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PABAIBE BAH BPAKA Y CPBUJU:
HEJTOBOJ/bHO MICTPAYKEH ®EHOMEH>

Caxerax: Y Cpbuju je, kao u munpom EBporre, y IoC/Ieb1x HEKOMKO fieljeHyja Ipy-
CyTaH TpeHJ nopacTa BaHOpauHor ¢pepTuureta. Y 2017. rogynu je BaH O6paka poheHo
26% meue. Y pajy ce carnefaBajy OCHOBHE KapaKTepUCTIKe BaHOpadHor pabarba, Ha oc-
HOBY 3BaHMYHVX CTaTMCTMYKIX IOfaTaKa ¥ Pe3yaTaTa KBAIUTATUBHOT MCTPAXKMBAEbA
ayropa. O ToMe KO/MuKo ce BaHOpauHMX pabara ofjB1ja y OKBMpPY BaHOPAIHNX 3ajeSHNUIIA
a kommko Meby camoxpaHMM Majkama, yCIef; HeZOCTAaTKa CTaTMCTMYKMX IIOfIATaKa,
3aK/bydyje Ce MHAMPEKTHO. Pesy/ITaTy aHaM3e yKasyjy Ha HEIIOBO/BAH COLIMOEKOHOMCKI
I0JIO’KAj MHOTHMX MajKI U felie pobene Ban 6paka. Crora ce ykasyje Ha oTpeby MHCTH-
TYLMOHAJIHMX Mepa HMOApIIKe jeFHOPOAUTE/bCKIM Iopopunama. Takobe, Harmamasa ce
norpeba nponyO/puBama sHamba 1 nosehame 00yxBaTa U KBanuTeTa OJaTaka Be3aHNX
3a peHOMeH BaHOpauHuX pabarma.

Kipyune peun: Cpbuja, Banb6pauna pabama, jefHOpORUTE/bCKE TOPOIMLIE

YBog,

Cro>xeHU IIpoliec IIPOMeHa MApPTHEPCKMX M MOPOAMYHMX IOHAIlIama U (HOpMU
onBMja ce mMpoM EBpomne y nociefmnx HEKOMMKO JielleHNja. JelHa o] TUX IIPOMEHa je U
HOpAcT I IIMperbe BaHOPauHMX 3ajeHNIIa, KoxabuTaruja. Fbuxosa sacTymspeHoCT je Beo-
Ma pasmanta (Gubernskaya, 2008) y eBpoIickiM 3eM/baMa, Off BICOKe ca Buiie off 10% y
YKYITHOM CTaHOBHUIITBY y CKaHIMHABCKIM 3eM/baMa, Mehy kojuMa mpenmwaun [IBencka
(24,1%), ®uncka u Hopserka (18,9%), kao Heke 3alafHOEBPOIICKe 3eMibe, momyT He-
mauke ( 15,6%), Xomauguje (13,2%) u @panuycke (12,9%), mpeko 3eMaba ca CpegbuM
HMBOOM PacCIIpOCTpPameHOCTH, off 6 1o 10%, mehy xojuma cy Aycrpuja (9,1%), Bennka

1 s.bilja@orion.rs

2 Tekcr je pesynTar paja Ha IpPOjeKTy ,VcTpaxuBame femorpadcknx (eHoMeHa y GyHKUUjHI
jaBHyx mommtrika y Cp6uju® (III 47006) xoju ¢uHaHCHMpa MMUHICTapCTBO MPOCBETE, HAayKe U
TEeXHOJIOWIKOT pa3Boja Pemy6nuke Cpbuje. Y pamy ce M3HOCe Pe3ylTaTu [0 KOjUX Ce HOLIIO
HCTpaXMBambeM 3a HoTpebe n3paje FOKTOpcKe aucepranyje “Banbpaunu peprumurer y Cpbuju
op monoBuHe XX Beka’, Koja je ofbpamena Ha EkonoMckoM dakyntety YHnBepsurera y beorpany
2016. ropuHe.
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bpurannja (8,7%), kao u Mabapcka (8,5%) n Yemnixa (8,0%), 10 HICKe pacIpOCTPambeHOCTH
Koxaburaryja, Mamwe off 6%, y MeguTepanckum sembama llmanuju (5,7%) u opryranuju
(3,7%), anu n Croaukoj (2,7%) u ITobckoj (2,4%). Koxaburaruje mory 6uru ¢asa y 6pad-
HOM IIPOLIeCy, 3aMeHa 3a Opak, WK Al TepHATUBA CaMadKOM XXIBOTY. 3a Benuky Behnuy
ocoba, koxaburanuja pecTaB/ba YBOg y 6pak, ofHOCHO ¢asy y 6paunom mpocecy (Hiekel,
Liefbroer & Poortman, 2014). Mnaxk, HajHOBMja MCTpaXXMBama IOKA3yjy [a je, U IMOpex
pas/uKa, y CBMM 3eM/baMa IIPUCYTaH OIILITY TPEH[ Ollafiamba PAIIPEHOCTY BaHOPAYHMX
3ajefHNIIA KOje Cy YBOA Y Opax, 1 TpeHy mopacTa KoxabuTalyja Koje Cy aITepHaruBa Opa-
Ky I Cy CTabMITHe 3ajelHMIIe y KOjuMa HeMa Jielie 1 06aBe3e CKIanama Opaka. To ykasyje
Ha cBe Behe mpuxBaTtame Koxaburanmja Kao CTabuIHNX 3ajefHNIA, Kao 1 pabarma y BaH-
6paunnm sajenuuiama (Di Giulio, Impicciatore & Sironi, 2019).

Ca cBe Behom pacnpocrtpamenonthy BaHOpayHuX 3ajegHuiia, mosehaBa ce u
BJXOB 3Ha4aj y Besu ¢ pabamem u mopmsamem peue. ok je [0 Ie3geceTX rOgMHA
IpouuIor Beka 6pax 6mo mmpoko npuxsaheH Kao MOXKe/bHA MHCTUTYLUja 3a pabame
Ielle, O cefampeceTux ropuHa pahame BaH Opaka mOCTaje cBe mpucyTHuje y Behnuu
eBPOIICKMX 3eMajba. YIIOpPeHo Ca BEIMKUM IPYLITBEHMM IPOMEHaMa, CMAambUO Ce U
3HaYaj 3BAaHMYHOr Opaka, a CTABOBM IpeMa BaHOpauHOM pabamy mocranm cy nube-
panunju. Tome cy gompuHenu (GpeMMHUCTUYKM ¥ IUOEpANTHY APYLUITBEHM HOKPETH,
[0jaBa MOCTMATePUjAINCTUYKNX BPELHOCTH, a Mehy muMa MHAMBUAyanusanuja, ce-
Ky/lapusanyja, aHTHayTopuTapusaM 1 apyre. EKOHOMCKa He3aBMCHOCT >KeHa, Beha
npuxsaheHocT cexcyanHux ofHoca mpe 6paxa, mopact u Beha IpuXBaT/BUBOCT Pa3BoO-
Jia YCIIOBMIIE CY M TTOSUTMBHIUje cTaBoBe ImpeMa pabamy Ban 6paxa (McDonald, 2006;
Perelli-Harris et al., 2010). Y cegaMmeceTnM rogrHama IpoIUTOr BeKa POLUTEBI CBA-
KOT JieceTor poheHOr feTeTa XUBEJIM Cy Y KOXabUTaIju, a TOYeTKOM 21. Beka 4ak IIo-
noBuHa cBuX pohewa y CkananHaBuju, Tpehuna y @paHiyckoj, BUllle Off Y4eTBPTUHE ¥
BenKoj bpuranuju n Aycrpuju, n metuna y Xomanguju, Mahapckoj n Pycuju ogsujana
ce y okBupy BaHOpauHe 3ajegHutie (Perelli-Harris et al., 2009). Mebytum, pasnuke mehy
3eM/baMa Cy BeJIKe, He CaMo 300T HejeHaKe PacIpoCTpameHoCTH Koxaburannja, Beh
U Ipyraumjer yTuiaja Koju nMajy HopMme o 6paky Kao yobudajeHoM okBMpY 3a pabame
mene (Kiernan, 2001). Pa3muuntyt conyoeKOHOMCKM ¥ IOMUTUYKA YC/IOBY, KYATYPHA
U PeIUTHjCKM YTUIAjM, Ka0 UM 3aKOHCKA pellerba, CBOjUM CIoXeHUM MebhynejcTBom,
onpebyjy u uuBoe pabama Ban 6paka. To Cy HOTBPAMIN 1 ayTOPU KOjU Cy U3y4aBamu
IIPOCTOpHe acIeKTe paurpenoctu pabamwa BaH Opaka, ngeHTuKOBameM ,Bpyhux“ u
»XTaIHUX " Tauaka BaHOpavHOT (epTwinTeTa y EBponnu, Kako y mpoLUUIOCTH, TAKO U ¥
cagamrsocTu (Klisener et al., 2012).

CormjaHo 3HaYebe BAaHOpauHe 3ajefHILIe HEIIPEKNUIHO Ce Mekba, /I HopMe 0 Opa-
Ky Kao yoOudajeHOM OKPY>KebY 3a Ofirajambe fielje OICTAjy, M MCTPAKUBAYM OLEeHY)y Aa
Opak 1 fajbe OCTaje MOXKe/bHA MHCTUTYLMja 3a ToAn3ase feue (Perelli-Harris et al., 2009).
IIInpom Espore, Mehy ocobama Koje x1Be y BaHOpa4HOj 3ajemHuLM Hamepe o pabamwy
Cy jolI yBeK IOBe3aHe ca IIAHOBMMA fia CKole Opak, u BehuHa maposa mocie poberma
mereTa y BaHOpauHOj 3ajemuuiy cxaomu 6pak (Heuveline & Timberlake, 2004). [la Ban-
OpauHa 3ajegHNUIIA He IPYy)XXa CUTYpPHE YCTIOBe 3a Tajere jiele U fia CY POSUTE/bCTBO U
Opak IoBe3aH, IIMPOKO je PAaCIpPOCTpameHo Mulbetbe. CMaTpa ce 1a y 6paky mocroju
CTabWIHOCT, AyroTpajHa mocBeheHOCT mapTHepa, a MpeAcTaBba 60BN ,IUTUT  Off pac-
KI/ja 3ajefHNIle, MMa U 3aKOHCKY IPEJHOCT, Ia CTOTa HpeACTaB/ba 00/bY M CUTYPHU)Y
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3ajegHMIy 3a rajeme gere (Kiernan, 2001; Perelli-Harris et al., 2012). Takobe, nako cy
IIpaBa OYeBa y OJHOCY Ha HUXOBY fely poheHy BaH Gpaka IpOIIVPEHA Y HOCTEAHIM
JlelleHnjaMa, HapounTo yBolemeM 3ajeTHMYKOT CTapaTe/bcTBa, HM Yy jeffHOj eBPOIICKO]
3eM/bU NIPABHIU [OJI0XKaj OpavHMX ¥ BAHOPAYHMX OueBa HUCY u3jegHadeHn. OHu, YIIaB-
HOM, Tpeba f1a 3a70BOJ/bE [JOfATHE NPOLEAYpe, 32 PAs/IUKy Of OXKEHEHNX 0YeBa, IITO
MoxKe fja Oy/ie TIOACTNUIIAj M3BeCHOM Opojy maposa ca ferjoM faa ckiore 6pak (Moulders-
Klein, 1990; Perelli-Harris & Sanchez Gassen, 2012).

Pamupenoct HopMu 0 6paKy Kao HAjIOrOfgHUjeM aMOMjeHTY 3a HMOAU3arbe Jele
y BEJIMKOj Mepu yTude Ha pasiyke Koje mocroje Mely eBpoIckuM 3em/bama y yhemy
IpeTBaparma BaHOpauHNX 3ajefHNIA Y Opadte mocre pobhemwa fetera. Tako y Hopseikoj
u Opannyckoj Buite of aBe Tpehnue sxena ckonu 6pak go Tpehe rogmHe cBOr ImpBOT
mereTa poheHoOr y KoxaOuTaLju, BUIlE Off TPY YeTBPTUHE y AycTpuju a y XOMaHANU U
Hemaukoj gak 80%. ¥ Pycuju cy coumjamay npuTucuy jaun, rma 70% mapopa Koju XXuBe y
KOXabuTauumju ckIomy 6pak jour TokoM TpyaHohe. Curyanuja je gpyradnja y Mabapcxoj,
Pymynuju n Vrtanuju, rae je 3HadajaH HpOLIEHAT JKeHa Koje Y KOXaOUTalMju OCTajy U
Tpu ropuHe mocie pobema fgerera (Perelli-Harris et al., 2012). V Behunu semama xu-
BOT y BaHOPAuHO] 3ajeSHULM OfIaXKe CKIaname Opaka, alu Huje I0CTao AyroTpajHa as-
tepHatnBa 6paky. To Baxxu u 3a sem/pe 3amante u CeBepre EBporre, Koje mpentade Mo
PacIpocTpameHOCTI BAHOpaYHMX 3ajefHuIIa 1 BaHOpayHuX pabama. HYak n y [IBenckoj,
rfie ce BaH Opaxa paba Buie of momoByMHe poheHe ferie, MapoBK U Aajbe CKIAMajy Opak,
L[e/IOKMBOTHA KOXabuTanuja, HApOIMTO Kajia IOCTOje JIelld, OCTaje PEeNaTUBHO peTKa
(Perelli-Harris & Lyons-Amos, 2015).

