NMpUMapHO 6aBe eKOHOMCKMM, OOPa3OBHMM U HPOO/IeMMMa CeKCYaTHOCTH U
penponyKuuje mojas/byjy KOHLENTM Be3aHNM 3a IOPOAMYHY CTBADHOCT. Y pafloBUMa O
€KOHOMCKHUM TeMaMa (TauHuje, NCTPKMBAKY pajia), ayTopHM IMojase off CTPYKType Io-
popuuHor Oyitera, ucTuayhy BaKHOCT IOTpare 3a HOBUM CTpaTerujaMa ,CHaIaXema
OJIHOCHO, Tpakerba JOIYHCKIX M3BOpa IIpUXofa KojuMa 6u ce mopmupue notpebe (1o-
pomnuHor) gomahuncrsa (Novakovic, 2001). ToBopu ce 1 0 yTUIIajy ITOCTCOLMjaIMCTHYKE
TpaHcdopMalje paja Ha IMpobreMe OCTBapyBama PaJHMYKMX IpaBa IITO Ce HEIo-
CpefHO ofpakaBa Ha MarepujanHy (He)curypHOCT mopopumiue?®, mojasasajyhu cremen
BbeHe VM3JIOKEHOCTU PU3MKY Of crpomamrTBa. Bacosuh (2003) mocmarpa mopommdHy
HOTPOILIbY Ka0 MHAMKATOP IOPOAMYHOr O/1arocTarma, a MaTepyjalHi CTaTyC MOPONN-
Iie Besyje 3a odeKkmBama of 6yayhnoctu®. Ilojam mopogudHor Kamurana (Kao TeMerb ¥
UCTPaXMBAKY MOPOAIIHE PE3UTNjeHTHOCTH) TI0jaB/byje ce Kao eIeMeHT Y UCTPAKUBAKY
pagHux crpareruja gomahuncrasa (MiloSevi¢, 2013), anu 1 o6pasoBarma, Kao (akTop
o6nuKoBata ofHoca mopopuile u mkoje (Strangarié, 2017%0).

Vctpaxxyjyhu cekcyamHOCT MIafinX y CaBpeMEHOM CPIICKOM ApymTBy, CaBuUH U
®dajre/s (2000) ykasyjy Ha AeMMMMYHO TpaHCHOPMIUCAH IATpujapXalaHyu obpasall cek-
CYaJTHOT TOHAIIaKka KOjy Pe3yATupa y IojadaHoOM PM3MKY Off HapylIaBama PempofyK-
TVMBHOT 3/IpaB/ba, Kao U morelkohama y KacHMjeM BpILIeY PeIpOJYKTUBHE U CeKCyal-
He QyHKIMje mopoante. AHammsupajyhnu obenexja penponykiuje, Crankosuh (2007)
rOBOPY O YTHUIIAjy IOPOAMILie IIOpeK/Ia Ha 0OMKOBalbe CEeKCYalHOr HOHAIIakha MIA/VX,
mok Pamesuh (2008) mmimre o penmpofyKTMBHOM IOHAIIAY Y CaBPEMEHOM CPIICKOM
ApywTBY Koje ce Kpehe m3mehy TpammimonanHux (abopTyc) M caBpeMeHMX MeTOHa
(kOHTpalleIIja) IIaHNpaba pofuTe/bcTBa. Takohe, Tpancdopmalja penpogyKTuBHe
nopopyyHe GpyHKuuje (y cMepy ofyIarama 1 pefykuuje 6poja pabamwa) noBosu ce y Besy
ca TpolkoBuMa poaurte/bctsa (Rasevi¢ & Panev, 2001).

HensocraBHO O/1CKe COLMOJIOLIKOM IIPOyYaBaiby MOPOANLIE CY ¥ aHTPOIOJIOLIKE
TeMe Koje yKasyjy Ha CPOIHIYKe OffHOCe Kao IIMPY OKBUP 33 pasyMeBambe OpadyHMX/II0-

470 oBuM npo6iemuma rosope /by6uunh (2006) y npukasy xwure npod. gp I1. Onamrha, xao u
Papgymku (2011, str. 373), 6aBehn ce ,,zeMorpad)cKmm 11 COLMO-eKOHOMCKIM KapaKTepUCTHKaMa
6ocaHcke n3bernuuKe Momymamyje’.

48 Hosakosuh (2001) mmuie 0 AMCKPELMOHOM IIPaBy AUPEKTOPA y OMIYYMBAIGY O TPYSHUYKOM/
HOPOAM/BCKOM OICYCTBY 3aIIOC/IEHMIIA M OCTBApUBalby IbMXOBOI IIPaBa Ha HAJOKHAJY, Kao U
pernepkycujaMa 110 CUTYPHOCT PaJiHOT MeCTa.

9 AyTopka (Vasovi¢, 2003) HaBoAu fia ca [afioM HOPOAIYHOT OylIeTa Fomasi 1 JO Mafia HOPOfUd-
HOT OITMMH3MA y IIOI/Iefy MOTyhHOCTH OCTBapuBarba KaKO MHAVBUAYATHIX, TAKO ¥ TPYHIHUX/
HOPOAMYHNUX NTOTPeba, JKeba, acimpanyja y 6ygyhHocTn.

0 AyTopka aHanm3upa KyITypHY AMMEH3NU]y HOPOAUYHOT KallnuTana.
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pomnunyx opHoca. [llkopuh (2004a) muiue o nHIeCT Tabyy, aHanu3upajyhn pasmmante
Teopuje 0 MHI[ECTY, ca HOCeOHIM OCBPTOM Ha 6uocorujanHe Teopuje. Takobe, ayrop ana-
JU3Mpa CPOJHIYKE OJIHOCE Yy OKBUPY aHTpornosnoruje eTuimteta (Skori¢, 2004b).

Ca javameM (PeMUHUCTHUKE [EPCIEKTIBE, POAHU PEXUMH IIOCTAjy YeCT OKBMP 3a
aHa/m3y 6paka/mopopuiie. Y pajjoBuMa objaB/beHuM y Ilpeinegy, oBaj KOHIENT KOPHU-
CTH Ce Y UCTPaXUBamby: a) TpaHCcPopMaruje 6paka y CpICKOM APYLITBY U KpeTama Ka
caBpeMeHOM Mogieny 6paanoctu (Sobot, 2010), 6) poHNX y/IOTa y MefMjUMA U BUXOBE
mebhycobHe 3aBucHOCTH Off 06enexja mopopuie/6paka’! (Jarié, 2013), B) pogHux ynora
y MOPOAMYHOM TasfUHCTBY 1 ceockoM gomahuHcTBy>? (Babovi¢, 2014).53 Kouuent pog-
HIX PEXIMa II0Ka3a0 Ce Kao BeoMa IIPMjeMUINB y COLMOONUIKIIM aHaM3ama Opaka/mo-
ponuLie jep yKasyje Ha crenududHe pofgHe MOJe/le IIOHAIIAbA, KA0 U POLHE TO3ULUje Y
HpMBaTHOj/jaBHOj chepu.

YIpKoc M3pa>keHOM TPeH/y ileMOrpadCKOr CTaperba y HallleM APYLITBY, MHTePeCaHT-
HO je ja Cy caMo IBa pafia mocBeheHa mpo6eMuMa CTapyx U BYIXOBOT IIOPOANYHOT XXIBO-
Ta. Y OBMM pajioBMMa Ce yKa3yje Ha JoOPO MO3HATY TPEeH[, PelyKIiuje IIOPOIMYHOT CacTa-
Ba U CTpyKTYype (moceOHO, onafarme Opoja BUIIETeHEPALINjCKIX TOPOANIIA) IITO ,,JOHOCK
HOBe 13a30Be CTapyMa, KaKo Ha (pMHAHCU]CKOM IUIaHY, TaKO U, II0CeOHO, Ha COLMjaTHO-
ncmxonomKOM”(Mijatovié, 2003, str. 228). Vctuye ce 3Ha4aj HOPOAMYHE CONMUAAPHOCTH
3a 3a[J0BO/beHbe MOTPeba CTapuX, II0CeOHO y CydajeBMMa HUCKOT KMBOTHOT CTaHJap/a.

