OPUTHUHAJIHHU HAYYHH PA[

Miroslav Lazic'*, LL.D. 10.5937/zrpfn0-29684
Full Professor,
Faculty of Law, University of Nis
Y f Y f UDK: 347.26
347.241(497.11)

Pad npumsen: 02.12.2020.
Paod npuxeahen: 14.01.2021.

NEIGHBOURS’ RIGHTS AND ABUSE OF RIGHTS™

Abstract: The subject matter of this paper is the analysis of the owner-
ship right and its limitations in neighbour-law relationships, including the
restrictions on ownership and neighbours’ rights due to the prohibition
of abuse of rights. Neighbours’ rights set boundaries to the content of the
ownership right, whereas the prohibition of abuse of rights additionally
restricts the freedom of exercising the recognised content of the owner-
ship right. The paper aims to point out to the basic differences between
neighbours’ rights and the prohibition of abuse of rights, as well as to the
occasional overlapping of their legal functions and effects.
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1. Introduction

Ownership is a socially regulated way of appropriating things (assets) which pro-
vides for satisfying the most diverse human needs, including both the primary
(biological and physiological) needs and the derived “cultural” ones (psycholo-
gical, spiritual, aesthetic, conventional, luxury-oriented, etc) (Gams, 1991: 12).
Considering that ownership is the basic facet of life, freedom, power [...], it has
always represented the object of the greatest factual and legal protection.
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The notion of ownership (Lat. dominium proprietas), as an individual, absolute
and exclusive right, may be traced back to Roman Law?, but it received its full
confirmation in the period of liberal capitalism and the first civil bourgeois
codes?. Those codes treated property as a natural and eternal (imprescriptible)
right of man?.

Yet, freedom of an owner, particularly over immovable property (such as land
and buildings), is necessarily limited by equivalent freedom of another owner.
Thus, besides explicitly defining the content of the ownership right. legisla-
tors have always imposed some restrictions, pertaining to public and private
ownership alike (Stojanovi¢, 1987:80; Kovacevi¢ Kustrimovi¢, Lazi¢, 2008:73).
Ownership seems to have always been “a progeny of its own time” (Stojanovi¢,
1991:1176). Yet, given that the essential feature of ownership as an individual
(sovereign) right is increasingly compromised, it has become a social category
that is increasingly narrowed down in favour of a general social interest. Thus,
owners are subjected to different legal and social restrictions, including both
the explicit legal restrictions (e.g. on neighbours’ rights) and the ones relying
by virtue of law on the social morale (e.g. the prohibition of abuse of rights
when exercising ownership powers, as well as those stemming from neighbours’
rights). The subject matter of consideration in this paper are the restrictions
pertaining to the content of ownership which is restricted by neighbours’ rights
and the manner of exercising ownership.

2. The Ownership Right and Neighbour-Law Restrictions

The relationship between neighbours is a complex social relationship entail-
ing a set of different human interests and behaviours arising from the clash of
two ownership rights over real estates. Given that customary law alone cannot

1 Qui suo iure utitur, neminem laedit (Dicta, Sec. Paulus - D. 50, 17, 155). “He who uses his
own right harms no one” (Stojcevi¢, Romac, 1984: 434, 325).

2 “Ownership is the right to enjoy and dispose of things in the most absolute manner,
provided they are not used in a way prohibited by statutes or regulations” (Art. 544 of the
French Code Civil). A similar definition exists in § 354 of the Austrian Civil Code/ABGB; § 903
of the German Civil Code/BGB; §§ 211 and 216 of the Civil Code of the Principality of Serbia
(1844); and Art. 93 of the General Property Code of the Principality of Montenegro (1888).

3 Article 2 of the French Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen (1789) envisaged:
“The goal of any political association is the preservation of the natural and imprescriptible
rights of man. These rights are liberty, property, safety and resistance against oppression.”

4 The notion of ownership as an individual (sovereign) right is also an expression of the
general understanding of the specific time and society, rather than a permanently acquired
developmental value of the ownership right. The rule Uti, non abuti (Ulpianus - D.7,1,15,1),
meaning “to use, not to abuse”, has always been an integral part of the concept of ownership.
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adequately regulate numerous neighbours relationships, the “law” (statutory
legislation) had to respond and regulate these issues by relevant legal provi-
sions. Thus, neighbours’ relationship has become either a conceptual element of
certain legal institutes (the regulation of boundary lines, neighbours’ rights, the
pre-emption right to purchase the adjacent agricultural land, etc.) or an element
of factual circumstances (e.g. trespass to property, disturbance of possession,
retention rights, compensation for damage, etc.) Consequently, neighbour law
regulates only one aspect of neighbours’ relations arising from the restriction
of ownership.

