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OPYIITBEHE UJEJE TOJOPA ITABJIOBII'RA’

Caxerak: Y pajiy Cy aHa/IM3MpaHU COLMONOWKY pagosu Topopa ITaBnosnha ¢ nubem
Jla ce IPUKaXXy IeroBe OCHOBHE IPYLITBEHE JJieje I IPOBEPU aKTYENHOCT HheTOBUX 3aK/bY-
YaKa 0 OJIHOCY APYIITBEHOT pasBUTKA I BOjHe opranusanuje. Hapounro je mpobnemarn-
3oBaHo [TaBnoBnheBo objammerbe pa3Boja BojHe OpraHu3alyje, y OKBUpY Kojer ce mobuja
CTAHOBUINTE [AMja/IEKTUYKOr MaTepMjaau3Ma O YTULAjy PaTHe TEXHUKE Ha OPTaHU3aLjy
U TakTUKY Bojcke. OBo n3aBaja [TaBmoBuha off 0CTamMx CPIICKMX U jyTOCTOBEHCKNX CO-
onora 20. Beka Koju €y ce 6aBI/IM BOjCKOM U aHTULMIIMPA HOBE COLMOIOLIKe IIOI/Iefie
Ha OHOC M3Mely TeXHMYKMX JoMeTa 1 OpraHusanyje IpymrBennx npoueca. Kopuurhene
CY OCHOBHE aHAIMTIIKE U CUHTETUYKE METOJle, aHa/MN3a Cafip)Kaja, Kao u 6morpadcka n
KOMITapaTMBHA METONA.

Kipyune peun: Togop ITaBnosuh, EMun [Jupkem, ApymrseHa commiapHOCT, BOjCKa,
MOpaJI BOjcKe

YBon

Y mpyroj nonosuun 19. n nouerkom 20. Beka, y Cpouju je ycTabeHa Impakca IKojIo-
Bama TaJICHTOBAHNX MIafiuha y eBpOIICKUM YHUBEP3UTETCKUM LeHTpuMa. [lIkonmoBann
pymu Bpahamu cy ce y Cpbujy, ocHaxyjyhn cBojuM sHambeM HHCTUTYLIMje MIafie Ap>KaBe.
OH1 cy, UCTOBpEMEHO, JOHOCU/IN HOBe IPYLITBEHE JJeje U Teopuje, CTBapajyhm Tume
IpeTIoCcTaBKe 3a 6Pt Pa3Boj MHTeNeKTyanHor xusora y Cpouju. 3a mw1iMa HIUCY 3a0-
cTajanu Hu oQULUPH Koje je p>KaBa C/lajia Ha IIKOJIOBabe, YCaBpllaBambe I CTAKIpPatbe
y BOjHe LIKOJIe BEJIMKNUX eBPOICKMX ApkaBa. OB opuiupu cy ce yop3o OfBaXun ja
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> Pap je HacTao Kao eo UCTPaXKMBaba Ha HAYYHOM IIPOjeKTy BojHe akafeMuje YHMBep3uTeTa
onbpasne ,Bojcka y momuruakom cucremy Cpbuje”, koju puHancupa MuHKUCTapCcTBO Off0paHe

Penry6muxe Cpbuje (6poj mpojekta BA-JIX/1/19-21).
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OCHY]jy o(pULIIpPCKe YNTAOHUI[E U YACOIINCE, @ OCKM IIPEBOJA BOJHIX YIIOEHNKA, IPaBuIa 1
CTPYYHUX PafioBa CTPAHMX ayTOPa [10jaBIU/IM Cy Ce ¥ IIPBY OPUTMHATHU TEKCTOBY CPIICKMX
BojHux mucana (Puki¢, 2019). Ca connonomkor acnekTa II0ceOHO Cy 3HaYajHN PafoBI
KOjI Ce OHOCE Ha J3y4YaBabe paTa Kao APYIITBEeHe I10jaBe, APYIITBEHNX OHOCA Y BOjCLIN,
MOPAJI BOjCKe ¥ JVICLHUITINHY, @ KYPHMO3UTET IPeICTaB/ba YMIHLEHNIIA /1A CY Y BIMa M3/I0XKe-
He I y TO BpeMe IOMVHAHTHe COLMOJIOLIKe Teoplje ¢ KOjIMa CY ce 0BY O(ULIMPU CYCpen
TOKOM 60paBKa y nHOCTpaHCTBY. Kao fo6ap mpumep Mory fa mociyske IpefaBama Koja
je XKusojur Mummh gps>xao y Bumoj mxony Bojue akafemuje, on 1898. no 1904. ropuse,
u KacHUje 06jasro. Ta mpefaBama MoYMbana Cy pasMaTpamyuMa O paTy Koja IpuIajiajy
conujanmapByHN3My u npate I'ymmnosunese (Ludwig Gumplowicz) upeje, ¢ TuM mro
ux Munmth npeoxpehe y morneny ncxoma cyko6a usmely ,,mmaanx Hapoga” u ,,CTapujux
KyITypHUX Hapogma” (Barnes, 1982a, str. 238; Kajtez, 2019, str. 330; Misi¢, 1993, str. 2—4;
Supek, 1965, str. 238). [loce6Hy CBeXIHY y OHOBpeMeHa pa3MaTparma O paTy 1 BOjCL
YHe/ ¢y oYIMpYU KOjU Cy ce MIKOJIOBa/IM Y MHOCTPAHCTBY Ha daxynTreTuma. Meby muma
je 6mo u Tomop IlaBnosuh (1876-1915), odurmp cpicke Bojcke koju je 1897. rogmue my-
mroMupao Ha BojHoj akagemujn y beorpany u 1908. rogmHe Ha COIMONIOIIKO-TIEAT OIIKOM
onceky Benuke mkone npymrsenux Hayka (Ecole des hautes études en sciences sociales) y
ITapusy, a norom Ha ITapruckom yunBepaurery 1910. rogune og6paHno JOKTOpAT Ha TEMY
»leMokparcky ugean v BojHa gucumivimHa” (Iveti¢, 2015, str. 207-219)*.

IMasnosuh ce mkonosao y [lapusy y Bpeme ycrona Jlupkemose (Emile Durkheim)
COIMOTIONIKE IIKOJIE, 11 je, HeIIOCPeJHO M3/I0KeH CBeXXNM I MpKeMOBMM HUjiejaMa, 1 caM
mocTao AupKemosar]. OBakBa TeopujcKa OpMjeHTaIja MOCeOHO je yOou/biBa Y FeTOBUM
pasMarpamuMa O yTUIIAjy APYILITBEHOT Pa3BUTKA HAa BOjHY OPraHM3aLNjy, Tj. O €BOMYLIVjI
BOjHe gucnuiuinHe. ITaBnoBuh ce y cBojuM KibKraMa 1osusa 1 Ha IpyIITBEHe Teopuje
Xepb6epra Criencepa (Herbert Spencer) u Iabpujena Tapna (Gabriel Tarde), xao u Ha upeje
e Mecrpa (Joseph de Maistre) u JIe bona (Gustave le Bon). Criencepos yTuuaj je npu-
CYTaH y BeTOBJMM pasMaTpamyMa O eBOIyLuju BojHe oprannsanuje (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str.
42). Kapia je peu o TapgoBoM yTunajy, [TaBnosuh je ounrieqHo ycBojuo BEroBo y4erme
0 VIMUTALIVj¥ Y IPMMEYBAO I'a IPUIMKOM 00jalllibaBamba BOjHe OMCLMUIUIVHE VI IaHUKe
(Kajtez, 2019, str. 338-340; Pavlovi¢, 1903, str. 106; Pavlovi¢, 1914, str. 41). OH ce, unax,
ompepenyo 3a [JupkeMoBy Teopujcky nocrasky (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 9-10). 3annM/buBO
je To wro ITaBnoBuh mumIe fa cBe Tpu Teopuje y CyLUITUHY YTBPhHYjy MCTY mojaBy, MaKo
TI071a3e ca PA3IMYNTIX CTAHOBUIITA, LITO je CACBUM Y IMPKEMOBCKOM AyXy 1 jep Jnpkem
HMIIe fia je ,CBaKM AyX crnobofiaH fja offabepe CTAHOBUIINTE Ha KojeM ce oceha Hajcmoco-
OHujuM fa pasmatpa ctBapu” (Durkheim, 2010, str. 144-145; Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 9-10).

*  Topop ITaBnosuh je 610 pegoan npodecop Bojue akagemuje, y K0joj je pefraBao BOjHY Iefia-

rorujy. O6jaBmo je Tpu Krbure Ha CPIICKOM je3uKy: ,O BojHOj aucuuminau” (1903), ,IpyurseHn
pasBuTaK 1 Bojcka” (1909) u Vi3 ncuxonoruje 6op6e” (1914). YdyecTBOBaO je y CBUM 3Hauaj-
HJM 6MTKaMa CpIICKe Bojcke y BanmkaHckyM paroBuMa 1 ITpeoM cBeTckoM pary: KymaHOBcKoj 1
Burtormbckoj 61y, Jemperckoj onepaunju, bperaaanykoj 6uiy, Llepckoj 6unn, buiy Ha Tpuan
u Kony6apckoj 6unm. Y 4nH nyKoBHMKa yHanpebeH je y Toky ITpBor cBeTcKor para, a IOTH-
HYO je Ka0 KOMaH/JaHT IyKa, 6panehu ofcTynHuIly cprckoj Bojcunu 1915. rofuHe, Heaneko of
Besuposor mMocra. ITocre ITpBor cBeTckor para 610 je 3a60paB/beH, yI/TABHOM 300T ITOMUTHYKIX
MIPUIINKA, jep je 610 pHOpyKai, 6nusak npuniy Hopbhy Kapahopbesnhy (Starcevié, 2020).
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DpaHIycKa COIMOIONIKA IIIKOJIA je MCHO/bIIIa yTullaj Ha IlaBroBuha u mpeko CenectiHa
Byrnea (Célestin Bouglé), xora on Takobe nutnpa (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 32).

MHory caBpeMeHM COIMOIIO3Y KOju Cy ce 6aBM/IN PaTOM, BOjCKOM U BOjHUM je[IVHY-
IJaMa MCTULIA/N CY 3Ha4daj [JupkeMoBe MUCIH 32 0bjallliberbe APYIITBEHNUX II0jaBa Y Be3n
ca 6opbennm pejcrBuma (Eulriet, 2010; Soeters, 2018, p. 25). Y oBoM cmuciy, Hajuerthe
ce MCTHULA/IA ITIOAHOCT JIMpKeMOBOTr 6aB/berba ,KOeKTUBHIM MeXaHU3MMMa KOju IIPOM-
3BOJIe VI PEITPOAYKY]jy COMMAAPHOCT ¥ allOCTpOdparhe MHTETpaTHBHE QYHKIMje paToBa
(Malesevi¢, 2010, pp. 20-21; Segal & Segal, 1983). ITaBnoBnh 1M je y ToMe IpeTXOfHIUK,
a la je IETOB HAYYHU Paj, AaHAC HEJOBO/bHO MO3HAT, CBOjeBpeMeHO uMao MehyHaponHy
perryTanujy fOBO/bHO TOBOPHU TO LITO je OfIMKoBaH Jlernjom yactu y panry odunypa y
06acTy Py TBEHNX HayKa.