Crora, He uyau mto Pauresnh n Mujatosrh (2004) uctudy mepe GpuHaHCHjCKe 1 NH-
CTUTYLIMIOHAIHe TOMOhY ITOpofUIlaMa Kao 3Ha4ajaH elleMeHT Jp)KaBHe MOMUTHKe Opure
0 cTapuma.

Pasnuumtyt peurnjcku 1 MeoIoOMKN ,K/bydeBr” OMOryhuan cy ymosHaBame ca
06ermexjuMa IOPOANIHOT KUBOTA Y APYTA4Uj/IM APYLUITBEHUM/KYITYPHIM KOHTEKCTIMA
(Gregorian, 2016). Ha oBo MOeMO Jja HaJlOBeKeMO ¥ pajjoBe O CTPaKIUBAbYy BPeLHO-
CTU Yy KOjMIMa Ce IIIIe O YTUIIAjy peTPaulMOHaIN3alje BPEFHOCHOT CucTeMa MIaInX
y CaBpeMEeHOM CPIICKOM JPYIITBY Ha yCBajambe TPafULMOHAJHNX PONHUX CTEpEOTHIIA
u opMupame OfHOCA IpeMa peTpaguunoHanusanuju nopogune (Radoman, 2012). C
mpyre crpane, Kokosuh 1 JTazap (2004) Ha OCHOBY eMIIPUjCKMX pe3y/Tara HOKa3yjy fa
ce Y TPaH3MIMOHOM IIepMOAY IIOPOIMIA yTeMe/byje Kao jeqHa Off K/byYHUX [PYIITBe-
HIX BPeJHOCTH, IPeACTaB/bajyhu OHO Mamo cTabuIHOCTH y fo6a OIIITe HEM3BECHOCTIL.
TpaH3MIMjCKM TIepHOf, je MHTEPeCaHTaH OKBMP U 3a UCTPaXUBalbe ayTOPUTAPHOCTH.
ITerposuh (2003) roBopu 0 OFHOCY TOPOAUIIE U APYIITBA Y [IPEHOLICHY ayTOPUTAp-
HUX oOpasarfa, ucTrayhy fa CTeleH ayTOPUTAPHOCTM y APYLITBY OATOBapa CTEIEHY
ayTopuTapHOoCTH y nopopuuy. Ilosmsajyhu ce Ha ogHOC mopoaMLe U mupe 3ajefHNLE
y aHa/IM3U HEKOT JPYIITBEHOr IpobeMa, ayTopy ckpehy Iakiby Ha MeCTO IIOpOAMIie
y IpYIITBEHOM pa3Bojy. VIHTepecaHTHO je Bubewe Manemesnha (2001) xoju, mumyhn
O PYpPaJIHOM pa3Bojy, YKasyje Ha MHTEH3VMBHUjy MHCTUTYLMOHAIN3ANN]jY IOPOIMIHNX

51 Mucu ce Ha MeIMjCKO UCTPpaKMBarbe 00e/ex;ja aTpujapXaite IOPOANLA M BeHUX IPOMEHa.

52 To moppasyMeBa MCTpaXuBakbe IIpaKce HaclehuBame MOPOAMYHOT MMarba, MOJe/e paja Ha
rasgMHCTBY, oOpasalja TepUTOpUjalu3alifje eKOHOMCKUX pecypca, MOCeOHO IHUXOBE PORHO
YCNIOB/beHE IOCTYITHOCTH.

53 [Topey;, OBOT, KOHIIEIIT POJHUX PEXMMa KOPUCTHU Ce U 3a MCTpaKiBatbe Beh IIOMEHYTUX POJHO
YC/IOB/bEHNX KallallTeTa 3a MOOMTHOCT OfipeleHIX XUIIOTe30M 0 OATOBOPHOCTH y FoMahnHCTBY/
nopomuim (Ciki¢ & Stojsin, 2017).
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byHKuMja y OKBUpPYMA JIOKA/THE 3ajefHMIIe>, Kao 11 Ha 3Ha4aj HOpoAndHe (IIpefy3eTHIY-
Ke) MHUIMjaTuBe 3a jadarbe TOKAMTHNX PasBOjHIX MpoIjeca.

O mopopuiy y KOHTEKCTY MCTpaKMBaba MHCTUTYIVja TOBOPU Bbpenecenosnh
(2011), numryhu o ogHOCY HOpOpMIle M pecTOpaTUBHe IpaBfe U yodaBajyhu sHauajHy
yrory u crienudydaH M0/I0XKaj IOPOAUIIe Y IPOLeCy MHAUBUYa/IHe NeBUKTUMU3aLLje.
Takobe, opHOC mopopuile ¥ MHCTUTYIMjAa MOXKe Ce MPAaTUTH U Y pagoBuma Japuhese
(2013) n BHypxosuha (2005) - oszue ce cycpehemo ca aHanmusom Menmjcke ,,IIOKpUBe-
HOCTI HOPOAMYHUX TeMa, MeAmjckor mpahema TpaHchopManmje TOPOANIHUX yIOra
(Jari¢, 2013), xao 1 MezIujcKe THIIM3aNMje CPIICKe TOPOJUIe KOja HaM IIpy»Ka CBOjeBPCHY
KapakTepororujy nopoguyanux ymora (Purkovi¢, 2005). HamocneTky, Tpeba momenyTu
u paji y kojeM ayropka Bykosuh, 6aBehnu ce anammsom papa Ilentpa 3a coumosomika
ucTpaxmBamwa VIHCTUTyTa APYIITBEHNX HAyKa, YKa3yje Ha Iberos 3Ha4aj y (u3meby ocra-
JIOT) IPOMOBMCAlbY ¥ PasBOjy COIMOTIOTHje MOPO/NIie, KPO3 HACTABY U MCTPAKUBAIbA.

3ak/byyak

Ha ocHoBy mpukasa ofabpaHux pagoBa, MOXKEMO Jja 3aK/bYYMMO KaKo O IPaKcu
IIpeinega ma my6nmKyje pagoBe Of 3Hadaja 3a pasBoOj COLMOJIOTUje MOPOAMILIE, TAKO U
o (HekMM) TeHfieHIMjaMa YHyTap AucuuiviHe. Vako ce omabpaHm pafoBu Iy6nmKyjy
KpO3 1[e0 aHa/IM3VPAHI TIePIO, IPMMETHO je 3Ha4ajHO QIIYKTYMpatbe y BbUXOBOM Opojy.
OBo ce Toce6HO OHOCK Ha PafiOBe KOjU Ce HETIOCPEHO OHOCE Ha ANCLUIIINHY, Y YijeM
IyO/IMKOBakbY MIOCTOje TIOHEKAJT 1 BUIIETOAMII I TPEKUIN.

YoueH je JOMMHAHTAaH HAl[MOHATHM KOHTEKCT MCTPaKMBaMba, OFHOCHO, (POKYC
Ha ,Hamry  mopopuiy. OBakBa MCTpaKMBayKa TEHIEHI[Mja eBUJICHTHA je KaKO y IIN-
PUM VHTEpIpPeTaTUBHMM OKBMpPUMA HU3ydaBama MOpofuie (Kao y CIydajy aHammse
yTHlaja MaKpo APYMITBEHUX IIPOMEHA — TPaH3UIMje M PerMOHanusalije — Ha IoJbe
HOpoAMIie), TaKO M Y ,Y>KUM MHTepIpeTanyjaMa OpOjHMX acleKaTa MOPOZUYHOT
¢dyHxunoHMcama. OcuM Tora, HeK OIIITH IIPo6IeMy TPaH3UIMje CaBPEeMEHOT CPIICKOT
ApyiwiTBa (peTpafuIMOHaIM3alja, ayTOPUTAPHOCT, NEBIUjaHTHOCT, MeAMjCKe MpecTa-
Be) ,IIpeaMajy” ce Kpo3 IOPOAMYHY CBAaKOZHEBULLY.