The limitation of the ownership right content (imposed on the owner as a self-
centred individual) was performed in the interest of the owner as a social being.
After the First World War, the social character of ownership prevailed (Savi¢,
2012: 233). “Property obligates. Its use is to be at the same time service for the
best good of the public” (Art. 153 para.3, Weimar Constitution).®* However, the
first limitations of the ownership right contents occurred much earlier, with
the emergences of ownership rights, and these limitations primarily referred to
neighbours’ rights. “Our legal powers are not abstract; they have a social value;
as such, they have to be exercised in a social context, in compliance with the goal
that is changeable in different countries, times and legal relationships at issue,
but that goal [...Jmakes the essence of our rights [...]” (Markovi¢, 1978:1008).

Neighbour law is a specific legal limitation of ownership in private interest
which ensues alongside with the ownership right, but the justification for the
expansion of neighbours’ rights is the frequent abuse of ownership. The abuse
of rights originally emerged in neighbour-law relations pertaining to owner-
ship over land, but it subsequently developed into a separate legal institute
regulating a specific form of limitation in exercising the established content of
the ownership right.

“Neighbour rights exist over the adjacent real estates whose use is interdepend-
ent because, according to local customs, they are deemed to be neighbouring
properties” (Toroman, 1978:234). Neighbours’ rights imply the power of the
owner of one real estate to make use of the neighbouring real estate, or to re-
quest from the owner of the neighbouring real estate to take a specific action
or to abstain from exercising a specific ownership power. It is a legal limitation
of ownership that is introduced in the mutual interest of the owners of neigh-
bouring estates (praedia vicina) for the purpose of preserving good neighbourly
relations, but also in the general interest of preventing any confrontation of the
real estate owners.

5 Art. 153 para. 3 of the Weimar Constitution, 1919 (Savi¢, 2012: 227-234).
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The first neighbours’ rights emerged in conjunction with ownership over real
estate (e.g. boundary lines). Boundary lines are the key conceptual element
of ownership, given that there is no ownership over land without the explicit
demarcation of the subject matter of ownership. A more intensive development
of neighbours’ rights was the result of modern-day disputes over ownership,
particularly in urban areas where a large number of people live in a relatively
small space.

Neighbour-law limitations are legal restrictions aimed at accomplishing three
goals: the reciprocity of neighbours’ rights and obligations, the prohibition of caus-
ing disturbance to the neighbouring property, and the correlation of neighbours’
rights and obligations. In legal theory, they are commonly classified into three
groups:

1) neighbours’ rights that prohibit causing disturbance to neighbours in their
quiet and rational use of their real estate (the right to protection against digging
beneath the ground jeopardising the stability of neighbouring buildings, protec-
tion against changing the natural water flow, and protection against emissions
(private nuisance);

2) neighbours’ rights characterised by the reciprocity of neighbours’ rights and
obligations (mutual use of the common fence, boundary lines, hedges, walls, etc.);

3) neighbours’ rights characterised by the correlation of neighbours’ rights
and obligations; they are similar to easements and refer to the right to use
the neighbouring land and the right of way (Toroman, 1978:235; Stojanovi¢,
1991:121; Kovacevi¢-Kustrimovi¢, Lazi¢, 2009:75).

The neighbours’ rights in the second and third category are quite prone to being
abused as they provide specific powers to the holders of these rights.

3. Prohibition of Abuse of Ownership Rights

Although Roman law did not recognize the institute of prohibition of abuse
of rights, which is often disputed by many Roman law scholars (Jovanovi¢,
1996:100), the concept Malitis non est indulgendum (“Malice is not to be indul-
ged”) may be traced back to Roman law® (Stojcevi¢, Romac, 1984: 274). However,
the prevalent rule in Roman law was: Qui suo iure utitur, neminem laedit (“He
who exercises his legal rights harms no one”) (Stojcevi¢, Romac, 1984:434).”

