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ȽȿɈɉɈɅɂɌɂɑɄȿ ɉɈɋȴȿȾɂɐȿ ȼȳȿɒɌȺɑɄɂɏ ȿɌɇɈȽȿɇȿɁȺ ɇȺ ɉɊɈɋɌɈɊɍ
Ȼɂȼɒȿ ɋɎɊ ȳɍȽɈɋɅȺȼɂȳȿ
Ɋɚʁɤɨ Ƚʃɚɬɨ1 ɢ Ɇɚɪɤɨ ɋɬɚɧɨʁɟɜɢʄ1
1

ɉɪɢɪɨɞɧɨ-ɦɚɬɟɦɚɬɢɱɤɢ ɮɚɤɭɥɬɟɬ, ɍɧɢɜɟɪɡɢɬɟɬ ɭ Ȼɚʃɨʁ Ʌɭɰɢ, Ɋɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɚ ɋɪɩɫɤɚ

ɋɚɠɟɬɚɤ: ȼɟʄɢ ɞɢɨ ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊȳ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɦ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɦ, ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ɢ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɨɦ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ, ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ
ɤɨʁɟɝ ɫɭ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɢ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ, ɜɨɻɟɧɢ ɤɪɨɡ ɞɭɝ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ ɩɟɪɢɨɞ, ɢɡɪɨɞɢɥɢ ɬɪɢ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ
– Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɰɟ ɢ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɟ ɨɞɦɚɯ ɩɨ ɨɤɨɧɱɚʃɭ Ⱦɪɭɝɨɝ ɫɜʁɟɬɫɤɨɝ ɪɚɬɚ, ɚ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɟ ɭ ɡɚɜɪɲɧɨʁ ɮɚɡɢ ɩɨɫɬɨʁɚʃɚ
ɫɨɰɢʁɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ. Ɇɚʃɢ ɞɢɨ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɚ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɚɱɤɨɦ ɢ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɨɦ ɟɬɧɨɫɭ ɢ
ʃɢɯɨɜɢɦ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɦ ɛɢʄɢɦɚ.
Ɋɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢ ɢ ɫɭɩɪɨɬɫɬɚɜʂɟɧɢ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢ ɬɪɢ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɟ ɢ ɬɪɢ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊȳ,
ɩɨɞɫɬɚɤɧɭɬɢ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɦ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢɦɚ ɝɥɨɛɚɥɢɡɦɚ, ɬɪɚɞɢɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɦ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɨɥɨɲɤɢɦ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢɦɚ ȼɚɬɢɤɚɧɚ, ɬɟ
ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢɦɚ ɢɫɥɚɦɫɤɨɝ ɮɭɧɞɚɦɟɧɬɚɥɢɡɦɚ, ɩɨɱɟɬɤɨɦ ɞɟɜɟɞɟɫɟɬɢɯ ɝɨɞɢɧɚ ɩɪɨɲɥɨɝ ɜɢʁɟɤɚ, ɪɟɡɭɥɬɢɪɚɥɢ ɫɭ ɧɚɫɢɥɧɢɦ
ɪɚɡɛɢʁɚʃɟɦ ɋɎɊȳ ɢ ɧɚɫɬɚɧɤɨɦ ɧɨɜɢɯ ɞɪɠɚɜɚ, ɨɩɬɟɪɟʄɟɧɢɯ ɧɢɡɨɦ ɪɚɡɜɨʁɧɢɯ ɩɪɨɛɥɟɦɚ ɢ ɦɟɻɭɫɨɛɧɢɯ ɨɞɧɨɫɚ.
Ʉʂɭɱɧɟ ɪɢʁɟɱɢ: ɋɎɊȳ, Ʉɪɚʂɟɜɢɧɚ ɋɏɋ, ɋɪɛɢ, ɏɪɜɚɬɢ, ɋɥɨɜɟɧɰɢ, Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɰɢ, ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɢ, Ȼɨɲʃɚɰɢ, ɧɚɰɢʁɚ,
ɟɬɧɨɫ, ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɚ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ
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Abstract: Most former SFRY territory belongs to the Serbian ethnical, ethno-national, and spiritual space within
which the processes of arti¿cial ethno-genesis, governed throughout history, have resulted in three arti¿cial nations,
i.e. Macedonians and Montenegrins (right upon the completion of WW II) and Bosnians (during the late stage of SFR
Yugoslavia). A smaller part of former Yugoslavia space belongs to the Slovenian and Croatian ethnos and their ethnonational being.
Different and juxtaposed interests of the three natural and three arti¿cial nations within the space of former SFR
Yugoslavia were actuated by globalist geopolitical interests, the traditional cultural interests of Vatican, and the Islamic
fundamentalism. Therefore, in early 1990s, the end result was a violent break-up of SFR Yugoslavia and formation of new
states, which carried a burden of mutual relations and development issues.
Key words: SFRY, Kingdom of SCS, Serbs, Croats, Slovenians, Macedonians, Montenegrins, Bosnians, nation, ethnos,
arti¿cial ethno-genesis.
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ɉɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢ ɋɪɛɚ, ɏɪɜɚɬɚ
ɢ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɚɰɚ, ɧɚɤɨɧ ɪɚɬɨɜɚ ɜɨɻɟɧɢɯ ɡɚ
ɨɫɥɨɛɚɻɚʃɟ ɨɞ ɬɭɪɫɤɟ ɚ ɡɚɬɢɦ ɢ ɚɭɫɬɪɨɭɝɚɪɫɤɟ
ɤɨɥɨɧɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ, ɪɟɡɭɥɬɢɪɚɥɢ ɫɭ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɟɦ
ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ – Ʉɪɚʂɟɜɢɧɟ ɋɏɋ
ɭ ɦɟɻɭɧɚɪɨɞɧɨ ɩɪɢɡɧɚɬɢɦ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɚɦɚ,
ɩɨɬɜɪɻɟɧɢɦ ɧɚ Ɇɢɪɨɜɧɨʁ ɤɨɧɮɟɪɟɧɰɢʁɢ ɭ
ɉɚɪɢɡɭ 1919. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ.
ɍ ɧɨɜɨɧɚɫɬɚɥɨʁ ɞɪɠɚɜɢ – ɎɇɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɢ,
ɧɚɤɨɧ ɨɫɥɨɛɨɻɟʃɚ (1945. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ), ɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɧɨ
ʁɟ ɲɟɫɬ ɪɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɚ ɧɚ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ ɩɪɢɧɰɢɩɢɦɚ.
ɂɡɭɡɟɜ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢʁɟ, ɱɢʁɟ ɫɭ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɟ ɩɨɜɭɱɟɧɟ
ɭɝɥɚɜɧɨɦ ɧɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɦ ɩɪɢɧɰɢɩɭ, ɝɪɚɧɢɰɟ
ɨɫɬɚɥɢɯ ɪɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɚ (ɋɪɛɢʁɟ, ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ, Ȼɢɏ,
ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ ɢ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ), ɦɚʃɟ ɢɥɢ ɜɢɲɟ,
ɩɨɜɭɱɟɧɟ ɫɭ ɩɪɨɢɡɜɨʂɧɨ, ɧɚ ɪɚɱɭɧ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ
ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɫɬɢ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɧɨɫɬɢ.
ɉɪɨɰɟɫɢ
ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ ɭ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɛɢɜɲɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ ɢɦɚʁɭ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ
ɤɚɪɚɤɬɟɪ. Ɍɭɪɫɤɢ ɤɨɥɨɧɢʁɚɥɧɢ ɩɟɪɢɨɞ,
ɜɢɲɟɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɢɦ
ɩɪɨɰɟɫɨɦ
ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ
ɢ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ ɋɪɛɚ, ɫɬɜɨɪɢɨ ʁɟ
ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜɤɟ ɧɚɫɬɚɧɤɭ ɧɨɜɟ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ
ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ,
ɬʁ. Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɚ (Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ). Ɉɜɭ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɭ
ɮɨɪɦɭ, ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢ ɭɫɩɨɫɬɚɜʂɟɧɭ, ʃɟɧɟ
ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɟ ɢ ɭɤɭɩɧɟ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɟ, ɧɚ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɟ
ɢ ɞɪɭɝɟ ɧɚɱɢɧɟ, ɞɚɧɚɫ ɫɜɟɫɪɞɧɨ ɩɨɞɪɠɚɜɚʁɭ
ɛɪɨʁɧɟ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɫɬɢɱɤɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ, ɦɟɻɭ ɤɨʁɢɦɚ
ɫɜɟ ɜɟʄɭ ɭɥɨɝɭ ɢɦɚ Ɍɭɪɫɤɚ ɢ ɧɢɡ ɢɡɪɚɡɢɬɨ
ɟɤɫɬɪɟɦɧɢɯ ɮɭɧɞɚɦɟɧɬɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ.
ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ ɋɪɛɚ,
ɧɚʁɩɪɢʁɟ ɭ ɮɨɪɦɢ ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɚ ɚ ɩɨɬɨɦ
ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ, ɨɞɜɢʁɚɨ ɫɟ ɤɪɨɡ
ɞɭɝ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ ɩɟɪɢɨɞ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɡɚɩɚɞɧɢɯ
ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ (ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ ɡɚɩɚɞɧɨ ɨɞ Ⱦɪɢɧɟ), ɧɚɪɨɱɢɬɨ ɡɚ
ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ ɩɨɫɬɨʁɚʃɚ ȼɨʁɧɟ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ, ɚɥɢ ɢ ɧɚɤɨɧ
ʃɟɧɨɝ ɮɨɪɦɚɥɧɨɝ ɧɟɫɬɚɧɤɚ (1881), ɩɪɚɤɬɢɱɧɨ
ɫɜɟ ɞɨ ɞɚɧɚɫ.
ɉɨɞ ɭɬɢɰɚʁɟɦ ɨɤɭɩɚɬɨɪɫɤɢɯ ɪɟɠɢɦɚ ɢ
ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ, ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ, ʁɟɡɢɱɤɢ ɢ ɨɫɬɚɥɢ
ɨɛɥɢɰɢ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ ɋɪɛɚ ɛɢɥɢ ɫɭ ɫɚɫɬɚɜɧɢ
ɞɢɨ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɚ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ
ɢɡɜɚɧ ɨɤɜɢɪɚ ɚɭɬɟɧɬɢɱɧɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ, ɤɨʁɢ ɫɟ

Upon the wars run in order to obtain
liberation from Turkey and Austro-Hungary,
Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian political
interests resulted in the creation of a joint
state, i.e. Kingdom of SCS, the borders of
which were internationally recognized and
affirmed at the Paris Peace Conference in
1919.
The new state, Federative People’s
Republic of Yugoslavia (FPRY), formed after
the 1945 liberation consisted of six republics
relying on different principles. Except from
Slovenia, the borderline of which was drawn
based on the ethnical principle, the borders
of other republics (Serbia, Croatia, BiH,
Montenegro, and Macedonia) were arbitrary,
in which process Serbian ethno-territoriality
and statehood suffered consequences.
Processes of artificial ethno-genesis
in the region of former Yugoslavia have a
large historical background. The Turkish
colonialism, centuries of islamisation and
cultural assimilation of Serbs all set basis for
the formation of a new artificial nation within
Serbian ethno-national space – Moslems
(Bosnians).
This
artificial
ethnogeny
formation and its political and any other
interests are nowadays largely supported by
extremely fundamentalist Islamic countries
and Islamic states, among which Turkey holds
a major role.
The process of cultural assimilation of
Serbs, first through unijacenje (the process of
recognition of Catholic church authority along
with keeping Orthodox customs and tradition)
and then through croatization and latinization,
was a long-term historical process within the
region of West Serbian countries (i.e. Serbian
ethno-cultural space west from the Drina
River). This process was extremely present
during the Military Border (Vojna Krajina)
but also upon its formal break-up in 1881 and
it has practically subsisted ever since.
Due to the impact of occupation regime
and Catholic Church, the cultural, linguistic,
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ɜɟɡɭʁɟ ɡɚ ɩɨɞɪɭɱʁɟ ɤɚʁɤɚɜɫɤɨɝ ɢ ɱɚɤɚɜɫɤɨɝ
ɞɢʁɚɥɟɤɬɚ (ɂɥɢʄ, 1993, ɫɬɪ. 26). ɉɪɚɤɬɢɱɧɨ,
ɭɤɭɩɧɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ
ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ, ɢɡɜɚɧ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɨɝ ɡɚɝɨɪʁɚ ɢ
ɧɟɩɨɫɪɟɞɧɟ ɨɤɨɥɢɧɟ, ɨɛɭɯɜɚʄɟɧɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɨɦ
ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɚ, ɫɚ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ
ɢɫɯɨɞɨɦ ɭ ɩɨʁɟɞɢɧɢɦ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɜɢɦɚ.
„Ⱦɨ ʁɚɱɟɝ ɛɭɻɟʃɚ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ
ɫɜɢʁɟɫɬɢ
ɢ
ɞɭɯɨɜɧɨ-ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɨɝ
ɢ
ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɝ ɨɛɥɢɤɨɜɚʃɚ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ
ɞɨɲɥɨ ʁɟ ɭ ɞɪɭɝɨʁ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɢ XIX ɜɟɤɚ...
ɇɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨ ɨɛɥɢɤɨɜɚʃɟ ɢ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɚ ɨɪɢʁɟɧɬɚɰɢʁɚ ɛɢɥɢ ɫɭ ɜɢɲɟɫɥɨʁɧɢ
ɢ ɜɢɲɟɫɬɪɚɧɢ. Ɂɚ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɧɨ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɫɚʃɟ
ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɧɚʁɛɢɬɧɢʁɢ ɫɭ ɛɢɥɢ ɢɥɢɪɢɡɚɦ
ɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɨɱɚɧɫɬɜɨ. ɍɡɢɦɚʃɟɦ ɲɬɨɤɚɜɫɤɨɝ
ɞɢʁɚɥɟɤɬɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɨɝ ʁɟɡɢɤɚ ɡɚ ɨɫɧɨɜɭ
ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɨ-ɩɪɨɫɜɟɬɧɟ ɤɨɦɭɧɢɤɚɰɢʁɟ ɦɟɻɭ
ɏɪɜɚɬɢɦɚ ɭɜɟɥɢɤɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɨɲɢɪɟɧ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɧɢ
ɨɤɜɢɪ ɛɭɞɭʄɟɝ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɬɜɚ...“ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ.
41). Ⱦɚɤɥɟ, ɞɚɧɚɲʃɚ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɚ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ, ʃɟɧ
ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ
ɡɧɚɬɧɢɦ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɦ ɫɭ ɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɢ ɢɡ ɨɤɜɢɪɚ
ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ, ʃɟɝɨɜɟ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɚɥɧɨɫɬɢ ɢ
ɟɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɫɬɢ.
ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɚ
ɨɫɬɚɜɢɨ ʁɟ ɞɭɛɨɤɨɝ ɬɪɚɝɚ ɧɚ ɭɤɭɩɚɧ
ɟɬɧɨɞɟɦɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɢ
ɢ
ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɢ
ɪɚɡɜɨʁ ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ Ɋɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɟ
ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ. ɍɫɬɜɚɪɢ, ɪɢʁɟɱ ʁɟ ɨ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɨɦ
ɩɪɨɰɟɫɭ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ ɋɪɛɚ ɩɨɞ
ɭɬɢɰɚʁɟɦ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɤɟ
ȼɚɬɢɤɚɧɚ, ɧɚʁɩɪɢʁɟ ɭ ɨɛɥɢɤɭ ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɚ, ɚ
ɡɚɬɢɦ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ.
ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɚ
ɡɚɩɨɱɟɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɚɤɬɢɱɧɨ ʁɨɲ ɭ XI ɜɢʁɟɤɭ
ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɟɦ ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ Ʉɨɧɚɜɥɚ,
Ⱦɭɛɪɨɜɧɢɤɚ, Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɟ, Ʌɢɤɟ, Ƚɨɪɫɤɨɝ ɤɨɬɚɪɚ,
ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɟ, ɂɫɬɪɟ..., ɚ ɧɚɫɬɚɜɢɨ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɟɦ ɢ
ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɨɦ, ɩɪɨɰɟɫɢɦɚ ɤɨʁɢ ɫɭ ɟɫɤɚɥɢɪɚɥɢ
ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɨɦ XIX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ ɢ ɬɪɚʁɭ ɫɜɟ ɞɨ ɞɚɧɚɫ.
ɉɪɟɬɯɨɞɧɨ ɩɨɦɟɧɭɬɢɦ ɮɚɤɬɨɪɢɦɚ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ
ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ, ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ
ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ, ɬɪɟɛɚ ɞɨɞɚɬɢ ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢ
ɭɬɢɰɚʁ ɟɤɫɬɪɟɦɧɢɯ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɢɯ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɚɪɚ
ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɫɬɪɚɧɚɤɚ ɞɪɭɝɟ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɟ XIX
ɜɢʁɟɤɚ, ɬɟ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɇȾɏ, ɚɥɢ ɢ ɫɚɜɪɟɦɟɧɟ