Ob6pabene Teme roBope y IpIUJIOr BapyjeTeTa MHTEPECOBamba 3a MPOOIeMaTUKY TTOPO-
mutie, Kao u npaherma aKTyelTHUX TeH/IeHIINja Koje ¢y (BepOBATHO) HajyOWbMBIje Y PaBHU
KOHTMHYMPaHUX IPOMEHA OPOAIMYHE CTPYKTYpe/TUII0OBA HOPOAUIIA, IPAKCe POIMUTEHCTBA
U PENpOAYKTUBHOT MOHalIama. [IpuMeTHe ¢y 1 ,cMeHe” yHyTap TeMarckor ¢okyca. Ha
TOM Tpary, Moryhe je KOHCTaTOBaTH Jla CaBpeMeHa CPIICKa COLMOTIOTHja opoxauile (HacToju
fia) e y KOpak ca aKTyeTHUM CBETCKVMM MCTPXMBAYKIM TeHEHIMjaMa Y 0BOj OO/IaCTIL.

Harmocnerky, HeonxopnHo je ucrahu u fia je youeHa usBecHa AucKpemnaHija usmehy
(KBaHTUTETA) TEOPUjCKUX aHA/IN3A ¥ eMIIVPUjCKUX Hajlada y 0BOj 00/IacTy IIPOyYaBarba.
KoHkpeTHO, eBUJIeHTaH je MamaK IIMPUX TEOPHUjCKUX eTabopaliija caBpeMeHNX KpeTarba
U KapaKTepUCTHKaA TIOPOAUIIA, Kao U 6aB/bera METOMOOLIKIM M3a30BUMa Y OBOj 00-
NacTVM HpoydaBama. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY, allellyje Ce Ha jade IO3MIMOHMpame ,Haule
(conmornoruje) HOpoANUIie YHyTap CaBPEeMEeHNUX TeOPUjCKO-UCTPAKMBAYKIX HACTOjamba 1
HOf[yXBaTa y 0BOj 00/IacTIL.

50O oBome roBopu 1 Muxauecky (2004) Hanomubyhn MHCTUTYIMOHAMM3ANM)Y OPAYHUX U TI0-
pomyuHux QYHKIMja 1 0614aja y OKBYMPY TPAaH3UIMOHNUX IIpolieca y PyMyHumju.
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Abstract: The paper analyzes 72 texts relevant to the sociological study of the
family, published in the Socioloski pregled/ Sociological Review journal in the period
between 2000 and 2017. The analysis includes a quantitative overview of the dynamics
of work publishing, characteristics of authorship, representation of topics relevant to the
sociological analysis of the family, as well as a qualitative overview of the research context.
Special attention is given to papers analyzing the relationship of the family and related
concepts (kinship, marriage, reproduction, gender, generations, parenthood), as well as
those which focus on the impact of macro social processes and changes on aspects of
family functioning. The concusion presents findings on development tendencies within
the discipline, as well as the characteristics of sociological study of the family in Serbia.

Keywords: family, sociology of the family, Socioloski pregled/Sociological review,
marriage, parenthood

Introduction

Although scientific interest in researching the family and its close occurrences in
domestic literature can be traced back to the past century and a half, “pure” sociological
research of this orientation is relatively recent. This period has been characterized by
the changes in the establishment of the conceptual-theoretical basis, the number and
structure of empirical research, the authors’ focus, the recognizability of the discipline, the
visibility of scientific papers, etc. Contemporary Serbian sociology of the family is focused
on the family in the conditions of the post-socialist transition of Serbian society, to the
changes in: a) family composition and structure, b) family functionality, and ¢) family
roles and relationships. Scientific production on these themes is significant and diverse.
Authors publish some of their work in domestic journals, which certainly contributes to
the foundation and visibility of discipline in national frameworks.

1 jovana.cikic@ff.uns.ac.rs
2 ana.bilinovic@gmail.com
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Socioloski pregled/ Sociological Review (in further text: Review) has a decades-long
tradition of publishing papers in the field of the sociology of the family. In addition to individual
papers, an entire thematic block of the journal (1970) was dedicated to the sociology of the
family.> Considering the fact that this is the journal with the longest tradition in publishing
sociological papers in this region, on the eighteenth anniversary of its publication, we aim to
show if and to what extent the journal continues to nurture the previously established good
practice when it comes to papers that are relevant to the sociology of the family. Therefore, in
this paper, we focus on papers published after 2000 with the aim of pointing to recent trends
in the sociological research of the family. The paper starts from two research questions:

1. whether there is a continuity in Review’s publication of papers whose subject is

close to the sociological study of the family and

2. what research problems are most prevalent in published texts.

When a respectable scientific journal is concerned, a descriptive analysis of published
papers can be considered relevant for determining the character of tendencies in the
development of a discipline within the national framework. At the same time, this is the
basis for a more detailed research on the links between the thematic focus of papers and
the social context to which they relate, as well as the position of the sociology of the family.

The method and data sources

An analysis of Review’s recent contribution to the development of national
sociology of the family was carried out by studying texts published in the period from
2000 to 20174 The texts that make up the base for the analysis were selected through a
review of the abstracts and key words of all papers published in Review in the selected
period. The basis for the search were key concepts in the sociological research of the
family. Based on a detailed search, 72 relevant texts were identified, 14.6% of the total
number of texts published in this period. Their analysis includes a quantitative overview
of the publishing dynamics, the characteristics of authorship, the representation of
topics relevant to the sociological analysis of the family, as well as a qualitative overview
of the research context.

3 The first paper on the family was published in the first post-war Review in 1961. This was D.
Tasi¢’s paper entitled “Extramarital birth in Yugoslavia”. In this paper, the author analyzes the basic
characteristics of the change in the number of extramarital births based on statistical data in the
periods of 1930-1939 and 1950-1959. Finally, Tasi¢ concludes that statistical data, despite provid-
ing a basis, are not sufficient to understand the “living conditions of an extramarital child and his
mother” (Tasi¢, 1961, p. 87), and advocates the need for a detailed sociological survey research.

4 During this period, a total of 61 issues with 493 texts (scientific/expert papers, reviews, annexes,
polemics) were published. In the period from 2000 to 2003, two issues of the journal were
published annually. In 2004, one double issue (1-2) and two additional issues (3 and 4) were
published, and since 2005, the publication of articles in the journal has had a stable dynamics of
four issues per year. At the time of the analysis of texts for the purposes of this paper for the cur-
rent year, 2017, the first two issues were published. Most of the papers were published in three
issues in 2004. The reason for this significant production is that Issue 1-2 published 24 papers
presented at the scientific conference Society in Transition - Models, Alternatives, Perspectives
(Novi Sad Sociology Days, Morovi¢, 28-30.05.2004). Published texts most often belong to stud-
ies and articles.
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Results and Discussion

In 57.3% of analyzed Review issues, at least one text of importance for strengthening
the cognitive-theoretical and methodological level of the sociological study of the family
was published. The number of individual issues in which the analyzed papers are published
is decreasing with the number of papers by issue — while one paper is published in 14
issues, there are single issues that hold four, five and six published papers. A continuity
of publication of relevant papers is noticeable|(Graph 1)} but the number of published
texts varies considerably when it comes to the publication year - ranging from one (2000,
2007, 2013) to as much as eight texts a year (2003, 2004, 2012). There are two periods of
more intensive publication of papers (2003-2006 and 2010-2012), which coincide with the
completion of the previous (2005), as well as the beginnings of new project cycles (2006
and 2011). During this period, several sociological studies were conducted, the results of
which were published, among other places, in Review.

Texts are signed by a total of 59 authors, mostly domestic (56).> A more significant
presence of papers by domestic authors is expected and certainly contributes to a better
understanding of the characteristics, functionalities and challenges that the family
encounters in contemporary Serbian society. However, as this is a reputable sociological
journal with a long tradition of publication, a somewhat larger number of foreign authors
was expected, at least from the countries in the region. The absence of their work makes
it difficult to develop a comparative knowledge of the features of a modern family in
different socio-cultural and economic environments.