Konstantinovi¢ (1925) noted that “it is a misconception that the prohibition
of abuse of rights is of recent origin and that individualism and prohibition of

6 Celsus-D. 6,1,38. Dicta et regulae iuris (Stojcevi¢, Romac, 1984:274, no. 69).
7 Sec.Paulus - D. 50, 17, 155, 1. Dicta ( Stojcevi¢, Romac, 1984:434, no. 325).
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abuse of rights mutually exclude each other” (Anali PF u Beogradu, 1982:269).8
However, the theory of abuse of rights started to take form in French law in
the 19" century, on the basis of judicial decisions (case law), as a result of the
growing understanding that the exercise of the ownership right must move not
only within the limits set by the positive (objective) law, primarily by statutory
legislation, but also in accordance with the purpose and the spirit of law, i.e. the
social morality. This issue was first regulated in the German Civil Code (§ 226
BGB, amended in § 826).°

Konstantinovi¢ (1925) also noted that “the prohibition of abuse means a very
simple thing. Anyone who has exercised one’s own right only out of malice to
the injured party, with the intention to cause damage, and, generally, every one
who has exercised one’s right without malicious intention but in an abnormal
manner, thus causing damage to another person and preventing the other person
to exercise his own right in a normal manner, shall be held liable for inflicting
damage.” (Anali PF u Beogradu, 1982:269).

Long ago, the population growth and modernisation of life “extinguished the no-
tion of ownership as an individual (sovereign) right, i.e. its concept of ownership
as a “fortress where it is forbidden to ask “how” and “why” something is done”
(Rodier, 1960:7); the new limitations to ownership seem to be gradually turning
into reality Rodier’s prediction on “imminent disappearance of the purported
absolute rights” (Rodier, 1960:7).

It is most difficult to determine the criterion for establishing the existence of
abuse of rights, i.e. to distinguish between the permissible “use” and the imper-
missible use (abuse) of rights. Given that human creativity is inexhaustible (both
in positive and negative terms), the firstlegal reactions to the malicious abuse of
rights and the first legal criteria were developed in judicial practice (case law).

First of all, the judicial practice may dispute and bar the legally valid rights which
have been exercised with the aim of inflicting damage to another (chicanery
as a form of abuse of rights).!? It is the so-called narrow (subjective) concept
of abuse of rights. “Rights are social prerogatives intended for accomplishing

8 M. Konstantinovi¢ (1925). Zabrana zloupotrebe prava i socijalizacija prava (Prohibition of
abuse of rights and socialisation of law), Arhiv za pravne i dru$tvene nauke, Beograd, 3/1925,
reprinted in Anali Pravnog fakulteta u Beogradu, 1982, vol. 30. br. 3-4 (261-281)

9 Notably, the General Property Code (GPC) of the Principality of Montenegro (1888)
regulated the prohibition of abuse of rights a bit earlier, but V. Bogi$i¢ transposed this legal
institute from German and French legal theory and practice. “You cannot exercise your right
justto harm or disturb anyone (art. 1000 GPC);“ Do not indulge in hair-splitting in your own
right”. (art. 1014 GPC) (Bogisi¢, 1898, in: Danilovic, 1998: 276, 277).

10 “When a rightis intended to be exercised for its own sake, irrespective of its moral or
at least utilitarian goals alone, it is called a chicane” (Radbruch, 1980:135).
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social peace and a fair balance of interest in disputes; therefore, they must not
be put into the service of malice; any deliberate act committed with intent to
inflict harm to another cannot enjoy legal protection” (Markovi¢, 1978:1009).
As a legal institute, the abuse of rights emerged in the process of evolution of
responsibility which imposed the need to recognise that “the rights are not
granted to individuals by public authorities to exercise them arbitrarily, as they
wish, but rather to exercise them for a specific purpose; created by the society,
they also have a social task: a specific purpose and a specific goal which they
cannot be and must not be separated from” (Joserand, 1935:328).

Further development of legal theory on the abuse of rights generated the broa-
der concept, embodied in the so-called “ultimate goal” (objective) criterion.
According to this conception, abuse exists where the subjective (individual)
rightis exercised contrary to the ultimate goal for which it is established. It may
involve a lack of interest in the exercise of rights, a disturbance of the balance of
interests, an abnormal exercise of rights, diverting the right from the designated
function (social and economic goals), failure to exercise the right in a prudent
manner, inadequate and disproportionate exercise of rights, etc. These are the
sub-criteria developed by judicial practice for assessing the abuse of rights.

The institute of the prohibition of abuse of rights is widely accepted in contem-
porary law. It is a consequence of the fact that “subjective rights are not exer-
cised in a vacuum but in a social environment; an individual is only one of its
numerous cells; consequently, when an individual exercises his/her subjective
rights, he/she simultaneously contributes to accomplishing a social function”
(Markovi¢, 1978:1005).