Jlupkemos ytuuaj y nenmuma Togopa ITaBnosuha

Kao n Ha BehmHy coruornora xoju cy ce y cBoM pafy 6aBUIN BOjCKOM, a O3MBa-
7 Ha [Tupkema, u Ha [TaBroBuha cy momajsuire yrunana Tpu Benuka JupkeMosa gena:
O tiogenu gpywitisenol paga, Ilpasuna coyuonouixoi mettioga v Camoy6uciiieo, a 3SHaATHO
Mambe Enemenitiapuu oonuyu penuiujckoi scusotiia (Eulriet, 2010; Iveti¢, 2015; Pavlovi,
1909; Pavlovi¢, 1914). Inpkemos yTuiiaj Ha [TaBnoBuha oresia ce y 1eroBoM IprXBaTamy
IPYLITBEHE JleTepMIHUCAHOCTH T10jaBa, YIOTpebe KOMIIapaTUBHE METOJie ¥ CXBaTakby
yJIore MOpasa y ofp>KaBamy IPyIIHe CONMUJAPHOCTI.

ITo ITaBmoBMheBOM MUIIBERSY, BOjCKA je TIPOM3BOJ, IPYIITBEHOT KMBOTA, 300T Jera
Cy meHe 6MTHe 0COOMHe, Kao ¥ IIPOMeHe Y HeHOj OpTaHu3aLuji 1 HaunHy 60pbe, y 4Bp-
CTOj 3aBUCHOCTH Off, APYIITBA. YouaBajyhnu 3aBMCHOCT 0COOMHA BOjCKe Off IPYIITBA y KOMe
OHa HacTaje u fenyje, [TaBmoBuh je aHTUIIMNINPAO jefHY OF YeTUPYU OCHOBHE [JeTEPMI-
HaHTe BOjcKe, KOjy Cy BHUIIIe Off [T0/la BeKa KacHIje colMo1o3u Bojcke y Karespu BojHe
conuornoryje ITonmutnake mkone JHA HasyuBamu kapakrepoM apymrsa (Ibrahimpasic,
1967, str. 68; Ibrahimpasi¢, 1980, str. 68-83). ITocrtoju, unak, 6utHa pasnuka usmehy
[TaBnosuhesor 1 xacHujer M6paxnmmnanmheBor cxBaTama KapaKkTepa JpyIITBa Kao fie-
TepMMHaHTe Bojcke. V6paxummanuh je, y ckiagy ca MapKCUCTIIKOM T€OPHjOM, Y OCHOBU
KapaKTepa JIpYIITBa BUEO KIacHe ofHoce. IIo 1eroBoM MUIbemY, BOjCKa Ce Membasia
IIpe CBera Kao YMHU/IAL] K/TAaCHE BIaJlaBMHE PasIMINTHUX K/Iaca I KOHKPETHUX IPYIITBe-
HUX yC/IOBa y KojuMa je Blafajyha kaaca ¢popMupaina 1 perynucana moj ogrosapajyhe
ApyLTBeHe ofHOCe. [TomTo je 0BaKBa APYIUTBEHA e TEPMIHICAHOCT PA3INMYNTIAX TUIIOBA
BOjCKe HeloTnyHa, V6paxumnamnh yBoan jour Tpu feTepMuHaHTe (OCHOBHA APYIITBE-
Ha yjiora BojcKe, IpUpOfia Opy>KaHe 60pOe 11 pasBoj paTHe TeXHMKe) KOjuMa IONybhaBa
npasuuny (Ibrahimpasic¢, 1980, str. 68-69). V IlasnosuheBuM pajjoBuMa, BOjcKa ce Meba
ca IpYIITBOM, IIPK YeMY je APYIITBO cxBaheHO [UPKeMOBCKY, Kao jefjHa LIe/IOBUTOCT BI-
mer pesia. /3 JIupkeMoBor ydera ClIef ia ce [PYIITBO Mema (eBonynpa) Kpehyhu ce on
MeXaHH4Ke Ka opranckoj conupgapraoctu (Nedeljkovi¢, 2006). Taxo ce 11 Bojcka, ca CBOjoM
OpraHM3aLjoM, YHY TPallbiM OFHOCKMA 1 HAYMHOM 60p6e, Merba Kao ,,0THCAK PYLITBe-
He compaprocti” (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 1). [TputoMm, 0Baj COLVIONOIIKY AeTePMUHN3AM je
o [TapnoBnheBoM MUY LETOBUT U He Tpeba My HMKaKBa JIOIyHa. YKPATKO, Pas/inKa
usmeby ITaBnosuhesor u VM6paxummnamuheBor cxparama yTnIjaja ApyIITBa Ha BOjCKY
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IPOUCTHYE U3 PASIMYIUTUX TEOPUjCKUX IO3NULMja KOje Cy OBU COLMOIO3M 3ay3/Malu:
Enrencose (Friedrich Engels) mapkcuctuuke u [IupkeMoBe CTPYKTYpan-QyHKIMOHAIN-
ctnuke nosunuje (Durkheim, 1972, str. 338-342; Engels, 1953, str. 11-57).

IlupxeM je paBOpu3OBAO KOMIIAPATIBHY METOLY, CMaTpajyhu fja ce MCTMHA O jeHOj
APYLITBEHO] II0jaByU MOYKe OTKPUTY CaMO aKoO Ce M3y4e BeHY pas/dnTI UCTOPYjCKIL 007N~
I, a 1A je yIOopeHa COIMOIOTHja Y CTBApH COIVIOIOrMja KOja TeXM fla CXBAaTY UMIbCHNTIE
(Durkheim, 1963, str. 123; Mimica, 2011, str. 64). Iberosa ycmepeHocT Ha ynopehusame
U ICTOPUYHOCT BEOMA OArOBapa IIPUPOJY IpeaMeTa BOjHIX HayKa I COLIMOIOTHj€e BOjCKe
(Crabb & Segal, 2018; Eulriet, 2010; Harig, 2015; Nagl, 2002). 3ato u He 4ynu TO LITO je
oBa MeTozia y [TaBnosuheBuM pasoBuMa IMPOKO IPUMEBUBAHA: Of APYLITBEHNUX OTHOCA
y Ma/IuM BOjHMM jefIMHUIIAMa 0 KapaKTepPUCTUKA BOjCKe Kao APYIITBeHe MHCTUTYLIMje 1
OfI BOjHVX IIPONNCA IO aHTa)KOBama BOjCKe Y OPy»KaHOj 60pOL.

Y JInpkeMOBMM OIICepBaliijaMa O TIOfie/TN paja ¥ MpeacKy APYIITBA ca MeXaHM-
YKe Ha OPTaHCKy COMMAAPHOCT, MOPaJI 3ay3suMa 1cTakHyTo MecTo (Kajtez, 2019, str. 285;
Nedeljkovi¢, 2006, str. 236). ¥V najkpahum prama, 6e3 COMMAapHOCTI HEMa APYIITBA,
APYLITBEHA COMMAAPHOCT jefHa je ,,MI3PasUTO MOpasIHa [0jaBa’, a CaMo JPYIITBO je ,,jefu-
Ha MOpaJlHa IMYHOCT KOja CTOjU M3HAJ TOCeOHUX IMYHOCTY U Y CTamY je Ia MOpaTHOM
CHUJIOM 3ayCTaBM JbYACKe CTPACTY U CTBOPU ,00aBe3aH HauyH noctymamwa’ (Durkheim,
1972, str. 215, 105, 52-54). [InpKeM je MOpajI CXBaTao Kao ,I3BOP CONMUAPHOCTH , YII-
PaBo Kao ,,CKYII Be3a Koje Hac CIajajy jenHe 3a gpyre u 3a gpymrso” (Durkheim, 1972,
str. 383). Mopas orpanmnyaBsa JbY/ICKY erou3aM, I0CTaB/ba IpaBuIa 1 nokpehe byne Ha
3ajeqHnuKo genosame (Durkheim, 1963, str. 27; Durkheim, 1972, str. 384-386). [Towrto
je TmojeyHAL] o IPYLITBA Ko Lle/MHe, OH CHaXKHO oceha 3aBucHoOCT of ApymTBa. Ta
3aBUCHOCT Y HOCeOHUM IPUIMKaMa HaflaXiyje ,IOCTYIIKe IOTIYHOT OfpUIIama U Heo-
rpanndeHor camornperopa” (Durkheim, 1972, str. 239). ITaBnosuh je, 6ynyhu ga mocrasma
ceOu IMTambe 3aIITO BOjHNIIV TIPEY3UMajy Ha cebe pU3NK IOTHOMje, YHaIpes OTBOPEH 3a
oBo JlupkeMoBo cTaHoBuIuTe. OH ra IpuMemYyje Ha BOjCKY Kao JPYLITBEHY YCTaHOBY U
TyMaul lbeHy JUCUUIIIMHY Kao ,,CKYII CBAKOBPCHUX B€3a, KOje CIlajajy YwIaHOBe BOjCKe
jemHe 3a OPYTY y CaMo jeflHy YUBPCTY CMeCY, HOTYMIEHY MI3BECHOM OIpele/beHOM APYLITBY,
Ip>KaBU , @ CyNepUOPHY IO3UINjy TPpyIIe HaJ II0jefiiHIIeM O3HauaBa Kao (aKTop Koju
KoMaHfoBame 4nHu Moryhum n edpukacuum (Pavlovié, 1909, str. 9). IToctoje pasnmunra
TyMadema y/IoTe MOpasa BOjcKe U MOTMBAl[yje BOjHIKA 3a UCXOf 6opbe, a oBa TeMa 1 y
21. BeKy mpoyspokyje akamemcke sebate (MacCoun, Kier, Belkin, 2006; Wong, 2006).