Most authors (%) published one text in the analyzed period. Among researchers with
multiple authorship, most have two (seven authors), but there are also those with as many
as five published articles (one author)®.

Published texts are not homogeneous - among them, there are differences that do
not concern only the period of publication, number of authors, etc., but also the character
of work (theoretical/empirical), category (article, review, presentation...), thematic focus.
The last criterion is particularly relevant for the analysis of Review’s contribution to the
strengthening of the discipline - on the basis of which the selected texts are roughly classified
into two groups. The first group consists of 15 papers with a theme that directly belongs to
the discipline, while papers in the second group are focused on other research problems,
but with concepts that are close to the sociological research of the family (57 papers).

Texts with a theme that directly belongs
to the sociology of the family
Papers that directly belong to the discipline are the work of domestic authors. Individual

authorship is dominant. The papers are mostly signed by female authors, which confirms that
family and marriage research is still considered a “female” domain. There is discontinuity

> Foreign authors state universities in Croatia, Romania and the UK as affiliates.

¢ Authors who in the analyzed period published two papers of importance for the sociological re-
search of the family are (alphabetically): S. Antoni¢, A. Kuburovi¢, B. Mijatovi¢, M. Novakov, M.
Radoman, H. Raduski and A. Vukovi¢. S. Dragisi¢-Labas, D. Kokovi¢ and 7. Lazar published three
texts. L. Cickari¢ and G. Tripkovi¢ published four, while M. Ljubici¢ published five texts.
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in the publication of papers, since in seven out of the total of 18 analyzed years, there is not
even one text that primarily deals with sociological research of the family The
papers analyze several key research problems’, and current social processes (transition,
regionalization) are the most common frameworks in which these problems are observed.

Papers in this group can (roughly) be classified into five categories. The first one is the
work that analyzes the impact of current social processes on family and marriage. Tripkovi¢
(2004) and Polovina and Zegarac (2005) talk about the challenges that transition brings
to the family and marital functionality. The transition leads to the emergence of a new
“extraordinary solidarity” as a “survival model” in unfavorable social conditions (Tripkovi¢,
2004, p. 205, 208)8. New solidarity networks are “proto-family or proto-kinship” and “signal
that there is a dissolution of family privacy and point to a tendency of losing the economic
autarchy of the family household” (Tripkovié, 2004, pp. 211-212). Polovina and Zegarac
(2005) analyze the characteristics of divorce in the conditions of transition, stressing that in
the period of crisis the divorce rate is decreasing’. Transition, according to the authors, leads
to the emergence of “severe divorces” that are marked by “a high level of communicative,
emotional and separation problems and the sensed “war” in the struggle for custody over
the children” (Polovina & Zegarac, 2005, p. 413) as the key marital capital. Another process
whose impact is analyzed is the regionalization. In two papers, Tripkovi¢ (2002b, 2003)
analyzes what regionalization “means for the development and strengthening of families”
(Tripkovi¢, 2002b, p. 111). The author also points to the difficulties in recognizing the regional
family identity'?, the need to “reconsider the concept of a modern family in the light of its
regional characteristics!!” (Tripkovi¢, 2002b, p. 114), as well as the negative consequences of
regionalization in relation to the family, when it is “the result of the planned, but irrational
or authoritarian decisions of political elites”!? (Tripkovi¢, 2002b, p. 124).

7 These are: family functionality, divorce, family identity, reproductive behavior and parenting, dif-
ferent types of family, different aspects of family life.

8 The author analyzes the problems in the case of refugee families. New forms of solidarity are char-
acterized by a network of non-institutionalized relationships “which compensate for the absence
of institutional solutions” (Tripkovi¢, 2004, p. 210), with the strongpoint in the domain of the
family and kinship (as well as neighbors and friendly groups).

° Regarding the territory of Serbia, from a very high divorce rate in 1985, there was a significant
decline until 2000, when the divorce rate started rapidly increasing and in 2002 approached the
1985 rate (Polovina & Zegarac , 2005, p. 404).

10 The author focuses on the complex problem of the relationship of family identity and other iden-

tities, especially in ethnically mixed areas such as Vojvodina.

1 This, in author’s opinion, requires analyzing “to what extent behind similar tendencies and simi-
lar family structures” (in terms of the dominant nuclear family) “hide [...] differences in family
cultural patterns” (Tripkovié, 2002, p. ). On this trajectory, “the attention of researchers of the
family should be directed [...] towards the processes of divergence and convergence between the
modern family and our historical and regional specifics”, as well as towards “the problem of mul-
ticulturalism and monoculturality at the level of narrower regional units in which more stable
structures of multinational families are formed” (Tripkovi¢, 2002, p. 116).

12 She points out that it can happen that, through (over)regionalization, the social organization
can not reach the developmental needs of the family, but on the contrary, cause its “stagnation in
ideological, legal and economic clamps”, as evidenced by the circumstances in which families were
found after years of war in our immediate environment (Tripkovi¢ 2002, p. 124).
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In the analyzed period, two papers on changes in the field of parenting practice were
published. Kuburovi¢ (2003a) compares two studies'3 on the attitudes of young people
who have yet to become parents, conducted with the goal of determining the (altered?)
content, type and manifestation of parenthood within two time periods!*. The author
states that “the hypothesis on the macro-social conditionality of the attitudes about birth
and parenting is confirmed” (Kuburovi¢, 2003a, p. 134), and that “changes in the content
of the motivational basis, lessening the inconsistency of the desired and expected number
of children and readiness for positive birth control indicate a lesser degree of alienation
of parenthood”, while attitudes about the relation of marriage and parenthood, as well
as about alternative forms of parenting, indicate a slowdown in the individualization of
parenthood (Kuburovi¢, 2003a, p. 134). In another paper, Kuburovi¢ (2006) analyzes the
problem of low fertility in Serbia through determinants relevant to reproductive behavior
and decision making on parenting'®. The author notes the traditional distribution of
parenting activities and responsibilities!®, the inconsistency between positive attitudes
towards parenting and the reality of adverse circumstances for the decision to give birth,
as well as awareness of the necessity of sacrifice!” (Kuburovi¢, 2006, p. 577, 580, 582).
This subject can be supplemented with papers analyzing the character of reproductive
behavior. Novakov (2010) analyzes the attitude of the rural environment to infertility
and birth outside of marriage. The author starts from a historical perspective!® and then
on the basis of empirical data!® concludes that “the socio-cultural pattern that molded

13 The first research (Blagojevi¢, 1989) was conducted on a sample of 567 high school students (394
from Belgrade, 173 from Kragujevac) and 317 university students (209 from Belgrade, 108 from
Kragujevac). In the second study (Kuburovi¢, 2002), 1000 high school students were interviewed
(400 from Belgrade, 202 from Kragujevac, 177 from Novi Sad, 221 from Ni$) and 494 university
students (200 from Belgrade, 99 from Kragujevac, 89 from Novi Sad, 106 from Nis).

14 The periods are the end of the 1980s and the end of the 1990s. Considering that changes in socio-
economic structures and the value system are observed in the mentioned periods, the question was
raised as to whether there were changes in attitudes towards parenting in the conditions of these social
changes, and could new trends in reproductive behavior be discussed with regards to young people?

15 The presented findings were created as a result of the analysis and synthesis of conclusions from
several empirical studies on the characteristics of low fertility and the practice of parenting in Serbia
(Blagojevi¢, 1989, 1995, 1997; Petrovi¢, 1996; Kuburovi¢, 2003b, 2003¢), which analyzed sociologi-
cally relevant aspects of conditionality of low fertility: parental activities, resources, functions and
adverse effects of the realization of parenthood (“sacrifice” and the conflict of parenthood and work).

16 Tt was noted that “the realization of paternity through concrete parental activities is mostly a sup-
port to motherhood” and it is most often reduced to “securing the family’s social safety and taking
responsibility for respecting authority” (Kuburovi¢, 2006, p. 577).