The Serbian law has adopted the broader (objective) concept of abuse of rights.
“The owner shall exercise the right of ownership in accordance with the nature
and purpose of the property asset. Exercising the ownership right contrary
to the goal for which it has been established or recognised by the law shall be
forbidden” (Art. 4 ' In comparative law, the legal standard of “good practice” is
a common method for preventing the abuse of rights.

The prohibition of abuse of rights was initially established in relation to the
exercise of the ownership right as the broadest absolute civil subjective right,
and its application was subsequently extended to other civil subjective rights.

11 Art. 4 of the Ownership and Real Property Relations Act, Official Gazette of the SFRY
no.6 /1980, 36/1990; “Official Gazette of the FRY” no. 29/1996, and “Official Gazette of the
RS”, no. 115/2005 -other law.
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4. Delimitation of Neighbours’ Rights and Abuse of Rights

Neighbours’ rights imply a legal restriction of the content of the ownership
right which narrows down the owner’s powers and renders any non-compliance
an impermissible and illegal act. In relation to a breach of neighbours’ rights,
the court issues a judgement of declarative character. The abuse of ownership
rights entails the performance of ownership-related powers in the manner
that is prohibited by the positive (objective) law because the act is abusive in
terms of the goal of performance, or the manner of performance. The abuse
of rights does not entail a direct restriction of the content of ownership but of
the manner of its performance, which imposes an additional obligation on the
owner - the obligation to exercise the right in a civilised (considerate) manner
(civiliter modo). It arises from the need for moralisation and socialisation of
rights. Konstantinovi¢ (1925) noted that “the prohibition of abuse of rights has
its basis in the general need for the greatest possible peace and security in each
social community. It is alegal rule as much as a moral one (Anali PF u Beogradu,
1982:73; Lazarevi¢, 1960:43).

Neighbours’ rights entail a direct and concrete legal restriction of the content of
the ownership right, while the abuse of rights entails a direct and general legal
restriction of the manner of performing ownership powers. The abuse of rights
institute enables the law to follow the dynamics of social life, and the law is put
into effect by applying legal standards by a court-of-law, in accordance with local
customs and circumstances of exercising ownership rights.

The neighbour-law restriction of ownership may be preceded by a specific abuse
of the ownership right. For instance, opening windows on one’s own building
which are facing towards the neighbour’s building is a permissible exercise of the
ownership right which arises from the ownership powers on the use of things
(ius utendi). Consequently, in our judicial practice (case law), it is deemed that
“there is no disturbance when the owner makes an opening in his/her fence
or opens a window in his/her aerial space and gets a view of the neighbour’s
yard.”*? However, “opening a window towards the neighbour’s yard should be
carried out in such a manner that it causes the least possible disturbance to the
neighbour’s ownership right; otherwise, it may constitute an abuse of rights.”?

The abuse of the ownership power to open a window on one’s building is the
condition for the restriction of this right, by enacting a set of the urban-planning
regulations which prescribe the conditions for opening windows towards the

12 36upka cynckux ogayka (Collection of Court Decisions), Beograd, 1969, book 14, vol. 2,
Decision no. 155

13 Odluka Viseg suda Vojvodine (Decision of the Higher Court of Vojvodina), Rev. 524/87,
Cydcka npakca (Court Case Law), Beograd, 10/1988, Decision no. 55
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neighbouring estates. These regulations have a character of neighbour-law re-
strictions that narrow down the abuse of the ownership right related to opening
windows; but, does it completely exclude the abuse of rights? The answer lies in
shaping the owner’s prospective conduct within the limits of these regulations.
“Where the “law” explicitly prohibiting specific behaviour enters the “scene”, the
abuse of rights disappears as a stream sinking into subterranean watercourses,
and unexpectedly springs out in another area” (Kovacevi¢ Kustrimovic¢, 1996:
17).