and any other form of Serbian assimilation
were a part of the ethno-genesis process of
Croatian nation outside the authentic Croatian
borderline - which, in addition, refers to the
areas of Kajkavian and Chajkavian dialects
(ɂɥɢʄ, 1993, p. 26). Therefore, in practice, the
total Serbian population in the modern days
Croatia, outside Croatian Zagorje region and
its vicinity, underwent the process of Croatian
artificial ethno-genesis, the outcome of which
varied in different parts of the country.
“The rise of Croatian national question
and the spiritual, political, and territorial
formation of the Croatian nation emerged in
late 19th century…The framing of the nation
and national-political orientation were manysided and complex. Illyrian Movement and
Catholicism were of the utmost relevance for
the spatial definition of Croatian nation. By
acquiring the Stokavian dialect from the SerboCroatian language as the means of their basic
cultural and educational communication, the
Croats largely spread the spatial framework
of the future nationality…” (ibidem, pp. 41).
Hence, the modern Croatian nation, its ethnocultural and ethno-national space largely rest
upon the framework of the Serbian ethos, its
ethno-cultural and ethno-territorial matter.
The process of Croatian artificial ethnogenesis left deep traces in the total ethnodemographic and ethno-territorial progress
of Serbs in the area of modern days Croatia.
Actually, it can be referred to as the historical
process of cultural assimilation of Serbs
under the influence of Catholic Church and
Vatican policies throughout the processes
of unijacenje, and then croatization and
latinization.
The process of artificial ethno-genesis
of Croats practically started in 11th century
as Serbs were largely forced into the
Catholicism in the regions of Konavle,
Dubrovnik, Dalmatia, Lika, Gorski Kotar,
Slavonia, Istria…and it continued through
the processes of croatization and latinization,
which escalated in mid19th century and have
been actual ever since. The aforementioned
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Ɋɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ.
ɉɨɦɟɧɭɬɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɢ ɢɦɚɥɢ ɫɭ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬ
ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɬɟɬ ɭ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɦ
ɨɤɨɥɧɨɫɬɢɦɚ. ɉɨɡɧɚɬɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪ ȳ. Ɋɚɞɨɧɢʄ ɭ ɦɨɧɭɦɟɧɬɚɥɧɨɦ ɞʁɟɥɭ Ɋɢɦɫɤɚ ɤɭɪɢʁɚ
ɢ ʁɭɠɧɨɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɟ ɡɟɦʂɟ ɨɞ XVI ɞɨ XIX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ ɯɪɨɧɨɥɨɲɤɢ ɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɚ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ, ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ,
ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɬɟɬ ɢ ɩɨɡɚɞɢɧɭ ɧɚɜɟɞɟɧɢɯ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɚ,
ɩɪɢɞɚʁɭʄɢ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɭ ɩɚɠʃɭ ɭɬɢɰɚʁɢɦɚ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɤɟ ȼɚɬɢɤɚɧɚ ɧɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ. ɇɚ
ɨɫɧɨɜɭ ɫɬɭɞɢɨɡɧɨɝ ɩɪɨɭɱɚɜɚʃɚ ɨɛɢɦɧɟ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɟ ɝɪɚɻɟ, ɢɫɬɢ ɚɭɬɨɪ ɧɚɜɨɞɢ ɧɢɡ ɞɨɝɚɻɚʁɚ
ɤɨʁɢ ɚɪɬɢɤɭɥɢɲɭ ɞɨɛɪɨ ɫɦɢɲʂɟɧ ɢ ɨɪɝɚɧɢɡɨɜɚɧ ɪɚɞ Ɋɢɦɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ ɧɚ ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɭ
ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ Ɋɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ (Ɋɚɞɨɧɢʄ, 1950, ɫɬɪ. 4, 3941, 4344, 57
58, 60, 7377, 191196, 207, 212217, 225
228, 338339, 405406, 411414, 487489,
607608, 687688).
ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɩɪɟɜɨɻɟʃɚ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨɝ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ ɧɚ ɭɧɢʁɭ ɩɨɱɟɨ ʁɟ ɨɞɦɚɯ ɧɚɤɨɧ ɪɚɫɤɨɥɚ
ɏɪɢɲʄɚɧɫɤɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ, 1054. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ, ɚ ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɜɢɪɚɧ ʁɟ ɧɚɤɨɧ ɤɨɧɬɪɚɪɟɮɨɪɦɚɰɢʁɟ ɢ ɐɪɤɜɟɧɨɝ ɫɚɛɨɪɚ ɭ Ɍɪɢʁɟɧɬɭ 1540. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ. Ɉɫɧɨɜɚɧɚ
ʁɟ Ʉɨɧɝɪɟɝɚɰɢʁɚ ɡɚ ɩɪɨɩɚɝɚɧɞɭ (Congregatio de
propaganda ¿de) ɤɨʁɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɭ ɩɚɠʃɭ ɫɬɚɜʂɚ
ɧɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ ɢ ɤɨʁɚ ɭɧɢʁɢ ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚ ɩɪɢɜɟɫɬɢ ɉɟʄɤɭ ɩɚɬɪɢʁɚɪɲɢʁɭ ɢ ɐɟɬɢʃɫɤɭ ɦɢɬɪɨɩɨɥɢʁɭ. ɂ ɩɨɪɟɞ ɬɟɲɤɨɝ ɩɨɥɨɠɚʁɚ, ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɤɥɟɪ ɭɫɩʁɟɜɚ ɨɞɨʂɟɬɢ ɨɜɢɦ ɩɨɤɭɲɚʁɢɦɚ Ʉɨɧɝɪɟɝɚɰɢʁɟ, ɡɚɯɜɚʂɭʁɭʄɢ ɩɪɢʁɟ ɫɜɟɝɚ ɞɨɛɪɨʁ ɭɧɭɬɪɚɲʃɨʁ ɨɪɝɚɧɢɡɚɰɢʁɢ. Ɇɟɻɭɬɢɦ, ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɟ, Ʌɢɤɟ, ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɟ,
Ȼɚɪɚʃɟ, ɂɫɬɪɟ, Ʉɪɚʃɫɤɟ..., ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɜɧɨɝ ɞɨɫɟʂɚɜɚʃɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ ɩɚɪɚɥɟɥɚɧ ʁɟ
ɫɚ ɫɧɚɠɧɢɦ ɪɚɞɨɦ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɨɝ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɚ,
ɤɨʁɟ ɧɚ ɫɜɟ ɧɚɱɢɧɟ ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚ ɩɨɭɧɢʁɚɬɢɬɢ, ɚ
ɡɚɬɢɦ ɢ ɩɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɢɬɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ.
Ɉɬɟɠɚɜɚ ɫɟ ɪɚɞ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨɝ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɚ,
ɨɧɟɦɨɝɭʄɚɜɚ ɫɟ ɩɪɨɞɨɪ ɪɭɫɤɢɯ ɰɪɤɜɟɧɢɯ ɤʃɢɝɚ, ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚ ɫɟ ɜɟʄɢ ɛɪɨʁ ɋɪɛɚ ɦɨɛɢɥɢɫɚɬɢ ɭ
ɭɧɢʁɚɬɫɤɨ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɨ, ɚ ɜɪɲɢ ɫɟ ɢ ɧɚɫɢɥɧɨ
ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɟ (ibidem).
ɋɪɟɞɢɧɨɦ XIX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ, ɭɬɟɦɟʂɟɧɨ ɧɚ
ɢɞɟʁɚɦɚ ɢ ɚɤɰɢʁɚɦɚ ɢɥɢɪɫɤɨɝ ɩɨɤɪɟɬɚ, ɟɤɫɬɪɟɦɧɢɯ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɢɯ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɚɪɚ ɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ
ɰɪɤɜɟ, ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɜɢɪɚ ɫɟ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ, ɭ
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factors of croatization and latinization of the
Serbian ethnos in the area of modern Croatia
were accompanied by the political impact of
extreme Croatian geo-politicians and political
parties in late 19th century, along with the
ideas of NDH (Independent State of Croatia)
and also the modern Republic of Croatia.
Depending on the historical circumstances,
the aforementioned processes varied in their
intensity. In his colossal work Curia Romana
and South-Slavic countries from 16th to 19th
century, J. Radonjiü, a well-known Serbian
historian, chronologically analyzed the time,
space, intensity, and background of those
processes, paying most attention to the impact
that Vatican policy had on the Serbian ethnical
space. Based on the thorough study of vast
historic data, the same author mentioned a
range of events that articulated a well-planned
and organized work that the Catholic Church
had performed in order to assimilate Serbs
in the region of modern Republic of Croatia
(Ɋɚɞɨɧɢʄ, pp. 4, 39-41, 43-44, 57-58, 60, 7377, 191-196, 207, 212-217, 225-228, 338339, 405-406, 411-414, 487-489, 607-608,
687-688).
The practice of transferring Serbs into
Catholic union started in 1054, right upon
the Christian Church schism, and gained
larger intensity after the counter-reform and
the 1540 Council of Trent. The Propaganda
Congregation (Congregatio de propaganda
fide) was founded, pointing out the Serbian
ethnic space and trying to join the Patriarchate
of Pec and Metropolitan of Cetinje under the
umbrella of Catholicism. Despite its difficult
position, Serbian clergy managed to fight
the attempts of Congregation, above all due
its good inner organization. Nevertheless,
in Dalmatia, Lika, Slavonia, Baranja, Istria,
Kranjska Gora…, the intensive immigration
of Serbs was followed by concentrated
operations of Catholic clergy, who, by all
means, aimed at bringing Serbs under the
Catholic reign and finally Latinize them in
full. Orthodox clergy had ever more difficulty
performing their tasks as Russian church
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ɤɨɦ ɫɟ ɩɪɟɬɯɨɞɧɨ ɩɨɭɧɢʁɚʄɟɧɨ ɢ ɩɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟɧɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚ ɩɪɨɝɥɚɫɢɬɢ ɏɪɜɚɬɢɦɚ. ȳ. ɂɥɢʄ, ɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɚʁɭʄɢ ɧɚɜɨɞɟ
ɛɪɨʁɧɢɯ ɫɬɪɚɧɢɯ ɩɭɬɨɩɢɫɚɰɚ, ɞɪɠɚɜɧɢɯ ɫɬɚɬɢɫɬɢɱɚɪɚ ɢ ɧɚɭɱɧɢɤɚ, ɧɚɜɨɞɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ „ɏɪɜɚɬɢ
ɧɚɥɚɡɟ ɭ ɜɪɥɨ ɦɚɥɨɦ ɛɪɨʁɭ ɭ Ȼɨɫɧɢ, ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɢ, Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɢ, ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɢ, ɩɚ ɢ ɭ ɂɫɬɪɢ.
ɉɨɞɪɭɱʁɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɚ ɥɨɰɢɪɚ ɫɟ ɭɡ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɚɱɤɭ
ɝɪɚɧɢɰɭ, ɨɞ Ƚɨɪɫɤɨɝ ɤɨɬɚɪɚ, ɩɪɟɤɨ Ɂɚɝɪɟɛɚ, ɞɨ
ɦɚɻɚɪɫɤɟ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɟ. ɉɪɢɩɚɞɧɢɤɚ ɪɢɦɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ ɜɟɪɨɢɫɩɨɜɟɫɬɢ ɢɦɚ, ɚɥɢ ɧɟɦɚ ɏɪɜɚɬɚ. Ɋɢɦɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɰɢ ɬɢɯ ɩɨɞɪɭɱʁɚ ɭɝɥɚɜɧɨɦ ɫɭ ɫɦɚɬɪɚɧɢ ɋɪɛɢɦɚ“ (ɂɥɢʄ, 1993, ɫɬɪ. 31). Ⱦɚ ɫɟ ɪɢɦɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɰɢ ɧɚɜɟɞɟɧɢɯ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɧɢɫɭ ɨɫʁɟʄɚɥɢ
ɏɪɜɚɬɢɦɚ ɝɨɜɨɪɢ ɢ ɱɢʃɟɧɢɰɚ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɭ Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɢ ɫɪɟɞɢɧɨɦ XIX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ ɩɨɫɬɨʁɚɥɚ ɜɟɥɢɤɚ
ɨɞɛɨʁɧɨɫɬ ɬɚɦɨɲʃɢɯ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɤɚ ɩɪɟɦɚ ɫɜɪɫɬɚɜɚʃɭ ɭ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɭ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɭ ɝɪɭɩɚɰɢʁɭ. ɋɥɢɱɧɨ
ʁɟ ɫɬɚʃɟ ɛɢɥɨ ɢ ɭ ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɢ (Ʉɨɫɬɢʄ, 1990,
ɫɬɪ. 140152). ɂɡ ɧɚɜɟɞɟɧɨɝ ɡɚɤʂɭɱɭʁɟɦɨ ɞɚ
ɲɬɨɤɚɜɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɧɚʁɜɟʄɢɦ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɦ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɦ ɟɬɧɨɫɭ.
Ⱦɪɭɝɚ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɚ XIX ɢ ɩɨɱɟɬɚɤ XX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ ɨɛɢʂɟɠɚɜɚʁɭ ɟɤɫɬɪɟɦɧɢ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɢ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɚɪɢ ȿɭɝɟɧ Ʉɜɚɬɟɪɧɢɤ, Ⱥɧɬɟ
ɋɬɚɪɱɟɜɢʄ, ȳɨɫɢɩ Ɏɪɚɧɤ ɢ ɞɪɭɝɢ, ɤɨʁɢ ɭɡ ɢɡɪɚɠɟɧ ɭɬɢɰɚʁ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɨɝ ɤɥɟɪɢɤɚɥɢɡɦɚ ɲɢɪɟ
ɢɞɟʁɭ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ. Ɉɞ ɬɚɞɚ ʁɟ
ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɢ ɤɥɟɪɢɤɚɥɢɡɚɦ ɩɨɱɟɨ ɞɚ ɩɪɨɠɢɦɚ
ɫɜɟ ɩɨɪɟ ɠɢɜɨɬɚ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ ɢ ɞɚ ɞɨɛɢʁɚ
ɫɜɟ ɡɧɚɱɚʁɧɢʁɟ ɨɫɨɛɢɧɟ ɚɧɬɢɫɪɩɫɬɜɚ ɢ ɚɧɬɢɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜʂɚ. ɉɨɫɬɭɩɧɨ ʁɟ ɧɟɫɬɚʁɚɥɨ ɋɪɛɚ-ɤɚɬɨɥɢɤɚ ɭɫʂɟɞ ɫɜɟ ɚɝɪɟɫɢɜɧɢʁɟ ɢ ɫɜɟɨɛɭɯɜɚɬɧɢʁɟ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ (ɂɥɢʄ, 1993, ɫɬɪ. 44).
Ʉʂɭɱɧɢ ɞɨɝɚɻɚʁ ɧɚ ɪɚɡɛɢʁɚʃɭ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɤɨɪɩɭɫɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɢ ɢɫɬɨɝ, ɧɟɫɭɦʃɢɜɨ ʁɟ ɋɜɟɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɢ ɤɨɧɝɪɟɫ ɨɞɪɠɚɧ ɭ Ɂɚɝɪɟɛɭ
1900. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ. ɇɚɜɟɞɟɧɢ ɫɤɭɩ ɜɨɞɢɨ ʁɟ ɧɚɞɛɢɫɤɭɩ ȳ. ɒɬɚɞɥɟɪ, ɨɞɪɠɚɜɲɢ ɢ ɩɪɨɝɪɚɦɫɤɢ ɝɨɜɨɪ ɨ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɮɢɤɚɰɢʁɢ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɬɜɚ ɫɚ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɚɧɫɬɜɨɦ. ɉɨɤɪɟɧɭɬ ʁɟ ɜɟɥɢɤɢ ɛɪɨʁ ɤɥɟɪɢɤɚɥɧɢɯ ɥɢɫɬɨɜɚ, ɨɞ ɤɨʁɢɯ ɫɭ ɫɟ ɩɨ ɡɚɝɪɢɠɟɧɨɫɬɢ
ɢ ɟɤɫɬɪɟɦɢɡɦɭ ɧɚɪɨɱɢɬɨ ɢɫɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɏɪɜɚɬɫɬɜɨ, Ⱦɚɧ, ɏɪɜɚɬɫɤɚ ɫɬɪɚɠɚ, ȼɪɯɛɨɫɧɚ, Ʉɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɢ ɥɢɫɬ ɢ ɞɪɭɝɢ. ȼɪɟɦɟɧɨɦ ɫɭ ɨɬɩɨɪɢ ʁɭ-

books were hard to provide. Furthermore,
there were massive attempts to recruit Serbs
into Catholic clergy and people were violently
forced into the union (ibidem).
In mid 19th century, the ideas and actions
of the Illyrian movement, extreme Croatian
politicians and the Catholic Church intensified
the process of croatization trying to proclaim
Serbian population (previously forced into
catholicism) as Croats. Having analyzed the
writings of many foreign itinerary writers,
state statistics and scientists, J. Ilic said that
“Croats are only few in Bosnia, Herzegovina,
Dalmatia, Slavonia, and Istria. The typical
Croatian region is bound to Slovenian
borderline, from Gorski Kotar across Zagreb
all the way to the Hungarian borderline. There
are evident members of Catholic Church
but no Croats whatsoever. Roman Catholics
living in the region were mainly considered
as Serbs” (Ilic, 1993, pp. 31). The fact that
in the mid 19th century Dalmatia there was a
strong dislike of Catholics, who considered
themselves as Croats, witnesses that those
Roman Catholics did not feel as Croatian. The
situation was similar in Slavonia (Ʉɨɫɬɢʄ,
1990, pp. 140-152). Thus, we may infer, based
on the aforementioned facts, that Stokavian
population on the soil of modern Croatia
mostly belongs to the Serbian ethnos.
Late 19th and early 20th centuries were
marked by the extreme Croatian nationalist
politicians Eugene Kvaternik, Ante Starcevic,
Josip Frank, and others, who spread the ideas
of Catholicism and croatization influenced by
Catholic clergy. Ever since, Catholic clergy
has become a part of everyday life of Croats
attaining anti-Serbian and anti-Orthodox
character. Due to more and more aggressive
croatization, members of Serbian Catholic
population were fewer and fewer (ɂɥɢʄ,
1993, pp. 44).
The key event that scattered the Serbian
ethnic corpus in modern Croatia was the All
Croatian Catholic Congress held in Zagreb in
1900. The assembly was run by Archbishop
J. Schtadler, who gave a speech on Croatian
5
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ɝɨɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɢ ɨɪɢʁɟɧɬɢɫɚɧɢɯ ɢɧɬɟɥɟɤɬɭɚɥɚɰɚ
ɭɬɢɯɧɭɥɢ, ɚ ɤɥɟɪɢɤɚɥɰɢ ɫɭ ɢɡɝɪɚɞɢɥɢ ɜɟɥɢɤɭ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɭ ɦɨʄ ɢ ɭɬɢɰɚʁ, ɭɠɢɜɚʁɭʄɢ ɩɨɬɩɭɧɭ ɚɭɫɬɪɢʁɫɤɭ ɢ ɜɚɬɢɤɚɧɫɤɭ ɩɨɞɪɲɤɭ (Novak,
1948/1986).
ɉɪɨɰɟɫɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɤɭɥɦɢɧɚɰɢʁɭ ɞɨɠɢɜʂɚɜɚʁɭ ɩɨɱɟɬɤɨɦ Ⱦɪɭɝɨɝ
ɫɜʁɟɬɫɤɨɝ ɪɚɬɚ, ɤɚɞɚ ɪɭɤɨɜɨɻɟʃɢ ɟɤɫɬɪɟɦɧɨɦ
ɢɞɟɨɥɨɝɢʁɨɦ ɢ ɤɥɟɪɨɮɚɲɢɡɦɨɦ ɭɫɬɚɲɤɟ ɜɥɚɫɬɢ ɜɪɲɟ ɝɟɧɨɰɢɞ ɧɚɞ ɋɪɛɢɦɚ. ɂɞɟʁɚ ʁɟ ɛɢɥɚ ɞɚ
ɫɟ ɋɪɛɢ ɩɨɛɢʁɭ, ɩɪɨɬʁɟɪɚʁɭ ɢ ɩɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟ, ɚ ɫɚɦɢɦ ɬɢɦ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɭʁɭ. ɑɭɜɟɧɢ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɢ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪ ȼ. ɇɨɜɚɤ ɭ ɤɚɩɢɬɚɥɧɨɦ ɞʁɟɥɭ Magnum
Crimen ɧɚ ɨɫɧɨɜɭ ɚɧɚɥɢɡɟ ɧɢɡɚ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɯ
ɢɡɜɨɪɚ ɢ ɚɪɯɢɜɫɤɟ ɝɪɚɻɟ, ɧɚ ɩɪɟɤɨ 1200 ɫɬɪɚɧɢɰɚ ɬɟɤɫɬɚ ɨɛʁɚɲʃɚɜɚ ɭɬɢɰɚʁ ɤɥɟɪɢɤɚɥɢɡɦɚ
ɧɚ ɧɚɜɟɞɟɧɟ ɞɨɝɚɻɚʁɟ ɭ ɩɪɜɨʁ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɢ XX
ɜɢʁɟɤɚ. ɉɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɩɨɝɥɚɜʂɟ ɩɨɞ ɧɚɡɢɜɨɦ Ɍɟɪɨɪ
ɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɟ ɢɡɞɜɨʁɟɧɨ ʁɟ ɭ ɫɦɢɫɥɭ ɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɚʃɚ ɤʂɭɱɧɢɯ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɚ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ ɧɚɫɬɚʃɟɧɨɝ
ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɬɚɞɚɲʃɟ ɇȾɏ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 600
804). ɋɦɚɬɪɚ ɫɟ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɭ ɩɟɪɢɨɞɭ 19411945. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ ɩɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟɧɨ ɨɤɨ 240 000 ɋɪɛɚ. (ibidem,
ɫɬɪ. 788).
ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ ɋɪɛɚ ɤɨʁɢ
ɧɚɫɬɚʃɭʁɭ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɜɟ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢʁɟ ɬɪɚʁɟ ɜɟɨɦɚ ɞɭɝɨ. ɋɪɛɢ ɢɡ Ȼɨɫɧɟ, Ʌɢɤɟ,
Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ ɧɚɫɬɚʃɭʁɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɟ ɒɬɚʁɟɪɫɤɟ, ɉɢɜɤɟ, Ʉɪɚɫɚ, ɀɭɦɛɟɪɤɚ, Ȼɟɥɟ
Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ... ɭ ɩɟɪɢɨɞɭ ɨɞ ɤɪɚʁɚ XV ɞɨ ɤɪɚʁɚ
XVII ɜɢʁɟɤɚ. ɍ ɨɜɢɦ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɢɦɚ ȼɨʁɧɟ ɤɪɚʁɢɧɟ ɞɨɫɟʂɟɧɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɧɚɡɢɜɚ ɫɟ
ɭɫɤɨɰɢɦɚ. Ɉɞ ɬɪɟɧɭɬɤɚ ʃɢɯɨɜɨɝ ɞɨɥɚɫɤɚ ɬɪɚʁɟ
ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ. Ʉɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɚ
ɰɪɤɜɚ ʁɟ ɜɪɥɨ ɬɟɦɟʂɧɨ ɩɪɢɫɬɭɩɢɥɚ ɨɜɨɦ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɭ, ɭɡ ɧɚɞɡɨɪ ȼɚɬɢɤɚɧɚ ɢ ɩɭɧɭ ɩɨɞɪɲɤɭ ɚɭɫɬɪɢʁɫɤɢɯ ɜɥɚɫɬɢ, ɚ ɤɨɪɢɫɬɟʄɢ ɧɟɞɨɫɬɚɬɚɤ
ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨɝ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɨɝ ɜɨɞɫɬɜɚ ɢ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɚ.
Ɉɧɢ ɭɫɤɨɰɢ ɤɨʁɢ ɫɭ ɫɟ ɧɚɫɬɚɧɢɥɢ ɩɨʁɟɞɢɧɚɱɧɨ ɩɨɪɟɞ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɨɝ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɚ ɧɢɫɭ
ɭɫɩʁɟɥɢ ɨɱɭɜɚɬɢ ɞɭɝɨ ɫɜɨʁɟ ɜʁɟɪɫɤɟ ɨɫɨɛɢɧɟ.
„ɂ ɭ ɤɪɚʁɟɜɢɦɚ ɝɞʁɟ ɫɭ ɫɟ ɭɫɤɨɰɢ ɧɚɫɬɚɧɢɥɢ
ɭ ɜɟʄɟɦ ɛɪɨʁɭ, ɤɚɨ ɩɨ ɂɫɬɪɢ, ɉɢɜɤɢ ɢ Ʉɪɚɫɭ,
ʃɢɯɨɜɟ ɫɟ ɜɟɪɫɤɟ ɨɫɨɛɢɧɟ ɧɢɫɭ ɦɨɝɥɟ ɡɚɞɪɠɚɬɢ ɡɛɨɝ ɨɩɪɟɡɧɨɝ ɩɨɫɬɭɩɚʃɚ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɨɝ ɫɜɟ6

identification with Catholicism. Upon that,
many cleric magazines came out of press, the
most extreme of which were Hrvatsvo, Dan,
Hrvatska straža, Vrhbosna, and Katoliþki
list. As the time went by, the resistance of
Yugoslav-oriented intellectuals came to
silence and the clergy gained vast political
power and influence due to support from
Austria and Vatican (Novak, 1948/1986).
The processes of catholization and
croatization reached the climax at the beginning
of WW II as the Serbs suffered genocide from
the Ustaša government governed by extreme
ideology and cleric-fascism. The idea was
to kill, catholicize or banish all the Serbs. In
his capital work Magnum Crimen, a famous
Croatian historian V. Novak explained the
impact of clergy on those events in first half
of 20th century on more than 1,200 pages.
The chapter named Terror and catholization
specifically analyzed the key processes of
catholization and croatization of Serbian
population living in NDH (ibidem, pp. 600804). There is a belief that around 240,000
Serbs were catholicized in 1941-1945 period
(ibidem, pp. 788).
The process of cultural assimilation of
Serbs living in modern day Slovenia has
lasted for a long time. Serbs from Bosnia,
Lika, Dalmatia, and Herzegovina migrated to
Styria, Pivka, Kras, Zumberka, Bela Krajina…
in period from late 15th to late 18th centuries.
The Serbian population who came to this area
of Military Border was called uskoci and the
process of their croatization and catholization
had lasted ever since they came there. The
Catholic Church had taken this matter very
seriously with help from Vatican and Austria,
using the shortage of Serbian clergy and
religious guidance.
Those uskoci, who populated the region
individually, did not manage to keep their
tradition and customs due to actions of
Catholic clergy. “Even in areas where uskoci
lived in large number (Istria, Pivka, and Kras),
they could not maintain their religious identity
because of careful actions of Catholic clergy.
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ɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɚ. ɂɫɩɨɱɟɬɤɚ ɫɭ ɢɦ ɞɨɩɭɲɬɚɥɢ ʃɢɯɨɜ
ɝɪɱɤɢ ɨɛɪɟɞ , ɚ ɤɨɪɚɤ ɩɨ ɤɨɪɚɤ ɫɭ ɫɟ ɢɡʁɟɞɧɚɱɚɜɚɥɢ ɭ ɧɚɭɤɭ ɪɢɦɫɤɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ...“ (Ɇɚɥ, 1924,
ɫɬɪ. 147).
Ⱥɭɫɬɪɢʁɫɤɟ ɜɥɚɫɬɢ ɫɭ ɩɨɤɚɡɢɜɚɥɟ ɧɚʁɜɢɲɟ
ɞɜɨɥɢɱɧɨɫɬɢ ɩɪɟɦɚ ɋɪɛɢɦɚ. ɋ ʁɟɞɧɟ ɫɬɪɚɧɟ
ɫɭ ɢɦ ɝɚɪɚɧɬɨɜɚɤɥɢ ɫɥɨɛɨɞɭ ɜʁɟɪɨɢɫɩɨɜʁɟɫɬɢ,
ɞɨɤ ɫɭ ɫ ɞɪɭɝɟ ɫɬɪɚɧɟ ɧɚ ɫɜɟ ɧɚɱɢɧɟ ɧɚɫɬɨʁɚɥɟ ɞɚ „ɫɜɟɬɭ ɭɧɢʁɭ ɦɟɻɭ ɋɪɛɢɦɚ ɩɨɦɨɝɧɭ ɢ
ɭɬɜɪɞɟ“ (Ƚɚɜɪɢɥɨɜɢʄ, 1996, ɫɬɪ. 43). ɉɪɢɦʁɟɪ
ɨɜɚɤɜɨɝ ɞʁɟɥɨɜɚʃɚ ɫɭ ɢɞɟʁɟ ɰɚɪɢɰɟ Ɇɚɪɢʁɟ
Ɍɟɪɟɡɢʁɟ ɱɢʁɟ ɫɭ ɭɧɢʁɚɬɫɤɟ ɡɚɦɢɫɥɢ ɫɩɪɨɜɨɞɢɥɢ ɭɧɢʁɚɬɫɤɨ-ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɢ ɛɢɫɤɭɩɢ ɢ ɝɟɧɟɪɚɥɢ,
ɭɝʃɟɬɚɜɚʁɭʄɢ, ɩɨɧɢɠɚɜɚʁɭʄɢ ɢ ɤɚɠʃɚɜɚʁɭʄɢ
ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɢɤɟ, ɬɟ ɨɬɟɠɚɜɚʁɭʄɢ ɡɢɞɚʃɚ ɢ
ɩɨɩɪɚɜɤɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɢɯ ɰɪɤɚɜɚ (ibidem).
ɍɬɢɰɚʁ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɚɱɤɟ ɫɪɟɞɢɧɟ ɢ ɞʁɟɥɨɜɚʃɟ
ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɨɝ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɚ ɩɪɨɭɡɪɨɤɨɜɚɥɨ ʁɟ ɞɚ
ɫɭ ɫɟ ɭɫɤɨɰɢ, ɪɚɫɭɬɢ ɩɨ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɚɱɤɢɦ ɡɟɦʂɚɦɚ, ɩɨɫɬɭɩɧɨ ɜɟʄɢɧɨɦ ɩɨɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɢɥɢ ɢɥɢ ɫɭ
ɩɪɢɦɢɥɢ ɭɧɢʁɚɬɫɬɜɨ ɢ ɩɪɟɭɡɟɥɢ ʁɟɡɢɤ ɫɬɚɪɨɫʁɟɞɢɥɚɰɚ. „Ɉɞ ɧɟɤɚɞɚɲʃɢɯ ɭɫɤɨɤɚ ɧɚ ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɢ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢʁɟ ɨɫɬɚɥɨ ʁɟ ɫɚɦɨ
ɧɟɤɨɥɢɤɨ ɫɟɥɚ ɭ Ȼɟɥɨʁ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɢ, ɝɞɟ ʁɨɲ ɞɚɧɚɫ
ɠɢɜɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɢ ɞɟɥɢɦɢɰɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ“ (ɉɟɪɢɲɢɱ, 1997, ɫɬɪ. 3).
ȼɢɲɟɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ Ȼɟɥɟ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ, ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɨɛɥɚɫɬɢ ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɦɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢʁɟ, ɩɪɨɞɭɤɨɜɚɨ ʁɟ ʃɢɯɨɜɨ „ɩɪɟɬɚɩɚʃɟ“ ɭ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɚɱɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɫ. ɋɚɦɨ ʁɟ
ɭ ɧɟɤɨɥɢɤɨ ɧɚɫɟʂɚ Ȼɟɥɟ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɨ ɭɫɩʁɟɥɨ ɫɚɱɭɜɚɬɢ ɫɜɢʁɟɫɬ ɨ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨʁ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬɢ, ɤɨʁɟ ɭ ɨɜɨʁ ɨɛɥɚɫɬɢ, ɤɚɨ ɢ ɭ
ɭɤɭɩɧɨɦ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ Ɋɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɟ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢʁɟ, ɞɚɧɚɫ ɧɟɦɚ ɱɚɤ ɧɢ ɫɬɚɬɭɫ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɦɚʃɢɧɟ.
ȼʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɢɫɬɨɱɧɢɯ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ (ɢɫɬɨɱɧɨ ɨɞ Ⱦɪɢɧɟ) ɞɚɥɟ
ɫɭ ɞɜɢʁɟ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɟ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɮɨɪɦɟ
(Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɰɟ ɢ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɟ). Ɉ ʃɢɯɨɜɨɦ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɨɦ ɪɚɡɜɨʁɭ ɢ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɦ ɩɨɫʂɟɞɢɰɚɦɚ
ɛɢʄɟ ɝɨɜɨɪɚ ɭ ɧɚɪɟɞɧɢɦ ɪɚɡɦɚɬɪɚʃɢɦɚ.