17 Sacrifice is perceived as “one of desirable characteristics, more closely related to the realization of
motherhood” (Kuburovi¢, 2006, p. 582).

18 In this way, the importance of having offspring in the tradition of Serbian people is emphasized,
as well as the degrading position in the family, the social stigma and the condemnation of sterile
women. It was also pointed out that “a patriarchal society that incriminates sterile women, in-
criminates unmarried mothers and out-of-wedlock children (Novakov, 2010, p. 342), who are
often perceived as the causes of social misfortunes, often being severely punished and expelled
from the social environment” (Vlahovi¢ , 1968).

19 The research was conducted in 2007 on a sample of 300 mothers in four villages in AP Vojvodina.
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a certain type of woman-mother in our society has formed in a long process and has
had a long duration, and some understandings, which are deeply rooted, survive to this
day” (Novakov, 2010, pp. 347). Based on the results of qualitative research?’, Radoman
(2015) analyzes the attitudes and experiences of women about abortion and contraception
through various discourses?!. Although most respondents have a (relatively) positive
attitude towards abortion, there is a perceived sense of guilt due to the social pressure
surrounding the topic of abortion. It is concluded that, in the respondents’ attitudes, the
mixing of discourse is often present, which is interpreted as the existence of a “hybrid type
of sexual and reproductive behavior and socialization”?? (Sekuli¢, 2015, p. 64).

Three authors analyze the characteristics of different types of families. Novakov
(2012), on a theoretical level, analyzes the ways of origin, typology and different criteria
for the division of single-parent families, while, on the empirical level, she refers to the
representation and socio-demographic characteristics of single parents in Serbia and
other countries. The author concludes that “in addition to the family structure, the
specificity of the needs and faced problems separate single-parent families into a special
mode of the family which, above all, is characterized by feminization and poverty”
(Novakov, 2012, p. 398). The other two papers deal with completely alternative family
forms for our society. Covi¢ (2015) explores the experience of LGBT parents and their
children in the case of several longitudinal studies conducted in the United States. The
author points out the mechanisms for forming parental roles in these families??, their
demographic profile, the characteristics of gender socialization of children?!, and the

20'The survey conducted in 2013/2014 was based on the implementation of a deep interview that
covered 30 respondents from the territory of Belgrade.

21 'The author discusses the nationalist, antinationalist, “feminist” and religious discourse, the dis-
course on “naturalization” and “denaturalization’, as well as the discourse on “individual decision”
(Radoman, 2015, p. 446). In the study, a total of 12 respondents had an abortion experience. 19
out of 30 respondents expressed a positive attitude towards abortion, while six advocated for some
restrictions on abortion. One respondent is indecisive, and four answers are missing (Radoman,
2015, p. 455). For some respondents, abortion is a type of contraception, a medical procedure by
which they intended to solve some of their health problems, while for others it is a termination of
(unwanted) pregnancy or an act that takes place in a situation where society, state or nation has
not provided the necessary prerequisites for pregnancy and parenting. Most respondents distrust
contraceptive pills, and point out that the condom is the best contraceptive means (despite the fact
that coitus intrerruptus is referred to as a fairly common method of contraception).

22 This hybrid refers to the interweaving of modern/liberal and traditional/national and religious
discourses.

23 The author points out that in most modern, same-sex families, children were born during previous het-
erosexual relationships, and that modern research in this field focuses on the phenomenon of planned
LGBT families, realized through adoption or assisted reproductive techniques (Covié, 2014, p. 400).

24 1n this context, Covié points out that many authors state that children within same-sex families will
have greater chances of becoming homosexuals themselves or developing a number of behavioral
problems without adequate empirical support (2014, p. 400). On the other hand, empirical evidence
for normative claims about the necessity of a heteronormative form for the purpose of their proper
psychic development has not been found either (Covi¢, 2014, p. 401, 403). It was also pointed out
that “existing research shows that children of LGBT parents do not declare themselves as lesbian/gay
at significantly higher rates than children of heterosexual parents” (Covi¢, 2014, p. 405).
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social labeling of same-sex families?>. In conclusion, it is emphasized that children
in same-sex families “go through psychosocial development in the same way as the
children of heterosexual parents and that children’s well-being is more influenced
by the quality of family relationships than the sexual orientation of parents” (Covi¢,
2015, p. 413). On the other hand, the author warns of the fact that the conducted
research suffers from numerous shortcomings and methodological problems (e.g.,
an inadequate sample, insufficiently objectivized measuring techniques, bias in
self-representation of respondents) (Covi¢, 2015, pp. 413-414). In the third paper,
Antoni¢ (2011) gives a sociological critique of MrSevi¢s study (2009)%. In addition
to the complaints regarding the monograph form?’, Antoni¢ criticizes the author’s
perception of the origin of homosexual behavior/identity as a matter of nature rather
than socialization?® (Antoni¢, 2011, p. 71). He also thinks that the author’s view of
marriage as “a community of mutual love and devotion” whose right is not limited by
the reproductive capacity of spouses (Mrsevi¢, 2009, p. 81, 157) is unilateral and wrong
because it ignores the fact that “formal conditions for accessing a social institution
depend of its function”?® (Antoni¢, 2011, p. 77). Moreover, the critic emphasizes that

25 Research suggests that most adolescents from LGBT families experience some form of nega-
tive reaction, and that adolescents use “a wide range of skills of confrontation, more often adap-
tive strategies (e.g. optimism, confrontation, choosing good friends or seeking social help) than
adaptability (e.g., depression or avoidance)” (Covi¢, 2014, p. 407). LGBT parents also experience
discrimination at various levels and have less support from their families of origin.

26 In the book Towards a Democratic Society: same-sex families, changes in the legal regulation of
same-sex couples in the countries of Europe and America are described, pointing to three insti-
tutional steps (cohabitation, registered partnership and same-sex marriage) that lead to the ces-
sation of discrimination and the establishment of equality of same-sex families , 2011, p. 67-68).
The author considers criticism and resistance to the redefinition of the institution of marriage and
brings them into connection with the “moral panic” (Mr$evi¢, 2009, p. 45), which is in the service
of promoting homophobia and intolerance (Mrsevi¢, 2009, p. 52).

27 The lack of relevant scientific references in qualitative and quantitative terms is emphasized, as
well as the fact that “all experiential psychological and sociological research mentioned in this
book are cited exclusively from daily press (or from the Internet edition)” (Antoni¢, 2011, p. 70).

28 Following the findings of numerous research, Antoni¢ points out that it is necessary to observe
homosexual behavior in the perspective of a multidimensional developmental model that,
with heredity and prenatal development, also includes events in childhood and cultural milieu
(Antoni¢, 2011, p. 72). Furthermore, he emphasizes that (homo)sexuality is not automatically
associated with some special (in this case homosexual) permanent identity, and even less with
the affiliation with some social and political movement centered around that identity (Antoni¢,
2011, p. 74).

2 Since an important social function of marriage is support in childbirth and upbringing, gender
diversity is a key formal requirement for entering the institution of marriage (Antoni¢, 2011, p.
78). If some of these conditions of entering the institution seem unfair to certain people, they can
propose reforms. But, it should be kept in mind that the reforms of these institutions are only
possible to a certain extent [...] with the change of the key formal condition, namely, the nature
and functions of the institution are changed” (Antoni¢, 2011, p. 79). Thus, “redefining marriage
as indifferent to procreation (the so-called sexless concept of marriage) leads to the breakdown
of the essential link between marriage and responsible and socially supported biological parent-
hood” (Antoni¢, 2011, p. 81).
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Mrsevi¢ inadequately applies the research on the development of children in lesbian
families®. In conclusion, Antoni¢ points out that the author has dealt with the topic of
same-sex families more so from the perspective of a political activist than an impartial
scientist (Antoni¢, 2011, p. 95).