OcHoBa BojHe gucuuIvInHe, 1o IlaBnosuheBoM Mumbewy, jecte Mopai (Pavlovic,
1903, str. 108). OBpie je ped 0 HErOBOM CXBaTamy la CABPEMEHO] BOjCI MeXaHIJKa [Vi-
CLIMIUIVHA, 3aCHOBAaHA Ha KasHaMa, QU3MYKO]j IPUHYAN U IPUILY, He MOXKe fia Oy7ie OBOJbHa,
jep cy ce IPOMEHWIU YCTIOBU Y KOjuMa ce BOAM Opy>kaHa 6op6a. 3a cripoBobheme MexaHIuKe
IUCHMIIIHE HEOIIXOMIHO je Ja BOjHUIM Oy/y HeIIPeKU/HO MOJ Haa3opoM cTapernnHa. OBo,
MehyTum, Bue Huje 6mmo Moryhe jep cy ce BOjHUI Ha 60jUINTY KpeTanmu 1 60pUIN y pa-
3MaKHYTUM CTPe/badkyM CTPOjeBMMa, TaKO fia HU O(UIMp HajHVDKET HIBOA KOMaHIOBaba
BHIIIe HUje MOTao Jia IP>K!U Ha OKY CBe CBOje BOjHMKe, HUTHU Ja UX GU3NYKM IPUHYIM fia
U3BpILIaBajy Hapehera 1 IpuMelbyjy TaKTUYKA [TpaBuIa. YMECTO MeXaHM4Ke AMCLIAIIIN-
He MOpa Jja Ce pasBuja CBeCHa JUCLMIUIMHA, Ha Kojy ce y [TaBnoBuheBo Bpeme HajBuIe
noznarano ymnpaso y PpaHIiyckoj. Y cpIckoj Bojcuy Tora o6a mocrojaue Cy ABe LIKOJIe
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MMIbeEba O AVCIUTUIMHIL JeIHy CY 3aCTyIanu CpICKy opuuupy mkonosany y Hemauxoj,
koju ¢y y CpOujy HoHe/M 1 IPYCKU BOJHUYKM AYX Ca MEXaHIYKOM AUCLUIUIMHOM. [Ipyry
cy 3actynanu cnobofoyMuuju opuuupu, Mehy kojuma je mpBu jaBHO uctynuo Bacunnje
Moctuh, xputukyjyhu opuimpe mpycke mkosne ga Cy MOTPEIIHO CXBAaTU/IN A ,,Ba/baHOCT
HeMadKe BOjCKe JIKH CaMO Y BeHOj CII0/bHOj GOpMIL’, TIa CY YIOXKWUIN CBe CBOje CHATe ,,Ja
Hallla BOjCKa 001je Ty HeMaduKy crio/bHOCT u ykpyheHoct”. Mocruh je TBpano ma oxn
HIICY 3ama3uay jja ce y Hemaukoj passuja 1 MOpajIHa CHara BOjcKe, Tj. CBECHA IUCIMIUIMHA
(Puki¢, 2019, str. 162, 172). ITaBnosuh ce mpuppyxyje oBoj ayroj sebatu, fosajyhu ceexxe
apryMeHTe 13 paHIIyCKe IUTepaType 1 UCKyCTaBa CPIICKe BOjcKe 13 balKaHCKUX paToBa
(Pavlovi¢, 1903, str. 59-61; Pavlovi¢, 1914). Kop mera je mpumeTaH u yTuijaj GppaHIycKor
BojHor mucua Ju Inka (Charles Ardant du Picq), mro ce Moxe omasiurty He caMo IO TOMe
o ra ITaBmosuh nyrupa, Hero u o ToMe 1o nomyt Ju I[Tnka KoMOuHYje UCTOPUjCKY
IPUCTYI BOjHUM MUTAMbJMa Ca CABPeMEHMM MCKYCTBUMA, 1 TO He je[ITHO 13 JIuTeparype.
O6ojuia cy KOPUCTUIA INYHO UCKYCTBO U MCKYCTBA APYTUX yYeCHUKA PaToBa Koje Cy
ncnutubanu (Pavlovié, 1914; Vuksanovié-Anié, 1993, str. 153-154).

[MonyT Jupkema, ITaBrosuh je 610 Ha4MCTO Ia ce APYLITBO pa3Buja U Merba I fia
Pa3Boj IPYIITBA Kao Lie/IMHe yTI4e Ha IIpOMeHe APYHITBEHMX 10jaBa Ko /le/oBa Te Lie/IiHe.
Hu xon Jupkema uu kop [TaBnosrha 0Bo Huje M3a3Basio eMMCTEMOJIONIKA PETATUBY3AM 1
opbanBame MOryhHOCTH fla Ce Hay4YHVM allapaToM CII0O3Ha MCTUHA YIPKOC IpOMeHaMa
KapaKTepUCTUYHUM 3a fpyiTseHe nojase (Durkheim, 2010; Pavlovi¢, 1909). Oryna je
ITaBnoBuh Morao fa 13y4aBa TeHIeHILMje Y pPa3Bojy BOjCKe.

TengeHnuuje y pa3Bojy BojHe opraHusauuje

[TaBnosuh TBpAY fa ce BOjCKa Mema Kajja ce Mera pymTso. Kao mro ce gpymrso
Mema mpenasdehn ca MexaHMYKe Ha OPraHCKY CONMMAAPHOCT, TAKO Ce U BOjCKa TpaHcop-
MIIIIe Off BOjCKe-MeXaHu3Ma Ka Bojcuu-opramnsmy (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 58). ITapnosnhea
OPUTMHAITHOCT, JJaKJIe, He OITIefia Cé Y OCHOBHOj TE€OPUjCKOj ¥ METOIO/IOIIKO]j TOCTABIIN, KOjy
npeysuMa off [lupkeMa 1 Koja ra HeIorpeInBo BOAU Ka IUPKEMOBCKOM 3aK/byuKy. Eberosa
OPUTMHAIHOCT je y IIPUMEHN TeOPMjCKO-MeTOROIOIKe araparype JI1pkeMoBe COLMOTIO-
HIKe IIKOJIE Ha TIOfpyYje APYLITBEHE CTBAPHOCTH, KOjoM ce [IMPKeM I HeTrOB) HETIOCPEHI
capagHMIY HUCY TogpobHmje 6aBumi. OH IpoHaIa3y TpY MaTepujaiHa oO/1mKa Koja My
CITy>Ke Kao MHAMKATOPY BOjHUYKE COTMAAPHOCTY ¥ 60p6y, a uyje IIpoMeHe MOXKe Jja HayYHO
YTBPAY ¥ TIPATU KPO3 UCTOPUjy PaToBa. ,10 Cy: focilipoju y KojuMa ce TpyIe 6ope; HauuH
usspulerba MaHesapa i Hajsaj npeTpIUbeHn iyouitiyu y 6opéama’ (Pavlovié, 1909, str. 25).
Kao pesynTar oBor uctpaxxupama, [Tamosuh je youno Tpu TeHfieHIIMje ¥ Pa3BOjy BOjCKe.

IIpBo, pasmarpajyhn pasmmunre ,,moctpoje” (bopbeHe pacropene nm mopeTke)
KOje Cy BOjCKe TOKOM MCTOpuje 3ay3uMaie U Kopuctuie y 6utkama, [Tapnosuh youaBa
IPaBUIHOCT IIpOMeHe 60pOeHOT TopeTKa. Y CYLITHHY, OH YKa3yje Ha TEHACHIIN)Y CMarbl-
Bama JyOuHe 60pOeHOTr MopeTKa TAKTUYKIX BOJHUX jeAnHuIa 1 mosehaBame mw1xose
MobmHOCTH (Pavlovié, 1909, str. 27). ITo ieroBoM MIIUBEEY, 60pOEHI pacIiopes ce Merba
Kao (yHKIMja ZPYLITBEHUX 00/IMKa, Oe3 yTuLaja reorpadCKIX M TeXHIYKO-TEeXHOMIOMIKIX
¢dakropa. Y ApylITBMMa MeXaHMYKEe COMUAAPHOCTY, 60pOeH) pacriopeayt BOjHNX jefu-
HMIIa 617Ie Cy KOMIIAKTHe, XOMOTeHe, 301jeHe Mace BOjHMKa, Hajuenrhe mocTpojaBaHe y
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ny6oxe komore. Ca pasBojeM OpraHCKe COMMAAPHOCTIL, 6OpOEHI paciopenit ,II0CTajy CBe
Tam, Apobe ce y BiIlle OBOjEHNX jefMHNUIIA, MHTepBanu nsMely OBUX jenuHMIIa IIUpe ce
[...] BumuMoO BojHUKe TOTIYHO pacyTe, 6opehn ce ¢ HempujaterbeM ycammperno” (Pavlovié,
1909, str. 31). Iycuniinta, Koja MOfpasyMeBa CaKyI/barbe [ojeAMHAYHIX BOJba ¥ jeRHY,
jemVMHCTBEHY BOJbY, He 611 61ma Moryha 6e3 rpyIHe Koxesuje 0BaKko pacyTe BOjHE jeVHNUIIE.
IIITo je APyLITBO pa3BujeHje, Ta KOXe3Nja CBE Marbe MOXKe /I [IOYNMBa Ha MEXaHIMYKOj CO-
JIMIAPHOCTY, a CBe BUIIE Ce 3aCHMBA Ha OpraHckoj comupaproctu (Pavlovi¢, 1903, str. 10).

Ilpyro, npoy4aBajyhu ,,HaunH M3BpIleba MaHeBPa ), Tj. HAUMHe Ha Koje Cy ce BOjcKe
6opue Tokom ucropuje, Ilanosnh npumehyje TengeHIUjy Ka caMOCTaTHOCTH, CIle-
LUMjanusanujy ¥ I0Be3aHOCTH BOjHUX jefuHMULA. Ped je 0 caMOCTamIHOCTY U3BOjEHNX
60opbeHux fenoBa (rpyIa), Crewyjanmusalyjy pogoBa 1 CIy>k6u Bojcke u mosehamy cro-
COOHOCTH OBaKBe BOjCKe Jla ce opraHnsosaHo kpehe kxa ogpehenom mmmy. OBo mozceha
na CrieHCepOBY TBP/bY [a 3aKOHIY €BO/IYyLiyje [I0fipasyMeBajy IPOMeHY Be/lndnHe, fude-
peHnujanyje u crenyjaamsanyje genoBa M KOOpArHaLyje yHyTap LelHe JPYIITBEeHUX
nojasa (Kajtez, 2019, str. 318-319). MehyTuwm, ITaBnosuh ce y oBom ciydajy He 103¥Ba
Hu Ha CrieHcepa HU Ha [lupkema, Beh yrmaBHOM Ha uctopudape u BojHe mucie. Vmax,
OH crefyt [IMpkeMOBY apryMeHTaINjy, Y3 CBe IMHMje pasinKa Koje caM JupkeM IoBIadn
npema Crercepy (Durkheim, 1972, str. 161, 212-234). ITomyT 60p6eHor pacriopepna, 1
Ha4uH 60pbe ce Mema ca IpOMeHOM ApylTBeHe comupapaoctu (Pavlovié, 1909, str. 46).