HajBuure pabama Ban Opaka y BehumHm eBpOICKUX 3eMaba ONBUja Ce y OKBU-
py KoxabuTtanuja, a He Meby cammm Majkama. Pasnuke meby semmama, cy, mebyTum,
sHavajHe. Ha jemnom momy ce mamasu IllBencka, rae je ymeo MajKu Koje IPUIMKOM
pobema mpBor ferera XmBe y KoxabuMTauuju BUIIECTPYKO Behm Hero camMux Majku
(51% mpema 7%) mnn OpaHILycKoj, Ihe je Bullle Hero ABOCTpyKo Behm (14% y opHOCY
Ha 6%). [TpubmnKHO jenHak mpoueHar je y Aycrpuju (22% ogaocHo 20%) u Bemukoj
bpuranuju (mo 9%). Ha gpyrom mony cy semme Jy>xne Esporme, Vtanuja n lllmannja,
ca MamuMm ydemrhem BaHOpaunux pabama, anu Behum ymemmma meby cammm Majkama
(5%) mero y xoxaburanujama (3%) (Kiernan, 2004; Sobotka & Toulemon, 2008). Jenta
O 3ajefHMYKVX OI/IMKA BAHOPAYHUX 3ajefHNIA je, MehyTuMm, m1xoBa HeCTaOMIHOCT
U Mama [MOCTOjaHOCT y OffHOCY Ha 6pak (Andersson, 2002; Kiernan, 2001). Bau6pau-
He 3ajegHuIle Koje mocie pobhema gerera HUCY mpepacie y Opak MOANIOXHMje Cy pac-
KIAY, IIa Cy Jella KOja pacTy C POAMUTE/bMMA KOjU JKMBE Y KOXaOUTAIMjU U3/IOXKeHA
3HATHO BeheM pU3MKY Off HUXOBOT pasjasa HEero felia 4Kji POAUTE/bY XIBe y Opaky
(Lietbroer&Dourlein, 2006; Manning, Smock & Majumdar, 2004; Osborne, Manning
& Smock, 2007). BepoBarHoha ma mckyce pasnas cBojux popuTe/ba ABa JO YETUPH
myra je Beha xop ferie pobene y koxaburarnuju Hero KOJ fielie YMju Cy POJUTE/BU Y
BpeMe BIXOBOr pobema sxuBenn y 6paxy mwm ¢y 6pak cxmomun kacuuje (Heuveline,
Timberlake & Furstenberg, 2003). IlIBexcka mpencTaBba M3y3eTaK II0 TOME IITO Ce
Behnna gene pobene y BanbGpaunuM 3ajegunijama Hukaga Hehe cyoumrnm ca pasma-
30M CBOjUX popuresba. VMmak, Iocroje pasnmke Ipema COIMOEKOHOMCKOM IIOJIOXKajy
ponuTeba, Ia ako gobe fo pasmasa, BepoBaTHIje je [1a je ped O Aely Mabe 00pasoBaHMX
ponurempa (Kennedy&Thomson, 2010).
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JemHOpOAMTE/bCKE IOPOAMIIE YECTO HACTAjy KAao MCXOJ[ HEeIOCTOjaHOCTM BaH-
OpavHux 3ajegHuia ca penoM. IIpoMeHe y mopopuuHuM ¢opmama ce OfBHjajy pa-
3muuuTo Meby eBpoOICKMM 3em/baMa, aIM je YHUBEp3aJHU TPeHJ f1a, aKO Jely He
ofrajajy pogure/bu y O6paky, oHfa To demrhe 4uMHe caMe MajKe HETO POANUTE/BU KOjU
JKUBE y Koxaburauuju, MajKe U HUXOBU HOBHU HmapTHepu win camu odeBu (Heuveline
et al., 2003). PacpocTpameHOCT jefHOPOJUTE/CKUX MOopoania ce nosehasa. Ca us-
ysetkoM PpaHIlycKe, 1 OCUM Yy HOPIAUjCKMM 3eM/baMa Ifie je YIeo MajKu Koje JKUBe y
KoXabuTauuju 1 caMmux MajKu OpuOIIDKHO jefHaK, MajKe Koje X1Be 6e3 maprHepa Cy
6pojuuje (Sobotka&Toulemon, 2008). Y cBuM eBpOIICKMM 3eM/baMa Cy MOPOANUIIE ca
jemHMM popuTe/beM U3NoKeHe BeheM pusuky of crpomamniTBa Hero mopoamiie ca o6a
ponuteba. CHPOMAIITBO flelle KOja JKMBE CaMO ca MajKaMa je M3pakeHMje Hero KOf
caMOXpaHMX oueBa. [lella Koja >KMBe ca CaMOXpPAaHMM MajKaMa, Ha OCHOBY IIpMXOfa
CY M3/I0KeHA TPU [0 IIeCT IyTa Behem pUsMKy of CpOMalITBA HETO Aella KOja )KIBe
ca 06a ponurepa (Gornick&Jantti, 2012). To Ba>ku 1 3a 3eMjbe ca BUCOKUM CTaHHAP-
IIOM, a CMPOMAIITBO CAMOXPaHMX MajKI je Olake aKo [jp)KaBa CIIPOBOAY M3JALIHY,
CBeOOYXBaTHY M YHUBEP3a/IHy COLMja/IHY MOMUTUKY W/VIN aKO JKUBE y HPOLINPEHOM
nomahuuctsy (Brady, 2012). Ommure je IpuUCYTHO Ha POAMTE/BU CAMOXPAHMX MajKu
y BEIUKOj MepHU ,,3aMemYjy  poAuTe/ba KOjii HEJOCTaje, MHOTOCTPYKUM yIaramyumMa y
BIUJly eMOILOHa/NHe, PUHAHCHjCKe U MpakTudHe momohu u ydemha y oarajamy yHy-
ka (Coall&Hertwig, 2011). Jegua o Teurkoha je 1 ogpkaBame Ho6pux ogHoca usMehy
oueBa I fielje ca KojoM He xuBe. Meby oueBnma Koju Maio iy HuMano 6puHy o CBOjoj
[ley ca KOjoM He >KMBe IIPeOBJIafIaBajy YIpaBoO o4eBU felle poheHe Ban Opaka, OHU
miaaber y3pacta 1 ca HIKuM 06pa3oBameM, KOjy YIIABHOM He Jiajy HU aTuMeHTalujy
(Chaloupkova, 2007; Cheadle, Amato, King, 2010). Hajmame OpucyTHI y KMBOTUMA
CBOje Jielle Cy O4eBY KOjU HUKaJa HIUCY KUBEJIY Ca BbIMa, y Topebhemy ca oueBuMa Koju
Cy mpe pasnasa xuBenu y 6padnoj unu Banbpauunoj sajeguny (McClain & De Maris,
2013). 3gavajHO yTUYe U TO Ja JIU je OTall IPU3HAO fieTe ¥ Y BEIMKOj MepU Ce Ofpaka-
Ba Ha BUX0BO Bubame u ¢popmanny u HepopMmanHy PuHaHCHjCKY moapuiky (Mincy,
Garfinkel & Nepomnyaschy, 2005).

KoHI1enT Koju ce 4ecTo KOPUCTH Y OIVCUBAY 1 pa3yMeBakby IIPOMeHa y fieMorpad-
CKOM IIOHAIIAKY, YK/bY4yjyhu 1 mopacTt koxaburanuja ogHOCHO BaHOpauHux pahama je
teopuja gpyre gemorpadcke tpansunuje (van de Kaa, 2002)m koja ce ogHOCK Ha HIn-
poxu criektap Mebhyco6HO ycIoB/BeHUX IIpOMeHa Y 06acTu (HepTUInNTeTa, CeKCYaaTHOr
IIOHAIIakha, IIOPOMYHOT 1 ITAPTHEPCKOT ITOHAIIAkba 11 CTaBoBa. IbeH TBopal, BaH Ae Kaa,
cMaTpa Ja y OCHOBU [ipyre geMorpadcke TpaH3NIMje CTOje COLMjaIHe IIpOMeHe, Koje ce
03HaYaBajy ¥ Kao MOJiepHI3aIINja, BeCTepHM3AlIMja V/IY TeXHOIOUIKA IMBIUIM3anyja. Ose
IIpOMeHe VIMajy TpM AMMEeH3Hje: CTPYKTYPHY (COLMOEKOHOMCKe IIPOMEHe 1 HaIpelaK y
LpPYIITBY, a HOCeOHO IOpacT omurter o6pazoBama U eeKTU Mepa CoLujanHe ApXKaBe),
KYITypHY (KyITypHO Hacnebe 1 mpoMeHe y BpeIHOCHOM CUCTEMY, Off MaTepyja/IMCTUYKIX
Ka [IOCTMATEPUjTUCTUIKIM) U TEXHOJIOLIKY (TeXHOsIoNIKa focTuruyha, moce6Ho y me-
AULVHA BUX0Ba IPUMEHA).

Hcrpakusaun femorpadcKux poMeHa TOKOM JPYLITBEHe TPaH3NIuje y OMBIIIM
COLMja/IMCTUYKIM 3eM/baMa HaIJIalIaBajy KOHTEKCTYa/IHe CIelnIYHOCTI Y OGHOCY Ha
pasBUjeHe eBPOIICKE 3eM/be, Kao I pasjMKe Y IPOMEeHaMa BPEIHOCTHU M IOHALIABIMa
PasIMYNTHX COLMjaTHNUX Ipyma. Tako ce HaINamIaBa fla IIPOMEHeE y IOHANIAKBIMA MOTY
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fla TIpeTXofie IPOMeHaMa y BPEJHOCHOM CHICTeMY KOJi HeKMX COLMja/THNUX TPYyIIa jep Ccy
y Behoj Mepu pesynTar IpoMemEeHNX CTPYKTYPHMX YC/IOBA Y OPYIITBY U peaklyja Ha
YeCTO NPUCYTHY eKOHOMCKY KPU3Y U HeIIOBO/bHE KMBOTHE YC/IOBE, a Y Mab0j MepU HO-
Bux n3bopa u muaHux npuoputera. OTyAa CIUIeT KyITYPHUX U CTPYKTYPHMX IIPOMEHA
MO>Ke Jja BOAY CIMYHMM OO/IMIIMMa ITOHAIIaka KOJ] Pas/IMYUTHX COLVja/IHVX TPyIIa, YUju
BPEIHOCHI CUCTEMI I KUBOTHE UCTOpUje MOTy Aa Oyay 3HauajHo pasnmuautu (Sobotka,
2008). HerartuBHa KopeyamyoHa Besa usMehy HuBoa obpasoBama 1 HIBOA BaHOpad-
Hor pabama yTBpbeHa je u y sem/pama kao mrro ¢y Xonanauja, Hopseuika, @paniycka,
Ayctpuja, Hemauka, B. Bpurannuja u Vtanuja (Perelli-Harris et al., 2010), mro je ycrmosu-
710 fedMHUCae ,MOfe/Ia HETOBO/bHIX YCI0Ba', mpucyTHOr mupom Espome. OBaj Mogen
HOBe3yje ce ca COLMja/IHMM IIpOMeHaMa U IubepannsannjoM CTaBoBa IIpeMa BaHOpad-
HoM pabamy, kao 1 mporjecuma rmobanusarije U eKOHOMCKe HeCTaOMITHOCTY KOjU BOJE
HECHUTYPHOCTH [OC/IA U HecTabuIHoCTK nmapTHepckux Besa (Perelli-Harris et al., 2012).

Ipyma ayTopa Koja je aHanusupana pabama y BaHOpadHuM 3ajefHniiama y 16 eBporm-
CKMX 3eMaJba Ha TPU HUBOA: MHAVBIU/YaTHOM, HUBOY CYOHAI[VIOHA/THNX PETOHA 1 piKa-
Ba, JJOIIVIA je [0 3aK/by4YKa Jla IIPETIIOCTaBKe ,MOJle/la HElIOBO/bHMX YC/IOBA®, COLMjaIHe
HOpMe U eKOHOMCKI YC/IOBH, 0O0jalllihaBajy pas/inKe Ha MHAMBUAYATHOM IUIaHy 1 Meby
CyOHAIMOHATHIM PETMOHNMA, @ IIOCTaBKa APYyTe AeMorpadcke TpaHsuIuje, KOja Hal/la-
IaBa poOMeHe y CUCTeMY BPefHOCTH, objalmasa pasianke Mehy sempama (Lappegérd et
al., 2014).

AyTopu Koju ce 6aBe M3yuaBameM IIPOMEHAa OPAYHOCTH U MOPOAUYHUX PopMI Y
Cp6uju, Harmamasajy crenuduyHocT mpoueca Mopepuusanuje y Cpbuju (Blagojevic
Hughson, 2014; Bobi¢, 2006; Petrovi¢, 2011). Kako TokoM colyjanuama, Tako 1 y KaCHUjeM
HepUOY IOCTCOLMjaMNCTIIKe TpaHchOopMaLije Koja ce OfBIjajia YCIIOPEHO, OH je pas-
JIMYNUT Y OFHOCY Ha pasBljeHe eBPOIICKe 3eMJbe, /il ¥ OCTajle OMBILE COLMja/MMCTIIKe
3eM/be. YKasyje ce Ha IOCTIeANIIe PaTHIX JelaBamba, JyTOTONUIIbe eKOHOMCKE Tellkohe
U CIIOPOCT TpaHchopMalyje, KOjy OTeKaBajy CTBapame CTPYKTYPHUX IPeyc/IoBa 1 Y/He
BPEJHOCHE IpOMeHe aMOBUBAIEHTHNIM Y OZHOCY Ha IIpOMeHe OPauHOCTI CTAHOBHUIIITBA.
Crparernje npeBasuiakea CTPYKTYPHIX PU3MKa Ha MHANBUIYaTHOM IUIAHY CarefaBajy
ce Ipe cBera Kao cTpaTeryje aganTanuje mocrojehux mogena OpavHOCTY ¥ TIOPOANILE, y3
HaIJIacak Jla ce ILIMPOKO IPUCYTHA JelpuBalja, KaKO KOJ BUILNMX, TAKO M KOJ HIDKMX
coLujalHNX CI0jeBa, oriefa u y Behoj sacTympeHocTn koxaburanuja u pabama Ban 6paxa
Meby cTaHOBHMIIITBOM Ha omeM feny connjante nectsutle (Petrovié, 2011). Aytopu xoju
CY HacTOjanu fia oljeHe MPUMMEH/BMBOCT Teopuje IpyTe fieMorpadcke TpaH3UIMje Ha Ipo-
nece y Cpbuju, aHanmusupajyhu kapakrepuctuke GpadHOr MOHAIIAHhA CTAHOBHUIITBA Y
Be3U ca CKIamameM Opaka, pasBopuma u ofmnkama ¢eprumurera (Bobi¢, Vukeli¢, 2011),
3aK/bYUYjy [a je Ha OCHOBY IOCTOjehnx yBu/a TeIko faTi jacaH U IpeLusaH OfTroBOp, U
Jla Cy HEOIIXOfjHA [OfaTHA UCTpaKuBama. Kaga je ped o pahawy Ban 6paka, moBesyjy ra ca
YC/IOBMMa HOCTCOLIMja/IMCTIYKe TPaH3MIMje, HallalaBajyhn ga cy Majke Koje pabajy Ban
6paka (1pe cBera Myajie) U3/IOXKeHe BEIMKMUM PU3ULIMMA Off CYPOMAIIITBA, HE3aMOC/IEHO-
CTH, CMabeHNX IIaHCH 3a 06pasoBatbe nTA. Crora cMaTpajy fa Cy KapaKTepUCTIKE aKTy-
enHor pabarsa BaH 6paka KBaJIUTaTUBHO ApyTradlje y OGZHOCY Ha OHE IPUCYTHE Y IEPUOAY
KOjM je IPETXOAMO BEMKUM JPYIITBEHO-eKOHOMCKIM ITIPOMEHaMa.