At first they were allowed to perform Greek
rituals, by they were eventually absorbed into
Roman Church ceremonials…” (Ɇɚɥ, 1924,
pp. 147).
Austrian authorities were most doublefaced when it came to Serbs. On one side,
they promised and guaranteed freedom of
religious beliefs, but on the other, they “used
all means to force the Catholic union onto
Serbian population” (Ƚɚɜɪɢɥɨɜɢʄ, 1996,
pp. 43). The best example is the ideas of
queen Maria Theresa that were enforced by
Catholic bishops and generals by humiliating,
punishing, and oppressing Serbian priests and
depressing the construction and reconstruction
of Orthodox churches (ibidem).
The impact of Slovenian surroundings and
Catholic clergy eventually made the uskoci
eventually adopt the local language and
Catholicism. “There are only few villages left
in Bela Krajina from uskoci who once lived
in modern Slovenia and the population are
partially Orthodox Serbs” (ɉɟɪɢɲɢɱ, 1997,
pp. 3).
Centuries of cultural assimilation of Serbs
in Bela Krajina (the historical ethno-cultural
region of Serbs in modern Slovenia) eventually
blended them into Slovenian ethnos. In
only few settlements in Bela Krajina did the
Serbs manage to keep the idea of ethnical
background and nowadays they do not even
have the status of a national minority.
The artificial ethno-genesis within the area
of east Serbian countries (east from the Drina
River) generated two artificial ethno-national
forms (Macedonians and Montenegrins). We
shall discuss the ethnogeny development and
the geopolitical consequences of those two in
the chapters to come.
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ɌȿɈɊɂȳɋɄɂ ɂ ɉɊȺɄɌɂɑɇɂ
ɉɊɂɋɌɍɉ ɇȺɐɂȳɂ ɋ ɈɋȼɊɌɈɆ ɇȺ
ɋɊɉɋɄɂ ɂȾȿɇɌɂɌȿɌ ɂ ȼȳȿɒɌȺɑɄȿ
ȿɌɇɈȽȿɇȿɁȿ ɂɁ ɈɄȼɂɊȺ ɋɊɉɋɄɈȽ
ȿɌɇɈɇȺɐɂɈɇȺɅɇɈȽ ȻɂȶȺ
ɂɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪɢ, ɟɬɧɨɥɨɡɢ, ɚɧɬɪɨɩɨɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɢ
ɢ ɧɚɭɱɧɢɰɢ ɫɥɢɱɧɟ ɨɪʁɟɧɬɚɰɢʁɟ ɢɦɚʁɭ
ɪɟɥɚɬɢɜɧɨ ɭɫɚɝɥɚɲɟɧɟ ɩɪɢɫɬɭɩɟ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɰɢʁɢ
ɩɨʁɦɨɜɚ: ɧɚɪɨɞ, ɟɬɧɨɫ, ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ, ɧɚɰɢʁɚ.
„Ɉɞ ɚɧɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɜɪɟɦɟɧɚ ɩɨɫɬɨʁɢ ɤɨɧɬɢɧɭɢɬɟɬ
ɩɨɢɦɚʃɚ ɲɬɚ ʁɟ ɬɨ ʁɟɞɚɧ ɩɨɫɟɛɚɧ ɧɚɪɨɞ.
ɏɟɪɨɞɨɬ ʁɟ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬ ɏɟɥɟɧɚ ɜɟɡɚɨ ɡɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɚɧ
ʁɟɡɢɤ, ɨɥɢɦɩɢʁɫɤɟ ɛɨɝɨɜɟ ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɟ ɫɥɨɛɨɞɟ.
Ɋɢɦɫɤɢ ɩɟɫɧɢɤ ȼɢɪɝɢɥ ɩɟɜɚ ɞɚ ɫɭ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɢ
„gentes“ ɪɚɡɥɢɤɨɜɚɥɢ ɩɨ ʁɟɡɢɰɢɦɚ, ɨɛɢɱɚʁɢɦɚ
(ɧɨɲʃɢ) ɢ ɨɪɭɠʁɭ (ɞɪɠɚɜɢ) („variae linguis,
habitutam vestis et armis“). ɍ ɱɟɬɜɪɬɨɦ ɜɟɤɭ
ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪ Ⱥɦɢɟɧ Ɇɚɪɰɟɥɢɧ ʁɟ ɪɚɡɥɢɤɨɜɚɨ
ɧɚɪɨɞ „ɩɨ ʁɟɡɢɤɭ, ɨɛɢɱɚʁɢɦɚ ɢ ɡɚɤɨɧɢɦɚ“.
Ⱦɨ ɞɚɧɚɫ ɫɭ ɫɜɢ ɩɨɤɭɲɚʁɢ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɰɢʁɟ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɚ ɩɨɥɚɡɢɥɢ ɨɞ ɬɟ ɬɪɢ
ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ – ʁɟɡɢɤ, ɨɛɢɱɚʁɢ ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɚ
ɨɪɝɚɧɢɡɚɰɢʁɚ“ (ȿɤɦɟɱɢʄ, 2007, ɫɬɪ. 4). ɉɨɡɧɚɬɢ
ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪ Ɇ. ȿɤɦɟɱɢʄ ɤɨɧɫɬɚɬɭʁɟ ɞɚ
ɫɟ ɫɚ ɧɚɭɱɧɨɝ ɚɫɩɟɤɬɚ ɧɟ ɦɨɠɟ ɞɨɤɚɡɚɬɢ ɞɚ ʁɟ
ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɚ ɩɨʁɚɜɚ ɤɨʁɭ ɨɞɥɢɤɭʁɭ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɟ
ɪɚɫɧɟ ɤɚɪɚɤɬɟɪɢɫɬɢɤɟ. ɍ ɜɟɡɢ ɫ ɬɢɦ ɢɫɬɢɱɟ ɞɚ
ɬɟɨɪɢʁɫɤɚ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɰɢʁɚ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɤɚɨ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɟ,
ɚ ɧɟ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɬɜɨɪɟɜɢɧɟ, „ɩɨɥɚɡɢ ɨɞ ɬɨɝɚ
ɞɚ ɫɟ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɨɫɬ ɫɚɫɬɨʁɢ ɭ ɞɭɝɢɦ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɢɦɚ
ɬɪɚʁɚʃɚ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɝ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɚ“.
ɍ ɜɟɡɢ ɫ ɬɢɦ ɢɫɬɢɱɟ ɦɢɲʂɟʃɟ ɮɪɚɧɰɭɫɤɨɝ
ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪɚ Ɏ. Ȼɪɨɞɟɥɚ, ɤɨʁɢ ɮɪɚɧɰɭɫɤɢ
ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬ, ɤɚɨ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɭ ɩɨʁɚɜɭ, ɨɛʁɚɲʃɚɜɚ
ɛɪɨʁɧɨɲʄɭ ɢ ɤɨɧɬɢɧɭɢɬɟɬɨɦ ɠɢɜʂɟʃɚ ɧɚ
ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɢ Ɏɪɚɧɰɭɫɤɟ, ɬɟ ɞɭɝɢɦ ɩɟɪɢɨɞɨɦ
ɢɡɝɪɚɞʃɟ ɚɝɪɚɪɧɨɝ ɞɪɭɲɬɜɚ, ɭ ɬɪɚʁɚʃɭ ɨɞ ɞɜɚ
ɦɢɥɟɧɢʁɭɦɚ. Ɍɚɤɨɻɟ, ɭ ɜɟɡɢ ɫ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɦ
ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɨɦ ȿɤɦɟɱɢʄ ɫɟ ɩɨɡɢɜɚ ɧɚ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪɚ
Ɋ. ȼɟɧɫɤɭɫɚ (Reinhard Wenskus) ɤɨʁɢ ɩɨʁɚɦ
ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɝ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɚ, ɡɚ ɩɥɟɦɟɧɚ ɭ
ɪɚɧɨɦ ɫɪɟɞʃɟɦ ɜɢʁɟɤɭ, ɜɟɠɟ ɡɚ „ɦɚɥɚ ʁɟɡɝɪɚ
ɬɪɚɞɢɰɢʁɟ“ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɢɯ ɝɪɭɩɚ. ɉɨ ȼɟɧɫɤɭɫɭ,
ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɧɢʁɟ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɚ ɡɛɨɝ ɪɚɫɧɟ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ,
ɧɟɝɨ ɡɛɨɝ ɢɡɝɪɚɻɟɧɟ ɫɜɟɫɬɢ ɨ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ.
„Ɉɧ ɜɟɥɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɬɚɤɜɚ ɫɜɟɫɬ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ ɦɨɝɥɚ
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THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL
APPROACH TO THE NATION WITH
REFLECTIONS UPON THE SERBIAN
IDENTITY AND ARTIFICIAL ETHNOGENESIS WITHIN THE FRAME OF
SERBIAN ETHNO-NATIONAL BEING
Historians,
ethnologists,
anthropgeographers, and other scientists within similar
¿elds have all, to some extent, reached an
agreement on the de¿nitions of terms such as
people, ethnos, ethno-genesis, and nation. “Ever
since ancient times, there has been a consistency
as of what a single nation is. Herodotus made a
connection between the identity of the Hellenic
people and a speci¿c language, Gods from the
Olympus, and political freedom. The Roman poet,
Vergilus, wrote poems of different ‘gentes’, which
differed in languages, customs, and weapons
(“variae lunguis, habitutam vestis et arms”). In
4th century AD, the historian Ammien Marcellin
differed peoples based on the ‘language, customs,
and laws’. Up to now, all attempt to de¿ne a
national identity started from three speci¿cities
– language, customs, and political orientation”
(ȿɤɦɟɱɢʄ, 2007, pp. 4). A. Ekmeþiü, a wellknown Serbian historian, inferred that from the
scienti¿c aspect one cannot prove that a nation
is natural phenomenon distinguished by speci¿c
racial characteristics. Furthermore, he claimed
that a theoretic de¿nition of a nation as a natural
and not an arti¿cial phenomenon “is based on
the natural concept consisting of long-term
processes of creating a speci¿c identity”. He also
pointed out the thinking of a French historian, F.
Braudel, who explained the French identity, as
a natural phenomenon, by the number of people
continuously living in the territory of France
and by the two millennium period of building
an agrarian society. As he spoke of the national
identity, Ekmeþiü also mentioned the historian
Reinhard Wenskus, who had made a connection
between the ethnical identity of the Middle Ages
tribes and ‘small traditional cores’ of speci¿c
groups. According to Wenskus, a nation is not
speci¿c due to racial characteristics but rather
due to awareness of the speci¿city. “He said that
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GEOPOLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF ARTIFICIAL ETHNO-GENESIS IN FORMER SFR YUGOSLAVIA REGION

ɢɡɝɪɚɞɢɬɢ ɭ ɞɭɝɨɦ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɭ, ɧɚʁɦɚʃɟ ɨɞ ɬɪɢ
ɜɟɤɚ, ɢ ɛɪɨʁɭ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɤɚ ɨɞ ɧɚʁɦɚʃɟ ɫɬɨ
ɯɢʂɚɞɚ ʁɟɞɧɨɩɥɟɦɟɧɢɯ ʂɭɞɢ. Ɉɧɢ ɦɨɪɚʁɭ
ɢɦɚɬɢ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɭ ɬɪɚɞɢɰɢʁɭ, ɢɥɢ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɭ ɢ
ʁɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɟɧɨ ɨɫɟʄɚʃɟ ɤɨʁɟ ɢɯ ɜɟɠɟ ɢ ɨɞɜɚʁɚ ɨɞ
ɞɪɭɝɢɯ“ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 5).
ɂɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɚ ɩɪɚɤɫɚ ɜɟʄɢɧɟ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ ɭ
ɫɜɢʁɟɬɭ ʁɟ ɩɨɬɜɪɞɢɥɚ ɞɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ,
ɤɚɤɨ ɦɚɬɟɪɢʁɚɥɧɟ ɬɚɤɨ ɢ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɟ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɟ, ɱɢɧɟ
ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜɤɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɚ. Ⱦɚɤɥɟ,
ʁɟɞɚɧ ɨɞ ɦɨɞɟɥɚ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ, ɚ ɬɢɦɟ ɢ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ
ɞɪɠɚɜɟ, ɩɨɱɢɜɚ ɧɚ ɟɬɧɨɫɭ – ɝɥɚɜɧɨʁ ɤɨɦɩɨɧɟɧɬɢ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɛɢʄɚ.
Ɂɚ ɪɚɡɥɢɤɭ ɨɞ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɩɪɢɧɰɢɩɚ ɤɚɨ ɨɫɧɨɜɚ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɢ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ, ɩɨɫɬɨʁɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɨ ʁɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɨ ɤɚɨ ɨɫɧɨɜ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɢ ɦɨɞɟɥɚ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ, ɩɚ ɫɟ „ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɤɚɨ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɚ (ɫɨɰɢɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɚ) ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɰɚ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɲɟ ɤɚɨ ɝɪɭɩɚ ʂɭɞɢ,
ɱɟɫɬɨ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɨɝ ɩɨɪɟɤɥɚ, ɩɨɧɟɤɚɞ ɢ ɪɚɫɟ ɤɨʁɢ
ɡɚʁɟɞɧɨ ɠɢɜɟ ɧɚ ɨɞɪɟɻɟɧɨʁ ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɢ ɢ ɩɪɢɯɜɚɬɚʁɭ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɢ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬ. ȳɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɨ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ
ɨɛɢɱɧɨ ʁɟ ɨʁɚɱɚɧɨ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɢɦ ʁɟɡɢɤɨɦ ɚ ɩɨɧɟɤɚɞ ɢ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɨɦ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɨɦ. ɉɨɞ ɬɢɦ ɩɨʁɦɨɦ
ɫɟ ɩɨɞɪɚɡɭɦɟɜɚ ɞɪɭɲɬɜɨ ɝɪɚɻɚɧɚ, ɨɛʁɟɞɢʃɟɧɢɯ
ɢɞɟʁɨɦ ɨ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɨʁ ɞɪɠɚɜɧɨɫɬɢ. Ɉɜɚʁ ɩɨʁɚɦ
ʁɟ ɩɨɡɧɚɬ ʁɨɲ ɨɞ ɮɪɚɧɰɭɫɤɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɜɟɬɢɬɟʂɫɬɜɚ,
ɚ ɩɪɢɦɟʃɭʁɟ ɫɟ ɧɚʁɜɢɲɟ ɭ ɞɪɠɚɜɚɦɚ ɤɚɨ ɲɬɨ ɫɭ
ɋȺȾ, Ɏɪɚɧɰɭɫɤɚ, ɂɬɚɥɢʁɚ ɢ ɞɪɭɝɞɟ, ɭ ɤɨʁɢɦɚ ɫɟ
ɫɜɢ ɝɪɚɻɚɧɢ ɬɪɟɬɢɪɚʁɭ ɤɚɨ ɱɥɚɧɨɜɢ ɨɞɝɨɜɚɪɚʁɭʄɟ
ɧɚɰɢʁɟ“ (Ƚɪɱɢʄ, 2000, ɫɬɪ. 124).
ɋɟɦ „ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɢɯ“ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɢɯ ɮɨɪɦɢ ɢ „ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɢɯ“ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɚ ɩɪɚɤɫɚ ʁɟ ɢɡɪɨɞɢɥɚ ɢ
ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɢ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ. Ɉɧɟ
ɫɭ ɫɩɟɰɢɮɢɱɧɨɫɬ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɨɝ, ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɨɝ, ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɝ ɢ ɭɤɭɩɧɨɝ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɨɝ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ.
Ʉɚɤɨ ʁɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜɤɚ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ, ɬɨ ɫɭ ɤɪɨɡ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ
ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢ ɩɨɞɫɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɟ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ ɭ ɨɤɪɢʂɭ ɨɞɪɟɻɟɧɢɯ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢɯ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɯ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɰɚ. ɋɜɚɤɚɤɨ,
ɤɪɚʁʃɢ ɰɢʂ ɩɨɞɫɬɢɰɚʁɚ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɦ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚɦɚ, ɚ ɬɢɦɟ ɫɬɜɚɪʃɭ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ, ɧɢʁɟ ɫɚɦɨ
ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɟ ɧɨɜɢɯ ɞɪɠɚɜɚ ɜɟʄ ɭɩɨɬɪɟɛɚ ɧɨɜɨɫɬɜɨɪɟɧɢɯ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɢ ɧɨɜɨɫɬɜɨɪɟɧɢɯ ɞɪɠɚɜɚ ɭ ɨɫɬɜɚɪɟʃɭ ɤɪɭɩɧɢɯ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɢ ɝɟɨɫɬɪɚɬɟɲɤɢɯ
ɰɢʂɟɜɚ ɨɞɪɟɻɟɧɢɯ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɫɭɛʁɟɤɚɬɚ.

one such awareness of the speci¿cities may have
been reached in a long-term process, at least
three centuries long, within the number of at least
100,000 people from the same tribe. They must
have had a speci¿c tradition, or religion, and a
mutual feeling that differed them from others”
(ibidem, pp. 5).
The history of most world countries proved
that speci¿cities of one ethnos, both material and
spiritual, are the basis of a national identity. Thus,
one of the models of a nation and a national state
rests on the ethnos – the key component of a
national being.
Apart from the ethnical principle as the basis
of a nation and a national state, there is also the
political unity as the basis of a nation and the
state model, so “the nation as a political (socialcultural) community is de¿ned as a group of
people, often of different background or even
race, who live together at the joint territory and
accept the common identity. The unity of a nation
is usually strengthened by the mutual language,
or, sometimes, the mutual religion. This further
refers to the community of citizens, gathered by
the idea of mutual statehood. The idea has been
known ever since the French Enlightenment
and is mostly applied in countries such as USA,
France, Italy, and others, in which all citizens are
treated as members of a certain nation” (Ƚɪɱɢʄ,
2000, pp. 124).
Apart from the ‘natural’ ethnogeny forms and
‘natural’ nations, the political practice generated
arti¿cial ethno-genesis and arti¿cial nations.
These are typical of the Serbian historic, ethnocultural, ethno-territorial, and total spiritual space.
The nation being the basis of the creation
of a national state, the history marked different
interests that prompted processes of arti¿cial
ethno-genesis under the umbrella of certain
ethno-cultural and ethno-national communities.
Admittedly, the ¿nal goal of arti¿cial ethnogenesis (and eventually arti¿cial nations) is not
only the formation of new states but rather the
usage of the newly-formed nations and states
in order to achieve major geo-political and geostrategic aims initiated by certain geo-political
subjects.
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ɋɪɩɫɤɚ ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɫɬ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬ

Serbian ethno-territoriality and ethno-cultural
speci¿city

ɉɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬ ɫɜɚɤɨɝ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜʂɚ
ɩɨɫɟɛɚɧ ʁɟɡɢɤ ɢ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɨ ɭɪɟɻɟʃɟ.
„Ʌɢɧɝɜɢɫɬɢɱɤɚ ɧɚɭɤɚ ʁɟ ɭ XIX ɜɟɤɭ ɫɬɜɨɪɢɥɚ
ɩɪɟɞɫɬɚɜɭ ɨ ɋɪɛɢɦɚ ɤɚɨ ɬɪɟʄɨʁ ɝɪɚɧɢ ɧɚ ɤɨʁɟ
ɫɟ ɪɚɡɛɢɨ ɧɚɤɚɞɚ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɢ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɢ ɫɬɭɛ...
ɋɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɨ ɪɚɡɞɜɚʁɚʃɟ ɧɚ ɪɭɫɤɨ, ɩɨʂɫɤɨ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɤɪɢɥɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜʂɚɥɨ ʁɚɤɨ ɲɢɪɨɤɭ
ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɭ ɤɨʁɭ ʁɟ ɧɚɫɟʂɚɜɚɥɨ ɫɜɚɤɨ ɨɞ ɬɚ ɬɪɢ
ɤɪɢɥɚ. Ɉɞ XVIII ɜɟɤɚ ʁɟ ɟɜɪɨɩɫɤɚ ɥɢɧɝɜɢɫɬɢɤɚ ɫɦɚɬɪɚɥɚ ɞɚ ɫɭ ɫɜɢ ȳɭɠɧɢ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢ, ɭɤʂɭɱɭʁɭʄɢ ɬɭ ɢ Ȼɭɝɚɪɟ, ɛɢɥɢ ɭ ɨɜɢɦ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɦ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɚɦɚ (ȿɤɦɟɱɢʄ, 2007, ɫɬɪ. 5).
Ɉɫɧɨɜɧɢ ɮɚɤɬɨɪ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɚ ʁɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ʁɟɡɢɤ ɲɬɨɤɚɜɫɤɨɝ ɞɢʁɚɥɟɤɬɚ. Ʉɪɨɡ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɭ, ɢ ɞɚɧɚɫ, ɨɜɚʁ ɫɟ ʁɟɡɢɤ ɩɪɨɫɬɢɪɟ ɨɞ „ɡɚɩɚɞɧɟ Ȼɭɝɚɪɫɤɟ ɞɨ Ʉɨɩɪɚ ɭ ɂɫɬɪɢ. ɍ ɞɟɫɟɬɨɦ
ɜɟɤɭ ʁɟ Ʉɨɧɫɬɚɧɬɢɧ ɉɨɪɮɢɪɨɝɟɧɢɬ ɪɚɡɞɜɚʁɚɨ
ɋɪɛɟ ɢ ɏɪɜɚɬɟ, ɤɚɨ ɢɫɬɢ ɧɚɪɨɞ, ɩɨ ɪɟɤɚɦɚ ɐɟɬɢɧɢ ɭ Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɢ, ɩɚ ɂɦɨɬɚ ɢ ɉɥɢɜɚ ɭ ɭɧɭɬɪɚɲʃɨɫɬɢ. Ⱦɪɭɝɢ ɫɪɟɞʃɨɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɢ ɩɢɫɰɢ ɫɭ
ɫɦɚɬɪɚɥɢ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɭ ɜɟɥɢɤɨʁ ɫɟɨɛɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɧɚɪɨɞ
ɧɚɫɟɥɢɨ ɩɨɞɪɭɱʁɟ Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɟ, ɬɚɞɚ ɫɦɚɬɪɚɧ ɡɟɦʂɨɦ ɨɞ ʁɚɞɪɚɧɫɤɟ ɨɛɚɥɟ ɞɨ Ⱦɪɚɜɟ ɧɚ ɫɟɜɟɪɭ.
Ɋɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢ ɮɚɤɬɨɪɢ ɫɭ ɭɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɧɚ ɬɨɦ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɧɢʁɟ ɪɚɡɜɢɨ ʁɟɞɚɧ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢ
ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬ. ɇɚ ɩɪɜɨɦ ɦʁɟɫɬɭ ʁɟ ɬɨ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬ
ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ ɞɪɠɚɜɚɦɚ. ɍ XV ɜɟɤɭ, ɩɪɟ ɬɭɪɫɤɨɝ ɨɫɜɚʁɚʃɚ, ɬɚʁ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ ʁɟ ɜɟɡɚɧ ɡɚ Ȼɨɫɧɭ,
ɋɪɛɢʁɭ, ɰɟɥɭ ɭɧɭɬɪɚɲʃɭ Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɭ, ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɭ, ɞɟɨ ɤɚɫɧɢʁɟ ȼɨʁɜɨɞɢɧɟ, ɐɪɧɭ Ƚɨɪɭ ɢ Ʉɨɫɨɜɨ ɫɚ Ɇɟɬɨɯɢʁɨɦ. ɉɨʁɚɦ ɋɬɚɪɟ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ ʁɟ ɜɟɡɚɧ ɡɚ ɫɟɜɟɪɨɢɫɬɨɱɧɭ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɭ, ɧɚʁɩɪɟ ɞɨ
ɋɤɚɞɪɚ, ɚ ɩɨɬɨɦ ɞɨ ɒɚɪ-ɩɥɚɧɢɧɟ. ɍ ɠɢɬɢʁɭ
ɞɟɫɩɨɬɚ ɋɬɟɮɚɧɚ Ʌɚɡɚɪɟɜɢʄɚ, Ʉɨɧɫɬɚɧɬɢɧ
Ɏɢɥɨɡɨɮ ɜɟɥɢ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɨɧ ɜɥɚɞɚɨ „ɡɟɦʂɨɦ ɋɪɛɚ“
ɨɞ Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɟ ɞɨ Ⱦɚɤɢʁɟ. Ɍɨ ɛɢ ɜɢɲɟ ɛɢɨ ɞɨɤɚɡ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɧɢʁɟ ɡɧɚɥɚ ɩɪɚɜɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɚ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɚ
ɋɪɛɚ, ɧɟɝɨ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɩɨɫɬɨʁɚɥɚ. ɍ ɞɨɤɭɦɟɧɬɢɦɚ ɨ
ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɢ ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɍɝɚɪɫɤɨʁ, ɤɨʁɟ ʁɟ ɭ ɜɢɲɟ ɤʃɢɝɚ ɨɛʁɚɜɢɨ ɋɥɚɜɤɨ Ƚɚɜɪɢɥɨɜɢʄ, ɜɢɞɢ ɫɟ ɞɚ ɫɟ
ɭ ɰɟɥɨɦ ɬɨɦ ɪɚɡɞɨɛʂɭ ɞɨ ɤɪɚʁɚ XVIII ɜɟɤɚ ɧɚ
ɩɨɞɪɭɱʁɭ ɍɝɚɪɫɤɟ ɪɚɡɥɢɤɭʁɭ „Ɋɚɰɢ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɢ“ ɨɞ „Ɋɚɰɚ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɢɯ“. ɋɜɟɫɬ ɞɚ ɫɭ ɨɧɢ
ʁɟɞɚɧ ɧɚɪɨɞ ɧɚɡɢɜɚɧ ɪɚɲɤɢɦ ɢɦɟɧɨɦ ʁɟ ɭɜɟɤ

A speci¿c language and political orientation
are the basis of each people’s speci¿city. “19th
century linguistics produced an idea of Serbs
being the third fraction of the former Slavic
unity…Breaking the Slavs down into Russian,
Polish, and Serbian wings meant a vast territory
covered by all three branches. Ever since 18th
century, European linguistics has thought of all
South Slavs, including Bulgarians, to be within
Serbian boundaries” (ȿɤɦɟɱɢʄ, 2007, pp. 5).
The Serbian language of Stokavian dialect
is the ground basis of the Serbian identity.
Throughout history, and even nowadays, this
language was used all the way from “west
Bulgaria to Kopar in Istria. In 10th century,
Constantine Porphyrogennetos marked a
boundary between the Serbs and Croats, as one
people, down the Cetina River in Dalmatia and
the Imot and Pliva Rivers inland. Other medieval
writers thought that, during the Major Migration,
Serbs inhabited Dalmatia, which back then
covered the area from Adriatic coast to the
Drava River in north. Various factors caused not
even single Serbian national identity to develop
in the area. First, there was the fact that people
living there belonged to different states. In 15th
century, before the Turkish invasion, that area
was divided between Bosnia, Serbia, whole
of inland Dalmatia, Slavonia, and later parts
of it belonged to Vojvodina, Montenegro, ad
Kosovo and Metohia. By de¿nition, Old Serbia
ranged from north-east Macedonia, ¿rst down
to the Skadar Lake, and then down to the SarPlanina Mountain. In despot Stefan Lazarevic’s
chronicles, Constantine the Philosopher said he
had ruled ‘the country of Serbs’ from Dalmatia
to Dacia. It proved that there was no real ethnic
borderline of the Serbs rather than it proved that
the estate had existed whatsoever. Documents
on the history of Serbs in Hungary, published by
Slavko Gavriloviü on several occasions, we can
see that by the end of 18th century in Hungary
there was a difference between the Orthodox
Rascians and Catholic Rascians. The idea that
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ɩɪɢɫɭɬɧɚ, ɤɚɨ ɲɬɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɢɫɭɬɧɚ ɜɟɪɫɤɚ ɪɚɡɥɢɤɚ
ɭ ɬɟ ɞɜɟ ɝɪɚɧɟ“ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 6). ȼʁɟɪɫɤɨ ɪɚɡɞɜɚʁɚʃɟ ʁɟɞɧɨɝ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ (ɪɚɲɤɨɝ) ɧɚ ɞɜɚ, ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɟ ɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ ɤɨɧɮɟɫɢʁɟ, ɭɬɢɪɚɥɨ ʁɟ ɩɭɬ
ɫɬɜɚɪʃɚ ɧɨɜɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɧɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɢɞɟɧɬɢɬɟɬɚ –
ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɨɝ. Ɂɚɬɨ ʁɟ ɚɩɫɨɥɭɬɧɨ ɧɟɬɚɱɧɚ ɬɟɨɪɢʁɚ
ɞɚ ɫɭ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ ɪɚɡɞɜɨʁɢɥɟ ɋɪɛɟ ɨɞ ɢɫɬɨɪɨɞɧɢɯ ɏɪɜɚɬɚ. ɇɚɩɪɨɬɢɜ, ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɚ ɰɪɤɜɚ
ɩɨɞɢʁɟɥɢɥɚ ʁɟ ɫɚɦɨ ɋɪɛɟ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 7).
ɍ ɪɟɠɢʁɢ ȼɚɬɢɤɚɧɚ ɢ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ,
ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɭɧɢʁɚʄɟʃɚ, ɚ ɡɚɬɢɦ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɟʃɚ ɢ ɤɪɨɚɬɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ, ɜɢʁɟɤɨɜɢɦɚ ɫɟ ɨɞɜɢʁɚɨ, ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ
ɢɧɬɟɡɢɬɟɬɨɦ, ɭ ɫɜɢɦ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɜɢɦɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ (Ȼɨɫɧɢ, ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɢ, Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɢ, ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɢ, ɐɪɧɨʁ Ƚɨɪɢ, ȼɨʁɜɨɞɢɧɢ,
Ȼɟɥɨʁ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɢ, ɋɬɚɪɨʁ ɋɪɛɢʁɢ...). ɍɩɨɪɟɞɨ ɫ
ɩɨɦɟɧɭɬɢɦ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɢɦɚ, ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ ɡɚɯɜɚɬɢɨ ʁɟ ɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ.
ɉɨɫʂɟɞɢɰɟ ɨɜɨɝ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɚ ɨɫɬɚɜɢɥɟ ɫɭ ɞɭɛɨɤɨɝ ɬɪɚɝɚ ɭ ɤɨɧɮɟɫɢɨɧɚɥɧɨʁ, ɚ ɭ ɧɨɜɢʁɟ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ, ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨʁ ɢ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨʁ ɫɬɪɭɤɬɭɪɢ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ ɫɜɢɯ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ, ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɭ Ȼɨɫɧɢ,
ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɢ, Ɋɚɲɤɨʁ ɨɛɥɚɫɬɢ, ɐɪɧɨʁ Ƚɨɪɢ ɢ
Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɢ.
Ɋɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢ ɢ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ ɫɢɫɬɟɦɢ ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɨɝ ɢ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ (ɬɭɪɫɤɨ-ɨɪɢʁɟɧɬɚɥɧɢ ɢ ɚɭɫɬɪɨ-ɭɝɚɪɫɤɢ, ɞɨɦɢɧɚɧɬɧɨ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɤɢ) ɫɧɚɠɧɨ ɫɭ ɭɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɧɚ ɪɚɡɛɢʁɚʃɟ ɫɜɢʁɟɫɬɢ ɨ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɨɦ
ɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ʁɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɭ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ. Ʉɭɥɬɭɪɧɨɦ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɨɦ (ɜʁɟɪɫɤɨɦ ɢ ʁɟɡɢɱɤɨɦ), ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɦ ɢ ɨɫɬɚɥɢɦ ɫɪɟɞɫɬɜɢɦɚ
ɞʁɟɥɨɜɚʃɚ, ɩɨɦɟɧɭɬɢ ɤɨɥɨɧɢʁɚɥɧɢ ɫɢɫɬɟɦɢ
ɫɧɚɠɧɨ ɫɭ ɭɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɧɚ ɪɚɡɛɢʁɚʃɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɨɝ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɝ ʁɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɚ, ɧɚ ʃɟɝɨɜɭ ɛɪɨʁɧɨɫɬ, ɧɚ ɦɨɝɭʄɧɨɫɬ ɭɬɢɰɚʁɚ
ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ ɢ ɫɥ. ɉɚɪɚɥɟɥɧɨ ɫ
ɬɢɦ, ɨɧɢ ɫɭ ɩɨɞɫɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɟ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ
ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ ɤɚɨ ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜɤɭ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɚ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɢ ɧɚ ɬɨʁ ɨɫɧɨɜɢ ɧɚɫɬɚɧɤɚ ɧɨɜɢɯ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɯ ɞɪɠɚɜɚ.

they were a single people called Rascians has
been present ever since as much as the idea
that they separated through religious beliefs”
(ibidem, pp. 6). The religious separation of the
Rascian people into two fractions – Orthodox
and Catholic – set a clear path down to creating a
new ethno-national identity – Croats. Therefore,
the theory that separate confessions divided
Serbs from homogenous Croats is absolutely
wrong. On the contrary, Catholic Church only
separated the Serbs (ibidem, pp.7).
Directed by Vatican and the Catholic Church,
the process of unijacenje, and then latinization
and croatization, had been going on for centuries
in all parts of Serbian ethnic space (Bosnia,
Herzegovina, Dalmatia, Slavonia, Montenegro,
Vojvodina, Bela Krajina, Old Serbia, etc.) varying
only in intensity. Simultaneously with those
processes, Serbian ethno-cultural space suffered
the process of islamization. Consequences of
that process left deep marks on confessional, and
lately, ethnic and national structure of population
within all Serbian countries of ex-Yugoslav
territory, especially in Bosnia, Herzegovina,
Raska region, Montenegro, and Macedonia.
Various political and cultural systems
within the frame of Serbian historic and ethnic
space (Turkish-oriental, Austro-Hungarian, and
dominantly Catholic) had a strong impact on
scattering awareness of ethno-cultural and ethnonational unity of the Serbian people. Cultural
assimilation (both religious and linguistic),
political and other means of action used by the
colonists all largely inÀuenced the Serbian ethnocultural and ethno-territorial space, its strength,
and impact of the Serbian Orthodox Church.
Furthermore, the colonial forces supported the
processes of arti¿cial ethno-genesis, which were
the basis for creating arti¿cial nations and new
nationalist states.
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ȿɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ

Ethno-genesis of Macedonians

Ʉɪɭɩɚɧ ɞɨɩɪɢɧɨɫ ɩɨɡɧɚɜɚʃɭ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɨɝ
ɟɬɧɨɫɚ ɢ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɢɯ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɚ ɞɚɥɚ ɫɭ ɩɪɨɭɱɚɜɚʃɚ ȳ. ɐɜɢʁɢʄɚ, ɬɟ ɛɪɨʁɧɢɯ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚɱɚ
ɫɚ ɩɨʂɚ ɟɬɧɨɥɨɝɢʁɟ, ɚɧɬɪɨɩɨɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɢʁɟ, ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɟ...
„ɂɚɤɨ ɫɟ ɧɢʁɟ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɡɚɥɚɝɚɨ ɡɚ ɤɨɧɰɟɩɬ
ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ ɧɚ ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɦ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ɩɪɢɧɰɢɩɭ, ɐɜɢʁɢʄ ɫɟ ɢɡ ɤɪɭɝɚ ɧɟɤɢɯ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɚ ɫɚ ɛɢɜɲɟɝ ʁɭɝɨɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɨɝ
ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ, ɭɝɥɚɜɧɨɦ Ⱥɥɛɚɧɚɰɚ
ɫɚ Ʉɨɫɨɜɚ ɢ Ɇɟɬɨɯɢʁɟ (ɏɢɜɡɢ ɂɫɥɚɦɢ, Ɋɟʇɟɩ
ɂɫɦɚɢɥɢ), ɢ ɧɟ ɫɚɦɨ ʃɢɯ, ɨɩɬɭɠɭʁɟ ɡɚ ɧɟɨɛʁɟɤɬɢɜɚɧ ɩɪɢɫɬɭɩ ɧɚɭɱɧɢɦ ɮɚɤɬɢɦɚ... ɉɪɢɦʁɟɞɛɟ ɩɪɟɬɯɨɞɧɨ ɩɨɦɟɧɭɬɢɯ ɢ ʃɢɦɚ ɫɥɢɱɧɢɯ „ɨɛʁɟɤɬɢɜɧɢɯ“ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚɱɚ, ɤɚɨ ɲɬɨ ʁɟ
ʃɟɦɚɱɤɢ ɛɚɥɤɚɧɨɥɨɝ Ƚɭɫɬɚɜ ȼɚʁɝɚɧɞɢ, ɤɨʁɢ
ʁɟ ɪɟɤɚɨ ɞɚ ɫɭ ɐɜɢʁɢʄɟɜɚ ɞʁɟɥɚ „ʁɟɞɧɨɫɬɪɚɧɚ
ɢ ɬɟɧɞɟɧɰɢɨɡɧɚ“ ɧɟ ɡɚɫɥɭɠɭʁɭ ɜɢɲɟ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ. Ɇɟɻɭɬɢɦ, ɜɟɥɢɤɢ ɛɪɨʁ ɨɰʁɟʃɢɜɚɱɚ ɧɚɭɱɧɨɝ
ɞʁɟɥɚ ȳ. ɐɜɢʁɢʄɚ, ɤɚɤɨ ɫɬɪɚɧɢɯ ɬɚɤɨ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ,
ɢɡɧɢɨ ʁɟ ɫɚɫɜɢɦ ɫɭɩɪɨɬɧɚ ɫɯɜɚɬɚʃɚ, ɨɰɢʁɟɧɢɜɲɢ ɝɚ ɨɪɢɝɢɧɚɥɧɢɦ ɢ ɧɚɭɱɧɨ ɭɬɟɦɟʂɟɧɢɦ...
ɐɜɢʁɢʄɟɜɚ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚʃɚ, ɩɪɢʁɟ ɫɜɟɝɚ ɚɧɬɪɨɩɨɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɚ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɚ, ɞɟɮɢɧɢɫɚɥɚ ɫɭ
ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢ ɢ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɢ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ
ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ Ȼɚɥɤɚɧɫɤɨɝ ɩɨɥɭɨɫɬɪɜɚ. ɍ ɩɨɡɧɚɬɨɦ ɞʁɟɥɭ ɧɚɩɢɫɚɧɨɦ ɧɚ ɮɪɚɧɰɭɫɤɨɦ ʁɟɡɢɤɭ
„La Peninsule balkanique“ (1918), ɩɪɟɜɟɞɟɧɢɦ
1922. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ ɧɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ʁɟɡɢɤ, ɐɜɢʁɢʄ ʁɟ, ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ ɨɩɫɟɠɧɢɯ ɢ ɜɟɨɦɚ ɫɥɨɠɟɧɢɯ ɩɪɨɭɱɚɜɚʃɚ
ɤɨʁɚ ɢɡɥɚɡɟ ɢɡ ɨɤɜɢɪɚ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɨɝ ɞɟɬɟɪɦɢɧɢɡɦɚ ɢ Ɋɚɰɟɥɨɜɟ ɚɧɬɪɨɩɨɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɢʁɟ, ɜɟɨɦɚ
ʁɚɫɧɨ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɫɚɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɡɟɦʂɟ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɫ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɯ ɝɪɭɩɚ ɢ ɜɚɪɢʁɟɬɟɬɚ, ɨɞ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢʁɟ ɞɨ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ. ɇɚ ɩɪɢɧɰɢɩɭ ɟɬɧɨɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɨɫɬɢ ɋɪɛɚ, ɩɪɢ ɬɨɦ ɞɨɤɚɡɭʁɭʄɢ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɭ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ, ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ, ɲɬɨ ɫɟ ɨɞɧɨɫɢ ɢ ɧɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɟ“ (Ƚʃɚɬɨ, Ƚɚʁɢʄ,
ȼɭʁɚɞɢɧɨɜɢʄ ɢ ɋɬɚɧɨʁɟɜɢʄ, 2011, ɫɬɪ. 41–42).
Ⱦɚɧɚɫ, ɢɡɝɪɚɻɟɧɚ ɫɚɦɨɫɜɢʁɟɫɬ ɨ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨʁ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ ɩɪɨɢɡɜɨɞ ʁɟ
ɫɥɨɠɟɧɢɯ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɯ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢɯ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɚ ɪɚɡɜɨʁɚ ɢ ɧɨɜɢʁɢɯ ɩɪɢɫɬɭɩɚ ɭ ɪʁɟɲɚɜɚʃɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɩɢɬɚʃɚ ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ. ɍ ɫɭɲɬɢɧɢ ɪɚɞɢ