Tpeha renpenmyja kojy ITaBmosuh youaBa ogHOCH Ce Ha n3jefHavaBame 6poja Kp-
TaBa mobegHIIKe U HopakeHe crpare. OH OBy TeHAEHLNjy OTKpuBa mpasehu ymopenHe
nperyefie rybutaka mobegHMYKe U IOPakeHe CTpaHe y 6MTKaMa CTapor U HOBOT BeKa, a
oce6HO U3ydaBa paToBe KOje Cy BOjHM IMUCIIM HeroBOr BpeMeHa CMaTpali HapO4UTO
peleBaHTHNUM 3a PaTHY BEIITHHY. 3aK/bY4MO je [la CY Y CTApOM BeKy HOpaXkeHe BOjCKe
IOXXVIBJ/baBasIe IpaBe Macakpe (y Ipoceky je 48,7% BojHIUKa IIOpa>keHe CTpaHe Y BeTIMKIM
OuTKaMa aHTVKe TYOUIO XUBOTE), JOK CY MOOSTHUIY MMaIi peaTUBHO MaJie TyOuTKe
(3,8%). ITaBmoBuh ce mmTa 3aIITO je Ma4 TAKO OLITAP CAMO y pyKaMma IMobeHMKa, ma
objalImaBa 1a Cy BOjCKe CTapOr BeKa O1/Ie BOjCKe-MeXaHU3MH, Tj. BOjCKe KOJEKTMBHOT
TUIIA, KOJ, YMjIX je BOjHNUKA, 301jeHNX U [T0Be3aHMX comuapHouhy mo CIMIHOCTH, UH-
TEH3NUTET eMOLOHATHNUX y36yhema BeoMa jak. 3aTo Meb)y m1Ma 1aKo 3aBrajja MaHNUKa, I1a
ce YMTaBa BOjHA popMaluja pacraia ¥ CTpajia y HeIpyjaTe/bCKOM TObemYy. Y paToBuMa
HOBOT Beka, MeDhyTyM, J0/1a3u 10 IOCTENeHOr CMabiBabha pasynKe y 6pojy HOrMHYINX
BOjHMKA C jefiHe 1 fpyre cTpaHe. Y OpaHiycko-npyckom pary (1870-1871) ITasmosuh
[IPOHA/Ia3y CUTYALM)Y Y KOjoj mobenHuk Tpiu Behe ryburke, a of ocam 6uraka 13 0BOT
para Koje je ;061/Ia IIpycKa BojcKa, caMo ¢y y fise Ppannysn umanu Behn nporenar
noruHynux Hero IIpycn (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 46-52). ITaBnosuh oBo omer o6jamrmasa
IPOMEHOM BOjHe OpraHM3aliyje Ha OCHOBY IIPOMeHe CONMMAAPHOCTH, Koja omoryhasa na
ce Bojcke y 60pbaMa aHI'aXxyjy I10 JIelIOBUMA, Tj. PEIATBHO CaMOCTATHNM jeIMHNI[aMa.
Y HOBMM OKOZTHOCTMMa, KOHTPO/Ia HaJ| BOjCKOM M3MIYe ce 13 PyKy I/TaBHOKOMaHAyjyher,
a MHUIMjaTUBa HIDKMX CTapellyHa, I1a ¥ BOjHUKa, IOCTaje CBe 3HavajHMja. Heratusan
yTniaj ysbyhema, y3HEMMPEHOCTH M CTpaxa ce TOKanusyje, Ia ako HeKy Off jeiMHNI[a
3axBaTM [MAHUKA, OCTAJIe jefUHIIIIe HACTABIbajy Ca OPraHM30BaHOM 60pbOM, 360r dera
Ce cMamYyje OMACHOCT Off TOberba I OFHOC I'yOuTaKa MobeHNKA U TOPAKEHNUX je Matbe
unu Buiile ypaBHoTexeH (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 53-54).
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ITaBnosuh je 610 cBecTaH fa je y yopegHUM Iper/efyMa HOPeiio caMo BojcKe
PpenaTMBHO PaBHONIPABHMX HEMPHjaTe/bCKUX CHATa, Te /la Ce IeTOBY 3aK/byJIN He OffHOCe
HITp. Ha KOJIOHUjaJTHe paToBe. 3aTO Jiaje JofaTHe IpyMepe y KojuMa Cy ce y buTkama 6opuie
BOjCKe uMja AMCUMIUIMHA TOYMBA HA PaslINYUTIM BPCTaMa CONMMUAAPHOCTH, KOjUMa T10-
tBphyje onmuTy 3ak/pydak. [Tasnosrhesu yropenuu npereay ryburaka y 6urkamMa MOI/IN
Oy ce OABPrHYTU KPUTHULM 1 Y TIOTIefy 6poja 1 cenekunje 6uraka. MehyTum, rparajyhn
3a jakuM cTpaHama [TaBnosuheBor mema, Moxke ce uctahn ia je OH youno TeHAEHIU]y Koja
je morBpheHa y MHOrMM KacHMje BoheHuM OuTKaMa, yk/py4dyjyhu oba cBercka para. OBa
TEHJIEHIINja, C IpyTe CTPaHe, He BXXW Y aCUMETPUYHNM PAaTOBUMA, A IeHY BPEIHOCT J0-
[IATHO yMakbyje I TO IITO Ce y CaBpeMeHNM PaTOBMMA CMamyje yderrhe 6poja HOTMHYINX
y 6MTKaMa y YKyIIHOM 6pojy >)KpTaBa paTa, Kao ¥ TO LITO Ce 3aMaIjbyje 3Ha4aj Mcxona
6uraka 3a ucxop para (Lacina & Gleditsch, 2005). Heka xacHuja ucTpa>kuBarma MHTEH3M-
TeTa eMOLIMOHAHYX y36yhema y BojHuM jemunuiiama takohe cy morspaua [Tasnosnhese
3aK/byuKe 0 Hmpersy manuke (Watson, 2002, str. 118). Mebytum, oHo 1mITO je gaHac moce6Ho
aKTYeIHo, a fieo je [TaBmosuhesor objalrmera IOMEHYTIX TeHIEHI]a, jecTe moBehame
3HaYaja MHULMjaTVBe CTapelllfHa HIDKET HIBOAa KOMaH/joBama 1 BojHMKa (Pavlovi¢, 1914,
str. 26-34; Liddy, 2005). Y Tom cmuciy, ITaBnosuhesa gedunniyja puciymmHe Kao ,00-
CITyILIIHe MHMIMjaTUBe ONIOBPraBa CXBaTame fia je IIoBepeme y MpodeCcHOHaTHOCT IOT-
IMEHNX VICK/BYUNBO 3aCIyra Ipycke BojHe Muciu (Pavlovi¢, 1903, str. 11). V 21. Beky
OBAaKBO CXBaTarbe AUCLNIUIMHE II0CTAIIO je IOHOBO aKTYeIHO, MOLITO je aMePUUKIL FeHepasl
Maprun Jemncy (Martin Dempsey) pa3paiio KOHIENT JeljeHTPaIi30BaHOr U3BpIIeHa
3aJlaTKa Ha OCHOBY pasyMeBama kKoMaHpaHTose 3amuciu (Conley 2013; Dempsey, 2012;
Shanahan, 2015).

Cynap ca gyjaeKTUIKIM MaTepujanin3MoM

[TaBnoBuheBa pasMaTpama 0 eBOTYLVjI BOjCKe KOCe ce ca MaTepyjaIuCTUIKUM
€BONMYyLMOHN3MOM. [10 1eroBoM MMUIbERY, He CaMO fia TPUPOJIHYU YMHMOLY, TIOIYT OHUX
reorpa)CKIX, Hero HY MaTepujaTHO-TeXHIYKY YMHUOLM, YK/bydyjyhu u mmojaBy 1 pasBoj
BaTpPEHOT HAOPY’Kama, HUCY OUTHO yTULIA/NIM Ha IIPOMeHe y TaKTUIu u 60p6eHoM pa-
criopefy Bojcke. OBe IpOMeHe Cy pe3ynTar eBoIyllje BOjHe JUCHUIIINHE, Tj. IPOMeHe
IPYLITBEHNX Be3a u3Meby BojHMKa oMoryheHVX eBONTYIjOM APYIITBEHE COMMIAPHOCTH
(Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 29, 32, 46). ITaBnosuh je oBie Ha Tpary [JupkeMOBOr CXBaTamba Ha-
cranka npomere (Durkheim, 1972, str. 340).

Moske ce pehu fa je y oBom morneny dupkemos yruiaj Ha [TaBrosuha motnyH.
JMpKeMOBa KOHIIENMja APYLITBEHUX YMIbeHNIIA IIPAaBy OTK/IOH OJf MaTepujanusma,
KaKo 300T TBp/ilbe Jla APYLITBEHE YMIbEHMIIE He 3aBIUCe CaMO Off MaTepujaiHe TyCTIHE
Beh 1 o fyHaMMYKe I'YCTUHE, TaKO 1 300T caMe IpUpoJie KOJeKTUBHe cBecTy (Barnes,
1982b, str. 559, 569). OH youaBa pasBOjHOCT APYLITBEHNUX I10jaBa, anu Of6Mja fa IPOMeHy
IPYIITBEHNX YMIbeHNIIA CBefie O1/I0 Ha BO/bHY, HAMEPHY aKTMBHOCT II0je[IHIa, 6110 Ha
ayTOMATCKy peakIiujy Ha IpoMeHe MaTepujanHor ceeTa. C jemHe CTpaHe, IPON3BO/Hba
U IIpOMeHa JIPYIITBeHMX YMIbeHNUIIA HaayIasy cHary nojepuHma (Porié, 2018, str. 691).
C mpyre cTpaHe, APYLITBEHY CTBAPHOCT CTBapa MULI/bEHbE, @ APYLITBO CTIYe CBECT O ceOU
nomohy npezncrasa (Durkheim, 2010, str. 45, 143-144).
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Hocnenno passujajyhu nupkemoBcKy aprymenTaunjy, Ilasrosnih Herupa sHavaj
yTHullaja BojckoBoha Ha mpomeny TakTrike. OHH, 10 BETOBOM MUIIbEHY, HUCY KPeaTopu
HOBe TaKTHUKe, Hero IIOCPeHUIIN U3Mehy IpoMeHe Koja ce Ofurpasa y ApyIITBY 1 EBEeHNUX
Hoc/eguIa y pary. VIcToBpeMeHo, OH HerMpa 3Hayaj yTuliaja IpOMeHe paTHE TEXHUKE Ha
npomeHy TakTike. [IpuxBarao je na Beh ycBojeHO HaopysKame MOXKe Jja yTude Ha 60pOeHn
IIOpefaK M TaKTUYKe IIOCTYIIKe, a/I) CaMO Y M3BECHOj MepM 11 TO 300T Tora IITO ,, yBohermbe
HOBOT HaOPY>Karba jaB/ba Ce Kao IMOC/IeANIIa M3MeHa Y ijiejaMa 1 TOKTPMHAMa Koje BIafiajy
y apywtBy 1y Bojcun” (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 45). TTo meroBoM MULIbelbY, IPOMeHe BOjCKe
Kao IpYLITBEHEe MHCTUTYIMje ¥ HauMHa Ha KOjy OHa M3BPIlaBa CBOjy APYLITBEHY Y/IOTY
He3aBIICHe Cy Off TeXHIYKuX peBonyunja (Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 29). [TaBnosuh ce ocnama
Ha eMIIMpujy — AyOuHa 60pOeHOr IIopeTKa ce TOKOM MICTOPHje IPOrPeCcHBHO CMamyje 1
Tpe 1 TI0cie yBolherma BaTpeHOT OpyKja. YMeCTo a ce y3pOoK MIPOMeHa Y BOjCIIM TPaXK! y
TeXHUYKVM VHOBallMjaMa, Tpeba ra, 10 leIr0BOM MUIbEIbY, TPAKUTH Y 4oBeKy. /bynu
ce opmmpajy oz yTHIIajeM APYUITBA M Mewajy ce Kaza u apymTso (Durkheim, 1981,
str. 36-41; Pavlovi¢, 1909, str. 30). Y npuor ITaBrosuhesoj tesu gahemo jegan mpumep
koju HaBopu Yenpep (David Chandler). Y gyrom nepuony on beuxor konrpeca 1815. ma
CKOpO 10 Kpaja 19. Beka, paTHa TexHUKa ce pasBujaia (ykpyuyjyhu u [aTimHros Tom), amu
je paTHa BelITIHa ocTajana HenpoMereHa (Chandler, 2005, p. 204). Kaza je ped o Teopuju
paTHe BellITMHe, BOjHe TOKTpUHe 0cTajy Y Hamoneonosoj cennu cse o IIpsor ceeTckor
para (Vuksanovi¢-Ani¢, 1993, str. 147).