In terms of their legal nature, both the violation of neighbours’ rights and the
abuse of ownership rights are impermissible behaviour. In the former case,
there is an explicit unlawful behaviour, and the consequences are eliminated
by restoring the previous condition and seeking compensation for damage. In
case of the abuse of rights, the most common sanction is the compensation for
damage or elimination of the source of risk or danger. On the other hand, return
to the previous condition cannot be attained in most cases (Strohsack, 1990:
1169) because the exercise of rights involving abuse is “shrouded” in a subjective
right which distinguishes it from an unlawful action” (Markovi¢, 1978: 1012)

The Serbian Ownership and Real Property Relations Act did not completely re-
gulate neighbours’ rights, except for the issues pertaining to emissions (private
nuisance). The incomplete regulation sometimes gives rise to dilemmas in judi-
cial practice, particularly in terms of whether the specific behaviour constitutes
illegal conduct or malicious exercise of rights, a violation of neighbours’ rights
or an abuse of rights. The judicial practice yielded a number of decisions where
the abuse of rights was “mixed” with the violation of neighbours’ rights in a
manner contrary to explicit legal prohibitions or restrictions on the content of
ownership. Basically, the abuse of rights implies a legal restriction of the content
of ownership; the restriction is not imposed directly but rather by means of a
decision of the court which assesses the permissibility of the goal, or the manner
of exercising the right.

In addition to autonomous and independent development of neighbours’ rights,
the justification for their further expansion was often found in judicial decisions
on the abuse of rights. Behaviours that had initially been treated as the abuse of
rights were explicitly prohibited over time, attaining the character of neighbour-
law and other forms of restrictions on the content of the ownership right. Howe-
ver, the moment when a specific restriction on the content of ownership is expli-
citly prescribed by the law, any violation of the specified restriction is treated as
unlawful behaviour, not as abuse of rights. The abuse of rights is a more general
term that is most frequently regulated by legal standards, which enables the
court to adapt the law to the social circumstances in order to ensure the basic
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legal principles: to live honestly, not to offend anyone, and to give everyone what
is due. At times, our judicial practice unnecessarily uses the institute of abuse
of rights instead of neighbours’ ownership restrictions, bit it is sometimes ne-
cessary given the absence of legal provision on neighbours’ rights.

On the other hand, the abuse of neighbours’ rights is possible with those
neighbours’ rights that provide mutual rights and obligations to the titleholders
of ownership rights (e.g. the right to cut overhanging branches and lateral roots
growing from the neighbour’s tree, or trim overgrown trees overtopping the
real estate of the holder of ownership rights, or the right to use the neighbour’s
real estate for fruit-picking, harvesting or catching a runaway swarm of bees).

It is a known fact that the conditions for using the right to cut branches were
set in Roman law, which stipulated that it could be done only if branches lower
than 15 feet, as they were considered to be obstructing sunlight, casting a shade
over the land and hindering the growth of the neighbour’s plants. According to
the provision in German law, in order to be cut off, it is required that branches
and lateral roots disturb the neighbour (§ 910 BGB al. 2; similarly, art. 687 of
the Swiss Civil Code). A similar legal solution is expected to be introduced in the
Serbian legislation upon the adoption of the Serbian act on real property rights.

5. Conclusion

In addition to the limits explicitly prescribed in statutory legislation regulating
the content of ownership and mutual neighbour-law restrictions, ownership
and other subjective rights have also been increasingly restricted indirectly,
by the purpose of law and the general legal principles and standards of “good

practice”, “acting in good faith (bona fides)”, “public order”, “prohibition of abuse
of rights”, etc.

The prohibition of abuse of rights, as a restriction on exercising the recognised
content of the ownership, has been extended from the ownership right into
other real property rights (easements, neighbours’ rights), and further into
other private law areas (law of obligations, succession); over time, its outreach
has extended from the sphere of private law into the sphere of public law. Like
the sea-god Proteus, it gets transformed into various forms and goes on living
in spite of the law and socially accepted morality. Yet, it facilitates the abuse of
neighbours’ rights, particularly those granting powers to take a positive action
on the neighbour’s real estate.

The abuse of rights is both a state of affairs (factual legal situation) and a dyna-
mic process. It entails the de facto situation of impermissibility of immoral con-
duct in exercising one’s right as well as the process of ongoing development of
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law in the function of preventing any abnormality in exercising the rights and
its permanent socialisation. The prohibition of abuse of right enables the judge
to assess the regularity of the manner of exercising the right on the merits of
each specific case, bearing in mind the “goal” of the recognised subjective right
at the specific time and in the specific society. The prohibition of abuse of rights
is aimed at moralization and socialisation of rights, by means of court procee-
dings and legal standards that enable the law to keep pace with the dynamics
of social life changes.

The principle of mutual observance of neighbours’ rights transforms neighbours’
relations into a legal relationship, imposes sanctions for a violation of envisaged
rights, and introduces the element of coercion (enforcement). Neighbour-law
restrictions are an expression of “the morality of duty”, translated into a direct
legal prohibition. In addition to the “morality of duty”, the prohibition of abuse
of rights additionally expresses “the morality of will”, as an expression of vic-
tory of the general (public) interest over the individual (private) interest. Good
neighbour relations ultimately rest on the exercise of the ownership right and
neighbours’ rights within the limits of the envisaged legislation and without
abuse.