The fourth category consists of papers in which the family and its aspects are
theoretically thought out. Bilinovi¢ (2009) writes about the problem and fruitfulness
of incorporating (social) biological knowledge into social sciences, especially in the
domain of the (sociological) study of the family and its organizational structure.?!
The author (Bilinovi¢, 2009) points out that sociobiological principles of family study
have generated explanations of many specific aspects of the human family system
(e.g., parental investment theory, parent-child conflict theory, co-operative education
theory)32. Tosi¢ and Todorovi¢ (2011) analyze gender ideologies and roles in the context
of their influence on marital/family dynamics. The impact of changes in the marital
division of labor on the quality of marital relations is investigated.>* Tripkovi¢ (2002a)
gives a presentation of Andelka Mili¢’s book (2001)34, assessing it as an extremely

30 Antoni¢ predominantly focuses on the criticism of three studies that Mrsevi¢ cites, one of which
deals with the increase in the number of lesbian households with children, the second with teach-
er reports about the behavior of children in school, and the third with the quantity and quality of
care for children in the household. As he says, “none of them actually deal with children them-
selves and their psychological state”, so “it is difficult for any of these studies to serve as evidence
that there is no difference between children raised in traditional and lesbian families” (Antoni¢,
2011, p. 91).

3In particular, “studies within the sociobiological field of interest focus on monitoring the
evolutionary history of behavioral strategies in terms of their functional role in the ancient,
as well as the present environment. From this perspective, social behavior is viewed as shaped
by natural selection in a way that contributes to the reproductive success of an individual.
Such ideological aspirations were part of a wider paradigm shift in the field of social sciences
in the late 20th century” (Bilinovi¢, 2009, p. 81). Two principles are highlighted within the
field of classical ideas of sociobiology that have shown exceptional applicability in studying
the functioning of the human (and animal) family system - the principle of (inclusive) adap-
tive value and the principle of biological/cognitive altruism. Both principles are based on
Darwin’s logic of natural selection as a heuristic fertile framework for the study of the family
and kinship.

32 In conclusion, it is said that these explanations “do not aspire to deprive either anthropologi-
cal or sociological explanations and interpretations of family relationships of their integrity”
(Bilinovi¢, 2009, p. 99), but above all “indicate that human cultural adaptations are not arbitrary”,
and should be perceived as those that adjust to the adaptive value paradigms (Bilinovi¢, 2009,
p. 99).

33 These changes imply increased labor participation of women and changes in the traditional divi-
sion of labor in the household. It is pointed out that the employment of women per se is not a
factor that affects the quality and stability of marriage, but that a wider division of labor between
men and women, both paid and unpaid, the housework, must be taken into account (Tomi¢ &
Todorovi¢, 2011, p.411). More precisely, it is stated that the fact that labor is divided does not
affect the quality of marriage, but rather the “perception of justice or unfairness of this division”
(Tomi¢ & Todorovi¢, 2011, p. 411), which depends on the adopted traditional or egalitarian gen-
der ideology and the understanding of gender roles.

34 The title of the book is Sociology of the family - Critique and Challenges.
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valuable contribution to our scientific study on the family, as well as the effort to “bring
new life to the sociology of the family”3>.

The last analyzed topic includes the family in the context of its (potential) impact
on the development of certain psychopathological behaviors (Ljubici¢, 2010). Based on
empirical data’, the author analyzes the family and social/non-family variables of the
psychopathology of juvenile delinquency®”. The results of the research clearly highlighted
the predictive power of family variables, especially in the case of minors sentenced to a
measure from the closed protection system.

Texts with other primary thematic focus in which concepts
relevant to the sociological study of the family appear

The second group consists of papers whose theme does not directly belong to the
sociology of the family, but is important for its research domain. These are the papers in
which concepts from family sociology appear in the second or third research plan - as one
of the research variables and/or auxiliary means in explaining the primary problem. In
these papers, the themes relevant to the sociological analysis of the family are studied in
an indirect way.

The number of papers in this group (57) suggests that, among the authors of other
research orientations, there is an awareness of the significance of the concepts belonging
to the sociology of the family as research variables. This, in fact, confirms the previously
identified need for an interdisciplinary study of the family. Here as well, individual
authorship of domestic researchers prevails. A little less than half of the papers (43.9%)
were published after 2010. The dynamics of publication varies depending on the primary

3 Tripkovi¢ points out that the focus of the book is a wide-ranging debate on the scope and dilem-
mas of the discipline itself - the sociology of the family (historical and chronological development
of the sociology of the family, the genesis of the place of the sociology of the family as an academic
discipline, its development in different traditions of Europe and America, the problem of deter-
mining the field, its theoretical and empirical scope, and the ideological (mis)use of the family).
The significance of this book is also emphasized by the conclusion that it is characterized by
“encyclopaedic comprehensiveness, textbook systematicity, as well as a dimension of a particular
critical questioning of the discipline and its categories” (Tripkovi¢, 2001, p. 244).

36 The research was conducted in 2008, on a sample of 50 juvenile offenders who were sentenced
to measures from the system of open protection (30 offenders), and from the system of closed
protection (20 offenders). Two juveniles in the total sample were female (Ljubi¢i¢, 2010, p. 213).

37 She classifies these variables into two theoretical models of interpreting the psychopathological
behavior of juvenile offenders - “Model I”, which emphasizes the aspects of family functionality
(family structure and family relationship) and “Model II”, which emphasizes non-family factors
(primarily social labeling and negative self-concept). The basic goal of this type of theoretical
framework for researching the above mentioned topic is to determine the predictive power of fam-
ily and non-family variables on the manifestation of psychopathological juvenile delinquency. The
author, among other things, points out that “psychopathology is significantly more pronounced
with the institutionalized minors compared to those who have been sentenced to a measure from
the open protection system” (Ljubici¢, 2010, p. 208). She therefore considers it justified to set a hy-
pothesis on whether it is possible to talk about certain distinctions in the psychopathological and
family characteristics among juveniles, in relation to the closed or the open protection system.
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research focus - this indicates the emergence of new contexts in whose research the
concepts/themes from the sociology of the family are applied. We can notice a shift
from papers in which the concepts belonging to the sociology of the family appear in the
explanations of ethnicity (for example), to policies directed to new research focuses such
as gender regimes, education, deviations and mental illnesses, etc.

The analysis of the papers in this group identified about 15 themes relevant to
the sociology of the family, classified into two subgroups. The first one includes the
themes relating to the internal characteristics of the family and marital life38, while the
other subgroup includes themes in which the family is viewed in relation to the wider
community>®. Five themes are distinguished by frequency - three from the first
and two from the second subgroup.

One fifth of papers with the so-called contact subject primarily belongs to the field of
social pathology and the sociology of mental illness[(Table 2)| This is the work of domestic
researchers, with mostly individual authorship. In these papers, the family is most often
referred to as one of the most important factors of deviance®’. Particular emphasis is placed
on the influence of the family (family forms and structure, relationships and functionality,
the styles of upbringing, the family social position, inadequate socialization and negative
learning by model) in the etiology of deviant behavior of minors*! (Ljubi¢i¢, 2006b,
Maksimovi¢, Kulji¢, Mati¢, 2010). Family functionality and integrity is also observed in
the context of mental illness - the authors (Opali¢, 2006; Sjenici¢, 2012) write about the
position of patients in families and the significance of the family for starting the treatment,
the relationship between the family and the institution/hospital, and the social labeling
of the patient, as well as their immediate relatives. The findings of these papers can be of
great use in understanding the characteristics of families with a “different” everyday life, as
well as for analyzing family life in stress conditions (caused by deviance and/or illness)*2.
Also, the papers contribute to the strengthening of knowledge on the relationship of the
family and the global society, especially social institutions.

The other two most common subgroups of papers are those in which the concepts
belonging to the sociology of the family appear in the research of problems in the sphere
of politics and ethnicity (six papers, each). In papers with politics as the primary theme,
family cultural capital as well as the characteristics of intra-family political communication

38 These are themes such as: family forms and structures, family roles and relationships, family
functionality, parenting styles, family education and socialization, family (cultural, socio-cultur-
al) capital, family authority, marriage and marriage roles, biological reproduction and sexuality,
family solidarity, households.

