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ASPECTS OF INSTITUTIONAL RELIGIOSITY
AND/OR (NON-) CREDIBILITY OF EUROPEAN
SOCIAL SURVEY IN MONTENEGRO

Abstract: Using data from the European Social Survey (ESS) from 2018/2019 and
2020/2021, the author investigates the contemporary religious structure in Montenegro,
using the variables included in the survey: religious identification, self-assessment of
religiosity, attendance at religious services, and prayer. The comparison involves all three
confessions in Montenegro: Orthodox, Roman Catholics, and believers of the Islamic re-
ligious community. The main goal of the research is to determine whether there has been
a shift in religiosity and whether there is an emphasized distance in the religiosity of the
three confessions in this country. Moreover, the goal is to get an insight into the current
situation regarding religiosity in Montenegro. The working hypothesis is that there is a
current stabilization of the religious structure in Montenegro and a discrepancy between
religious and confessional declarations and religious practices. Hereupon, we analyse the
dimensions of religiosity with regard to basic socio-demographic characteristics and po-
litical orientations. The results have shown that there is no significant discrepancy in sex
structure. The connection between dimensions of religiosity and “right-wing” political
orientation is also registered.

Keywords: confessional affiliation, religiosity, Orthodoxy, political orientation, desec-
ularization, European Social Survey, Montenegro

INTRODUCTION

The first serious, comparative analyses of sociological research on religiosity in the
world, at least when it comes to empirical expertise, began after the Second World War. In
that historical interval, sociological expertise recorded the decline of church religiosity in
the entire Christian world, both in terms of church practice and certain dogmatic beliefs,
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such as the belief in God (Acquaviva, 1979, p. 83). Such empirical evidence encouraged
numerous sociologists of religion to detect the process of secularization and the decline of
religion in the then socio-historical period. Therefore, the fact that there was a secularization
of society and the withdrawal of religion in that historical period was not in doubt (Berger,
1973). However, a controversy arose among theorists about the very cause of secularization
and the withdrawal of religion and religiosity from the personal and social sphere. While
some find the causes of secularization in the Judeo-Christian tradition, the pluralization of
society, emphasizing that religion retreats into privacy, i.e., into the private sphere (Berger,
1973; Berger, 1966), others find the causes of secularization in the values brought about by
urbanization, modernization, industrialization, etc. Bryan Wilson, for example, stated that
religious opinions, actions, and institutions were once at the very centre of life in Western
and most other societies. However, with the development of modern society, changes
occur, not only in terms of religious practice and the decline of the influence of religious
institutions but, above all, in terms of religious opinion. Wilson emphasizes that people
are increasingly less motivated by religion in their actions, and church dogmas no longer
determine appropriate behaviour. He defines secularization as a process by which religious
opinion, action, and institutions lose social significance (Wilson, 1966). In short, the decline
of religion was the conventional wisdom among most thinkers of the twentieth century.

This theoretical point of view was current until the beginning of the 1990s when the
secularization paradigm changed. Casanova was a theorist who was among the first to be a
herald, i.e., someone who noticed the continuous growth of public religion in a large part of
the world, including Western Europe (Casanova, 1994). It is appropriate to emphasize, like
David Martin, that secularization is a multidimensional process that takes different forms
in different places (Martin, 1978, 2005). However, from that historical period until today,
there has been less and less talk about secularization, which mainly focused on certain
parts of the world, such as Western Europe or among the intellectual elite, as “an exception
that proves the rule” (Berger, 1999). Indeed, Berger’s theory has taken a radical turn, from
an anti-secularist to a strong proponent of secularization and a penitent who admits that
today’s world, with some exceptions, is highly religious. In this regard, in the already cited
work, Berger admits that a social scientist has an advantage over, for example, a philosopher
or a theologian because of the interesting possibility that the author experiences both the
decline and the verification of his/her theory. Sociologists of religion Rodney Stark and
Roger Finke also advocate the thesis that it is time to carry the secularization theory to the
graveyard of failed theories (Stark & Finke, 2000). Norris and Inglehart believe that the
secularization thesis needs updating, considering that religion has not vanished from the
world, nor does it seem it will happen. The remnants of religion have not died out; in sur-
vey research, the majority of Europeans still believe in God or identify with the Protestant
and Roman Catholic churches. However, as stated by these two theorists, the influence of
religion on everyday life has somewhat eroded (Norris & Inglehart, 2004).