Mebyrum, caBpemena counosoruja Moxe u 60j/be Off HICTOPUjCKUX IIPUMeEpPa fa
ocseTn BpegHocT ITaBnosrhesnx uneja. Hanme, Kacrenc (Manuel Castells) TBpau ga
TEXHOJIOTHja He leTepMuHMILe, Hero onpeamehyje apyurrso u mozceha ga cormonomnka
HCTpaKUBaba OHOCA U3MeDy TexHoormje 1 paja us fpyre monosuHe 20. Beka OKasyjy
Ja IpOMeHa TEXHOJIOTHje HIje IUPEKTHY Y3POK IPOMeHa PafHUX OfIHOCA U ITPAKCH, HETO
Zla ce OBV OJHOCH U IpaKce Memajy Ha OCHOBY CIOKeHOoT MelynejcTBa TexHONMOTMje M
mpyurrBeHor cucrema. OcuM tora, mpema Kacrecy, Texnonoruja omoryhasa peamsanyjy
IPYLITBEHO-BOjHIX CTpaTeruja Koje He ferepmuHuine (Castells, 2018, str. 71, 366, 627).

Axo je ITanosuh, nparehn [Inpkema, ocriopaBao MaTepyjaIMCTUIKY €BOTYIIIOHN-
3aM, OIIPaB/AHO je ITIOCTAaBUTH MUTambe KAKaB je 6110 HeroB OFHOC peMa MapKCUCTUIKO]
TEOPUj! U HEHOM MICTOPMjCKOM MaTepujanmusmy. OBO je HApOUMTO BaXKHO KaJia ce MMa y
BUJLY JPYIITBEHO-UCTOPYjCKY KOHTEKCT Y KOMe je ao y 3abopas. Hanme, mocrne Jpyror
CBETCKOT paTa OH 106Mja KaKBO-TaKBO MeCTO Y MCTopuorpaduji, kao 3HadajaH ayTop BOjHe
JMTEepaType U o3HaBajal BojHe pucuniuinhe (Bebler, 1976, str. 59; Iveti¢, 2015, str. 220-
221). Hberosu TeopujcKMt pafioBy, UIAK, HICY IOCTA/IN Ae0 0baBesHe HUTY IPenopydeHe
nmTeparype 3a opunupe, npso y JHA, a notom u y Bojciu Jyrocnasuje, ma 1x je IIoKpuo
Beo 3abopasa. Vako je [Tarosuh nperteya nsydaBarba ICUXONOTH]je 1 COLMOOrKje Y BojHOj
axaziemuju y Cpouju, 6usim npodecop BojHe Iefjaroruje ¥ y paToBuMa 0CBeJOueH CIIe-
IMjaTnCcTa 3a MOpasl BOjCKe, y pe/ieBaHTHMM ylIbeHnIMMa 3a BojHy akamemujy 3a mpegmere
Mopar Bojcke, Bojna nicuxonornja, Conmonornja u Bojua anpparormja, op, [Ipyror ceeTckor
paTa 1o aHac, BETOBU PAfOBIL Cy caMo Y jenHoM yibernky (Ibrahimpasié, 1967, str. 101,
331). A ¥ Ty HIUCY HaBefIeHe IeroBe ITaBHe Te3e, HUTY Pe/leBaHTHI IIPUMepM BOjHe IIpaKce
u3 Bankanckux parosa koje je [laBnosuh meby npsuma ncrpaxnsao. Lutnpat je Tek kao
CeKYHIapHM U3BOP 3a pasMaTparma 0 UCTOPUjCKMM OOMUIIMMa IPUIA Y CTAPOM BeKY.
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Pasor 3a oBakBO HpehYTKI/IBaH)e BEPOBATHO je YMI-€HNIIA Ja Ce ITaBnosnheso meno
HIje MOIJIO YK/IOIIUTH Y IOTMAaTCKM MapKCK3aM, a IIOTOM je jeTHOCTaBHO 3a00paB/beHO.
Hapouuto je meroBo npuxsaTame COMMAAPHOCTH IO MOfieNN pajia U MOpUIiambe yTUIlaja
pa3Boja paTHe TEXHMKE Ha BOjHY OpraHM3alyjy ¥ TAKTUKY, KOl JIOTMaTCKIX MapKCHCTa
Mor10 Hauhy camo Ha ombanuBame.’

Maxo Hema moka3sa pia je ITaBmosuh nmpoyuyaBao Mapxkca (Karl Marx) u Enrenca,
nokyurahemo fa yTBpANMO MOSUILN)Y IErOBUX H/ieja O eBOMYIUjI BOjCKE ¥ OTHOCY Ha
cranoBuite Opuapuxa Exrenca.

Enrerc je TBpayo f1a je pa3Boj BojHe OpraHusanyje MpousBof fefoBatba MaTepUjanHuX,
YIIpaBO eKOHOMCKMX YMHMIaLa, Mehy KojuMa je moce6HO BaxkHa paTHa TexHuka (Engels,
1953, str. 14). [TaBmoBuh je x1Bo HacTOjao Aa MopekHe fa M3Mehy HaopyKara 1 TAKTUKE
IIOCTOjM HEMIOCPEIHA, ayTOMATCKa 3aBYCHOCT V/IU [Mja/leKTUYKY OffHOC He3aBMCaH Off
IpyIITBEHE conmupapHoCcT. HheroBo (AMpkeMOBCKO) CTAaHOBUIIITE O/IVKE je OHOME KOje je
3acrymnao [lu IIuk, ja Mopa/iHa cujia Mopa OUMTH yK/bydeHa y padyHuily nobesie. Yocranom, y
Cpb6uju je n mpe IlaBnoBuheBnx pafoBa ,MopanHa cClipeMa BOjHMKA  0301M/bHO pa3MaTpaHa
Kao Ba)kKaH JIe0 CTPATeIMjCKMX KOHIIeMaTa, Moy yTuIlajeM reHepana Jumurpuja Hypuha
(Pukic, 2019, str. 124). 3aro 6u Exrencosy ¢popmyiny, 110 k0joj opranusanyja Bojcke ¥ HaUMH
meHe 60p0Oe, a 3aTVM 11 obeja NI Iopas, 3aBUCe UCK/BYYMBO Off MaTepUjaTHUX YMHMIALA
»bYJICKOT MaTepyjasa 1 Opy’Kja, JaKyIe, Off KBaaNTeTa ¥ KBaHTUTETa CTAHOBHMUINTBA U Off
texnuke’, [TaBnosrh BepoBaTHO 016AIN0 K0 PEAYKIMOHNCTIYKY 1 eri(eHOMeHaINCTH-
4Ky (Engels, 1953, str. 17). MebyTtum, n cam Enrenc, muiryhn o dppaniryckoj Bojciy, xBamm
CHCTEM KOjUM Ce pa3Bujajy ,pusmdke, yMHe U MOpa/IHe CIIOCOOHOCTY HeHMX BOjHUKA
(Engels, 1953, str. 260). OTBapame ,,/bYJCKOT MaTepujaa’ 3a ,yMHe ¥ MOPaJIHe CII0Co-
6HOCTH” MpuO/MIDKaBa OBa 1Ba CTAHOBUINTA. Y JOTMATCKVM BepaljaMa MapKC3Ma TeXXMUIITe
je TToMepeHO Ha eKOHOMCKa ITUTama U IOMMHAI}Y 6a3e Hafl HaJrpagboM IPYIITBA, ITa CY
¥ BOjHa JlefTa K/TacuKa MapKcu3Ma TyMadeHa y uctom ayxy (Wiatr, 1987, 23-33). Mehytum,
Y COLMjaMCTUYKOj Jyroc/IaByjy, JOKTPUHA O CAMOYIIPAaBHOM COLIMjaTUCTUYKOM JIPYIITBY,
ca CBOjUM XYMaHM3MOM, YTHIIAJIa je ¥ Ha BOjHY JOKTPUHY, Y KOjoj je OCHOBHU (aKkTOp
ozbpate 6uo goBek (Arnautovié, Kasagié, Pajevi¢, 1988, str. 173). OBakBO cxBatame yiore
JOBeKa y paTy MOIJIO je a akTyenusyje [TaBnosuheBa pasmMarparma 0 BOjCIM Y TOM IepHO-
my. Haxanoct, cBa Tymauema peHOMeHa paTa 1 Bojcke y oMahoj BojHOj muTepaTypy Tor
BpeMeHa Koja HYCY O1/Ta MapKCUCTIYKA IIPOITIAliaBaHa Cy HEHAYYHUM WIH jefHOCTPaHMM.