Studies of Jovan Cvijiü and other researchers
within the ¿eld of ethnology, anthropogeography,
and history largely contributed to the knowledge
about Macedonian ethnos and Macedonian
Slavs…
“Although he did not solely advocate the
concept of Serbian state based on its ethnoterritoriality and ethno-national principle, Cvijiü
accused some ex-Yugoslav geographers, mostly
those Albanians coming from Kosovo and
Metohia (Hivzi Islami, Rejep Ismaili), to have
used non-objective approach to scienti¿c facts…
We shall provide no more space in this paper
to notes by those and some other ‘objective’
researchers, such as Gustav Vajgandi, a German
Balkanologist, who had said that Cvijiü’s work
was ‘one-sided and partial’. Nevertheless,
numerous reviewers of his work, both local and
foreign, provided different opinions marking
his efforts as original and scienti¿cally based…
Cvijiü’s researches, mostly those within the
¿elds of anthropogeography and ethnography,
de¿ned the ethnic and spiritual space of the
Serbian people within the Balkans. In his famous
paper written in French named ‘’La Peninsule
Balkanique (1918) - translated into Serbian in
1922 – Cvijiü clearly de¿ned Serbian countries
and Serbian ethnos of various groups from
Slovenia all the way to Macedonia (performed
on the basis of a thorough study, going beyond
the framework of geographic determinism and
Ratzel’s anthropogeography). On the principle of
Serbian ethno-territoriality, he proved the ethnogenesis of Macedonians and Montenegrins,
which may nowadays be applied to Bosnians
as well” (Ƚʃɚɬɨ, Ƚɚʁɢʄ, ȼɭʁɚɞɢɧɨɜɢʄ ɢ
ɋɬɚɧɨʁɟɜɢʄ, 2011, pp. 41-42).
In modern times, the self-awareness of
national speci¿city of the Macedonians is a
product of complex historic and ethno-cultural
processes and recent approaches to solving
the national matters within the region of exSFR Yugoslavia. Essentially, it is about the
long-term process of ethno-genesis of the
Macedonian Slavs. This population, according
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ɫɟ ɨ ɞɭɝɨɦ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɭ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɢɯ
ɋɥɨɜɟɧɚ. Ɉɜɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ʁɟ, ɩɪɟɦɚ ɫɬɭɞɢɨɡɧɢɦ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚʃɢɦɚ ɐɜɢʁɢʄɚ, „ɩɪɢɦɢɥɨ ɢ
ɫɚɱɭɜɚɥɨ ɨɞ ɩɪɟɬɯɨɞɧɢɯ ɝɟɧɟɪɚɰɢʁɚ ɩɨɝɥɚɜɢɬɨ ɚɧɬɪɨɩɨɥɨɲɤɟ ɨɫɨɛɢɧɟ (ɭɤɨɥɢɤɨ ɧɢɫɭ ɭɤɪɲɬɚʃɟɦ ɫɚ ɫɬɪɚɧɰɢɦɚ ɢɡɦɟʃɟɧɟ) ɢ ɧɟɤɟ ɫɬɚɪɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɟ ɨɞɥɢɤɟ. Ⱥɥɢ ɨɧɨ ɧɢʁɟ ɟɜɨɥɭɰɢɨɧɢɪɚɥɨ ɭ ɩɨɝɥɟɞɭ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɯ ɬɪɚɞɢɰɢʁɚ
ɢ ɨɞɪɟɻɟɧɟ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɫɜɟɫɬɢ, ɜɟʄ ʁɟ ɨɫɬɚɥɨ
ɭ ɦɚɫɢ ɚɪɯɚɢɱɧɨ-ɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɨ, ɚɦɨɪɮɧɚ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɚ ɦɚɫɚ ɫɚ ɞɨɫɬɚ ɩɪɢɦɟɫɚ ɫɬɚɪɟ ɜɢɡɚɧɬɢʁɫɤɟ
ɰɢɜɢɥɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ. ɇɟɦɚʁɭʄɢ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɨ-ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɫɜɟɫɬɢ, ɬɚ ɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɚ ɦɚɫɚ ɧɢʁɟ ɛɢɥɚ ɧɢ
ɫɪɩɫɤɚ ɧɢ ɛɭɝɚɪɫɤɚ (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991ɚ, ɫɬɪ. 153).
ɐɜɢʁɢʄ ɧɚɩɨɦɢʃɟ ɞɚ „ɧɢɝɞɟ ɭ ȿɜɪɨɩɢ
ɧɢɫɭ ɧɚɪɨɞɧɨɫɬɢ ɬɚɤɨ ɢɡɦɟɲɚɧɟ ɤɚɨ ɭ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɢ, ɨɫɨɛɢɬɨ ɭ ʁɭɠɧɨʁ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɢ. Ⱦɚʂɟ,
ɢɦɚ ɩɪɟɥɚɡɚ ɢ ɩɪɟɬɚɩɚʃɚ ʁɟɞɧɟ ɧɚɪɨɞɧɨɫɬɢ ɭ
ɞɪɭɝɭ... Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɨ ɟɬɧɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɨ ɩɢɬɚʃɟ ʁɟ
ɞɚɤɥɟ ʁɟɞɧɨ ɨɞ ɧɚʁɬɟɠɢɯ ɢ ɧɚʁɡɚɩɥɟɬɟɧɢʁɢɯ.“
(ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991ɛ, ɫɬɪ. 243). ȿɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɢɯ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ ɢɡɪɚɡɢɬɨ ʁɟ ɫɥɨɠɟɧ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ
ɚɪɬɢɤɭɥɢɫɚɧ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɦ, ɤɭɥɬɭɪɨɥɨɲɤɢɦ ɢ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɦ ɨɤɨɥɧɨɫɬɢɦɚ.
ɇɟɫɭɦʃɢɜɨ, ɐɜɢʁɢʄɟɜɢɦ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚʃɢɦɚ ʁɟ
ɞɨɤɚɡɚɧɨ ɞɚ ɨɫɧɨɜɭ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɟ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɟ ɫɤɭɩɢɧɟ ɱɢɧɟ „ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɢ ɋɥɨɜɟɧɢ“, ɮɥɨɬɚɧɬɧɚ
ɦɚɫɚ ɛɟɡ ɢɡɪɚɠɟɧɟ ɫɜɢʁɟɫɬɢ ɨ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨʁ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬɢ.
ɉɪɨɫɬɨɪ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ ȻȳɊ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɦ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɦ ɟɬɧɨ-ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ. Ɍɚɤɨ ɧɩɪ. ɫɤɨɩɫɤɚ ɢ ɬɟɬɨɜɫɤɚ ɨɛɥɚɫɬ
ɩɪɢɩɚɞɚʁɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɋɬɚɪɟ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ, ɢɡ ɱɟɝɚ ɫɟ
ɦɨɠɟ ɡɚɤʂɭɱɢɬɢ ɞɚ ɜɟʄɢɧɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɢɯ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ ɩɨɦɟɧɭɬɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɢɦɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɨ, ɚ ɧɟɤɢ ɫɟ ʁɨɲ ɭɜʁɟɤ ɬɚɤɨ ɨɫʁɟʄɚʁɭ.
ɇɚ ɝɟɧɟɡɭ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ ɡɧɚɱɚʁɧɨ ɫɭ ɭɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ ɬɪɚɝɨɜɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɫɪɟɞʃɨɜɢʁɟɤɨɜɧɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ. Ɍɨ ɞɨɤɚɡɭʁɟ ɩɪɢɫɭɫɬɜɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ
ɬɪɚɞɢɰɢʁɚ ɭ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɨʁ ɧɚɪɨɞɧɨʁ ɫɜɢʁɟɫɬɢ (ɩɪɢɱɟ, ɩʁɟɫɦɟ ɢ ɤɚɡɢɜɚʃɚ ɨ Ȼɨʁɭ ɧɚ Ʉɨɫɨɜɭ, ɇɟɦɚʃɢʄɢɦɚ, ɤɧɟɡɭ Ʌɚɡɚɪɭ...). ɂɫɬɪɚɠɭʁɭʄɢ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɋɬɚɪɟ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ ɢ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ ɐɜɢʁɢʄ ʁɟ ɡɚɩɢɫɚɨ: „ɂɦɚ ɢ ɫɚɞɚ ɞɨɫɬɚ
ɩɨɬɨɦɚɤɚ ɫɬɚɪɢɯ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɢɯ ɩɨɪɨɞɢɰɚ ɤɨʁɟ
ɫɟɛɟ ɧɢɫɭ ɧɢɤɚɞɚ ɞɪɭɤɱɢʁɟ ɫɦɚɬɪɚɥɟ ɧɟɝɨ ɤɚɨ
ɋɪɛɟ“ (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991ɚ, ɫɬɪ. 155).

to Cvijiü’s extensive studies, “adopted and kept
anthropologic characteristics and some ancient
ethnographic uniqueness from the previous
generations (unless those characteristics
altered due to mixing with foreign peoples).
Nevertheless, there was no evolution regarding
historic tradition and national awareness, but the
Slavic mass kept its archaic-Slavic amorphous
nature with a lot of mixture of old Byzantine
civilization. Not having any historic-national
awareness, that Slavic population mass was
neither Serbian nor Bulgarian” (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991a,
pp. 153).
Cvijiü mentioned that “nowhere in Europe
are the nations so mixed as in Macedonia,
especially south Macedonia parts. There is
also much blending between peoples…so the
Macedonian ethnographic issue is one of the
most complex” (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991b, pp.243). The
ethno-genesis of modern day Macedonians is an
extremely complex process articulated through
various historic, cultural, and geopolitical
circumstances. There is no doubt that Cvijiü’s
research proved that the core of the Macedonian
ethnic group is made of ‘Macedonian Slavs’, a
open mass with no bold awareness of ethnical
af¿liation.
The area of modern FYR Macedonia partly
belongs to the Serbian ethno-national space.
For instance, the regions of Skopje and Tetovo
belong to the area of Old Serbia, from which
we may infer that most modern Macedonians of
these two regions is of a Serbian origin and some
of those people still feel that way.
The genesis of the Macedonians was
inÀuenced by the cultural traces of Serbian
medieval state. A proof might be the presence of
Serbian tradition within the Macedonian folklore
(stories and poems about the Kosovo battle,
the Nemanjiü dynasty, grand duke Lazar, etc.).
As he performed a research on the population
of Old Serbia and Macedonia, Cvijiü wrote
down that “there were still many descendants
of old Macedonian families who never thought
of themselves as anything else but Serbian”
(ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991a, pp.155).
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Ɇɟɻɭ ɧɚʁɩɪɢɡɧɚɬɢʁɢɦ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚɱɢɦɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢɯ ɩɪɨɛɥɟɦɚ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ ɭ ɩɪɜɨʁ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɢ ɞɜɚɞɟɫɟɬɨɝ ɜɢʁɟɤɚ ɩɪɟɨɜɥɚɞɚɜɚ ɦɢɲʂɟʃɟ
ɞɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ ɧɢʁɟ ɩɪɨɢɡɚɲɥɚ ɢɡ ɝɥɚɜɧɢɯ ɟɥɟɦɟɧɚɬɚ „ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɨ“ ɝɟɧɟɪɢɫɚɧɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ (ʁɟɡɢɤ, ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɚɥɧɢ ɤɨɧɬɢɧɭɢɬɟɬ, ɩɨɫɟɛɧɚ ɰɪɤɜɚ, ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢ ɤɨɧɬɢɧɭɢɬɟɬ,
ɞɪɠɚɜɧɨɫɬ), ɜɟʄ ɢɡ ɫɩɟɰɢɮɢɱɧɨɫɬɢ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɟ ɢ
ɦɚɬɟɪɢʁɚɥɧɟ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɟ (ɨɛɢɱɚʁɢ, ɮɨɥɤɥɨɪ, ɟɬɧɨɦɭɡɢɤɨɥɨɝɢʁɚ, ɧɚɪɨɞɧɚ ɩɪɟɞɚʃɚ, ʁɟɡɢɤ...) ɤɚɨ
ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ ɚɦɚɥɝɚɦ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɯ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɚ ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɫɢɫɬɟɦɚ. ɍɫɬɜɚɪɢ, ɫɜɟ ɞɨ ɩɟɪɢɨɞɚ
ɫɨɰɢʁɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ ɭ ɤɨʁɟɦ ɞɨɛɢʁɚʁɭ
ɫɬɚɬɭɫ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ, Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɰɢ ɫɭ ɩɪɟɞɫɬɚɜʂɚɥɢ
ɚɦɨɪɮɧɭ, ɮɥɨɬɚɧɬɧɭ ɢ ɚɪɯɚɢɱɧɭ ɦɚɫɭ ɢ „ɧɚɪɨɞ ɭ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɭ“ (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991ɛ, ɫɬɪ. 245).
ɍɝɥɟɞɧɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮ, Ɇ. ȼɚɫɨɜɢʄ
ɤɚɠɟ: „ɐɜɢʁɢʄ ɧɢʁɟ ɢɦɚɨ ɫɪɟʄɟ ɞɚ ɜɢɞɢ ɫɜɟ
ɨɧɨ ɲɬɨ ʁɟ ɬɪɭɞɨʂɭɛɢɜɢ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɢ ɧɚɪɨɞ
ɩɨɫɬɢɝɚɨ ɭ ɛɨɪɛɢ ɡɚ ɫɜɨʁɭ ɟɦɚɧɰɢɩɚɰɢʁɭ – ɪɚɡɜɢɬɚɤ ɤʃɢɠɟɜɧɨɝ ʁɟɡɢɤɚ ɢ ɫɨɩɫɬɜɟɧɟ ɤʃɢɠɟɜɧɨɫɬɢ, ɨɬɜɚɪɚʃɟ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɨɝ ɭɧɢɜɟɪɡɢɬɟɬɚ ɢ
ɫɜɢɯ ɜɪɫɬɚ ɲɤɨɥɚ, ɨɫɧɢɜɚʃɟ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɟ ɚɤɚɞɟɦɢʁɟ ɧɚɭɤɚ, ɚ ɧɚɞɚɫɜɟ ɨɫɧɢɜɚʃɟ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɟ
ɞɪɠɚɜɟ ɭ ɫɚɫɬɚɜɭ ɋɎɊȳ“ (ȼɚɫɨɜɢʄ, 1991, ɫɬɪ.
13). ɂɩɚɤ, ɦɢɲʂɟʃɚ ɫɦɨ ɞɚ Ɇ. ȼɚɫɨɜɢʄ ɡɚɧɟɦɚɪɭʁɟ ɱɢʃɟɧɢɰɭ ɞɚ ɫɭ ɫɜɢ ɧɚɜɟɞɟɧɢ ɟɥɟɦɟɧɬɢ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɩɪɨɢɡɜɨɞ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɨɝ ɪʁɟɲɚɜɚʃɚ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɨɝ ɩɢɬɚʃɚ ɭ ɛɢɜɲɨʁ
ɫɨɰɢʁɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɨʁ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɢ. Ɉɜɟ ɱɢʃɟɧɢɰɟ
ɧɢ ɭ ɤɨɦ ɫɥɭɱɚʁɭ ɧɟ ɨɫɩɨɪɚɜɚʁɭ ɩɪɚɜɨ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ
ɧɚ ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚʃɟ ɢ ɫɚɦɨɨɩɪɟɞɟʂɟʃɟ. ɇɨ, ɢ ɧɚɤɨɧ ɞɨɛɢʁɟɧɨɝ ɫɬɚɬɭɫɚ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ, ɬɟ ɧɚɤɨɧ ɫɩɨɪɚɡɭɦɧɨɝ „ɪɚɡɞɪɭɠɢɜɚʃɚ“ ɫɚ ɛɢɜɲɨɦ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɨɦ, Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɭ ɞɚɧɚɫ ɩɨɬɪɟɫɚʁɭ ɛɪɨʁɧɚ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɚ ɩɢɬɚʃɚ, ɦɟɻɭ ɤɨʁɢɦɚ ɭ ɩɪɜɢ ɩɥɚɧ
ɫɬɚɜʂɚɦɨ ɢɦɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ – Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɚ, ɢ ɭ ɜɟɡɢ
ɫ ɬɢɦ ɨɞɧɨɫɟ ɫɚ ɫɭɫʁɟɞɧɨɦ Ƚɪɱɤɨɦ ɤɨʁɚ ɨɫɩɨɪɚɜɚ ɬɚɤɚɜ ɧɚɡɢɜ. ɍ ɜɟɡɢ ɫ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢɦ ɩɪɨɛɥɟɦɢɦɚ ɢɫɬɢɱɟɦɨ ɢ ɧɟɩɪɢɦʁɟɪɟɧ ɩɨɥɨɠɚʁ ɢ ɫɬɚɬɭɫ ɋɪɛɚ, ɧɟɦɨɝɭʄɧɨɫɬ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɢɡɪɚɠɚɜɚʃɚ ɢ ɨɛɟɡɛʁɟɻɟʃɚ ɨɞɝɨɜɚɪɚʁɭʄɢɯ ɩɪɚɜɚ ɤɨʁɚ ɫɬɚɬɫɭɫ ɩɨɞɪɚɡɭɦɢʁɟɜɚ. ɍ ɧɨɜɨɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɧɨʁ ɞɪɠɚɜɢ, ɭ ɰɢʂɭ ʁɚɱɚʃɚ ɦɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɨɝ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɛɢʄɚ, ɫɪɩɫɤɨɦ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɭ
ɧɢɫɭ ɩɪɢɡɧɚɬɚ ɧɢ ɦɚʃɢɧɫɤɚ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɚ ɩɪɚɜɚ, ɞɨɜɟɞɟɧɨ ʁɟ ɭ ɩɢɬɚʃɟ ɜɢɲɟɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɟɨ ɞʁɟ14

The most distinguished reviewers of
Macedonian ethnic issues in the first half of
20th century believed that the Macedonian
ethnic specificity had not come out from
the key elements of a ‘naturally’ generated
nation (language, territorial continuity,
church, ethnic continuity, statehood) but it
had rather come out from a specific spiritual
and material heritage (customs, folklore,
ethnomusicology, folk tales, language, etc.) as
a historic amalgam of different cultures and
political systems. Actually, only during the
period of socialist Yugoslavia did they get the
status of a nation. Up to then, Macedonians
were an amorphous, open form, archaic mass
and ‘nation in formation’ (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991b,
pp.245).
M. Vasoviü, a distinguished Serbian
geographer, said that “Cvijiü did not live
to witness everything that the pain-staking
Macedonian people managed to achieve
through their effort to emancipate – the
standard language and their own literature,
Macedonian university and many other
schools, Macedonian Academy of Sciences,
and, finally, their own state within SFRY”
(ȼɚɫɨɜɢʄ, 1991, pp. 13). Still, we believe
that Vasoviü neglected the fact that all those
elements of the Macedonian nation were a
product of political solutions to the Macedonian
matter within former SFR Yugoslavia.
Admittedly, those facts do not challenge a
right of a people to self-determination and
destination. On the other hand, even upon
gaining the status of a nation and parting
from former Yugoslavia, Macedonia today
suffers many geopolitical problems, among
which the largest one is the issue with
neighboring Greece and the name of the
country that is being disputed. When it comes
to ethnic problems, there is the inappropriate
status of the Serbs, their inability to express
themselves on ethno-national grounds and
gain the right they should have. In order to
strengthen the Macedonian national identity,
the newly-formed state did not acknowledge
Serbs as a national minority and jeopardized
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ɥɨɜɚʃɟ ɚɭɬɨɤɟɮɚɥɧɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ, ɫɪɩɫɤɨ
ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨ ɫɜɟɲɬɟɧɫɬɜɨ ɢɡɥɨɠɟɧɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɨɝɨɧɭ, „ɩɪɨɝɥɚɲɟɧɚ“ ʁɟ ɬɡɜ. Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɫɤɚ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɚ ɰɪɤɜɚ ɢ ɫɥ. Ɉɜɚ ɢ ɫɥɢɱɧɚ ɩɢɬɚʃɚ, ɩɨɪɟɞ ɬɨɝɚ ɲɬɨ ɭɝɪɨɠɚɜɚʁɭ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɢ ɠɢɜɨɬ ɢ
ɞɭɯɨɜɧɟ ɩɨɬɪɟɛɟ ɩɪɟɨɫɬɚɥɨɝ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ,
ɧɚɪɨɱɢɬɨ ɭ ɋɤɨɩɫɤɨʁ ɐɪɧɨʁ Ƚɨɪɢ ɢ Ʉɭɦɚɧɨɜɫɤɨʁ ɨɛɥɚɫɬɢ, ɞɨɞɚɬɧɨ ɨɩɬɟɪɟʄɭʁɭ ɨɞɧɨɫɟ ɢɡɦɟɻɭ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ ɢ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ.

centuries of autocephalous Serbian Orthodox
Church by prosecuting Serbian clergy and
declaring so-called Macedonian Orthodox
Church. These and many other similar matters
burden the mutual relations between Serbia
and Macedonia and jeopardize the cultural
life and spiritual needs of the Serbian ethnos
living there.

ȿɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ

Ethno-genesis of Montenegrins

ɋɬɜɚɪɚʃɟ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɟɤɥɚɬɚɧɬɚɧ
ʁɟ ɩɪɢɦʁɟɪ ɪɚɡɛɢʁɚʃɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɛɢʄɚ. ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ
ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ɢɡɜɟɞɟɧ ʁɟ ɢɡ ɨɤɪɢʂɚ
ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɛɢʄɚ.
ɉɨɫʂɟɞɢɰɚ ʁɟ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɯ ɢ ɫɚɜɪɟɦɟɧɢɯ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɩɪɢɥɢɤɚ ɭ ɤɨʁɢɦɚ ɫɟ ɪɚɡɜɢʁɚɨ ɢ
ɪɚɡɜɢʁɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧ ɭ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɚʁɭʄɟɦ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ. Ʉɨɧɚɱɧɭ ɮɨɪɦɭ, ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ
ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ɞɨɛɢɨ ʁɟ ɭ ɫɨɰɢʁɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɨʁ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɢ, ɮɨɪɦɢɪɚʃɟɦ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ.
Ȼɢɬɧɭ ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜɤɭ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɢ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ɞɚɥɚ ʁɟ ɨɞɥɭɤɚ Ȼɟɪɥɢɧɫɤɨɝ Ʉɨɧɝɪɟɫɚ
(1878), ɤɨʁɨɦ ɫɟ ɞɢɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɨɝ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɤɥɭɥɬɭɪɧɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ, ɩɨɡɧɚɬ ɩɨɞ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɢɦ ɧɚɡɢɜɨɦ ɐɪɧɚ Ƚɨɪɚ, ɩɪɨɝɥɚɲɚɜɚ ɧɟɡɚɜɢɫɧɨɦ ɢ ɦɟɻɭɧɚɪɨɞɧɨ ɩɪɢɡɧɚɬɨɦ ɞɪɠɚɜɨɦ.
ɐɪɧɚ Ƚɨɪɚ ɫɟ ɭ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɦ ɢɡɜɨɪɢɦɚ
ɩɨɦɢʃɟ ɩɪɜɢ ɩɭɬ ɭ ɞɨɛɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɤɪɚʂɚ Ɇɢɥɭɬɢɧɚ (XIV ɜɢʁɟɤ). ɇɟɤɢ ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚɱɢ ɫɦɚɬɪɚʁɭ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɢɦɟ ɩɨɫɬɨʁɚɥɨ ɢ ɪɚɧɢʁɟ, ɫ ɬɢɦ ɞɚ ʁɟ
ɨɧɨ ɨɡɧɚɱɚɜɚɥɨ ʁɟɞɧɭ ɨɛɥɚɫɬ ɢɥɢ ɩɨɞɪɭɱʁɟ ɭ
ɫɪɟɞʃɨɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɨʁ ɞɪɠɚɜɢ Ɂɟɬɢ (Ⱦɪɨɛʃɚɤɨɜɢʄ,
1960, ɫɬɪ. 107). ȿɬɧɨɥɨɲɤɚ ɢ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɚ
ɢɫɬɪɚɠɢɜɚʃɚ, ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɭ ɩɪɜɨʁ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɢ ɞɜɚɞɟɫɟɬɨɝ ɜɢʁɟɤɚ, ɩɨɤɚɡɚɥɚ ɫɭ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɐɪɧɚ Ƚɨɪɚ
ɞɨɛɢɥɚ ɢɦɟ ɩɨ ɝɭɫɬɢɦ ɲɭɦɚɦɚ, ɤɨʁɢɦɚ ʁɟ ɧɟɤɚɞ ɛɢɥɚ ɩɨɤɪɢɜɟɧɚ, ɚ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɞɨɛɢɥɨ ɢɦɟ ɩɨ ɧɚɡɢɜɭ ɡɟɦʂɟ [ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 107].
Ɉɱɢɬɨ, ɩɨʁɚɦ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰ ɢɦɚ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɨ ɚ ɧɟ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨ ɡɧɚɱɟʃɟ.
ɑɭɜɟɧɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɚɧɬɪɨɩɨɝɟɨɝɪɚɮ ɢ ɟɬɧɨ-

The creation of the Montenegrin nation is an
example of braking down the Serbian ethnos and
Serbian national being. The process of arti¿cial
ethno-genesis of Montenegrins is a product of
Serbian ethnos and national being whatsoever. It
is the consequence of both historic and modern
geopolitical environment in which Serbian
ethnos developed and still is developing within
the adequate space. The process of arti¿cial
ethno-genesis of Montenegrins reached its ¿nal
form during socialist Yugoslavia as the nation
of Montenegrins was formed.
A relevant basis for the ethno-genesis
of Montenegrins was the decision of the
Berlin Congress (1878), which declared the
independency and international recognition of
the Serbian historic and ethno-cultural space,
geographically known as Montenegro.
The historic sources ¿rst mentioned
Montenegro during the reign of Serbian king
Milutin in 14th century. Some researchers
believe that the name had existed even before
referring to a region within the medieval state
of Zeta (Ⱦɪɨɛʃɚɤɨɜɢʄ, 1960, pp. 107). The
ethnologic and historic-geographic researches,
especially during the early 20th century,
indicated that Montenegro was named after
many dense forests that once had covered the
area, and the population was named after the
country (ibidem, pp.107). Obviously, the notion
of Montenegrin is of a geographic and not
national origin.
J. Erdeljanoviü, a famous Serbian anthrop
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ɥɨɝ ȳ. ȿɪɞɟʂɚɧɨɜɢʄ ɞɟɬɚʂɧɨ ɫɟ ɛɚɜɢo ɩɪɨɭɱɚɜɚʃɢɦɚ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ, ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ. Ɉɧ, ɭ ɨɞɧɨɫɭ ɧɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɢ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɢ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ ɢ ʃɟɧɟ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ
ɝɪɚɧɢɰɟ, ɞɟɮɢɧɢɲɟ „ɩɪɚɜɭ“, ɨɞɧɨɫɧɨ ɋɬɚɪɭ
ɐɪɧɭ Ƚɨɪɭ, ɤɨʁɚ ɨɛɭɯɜɚɬɚ ɱɟɬɢɪɢ ɧɚɯɢʁɟ: Ʉɚɬɭɧɫɤɭ, Ɋɢʁɟɱɤɭ, ȴɟɲɚɧɫɤɭ ɢ ɐɪɦɧɢɱɤɭ. Ɉɜɚ
ɱɢʃɟɧɢɰɚ ɭɩɭʄɭʁɟ ɧɚ ɡɚɤʂɭɱɚɤ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɐɪɧɚ
Ƚɨɪɚ ɨɞɥɭɤɨɦ Ȼɟɪɥɢɧɫɤɨɝ ɤɨɧɝɪɟɫɚ, ɩɨɪɟɞ
ɬɨɝɚ ɲɬɨ ʁɟ ɩɪɨɝɥɚɲɟɧɚ ɞɪɠɚɜɨɦ, ɫɜɨʁɟ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɟ ɩɪɨɲɢɪɢɥɚ ɧɚ ɪɚɱɭɧ ɨɫɬɚɥɢɯ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ, ɧɚɪɨɱɢɬɨ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ (ȿɪɞɟʂɟɚɧɨɜɢʄ,
1926/1978, ɫɬɪ. 456–457). ɉɪɚɤɬɢɱɧɨ, ɝɪɚɧɢɰɟ
ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ, ɨɞɪɟɻɟɧɟ Ȼɟɪɥɢɧɫɤɢɦ ɤɨɧɝɪɟɫɨɦ,
ɩɨɬɜɪɞɢɨ ʁɟ ɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢ ɪɟɠɢɦ ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊ
ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ, ɢ ɧɚ ɬɚʁ ɧɚɱɢɧ ɭɬɪɨ ɩɭɬ ʃɟɧɨʁ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɨʁ „ɫɚɦɨɫɬɚɥɧɨɫɬɢ“.
ɇɚɜɨɞɧɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɚ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ʁɟɞɚɧ ʁɟ ɨɞ ɚɪɝɭɦɟɧɚɬɚ ɤɨʁɢɦ ɧɟɤɢ ɫɩɨʂɧɢ ɢ ɭɧɬɪɚɲʃɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢ ɫɭɛʁɟɤɬɢ ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚʁɭ ɨɩɪɚɜɞɚɬɢ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɨɫɬ ɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɟ
ɧɚɰɢʁɟ. ɂɫɬɢɧɚ, ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɫ ɩɨɫʁɟɞɭʁɟ
ɨɞɪɟɻɟɧɟ ɫɩɟɰɢɮɢɱɧɨɫɬɢ, ɚɥɢ ɫɭ ɨɧɟ ɥɨɤɚɥɧɨɝ
ɤɚɪɚɤɬɟɪɚ ɢ ɨɞɪɚɡ ɝɟɨɝɪɚɮɫɤɟ ɫɪɟɞɢɧɟ, ʃɟɧɢɯ
ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɢɯ ɢ ɞɪɭɲɬɜɟɧɢɯ ɱɢɧɢɥɚɰɚ. ɍ ɨɫɬɚɥɨɦ, ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɫɩɟɰɢɮɢɱɧɨɫɬɢ ɫɭ ɨɛɢʂɟɠʁɟ ɫɜɢɯ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɜɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ
ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ (Ȼɟɥɟ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ, Ʌɢɤɟ, Ⱦɚɥɦɚɰɢʁɟ, Ȼɚɧɢʁɟ, Ʉɨɪɞɭɧɚ, Ȼɨɫɧɟ, ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ, ɋɥɚɜɨɧɢʁɟ, Ȼɚɪɚʃɟ, ȼɨʁɜɨɞɢɧɟ, ɒɭɦɚɞɢʁɟ,
ɢɫɬɨɱɧɟ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ, ɄɢɆ, ɋɬɚɪɟ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ, Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ). Ɉɧɟ ɫɟ ʁɚɫɧɨ ɜɢɞɟ ɭ ʁɟɡɢɤɭ, ɧɚɪɨɱɢɬɨ
ɞɢʁɚɥɟɤɬɭ, ɤɭɥɬɭɪɢ ɠɢɜʂɟʃɚ, ɟɥɟɦɟɧɬɢɦɚ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɟ ɢ ɦɚɬɟɪɢʁɚɥɧɟ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɟ, ɟɬɧɨɩɫɢɯɢɱɤɢɦ
ɨɫɨɛɢɧɚɦɚ ɢ ɫɥ.
ȿɬɧɢɱɤɭ ɫɩɟɰɢɮɢɱɧɨɫɬ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ɢɥɭɫɬɪɭʁɟ ɞɟɮɢɧɢɰɢʁɚ: „ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɢ ɫɭ ɭɜɢʁɟɤ
ɛɢɥɢ ɨɤɪɟɧɭɬɢ ɫɟɛɢ ɢ ɪɟɤɥɨ ɛɢ ɫɟ ɞɚ ɫɭ ɫɚɦɨɡɚɞɨɜɨʂɧɨ ɭɠɢɜɚɥɢ ɭ ɢɡɜʁɟɫɧɨɦ ɢɡɨɥɚɰɢɨɧɢɡɦɭ...“ (ɋɬɚɧɨʁɟɜɢʄ, 1975, ɫɬɪ. 4). Ɉɜɚɤɜɚ
ɢɡɨɥɨɜɚɧɨɫɬ ɞɢʁɟɥɨɦ ʁɟ ɩɨɫʂɟɞɢɰɚ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɟ ɫɪɟɞɢɧɟ, ɧɚɪɨɱɢɬɨ ɪɟʂɟɮɚ. ɂɡɨɥɨɜɚɧɨɫɬ
ʁɟ ɩɪɟɬɩɨɫɬɚɜʂɚɥɚ ʁɚɱɭ ɜɟɡɭ ɢ ɫɚ ɩɪɢɪɨɞɧɨɦ
ɫɪɟɞɢɧɨɦ ɢ ɜɟʄɢ ɫɬɟɩɟɧ ɨɱɭɜɚɧɨɫɬɢ ɚɪɯɚɢɱɧɟ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɟ.
Ʉɚɨ ɲɬɨ ʁɟ ɬɨ ɫɥɭɱɚʁ ɞɚɧɚɫ, ɢ ɭ ɫɪɟɞʃɨɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɢɦ ɩɪɢɥɢɤɚɦɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɟɬɧɨɫ ʁɟ ɛɢɨ ɪɚɡ16

geographer and ethnologist, studied in details
the area of Serbian countries, especially
Montenegro. Unlike the modern geographic
area of Montenegro and its borders, he de¿ned
the ‘real’, i.e. Old Montenegro, which covered
four counties – Katun, Rijeka, Ljesan, and
Crmnik. That fact implies that the decision of the
Berlin Congress not only gave Montenegro its
independency but it also expanded the borders
affecting other Serbian countries, especially
Herzegovina
(ȿɪɞɟʂɚɧɨɜɢʄ,
1926/1978,
pp. 456-457). So practically, the borders of
Montenegro set by the Berlin Congress were
later con¿rmed within the political regime of
SFR Yugoslavia, setting a path to its modern
day ‘independency’.
The alleged ethnic speci¿city of
Montenegrins is one of the arguments used
by both foreign and local political subjects
in order to justify the nature of genesis of the
Montenegrin nation. Admittedly, the ethnos of
Montenegrins does hold certain speci¿cities,
but their nature is local and expresses solely
the geographic environment with its natural
and social factors. Besides, ethno-cultural
speci¿cities are typical of all parts of Serbian
ethnic space and countries (Bela Krajina, Lika,
Baranja, Dalmatia, Banija, Kordun, Bosnia,
Herzegovina, Slavonia, Baranja, Vojvodina,
Sumadija, east Serbia, Kosovo and Metohia,
Old Serbia, Macedonia). Those speci¿cities can
be clearly noticed in the language, especially
the dialects, the culture of living, elements
of spiritual and material heritage, ethnopsychological traits, etc.
The ethnic speci¿city of the Montenegrins
is illustrated by the de¿nition:”Montenegrins
have always been self-absorbed and one may
say they have always enjoyed some sort of
isolation…” (ɋɬɚɧɨʁɟɜɢʄ, 1975, pp. 4). This
type of isolation is partly a consequence of the
natural surrounding and the relief. Furthermore,
the isolation led towards the stronger connection
with the nature and preserved the archaic culture
to a larger extent.
As it is nowadays, in the medieval times
the Serbian ethnos was scattered into several
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ɛɢʁɟɧ ɧɚ ɧɟɤɨɥɢɤɨ ɡɚɫɟɛɧɢɯ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɯ ɞɪɠɚɜɢɰɚ. ȳɟɞɧɚ ɨɞ ʃɢɯ ɛɢɥɚ ʁɟ Ⱦɭɤʂɚ. ɍ ɛɢɬɢ, ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɚ ɞɪɠɚɜɧɨɫɬ ɜɟɠɟ ɫɟ ɡɚ Ⱦɭɤʂɭ, ɚ ɤɚɫɧɢʁɟ
Ɂɟɬɭ – ɩɪɜɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɤɪɚʂɟɜɫɬɜɨ.
Ɏɨɪɦɢɪɚʃɟ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɯ ɞɪɠɚɜɚ ɭ ȿɜɪɨɩɢ ɩɨɱɟɥɨ ʁɟ ɤɪɚʁɟɦ XVIII ɜɢʁɟɤɚ. ɍ ɬɨ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ,
ɟɬɧɢɱɤɚ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɦ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɭ ɛɢɥɚ ʁɟ ɧɟɭɩɢɬɧɚ. ɉɨɱɟɬɤɨɦ XIX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ, ɭ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɪɟɜɨɥɭɰɢʁɟ, ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɢ
ɧɚ ɞʁɟɥɭ ɢɫɤɚɡɭʁɭ ɫɜɨʁɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɭ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬ. „ɍ ɭɫɬɚɧɚɤ ɫɭ ɛɢɥɟ ɭɤʂɭɱɟɧɟ ɫɜɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ
ɡɟɦʂɟ ɢ ʃɢɯɨɜ ɰɢʂ ʁɟ ɛɢɨ ɭʁɟɞɢʃɟʃɟ ɞɜɢʁɟ
ɫɬɚɪɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ – ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ ɢ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ,
ɤɨʁɟ ʁɟ ɨɦɟɬɚɧɨ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢɦɚ ɜɟɥɢɤɢɯ ɫɢɥɚ“ Ʌɟɤɨɜɢʄ, 2004, ɫɬɪ. 125). Ⱦɚɤɥɟ, ɧɟɭɩɢɬɧɨ ʁɟ ɞɚ
ɫɭ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɢ ɢ ɋɪɛɢ ʁɟɞɚɧ ɧɚɪɨɞ, ɤɚɨ ɢ ɬɨ ɞɚ
ɫɭ ɤɪɨɡ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɫɬɜɚɪɚɥɢ ɢ ɝɭɛɢɥɢ
ɩɨɫɟɛɧɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ, ɭʁɟɞɢʃɚɜɚɥɢ ɫɟ ɢ ɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɥɢ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɭ ɞɪɠɚɜɭ, ɩɨɧɨɜɨ ʁɟ ɪɚɡɝɪɚɻɢɜɚɥɢ ɢ ɫɥ.
Ʉɪɨɡ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢ ɪɚɡɜɨʁ, ɨɞɧɨɫ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ ɢ ɋɪɛɚ ɭ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɢ ɛɢɨ ʁɟ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ
ɛɥɢɡɚɤ. Ɉɜɞʁɟ ɫɟ ɭ ɩɨɬɩɭɧɨɫɬɢ ɪɚɞɢ ɨ ʁɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɟɧɨɦ ɧɚɪɨɞɭ. ɐɪɧɚ Ƚɨɪɚ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɚ ɫɭ
ɢɞɟɧɬɢɱɧɟ – ʁɟɞɧɚ ɡɟɦʂɚ, ʁɟɞɚɧ ɧɚɪɨɞ, ɫɚɦɨ
ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢ ɩɨɞɢʁɟʂɟɧ ɢ ɩɪɟɞɜɨʁɟɧ. ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɢ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɰɢ ɫɭ, ɤɚɨ ɋɪɛɢ, ɧɚʁɩɪɟɞɚɧɢʁɢ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ɩɢɬɚʃɭ. ɍ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɪɟɜɨɥɭɰɢʁɟ, ɤɚɨ ɤɪɚʁʃɢ ɰɢʂ, ɢɦɚɥɢ ɫɭ ɭʁɟɞɢʃɟʃɟ
ɢ ɨɫɥɨɛɨɻɟʃɟ ɰɢʁɟɥɨɝ ɋɪɩɫɬɜɚ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ.
126).
ɉɪɢɥɢɤɨɦ ɚɧɟɤɫɢʁɟ Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɰɢ ʁɨɲ ʁɟɞɧɨɦ ɞɨɤɚɡɭʁɭ ɫɜɨʁɭ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɦ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɭ. ȼ. ɂɥɢɧɱɢʄ (2009)
ɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɚ ɝɨɜɨɪ ɤʃɚɡɚ ɇɢɤɨɥɟ ɩɨɞ ɧɚɡɢɜɨɦ
„ɀɢɜʁɟɥɚ ɋɪɛɢʁɚ“ (ɫɟɩɬɟɦɛɚɪ 1908. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ), ɭ
ɤɨɦɟ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɢ ɜɥɚɞɚɪ ɩɨɬɪɟɫɟɧ ɚɧɟɤɫɢʁɨɦ
Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ, ɢɡɦɟɻɭ ɨɫɬɚɥɨɝ ɤɚɠɟ
„...ɞɜɢʁɟ ɫɥɨɛɨɞɧɟ ɡɟɦʂɟ ɋɪɛɢɧɨɜɟ ɧɟ ɫɦɢʁɭ
ɧɢ ʁɟɞɧɨɝɚ ɞɚɧɚ ɫɢɥɚɡɢɬɢ ɫɚ ɤɭɥɟ ɦɨɬɪɢʂɟ, ɫ
ɤɨʁɟ ɝɥɟɞɚʁɭ ɋɪɩɫɬɜɨ ɢ ɫɬɪɚɠɚɪɟ ɧɚɞ ʃɟɝɨɜɨɦ
ɫɭɞɛɢɧɨɦ. ɐɪɧɚ Ƚɨɪɚ ɢ ɋɪɛɢʁɚ ɫɭ ɞɜɢʁɟ ɡɟɦʂɟ,
ɚɥɢ ʁɟɞɚɧ ɧɚɪɨɞ, ʁɟɞɧɚ ɞɭɲɚ ɢ ʁɟɞɧɚ ɫɧɚɝɚ“
(ɂɥɢɧɱɢʄ, 2009, ɫɬɪ. 316). Ⱦɚ ɫɟ ɧɟ ɪɚɞɢ ɧɢ ɨ
ɤɚɤɜɨʁ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨʁ ɧɢɬɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨʁ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬɢ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ, ɜɟʄ ɨ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɨʁ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɢ, ɭɩɭʄɭʁɟ ɩɨɬɟɡ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɨɝ ɫɭɜɟɪɟɧɚ ɇɢɤɨ-