Talking about Europe and the resurgence of religion, i.e., de-secularization, Grace
Davie calls for caution concerning the more careful use of the term “secularization”. This
author believes that it is more about non-church religiosity than about complete secular-
ization. The decline in church religiosity (especially among Protestant believers) does not
necessarily mean the erosion of religiosity because the abdication of religious belief has not
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yet occurred, which this author calls “believing without belonging” (Davie, 2005; 2005a).
For example, in Great Britain, about 72% of the population identified with Christianity,
and a small number attended church. Alister McGrath states that this has been a pastoral
problem the churches must take into account, concluding that simplistic predictions about
secularity and atheism are not fulfilled (McGrath, 2022, p. 262). Hervieu-Léger suggests
that religion should be viewed as “a chain of memory” in the context of the distinction
between traditional societies (“societies of memory”) and modern societies (“societies of
change”) (Hervieu-Léger, 2000, p. 123). In other words, for this author, religion is the link
that makes an individual believer a member of a community that gathers past, present,
and future members, and it is also a part of tradition (collective memory) that becomes
the foundation of community life. For Hervieu-Léger, modern societies, especially modern
societies in Europe, are not less religious due to increasing rationality, as Wilson concluded,
but because they are becoming less and less able to maintain the memory at the very centre
of religious existence. That is why she calls them “amnesiac societies”. On the one hand, she
states the dissolution of the foundations of religious life as a paradox of modern societies
and, on the other hand, the opening of a space that only religion can fill. Therefore, the
paradox of modernity is in removing the need for religion and religious feeling (through
amnesia), but, in its utopian forms, it cannot avoid remaining in contact with religion.

The secularist principle of action in Montenegro began after the Second World War,
marked by the social marginalization and demonopolization of religion. Secularization
during that historical period was also supported by systemically conducted atheization,
reflected in the atheistic spirit of upbringing and education of children and adults (Bakrac,
2013, pp. 133-135). Almost the entire second half of the twentieth century was directed
ideologically against religion, following the political-ideological principles of the then
political establishment, which was in accordance with the postulates of Marxist prove-
nance of religion, that the idea of God was actually one’s attempt to cope with the cruelty
of material life and pain arising from social and economic difficulties (McGrath, 2022, p.
77). Empirical research has unequivocally testified to this in at least two ways: first, during
that historical interval, there was no excessive research on religiosity, and then, even little
research emphasized the secular principle of the state and the atheization of society. In
fact, during that historical time, the attitude of the regime towards religion was not the
same throughout the entire period. There were noticeable oscillations from the end of
the Second World War when the system showed little tolerance for religion, and during
the 1970s, when there was a kind of thawing and a more relaxed approach of the political
establishment towards religion. During that period, the loyalty of the church towards the
state was not absent, which, to some extent, resulted in the harmonization of relations
(Vukomanovi¢, 1997, p. 297). Although not overly extensive, the empirical evidence
has testified to the degree of secularization and conducted atheization in the territory of
Montenegro. According to the 1953 Census, 32% of the population of Montenegro did
not want to self-identify denominationally, which was the highest percentage compared
to the former Yugoslav republics. According to research from 1974, the smallest range of
religiosity was in Serbia and Montenegro (Panti¢, 1974). Vrcan dealt with the religiosity of
young people in the SFRY, and according to records from 1990, only 12% of young people
declared themselves religious in Montenegro (Vrcan, 1990, p. 132).
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At the beginning of the 1990s, the religious landscape in Montenegro changed. Namely,
in that period, marked by the collapse of the socialist regime and numerous subsequent
events such as the collapse of the SFRY and the secession of the then republics from the
SERY, the revitalization of religion and the desecularization of society took place. Religion,
which returned to the social scene, was burdened by a long-term existence under the rule
of socialism at that time, followed by social limitation and the clergy’s frustration with the
long-term rule of real socialism. All this affected the public activity of religion, burdened
by tradition and nationalism, where the church appeared as the pivot and guardian of those
values. Empirical evidence has testified to the return of religion and the desecularization
of society. That is especially visible in the Orthodox-dominant areas and, therefore, in
Montenegro. Also, the revitalization of religion was evident among the youth population,
regardless of confessional affiliation. This process of revitalization is reflected in the fact
that those who have been more or less distant from religion and the church return to reli-
gion, in the complete return of those who have been attached partially to religion and the
church, and in the increased attachment to religion among a certain number of people who
return some functions to religion such as homogenization, integration, and even compen-
sation. The self-assessment of religiosity, belief in God, some dogmatic concepts of faith,
confessional self-identification, and the intensification of religious practices such as church
attendance, prayer, etc., are particularly pronounced. For example, according to the 1991
Census, 69.1% identified themselves as Orthodox, 19.18% as Muslims, and 4.41% as Roman
Catholics. According to the 2003 Census, that score, in the same order, was 74.2%, 17.7%,
3.5%, and the 2011 Census showed 72.0%, 15.9%, and 3.4%. According to research from
2000, one-fifth of respondents showed a low level of religiosity, 57.1% showed a medium
level of religiosity, and 22.2% were religious. According to this research, the conclusion is
that religiosity in Montenegro is high, 117.1, in the interval from a minimum of 40 to a
maximum of 170 points. As for the confessional peculiarities, this research indicates that the
religiosity of Catholics is on average regarding general religiosity, members of the Islamic
religious community are above average, and the religiosity of Orthodox respondents is
below average (Besi¢ and Pukanovi¢, 2000, p. 137).