3 Themes such as: family social status, family and social institutions, social labeling of the family,
families in specific social conditions (stress, ethnicity, refugees, ideologies), family characteristics
in contemporary societies and so on.

40 This is confirmed by the findings of Ljubici¢ (2012) obtained on the basis of the analysis of the
criminology textbooks.

41 As many as five out of 11 papers are devoted to the deviations of minors.

42 This group of papers also investigates victimization in the function of characterizing the family
and household (Ljubi¢i¢ & Dragisi¢-Labas, 2010), family characteristics as a factor of suicide of
the elderly and the social labeling of the family with suicides (Knezi¢ 2006), family violence and
pathology of family relationships in an alcoholic family Dragisi¢-Labas, 2016) and so on.
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and participation in family decision-making are examined (Cickari¢, 2004; Cickarié,
2005) which strengthens knowledge on family power (structure, spheres of expression).
Also, in these papers, the gender dimension of political participation is viewed through
the prism of marriage and family roles, with emphasis on gender imbalances between
public and private spheres, which complicates the participation and visibility of women in
the political scene (Vukovi¢, 2008).

The connection between ethnicity and marriage/family is most often discussed in
the context of (non)existence of ethnic distance. This relationship is analyzed in an intra/
inter-family environment. Empirically oriented papers are dominant inspired
by the growth of the national in the last decade of the 20th century. The contribution
of papers on ethnicity to the development of sociological knowledge about the family is
“read” through four key problems: a) the family as a factor in the preservation of ethnic
peculiarities®, b) reproductive behavior of specific ethnic groups*, ¢) family solidarity
within an ethnic group and the family as the boundary for the formation of an ethnic
social identity (Miladinovi¢, 2006), and d) marriage in the context of ethnicity*°.

Research on contemporary migration/mobility devotes special attention to the family.
It is pointed out that there are reciprocal links between the characteristics of mobility and
the family, that marital/family characteristics are simultaneously inciters and inhibitors
of mobility, and that mobility redefines the key elements of marital/family life*6. Some
of these problems are also addressed by the authors of the papers published in Review,
writing about: a) the importance of family cohesion as a factor of adaptation in the process
of immigration (Jari¢, 2001; Ljubici¢, 2006a), b) the family and refugees (as a specific form
of forced migrations), with a focus on the impact of this social situation on family roles,
networks and solidarity, as well as the social position of the family and its members*’, and
¢) the capacity for mobility of women in daily migrations interpreted by the hypothesis on
household/family responsibility (Ciki¢, Stojsin, 2017).

Bearing in mind the multifunctionality of the family, it is not surprising that
concepts related to family reality appear in the papers that primarily deal with economic,
educational, reproduction problems and sexuality. In papers on economic themes (more
precisely, research on work), the authors start from the structure of the family budget,
emphasizing the importance of searching for new strategies for “getting-by”, that is,
seeking additional sources of income to meet the needs of the family (Novakovi¢, 2001).
What is also discussed is the influence of the post-socialist transformation of labor on the
problems of exercising workers’ rights which directly reflects the material (in)security of

43 This refers to the emphasis on the importance of family education in the preservation of ethnic
peculiarities, with women having a special role in such socialization (Kokovi¢ & Lazar, 2003).

44 This is a study of (extra)marital fertility of the Roma population (Raduski, 2003).

45 The papers analyze the marriage as a variable of ethnic distance (Lazar & Kokovi¢, 2005), as well
as ethnic homogamy/heterogamy in Vojvodina (Sokolovska, 2008).

46 It is enough to recall the characteristics of family life in the so-called multilocal families (e.g., LAT,
transnational, transregional, intercommunal families).

47 Ljubici¢ (2006) speaks of these problems in the review of a book by prof. dr P. Opali¢, as well
as Raduski (2011, p. 373), studying the “demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the
Bosnian refugee population”.
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the family*3, increasing the degree of its exposure to the risk of poverty. Vasovi¢ (2003)
views family consumption as an indicator of family well-being, and links the material
status of the family with the expectations of the future?. The concept of family capital
(as a basis in the research of family resilience) appears as an element in the research of
household work strategies (Miloevi¢, 2013), but also education, as a factor in shaping
relations between the family and schools (Strangari¢, 2017).

Investigating the sexuality of young people in contemporary Serbian society, Savin
and Fajgelj (2000) point to a partially transformed patriarchal pattern of sexual behavior
that results in an increased risk of reproductive health disorders, as well as the difficulties
in later performance of the reproductive and sexual function of the family. Analyzing the
characteristics of reproduction, Stankovi¢ (2007) discusses the influence of the family of
origin on the formation of sexual behavior of young people, while Rasevi¢ (2008) writes
about reproductive behavior in contemporary Serbian society that moves between
traditional (abortion) and modern methods (contraception) of planning childbirth. Also,
the transformation of the reproductive family function (in the direction of delay and
reduction in the number of births) is related to the costs of parenting (Rasevi¢, Panev, 2001).

Anthropological themes that point to kinship relationships as a wider framework
for understanding marital/family relationships are particularly close to the sociological
study of the family. Skori¢ (2004a) writes about the incest taboo, analyzing various incest
theories, with a special emphasis on biosocial theories. Also, the author analyzes kinship
relationships in the context of the anthropology of ethnicity (Skori¢, 2004b).

Wi theth strengthening of the feminist perspective, gender regimes become a
common framework for the analysis of marriage/family. In the papers published in Review,
this concept is used in the research of: a) the transformation of marriage in Serbian society
and the movement towards a modern model of marriage (Sobot, 2010), b) gender roles in
the media and their mutual dependence on the family/marriage character® (Jari¢, 2013),
¢) gender roles in family farms and rural households>? (Babovi¢, 2014).%* The concept of
gender regimes has proved to be very popular in sociological analysis of marriage/family
because it points to specific gender models of behavior, as well as gender positions in the
private/public sphere.

Despite the clear trend of demographic aging of our society, it is interesting that
only two papers are dedicated to the problems of the elderly and their family life. In these

48 Novakovi¢ (2001) writes about the discretionary right of the director in deciding on the maternity
absence of employees and the exercise of their right to compensation, as well as the repercussions
for job security.

4 The author (Vasovi¢, 2003) states that with a decrease in the family budget there is a decrease
in the family optimism regarding the possibility of achieving both individual and group/family
needs, desires, aspirations in the future.

50 The author analyzes the cultural dimension of family capital.

51 This refers to the media research of the characteristics of patriarchal families and their changes.

52 This implies research into the practice of family property inheritance, division of work on farms,
forms of territorialization of economic resources, especially their gender-based availability.

53 In addition to this, the concept of gender regimes is also used to research the already mentioned
gender-based mobility capacities defined by the hypothesis on household/family responsibility
(Ciki¢, Stojsin, 2017).
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papers, a well-known trend in the reduction of family structure (in particular, a decline
in the number of multi-generation families) is indicative of “bringing new challenges to
the elderly, both in the financial and the socio-psychological plan” (Mijatovi¢, 2003, p.
228). The importance of family solidarity to meet the needs of the elderly is emphasized,
especially in cases of a low standard of living.

Therefore, it is not surprising that Rasevi¢ and Mijatovi¢ (2004) highlight measures
of financial and institutional assistance to families as an important element of the state
policy of care for the elderly.

Different religious and ideological “keys” made it possible to get acquainted with the
features of family life in different social/cultural contexts (Gregorian, 2016). To this, we
can also add research on values which discusses the impact of the re-traditionalization
of the value system of young people in contemporary Serbian society on the adoption
of traditional gender stereotypes and the formation of attitudes towards the re-
traditionalization of the family (Radoman, 2012). On the other hand, Kokovi¢ and Lazar
(2004), based on empirical results, show that, in the transition period, the family is
established as one of the key social values, representing that little stability in times of
general uncertainty. The transitional period is an interesting framework for investigating
authoritarianism. Petrovi¢ (2003) talks about the relationship of the family and society in
the transmission of authoritarian forms, stressing that the degree of authoritarianism in
society corresponds to the level of authoritarianism in the family. Recalling the relationship
of the family and the wider community in the analysis of social problems, the authors draw
attention to the place of the family in social development. There is an interesting view
expressed by Malesevi¢ (2001), who, writing about rural development, points to a more
intensive institutionalization of family functions within the local community®*, as well as
to the importance of family (entrepreneurial) initiatives to strengthen local development
processes.