Neighbour-law restrictions on the ownership right are a kind of “prevention”
against the abuse of right. Notwithstanding all legislative efforts, any legal
concept remains partially indeterminate; the limits of subjective rights cannot
be set without raising issues about their content and the likelihood of various
abuses by exercising neighbours’ rights. The prohibition of abuse of rights is an
ongoing process which constantly reasserts the social and cultural elements
which, in view of the general (public) interest, call for consideration and civility
in exercising one’s own right.

The owner’s refraining from the abuse of ownership and neighbours’ rights is
based on the balance of interests of private owners, the fear of reciprocity, and
the “authority” of the proverb: “Do not do to others what you do not want to be
done to yourself“. Thus, the author considers that private property (i.e. privati-
zation) objectively narrows down the “grounds” for the abuse of rights, whereas
the development of legal culture narrows down the subjective presumptions
of abuse, embodied in amorality and self-centeredness in exercising one’s own
right. The need to prohibit the abuse of the ownership right and neighbours’
rights arises from the fact that positive law cannot fully anticipate and regulate
the conduct of individuals in property relations; it is also based on the fact that
no legal concept is all-inclusive and comprehensively specified, and that no legal
institute is immune to abuse.
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Yuueepsumem y Huwy

CYCE/ICKA IIPABA U 3/I0YIIOTPEBA IIPABA

Pe3ume

Pao ce 6asu aHa.u3oMm ceojuHe u nompe6oM 3ad HEHUM 02PAHUYErUMA )
npueamHuoM u onwimem uHmepecy. AHa/AU3uUpa ce 0JHOC CycedCcKo-nPAa8HUX
ozpaHu4erba u 3abpaHe 3s10ynompebe npasa. Cycedcka npasa nocmas/bajy
epaHuye y cadpicuHu hpasa ceojuHe, dok 3abpaHa 3/0ynompebe npaga do0amHo
ozpaHu4asa c/a10600y y epuiery npusHame cadpdicuHe npasa. Cepxa pada je da ce
YKasice Ha 0OCHOBHe pa3Jiuke usmehy cycedckoe npasa u 3a6paHe 310ynompebe
npasa, aau u cpodHOCmM HUX08UX PYHKYUjA.

CmeapHa npasa cy anco/aymHad npasa kKoja c80M mumy/aapy 2apaHmyjy
HenocpedHy npasHy 81acm HA cmedapu Kao 06jekmy c80juHe, CMeapHuX U AUYHUX
cAYIHC6EeHOCMU, 3a/10CHO2 Npasd u dpyaux cmeapHux npasa. Hako je ceojuHa
Hajuiupe UMOBUHCKO npago, wmo oMozyhaga wumas chekmap pas3auyvumux
o6auka dpicarba, Kopuwherba U pachoazared, MOOepHO NPaso 02paHu4asda
8/1ACHUKA MAKO wmo My Hamehe o6age3y da ceoja ossauhera spuiu y ckaady
ca dpywmeeHo NpuxeamsbU8uM YusbeM U Ha dpyuimeeHo donywmeH HavuH. 08aj
npuHyun ce nomephyje oepaHuyerbemM c8ojuHe, aau u dpy2ux CmeapHuXx npasda,
nymem uHcmumyma 3a6paHe 3J10ynompeébe hpasd.

3abpaHa 310ynompebe npasa Huje yHanped nonyreHa NO3UMUBHOM CAOPHCUHOM
eeh kao jedan cmandapd noHawarea omozyhasa cyduju day c8akoM KOHKPemHOM
CYuajy npoyeHu UCnpagHocm Ha4uHa epuiera npusHame cadpicuHe cmeapHo2
npasa, cazsedasarbem dpyumeeHoe Yu.ba cybjekmugHoz hpasa y odpeheHom
gpemeHy u dpywmasy. 3abpaHa (3210)ynompebe npasa je uspas nobede onuwimez
Had uHduBUAYATHUM UHMeEPecoM, mako wmo ce cnpevasa ,cebu4Hocm” u nomnyHa
aymoHoMUuja y epuery CmeapHux npasa Koja Huje y ckaady ca wupum,
dpywmeeHuM uHmepecuma.

KmyuHe peuu: ceojuna, cycedcka npasa, 3/0ynompe6a npasa.
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