Considering the previous studies in Montenegro, it would be convenient and
scientifically relevant to compare later studies on religiosity and see if there has been a
shift in the vitality of religion and religiosity in this country. Accordingly, religious dy-
namics will be compared in Montenegro, following the previous studies and comparing
it with the European Social Survey (ESS) data from 2018/2019 and 2020/2021, using the
variables included in that research: religious identification, self-assessment of religiosity,
attendance at religious ceremonies, and prayer. The paper particularly problematizes
those religiosity variables and then compares the data with the studies from 2013. The
comparison includes all three confessions in Montenegro: Orthodox, Roman Catholics,
and believers of the Islamic religious community. Therefore, the main goal of the research
is to determine whether the vitality of religiosity is maintained and whether there is a
pronounced distance in religiosity of the three confessions in this country. The working
hypothesis from which we start is that there is a current stabilization of the religious
structure in Montenegro and a discrepancy between religious and confessional decla-
rations on the one hand and religious practices on the other. Therefore, we analyse the
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dimensions of religiosity concerning the main socio-demographic characteristics and
political orientations. Following the aim of this paper, religiosity is measured by the
dimensions of confessional affiliation, institutional religious practice, and the church’s
public role. Confessional affiliation consists of one indicator, i.e., belonging to a specific
confession. Institutional religious practice encompasses one standardized indicator,
and the church’s public role is measured by going to the church to attend religious
ceremonies. Personal religiosity is a dimension commonly referred to as religiosity in
a narrower sense; it includes four elements: confessional self-identification, religious
self-identification, attendance at religious ceremonies, and a prayer to God outside
of a religious ceremony. The indices of church and personal religiosity we emphasize
in the analysis are constructed from the mentioned elements. In the further analysis,
we also use two predictor sets. The first includes the main socio-demographic charac-
teristics - sex, and the second implies religiosity on the variables included in the ESS.
It is important to emphasize that two very significant and striking events marked the
entire process of the ESS in 2020. First, the Law on Freedom of Religion in Montenegro
was actualized. That was the period when the Serbian Orthodox Church homogenized
believers in “the defence of holy places” as a means of resisting the then political estab-
lishment (Bakrac¢, 2022). Later, along with the previous event, the COVID-19 pandemic
left an imprint on the field of religiosity.

METHODOLOGY

This paper is based on the results of empirical research conducted as part of the
international research project, the European Social Survey (ESS), on 28 February 2018
and 23 May 2020. The European Social Survey is one of the greatest and methodologically
highest-quality comparative surveys in the world in the field of social sciences. It focuses
on collecting data at the level of participating countries, which are used later for compar-
ative measurement and monitoring of trends and changes in society. Surveys have been
conducted in European countries since 2001. So far, nine rounds of research have been
completed, in which over 30 countries participated. Montenegro participated in this survey
for the first time in the 9* round.

Multidimensional approaches to the study of religiosity in sociological research, as
well as in the ESS, start from the fact that religion is a complex phenomenon expressed
through various dimensions, which, although connected, are relatively independent and
thus provide a deeper insight into certain aspects of religiosity (Marinovi¢ Jerolimov, 1995;
Zrinscak, 2008). As the title emphasizes, the paper analyses issues of institutional religiosity
in contemporary Montenegrin society. By “institutional religiosity” here, we mean the ex-
pression of confessional affiliation - in terms of belonging to a specific religious institution,
religious self-identification - in terms of expressing “religiosity in accordance with church
teaching”, and institutional religious practice - in terms of attending religious ceremonies
characteristic of the respondents’ confessional affiliation.