LIvb oBOT paja je fa Ha OCHOBY PAacHONOKMBUX MOfIaTaKa ONMIIe KaPAKTePUCTHUKE
BanO6pauHor pabama y Cpbuju. 3acHOBaH je Ha IIOAAIMMA [IOIIICHE I BUTA/THE CTATUCTU-
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Ke, mojanyuMa O IIpM3Haiby OYMHCTBA, Kao 1 Ha yBUIMMa ,E[O6I/IjeHI/IM KBa/INTAaTUBHUM
ucrpaxusameM. OCHOBHA IIPETIIOCTABKA Off KOje Ce MOJIa3K y pajly je fla pacIonoXUBU
noparu omoryhaBajy fa ce ykaxke Ha To fia je pabame Ban 6paxa y CpOuju y 3HauajHOj
Mepu palieHO PY3UKOM Off HEIIOBOJ/bHIIX COLIIOeKOHOMCKIX MCXOZIa 3a MajKe I BbUXOBY
Jielly, a/ii ¥ Ha TO Ja Cy 3a IOTIyHMje 1 Byb/be carlefaBame GpeHOMeHa HeOIIXOHa JI0-
JaTHa NCTpaXK/Bamba 06YXBaTHI/IjI/I CTATUCTUYKU ITOJALIN.

[Topact pabama Ban 6paxa y Cpoujn

Y Cpbuju cy, kao u umpom Epporme, pabamwa Ban 6paxa ce mpucyrHumja. IIpe-
Ma MOC/IeNBUM PACIOIOKMBUM mojanyuma, y 2017. roguan y Cpbuju (BaH Kocosa
u Metoxuje) pobeno je 17.053 pmene Ban 6paka, OJJHOCHO OKO 26% Ofi YKYIHOT 6poja
xusopobene ferie. ¥ Mehynapogunm nopebhemwuma, Cpbuja ce Hamasy y rpynu eBpoIi-
CKMX 3eMajba C PeIATUBHO HUCKUM YJieloM BaHOpauHux pahama. Op ykymHo 41 3eMibe,
y 28 je yneo Behu Hero y Cpbuju, a mebhy muma, y 20 3emama yak 3HaTHO Behu Hero y
Cp6uju 1 usHocu npeko 40%.

Pernonanue crieruuyHOCTH BesaHe 3a BaHOpauHa pabama, npucytHe y EBpomnn,
noctoje n y Cpbuju. V nerneHnjama yHasag, yodaBajy ce fBe 30He, 30HA BUCOKOT ye-
Ja BaHOpayHOr (epTUIUTETA KOja Ce IPOCTOPHO YIIABHOM HaJla3M Ha MCTOKY 3eMJbe, U
30HA HICKOT U YMepeHO HUCKOT yfiena poheHux BaH Opaka Ha 3amafgy (Stankovi¢, Peney,
2012). Pasnmke Ha OIIITMHCKOM HMBOY Cy HAPOYNMTO HaryalleHe, Hekan u Meby mpo-
CTOPHO O6/IMCKMM OIILITHHAMA, IITO I0Ka3yje cnokeHo MebyrnejcTBo 6pojHMX couujanHo-
eKOHOMCKHUX ¥ JieMorpadckux ¢akropa, kao u npeosnahyjyhux Hopmu nonamama
(Stankovi¢, Penev, 2013).

CMameme 6poja xxnBopobeHe felie je jeHa 0 OCHOBHIX KapaKTePUCTUKA CaBpeMe-
Hor jiemorpadcxkor passurka Cpbuje moues o cpenyHe 20. Beka, a HAPOUNUTO Y pasfoOmy
ox moverka cefampecetux (Stankovié, Penev, 2010). Cmameme 6poja pohene gmeue, ca
acreKkTa 6pavHOCTH, IIPBEHCTBEHO je pesy/ITaT cMamema pabama y 6paky. ¥ paspobmy
oxt 1950. ropuHe, ca M3y3eTKOM IpBe IOIOBIHE CelaMfieceTuX, 6poj fete pohene y 6paxy
KOHTMHYMpaHo onaza [Tabena 1} [[paduxon 1). O je y 2017. rofuuu CBejieH Ha BpeJi-
HOCT Mamy off Tpehune BpegHOCTI 113 TOYeTHE 1950. rofuHe.

Kpetame 6poja BanOpauHux pahama ce ogsujaso gpyraunje. Of cpefiHe mefeceTnx
IO TIOYeTKa OCaMAieceTHX TeHAeHIuja je omagajyha, 6poj je cmameH 3a Tpehuny. 3atum
HACTyIna KOHTMHYMPaHM IOPACT, Ca MaKCHMaTHUM 6pojeM felie poheHe Ban 6paka 3abe-
nexxeHuM 2017. ronguHe, Koju je 3a 30% Behu o BpeHOCTH 3abenesxene y 1950. roguam
(Tabena 1)

Y Kkperamy yiena BaHOpayHUX y YKynHUM pabamuma y nepuogy 1950 - 2017. rogu-
Ha MOTY J[a ce u3/iBoje yeTupu nocrrepuona [Tabena 1). Msmehy npse u mocnemme roam-
He, yieo BaHOpa4yHUX pahama je Buile Hero TpocTpyko nosehan, ca 8,0% Ha 26,3%. To je
Ipe CBera pe3y/iTaT Be/IMKOr CMamema pahama y 6paky, a MHOTO Mame mosehamwa 6poja
mete pohene BaH Opaka. [JuBepreHTHa KpeTarma Opoja pohernx y Opaxy 1 BaH 6paka yTu-
I1ajIa Cy Ha TO fja Ce IpoljeHaT BaHOpayHuX pabama nosehaBa 3HaTHO OGpiKe Hero IITO ce
nosehasa wuxoB anconyTHu 6poj. Tako je y 2017. roguum yaeo BaHOpauHux pabama 61o
nosehaH BuIIle HEro TPy IyTa y OfHOCY Ha 1950, MaKo je y MCTOM MepUOfy alComyTHU
6poj mere pobene Ban 6paxa mosehan 3a csera 30%.
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Ban6pauna pahama y koxaburauyju unmm BaH me

O Tome KoMKO je BaHOpauHux pabama y Cpbuju y koxaburannjama a Konuko mehy
caMMM MajkaMa He MOCTOje CTATUCTUYKY NOfanu. PemyOnnyKy 3aBOJ 3a CTaTUCTHUKY
Kao KpuTepujyM 3a yrBphusarma 6poja meue poheHe Ban 6paxa y3uma UCK/bYIUBO Gop-
MasiHo OpadHo cTambe Majke (1o oxpenbama [Toponnunor sakoHa). [lera pobena ¢ map-
THEPOM Y HeOpManHOj 6padHoj 3ajefHNULIM cMATpPajy ce BaHOpadyHuM. VIcTu KOHIjenT je
IpUMebeH I Off CTPaHe CTaTUCTHKA OCTAJINX eBPOIICKMX 3eMasba, YakK M OHMX KOje IT03Hajy
MHCTUTYLN)Y PETUCTPOBAHOT MapTHepcTBa. CTPYKTYpa KUBOpohema npema pakTUakoM
6padHOM cTamy Majke (mewa poheHa y perncTpoBaHoj uin ,,cT060KHO)” 3ajeTHNLN, W/IN
BaH 3ajefHNIIE, Tj. Jelja caMoXpaHe Majke) HobujeHa je MCK/bY4MBO Ha OCHOBY aHKETHMX
UCTpaXMBamba® WM ay TOPCKUX IIPOLieHA Ha OCHOBY IIOlaTKa O IpusHamy ounHcTBat, Y
Cpbuju o cafa Huje 61UI0 CIMYHMX aHKETHMX MCTPAXKIBakbha, Ia ce O OATOBOPY HAa OBO
Ba)KHO NITambe, KOje yKasyje 1 Ha COLMOEKOHOMCKI MOJI0XKaj fietie poheHe BaH 6paka, y
pajly OCPefHO 3aK/bydyje Ha OCHOBY APYIMX PACHONIOKMBUX CTATUCTUYKUX IOfIATaKa.
To cy mopany momMCHe M BUTA/IHE CTATUCTUKE, KOjU Ce OHOCE Ha PACIPOCTPABEHOCT
U OJ/IMKe KoXabuTaluja, yfiena mopojuiia BaHOpavHIX apoBa, colyoaeMorpadcke Ka-
pakTepucTuKe Majku Koje pabajy mery Ban 6paka, pen poberma Ban6padHo pobeHe nerie,
Kao M TpM3HATa OYMHCTBA. VI3BecTaH yBup omoryhaBajy 1 pesyaTaTu KBaIUTaTMBHOT
UCTpaXUBamwa CIposefeHor y beorpany.

Opnyke BaHOpayHVIX 3ajefHNUIIA
¥ TOpo/uIia BAHOpAayHNUX MapoBa

CarenaBare pacIpoCTpambeHOCTY BaHOpayHuX 3ajenania y Cpouju Moxke IIocpey-
HO JIa yKake 1 Ha pa3Mepe pabama y muma. [Inrtame o de facto 6padHOM CTamby IpBY YT
je yK/pydeHo y cappskaj momnuca 2011. roguue (Stankovi¢, 2015a). Ilpema pesynrartuma, y
BaHOpauyHMM 3ajeffHMIIaMa XuBe 236.063 ocobe, mTo UnHY 3,8% YKYITHOT CTAHOBHUIIT-
Ba cTapujer o 15 romuHa. Yaeo ocoba Koje >KuBe y BaHOPAyHOj 3ajeTHUIIN Y YKYITHOM
CTaHOBHMIUTBY cTapujeM of 15 romuna Koje Huje y 6paky usHocu 8,5%. Kapa ce mocma-
Tpa YKYIIHO CTAHOBHMIUTBO KOje XXVBM Y 3ajeSHULIN, OpadHOj ¥ BAHOPAYHOj, IPOLIEHTHO
ydenrhe /uIa Koje K1Be y BaHOPavHO] 3ajeTHNIIV USHOCK 6,7%. Y eBPOIICKIM pasMepaMa,
Cp6uja criaga y rpyIy 3eMasba ¢ HYICKOM PaclipOCTparbeHOIINy BaHOpauHNX 3ajeHNULIA.

ITormc 2011. ropuHe je IOKa3ao Jia je U pallpeHOCT IIOPOAYILIA BaHOPaYHNUX ITapOBa
takobe Hucka. Y Cp6buju nma 116.914 nopopyia BaHOpauyHMX IIapoBa, IITO USHOCK 5,5%
yKyIHoT 6poja mopopyua. Mano6pojHuje cy mopopamuiie BaHOpadHuX apoBa Oes fierje Hero
OHUX ca JIellOM, IPBUX je 48.943 a npyrux 67.971, onHocHO 2,3%, 1 3,2% (pecneKTUBHO) Of
yKyIHor 6poja mopoana.’ Mely BanHOpauHuM mopopmiama ca ferjoM CKOpo IO/IOBIHA je
ca jelHVIM JeTeTOM, JoK cy Meby mopopuiiama 6pauyHmx IapoBa Haj3acTyIUbeHje IIOPOfH-
Iie ca iBoje fierie. Vnak, HajBeha pasimka jey yhenMa mopopuiia ca BUIIe Jiele, jep je yreo
IIOpOMIIA Ca YeTBOPO Jelle TPU U 1o IyTa Behn, a mopopyia ca meTopo WK BUILE fielie
cKopo ceaMm nyTa Behu kon BaHOpauHux naposa. [Ipema crapoctu fene, y HopopuiiamMa

3 Fertility and Family Survey, Generations and Gender Surveys u spyra
4 INSEE, 2019 https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/3599508
5 Jeua cy sajemHmyka, unu jesHor (06a) mapTHepa 13 MPEeTXOAHE Bese Min 6paka.
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BaHOpaYHNX [TapoBa HajBMILe je Aeue Maaber yspacra, go 14 roguHa (73,7%), CBako meto
mete cTapo je m3meby 15 u 24 ropure (20,6%), a Tex 5,7% felje MMa 25 TOAMHA WIV BUIIe.
Y nopebemy ca mopoaniama 6padHuX IMapoBa, 3HAaTHO je Beha 3acTymwbeHoCT fere maaber
y3pacTa a Mama 3aCTYIUBEHOCT flelie CTapujer y3pacTa, ca Hajehnm pasmmukama y ydernhy
merie cTape 25 ropuHa ym Buire (Stankovi¢, 2015b). PerncrpoBane pasjuke y BeIUKO]
Mepy MOIy fia ce objacHe MIahoM CTapOCHOM CTPYKTYpPOM KOHTMHTEHTA JIMIIA KOja >KIBE
Y BaH6pa‘IHI/IM Saje,[[HI/IHaMa, Ka0 I €eTHNYKOM CprKTYPOM, BE€IINKOM 3aCTyTUI)eHOLth
pabama Ban 6paka y momymauuju PoMa, ca BUCOKUM PEpPOfYKTUBHIM HOPMaMa.