The family in the context of research on institutions is also discussed by Breneselovi¢
(2011), writing about the relationship of the family and restorative justice, and noting
the important role and specific position of the family in the process of individual de-
victimization. Also, the relationship between the family and institutions can be traced in
the works of Jari¢ (2013) and Purkovi¢ (2005) - here, we encounter an analysis of the media
“coverage” of family issues, the media monitoring of the transformation of family roles
(Jari¢, 2013), as well as the media standardization of a Serbian family that provides us with
a kind of characterology of family roles (Purkovi¢, 2005). Finally, there is a noteworthy
paper in which Vukovi¢, analyzing of the work of the Center for Sociological Research of
the Institute of Social Sciences, points to its importance promoting and developing the
sociology of the family in (among other things), through teaching and research.

Conclusion

Based on short presentations of selected papers, we can make conclusions on
Review’s practice to publish papers of importance for the development of the sociology
of the family, as well as those dealing with (certain) tendencies within the discipline.

54 This was also discussed by Mihailescu (2004), noting the institutionalization of marital and family
functions and customs within the transition processes in Romania.
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Although selected papers were published throughout the entire analyzed period, there is
a noticeable fluctuation in their number. This applies in particular to the papers that are
directly related to the discipline, with occasional breaks of several years in publication.

The dominant national context of research was observed, that is, the focus on “our”
family. Such a research tendency is evident in wider interpretative frameworks of family
study (as in the case of the analysis of the impact of macro social changes - transition and
regionalization - on the family field), as well as in “narrow” interpretations of numerous
aspects of family functioning. Besides, some general transition problems of contemporary
Serbian society (retraditionalization, authoritarianism, deviance, media performances)
“break” through family everyday life.

The covered themes speak in favor of a versatile interest in family issues, as well as the
monitoring of current trends that are (probably) most apparent at the level of continuous
changes in the family structure/family types, parental practices and reproductive
behavior. There are also “shifts” within the thematic focus. On this trail, it can be noted
that contemporary Serbian sociology of the family is (strives to) keeping up with current
world research tendencies in this area.

After all, it is necessary to point out that there is a certain discrepancy between the
(quantity of) theoretical analyses and empirical findings in this field of study. In particular,
there is an evident lack of broad theoretical elaborations of contemporary trends and
characteristics of families, as well as research on methodological challenges in this field
of study. In this context, a stronger positioning of “our” (sociology of) family within
contemporary theoretical and research efforts and endeavors in this field is called for.
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Graph 1. Articles with relevance for sociological research of the family published in
Socioloski pregled/ Sociological Review (2000-2017)
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Graph 2. Texts with a theme that directly belongs to the sociology of the family
published in Socioloski pregled/ Sociological Review (2000-2017)

248


Milan
nazad

Milan
back

Milan
nazad

Milan
back


Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LII (2018), no. 1, pp. 216-251

Tabena 1. HajppexBenTtHmje TeMe 13 06/1aCTI COLMOMOIIKOT IPOyYaBatbha HOPORULIE Y
TekcToBUMA 06jaB/beHnM y Coyuonouikom tipeinegy (2000-2017) ca TeMaTKOM Koja je
CPOZIHA COLVIOIOMIKOM POy UYaBakhy IOPONILE
Table 1. The most frequent themes in the field of the sociological study of the family in
the texts published in Socioloski pregled/ Sociological Review (2000-2017) whose theme is

related to the sociological study of the family

bpoj
noHaB/bamwa | [NpumapHu GOKyc TeKCTOBA Y KojuMa
Tema / y pagosvma / ce Tema nojaBsbyje /
Theme Number of The primary focus of the texts in
repetitions in which the theme appears
papers
CTnoBm pogmTerbCTBa,
NMopoAMNYHO BacnuTare 1 CouujanHa natonoruja, NOANTAYKA
coumjanusaunja / 10 coumjanmsaumja, cekcyanHoct /
Styles of parenting, family Social pathology, political socializa-
upbringing and socializa- tion, sexuality
tion
CouujanHa natonorunja, MeHTanHe
MNopopunyHe ynore n 6onecTy, NOAUTUKA, MUrpauuje,
ogHocu / 8 poZHM pexumu, ngeonoruja /
«m HA3A]J] | Family roles and relation- Social pathology, mental illnesses,
ships politics, migrations, gender regimes,
ideology
<m BACK
OpHoc nopoauue un MeHTanHe 6onecTu, OpyLUTBEHN
WNHCTUTYLMWja / 8 pa3Boj, NpaBo, meanju /
The relationship of the Mental illness, social development,
family and institutions law, media
O6nuum nopoanyHor
»KMBOTa 1 nopoanyHa CouwmjanHa naTonoruja, MeHTanHe
CTpyKTYypa / 7 6onectn /
Forms of family life and Social pathology, mental illness
family structure
Mopoauua y caBpemeHnm Monutuka, pogHN pexnmu, ctapu,
apywrsuma / 7 BpPeAHOCTM pa3Boj, Meauju /
The family in modern Politics, gender regimes, old, value
societies development, media
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Tabema 2. OCHOBHe TeMe I KapaKTePUCTUKE ,KOHTAKTHUX  PajjoBa IyOIMKOBaHIX
y Coyuonowxom tipeinegy (2000-2017)*

Table 2. Basic themes and characteristics of “contact” papers published in Socioloski
pregled/ Sociological Review (2000-2017)*
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& & 5 se | 25
z S ga
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,U,er!JaHMJemmeHTanHe §onecm/ 1 - 170 8/3 | 7(64%) | 3/8
Deviations and mental illnesses
Monutuka / Politics 6 3 3/0 6/0 1(17%) 4/2
EtHuuuTeT / Ethnicity 6 6 5/1 4/2 0 1/5
<= HAAL [ o
el [EEu AT S 5 6 6/0 | 4/1 |4(80%) | 0/5
regimes
I BACK Mwurpauuje / Migrations 4 5 5/0 3/1 2(50%) | 2/2
CeKcyanHocT, penpoaykKumja,
pen. 3apasse / 4 5 5/0 | 3/1 |10Q5%) | 2/2
Sexuality, reproduction, rep.
health
Pap, ekoHomMuja, GnarocTarbe,
paaue ctparervje /- 4 5 5/0 | 3/1 |2(50%) | 2/2
Work, economy, well-being,
work strategies
AHTpononoruja /
3 1 1/0 3/0 0 3/0
Anthropology
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Viaeororvija, penuruja / 3 3 3/0 | 3/0 |2(66%) | 3/0
Ideology, religion
. 2
O6pa3soBatbe / Education 2 2 2/0 2/0 (100%) 1/1
Hemorpaduja / Demography 3 4 4/0 2/1 2(67%) | 0/3
JlokanHa 3aJegHmua, pa3Boj/ Lo- 3 3 2/1 2/0 0 3/0
cal community, development
Crapw, ctapemne / The old, aging 2 2 2/0 1/1 0 1/1
BpepHocTtu / Values 2 2 2/0 1/1 1 (50%) 0/2
Mepgujn / Media 2 2 2/0 2/0 1 (50%) 0/2
1
MpaBo / Law 1 1 1/0 1/0 (100%) 1/0
AyTopuTeTt / Authority 1 1 1/0 1/0 0 1/0
Pa3Boj Hayke / 1
Science development ! ! 170 170 (100%) 0/1

" 36up paposa Behu je o BUXOBOT YKYIHOT 6poja jep Cy HEKU pajjoBU CBPCTAHM [10 TeEMaMa Y ABe
KaTeropuje.

" The number of papers is higher than their total number because some papers are classified into
two categories.
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