We base our hypotheses according to the possibilities and variables examined by the
ESS. The hypothesis is based on previous research in Montenegro and the region (Besi¢
and Dukanovi¢, 2000; Bakra¢, 2013; Nikodem, 2010; Crpi¢, Zringéak, 2005; 2010) and
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represents a broader hypothetical framework within which we analyse changes in specific
indicators of institutional religiosity.

H1 There is no significant deviation in religiosity based on sex differences, although
we attribute a slight advantage to the female sex.

We base the hypothesis on previous research, especially on young people in Montenegro
(Bakrac, 2013). Religiosity is widespread in Montenegrin society, and religious people are
present in all socio-demographic groups. Nevertheless, all studies so far have shown that
higher religiosity is statistically associated with the female sex?.

H2 There is a discrepancy in religiosity concerning self-assessment of religiosity and
religious practice - going to church and prayer.

H3 Religiosity and political orientations. We assume there has been a strengthening
of the connection between religiosity and “right-wing” political orientation.

Previous studies have shown a connection between religiosity and “right-wing” political
orientation (Nikodem, 2011; 2012). In addition, the public engagement of the church, discus-
sions about that role, and the fact that a series of political positions in public are legitimized
by church support and/or religious views point out that the connection between religiosity
and “right-wing” political orientation can be even more strongly empirically confirmed.

CONFESSIONAL AFFILIATION

We begin the overview of the basic indicators of institutional religiosity with the
question of belonging to a specific religious community, i.e., confession. As evident from
Table 1, confessional affiliation in Montenegrin society includes the majority of citizens.
According to the results of the ESS for 2018 in Montenegro, about 44% of citizens belonged
to the Serbian Orthodox Church, while about 23% belonged to “other Orthodox churches”
According to the ESS from 2018 and 2020, confessional self-identification is presented in
Table 1. According to this survey, the total number of Orthodox respondents was about
73% in 2018 and 68.2% in 2020. Compared with the 2011 Census, there were about 72%
of Orthodox believers, which was a slight difference. There were 3.5% of Roman Catholics,
while the number of members of the Islamic community increased, as there were 15.9%
according to the Census and about 27% according to the ESS research. The first indicator
of religiosity is confessional affiliation. According to the last few Censuses’, there are no
significant changes regarding confessional affiliation in Montenegrin society. According to
public opinion research in 2014, 55% of the citizens of Montenegro expressed the highest
level of trust in the Serbian Orthodox Church®, 47.8%? in 2019, and in May 2023, the

> RESEARCH Women More Religious Than Men Tanjug 26 March 2016 https://.www.blic.rs/vesti/
drustvo/istrazivanje-zene-religioznije-od-muskaraca/gvskbqq

’  www.monstat.org

* The Highest Trust in the President and the Serbian Orthodox Church 8 December 2014 https://
rtcg.me/vijesti/politika/75055/najvece-povjerenje-u-predsjednika-i-spc.html

> Mirjana D. 18 July 2019 Citizens Have the Most Trust in Pukanovi¢, the Education System, and
the Serbian Orthodox Church https://www.antenam.net/politika/126906-gradjani-najvise-povjer-
enja-imaju-u-djukanovica-i-spc
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Serbian Orthodox Church enjoyed the trust of 55.5% of respondents®. As mentioned, the
processes of socio-political changes from 2020 definitely influenced the indicated changes
in the declaration of confessional affiliation. In this sense, confessional affiliation can also
have non-religious, i.e., secular characteristics. Comparing European Social Surveys has
revealed the differences among the believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church when the
number of these believers in 2020 decreased by almost 17%, which has been subject to
analysis and further research since it was a period when the Serbian Orthodox Church
homogenized its believers around the Law on Freedom of Religion. Also, both surveys show
an increase in believers of the Islamic religious community, which significantly deviates
from the results of the 2011 Census.