KapaxTepucTnke ocoba Koje )KuBe y BAHOpauHUM 3ajeTHMUIIAMA

Pesynraru momuca 2011. roguHe cy omoryhmnm u carnenaBarme pasmnanTux Kapax-
TePUCTHKA 0c00a KOje >KMBe Y BAHOPAYHMM 3aje[HII}aMa, TI0 CTAPOCTH, 3aKOHCKOM Opad-
HOM CTamy, o6pasoBamy 1 ipyruM (Stankovi¢, 2015a). Y BaHOpauHNM 3ajefHMI[aMa XKIIBE
npe cBera Mabe ocobe. JIuma us crapocue rpyte 30 1o 34 roguHe cy HajopojHMja, 16,1%,
JIOK Cy HajMame OpojHe ocobe off 75 ropuHa nnu Buite, 1,5%. [Ipaheme cTpykType oco-
6a Koje )1Be y 3ajesHMIM (BaHOPAYHOj MM OPavHOj) II0 CTAPOCHUM IpyIaMa [OKasyje
Ha jenyHO y Hajmaabhoj ctapocHoj rpynu 15 1o 19 roguna mpoljeHar nuia y BaHOpadHoj
sajepani (57,5%) HagMaryje yieo muia y 6paky, nok je seh y crapoctu 25 fo 29 ro-
nuHa cBefieH Ha Tpehmuy (18,3%). Y crapocHoj rpymu 55 o 59 roguHa yzieo ocoba y
KoxabuTanuju je HU3axK, 3,5%, a Kog ocoba crapux 75 rofuHa wm Buite tex 1,7%. IIpema
OpauHOM CTamy, BaHOpauHe 3ajefHNIe y BenuKoj BehnHM unHe ocobe Koje HUCY CKITa-
mase 6pax (80,2%), cnene passenenu (11,8%) u obymosenn (2,8%). VI3 ommcane crapo-
CHe CTPYKType 11 BeoMa BICOKOT IIPOLieHTa 0coba Koje HUCY CKlamase 6pak, MOxXe fia ce
3akbyun fia u y Cpbuju, kao y BehuHu eBpoIcKux 3eMaspa, Koxaburaiuje IpecTaBbajy
Hajuernhe ¢asy y 6pauyHoM Ipoliecy, a He anTepHaTUBY 6paky. IIpema IIKOICKO]j CIpeMis,
y CKJIaZy ca 00pa3soBHOM CTPYKTYPOM YKYIIHOT CTAHOBHUIITBA, Mehy nmuumma koja >xuse
y BaHOpavyHNM 3ajeHUIIaMa HajOpojHIja Cy OHA ca 3aBPIIEHOM CPEJEbOM IIKOJIOM, OKO
50%, a HajMame OpojHa ca BMUIIOM U BUCOKOM (0KO 15%). AKo ce cacTaB 06pa3soBHUX
KaTeropyja CTaHOBHUIITBA IIOCMATPa IO ey NUIa Koja KuBe Y 3ajefHII (BaHOPauHO]
mnn 6padHoj), HajBeha 3acTyI/beHOCT /ML KOja )X1Be Y BaHOpauHOj 3ajeqHuiy je mehy
HajMame 00pasoBaHMM CTAaHOBHUIITBOM, 0e3 IIKOJICKe CIIpeMe MM Ca HajBMIle 3aBp-
IIEHOM OCHOBHOM ILIKOJIOM (7,5%), a HajMarba KOf JIMLIA Ca BUIIOM U BMCOKOM IIKOTOM
(5,6%). Meby poMcKiM CTaHOBHUIITBOM, KOje ¥IMa HajHEIIOBO/BHIUjY 0OPa3sOBHY CTPYK-
TYPY, U3y3€THO je BUCOK yfieo JIMLa y BAHOpaYHUM 3ajefHMIIaMa. Y 00614ajHuM 6pakoBu-
Ma KapaKTePUCTUYHUM 33 POMCKY KYATYPY, )KMBY Ye€TBPTMHA YKYIIHOT CTAHOBHMIITBA
Poma, ogHOCHO fiBe TpehnHe oHMX KOjit >kuBe y 3ajenHuiy (6padHoj Wiy BaHOPAYHOj).

Connopemorpadcke KapakTepUCTIKe MajKI Jiele
pobene BaH 6paka
CarnegaBame conmofieMorpaCKiX KapakKTepUCTHMKa Majkn Koje pabajy memy BaH
Opaka, Ha OCHOBY IIOflaTaKa BUTa/IHe CTATUCTHKe, oMoryhaBa sHavajaH yBUJ y OfIMKe
pabama Ban 6paka y Cp6uju. [Toganu ynyhyjy Ha To na je nonoxxaj sHadajHOr 6poja Majku
" BUX0Be Jele poheHe BaH Opaka HeroBosbaH (Stankovié, 2016).
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Banb6pauna pahatba HuCY ITOIjefHAKO IIPUCYTHA y CBUM 00pasoBHUM rpynama. Hajsehn
yieo BaHOpauHux pahama je Meby >xkeHama 6e3 ILKOJICKe CIIpeMe, 1 TaKO je Off PaHMX Ilesfie-
ceTux ropuHa mpouptor Beka (Penev, Stankovi¢, 2010). Illto je Behe o6pasoBame, Mama je
3aCTYIUBEHOCT BaHOpauHKX pabara, 1 HajHIDKA je KO HajoOpa3OBaHMjIX >KeHA. YIeo BaH-
6paunux pabara y rpymu xeHa 6e3 mKose ce BpemeroM mosehasao, ca 15,5% y 1961. ro-
muHY, Ha 84,3% y 2014. ropyHn. Vako ce moBehaBame yiena pohennx Ban 6paka OfIBUjasio
y cBUM 00pa30BHIM IPyIIaMa, OHO je 3Ha4ajHO Mabe I CBe je Mame IITO je Behu o6pa3oBHK
H1Bo. Tako je HajMambe roBeharbe yziea 3aberexKeHo KOJ )KeHa ca BUCOKOM IIKOJICKOM CIIpe-
MOM, OKO 10 IPOLeHTHHMX MO€eHa, ca 1,4% y 1961. ropyuunm Ha 11,5% y 2014. ropmHm.

IMogarm 0 eKOHOMCKOj aKTMBHOCTM U 3aHMMaimby MajKu fielie pobeHe BaH Opaka
Takobe yka3yjy Ha HeIlOBO/baH COLIMOEKOHOMCKM CTAaTycC >KeHa Koje pabajy BaH Opaxa.
Meby muma cy Haj6pojHMje HezamoceHe >xeHe (43,0%), a Bpyo 6pojHe Cy 1 XeHe ca CTa-
TYCOM M3ZIpKaBaHOT juia (26,3%). AKTUBHUX JKeHa Koje 06aB/bajy 3aHuMame je 29,0%.
HOCManaHO II0 rpynlaMa IIpe€Ma aKTMBHOCTU U 3aHUMAY, HajBeha 3aCTYIUb€HOCT BaH-
6paunux pabama je kop n3apkaBaHux >keHa (40,9%), a mebhy muma kox somahna, (42,5%)
MHoro cy Mamu yuenu BaHOpaunnx pabama Koj eKOHOMCKM aKTUBHUX xeHa (20,7%), a
Y OKBUPY BVX BUIIIe HETO ABOCTPYKO Cy Behn kop Hesamocnenux (31,1%), Hero Kof, 3a-
nocnennx xeHa (13,9%). Ocum Tora, meby samocieHnM jXeHaMa IIOCTOje 3HaYajHe pas-
NuKe y yfenuma BaHOpadHuX pabama, HajBeha 3acTyIBeHOCT je KO OHMX KOje 06aB/bajy
HajjeHOCTaBHIUje, puUsUIKe OCTIOBe (25,1%), a HajMama Meby cTpyumakumama (9,3%).

ITpema HalMOHAJIHOj CTPYKTYPM, HajBMIUN yfenu BaHOpauHux pabama cy, mene-
H1jaMa yHasaf, Mehy PoMmkumama (Stankovi¢, Penev, 2013). ¥ nepuony 1971 - 2014. ro-
IMHa, Of YKYIIHOT Opoja fielie KOjy Cy poiuie Majke pOMCKe HaI[IOHaJTHOCTH, yZie0 BaH-
6paunux pabama je yBek Behu o monoBnHe, 1 BpemeHoM ce nosehasao, ca 53,5% y 1971.
roguay Ha 82,8% y 2014. roguan. JKeHe poMcKe HAIIIOHATHOCTY Ce€ OIIMKYjy BeoMa
HEIIOBO/bHOM 00Pa30BHOM CTPYKTYPOM U BPJIO HICKOM 3aIocyeHohy.

Ha conujannu craTyc xeHa Koje pahajy Ban 6paka Takobhe Moxke IIOCpeIHO Jia YKaxe
u pep pobema gere. Meby merjom pohenom BaH Opaka Biile off HOIOBUHE je IIpBOpobeHe
mete (55,5%), cBako 4eTBPTO je Apyror pena pobema, a ckopo cBako meto Tpeher nn
Buuier pega. Y nopebemy ca O6paunnum, meby BanOpaunnum pabamuma cy sehn ymenn
npBopobeHe fele, a/v ¥ BULIET pefia pobema (Tpeher, 4eTBPTOL, IIeTOT U BUILET), KOjI ce
u3 felleHuje y felieHujy nmosehasajy.

HeroBo/pHOM COIIOEKOHOMCKOM CTAaTyCy Majku Koje pabajy meumy Ban Opaka
MOJX€ NOAaTHO AOIPMHETU U HeCTa6I/UIHOCT, mMMNPOKO NPpUCYyTHA OIINKa BaH6pa‘~IHI/IX
3ajepHuua. Ilocnennyno HacTajy jeHOPOAUTEBCKE IOPOANIE, KOje ClIafiajy Y IOpojuLie
U3JI0)KeHe 3HayajHO BehuM pusuiMa y ogHOCY Ha opoguiie ca 06a popuTeba.

Ouesu u lipusHarve OUUHCIILBA

IIpema Ilopommunom 3axkoHy Cp6uje®, popurebcka mpaBa u ob6aBese OGpadHmX
U BaHOpaYHUX poamTeba Cy jenHaka. CBOje POAMTECKO IPABO MajKa CTIMYE CaMMUM
pobemeM meTeTa, a 0Taly, y CIy4dajy Kaj 6pak Huje CKIOIbeH, TeK Moce yTBpheHor ounH-
CTBA, IPMU3HAEM WU Y CY[CKOM IIOCTYIIKY. PofyTebu Mory fa cBoja popuTe/bcka Ipa-
Ba OCTBApPYjy CaMOCTaIHO U 3ajegHnuku. CBOje POAUTE/bCKO MPaBO MOTY fia 006aB/bajy

6 Cnyx6enu rnacuauk Peny6nuxe Cp6uje, 6p. 18/2005, 72/2011, 6/2015.
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3ajeTHIYKI J CTIOPAa3yMHO 1 KaJla He KMBe 3aje[JHO aKO 3aK/byue CII0Pa3yM O 33jeTHINIKOM
06aB/batby POSMUTE/HCKOT IIPaBa 1 aKo CYII IPOLIEHN Ja je Taj CIopasyM y Hajoo/beM MH-
tepecy perera. Takobe, mpaBa u o6aBese BaHOpauHe felle Cy MCTA Kao HMpasa u obaBese
nete pobere y 6paxy, Koja yCIIOCTaB/bajy paBHE OfHOCE Ca MajKOM U HbeHUM CPORHUIIN-
Ma, Kao ¥ OLIeM U FerOBMM CPOJHMUILIVIMA.

Ha ocHOBY pacronoXxXnBux HofgaTaka o IpusHaby OUMHCTBA Jelle poheHe BaH Opa-
Ka, Y3 M3BeCHe Orpajie Y Be3! ca HelloCTOjaleM HOBMjUX IOJJaTaKa, youaBa ce LIMPOKO
IIpUCYTHO HENIpU3HaBaibe AeLe. HO,U,'aTKe O NIPU3HATUM OYMHCTBMMA 3BaHMYHA CTAaTU-
cruka Cpbuje je eBupentupana 3a mepuog 1960-2004. rogiua. Y ToMm pasgobimy ce yreo
IIpU3Hamba OYMHCTBA, Y3 M3BECHE OCUMIALMje, YITTABHOM CMambIBa0 (Stankovi¢, Peneyv,
2010). Jok je moyeTKoM LIe3fieceTVX TOMHA BIIIIE Of IIOJIOBUHE O4YeBa Aelie poheHe BaH
6pa1<a MIPU3HAIO OYMHCTBO, JEBEJEeCeTUX TOIMHA TO jé YYMHUTIO MaIbe Off TpehI/IHe. On
2000. roguHe ce mpoLleHaT IPU3Hakha OYMHCTBA KOHTUHYUPAHO nosehasa 1 2004. rogu-
He, TIOCJIeihe TOANHE Hy6}II/IKOBaH)a OBUX IIOJlaTaKa, M3HoOcK 41,4%, anu je To, UIaK, 3a
BIIIIIE OFf jeffHe YeTBPTIHE Mame Hero y 1960. rognHy, Kaja je usnocno 57,1%. C Bennkom
u3BecHomhy ce MO>ke IIPETIIOCTABUTHU Ja Cy e POAMUTE/bCKe Be3e flelle KOjy OYeBM II0-
cre pobema HICY IpU3HA/IN IOKa3ajle Make CTAOMIHUM U [a Ce O BJMa CTapajy CKOpo
UCK/bY4YVBO BUXOBe Majke. Kao mTo ce 13 moparaka Buay, 6poj oBe fielie je BeoMa BeJll-
KU, KOJl CaMO [IB€ TIETUHE Jele pobeHe BaH Opaka Y U3BOAY U3 MaTUYHE KibUTe pobeHMX
IopeJ, IMeHa MajKe CTOj! 1 MIMe Olia.