separate Serbian states. One of those was the
state of Duklja, and the statehood of Montenegro
is essentially connected with Duklja, and later
on, with Zeta – the ¿rst Serbian kingdom.
In late 18th century, there was a major
process of formation of national states Europe
wide. In that time, the Montenegrin ethnos
belonged to the Serbian nation beyond any
doubt. In the early 19th century, at the time
of Serbian revolution, the Montenegrins
displayed their national choice in practice.
“The revolution included all Serbian countries
and the main goal was to unite two old Serbian
countries – Serbia and Montenegro, but the
process was suppressed by the interests of great
political forces” (Ʌɟɤɨɜɢʄ, 2004, pp. 125).
Therefore, there is no doubt that the Serbs and
Montenegrins are one people, who, throughout
history, created and lost separate states, united
and formed a common state, and then broke it
up all over again.
During the course of history, the relations
between the Serbs and Montenegrins were the
closest in the region of Herzegovina and then
we can speak of a same people whatsoever.
Montenegro and Herzegovina are identical – one
country, one people, only arti¿cially divided.
The Montenegrins and Herzegovinians are, like
the Serbs, most dedicated to the national matter.
During the Serbian revolution, they all had one
common goal, which was to get freedom and
unity for all Serbian people (ibidem, pp. 126).
As Bosnia and Herzegovina suffered
annexation, the Montenegrins once again
proved the af¿liation to the Serbian ethnos. V.
Ilinþiü (2009) analyzed the speech given by king
Nikola (Long live Serbia- September 1908) in
which the ruler of Montenegro, affected by the
annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, said…
”the two free countries of the Serbs may not,
even for a moment, leave the tower from which
they observe all of the Serbian people and
should keep guard of their destiny. Montenegro
and Serbia are two countries but one people,
one soul, and one power” (ɂɥɢɧɱɢʄ, 2009,
pp.316). The fact that the Montenegrin ruler,
Nikola, declared the Montenegrin country a
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ɥɟ, ɤɨʁɢ 1910. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ, ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɭ ɞɪɠɚɜɭ ɩɪɨɝɥɚɲɚɜɚ ɤɪɚʂɟɜɫɬɜɨɦ. ɍ ɨɛɪɚɡɥɨɠɟʃɭ ɨɞɥɭɤɟ
ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɢ ɩɚɪɥɚɦɟɧɬ ɧɚɜɨɞɢ ɞɚ ɐɪɧɚ Ƚɨɪɚ
ɩɪɟɞɫɬɚɜʂɚ ɤɨɧɬɢɧɭɢɬɟɬ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɫɪɟɞʃɨʁɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ ɢ ɞɪɠɚɜɧɟ ɦɢɫɥɢ. ɋɟɦ ɬɨɝɚ, ɇɢɤɨɥɚ ʁɟ ɧɚɤɨɧ ɉɪɜɨɝ ɫɜʁɟɬɫɤɨɝ ɪɚɬɚ ɬɟɠɢɨ ɞɚ
ɫɜɨʁɭ ɞɢɧɫɬɢʁɭ ɉɟɬɪɨɜɢʄɚ ɧɚɦɟɬɧɟ ɤɚɨ ɜɥɚɞɚʁɭʄɭ ɭ Ʉɪɚʂɟɜɢɧɢ ɋɏɋ (ɉɟɬɪɚɧɨɜɢʄ, 1988,
ɫɬɪ. 37).
ɉɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨ ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɐɪɧɟ
Ƚɨɪɟ, ɤɪɨɡ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɭ, ɛɢɥɨ ʁɟ ɩɨɞ ɩɚɬɪɨɧɚɬɨɦ
ɰɟɬɢʃɫɤɟ ɦɢɬɪɨɩɨɥɢʁɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɟ
ɰɪɤɜɟ. ɉɨɱɟɬɤɨɦ XX ɜɢʁɟɤɚ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɢ ɡɜɚɧɢɱɧɢɰɢ ɫɦɚɬɪɚʁɭ „ɰɟɬɢʃɫɤɭ ɦɢɬɪɨɩɨɥɢʁɭ ʁɟɞɢɧɨɦ ɫɜɟɬɨɫɚɜɫɤɨɦ ɟɩɢɫɤɨɩɫɤɨɦ ɫɬɨɥɢɰɨɦ
ɤɨʁɚ ʁɟ ɛɟɡ ɩɪɟɤɢɞɚ ɫɚɱɭɜɚɧɚ, ɢ ɤɚɨ ɬɚɤɜɚ ɧɚɫʂɟɞɧɢɰɚ ɉɟʄɤɟ ɩɚɬɪɢʁɚɪɲɢʁɟ“ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ.
37).
ɇɨɜɨɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɧɚ „ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɚ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɚ ɰɪɤɜɚ“ (2000. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ), ɤɚɧɨɧɫɤɢ ɧɟɩɪɢɡɧɚɬɚ, ɩɪɨɢɡɜɨɞ ʁɟ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɚ ɧɟɤɢɯ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɤɪɭɝɨɜɚ ɤɨʁɢ ɫɭ ɐɪɧɭ Ƚɨɪɭ (2006. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ) ɢɡɞɜɨʁɢɥɢ ɢɡ ɡɚʁɟɞɧɢɱɤɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ ɫɚ ɋɪɛɢʁɨɦ, ɢ ɭɫɩɨɫɬɚɜɢɥɢ ɮɨɪɦɚɥɧɭ ɧɟɡɚɜɢɫɧɨɫɬ.
ɍ ɢɫɬɨ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ, ɨɧɚ ʁɟ ɦɟɯɚɧɢɡɚɦ ɞɧɟɜɧɨ-ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɩɨɬɪɟɛɚ ɧɟɤɢɯ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɤɪɭɝɨɜɚ
ɢ ɩɨʁɟɞɢɧɚɰɚ ɭ ɐɪɧɨʁ Ƚɨɪɢ ɤɨʁɢ ɩɪɟɞɚɧɨ ɪɚɞɟ
ɧɚ ɪɚɡɛɢʁɚʃɭ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ʁɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɚ
ɢ ɪɟɚɥɢɡɚɰɢʁɢ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ, ɝɟɨɫɬɪɚɬɟɲɤɢɯ
ɢ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɨɥɨɲɤɢɯ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɚ ɤɚɬɨɥɢɱɚɧɫɬɜɚ ɢ
ɜɨɞɟʄɢɯ ɡɟɦɚʂɚ ɬɡɜ. ɧɨɜɨɝ ɫɜʁɟɬɫɤɨɝ ɩɨɪɟɬɤɚ,
ɩɪɜɟɧɫɬɜɟɧɨ ɋȺȾ-ɚ.
ɉɨɞɪɲɤɚ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɨʁ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɨʁ ɰɪɤɜɢ
ɨɞ ɪɚɫɤɨɥɧɢɱɤɟ ɛɭɝɚɪɫɤɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ,
ɤɨʁɭ ʁɟ ɤɚɧɨɧɫɤɚ ɛɭɝɚɪɫɤɚ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɚ ɰɪɤɜɚ
ɩɪɨɝɥɚɫɢɥɚ ɪɚɫɤɨɥɧɢɱɤɨɦ, ɧɚ ɧɚʁɛɨʂɢ ɧɚɱɢɧ
ɢɥɭɫɬɪɭʁɟ ɫɬɚɬɭɫ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɟ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɟ ɰɪɤɜɟ ɭ ɞɭɯɨɜɧɨɦ ɠɢɜɨɬɭ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɢɯ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ.
ɍɫɬɜɚɪɢ, ɬɨɝ ɫɬɚɬɭɫɚ ɧɟɦɚ, ɢ ɧɟ ɦɨɠɟ ɝɚ ɛɢɬɢ,
ɲɬɨ ɭɩɭʄɭʁɟ ɧɚ ɡɚɤʂɭɱɚɤ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɪɚɞɢ ɨ ʃɟɧɨʁ
ɟɩɢɡɨɞɧɨʁ ɭɥɨɡɢ ɢ ɩɪɨɥɚɡɧɨɫɬɢ.
ȳɟɡɢɤ ʁɟ ɝɥɚɜɧɨ ɨɛɢʂɟɠʁɟ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ ɢ ɫɜɢɯ
ɧɚɰɢʁɚ ɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɢɯ ɩɨ ɨɫɧɨɜɭ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɟ ɢɧɞɢɜɢɞɭɚɥɧɨɫɬɢ. ɍ ɐɪɧɨʁ Ƚɨɪɢ ɝɨɜɨɪɢ ɫɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɦ
ʁɟɡɢɤɨɦ ɢ ɩɢɲɟ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɦ ɩɢɫɦɨɦ. ɋɪɩɫɤɢɦ ʁɟɡɢɤɨɦ ɢ ɩɢɫɦɨɦ ɧɚɩɢɫɚɧɚ ɫɭ ɧɟɤɚ ɨɞ ɧɚʁɡɧɚɱɚʁɧɢʁɢɯ ɞʁɟɥɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɤʃɢɠɟɜɧɨɫɬɢ, ɤɚɨ ɲɬɨ
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kingdom in 1910 indicates an arti¿cial ethnogenesis and not an ethnic or ethno-national
speci¿city of the Montenegrins. In an elaborate
of their decision, the Montenegrin Parliament
stated that Montenegro is a continuation of the
Serbian medieval state and policy. Besides,
after WW I, Nikola was trying to impose his
dynasty (the Petroviüs) as the supreme one in
the Kingdom of SCS (ɉɟɬɪɚɧɨɜɢʄ, 1988, pp.
37).
The Orthodox population of Montenegro,
throughout history, had been under the patronage
of Metropolitan of Cetinje, of the Serbian
Orthodox Church. In the early 20th century,
the Montenegrin of¿cials considered the
“Metropolitan of Cetinje as the only Episcopal
throne of St. Sava church that had been constant
during the history and the heritage of the Pec
Patriarchate” (ibidem, pp. 37).
The newly-formed ‘Montenegrin Orthodox
Church’ (2000), which holds no canon
recognition, is a product of interests of some
political circles that separated Montenegro
(2006) from the joint state with Serbia, thus
giving it a formal independence. At the same
time, it serves as a mechanism for daily political
needs of some political groups and individuals
in Montenegro, who are dedicated to breakingup the Serbian national unity. These groups and
individuals are also aiming at the realization of
some geopolitical, geostrategic, and cultural
interests of the Catholicism and the leader
countries of so-called new world order (USA
above all).
The best way to illustrate the status of
the Montenegrin Orthodox Church among the
spiritual life of Orthodox population is the
support they get from the Bulgarian Orthodox
Church, which was announced as sectarian
by the canon Bulgarian Orthodox Church.
Actually, its status does not exist and cannot be
valid, which only indicates its temporary role.
The language is the major trait of an ethnos
and all the nations derived on the basis of ethnic
individuality. The language and alphabet used
in Montenegro are Serbian. Moreover, some of
the most inÀuential works of Serbian literature
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ʁɟ „Ƚɨɪɫɤɢ ɜɢʁɟɧɚɰ“, ɞʁɟɥɨ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɨɝ ɜɥɚɞɚɪɚ ɉɟɬɚɪ II ɉɟɬɪɨɜɢʄɚ ȵɟɝɨɲɚ, ɧɚɩɢɫɚɧɨ
1847. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ. Ɉɜɢɦ ʁɟ ɜɢɞʂɢɜɨ ɞɚ ȵɟɝɨɲ ɭ
ɩɨɬɩɭɧɨɫɬɢ ɩɨɞɪɠɚɜɚ ɢ ɩɪɢɯɜɚɬɚ ɪɟɮɨɪɦɢɫɚɧɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɢ ɤʃɢɠɟɜɧɢ ʁɟɡɢɤ ȼɭɤɚ ɋɬɟɮɚɧɨɜɢʄɚ
Ʉɚɪɚʇɢʄɚ.
Ɂɚɬɨ, ɧɨɜɨɩɪɨɝɥɚɲɟɧɢ „ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɢ ʁɟɡɢɤ“
ɭ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɨʁ ɐɪɧɨʁ Ƚɨɪɢ, ɨɛɨɝɚʄɟɧ ɫɚ ɧɟɤɨɥɢɤɨ
ɧɨɜɢɯ ɤʃɢɠɟɜɧɢɯ ɩɨʁɦɨɜɚ (ɥɨɤɚɥɢɡɚɦɚ) ɢ ɧɨɜɨɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɧɨ „ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɨ ɩɢɫɦɨ“, ɨɛɨɝɚʄɟɧɨ ɫɚ ɧɟɤɨɥɢɤɨ ɝɪɚɮɢɱɤɢɯ ɡɧɚɤɨɜɚ (ɫɥɨɜɚ) ɧɢ
ɭ ɤɨɦ ɫɥɭɱɚʁɭ ɧɟ ɩɪɟɞɫɬɚɜʂɚʁɭ ɩɨɫɟɛɚɧ ʁɟɡɢɤ
ɧɢɬɢ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɩɢɫɦɨ. Ɉɧɢ ɫɭ ɫɭɪɨɝɚɬ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ
ʁɟɡɢɤɚ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɩɢɫɦɚ (ʄɢɪɢɥɢɰɟ) ɢ ɫɚɫɬɚɜɧɢ
ɞɢɨ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɨɝ ɩɪɨʁɟɤɬɚ ɰɪɧɨɝɨɪɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ,
ɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɨɦ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ.
ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ
ɢ ɮɨɪɦɢɪɚʃɚ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɞɨɜɟɨ ʁɟ ɐɪɧɭ
Ƚɨɪɭ ɞɨ ɦɟɻɭɧɚɪɨɞɧɨɝ ɩɪɢɡɧɚʃɚ ɢ ɮɨɪɦɚɥɧɟ
ɧɟɡɚɜɢɫɧɨɫɬɢ.

were written in Serbian, including ‘Gorski
vijenac’ written by the Montenegrin ruler, Petar
II Petroviü Njegoš (1847). That clearly indicates
that Njegoš fully supported and accepted the
reformed standard Serbian language of Vuk
Stefanoviü Karadžiü.
Hence, the newly-proclaimed Montenegrin
language of modern Montenegro state – enriched
with a few localisms and new graphemes – is, by
no means, a special language or alphabet. These
two are a surrogate of the Serbian language and
alphabet (Cyrillic) being a part of the project
of the Montenegrin nation, derived from the
ethno-genesis of the Montenegrins.
The process of the arti¿cial ethno-genesis
of the Montenegrins and the formation
of the arti¿cial nation led Montenegro to
the international recognition and formal
independency.

ȿɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ

Ethno-genesis of Bosnians

ȿɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ ɜɟɡɚɧɚ ʁɟ ɡɚ ɜɢɲɟɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɟ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɟ, ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɟ, ɰɢɜɢɥɢɡɚɰɢʁɫɤɟ ɢ ɤɨɧɮɟɫɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɟ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ
Ȼɚɥɤɚɧɫɤɨɝ ɩɨɥɭɨɫɬɪɜɚ, ɩɪɢʁɟ ɫɜɟɝɚ ɞɚɧɚɲʃɟ
Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ. Ɉɜɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɚ ɫɤɭɩɢɧɚ
(Ȼɨɲʃɚɰɢ) ɞɨɦɢɧɚɧɬɧɨ ʁɟ ɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɚ ɢɡ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ
ɟɬɧɨɫɚ. ɋɬɚɬɭɫ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚ ɞɨɛɢɥɢ ɫɭ 1971. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ
ɭ ɮɨɪɦɢ ɧɚɡɢɜɚ Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ, ɚ ɧɚɤɨɧ 1991. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ ɭ ɮɨɪɦɢ Ȼɨɲʃɚɰɢ.
ɇɟɤɨɥɢɤɨ ʁɟ ɤʂɭɱɧɢɯ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɢɯ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɚ
ɤɨʁɢ ɫɭ ɩɨɦɨɝɥɢ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɨ ɝɟɧɟɪɢɫɚʃɟ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ. ɉɪɜɢ, ɭʁɟɞɧɨ ɧɚʁɡɧɚɱɚʁɧɢ, ʁɟ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɚ
Ȼɚɥɤɚɧɫɤɨɝ ɩɨɥɭɨɫɬɪɜɚ, ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ Ȼɨɫɧɟ, ɧɚɤɨɧ
ɨɫɦɚɧɥɢʁɫɤɢɯ ɨɫɜɚʁɚʃɚ.
ɉɪɨɛɥɟɦɚɬɢɤɨɦ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɫɟɪɢɨɡɧɨ ɫɟ
ɛɚɜɢɨ ɩɨɡɧɚɬɢ ɢɫɬɨɪɢɱɚɪ Ɇ. ȼɚɫɢʄ. Ɉɧ ɫɦɚɬɪɚ
ɞɚ ɫɟ, ɩɨɜɪɲɧɨ, ɩɨɞ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɨɦ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɩɨɞɪɚɡɭɦʁɟɜɚ ɩɪɟɥɚɡɚɤ ɯɪɢɲʄɚɧɚ ɭ ɦɭɯɚɦɟɞɚɧɫɤɭ ɜʁɟɪɭ (ɭ ɧɚɪɨɞɭ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɩɨɡɧɚɬ ɤɚɨ ɬɭɪɱɟʃɟ).
Ɇɟɻɭɬɢɦ, ɡɚɩɚɠɚ ɞɚ ʁɟ ɨɜɨ ɞɚɥɟɤɨ ɫɥɨɠɟɧɢʁɢ
ɩɪɨɰɟɫ, ʁɟɪ ɫɟ ɢɫɥɚɦ ɭ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ ɨɬɨɦɚɧɫɤɨɝ ɬɭɪɫɤɟ ɧɚ ɨɜɢɦ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɢɦɚ ɧɢʁɟ ʁɚɜʂɚɨ ɫɚɦɨ ɤɚɨ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɚ, ɜɟʄ ɢ ɤɚɨ ɞɪɠɚɜɚ ɢ ɰɢɜɢɥɢɡɚɰɢʁɚ. ɍ ɨɤ-

The ethno-genesis of Bosnians refers
to the centuries of historic, geopolitical,
civilization, and confessional processes at the
Balkans, mostly those affecting Bosnia and
Herzegovina. The ethnic groups of Bosnians
are dominantly derived from the Serbian
ethnos. They were given the status of a nation
in 1971 as they were named muslimani, and
then in 1991 under the name of Bosnians. The
arti¿cial generation of Bosnians was helped
by several key historic processes. The ¿rst
and most relevant is the islamization of the
population of the Balkans (chieÀy in Bosnia)
upon the Turkish invasion.
The well-known historian, M. Vasiü,
dealt with the issue of islamisation in details.
He believed that super¿cially the process of
islamization referred to Christians who had
adopted Islam (the folk term used is turþenje).
Nevertheless, he implied that the process was
far more complex because, during the Turkish
reign in the Balkans, it indicated not only the
religion but also the state and civilization.
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ɜɢɪɭ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɫɟ ɨɞɜɢʁɚɨ ɭ ɮɚɡɚɦɚ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɨɝ ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɬɟɬɚ, ɫɚ ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢɦ ɩɨɫʂɟɞɢɰɚɦɚ.
ɍɡɪɨɰɢ ɩɪɟɥɚɫɤɚ ɯɪɢɲʄɚɧɫɤɨɝ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ
ɧɚ ɢɫɥɚɦ ɛɢɥɢ ɫɭ ɛɪɨʁɧɢ. ɂɡɞɜɨʁɢʄɟɦɨ ɟɤɨɧɨɦɫɤɟ ɢ ɡɚɤɨɧɫɤɟ ɩɨɜɥɚɫɬɢɰɟ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɨɜɚɧɨɝ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ, ɚ ɡɚɬɢɦ ɜʁɟɪɫɤɨ ɢ ɩɪɚɜɧɨ ɞɢɫɤɪɢɦɢɧɢɫɚʃɟ ɯɪɢɲʄɚɧɚ. Ⱦɢɫɤɪɢɦɢɧɚɰɢʁɚ, ɩɨɪɟɫɤɟ ɨɛɚɜɟɡɟ, ɧɟɬɨɥɟɪɚɧɰɢʁɚ ɢ ɬɟɪɨɪ ɧɚɞ ɯɪɢɲʄɚɧɢɦɚ ɛɢɥɢ ɫɭ ɞɢɨ ɜɟɥɢɤɨɝ ɩɪɢɬɢɫɤɚ, ɤɨʁɢ ʁɟ ɥɨɤɚɥɧɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɬɪɟɛɚɨ ɩɪɢɜɟɫɬɢ ɧɨɜɨʁ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɢ (ȼɚɫɢʄ, 2005, ɫɬɪ. 14–15). ɇɚɫɬɨʁɚɥɨ ɫɟ
ɩɪɢɤɚɡɚɬɢ, ɚ ɬɨ ɢ ɞɚɧɚɫ ɧɟɤɢ ɛɨɲʃɚɱɤɢ ɢɧɬɟɥɟɤɬɭɚɥɰɢ ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚʁɭ, ɞɚ ʁɟ ɩɪɟɥɚɡɚɤ ɧɚ ɢɫɥɚɦ ɭ
ɜɟɥɢɤɨʁ ɦʁɟɪɢ ɛɢɨ ɞɨɛɪɨɜɨʂɚɧ. Ɇɟɻɭɬɢɦ, ɬɨɦɟ
ɫɭ ɫɭɩɪɨɫɬɚɜʂɟɧɟ ɛɪɨʁɧɟ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɟ ɱɢʃɟɧɢɰɟ.
ɍ ɧɟɤɢɦ ɫɥɭɱɚʁɟɜɢɦɚ ɩɪɟɥɚɡɚɤ ʁɟ ɛɢɨ ɩɪɢɜɢɞɧɨ
ɞɨɛɪɨɜɨʂɚɧ, ɚɥɢ ɢɡɚ ʃɢɯ ʁɟ ɫɬɚʁɚɥɚ ɧɟɡɚɜɢɞɧɚ
ɟɤɨɧɨɦɫɤɚ ɫɢɬɭɚɰɢʁɚ ɯɪɢɲʄɚɧɫɤɟ ɩɨɩɭɥɚɰɢʁɟ,
ɚɥɢ ɢ ɫɬɪɚɯɨɜɢɬɢ ɩɪɢɬɢɫɰɢ. „ɋɚɦɨ ɩɪɟɥɚɫɤɨɦ
ɧɚ ɢɫɥɚɦ ɯɪɢɲʄɚɧɢɧ ʁɟ ɦɨɝɚɨ ɩɪɨɦɢʁɟɧɢɬɢ ɫɬɚɬɭɫ ɢ ɭɫɥɨɜɟ ɠɢɜɨɬɚ...“ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 16).
ɇɚʁʁɚɱɢ ɢɧɬɟɧɡɢɬɟɬ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɛɢɨ ʁɟ ɭ
Ȼɨɫɧɢ (XVI ɜɢʁɟɤ), ɡɚ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ ɬɭɪɫɤɨɝ ɫɭɥɬɚɧɚ
ɋɟɥɢɦɚ I. ɉɪɟɥɚɫɰɢ ɧɚ ɢɫɥɚɦ, ɭ ɧɟɭɩɨɪɟɞɢɜɨ
ɦɚʃɟɦ ɨɛɢɦɭ, ɡɚɛɢʂɟɠɟɧɢ ɫɭ ɢ ɭ ɨɫɬɚɥɢɦ ɫɪɩɫɤɢɦ ɡɟɦʂɚɦɚ ɡɚɯɜɚʄɟɧɢɦ ɬɭɪɫɤɢɦ ɤɨɥɨɧɢʁɚɥɢɡɦɨɦ. ɉɪɢɫɭɫɬɜɨ ɛɨɝɭɦɢɥɫɤɟ ɫɟɤɬɟ ɢ ɧɟɦɨʄ
ɰɪɤɜɟ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɨɞɭɩɪɟ ɭɬɢɰɚʁɭ ɢɫɥɚɦɚ ɭ ɦɧɨɝɨɦɟ ɫɭ
ɭɬɢɰɚɥɢ ɧɚ ɢɧɬɟɡɢɬɟɬ ɢ ɬɪɚʁɚʃɟ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ,
ɩɪɚɤɬɢɱɧɨ ɫɜɟ ɞɨ ɤɪɚʁɚ ɤɨɥɨɧɢʁɚɥɧɨɝ ɩɟɪɢɨɞɚ.
ɉɨɫʂɟɞɢɰɟ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ Ȼɢɜɲɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ ɫɭ ɛɪɨʁɧɟ, ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ
Ȼɢɏ, ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ, ɋɪɛɢʁɟ (Ɋɚɲɤɟ ɨɛɥɚɫɬɢ, Ʉɨɫɨɜɚ ɢ Ɇɟɬɨɯɢʁɟ), ɬɟ Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɢʁɟ. ȼɢɞɧɟ ɫɭ ɭ ɫɜɢɦ
ɫɮɟɪɚɦɚ ɢɫɥɚɦɫɤɨ-ɨɪɢʁɟɧɬɚɥɧɟ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɟ, ɞɪɭɲɬɜɟɧɨɝ ɠɢɜɨɬɚ, ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɟ ɩɪɚɤɫɟ ɢ ɫɥ.
ȳ. ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɤɨʁɟ ɫɟ ɞɚɧɚɫ ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚ ɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ɫɦɢɫɥɭ ɤɚɨ Ȼɨɲʃɚɰɢ,
ɧɚɡɢɜɚ ɦɭɯɚɦɟɞɚɧɰɢɦɚ. Ʉɚɨ ɩɨɫɟɛɚɧ ɟɬɧɨɫ
ɢɡɞɜɚʁɚ ɢɯ ɫɚɦɨ ɩɨ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɫɤɨʁ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬɢ.
ɋɦɚɬɪɚ ɢɯ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɢɰɢɦɚ „ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɪɚɫɟ“, ɚ ʃɢɯɨɜɨ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɨ ɧɢ ɭ ʁɟɞɧɨɦ ɬɪɟɧɭɬɤɭ ɧɟ ɞɨɜɨɞɢ ɭ ɩɢɬɚʃɟ. ȿɬɧɢɱɤɭ ɩɨɫɟɛɧɨɫɬ ɦɭɯɚɦɟɞɚɧɚɰɚ (Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ) ɞɨɜɨɞɢ ɭ ɜɟɡɭ ɫɚ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɨɦ ɢɫɥɚɦɚ, ɤɨʁɚ ɫɟ ɡɧɚɱɚʁɧɨ ɢɧɮɢɥɬɪɢɪɚɥɚ ɭ ɫɜɢʁɟɫɬ,
ɧɚɱɢɧ ɠɢɜɨɬɚ, ɨɛɢɱɚʁɟ ɢ ɧɚɜɢɤɟ ɢɫɥɚɦɢɡɨɜɚɧɨɝ
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Within the framework of Serbian ethnonational space, islamization took place in
several phases with different consequences.
There were numerous reasons for Christians
to have adopted Islam. First, we should point
out the economic and legal privileges that
Islamic population enjoyed, and then there
were the religious and legal consequences
that the Christians suffered. Discrimination,
taxes, intolerance, terror performed over
the Christians were all a part of the great
pressure that should have led towards the
locals accepting the new religion, i.e. Islam
(ȼɚɫɢʄ, 2005, pp. 14-15). There have been
certain attempts to show that the acceptation
of Islam was purely voluntary. Nevertheless,
many historic facts oppose those attempts.
There were some cases of seemingly voluntary
acceptance, but the background was the poor
¿nancial situation of Christian population
accompanied by the horrifying pressure. “It
was only the acceptance of Islam that could
have helped a Christian change his status and
life conditions…” (ibidem, pp. 16).
The islamization was most evident in
Bosnia during the reign of Turkish sultan
Salem I. There were also other examples of
accepting Islam in other Serbian countries that
suffered Turkish invasion, but to a smaller
extent. The Bogumiles sect and the Church’s
inability to resist Islam largely affected the
intensity and duration of islamization, which
practically was conducted until the end of the
colonial period.
The consequences of islamization in former
Yugoslavia are vast, especially in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia (Raska
region, Kosovo and Metohia) and Macedonia.
Nowadays, those are evident in every sphere
of Islamic-oriental culture, social life, political
practices, etc.
J. Cvijiü, referred to the population, who
nowadays declare as Bosnians, mohamedians.
He only extracts them as a separate ethnos
according to the religious af¿liation. He thought
of them as Serbian people members and did
not even once question their origin. The ethnic
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ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ.
Ʉɨɥɢɤɨ ɫɭ ɱɜɪɫɬɨ ɦɭɯɚɦɟɞɚɧɰɢ ɛɢɥɢ ɜɟɡɚɧɢ ɡɚ ɪɟɥɢɝɢʁɭ, ɚ ɧɟ ɡɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɨ, ɧɚʁɛɨʂɟ ɫɟ ɜɢɞɢ ɩɨ ɨɛɢɦɭ ɦɢɝɪɚɰɢʁɚ ɧɚɤɨɧ Ȼɟɪɥɢɧɫɤɨɝ ɤɨɧɝɪɟɫɚ, ɤɚɞ ɧɚɩɭɲɬɚʁɭ Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ ɢ ɦɚɫɨɜɧɨ ɨɞɥɚɡɟ ɭ Ɇɚɥɭ Ⱥɡɢʁɭ. ɍ ɧɨɜɨʁ ɫɪɟɞɢɧɢ ɬɟɲɤɨ ɫɧɚɥɚɡɟ, ɱɢɦɟ ɫɟ ɢɩɚɤ ɞɨɤɚɡɭʁɟ ʃɢɯɨɜɨ ɫɬɜɚɪɧɨ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɨ ɢ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬ (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991ɜ, ɫɬɪ. 167).
Ⱦɨɥɚɡɚɤ Ⱥɭɫɬɪɨɭɝɚɪɫɤɟ ɦɨɧɚɪɯɢʁɟ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ ɢ ɭɫɩɨɫɬɚɜɚ ɪɟɠɢɦɚ Ȼɟʃɚɦɢɧɚ Ʉɚɥɚʁɚ (1882–1903) ɢɡɭɡɟɬɧɨ ɫɭ
ɜɚɠɧɢ ɦɨɦɟɧɬɢ ɭ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɭ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɟ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ. Ʉɚɨ ɞɨɛɚɪ ɩɨɡɧɚɜɚɥɚɰ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɟ
ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ, Ʉɚɥɚʁ ɩɪɨɜɨɞɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɤɭ ɤɨʁɨɦ
ɫɪɩɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ,
ɡɛɨɝ ɛɨʁɚɡɧɢ ɨɞ ʁɚɱɚʃɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɩɨɤɪɟɬɚ, ɠɟɥɢ ɨɞɜɨʁɢɬɢ ɨɞ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ, ɚ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɫɤɨ
ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ Ȼɢɏ (ɦɭɯɚɦɟɞɚɧɰɟ) ɨɞ Ɍɭɪɫɤɟ.
Ɉɜɭ ɡɚɦɢɫɚɨ ɧɚɫɬɨʁɢ ɨɫɬɜɚɪɢɬɢ ɢɞɟʁɨɦ ɨ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɭ „ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ“, ɡɚ ɲɬɚ ʁɟ ɧɚɲɚɨ ɩɨɞɪɲɤɭ ɭ ɞɢʁɟɥɭ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɫɤɨɝ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ, ɬʁ.
ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɫɤɨɦ ɩɥɟɦɫɬɜɭ, ɭ ɤɨʁɟɦ ɜɢɞɢ ɤʂɭɱɧɭ ɭɥɨɝɭ ɭ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɭ ɢ ɜɨɻɟʃɭ ɧɨɜɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ (Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ).
Ɂɚ ɜɪɢʁɟɦɟ Ʉɚɥɚʁɚ ɩɪɜɢ ɩɭɬ ɫɟ ʁɚɜʂɚ ɬɟɡɚ ɨ
ɛɨɝɭɦɢɥɫɤɨɦ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɭ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɫɤɢɯ ɮɟɭɞɚɥɚɰɚ (Ʉɪɚʂɚɱɢʄ, 2001, ɫɬɪ. 197). ɋɜɚɤɚɤɨ, ɬɟɡɚ ɨ
ɛɨɝɭɦɢɥɫɤɨɦ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɭ ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɢɯ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɚ
ɬɪɟɛɚɥɨ ʁɟ ɞɚ ɢɯ „ɨɞɜɨʁɢ“ ɨɞ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɩɨɪɢʁɟɤɥɚ ɢ ɩɨɞɫɬɚɤɧɟ ɧɚ ɛɪɠɢ ɩɪɨɰɟɫ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɚ ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ.
ɇɚ ɫɜɟ ɧɚɱɢɧɟ Ʉɚɥɚʁ ɫɭɡɛɢʁɚ ɬɟɡɭ ɨ „ɋɪɛɢɦɚ ɬɪɢʁɭ ɜʁɟɪɚ“ ɭ Ȼɨɫɧɢ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɢ, ɤɨʁɚ
ʁɟ ɭ ɩɨɬɩɭɧɨɫɬɢ ɨɛʁɟɤɬɢɜɧɚ ɢ ɩɪɢɯɜɚʄɟɧɚ (Ʉɚɪɚʇɢʄ, ɒɚɮɚɪɢɤ, Ɇɢɤɥɨɲɢʄ). ɉɨʁɚɜɚ ɥɢɫɬɚ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤ, ɱɢʁɢ ʁɟ ɨɫɧɢɜɚɱ, ɜɥɚɫɧɢɤ ɢ ɢɞɟɨɥɨɝ Ɇɟɯɦɟɞ-ɛɟɝ Ʉɚɩɟɬɚɧɨɜɢʄ, ɨɡɧɚɱɢɥɚ ʁɟ „ɞʁɟɥɨɜɚʃɟ
ɩɪɨɬɢɜ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɢɡɚɰɢʁɟ Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɚ ɭ ɫɦɢɫɥɭ
ɩɪɢɯɜɚɬɚʃɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɟ, ɨɞɧɨɫɧɨ ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɟ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɟ ɢɞɟɨɥɨɝɢʁɟ, ɨ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɭ ɪɚɫɰʁɟɩɚ ɢɡɦɟɻɭ
Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ, ɫ ʁɟɞɧɟ ɫɬɪɚɧɟ, ɢ ɋɪɛɢʁɟ
ɢ ɐɪɧɟ Ƚɨɪɟ, ɫ ɞɪɭɝɟ ɫɬɪɚɧɟ, ɨ ɩɨɩɭɥɚɪɢɫɚʃɭ
ɦʁɟɪɚ ɭɩɪɚɜɟ... (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 225). Ȼɢʂɟɠɟ ɫɟ ɢ
ɩɨɤɭɲɚʁɢ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɚ „ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɨɝ ʁɟɡɢɤɚ“, ɚɥɢ ɛɟɡ
ɭɫɩʁɟɯɚ. ɍɩɪɚɜɨ ɧɚ ɬɟɦɟʂɢɦɚ „ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɨɝ ʁɟɡɢɤɚ“, ɥɢɧɝɜɢɫɬɢɱɤɨɝ ɫɭɪɨɝɚɬɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ʁɟɡɢɤɚ, Ȼɨ-