SELF-ASSESSMENT OF RELIGIOSITY

When it comes to self-assessment of religiosity, the European Social Surveys presented
in Table 2 show a kind of stability with growth tendencies in 2020. Namely, the first indi-
cator of personal religiosity is religious self-identification, and the results show significant
changes. Among all confessions, religiosity has practically doubled. In the total sample, we
would say that about 40.7% were religious, 28.7% were moderately religious, and 30.6% were
non-religious for 2018, and in the same order, for 2020, the score was as follows: 34.1%,
26.1%, and 39.8%. In the comparison between the two European Social Surveys, there was
an increase in religiosity in 2020. It is difficult to explain such a score, especially among
members of the Roman Catholic Church, where the score has doubled. We could find a kind
of explanation for the Serbian Orthodox Church in the actualization of the Law on Freedom
of Religion, which significantly motivated and homogenized the believers of that church.
However, through a comparative analysis between the two research rounds, we conclude
that the number of members of the Serbian Orthodox Church decreases, but their religiosity
increases. According to research on the religiosity of young people in Montenegro (Bakrac,
2013), 81.4% of members of the Orthodox confession, 81.2% of members of the Roman
Catholic confession, and 84.8% of members of the Islamic religious community declared
themselves religious. In the modality of self-assessment of religiosity, 81.5% of young people
declared themselves religious in the total sample. The analysis of religious self-identification
and sex structure shown in Table 3 indicates that women are more inclined to “religiosity
in accordance with church teaching’, while men are slightly less religious. Therefore, there
are no significant deviations in religiosity regarding sex structure. The male sex takes the
lead in non-religiosity, while the female sex takes the lead in religiosity. We have noticed
that the degree of religiosity increased slightly in 2020 for both sexes. Compared with the
research on young people (Bakrac, 2013), the score among the male population was about
49.0%, and 51.0% among the female population.

¢ Political Public Opinion in Montenegro May 2023 https://www.cedem.me/wp-content/up-

loads/2023/05/Prezentacija-MAJ-2023-11-30h.pdf
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ATTENDANCE AT RELIGIOUS CEREMONIES

The inherent attachment to religion and the church, shown in Table 4, primarily
relates to religious practices, such as weddings and funerals, so we often call them religious
or church non-profane ceremonies. Accordingly, the ESS observed religiosity through the
variable of attending church ceremonies. For example, according to data for 2020, regard-
ing the Montenegrin Orthodox Church,” 22.2% of believers went to church at least once a
month, 19.8% only on major holidays, and 58.1% rarely or never. According to the same
order, for 2018, that score was 25.4%, 39.7%, and 34.9%. Compared with the research on
young people, 37.6% went to church up to once a month, 44.2% several times a year, and
14.2% rarely. In the same order, for believers of the Roman Catholic Church, the score was
54.4%, 28.2%, and 14.7%, and for the Islamic religious community: 36.6%, 38.4%, and 17.0%.
There is a noticeable increase in religiosity based on this indicator on a monthly basis.

Prayer as an Indicator of Religiosity

Prayer falls into the category of indicators of an act of piety. As such, prayer in socio-
logical research is considered a significant indicator when assessing religiosity. Prayer is an
internal need, and it cannot be a conformist behaviour conditioned by pressure from the
external environment, i.e., from society or another person. It is conditioned most often by
some personal problems. In the total sample, according to the ESS research shown in Table
5 for 2018, 18.9% of respondents prayed every day, 13.9% once a week, 13.5% monthly, and
53.7% rarely or never. For 2020, in the same order, that score was 17.0% every day, 14.9%
weekly, 7.4% monthly, 8.4% only on holy days, and 52.3% rarely or never. Compared with
young people (Bakra¢, 2013), 12.8% of Orthodox respondents never prayed, 24.8% rarely,
26.6% occasionally, 18.6% often, and 17.2% regularly. Among believers of the Roman Catholic
Church, that score was 8.7%, 23.3%, 32.0%, 16.0%, 20.0%, and among believers of the Islamic
religious community, the score for performing Namaz was 49.4%, 21.3%, 15.2%, 6.7%, and
7.4%. In the Montenegrin Orthodox Church, 41.2% of respondents prayed never or rarely,
11.1% prayed regularly, and 19% prayed only on religious holidays. That score for 2020 was
45.3%, 9.3% every day, 17.4% weekly, 5.8% monthly, and 22.1% on holy days. It is interesting
to note that the religiosity of believers of the Roman Catholic Church doubled concerning
daily or monthly prayer in 2020. Possibly, although it is difficult to explain, the COVID-19
pandemic influenced this. However, it is difficult to accept the data that the score for re-
spondents of the Serbian Orthodox Church has almost halved in daily and monthly prayer.