/I3 moparaka o mM03aKomemwY, TO jeCT CKIaNamy Opaka poanTesa mocie pohema fe-
TeTa, He MOXKe [Ja Ce 3aK/byUM [a eBUAEHTIPAHA HICKA PACIIPOCTPABEHOCT BaHOPAIHMX
3ajeHNIIA Ca [IeI[OM IIPefiCTaB/ba Pe3y/ITAT TOra IITO BaHOpadHe 3ajefHNIIe IPEPACTy Y
OpauHe, cKIamameM Opaka popuTesba mocie pohema gerera. Haume, 2004. rogune ygeo
[03aKObeha y IpU3HAbUMa OUYMHCTBA Jelle poheHe BaH Opaka msHocu camo 3,1%. Y
nepuony 1960 — 2004. nosakomere mocraje cse peha mojasa. Tako je yzeo mosaxomema y
npusHambuMa ounHCTBa 1960. rofune (19,6%) 610 Buite of mect nyTta Behu Hero 2004.
ropue. JTok cy 1960. rofuHe poguTe/by CBAKOT METOT feTeTa Koje je pobeno Ban 6paka
HAaKHAJTHO CKJIONVIN OpakK, CPeIMHOM OCaMJIeCeTUX TO je C/Iy4aj ca CBaKMM JeCeTuM, Ja
6u y 2004. roguHu Tek cBako TpupeceT Tpehe fete poheHo Ban 6paka Ha Taj HAYMH IIO-
cTajo 6pavHo.

PC3Y}ITaTI/I KBa/IMTAaTUBHOT MICTPpa’KiBabha

VsBectaH yBup y opnuke pabama Ban 6paxa y CpOuju, y HeOCTaTKy pelpe3eHTa-
TUBHUX UCTPAXUBamba, JajI0 je KBaTMTATUBHO MCTPaXKuBame CliposefieHo y beorpanmy
(Stankovi¢, 2014; Stankovié, 2016). O6aB/beHO je METOZOM MHTEPBjya, Ha IPUTOLHOM
y30pKky of 100 Majku felje MpeAIIKOICKOT y3pacTa pobeHe BaH 6Opaka, koja moxabajy
HPEAIIKOIICKY YCTAaHOBY’. Y BpeMme aHKeTe, 21 MCIIMTAaHWIA je >KMBEIA Y BaHOPAYHO]
3ajefHMIIN ca MApTHEPOM, OLleM JeTeTa, a 79 je camoxpanux. [Ipema 6payHoM cTarycy,
BehnHa je HeymaTux (81) pasBemeHux je 6o 18, a jenna Majka je ynosuua. Victpaxxusarme
je, nameby ocranor, omoryhuso yBuy y cTaBoBe UCIIUTaHUIIA TIpeMa OPaKy, OfTydnBatbe

7 Vcrpaxusate je 6mmo moryhe octBapuTit y IpeLIKOICKAM YCTaHOBAaMa Y3 TIOfPIIKY PYKOBO-
IVIAla U CTPYUHbaKa IPEIIKOTICKIX YCTaHOBA KOjU Cy Ha OCHOBY JOKyMeHTaIje UIeHTU(UKO-
BaJIV TIOTEHIMja/IHe MICIUTaHNUIIe ¥ OMOTYhI/IN KOHTAKT Ca IbUMa.
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o pabamy BaH 6paka, TOK 1 KBaJINTET Be3e ca OYEBUMA Jielle Kao I IMaBHe Temkohe ¢
KOjUMa Ce UCIUTAHMUIIEe CYOUaBajy Y CBAKOJHEBHOM >KMBOTY U PACIIONIOKUBY U OYEKIBa-
Hy iomoh u nogpuiky?®.

CaryegaBame cTaBoBa pemMa 6paxy oMoryhnim cy ofroBopu Ha HEKO/IMKO [UTakba
oTBOpeHOr Tnma. Behnna wncnuranuma (61) cMaTpa fia je y cuTyauuju Kajja IapTHepH
uMajy fierty 6osbe 61Uty y 6paky Hero y BaHOpauHOj 3ajenHuim. Tako mucimu 2/3 camo-
xpaHux Majku (52), amu u 9 (of 21) ucnuTaHMIA KOje KVUBe Y BAHOPAUHO] 3ajeqHUIN
ca maprHepoM 1 gerioM. Kao HajBaxkHMje, MCTaK/Ie Cy MCUXOJIOLIKY Z06po6UT KOjy 6pak
Ipy)Xa POAUTE/bUMA U AL, KA0 U FeroBe IPaBHe IPEFHOCTI. YOWBNUBO je ja BUIIE
Off TO/IOBMHE McrTanuna PoMkuba’, Haje NpefHOCT 3BaHNYHOM OpaKy, U IIOpeJ Bemu-
Ke pacIpoCTParmeHOCTH 00MYajHNX OpakoBa KapaKTEPUCTUYIHUX 3a POMCKY KYITYDY.
Takobe, pasmuiwpajyhn o cBom maprHepckom crarycy y 6yayhuoctu'?, Behnua, tpu
JeTBPTUHE UCIUTAHNUIIA XKe/IN )KMBOT Y 3ajefHIIY ca mapTHepoM. Bure op Tpehnue uc-
IMTAHNUIA JKe/IV )KUBOT y OPavyHOj 3ajeHMIIM, JIOK je 3a CBaKy 4eTBPTY U OpadyHa ¥ BaH-
6pauHa 3ajeHMIIA IOfIjefHAKO MpuxBaT/brBa. Mely Majkama Koje )XuBe y KoxabuTammju,
olMje XMBOTA y 6pavHOj My BaHOPAIHOj 3ajeTHIUIIN CY je[lHAKO 3aCTYI/beHe, 0CaM CBOj
6ynmyhu >xxuBoT Bunnm y 6paxy ca orem fietera, CeffaM MCIIUTAHNUIIA XKETHU fjA U [Jajbe XKUBU
y BaHOPAYHOj 3ajefHIIIY, A 32 [IECT Cy IPUXBAT/BMBE 00€e omIuje.

VcnnraHune ¢y ce MO OTKpUBamby TPyAHOhe HAlle Y CUTyalMju OfTy4MBama O
pabamy fetera 1 6paky. Mako Tpygaoha Behune ncrinraunia (57) Huje 6uta IiaHupaHa,
camo je 15 meby mumMa KOPUCTUIIO HEKY 3aLITUTY Of TpyAHOhe (MCK/bY4NBO HelOy3naHe
MeTofie). YIJTaBHOM CaMO HaKpaTKo, 0 aboprycy je mo orkpuhy Tpyanohe pasmmupaao
27 MCNNUTAHNUIA, ¥ TO je 6MJIO IIOBe3aHO IIpe CBera ca HefoyMuljaMa i IpobieMnma Be-
3aHIM 3a IIAPTHEPCKY Besy, a pebe ca ycmoBuMma 3a pabame. Vlnak, HujegHa NCINTAHUIIA
HIIje pean30Baja pa3MUIbaba 0 AbOpTyCy.

Tpynuoha je mopcraxia u pasMuibama o 6paxy. I[TonoBrHa cBux Majki (a mpema
EBVIXOBUM JICKa31Ma U IIPUO/IVKHO TOIMKO O4Y€eBa), XKeJle/a je 1a KoM Opak 1mpe poherma
mereta. Kop cBake Tpehe ncnuraHmiie 1 HUXOBMUX MApTHEPaA XKe/be Aa Ce CKIOMM Opak
cy 6une nogynapae. MehyTum, pabame Ban 6paxa decto Huje 6110 1360p Beh jenuna
OIllMja 3a MHOTe MCINTAHUIIE, 2 CBAKAKO 3a 37 UCINTAHUIIA 4Mje Cy MAPTHEPCKe Be3e
VLN 3ajefHuLIe IPeKNHYTe joll Ipe pobema gerera. Benuka BehnHa pogurebckux mapo-
Ba Ce pasmIIa, y TOKY TpyAHohe win mocre poherma feTeTa, 4ecTo MOCIE 3ajeIHINIKOT
KUBOTa. Y BpeMe 0Ko 3adeha, 0cuM jejHe, CBe MCIMUTAHNIIE Cy Ca OLIeM IeTeTa XUBEJIe y
3ajegHniy (44) nm cy ca BUM 6urte y mapTHepcKoj Be3n (55). [lo TpeHyTKa HCINTUBAbA
IIPeKMHYIIO ce Bullle of iBe TpehuHe 3ajefuuiia, Tokom Tpyauohe, nm, demrhe, y Bpeme
nocie pobema ferera. OcuM IrecT, IPEKNHYTe Cy U CBe IApTHEPCKe Be3e, IONIOBUHA Y
tpysaohu u momosuHa mocte pohema merera. Tako ce, y BpeMeHy of 3aueha ferera o

8 'V ogrocy Ha nonymauujy Ban6padnux Majku y CpOuju, Majke 13 y30pKa MMajy IOBO/BHMJU CTATYC:
60/by 06pa3oBHY CTPYKTYpY, iBe TpehnHe je 3amoc/ieHo, XuBe y BeMUMKOM Ipafy, fielia moxabajy
BpTuh, yK/bydyjyhn u felry poMcke Hal[MOHATHOCTH, MMajy BeOMa Pa3BUjeHy MPeXy IOfPIIKe .

¥V ucrpaxxupay je y4ecTBOBaIO 13 MCIIMTAHMIIA POMCKOT IIOPeKIa, 9 CAMOXPAHMX MajKu U 4
KOje JXMBE y 3aje[IHMLIM Ca OYeBUMa Jlelle.

10 [Turame je rnacuno: ,Kakse cy Baiue sxerbe y Besu ca Bamnm 6yayhum maprHepckum 1 6padanm
KMBOTOM?“ ca MoHyheHVM anTepHaTMBaMa: Jja XKMBUM CaMa; Jia )KMBYM Ca ITapTHepoM 6e3 bpaka;
Jla )KMBYIM ca TapTHEPOM y 6paKy; He 3HaM, 3aBMCH (Of dera?).
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TpeHyTKa MICINMTUBAma, pasyIllIa BeluKa BehnHa, TpU 4eTBPTIHE POSUTE/bCKUX IIapOBa.
Y BpeMe MCIUTHBAbA, y TAPTHEPCKO] B3N Ca OYeBMMa CBOje fielie O1ie Cy Be UCINTa-
HIIIe, 8 Y BAHOPAYHOj 3ajeIHMUIIM je >KuBeso 21.

Hajsehu mpo6iemu ca Kojima ce Cyo4aBajy NCIIUTUBAHE CAMOXPaHe MajKe Y CBAKOf-
HeBHOM X1BOTY!! mpema yuecTanoctu cy: HoBuauu mpo6mem (58), ocehame ycampeHOCTH
(40), mpobemu y Besu ca mocioM (34), crambeHnM nuTameM 26), BACIUTABEM AeTeTa
(24), ayBamem pgere (19), 3gpasmem (13), ca ouem gerera (11), HegocTaTak momohnm y
kyhn (9). CamoxpanuM Majkama rmomoh 1 oApIIKY y ofrajamy gele Hajuenthe mpysxajy
IBIXOBE IIpUMapHe opopuLie, poputesy 1 6paha u cecrpe. M kana ce cyode ca Behum
npo6neMoM, oHe Hajuemhie MOry fa padyHajy Ha mmoMoh cBOjUX IPMMapHMX IIOPOAMIIA,
a Ha OYeBe CBOT fleTeTa TeK 15 MCIUTaHMIA. JellaH Off Haj3HAYajHMjUX acleKaTa pahama
BaH Opaka Ha KOj! YKa3yjy pe3y/ITaTi OBOT MICTPaKIBalba jecTe HelOBO/BHO IPHUCYCYTBO
u yuenthe o1ja y ofirajamy fielie ca KojoM He kuBe. HuKkakaB KOHTAKT ca oljeM HeMa Ipu-
6mmxHO TpehnHa felie, a TO je CKOPO YBEK y CUTyalluju Kafia OTal] Hije IPU3HAO OYMH-
ctBo. OBI OYEB He YUECTBYjy HU Y pUHAHCHpamY IOTpeba felie, JOK TO YnHM 48 oueBa,
32 pemoBHO U 16 MOBpEMEHO.

[Inrama o TOTpe6OHOj 1 OUEKNBAHO] IOAPIIIIM AP>KaBe NCIUTAHUIIaMa (POPMYIIHCa-
Ha Cy Ha OIIIITEeM U IMYHOM HUBOY'2. Benmka Behuna ucnurannua (76) cmarpa fja gpxa-
Ba I IpYIITBO Tpeba mocebHy MaXKiby a IOCBeTe /el poheHoj BaH Gpaka U BUXOBUM
MajkaMa, n3zBajajyhu mehy majkama koje cy popmie fienyy BaH Opaka, caMOXpaHe Kao
noce6HO oceT/buBy rpymy. OueknBana momoh je Hajuernrhe npu sanomnvbaBasmy (59), 3a-
TM HOBYaHa (42), y pemraBamy cramberor murama (33), y cmeurrajy y sptuh (20). U Ha
nn4HOM HUBOY, Behuna ncnnranuma (68) uckasase cy notpeby 3a momoh npxase. Ilpe
CcBera je To moTpeba CAaMOXPAHUX MAjKU, jep TPU YeTBPTUHE HIX MMA eT3UCTEHINjaTHI
npo6iieM (BesaH 3a HOBAIl, II0CA0, CTaH) KOjU He MOYKe CaMOCTA/THO [ia Pellln.