speci¿city of Bosnians was connected to Islam
exclusively, as it in¿ltrated the mind, way of
life, customs, and tradition of Christians who
had adopted Islam at ¿rst place.
The strong connection between the
mohamedians and Islam (and not their ethnic
roots) is clearly illustrated by the migrations
upon the Berlin Congress, as they massively
left Bosnia and Herzegovina and went to
Middle East. They found it dif¿cult to adapt to
the new environment, which proved their true
ethnic roots and af¿liation (ɐɜɢʁɢʄ, 1991v,
pp. 167).
The arrival of Austro-Hungarian monarchy
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and the regime of
Benjamin Kalaj (1882-1903) are pertinent
moments for the process of arti¿cial ethnogenesis of Bosnians. As he was well familiar
with the history of the Serbian people, his
policy was to separate the Serbs from Serbia
(for fear of the rise of Serbian national
movement) and Bosnians from Turkey. He
attempted to conduct his idea by creating a
‘Bosnian nation’, which was further supported
by the Moslem population (chieÀy their
nobility) whom he had thought to have the key
role in forming and leading the new nation
(Bosnians).
During Kalaj’s regime, the thesis ¿rst
appeared about the Bogumile origin of
Bosnian Moslems (Ʉɪɚʂɚɱɢʄ, 2001, pp.
197). Certainly, that thesis should have
‘separated’ them from their ethnic background
and supported the fast process of creating the
Bosnian nation.
Kalaj strongly opposed the thesis on ‘three
religion Serbs’ in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
which was completely objective and accepted
whatsoever (Karadžiü, Šafarik, Miklošiü). The
Bosnian magazine, whose founder, owner and
ideologist was Mehmed-beg Kapetanoviü,
marked the “action against nationalization of
Moslems with reference to accepting Serbian
and Croatian national ideologies, causing a
clash between Bosnia and Herzegovina on one
side and Serbia and Montenegro on the other
side, promoting the authorities, etc.” (ibidem,
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ɲʃɚɰɢ ɞɚɧɚɫ ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚʁɭ ɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɬɢ ɫɨɩɫɬɜɟɧɢ ʁɟɡɢɤ (ɛɨɲʃɚɱɤɢ), ɤɚɤɨ ɛɢ ɨʁɚɱɚɥɢ „ɫɨɩɫɬɜɟɧɨ“ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨ ɛɢʄɟ ɢ ɞɨɩɪɢɧɢʁɟɥɢ ɢɡɝɪɚɞʃɢ
ɭɧɢɬɚɪɧɟ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ ɧɚ „ɛɨɲʃɚɱɤɢɦ“ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɢɦ ɜɪɢʁɟɞɧɨɫɬɢɦɚ.
ɉɨɪɟɞ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɨɝ ʁɟɡɢɤɚ, ɩɨɤɭɲɚɜɚ ɫɟ ɨɛɧɨɜɢɬɢ ɫɪɟɞʃɨɜʁɟɤɨɜɧɚ ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɚ ɰɪɤɜɚ, ɚ ɪɚɞɢ
ɫɟ ɧɚ ɢɧɤɨɪɩɨɪɢɪɚʃɭ „ɛɨɫɚɧɫɤɟ ɧɚɭɤɟ“ ɢ „ɞɪɠɚɜɧɢɯ ɲɤɨɥɚ“ (ibidem, ɫɬɪ. 230–272).
Ⱦɚ ɫɟ ɪɚɞɢ ɨ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɨʁ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɢ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ, ɢɡɦɟɻɭ ɨɫɬɚɥɨɝ, ɫɜʁɟɞɨɱɟ ɢ ɡɜɚɧɢɱɧɢ ɩɨɩɢɫɢ
ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ ɨɛɚɜʂɟɧɢ ɭ Ȼɨɫɧɢ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɢ ɭ ɩɟɪɢɨɞɭ ɨɞ Ⱥɭɫɬɪɨ-ɭɝɚɪɫɤɟ ɨɤɭɩɚɰɢʁɟ ɩɚ
ɫɜɟ ɞɨ 1991. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ, ɢ ɧɟɩɨɫɬɨʁɚɧɨɫɬ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ
ɭ ɫɦɢɫɥɭ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ ɨɩɪɟɞʁɟʂɟʃɚ. ɂɫɥɚɦɢɡɨɜɚɧɨ
ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ ɫɟ, ɭ ɩɨɩɢɫɢɦɚ ɢɡ 1879, 1885. ɢ
1895. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ, ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚɥɨ ɤɚɨ ɦɭɯɚɦɟɞɚɧɰɢ (ɭ
ɫɦɢɫɥɭ ɜʁɟɪɫɤɟ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɨɫɬɢ).
ɇɚɪɨɞɧɨɫɬ „Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ“ ɤɪɟɢɪɚɧɚ ʁɟ ɭ ɫɨɰɢʁɚɥɢɫɬɢɱɤɨʁ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɢ ɧɚɤɨɧ Ⱦɪɭɝɨɝ ɫɜʁɟɬɫɤɨɝ ɪɚɬɚ. ɉɪɟɦɚ ɩɨɩɢɫɭ ɫɚɬɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ ɢɡ 1948.
ɝɨɞɢɧɟ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɫɤɨ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɨ, ɩɪɟɬɟɱɟ
ɞɚɧɚɲʃɢɯ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ, ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚɥɢ ɫɭ ɫɟ ɤɚɨ:
ɋɪɛɢ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ, ɏɪɜɚɬɢ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ, Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɰɢ ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ ɢɥɢ ɤɚɨ ɧɟɨɩɪɟɞʁɟʂɟɧɢ. ȼɟʄ,
ɩɪɟɦɚ ɩɨɩɢɫɭ ɢɡ 1953. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ, ɦɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ ɫɟ
ɧɚʁɱɟɲʄɟ ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚʁɭ ɤɚɨ „ȳɭɝɨɫɥɨɜɟɧɢ ɧɟɨɩɪɟɞɢʁɟʂɟɧɢ“. ɉɨɩɢɫ ɫɬɚɧɨɜɧɢɲɬɜɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ ɢɡ 1961. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ ɩɪɜɢ ɩɭɬ ɭɜɨɞɢ ɤɚɬɟɝɨɪɢʁɭ Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ ɭ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɦ ɫɦɢɫɥɭ, ɚ ɩɨɩɢɫ
ɢɡ 1971. ɝɨɞɢɧɟ ɤɚɬɟɝɨɪɢʁɭ Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ ɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɦ ɫɦɢɫɥɭ. Ⱦɨ ɪɚɫɩɚɞɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ, ɨɜɚ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɬɫɤɚ ɫɤɭɩɢɧɚ ɫɟ ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚ ɭ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨʁ ɤɚɬɟɝɨɪɢʁɢ ɤɚɨ „Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ“
(Ɇɪɻɟɧ, ɫɬɪ. 86–87).
ɇɚɤɨɧ ɪɚɬɧɢɯ ɞɟɲɚɜɚʃɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ ɛɢɜɲɟ
ɋɎɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ (1990–1995), ɜɟʄɢɧɚ ɩɪɢɩɚɞɧɢɤɚ ɩɪɟɬɯɨɞɧɨ ɮɨɪɦɢɪɚɧɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ (Ɇɭɫɥɢɦɚɧɢ), ɩɪɢʁɟ ɫɜɟɝɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ, ɢɡʁɚɲʃɚɜɚ ɫɟ ɭ ɧɨɜɨʁ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨʁ ɨɞɪɟɞɧɢɰɢ – Ȼɨɲʃɚɰɢ. Ɋɚɡɥɨɡɢ ɫɭ ɜɟɨɦɚ ʁɟɞɧɨɫɬɜɚɧɢ ɢ ɬɢɱɭ ɫɟ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɚ, ɤɚɤɨ ɫɚɦɢɯ
Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ ɬɚɤɨ ɢ ɫɩɨʂɧɢɯ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ ɮɚɤɬɨɪɚ
ɤɨʁɢ ɫɭ ɩɪɟɫɭɞɧɨ ɞɨɩɪɢɧɢʁɟɥɢ ɭɫɩɨɫɬɚɜɢ ɛɨɲʃɚɱɤɟ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ ɢ „ɧɟɡɚɜɢɫɧɟ“ ɞɪɠɚɜɟ Ȼɨɫɧɟ ɢ
ɏɟɪɰɟɝɨɜɢɧɟ.
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pp. 225). There were also some unsuccessful
attempts to create the Bosnian language. It
is precisely on the grounds of that language
(a surrogate of the Serbian language) that
modern Bosnians are trying to form their own
language so as to strengthen their own national
being and promote a unitary state based on the
‘Bosnian’ national values.
Apart from the arti¿cial language, there
were attempt to regenerate the medieval
Bosnian church and to incorporate ‘Bosnian
science’ and ‘state schools’ (ibidem, pp. 230272).
The of¿cial population census dating
from the period of Austro-Hungarian reign
up to 1991 and lack of ethnical option for
Bosnians both prove that we are talking about
the arti¿cial ethno-genesis of Bosnians. The
population who suffered islamization declared
themselves as mohamedians (with reference to
religious af¿liation) in 1879, 1885, and 1895
censuses.
The Moslems gained national identity in
socialist Yugoslavia after WW II. According
to the 1948 census, the Moslem population
(the predecessors of modern Bosnians)
declared themselves as – Serbs Moslems,
Croats Moslems, Macedonians Moslems,
or undecided. But in the 1953 census, the
Moslems mostly declared as ‘Yugoslavs
undecided’. The ethnic category of Moslems
was ¿rst introduced in the 1961 census, and
in the 1971 census there was the category
Moslems in terms of nationality. Up to the
former SFR Yugoslavia break-up, this ethnogenetic group had declared themselves as
‘Moslems’ (Ɇɪɻɟɧ, pp. 86-87).
After the war in former SFRY (1990-1995),
most members of previously formed nation
(the Moslems) in Bosnia and Herzegovina
declared themselves as members of the new
nationality – Bosnians. The reasons are very
simple and refer to political interests of both
Bosnians and foreign political factors, who
played the key role in forming the Bosnian
nation and the ‘independent’ state of Bosnia
and Herzegovina.
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CONCLUSION

ɉɪɨɰɟɫ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ ɭ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɭ
ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ, ɪɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɨɝ ɬɪɚʁɚʃɚ,
ɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɢɯ ɢɡ ɨɤɪɢʂɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɟɬɧɨɫɚ ɢ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ
ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɛɢʄɚ, ɛɢɨ ʁɟ ɨɫɧɨɜ ɫɬɜɚɪɚʃɭ
ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɧɚɰɢʁɚ: Ɇɚɤɟɞɨɧɚɰɚ, ɐɪɧɨɝɨɪɚɰɚ
ɢ Ȼɨɲʃɚɤɚ. ɉɪɨɰɟɫɢ ɜʁɟɲɬɚɱɤɢɯ ɟɬɧɨɝɟɧɟɡɚ
ɭ ɨɤɜɢɪɢɦɚ ɫɪɩɫɤɨɝ ɢɫɬɨɪɢʁɫɤɨɝ ɢ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɨɝ
ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪɚ, ɭ ɮɨɪɦɢ ɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɚɫɢɦɢɥɚɰɢʁɟ
ɋɪɛɚ, ɭ ɦɧɨɝɨɦɟ ɫɭ ɞɨɩɪɢɧɢʁɟɥɢ ɢ ɲɢɪɟʃɭ
ɫɥɨɜɟɧɚɱɤɨɝ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɧɨɝ ɛɢʄɚ ɧɚ ɩɪɨɫɬɨɪ
Ȼɟɥɟ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ – ɫɪɩɫɤɟ ɟɬɧɨɤɭɥɬɭɪɧɟ ɨɛɥɚɫɬɢ
ɭ ɫɚɫɬɚɜɭ ɧɟɤɚɞɚɲʃɟ ȼɨʁɧɟ Ʉɪɚʁɢɧɟ, ɚ
ɯɪɜɚɬɫɤɨɝ ɧɚ ɜɟʄɢ ɞɢɨ ɬɟɪɢɬɨɪɢʁɟ ɭ ʃɟɧɢɦ
ɞɚɧɚɲʃɢɦ ɝɪɚɧɢɰɚɦɚ. ɉɪɚɤɬɢɱɧɨ, ɭ ɫɚɫɬɚɜ
ɩɪɜɟ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ (Ʉɪɚʂɟɜɢɧɟ ɋɏɋ) ɭɲɥɟ ɫɭ
ɬɪɢ ɧɚɰɢʁɟ, ɚ ɢɡ ʃɟɧɟ ɡɚɜɪɲɧɟ ɮɨɪɦɟ (ɋɎɊ
ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ) ɢɡɢɲɥɨ ʁɟ ɲɟɫɬ.
Ɋɚɡɥɢɱɢɬɢ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢ ɢ ɨɫɬɚɥɢ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫɢ,
ɩɪɜɟɧɫɬɜɟɧɨ ɫɩɨʂɧɢ, ɩɨɞɫɬɢɱɭʄɢ ɩɪɚɜɨ ɧɚɪɨɞɚ
(ɧɚɰɢʁɟ) ɧɚ ɫɚɦɨɨɩɪɟɞʁɟʂɟʃɟ, ɞɨɜɟɥɢ ɫɭ ɞɨ
ɧɚɫɢɥɧɨɝ ɪɚɫɩɚɞɚ ɛɢɜɲɟ ɋɎɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ,
ɢ ɞɨ ɦɟɻɭɧɚɪɨɞɧɨɝ ɩɪɢɡɧɚʃɚ ɲɟɫɬ ɛɢɜɲɢɯ
ʁɭɝɨɫɥɨɜɟɧɫɤɢɯ
ɪɟɩɭɛɥɢɤɚ,
ɨɩɬɟɪɟʄɟɧɢɯ
ɛɪɨʁɧɢɦ ɭɧɭɬɪɚɲʃɢɦ ɩɪɨɛɥɟɦɢɦɚ, ɚɥɢ
ɢ ɦɟɻɭɫɨɛɧɢɦ ɨɞɧɨɫɢɦɚ, ɢɧɢɰɢɪɚɧɢɦ
ɧɟɪɢʁɟɲɟɧɢɦ ɩɢɬɚʃɢɦɚ ɟɬɧɢɱɤɢɯ ɦɚʃɢɧɚ.
ɇɚɫɢɥɧɢ ɪɚɫɩɚɞ ɋɎɊ ȳɭɝɨɫɥɚɜɢʁɟ ɩɨɤɚɡɚɨ
ʁɟ ɟɬɧɨɫ ɢ ɟɬɧɨɧɚɰɢɨɧ (ɧɚɰɢʁɭ) ɤɚɨ ɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɨ
ɫɪɟɞɫɬɜɨ ɡɚ ɨɫɬɜɚɪɟʃɟ ɤɪɭɩɧɢɯ ɝɟɨɩɨɥɢɬɢɱɤɢɯ
ɢ ɨɫɬɚɥɢɯ ɰɢʂɟɜɚ Ɂɚɩɚɞɚ, ɭɫɦʁɟɪɟɧɢɯ
ɧɚ ɭɫɩɨɫɬɚɜɭ ɧɨɜɨɝ ɫɜʁɟɬɫɤɨɝ ɩɨɪɟɬɤɚ ɢ
ɭɧɢɩɨɥɚɪɧɨɝ ɫɜɢʁɟɬɚ.

The process of artificial ethno-genesis in
the area of former SFR Yugoslavia, derived
from the Serbian ethnos and national being,
was the basis for creation of new artificial
nations – Macedonians, Montenegrins, and
Bosnians. The processes of artificial ethnogenesis within the Serbian historic and ethnic
space in the form of cultural assimilation of the
Serbs have largely contributed the spread of
Slovenian national identity in the area of Bela
Krajina (the Serbian ethno-cultural region
of former Military Border) and Croatian in
most of its modern territory. Practically, the
three nations made up the first Yugoslavia
(Kingdom of SCS) and six nations came out
of its final form (SFR Yugoslavia).
Different political and other interests
(foreign ones above all) supported the right of
a people to self-declaration and led towards the
violent break-up of former SFRY. Admittedly,
the result was the international recognition
of six former Yugoslav republics that are
burdened by many internal problems and
complex mutual relations, which are initiated
by unsolved issues of ethnic minorities.
The violent breakup of SFRY used the
ethnos and nation as a political means to
pursue huge geopolitical and other goals of
the western countries, which are aiming at
setting a new world order and unified world.
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