Tpeba mogatu 1 TO fa ce EHrencos Marepujamisam, IpyMerbeH Ha BOjHA UTamba,
CKJIAIHO OJMPYje Y jenHOoj BaxkHoj Tauku ca [laBroBrheBuM fupkeMoBckuM Bubemem
pasBoja Bojcke. U jeman u ipyru Cy cMaTpaiu fia BeMKe IPOMeHe Y BOjCIM HUCY IIOC/Ie-
mnia ,,croboxgHe TBOpeBIHe yMa” Ap>KaBHUKa 1 BojckoBoba (Engels, 1953, str. 14). Oba
CTaHOBMINTA NIPUIIAZIAjy COIMOMOTHjH, Y3 CBE IbeHe YHYTpalllibe Mofierne 1 Aebare.

> Ha crpannnama npuMepka ITaBnosuhese xwure Jpyuilieenu paseuiiax u 60jcka (CUTHATY-

pa 53765) y 6ubnuoTenu YHuBepsurera ogbpane y beorpagy, ayTopu cy HauIIIN Ha OJTOBKOM
JICTIVICaHe KOMEeHTape jefiHor mpebalmer unTaolia Koju JOBO/BHO roBope o oBoMe. Ha mecty rie
ITaBnoBuh nsmaxe AMPKEMOBCKO CTAHOBMILTE ITpeMa KOMe Iofie/Ia IPYLITBeHOr pajia moBehasa
IPYILITBEHY CONMMAPHOCT, PYKOM je MCIMCaH KOMEHTap ,PeaKIIoHap onacaH!’, a mopey macyca
y KOMe OIOBpraBa yTHI[aj ycaBplllaBalba paTHe TeXHJKe Ha TAKTUKY yOe/eKeH je 3HaK dyyherma

(Pavlovi¢, 19009, str. 5, 29).
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3aK/byyak

[TaBnoBuh je mpe MHOIMX U Jja/leKO MO3HATUjMUX ayTOpPa, YKby4dyjyhu u ByTyna
(Gaston Bouthoul), youno BpegnHocT [IMpKeMOBMX Mieja U COIVOTIONIKOT METO/a 3a pa-
3yMeBambe I10jaBa y paTy ¥ 0co6MHa Bojcke. JloC/IeIHO UX je IPYMEHNO Ha BOjHY OpTaHu-
3alyjy, leH MOPaJI ¥ NUCHUIUIVMHY, pa3Bujajyhm nx u motkperubyjyhu aprymenTinma us
BOjHe JICTOPYje, TeOpHje paTHe BelITVHe 1 paTHe mpakce. Objaumasajyhu yTuiaj gpyurrsa
Ha 0COOJHe BOjCKe, aHTUI[UINPAO je je[IHy Off YeTUPU OCHOBHE JIeTEPMIHAHTE BOjCKe:
KapakTep IpyIITBa. YOUNO je TpU TeHJIeHLIMje Y PasBOjy BOjCKe: TEH/IEHIINjy CMatb/Baba
ny6uHe 60pOeHOr TopeTKa TAKTUYKIMX BOjHNUX jeAMHNIIA 11 ToBehaBame mbIXoBe MOOWI-
HOCTU, TEHJIEHLINjY Ka CAMOCTA/THOCTH, CIIEL[Mja/IN3aALMj}U U TIOBE€3AHOCTY BOjHUX jey-
HMILA U TeHJIeHI]y Ka 13jeHayaBamby Opoja )KpTapa IMoOeTHNYKe U TOpaXKeHe CTPaHe.
Y3 onpebhena orpanndema, [laBmosnhesy 3ak/bydIy, HAPOINTO O 3HAYAjY MHUIVMjATUBE
mahux cTapelnHa 1 BOjHUKA, aKTYeTHU Cy 1 JaHaC, Kao IITO je TOKa3aHO y OBOM pajy.
Y tom cmucry, [Tapnosuh je He caMo IPETXOTHUK CaBPEMEHNX COIMOTIOTa BOjCKe, Beh
jelaH off IpBUX ayTOPa KOjy Cy IPUCTYIIAIM MCOUTUBAKY U IPOMUIIbatby paTa I BOjcKe
Ca COLMOIOIKOTr cTaHOBMIITA. OH je, Ha)KaNIoCT, IIOTMHYO PETaTUBHO MJIaf, Ipe HETO
IITO je MOTao fla HallyIle IIMpa, CUCTEMaTUYHMja fle/la, 3aCHYje U3y4JaBare COIMOIO-
ruje Bojcke y BojHoj akapeMuju nau 3anHTepecyje 3a iy Behu 6poj cBojux cTyfeHara,
a IpyWITBEHO-UCTOPHjCKE ¥ IONUTUIKE IPUINKE CY IIOTOM YYMHUIIE [ IherOBe pajloBe
HOKpHje Beo 3abopaBa.
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Abstract: The paper analyzes the sociological works of Todor Pavlovi¢, with the aim
of presenting his basic social ideas and checking the relevance of his conclusions about
the relationship between social development and military organization. A special focus is
placed on Pavlovi¢s explanation of the development of military organization, within which
the position of dialectical materialism about the influence of war technique on army or-
ganization and tactics is refuted. This sets Pavlovi¢ apart from other Serbian and Yugoslav
sociologists of the 20th century who studied the army, and anticipates new sociological
views on the relationship between technical achievements and the organization of social
processes. Basic analytical and synthetic methods, content analysis as well as biographical
and comparative methods were used.

Keywords: Todor Pavlovi¢, Emile Durkheim, social solidarity, army, army morale

Introduction

In the second half of the 19" century and at the beginning of the 20" century, a
practice of talented young man in European university centres was established in Serbia.
Educated people returned to Serbia, empowering the institutions of the young state with
their knowledge. At the same time, they also brought new social ideas and theories, thus
creating the setting for the more rapid development of intellectual life in Serbia. The same
trend was followed by the officers who were sent by the government to get a degree, train-
ing and internship in the military schools of large European countries. These officers
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soon ventured into setting up officers’ reading rooms and journals and, apart from the
translations of military textbooks, rules and professional works of foreign authors, the
first original texts written by Serbian military authors appeared (Puki¢, 2019). From the
sociological aspect, particularly important works are those referring to the study of war as
a social phenomenon, social relations in the army, army morale and discipline, while it is
curious that they also contain the predominant sociological theories of the time encountered
by the officers during their stay abroad. This can be perfectly illustrated by the lectures
held by Zivojin Misi¢ at the High School of the Military Academy between 1898 and 1904,
which were subsequently published. Those lectures began with the considerations about
war that belong to Social Darwinism and follow Gumplowicz’s ideas (Ludwig Gumplowicz),
while Misi¢ reverses them regarding the outcome of the conflict between “young nations”
and “older cultural nations” (Barnes, 1982a, p. 238; Kajtez, 2019, p. 330; Misi¢, 1993, pp.
2-4; Supek, 1965, p. 238). The officers who were educated at different universities abroad
particularly refreshed the considerations about war and the army. One of them was Todor
Pavlovi¢ (1876-1915), the Serbian Army officer who graduated at the Military Academy in
Belgrade in 1897 and at the Sociological-Pedagogical Department of Ecole des hautes études
en sciences sociales in Paris in 1908, and then got his PhD degree with the topic “Democratic
Ideal and Army Discipline” at the University of Paris in 1910 (Iveti¢, 2015, pp. 207-219)*.

Pavlovi¢ got his education in Paris during the rise of Durkheim’s school of sociology
(Emile Durkheim) and, being directly exposed to Durkheim’s fresh ideas, he began following
Durkheim himself. Such theoretical orientation is particularly visible in his considerations
about the influence of social development on army organization, i.e. about the evolution
of army discipline. In his books Pavlovi¢ also cites the social theories of Herbert Spencer
and Gabriel Tarde), as well as the ideas of Joseph de Maistre and Gustave le Bon. Spencer’s
influence is present in Pavlovi¢’s considerations about the evolution of army organiza-
tion (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 42). Speaking of Tarde’s influence, Pavlovi¢ evidently adopted his
teaching about imitation and applied it when explaining army discipline and panic (Kajtez,
2019, pp. 338-340; Pavlovi¢, 1903, p. 106; Pavlovi¢, 1914, p. 41). Nevertheless, he opted for
Durkheim’s theoretical framework (Pavlovi¢, 1909, pp. 9-10). Interestingly, Pavlovi¢ writes
that all three theories essentially establish the same phenomenon, although they start from
different positions, which is completely in Durkheimian spirit and because Durkheim writes
that “each mind must be granted the freedom to choose the perspective from which it feels
most capable of considering things” (Durkheim, 2010, pp. 144-145; Pavlovi¢, 1909, pp.
9-10). The French school of sociology also exercised its influence on Pavlovi¢ via Célestin
Bouglé, who is cited by Pavlovi¢ as well (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 32).

4

Todor Pavlovi¢ was Full Professor of the Military Academy, where he taught Military Pedagogy. He
published three books in Serbian: “On Army Discipline” (1903), “Social Development and the Army”
(1909) and “From Combat Psychology” (1914). He fought in all important battles of the Serbian army
in Balkan Wars and in World War One: the battles of Kumanovo and Bitolj, Edirne operation, the
battle of Bregalnica, the battle of Cer, the battle of the Drina and the battle of the Kolubara. He got
the rank of the colonel during World War One and was killed as the Regiment Commander while
defending the retreat of the Serbian army in the vicinity of the Vizier Bridge in 1915. After World War
One, he was forgotten, mostly due to political circumstances because he was a member of the Black
Hand military society and close to Prince Porde Karadordevi¢ (Starcevi¢, 2020).
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Many sociologists of the time who dealt with war, army and army units emphasized
the significance of Durkheim’s thought for explaining social phenomena in relation to
combat operations (Eulriet, 2010; Soeters, 2018, p. 25). What was most often emphasized
in this respect was the fruitfulness of Durkheim’s dealing with “collective mechanisms that
produce and reproduce solidarity” and stressing the integrative function of wars (MaleSevi¢,
2010, pp. 20-21; Segal & Segal, 1983). Pavlovi¢ was the predecessor of those sociologists and
the fact that his scientific work, insufficiently known today, used to have an international
reputation, is amply proved by his being awarded the Legion of Honour in the officer rank
in the field of social sciences.

Durkheim’s Influence In Todor Pavlovi¢’s Works

Just like most of the sociologists who dealt with the army in their works and cited
Durkheim, Pavlovi¢ was also influenced primarily by three great works by Durkheim: The
Division of Labour in Society, The Rules of Sociological Method and Suicide, and to a lesser
extent The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (Eulriet, 2010; Iveti¢, 2015; Pavlovi¢, 1909;
Pavlovi¢, 1914). Durkheim’s influence on Pavlovic is reflected in his acceptance of the social
determination of phenomena, the use of the comparative method and understanding of
the role of morale in maintaining group solidarity.