3aK/byyak

AHanu3sa 3aCHOBaHa Ha PAacIOJIOKVBYM IIOfALMMa yiryhyje Ha HOTBPAY IIPeTIOCTaB-
Ke fia je pabatbe Ban 6paka y Cp6uju y 3HauajHOj Mepy TpalieHO PUSMKOM Off HEIIOBO/BHIX
COLIIOEKOHOMCKIX MCXOfia 3a Majke Koje pabajy BaH Opaka u muxosy geny. O MameM
pabamy y cTabunHuM KoxabMTauMOHMM 3ajegHMIaMa a Behmm Meby cammm majkama,
OJJHOCHO O TOMe Jia ce BaHOpadHe 3ajefHILIe I Be3e IIpe WM IT0CTIe poberba leTeTa yIyias-
HOM He ITpeTBapajy y 6pak, Beh Ipekuajy, Moxe fja ce 3aK/bydy Ha OCHOBY HUCKOT IIPO-
LieHTa MpU3Haba OYNMHCTBA BaHOpadHO poleHe felle, HIUCKe PacIPOCTPAbEHOCTHU BaH-

U TInrame: ,,Koju cy najsehu npobnemu ca kojuma ce Bu cyouaBare y CBAKOZHEBHOM XXUBOTY?
ca a/ITepHATBaMa: HOBYAHN, CTAMOEH, Be3aH! 32 110CA0, 3[PABCTBEHN, YyBatbe fielle, oMoh
y kyhu, Bacnurarme fetera, OQHOC ca OLieM fieTeTa, HellpUXBaTabe WK ofbaliBabe Of CTpaHe
OKOJIMHE, YCAM/BEHOCT, HEeIlITO Apyro (1uTa?)

12 TInrama: ,,Jla i MucuTe fja Ap)kaBa 1 PYLITBO Tpeba fja I0CeOHY aXKiby IOCBETe MajKaMa Koje
Cy poaue fieny BaH 6paka 11 B1X0B0j fery? ca moHybheHnm antepHarusama: 1. He 2. fja, M TO ¥
BUJly: HOBYaHe moMohu; momohu y pemaBary craMbeHor nuTamba; moMohu mpy samnolbaBamy;
npaBHe omohu; mpropuTeTa Py YINUCY fielle y IPeAIIKOICKe YCTaHOBe; GeCIUIaTHIX CaBeTo-
BAJIMIITA 33 POJUTEIbE; HELITO PYTO, mta?) u ,[la mt 6u momoh npxase u apyirsa Bama 61ma
notpebua?“ ca monyhenum anrepHatrBama:l. He 2. 1a, KakBa?
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OpavHMX 3ajeHMIA U Ma/IVX Y/ela IOPOANIja BaHOpAaYHMX IapoBa ca feroM, Hajseher
IpPOLIEHTa Jielle MPBOr pefa pobema U HajMamer felie Apyror pena pobemwa meby Ban-
6paunnm pabhamwnma. Ilogaru o o6pasoBH0j CTPYKTYPH, aKTUBHOCTI ¥ 3aHMMalby MajKI,
o BeqmkoM yuerhy BanOpaunux pabama mely Majkama poMcKe HAIMOHATHOCTI, Ko U
0 CTa/IHO MambUM yfjelnuMa BaHOpauHKX pabhama y IpafickuM HEro y CeOCKMM CpefuHa-
Ma, ynyhyjy Ha pusuke of CMPOMAIITBa Aelle poheHe BaH Opaka M BUXOBUX Majkit. U
UCTPaXUBake Ha PeIpe3eHTaTuBHOM y30pKy y CpOuju je mokasaso fa cy geua pobhena
BaH Opaka U BNXOBe MajKe y 3HAYajHOj Mepy M3TOKEeHV HM3Y COIVjaTHMUX U eKOHOM-
cxkux Temkoha (Tomanovié, Ljubici¢, Stanojevi¢, 2014). VI pesyarary KBaJIuUTaTMBHOT
UCTpaKUBama IIPeNCTaB/beHN y Pajy MCTAKIIN Cy TelKohe ca KojuMa ce IIOpOofMLie CaMo-
XpaHNX MajKI CyO4aBajy, a YBUJ y CTaBOBe 0 OpaKky M MOTMBe HeCK/lamama Opaka Ipe
pobema merera ykasao je fa pahame BaH 6paka qecTo Hije 610 >Ke/beHN 1360p MajKe HeTo
CTHI}aj OKOJTHOCTM U HEMOTYRHOCTI [1a ca OIleM JeTeTa OCTBAapy KUBOT Yy 3ajegHu. ITo-
ceOHO ce youaBa IIpo6ieM HelOBOJ/bHOT yyeliha oueBa y Ofirajamy felie ca KOjoM He XIUBe.
3anormyHuje 1 fy6/be carneaBame peHoMeHa BaHOpauHor pabamwa y Cp6uju Heor-
XOJIHA JOfaTHA MCTPAKMBAba 1 00YXBATHI)I CTATUCTIIKY Tofpany. ITorpeba noTmyHmjer
U TIpeU3HMjer CTAaTUCTIIKOr Ipahema ogHOCe Ha mofaTKe 0 pabamwy BaH 6paxa, Kao u
0 jemHOpOAUTE/BCKUM TOpopuuama. Takobe, 1 pegoBHO IpHUKyIbae U 06jaB/bUBabE
YIOpeAUBUX HOfATaKa O OYMHCTBUMA IPYXWIo 61 3HavajHe HpOpManuje. Youasa ce
3HAYajaH HEJOCTATAaK aHKETHNUX MCTPAKMBAMKA HA PEIPe3eHTATNBHOM Y30PKY Koja Ou
omoryhmia KOMIUIEKCHUje carlefjaBambe U padyMeBame Of/IMKa BAaHOPAYHNUX 3ajeqHNUIA
1 ocoba Koje >KiBe V BIJIMa, Ka0 KapaKTepucTuKa pahama BaH G6paka o KojuMa cajia Mo-
JKEMO CaMo IIOCPEHO fia 3aK/bydyjeMo. Tako Ou ce JOIIIO U KO peleBaHTHUX MOfAaTaKa
Ha OCHOBY KOjuX 61 MOITIe 1a ce AedMHNIIY afieKBaTHe Mepe MOIIy/IAlVOHe I COLjaTHe
HOJIUTHUKE U yCMepe IIPeMa OBOj, TOCeOHO pamIBOj, KATETOPHjU MajKI Ca EL[OM.
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AN UNDER-RESEARCHED PHENOMENON?

(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: In Serbia, as well as throughout Europe, there is a trend of an increase in
nonmarital fertility over the last several decades. In 2017, 26% of children were born out-
side of marriage. The paper presents the basic characteristics of nonmarital fertility, based
on official statistics and qualitative research conducted by the author. Conclusions about
how many nonmarital births take place within nonmarital unions and how many among
single mothers, due to the lack of statistical data, are made indirectly. The results of the
analysis indicate the adverse socio-economic status of many mothers and their children
born out of marriage. This emphasizes the need for institutional support measures for sin-
gle parent families. The paper also indicates the need to deepen knowledge and increase
the scope and quality of data related to the phenomenon of nonmarital births.

Keywords: Serbia, nonmarital fertility, single-parent families

Introduction

The complex process of change in partner relationships and family behaviors and
forms has taken place across Europe in the last few decades. One of those changes is the
rise and spread of nonmarital unions, cohabitations. Their share is very different (Gubern-
skaya, 2008) in European countries, from high - of more than 10% in the total population
in Scandinavian countries, among which Sweden (24.1%), Finland and Norway (18.9%)
lead the way, as well as some western European countries, such as Germany (15.6%), the
Netherlands (13.2%) and France (12.9%), through countries with a medium prevalence
of 6-10%, such as Austria (9.1 %), the United Kingdom (8.7%), Hungary (8.5%) and the
Czech Republic (8.0%), to countries with a low prevalence of cohabitations, less than 6%,

I s.bilja@orion.rs

2 The paper is the result of work on the project “Research of demographic phenomena in the func-
tion of public policies in Serbia” no. 47006, funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technology Development of the Republic of Serbia. The paper presents the results obtained by the
research for the purpose of preparing a doctoral dissertation “ Nonmarital fertility in Serbia from
the mid-20™ century”, which was defended at the Faculty of Economics, University of Belgrade
in 2016.
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in the Mediterranean countries of Spain (5.7%) and Portugal (3.7%) but also in Slovakia
(2.7%) and Poland (2.4%). Cohabitation can be a stage in the marital process, a substitute
for marriage, or an alternative to a single life. For the vast majority of persons, cohabita-
tion is a prelude to marriage, that is, a stage in the marital process (Hiekel, Liefbroer &
Poortman, 2014). However, recent research shows that, despite differences, in all countries
there is a general trend of a decrease in nonmarital unions that are a prelude to marriage,
and a trend of increased cohabitation that is alternative to marriage or represents a stable
union with no children, and obligations to marry. This indicates an increasing acceptance
of cohabitation as a stable union as well as births in nonmarital unions (Di Giulio, Impic-
ciatore & Sironi, 2019).

With the increasing prevalence of nonmarital unions, their importance with re-
gard to childbirth and child-rearing is increasing. Until the 1960s, marriage was widely
accepted as a desirable institution for childbearing, from the 1970s childbearing out of
wedlock has started to become more prevalent in most European countries. Along with
major social changes, the importance of formal marriage has diminished and attitudes
toward nonmarital birth have become more liberal. This was contributed by feminist and
liberal social movements, the emergence of post-materialist values, such as individualiza-
tion, secularization, anti-authoritarianism and other. Women’s economic independence,
greater acceptance of sexual relations before marriage, the rise in the numbers and greater
acceptance of divorce have also led to more positive attitudes toward out-of-wedlock birth
(McDonald, 2006; Perelli-Harris et al., 2010). In the 1970s, the parents of every tenth born
child lived in cohabitation, and by the beginning of the 21st century, as many as half of all
births in Scandinavia, a third in France, more than a quarter in the UK and Austria, and a
fifth in the Netherlands, Hungary and Russia took place within a nonmarital union (Per-
elli-Harris et al., 2009). However, differences among countries are large, not only because
of the unequal prevalence of cohabitation, but also because of the different influence that
marriage norms as a common framework for childbearing have (Kiernan, 2001). Vari-
ous socio-economic and political conditions, cultural and religious influences, as well as
legal solutions, determine, through their complex interplay, the levels of birth outside of
marriage. This has been confirmed by authors who have studied the spatial aspects of the
prevalence of nonmarital births by identifying the “hot” and “cold” spots of nonmarital
fertility in Europe, both in the past and in the present (Kliisener et al., 2012).

The social meaning of nonmarital unions is constantly changing, but marriage norms
as a common child-rearing environment persist, and researchers estimate that marriage
remains a desirable institution for raising children (Perelli-Harris et al., 2009). Across Eu-
rope, out-of-wedlock births are still linked to plans to marry, and most couples get mar-
ried upon having a child (Heuveline & Timberlake, 2004). There is widespread belief that
a nonmarital union does not provide safe conditions for raising children and that parent-
ing and marriage are linked. Marriage is considered to have stability, a long-term commit-
ment by partners, to represent a better “shield” from the breakdown of the union, to have
a legal advantage, and therefore to represent a better and safer child-rearing environment
(Kiernan 2001; Perelli-Harris et al. 2012). Also, although the rights of fathers in relation to
their children born outside of marriage have been extended in recent decades, especially
with the introduction of joint custody, in no European country are the legal statuses of
spouses and nonmarital fathers equal. For the most part, they need to complete additional
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procedures, unlike married fathers, which can encourage some couples with children to
marry (Moulders-Klein, 1990; Perelli-Harris & Sanchez Gassen, 2012).

The prevalence of marriage norms as the most suitable setting for raising children
greatly influences the differences that exist between European countries in terms of the
conversion of nonmarital unions into marriages after the birth of a child. Thus, in Norway
and France, more than two-thirds of women marry by the third year of their first child’s
birth in cohabitation, more than three-quarters in Austria, and in the Netherlands and
Germany as much as 80%. In Russia, social pressures are stronger, so 70% of couples liv-
ing in cohabitation are married during pregnancy. The situation is different in Hungary,
Romania and Italy, where a significant percentage of women remain in cohabitation even
three years after the birth of a child (Perelli-Harris et al., 2012). In most countries, life in
nonmarital unions postpones marriage, but has not become a long-term alternative to
marriage. This is also true of the countries of Western and Northern Europe, which are
leading the way in terms of the prevalence of nonmarital unions and nonmarital births.
Even in Sweden, where more than half of children are born out of wedlock, couples still
marry, lifelong cohabitation, especially when there are children, remains relatively rare
(Perelli-Harris & Lyons-Amos, 2015).

Most births out of wedlock in most European countries take place within cohabita-
tion, not among single mothers. The differences among countries, however, are significant.
At one end, there is Sweden, where the proportion of mothers who live in cohabitation at
birth is several times higher compared to single mothers (51% to 7%) or France, where it
is more than twice as high (14% versus 6%). It is approximately the same in Austria (22%
and 20%, respectively) and the United Kingdom (9% each). At the other end, there are the
countries of Southern Europe, Italy and Spain, with a low share of nonmarital births, but
with a higher proportion of single mothers (5%) compared to cohabitations (3%) (Kiernan,
2004; Sobotka & Toulemon, 2008). One common feature of nonmarital unions is, however,
their instability and lesser perseverance compared to marriage (Andersson, 2002; Kiernan,
2001). Nonmarital unions that have not grown into marriage after birth are more likely to
end, so children who grow up with cohabiting parents are at a much higher risk of their
parents being separated than children whose parents are married (Liefbroer & Dourlein,
2006; Manning, Smock & Majumdar. 2004; Osborne, Manning & Smock, 2007). Children
born in cohabitation are two to four times more likely to experience the separation of their
parents compared to children whose parents were married at the time of their birth or were
married later (Heuveline, Timberlake & Furstenberg, 2003). Sweden is an exception in that
most children born into nonmarital unions will never face the separation of their parents.
However, there are differences regarding the socioeconomic status of parents, so if there is a
separation, it is more likely that the parents are less educated (Kennedy & Thomson, 2010).

Single-parent families often arise as a result of the instability of nonmarital unions
with children. Changes in family forms occur differently across European countries, but
the universal trend is that if children are not brought up by parents in marriage, then
they are more likely brought up by single mothers, than by parents who are cohabiting,
mothers and their new partners or single fathers (Heuveline et al 2003). The prevalence of
single-parent families is increasing. With the exception of France, and except in the Nor-
dic countries where the proportion of mothers living in cohabitation and single mothers
is approximately equal, mothers living without partners are more numerous (Sobotka &
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Toulemon, 2008). In all European countries, single-parent families are at greater risk of
poverty than families with both parents. The poverty of children living with their single
mothers is more prevalent compared to single fathers. Children living with single mothers
are three to six times more at risk of poverty on the basis of income than children living
with both parents (Gornick & Jantti, 2012). This is also true for high-standard countries,
and single mothers’ poverty is lesser if the state implements a generous, comprehensive
and universal social policy and/or if they live in an extended household (Brady, 2012). It is
widespread that the parents of single mothers largely ‘replace’ the missing parent through
multiple investments in the form of emotional, financial and practical assistance and par-
ticipation in raising their grandchildren (Coall & Hertwig, 2011). One of the difficulties is
maintaining good relationships between fathers and children with whom they do not live.
Fathers of children born out of wedlock are prevalent among fathers who care for their
children with whom they do not live little or not at all, as is the case with those of younger
age and with lower education, who generally do not pay alimony (Chaloupkova, 2007;
Cheadle, Amato, & King, 2010). Fathers who have never lived with their children are the
least present in their lives, compared to fathers who were married or lived in a nonmarital
union before the separation (McClain & De Maris, 2013). It is significant whether the fa-
ther acknowledged the child, and this largely reflects their time together and both formal
and informal financial support (Mincy, Garfinkel & Nepomnyaschy, 2005).

A concept often used in describing and understanding changes in demographic be-
havior, including the increase of cohabitations or nonmarital births, is the second demo-
graphic transition theory (van de Kaa, 2002), which refers to a wide range of mutually-con-
ditioned changes in fertility, sexual behavior, family behaviors and partner relationships
and attitudes. Its creator van de Kaa believes that the second demographic transition is
based on social change, also referred to as modernization, westernization or technological
civilization. These changes have three dimensions: structural (socioeconomic changes and
advances in society, especially the rise of general education and the effects of welfare state
measures), cultural (cultural heritage and changes in the value system, from materialistic
to post-materialistic) and technological (technological advances, especially in medicine
their application).

Researchers studying demographic changes during social transition in former social-
ist countries emphasize contextual specificities in relation to developed European coun-
tries, as well as differences in the changes of values and behaviors of different social groups.
Thus, it is emphasized that changes in behavior can be preceded by the changes in the value
system of some social groups, as they are more the result of changed structural condi-
tions in society and reactions to the present economic crisis and adverse living conditions,
and to a lesser extent of new choices and personal priorities. Hence, a mix of cultural and
structural changes can lead to similar behaviors across different social groups, whose value
systems and life histories may be significantly different (Sobotka, 2008). A negative correla-
tion between education and nonmarital birth rates was also found in countries such as the
Netherlands, Norway, France, Austria, Germany, G. Britain and Italy (Perelli-Harris et al.,
2010), which led to the definition of a “pattern of disadvantage” present throughout Eu-
rope. This pattern is associated with social change and the liberalization of attitudes toward
nonmarital birth, as well as processes of globalization and economic instability that lead to
job insecurity and instability of partnerships (Perelli-Harris et al., 2012).
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A group of authors who analyzed births in nonmarital unions in 16 European coun-
tries at three levels: the individual level, the level of subnational regions and the level of
states, came to the conclusion that the assumptions of the “pattern of disadvantage”, social
norms and economic conditions, explain the differences at the individual level and among
sub-national regions, and the setting of the second demographic transition, which empha-
sizes changes in the value system, explains the differences between countries (Lappegard
etal., 2014).

Authors involved in studying changes in marriage and family forms in Serbia em-
phasize the specificity of the modernization process in Serbia (Blagojevi¢ Hughson, 2014;
Bobi¢, 2006; Petrovi¢, 2011). Both during socialism and in the later period of post-socialist
transformation that took place rather slowly, it differed compared to developed European
countries, but also compared to other former socialist countries. The consequences of wars,
years of economic hardship and slow transformation are pointed out as elements which
make it difficult to create structural preconditions and make value changes ambivalent with
respect to changes in the marriage situation of the population. Strategies for overcoming
structural risks on an individual level are seen primarily as strategies for adapting the exist-
ing models of marriage and family, emphasizing that widespread deprivation, both at the
higher and lower social strata, is reflected in the greater representation of cohabitation and
nonmarital childbearing among people at the bottom of the social ladder (Petrovi¢, 2011).
The authors who sought to evaluate the applicability of the second demographic transition
theory to processes in Serbia, analyzing the characteristics of marital behavior in terms of
marriage, divorce, and fertility traits, (Bobi¢, Vukeli¢, 2011) conclude that it is difficult to
give a clear and precise answer based on existing insights and that further research is need-
ed. When it comes to childbearing, they associate it with the conditions of post-socialist
transition, emphasizing that mothers who give birth outside of marriage (primarily young)
are at high risk of poverty, unemployment, reduced chances for education, etc. Therefore,
they consider that the characteristics of current nonmarital births are qualitatively different
compared to those present in the period preceding major socio-economic changes.

The aim of this paper is to describe the characteristics of nonmarital birth in Ser-
bia based on available data. It is based on census data and vital statistics data, paternity
acknowledgement data, and insights from qualitative research. The basic premise of the
paper is that the available data make it possible to point out that birth out of wedlock
in Serbia is strongly accompanied by the risk of adverse socio-economic outcomes for
mothers and their children, but also that a more complete and deeper understanding the
phenomenon requires additional research and more comprehensive statistics.

The increase in nonmarital births in Serbia

In Serbia, as well as throughout Europe, nonmarital births are becoming more preva-
lent. According to the latest available data, in 2017 in Serbia (outside Kosovo and Meto-
hija), 17,053 children were born out of wedlock, or about 26% of the total number of live
births. In international comparisons, Serbia is in the group of European countries with
a relatively low share of nonmarital births. Out of a total of 41 countries, in 28 countries
it is larger compared to Serbia, and among them, in 20 countries it is even much larger
compared to in Serbia and amounts to over 40%.
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Regional specificities related to nonmarital births, present in Europe, exist in Serbia
as well. For decades, two zones have been prominent, a zone of high shares of nonmarital
fertility spatially located mainly in the east of the country, and a zone of low and moder-
ately low shares of nonmarital fertility in the west (Stankovi¢, Penev, 2012). Differences
at the municipal level are particularly pronounced, sometimes even in municipalities that
are spatially close, which shows the complex interplay of numerous socio-economic and
demographic factors, as well as prevailing norms of behavior (Stankovi¢, Penev, 2013).

The reduction of the number of live births is one of the main features of the contem-
porary demographic development of Serbia since the mid-20th century, and especially
in the period since the early 1970s (Stankovi¢, Penev, 2010). The decrease of the number
of children born, from the point of view of marriage, is primarily the result of a decrease
of births in marriage. In the period from 1950, with the exception of the first half of the
1970s, the number of children born in marriages has been steadily declining [Table 11

. In 2017, it was reduced to less than a third of the value in the early 1950s.

The change in the number of nonmarital births was different. From the mid-1950s to
the early 1980s, there was a decrease, and the number was reduced by a third. Then, there
was a continuous increase, with the maximum number of children born out of wedlock
recorded in 2017, which is 30% higher than the value recorded in 1950

Four post-periods can be distinguished in the share of nonmarital births in the peri-
0d 1950 - 2017 [Table 1]. Between the first and the last year, the share of nonmarital births
has more than tripled, from 8.0% to 26.3%. This is primarily the result of a large decrease
in births in marriage and much less an increase of the number of children born outside
of marriage. The divergent trends in the number of births in and outside of marriage have
led to the fact that the percentage of nonmarital births increased significantly faster than
their absolute number. Thus, in 2017, the share of nonmarital births has more than tripled
compared to 1950, although the absolute number of children born outside of marriage has
increased by only 30% in the same period.

Nonmarital births in cohabitation or outside of it

There are no statistical data on how many nonmarital births in Serbia take place in
cohabitation and how many among single mothers. The Statistical Office of the Republic
of Serbia takes exclusively the formal marital status of the mother (according to the pro-
visions of the Family Law) as a criterion for determining the number of children born
outside of marriage. Children born with a partner in an informal marriage are considered
nonmarital. The same concept has been applied by statistic offices from other European
countries, even those who recognize the institution of a registered partnership. The struc-
ture of live births according to the actual marital status of mothers (children born in a
registered or “free” partnership, or outside the partnership, i.e. children of single moth-
ers) was obtained solely on the basis of survey studies® or authors’ estimates based on
paternity acknowledgement data*. There have been no similar surveys in Serbia so far, so
conclusions regarding the answer to this important question, which points to the socio-
economic status of children born outside of marriage, are made indirectly based on other

3 Fertility and Family Survey, Generations and Gender Surveys and other
4 INSEE, 2019 https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/3599508
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available statistics. These are census and vital statistics data which relate to the prevalence
and characteristics of cohabitation, the proportion of families of unmarried couples, the
sociodemographic characteristics of mothers who give birth to children outside of mar-
riage, the birth order of nonmarital children, and acknowledged paternities. The results of
a qualitative research conducted in Belgrade also provide some insight.

Characteristics of nonmarital unions and families
of unmarried couples

Observing the prevalence of nonmarital unions in Serbia can indirectly indicate the
extent of birth in them. The issue of de facto marital status was first included in the con-
tents of the 2011 Census (Stankovi¢, 2015a). According to the results, there are 236,063
people living in nonmarital unions, which is 3.8% of the total population over 15 years of
age. The share of people living in nonmarital unions in the total unmarried population
over the age of 15 is 8.5%. When looking at the total population living in unions, marital
and nonmarital, the percentage share of persons living in nonmarital unions is 6.7%. On
a European scale, Serbia belongs to the group of countries with low prevalence of non-
marital unions.

The 2011 Census showed that the prevalence of families of unmarried couples was
also low. There are 116,914 families of unmarried couples in Serbia, which is 5.5% of the
total number of families. There are fewer families of unmarried couples without children
than those with children, the former being 48,943 and the latter 67,971, or 2.3%, and 3.2%
(respectively) of the total number of families.”> Among nonmarital families with children,
almost half are with one child, while among the families of married couples, families with
two children are the most represented. However, the biggest difference is in the propor-
tion of families with more children, as the share of families with four children is three
and a half times higher, and that of families with five or more children almost seven times
higher with unmarried couples. According to the age of children, in the families of un-
married couples there are mostly young children aged up to 14 (73.7%), every fifth child is
between 15 and 24 (20.6%), and only 5.7% of children are 25 or older. Compared to fami-
lies of married couples, there is a significantly higher prevalence of young children and
a lower representation of older children, with the largest differences in the participation
of children aged 25 or older (Stankovi¢, 2015b). The registered differences can largely be
explained by the younger age structure of the contingent of persons living in nonmarital
unions, as well as by the ethnic structure, the high prevalence of nonmarital births in the
Romani population with high reproductive standards.

Characteristics of people living in nonmarital unions

The results of the 2011 Census also made it possible to look at the different character-
istics of persons living in nonmarital unions, by age, marital status, education and others
(Stankovi¢, 2015a). Nonmarital unions are primarily of young people. Persons from the
age group of 30 to 34 are the most numerous, 16.1%, while the least numerous persons are

5> Children are joint, or of one (both) partners from a previous relationship or marriage.
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people aged 75 or older, 1.5%. Monitoring the structure of persons living in unions (non-
marital or marital) by age group shows that only in the youngest age group of 15 to 19 the
percentage of persons in nonmarital unions (57.5%) exceeds the share of married persons,
while by the age of 25 to 29 it is reduced to one third (18.3%). In the 55-59 age group, the
proportion of persons in cohabitation is low, 3.5%, and with persons 75 years or older it is
only 1.7%. According to their marital status, nonmarital unions are largely formed by un-
married couples (80.2%), followed by divorced couples (11.8%) and widowed individuals
(2.8%). From the described age structure and a very high percentage of persons who did
not marry, it can be concluded that in Serbia, as in most European countries, cohabitation
is most often a stage in the marital process rather than an alternative to marriage. In terms
of education, according to the educational structure of the total population, the number
of persons living in nonmarital unions is the highest with the population with completed
high school education, about 50%, and the lowest with college education (about 15%). If
the composition of the educational categories of the population is viewed by the share of
persons living in unions (nonmarital or marital), the highest representation of persons liv-
ing in nonmarital unions is with the least educated population, without school education
or only with primary school (7.5%) and the lowest among people with college education
(5.6%). Among the Romani population, which has the most disadvantaged educational
structure, there is an extremely high proportion of persons in nonmarital unions. A quar-
ter of the total Romani population lives in customary marriages characteristic of Romani
culture, or two thirds of individuals living in unions (marital or nonmarital).

Sociodemographic characteristics of mothers
of children born out of wedlock

Considering the sociodemographic characteristics of mothers who give birth to
children out of wedlock, based on vital statistics data, provides significant insight into
the characteristics of nonmarital births in Serbia. The data indicate that the position of
a significant number of mothers and their children born out of wedlock is unfavorable
(Stankovié, 2016).

Nonmarital births are not equally present in all education groups. The highest share
of nonmarital births is among women without college education, and it has been so since
the early 1960s (Penev and Stankovi¢, 2010). The higher the education, the lower the num-
ber of nonmarital births, being the lowest among the most educated women. The share
of nonmarital births in the group of women without education increased over time, from
15.5% in 1961 to 84.3% in 2014. Although the increase in the share of births out of wed-
lock has taken place in all education groups, it is significantly smaller and decreasing as
the educational level gets higher. Thus, the lowest increase was recorded with women with
a university degree, about 10 percentage points, from 1.4% in 1961 to 11.5% in 2014.