In Pavlovi¢’s opinion, the army is a product of social life, due to which its important
characteristics, as well as the changes in its organization and method of combat, strictly
depend on the society. Noticing the dependence of the army characteristics on the society
in which it comes into being and acts, Pavlovi¢ anticipated one of four basic determinants
of the army, which was labelled as the character of the society by military sociologists in
the Department of Military Sociology of the Political School of the Yugoslav People’s Army
more than half a century later (Ibrahimpasi¢, 1967, p. 68; Ibrahimpasi¢, 1980, pp. 68-83).
However, there is a significant difference between Pavlovi¢s and subsequent Ibrahimpasics
understanding of the character of the society as an army determinant. In line with Marxist
theory, Ibrahimpasi¢ saw class relations in the basis of the character of the society. In his
opinion, the army changed primarily as a factor of class rule of different classes and specific
social conditions in which the ruling class formed and regulated social relations suitable
to it. Since such social determination of different army types is incomplete, Ibrahimpasi¢
introduces three more determinants (the basic social role of the army, the nature of armed
combat and the development of war technology) in order to fill the gap (Ibrahimpasi¢, 1980,
pp- 68-69). In Pavlovié’s works, the army is replaced by the society, whereas the society is
understood in a Durkheimian manner, as higher-order integrity. From Durkheims teaching
it derives that the society changes (evolves), going from mechanical to organic solidarity
(Nedeljkovi¢, 2006). Therefore, the army, with its organization, internal relations and meth-
od of combat, changes as “an imprint of social solidarity” (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 1). Moreover, in
Pavlovi¢s opinion, this sociological determinism is complete and needs no supplement. In
short, the difference between Pavlovi¢s and Ibrahimpasic’s respective understanding of the
society’s influence on the army derives from different theoretical positions taken by these
two sociologists: Friedrich Engels’s Marxist position and Durkheim’s structural-functional
position (Durkheim, 1972, pp. 338-342; Engels, 1953, pp. 11-57).

920



Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LV (2021), no. 3, pp. 908-929

Durkheim favoured the comparative method, believing that the truth about a social
phenomenon can be revealed only if its different historical forms are studied, while com-
parative sociology is actually the sociology striving to understand facts (Durkheim, 1963,
p. 123; Mimica, 2011, p. 64). His orientation towards comparison and historicity suits very
well the nature of the subjects of military sciences and military sociology (Crabb & Segal,
2018; Eulriet, 2010; Harig, 2015; Nagl, 2002). That is why it comes as no surprise that
this method was widely applied in Pavlovi¢’s works: from social relations in small army
units to the nature of the army as a social institution, and from army regulations to army
engagement in armed combat.

In Durkheim’s observations about labour division and the society’s transition from
mechanical to organic solidarity, morale takes an outstanding place (Kajtez, 2019, p. 285;
Nedeljkovi¢, 2006, p. 236). In short, there is no society without solidarity; social solidarity is
an “exceptionally moral phenomenon”: the society itself is “the only moral person standing
behind particular persons” and it is able to use the power of morale to stop human passions
and create “an obligatory manner of acting” (Durkheim, 1972, p. 215, p. 105, pp. 52-54).
Durkheim understood morale as “a source of solidarity” or, more precisely, “a set of rela-
tions connecting us one to another and to the society” (Durkheim, 1972, p. 383). Morale
limits human egoism, establishes rules and moves people into joint action (Durkheim,
1963, p. 27; Durkheim, 1972, pp. 384-386). Since an individual is part of the society as a
whole, he feels strong dependence on the society. On special occasions, such dependence
inspires “acts of complete renunciation and unlimited self-immolation” (Durkheim, 1972,
p- 239). Since he asks himself why soldiers assume the risk of being killed, Pavlovi¢ is open
to this position of Durkheim’s in advance. He applies it to the army as a social institution
and interprets its discipline as a “set of all kinds of connections that connect members of
the army one to another into a single strong compound, subordinated to a certain chosen
society, the state”, while he marks the superior position of a group over an individual as
a factor that makes commanding possible and efficient (Pavlovié, 1909, p. 9). There are
different interpretations of the role of army morale and the motivation of soldiers for the
combat outcome, whereas this topic provokes academic debates in the 21 century as well
(MacCoun, Kier, Belkin, 2006; Wong, 2006).

The basis of army discipline, according to Pavlovi¢, is morale (Pavlovi¢, 1903, p.
108). This refers to his understanding that mechanical discipline, founded on punish-
ment, physical coercion and drill, cannot be sufficient to the modern army because the
conditions of armed combat have changed. In order to implement mechanical discipline,
soldiers need to be constantly under the supervision of their commanders. However, this
was no longer possible because soldiers in the battlefield moved and fought in spaced fir-
ing arrays so that not even the lowest-ranking commanding officer could keep an eye on
all his soldiers, or force them physically to obey orders and apply tactical rules. Instead of
mechanical discipline, conscious discipline must be developed which, in PavloviCs era, was
actually taken into account most in France. At that time, there were two schools of thought
about discipline in the Serbian army. The first one was advocated by those Serbian officers
who had been educated in Germany and who brought the Prussian military spirit with
mechanical discipline to Serbia. The advocates of the second school were broad-minded
officers, the first of whom to speak up publicly was Vasilije Mosti¢ when he criticized the
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Prussian school officers for misunderstanding that “the orderliness of the German army
lay only in its outer form” and therefore putting in their efforts to “make our army achieve
such German appearance and rigidity”. Mosti¢ claimed that they had not noticed that the
army’s moral strength, i.e. conscious discipline, was also developed in Germany (Puki¢,
2019, p. 162 and p. 172). Pavlovi¢ took part in this long debate, adding fresh arguments from
the French literature and experiences of the Serbian army from the Balkan Wars (Pavlovi¢,
1903, pp. 59-61; Pavlovi¢, 1914). The influence of French military author Charles Ardant
du Picq is also visible, not only from the fact that Pavlovi¢ cites him, but also from the
fact that someone like Du Picq combines the historical approach to military issues with
modern-day experiences, and not solely from the literature. Both Pavlovi¢ and Du Picq
used personal experience and the experiences of other participants in the wars they studied
(Pavlovi¢, 1914; Vuksanovi¢-Anié, 1993, pp. 153-154).

Just like Durkheim, Pavlovi¢ was confident that the society developed and changed
and that the development of the society as a whole led to the changes in social phenomena
as parts of that whole. With either Durkheim or Pavlovi¢ this did not cause epistemolog-
ical relativism and the denial of the possibility that the scientific apparatus can be used to
learn the truth despite the changes characteristic of social phenomena (Durkheim, 2010;
Pavlovi¢, 1909). Hence, Pavlovi¢ was able to study the tendencies in the army development.

Tendencies In The Army Organization Development

Pavlovi¢ states that the army changes when the society changes. Since the society
changes by shifting from mechanical to organic solidarity, the army is transformed from
the army-mechanism into the army-organism (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 58). Therefore, Pavlovi¢’s
originality is not reflected in the basic theoretical and methodological postulate taken from
Durkheim, which unmistakably leads him towards a Durkheimian conclusion. His origi-
nality lies in the application of the theoretical and methodological apparatus of Durkheim’s
school of sociology in the area of social reality, which was not dealt in further detail by
Durkheim and his immediate associates. He finds three material forms that serve as indi-
cators of military solidarity in combat, whose changes can be scientifically established and
followed through the history of wars. “Those are: arrays in which groups fight; the manner
of performing manoeuvres and, finally, the losses suffered in battles” (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 25).
As a result of this research, Pavlovi¢ observed three tendencies in the army development.

First, considering different “arrays” (military arrangements or orders) adopted by
armies throughout history and used in battles, Pavlovi¢ observes the regular pattern of
change in the combat order. As a matter of fact, he points to the tendency of the decreasing
depth of the combat order in tactical army units, and their increasing mobility (Pavlovi¢,
1909, p. 27). In his opinion, combat order is changed as a function of social forms, with
no influence of geographical and technical-technological factors. In mechanical solidarity
societies, combat orders of army units were compact, homogeneous, closes-packed masses
of soldiers, mostly arrayed in deep columns. With the development of organic solidarity,
combat orders “become thinner and thinner, they are dissipated into a number of sepa-
rate units; the intervals between these units are getting wider [...] and we see completely
dispersed soldiers who are alone in fighting the enemy” (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 31). Discipline,
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which implies uniting individual wills into a single one, would be impossible without group
cohesion of such dispersed army unit. The more developed a society is, the less such co-
hesion can rely on mechanical solidarity and the more it is founded on organic solidarity
(Pavlovi¢, 1903, p. 10).

Second, studying “the manner of performing a manoeuvre’, i.e. manners in which
armies fought throughout history, Pavlovi¢ observes the tendency towards independence,
specialization and connection of army unit. This refers to the independence of separate
combat parts (groups), the specialization of army corps and services, and the increasing
the capacity of such army to move towards a goal in an organized manner. This is remi-
niscent of Spencer’s claim that evolution laws imply the change in the size, differentiation
and specialization of the parts and coordination within the whole of social phenomena
(Kajtez, 2019, pp. 318-319). However, in this case Pavlovi¢ does not cite either Spencer or
Durkheim, but mostly historians and military authors instead. Yet, he follows Durkheim’s
argumentation with all the lines of differences drawn by Durkheim himself in relation to
Spencer (Durkheim, 1972, p. 161, pp. 212-234). Just like the combat order, the combat
method changes with the change in social solidarity (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 46).

The third tendency observed by Pavlovi¢ refers to the equalization of the number of
casualties of the winning and the losing sides. He reveals this tendency by making compar-
ative overviews of the losses of the winner and the losers in old-century and new- century
battles, while particularly studying the wars considered relevant for the art of warfare by
the military authors of his era. He concludes that in the past defeated armies experienced
true massacres (on average 48.7% soldiers of the defeated side in great ancient battles lost
lives), while the winners had relatively small losses (3.8%). Pavlovi¢ wonders why the sword
is so sharp only in the hands of the winners, and explains that old-century armies were
army-mechanisms, i.e. collective-type armies, whose soldiers, close-packed and united with
solidarity based on similarity, had a very high level of emotional excitement. That is why
panic easily spread among them, so that the whole army formation fell apart and were killed
in the enemy persecution. In new-age wars, however, there is a decreasing difference in the
number of killed soldiers on both sides. In French-Prussian war (1870-1871) Pavlovi¢ finds
the situation in which the winner suffered larger losses and out of eight battles won by the
Prussian army in this war, only in two battles the French suffered a higher percentage of
casualties than the Prussians (Pavlovi¢, 1909, pp. 46-52). Once again, Pavlovi¢ explains this
by the changed army organization on the basis of the change in solidarity, which enables
the combating armies to engage by parts, i.e. by relatively independent units. In new cir-
cumstances, control over the army is to a smaller extent in the hands of the commander in
chief, while the initiative of lower-ranking officers and even soldiers becomes increasingly
important. A negative effect of excitement, anxiety and fear is localized, so if one of the
units becomes panic-stricken, other units continue the organized combat, and that is how
the danger of persecution decreases, and the ratio between the casualties of the winners
and the defeated is more or less balanced (Pavlovi¢, 1909, pp. 53-54).