Data on the economic activity and occupation of mothers of children born out of
wedlock also indicate the unfavorable socioeconomic status of women who give birth
out of wedlock. Among them, there is the highest share of unemployed women (43.0%)
and dependent women are also very numerous (26.3%). There are 29.0% of active women
practicing their professions. Observed by groups by activity and occupation, the highest
share of out-of-wedlock births is with dependent women (40.9%), and among them with
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housewives (42.5%). Out-of-wedlock births are much more rare among economically
active women (20.7%), and more than twice as frequent among the unemployed (31.1%)
than among employed women (13.9%). Moreover, among working women, there are sig-
nificant differences in the shares of nonmarital births. The highest proportion is among
women who perform the simplest physical tasks (25.1%), and the lowest among as the
experts (9.3%).

According to the national structure, the highest share of nonmarital births has been
present with Romani women for decades (Stankovi¢, Penev, 2013). Between 1971 and
2014, out of the total number of children born to Romani mothers, the share of nonmari-
tal births was always more than half, increasing over time, from 53.5% in 1971 to 82.8% in
2014. Romani women are characterized by a very unfavorable educational structure and
very low employment.

The social status of women who give birth outside of marriage can also be indirectly
indicated by the birth order of the children. Among children born out of wedlock, more
than half are first-born (55.5%), one in four is second-born, and almost one-fifth is third-
born or more. Compared to marital births, there are higher shares of first-born children in
nonmarital births, but also shares of higher orders of birth (third, fourth, fifth and higher),
increasing decade after decade.

The unstable socio-economic status of mothers who give birth to children out of
wedlock can be further complicated by instability, a widespread feature of nonmarital
relationships. As a result, single-parent families are created, which fall into families at
significantly higher risk than families with both parents.

Fathers and paternity acknowledgment

According to the Family Law of Serbia¥, the parental rights and obligations of spous-
es and unmarried parents are equal. The mother acquires parental rights at the birth of the
child, and the father, in the case when the couple is unmarried, only after the established
paternity, by acknowledgement or in court proceedings. Parents can exercise their paren-
tal rights independently and jointly. They may exercise their parental rights jointly and by
mutual agreement even when they do not live together if they reach an agreement on joint
exercise of parental rights and if the court deems that agreement to be in the best interests
of the child. Also, the rights and obligations of nonmarital children are the same as the
rights and obligations of children born in marriage, who establish legal relations with the
mother and her relatives, as well as the father and his relatives.

On the basis of available data on the acknowledgement of paternity of children born
out of wedlock, with certain reservations regarding the lack of recent data, there has been
widespread non- acknowledgement of children. Official statistics of Serbia recorded data
on acknowledged paternities for the period 1960-2004. During this period, the share of
paternity acknowledgements, with some oscillations, mainly declined (Stankovi¢, Penev,
2010). While more than half of the fathers of children born out of wedlock acknowledged
the fatherhood in the early 1960s, in the 1990s less than a third did so. Since 2000, the
percentage of paternity acknowledgements has been steadily increasing and in 2004, the

¢ Official Gazette of the Republic of Serbia/Sluzbeni glasnik Republike Srbije, No. 18/2005, 72/2011,
6/2015.
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last year of publication of this data, it was 41.4%, but this is still more than a quarter less
compared to 1960, when it was 57.1%. It can be assumed with great certainty that parental
ties with the children, whom the fathers did not acknowledge after birth, have proved less
stable and that they are almost exclusively cared for by their mothers. As one can observe
from the data, the number of these children is very large, with only two-fifths of children
born out of wedlock having the name of the father next to the mother’s name in the birth
certificate.

From the data on the parents’ marriage after the birth of the child, it cannot be
concluded that the recorded low prevalence of nonmarital relationships with children
is a result of the fact that nonmarital unions grow into marriages, by parents marrying
after the birth of the child. Namely, in 2004, the share of marriages after the birth of a
child in the paternity acknowledgement of children born out of wedlock was only 3.1%.
These marriages became a rare occurrence between 1960 and 2004. Thus, the propor-
tion of these marriages in paternity acknowledgements in 1960 (19.6%) was more than
six times higher than in 2004. While in 1960 the parents of every fifth child born out of
wedlock subsequently married, in the mid-1980s this was the case with every tenth child,
and in 2004, only every thirty-third child born out of wedlock would in this way become
marital.

Results of qualitative research

Qualitative research conducted in Belgrade (Stankovi¢, 2014; Stankovi¢, 2016) pro-
vided some insight into the characteristics of childbearing in Serbia, in the absence of rep-
resentative research. It was conducted by the survey method, on a suitable sample of 100
mothers of preschool children born out of wedlock, who attended preschool”. At the time
of the survey, 21 respondents were living in a nonmarital union with a partner, the father
of the child, and 79 were single. According to marital status, most were unmarried (81),
18 were divorced and one mother was a widow. The survey, among other things, provided
an insight into the respondents’ attitudes toward marriage, deciding on childbearing, the
course and quality of the relationship with the father of the child, as well as the main dif-
ficulties faced by the respondents in their daily lives and the available and expected help
and support®.

Consideration of attitudes toward marriage was made possible by the answers to
several open-ended questions. The majority of respondents (61) felt that it was better for
partners to be married than in a nonmarital union when there are children. The share of
2/3 of single mothers (52) thought so, as well as 9 (out of 21) respondents who lived in
nonmarital unions with a partner and children. Most importantly, they highlighted the
psychological well-being that marriage provides to parents and children, as well as its le-

7 The research could be carried out in preschool institutions with the support of the management
and experts of preschool institutions, who identified potential respondents and made contact with
them on the basis of documentation.

8 In comparison to the population of unmarried mothers in Serbia, the sample mothers had a
more favorable status: better educational structure, two thirds were employed, lived in a big city,
children attended kindergarten, including Romani children, they had a very developed support
network.
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gal benefits. It is noticeable that more than half of Romani women respondents® favored
formal marriage, despite the high prevalence of customary marriages characteristic of
Romani culture. Also, reflecting on their partner status in the future!®, the majority,
three-quarters of respondents, wished to live in a union with a partner. More than a
third of respondents wanted marital life, while for every fourth woman, both marital
and nonmarital unions were equally acceptable. Among cohabiting mothers, marital or
cohabitation options were equally represented, eight saw their future life married to the
father of the child, seven respondents wanted to continue living in a nonmarital union,
and for six both were acceptable.

Upon learning about the pregnancy, the respondents found themselves in a situation
of deciding on childbirth and marriage. Although the pregnancy of most respondents (57)
was not planned, only 15 of them used some protection against pregnancy (exclusively
unreliable methods). For the most part, only 27 women considered abortion after learning
they were pregnant, and this was primarily related to the concerns and problems related
to the partner relationship, and less frequently to the conditions for birth. However, none
of the respondents realized their thoughts on abortion.

Pregnancy also prompted thoughts about marriage. Half of all mothers (and, accord-
ing to their testimony, about as many fathers) wanted to marry before the baby was born.
For every third respondent and their partner, the desire to marry was the same. However,
giving birth was often not the choice but the only option for many respondents, certainly
for the 37 respondents whose partnerships or unions were broken before the birth of the
child. The vast majority of parenting couples separated, during pregnancy or after the
birth of the child, often after living together. At the time of conception, except for one, all
respondents were living with the father of the child (44) or they were in a partner rela-
tionship (55). By the time of the survey, more than two-thirds of the unions had broken
up, during pregnancy or, more often, after the birth of the baby. Except for six, all partner
relationships had broken up as well, half during pregnancy and half after the birth of the
child. Thus, in the period from conception to the moment of the survey, the vast majority,
three-quarters of parental couples, have separated. At the time of the survey, there were
two respondents in partner relationships with the fathers of their children, and 21 were
living in nonmarital unions.

The biggest problems faced by the surveyed single mothers in their daily lives!! by
frequency are: financial problems (58), feelings of loneliness (40), problems with work
(34), housing issues 26), child-rearing (24), childcare (19), health (13), the father of child
(11), lack of home help (9). For single mothers, help and support in raising children is usu-
ally provided by their primary families, parents, and siblings. When faced with a bigger
problem, they can most often count on the help of their primary families, with only 15 of

® The study involved 13 Romani respondents, 9 single mothers and 4 living in unions with fathers
of children.

10 The question was, “What are your wishes for your future partner and marital life?” with the of-
fered alternatives: to live alone; to live with a partner unmarried; to live with a partner married; I
don’t know, it depends (on what?)

11 Question: “What are the biggest problems you face in your daily life?” With alternatives: money;,
housing, work-related, healthcare, childcare, home help, child-rearing, child-father relationship,
unacceptance or rejection by environment, loneliness, something else (what?)
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the respondents being able to rely on the fathers of children. One of the most significant
aspects of out-of-wedlock births, as indicated by the results of this study, is the lack of
presence and involvement of fathers in raising children with whom they do not live. About
a third of the children have no contact with fathers, and this is almost always the case
when fathers did not acknowledge paternity. These fathers do not even participate in fi-
nancing the needs of the children, while 48 fathers do so, 32 regularly and 16 occasionally.

Questions about the required and expected support by the state were formulated at
a general and personal level!2. The vast majority of respondents (76) felt that the state and
society should pay particular attention to children born out of wedlock and their mothers,
singling out mothers who gave birth to children out of wedlock as a particularly vulner-
able group. The expected help is most often in employment (59), then with financial assis-
tance (42), in solving housing problems (33), finding a place in a kindergarten (20). At the
personal level, most respondents (68) expressed the need for government assistance. This
is primarily the need of single mothers, because three quarters of them have an existential
problem (related to money, work, housing) that they cannot solve on their own.

Conclusion

The analysis based on the available data points to the confirmation of the assumption
that childbearing outside of marriage in Serbia is strongly accompanied by the risk of ad-
verse socio-economic outcomes for both mothers and their children. On a smaller num-
ber of births in stable cohabitation unions and larger among single mothers and the fact
that nonmarital unions and relationships before or after the birth of a child are generally
not converted into marriage but terminated, conclusions can be drawn from the low per-
centage of paternity acknowledgements, the low prevalence of nonmarital unions and the
small proportion of families of unmarried couples with children, the highest percentage
of first-born nonmarital children and the smallest percentage of second-born nonmarital
children. Data on the educational structure, activity and occupation of mothers, the high
share of out-of-wedlock births among Romani mothers, as well as the lower shares of
out-of-wedlock births in urban compared to rural areas, indicate the risks of poverty of
children born out of wedlock and their mothers. The research on a representative sample
in Serbia has also shown that children born out of wedlock and their mothers are strongly
exposed to a range of social and economic difficulties (Tomanovi¢, Ljubi¢i¢, Stanojevi¢,
2014). The results of the qualitative research presented in the paper highlighted the dif-
ficulties faced by single mothers’ families, and the insight into marriage attitudes and mo-
tives for marriage before the birth of a child indicated that birth out of wedlock was often
not the desired choice of mothers, but an interplay of circumstances and the inability to
establish a union with the father of the child. The problem of insufficient participation of
fathers in raising children with whom they do not live is particularly evident.

12 Questions: “Do you think that the state and society should pay special attention to mothers who
gave birth to children outside of marriage and their children?” with offered alternatives: 1. no
2. yes, in the form of: financial assistance; assistance with housing; help with employment; legal
assistance; priority in enrollment of children in preschools; free parental counseling; something
else, what?) and “Do you need help from the state and society?” with the alternatives offered: 1.
no 2. yes, what kind?

1265



Biljana B. Stankovi¢, Nonmarital Fertility in Serbia: An Under-Researched Phenomenon

For a more complete and in-depth understanding of the phenomenon of nonmarital
birth in Serbia, additional research and more comprehensive statistics are needed. The
need for more complete and accurate statistical monitoring applies to data on out-of-
wedlock births and single-parent families. Also, regularly collecting and publishing com-
parable paternity data would provide significant information. There is a significant lack of
survey studies conducted on representative samples that would allow for a more complex
examination and understanding of the characteristics of nonmarital unions and persons
living in them, as characteristics of nonmarital birth about which we can only indirectly
conclude now. This would also provide relevant information that could be used to define
adequate population and social policy measures and target this particularly vulnerable
category of mothers with children.
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APPENDIX / ITIPMJIO3

Tabena 1. JKuBopobena ferja pohena y 6paky u Ban 6paka, 1950-2017/
Table 1. Marital and nonmarital live births, 1950-2017

lognHa/
1950 | 1960 | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 | 2010 | 2017

Year
Musopoheral | ;2007 | 119209 | 102453 | 109597 | 90467 | 73764 | 68304 | 64894

Live births

Kusopohera y
6paKy/ 150156 | 104703 | 90318 | 99263 | 78634 | 58512 | 51935 | 47841
Marital live births

XKuBopohetba BaH
6paka/
Nonmarital live
births

13141 | 14596 | 12135 | 10334 | 11833 | 15252 | 16369 | 17053

Yneo poheHux BaH
6paka (%)/

. 8,0 12,2 11,8 94 131 20,7 24,0 26,3
Share of nonmarital

births (%)

Mseop: Tlomaum [emoipagpcke cimaimiuciiuxe (onrosapajyhe rogune), nsgama C3C-a u P3C
Cpbuje./

Source: Data from Demographic Yearbook (of appropriate year), published by the FSO and
SORS.
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IpadukoH 1: Bpoj xnBopobene ferie mpema 3aKOHCKOM OPAadyHOM CTamby MajKe,
1950-2017/
Figure 1: Number of live births by mother’s legal marital status, 1950-2017
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VsBop: Ypaheno na ocHoBy mogataka /[emoipapcke citiamiuciiuxe (ofrosapajyhe rognue),
n3mamwa C3C-au P3C-a/

Source: Based on Demographic Yearbook data (of appropriate year), published by the FSO and
SORS.
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