Pavlovi¢ was aware of the fact that in his comparative overviews he had compared only
the armies of relatively equal enemy forces, and that his conclusions did not refer, for ex-
ample, to colonial wars. That is why gives further examples of the battles in which the army
discipline relied on different kinds of solidarity, which confirms the general conclusion.
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Pavlovi¢’s comparative overviews of losses in the battles could also be criticized because
of the number and selection of the battles. However, if we search for the strong points of
Pavlovi¢’s work, we can emphasize that he observed the tendency that was confirmed in
many latter-day battles, including both world wars. On the other hand, this tendency is
not valid in asymmetric wars and its value is further diminished by the fact that in modern
wars there is a smaller share of lost lives in battles in the total number of war casualties, and
the importance of the outcome of separate battles to the war outcome is also made unclear
(Lacina & Gleditsch, 2005). Some subsequent research of the intensity of emotional excite-
ment in army units also confirmed Pavlovi¢’s conclusions about panic spreading (Watson,
2002, p. 118). However, what is of particular relevance nowadays and constitutes part of
Pavlovi¢’s explanation of the above-mentioned tendencies is the increasing importance of
the initiative of low-ranking commanding officers and soldiers (Pavlovi¢, 1914, pp. 26-34;
Liddy, 2005). In that respect, Pavlovi¢’s definition of discipline as an “obedient initiative”
denies the viewpoint that trust in professionalism of the subordinated ones is solely the
merit of the Prussian military thought (Pavlovi¢, 1903, p. 11). In the 21st century, such un-
derstanding of discipline has become relevant once again, since American General Martin
Dempsey has elaborated the concept of decentralized performance of tasks based on the
understanding of the commander’s idea (Conley 2013; Dempsey, 2012; Shanahan, 2015).

Collision With Dialectical Materialism

Pavlovi¢’s considerations about the army evolution collide with materialist evolu-
tionism. In his opinion, neither the natural factors, such as geographical ones, nor the
material-technical factors, including the emergence and development of firearms, affected
substantially the changes in the army tactics and combat order. These changes are the result
of the evolution of military discipline, i.e. the changes in social relations between soldiers
that were made possible by the evolution of social solidarity (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 29, p. 32,
p. 46). Here Pavlovic¢ is in the wake of Durkheim’s understanding of the occurrence of the
change (Durkheim, 1972, p. 340).

It may be said that in this respect Durkheim’s influence on Pavlovi¢ is complete.
Durkheim’s concept of social facts departs from materialism, both because of the claim
that social facts do not depend only on material density, but also on dynamic density, and
because of the very nature of collective consciousness (Barnes, 1982b, p. 559, 569). He
perceives the developmental feature of social phenomena, but refuses to reduce the change
in social facts either to the willing, deliberate activity of an individual, or to the automatic
reaction to the changes in the material world. On one hand, production and change of
social facts goes beyond the power of an individual (Pori¢, 2018, p. 691) while, on the
other hand, social reality is created by the opinion, and the society becomes aware of itself
through representations (Durkheim, 2010, p. 45, pp. 143-144).

Consistently developing Durkheimian argumentation, Pavlovi¢ denies the impor-
tance of the influence of military leaders on the change of tactics. In his opinion, military
leaders are not the creators of new tactics, but mediators between the change occurring
in the society and its consequences in war. At the same time, he denies the importance
of the influence of war technology change on tactics change. He agrees that the already
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accepted weapons can affect the combat order and tactical actions, but only to a certain
extent, because “the introduction of new weapons occurs as a consequence of changes in
the ideas and doctrines prevailing in the society and in the army” (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 45). In
his opinion, changes in the army as a social institution and the manner in which it performs
its social role are independent of technological revolutions (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 29). Pavlovi¢
relies on empiricism - the combat order depth decreased progressively throughout history
both before and after the introduction of firearms. Instead of searching for the cause of
changes in the army in technical innovations, he thinks that it should be searched in the
man. People are formed under the influence of the society and change simultaneously with
the society (Durkheim, 1981, pp. 36-41; Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 30). To prove Pavlovi¢’s thesis,
there is an example stated by David Chandler. In the long period from the Congress of
Vienna in 1815 almost to the end of the 19" century, war technology developed (including
the Gatling gun), but the art of warfare remained unchanged (Chandler, 2005, p. 204).
Speaking of the warfare theory, military doctrines remained in the shadow of Napoleon
as late as World War One (Vuksanovi¢-Ani¢, 1993, p. 147).

However, modern sociology is able to highlight the value of Pavlovi¢’s ideas much
better than historical examples. Namely, Manuel Castells claims that technology does not
determine but materializes the society, reminding that the sociological research of the
relation s between technology and labour from the second half of the 20th century shows
that the change in technology does not directly cause the change in labour relations and
practices, but that all these relations and practices change based on the complex interaction
of technology and the social system. In addition, according to Castells, technology enables
the realization of social and military strategies not determined by it (Castells, 2018, p. 71,
p- 366, p. 627).

If Pavlovi¢, following Durkheim, contested materialist evolutionism, it is reasonable
to pose a question about his attitude to Marxist theory and its historical materialism. This
is of particular importance when taking into account the social and historical context in
which Pavlovi¢ fell into oblivion. In fact, after World War Two, he was given a certain place
in historiography as an important author of military literature and connoisseur of military
discipline (Bebler, 1976, p. 59; Iveti¢, 2015, pp. 220-221). However, his theoretical works
were not included in the compulsory or recommended literature for officers, either in the
Yugoslav People’s Army or subsequently in the Yugoslav Army, and they were covered
by a veil of oblivion. Although Pavlovi¢ is the forerunner of the study of psychology and
sociology at the Military Academy in Serbia, former professor of military pedagogy and
war-proven specialist for army morale, his works are mentioned only in one textbook out of
all relevant textbooks used at the Military Academy since World War Two for the subjects
of Army Morale, Military Psychology, Sociology and Military Andragogy (Ibrahimpasi¢,
1967, p. 101, p. 331). Even that textbook does not present his main theses or relevant ex-
amples of military practice from the Balkan Wars which Pavlovi¢ was among the first to
study. He is cited only as a secondary source for consideration about historical forms of
the drill in the old century.

The reason for leaving him out in this way is probably the fact that Pavlovi¢’s work
could not fit in with dogmatic Marxism and then it was simply forgotten. In particular,
his acceptance of solidarity by labour division and his denial of the influence of the war
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technology development on the army organization and tactics could only be refuted by
dogmatic Marxists.”

Although there is no proof that Pavlovi¢ studied Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, we
will attempt to determine the position of his ideas about the army evolution in relation to
Engels’s viewpoint.

Engels claimed that the army organization development was the product of the action
of material i.e. economic factors, among which war technology was of particular importance
(Engels, 1953, p. 14). Pavlovi¢ vigorously tried to deny the existence of direct, automatic
dependence between weapons and tactics, or a dialectical relationship independent of
social solidarity. His (Durkheimian) viewpoint was closer to the one advocated by Di Picq,
that moral power must be included in the victory calculation. In any case, even before
Pavlovi¢’s works, “moral readiness of soldiers” had been seriously considered in Serbia as
an important segment of strategic concepts under the influence of General Dimitrije Puri¢
(buki¢, 2019, p. 124). That is why it is most likely that Pavlovi¢ would refute as reductionist
and epiphenomenalistic Engels’s formula, according to which the army organization and
combat manner, and then the victory or defeat, depend exclusively on the material factors of
“human material and weapons, i.e. the quality and quantity of population and technology”
(Engels, 1953, p. 17). Nevertheless, Engels himself, writing about the French army, praises
the system which develops “physical, mental and moral abilities” of its soldiers (Engels,
1953, p. 260). The opening of “human material” to “mental and moral abilities” brings
these two viewpoints closer. In the dogmatic versions of Marxism, the focus is shifted to
economic matters and the domination of the base over the society upgrade, and therefore
the military works of the classics of Marxism are interpreted in the same spirit (Wiatr,
1987, pp. 23-33). However, in socialist Yugoslavia, the doctrine about the self-govern-
ment socialist society with its humanism also influenced the military doctrine, in which
the man was the basic defence factor (Arnautovi¢, Kasagi¢, Pajevi¢, 1988, p. 173). Such
understanding of the man’s role in war could actualize Pavlovi¢’s considerations about the
army in that period. Unfortunately, all the interpretations of the phenomenon of war and
the army in domestic military literature of the time that were non-Marxist were declared
non-scientific and one-sided.

It should also be added that Engels’s materialism, when applied to military matters, is
close in one important point to Pavlovi¢’s Durkheimian understanding of the army devel-
opment. Both of them believed that great changes in the army were not the consequence
of “free creation of the mind” of statesmen and military leaders (Engels, 1953, p. 14). Both
viewpoints belong to sociology, with all its internal discords and debates.

> On the pages of Pavlovi¢s copy of the book Social Development and the Army (record number

53765) in the library of the University of Defence in Belgrade, the authors found the comments in
pencil written by a reader, which speaks volumes about this. In the place where Pavlovi¢ presents
Durkheimian position according to which social labour division increases social solidarity, there
is a hand-written comment “Dangerous reactionary!”, while next to the passage in which the in-
fluence of war technology on tactics is denied, there is a question mark (Pavlovi¢, 1909, p. 5, 29).
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Conclusion

Before many and much more famous authors, including Gaston Bouthoul, Pavlovi¢
perceived the value of Durkheim’s ideas and sociological method for understanding war
phenomena and army characteristics. He applied them consistently to the army organi-
zation, its morale and discipline, developing and supporting them with arguments from
military history, the warfare theory and war practice. Explaining the impact of the society
on the army characteristics, he anticipated one of four basic army determinants: the char-
acter of the society. He observed three tendencies in the army development: the tendency
of the decreasing combat order depth in tactical army units and their increasing mobility,
the tendency towards independence, specialization and connection of army units, and the
tendency towards equalizing the number of casualties of the winning and the defeated sides.
With certain limitations, Pavlovi¢’s conclusions, particularly about the importance of the
initiative of younger commanding officers and soldiers, are still relevant today, as it has
been shown in this paper. In that respect, Pavlovi¢ is not only the predecessor of modern
military sociologists, but also one of the first authors who approached the research and
deliberations of war and the army from the sociological point of view. Unfortunately, he
lost his life at a relatively young age, before he could write broader and more systematic
works, establish the study of army sociology at the Military Academy or get a larger num-
ber of his students interested in it, whereas s social, historical and political circumstances
subsequently made his works fall into oblivion.
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