Religiosity and Political Affiliation of Respondents

Among respondents who belong to the ideological political spectrum of the left, the
ESS data, shown in Table 6, indicate the following: Democratic Party of Socialists, Social

7 Religious community recognized in Montenegro, but not recognized by other Orthodox churches

in the world. At its head is a person excommunicated by Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew (editor's
note).
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Democratic Party - 48.6% of respondents declared themselves non-religious, 29.5% mod-
erately religious, and 21.9% religious. For 2020, that score was 34.6%, 40.5%, and 25.3%.
On the other hand, the score for right-oriented respondents - Democratic Front was
22.4%, 23.3%, and 54.3%. For 2020, the score was 24.1%, 39.9%, and 36.0%. As we move
towards the right ideological spectrum, religiosity increases, and as we move towards the
left, i.e., the left ideological and political spectrum, religiosity decreases. Respondents of
“the right-wing” political orientation are more inclined towards church religiosity, and it
is peculiarly interesting that during the mentioned period, the connection between “the
right-wing” political option and church religiosity has strengthened. For example, accord-
ing to the indicators from 2020, 4.9% of the left-oriented respondents and 11.7% of the
right-wing political spectrum went to church daily. 4.8% of respondents of the left political
spectrum and 8.7% of the right political spectrum prayed daily. The research indicates a
significant shift, shown in Table 7, from which we single out two significant observations:
first, there has been a decline in the trust of believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church in
the Democratic Party of Socialists, according to the ESS research in 2020. We could explain
this by the fact that with the activation of the Law on Freedom of Religion, the number of
believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church was 20% lower among the sympathizers of the
Democratic Party of Socialists. However, what is difficult to explain is that in such a political
climate, there has been a decrease in the believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church among
the sympathizers of the Democratic Front. All of this points to the insufficient precision
and methodological questionability of the ESS research.

CONCLUSION

The latest research results also indicate that religiosity in Montenegro is widespread, and
despite the observed changes, it remains a significant characteristic of Montenegrin citizens.
Of course, this does not mean that non-religiosity is not present. The religious landscape
of Montenegro is getting more complex, and we can draw several significant conclusions
from this analysis, which raise the question of theoretical explanations of the trends and
the role of religion in Montenegro and can stimulate further discussions on the subject.

The first conclusion we can reach by analysing the ESS data in Montenegro is the
questionability of the precision of the sample. Namely, comparing previous studies on
religiosity in Montenegro, we observe a pretty plausible attitude of Montenegrin society
towards confessional affiliation and religious self-assessment. Here, there seems to be
imprecision regarding the Orthodox confession. The survey divided the Orthodox corpus
into three levels: the Serbian Orthodox Church, the Montenegrin Orthodox Church, and
other Orthodox denominations — “Other” (in the ESS survey for 2020, it was specified -
without affiliation to Serbian Orthodox Church and Montenegrin Orthodox Church). At
the same time, it was not specified which other Orthodox denominations these were. It has
been unclear whether this referred to members of the Russian, Macedonian, etc. Orthodox
Churches. Also, it has been unclear who formulated the items (not the questions; we as-
sume that the questions were standardized for all countries), and the assumption was that
the items were formulated by the management team of researchers in Montenegro, who
had the freedom to adapt the items to the country where the survey was conducted. It is
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somewhat strange that in Montenegrin society, which has been polarized quite sharply
by confession, the affiliation to the Serbian Orthodox Church decreased from about 44%
in 2018 to about 28% in 2020°. It has been particularly challenging to find a reasonable
explanation for the fact that this happened in the year when there was a discussion on the
Law on Religion in Montenegro, which further homogenized the believers of the Serbian
Orthodox Church in Montenegro (Bakrac, 2022). It is indicative that the number of Islamic
religious community believers is almost identical to the number of believers of the Serbian
Orthodox Church, according to the ESS data from 2020-2021. Therefore, it remains unclear
whether this is a relevant sampling or, on the contrary, something with elements of “biased
sampling” where the research methodology has failed; further empirical research will have
to show. If we add to that the opinion of the then political establishment that efforts should
be made in Montenegro to form an Orthodox Church without a national sign, then the
assumption and suspicion that the mentioned surveys have been politically burdened and
motivated rise. The then president of Montenegro, Milo Pukanovi¢, said in an interview:
“The inspiration for opening this topic is an attempt at reconciliation. I do not see an
epilogue by forming the Montenegrin Orthodox Church now in Montenegro, compared
to the practice of the Serbian Orthodox Church, from which Montenegrins would expel
Serbs, and the divisions would continue - said Pukanovi¢... I want to help us overcome
the state of deep schism within the Orthodox essence of Montenegro. I do not in the least
exclude the Metropolitanate of Montenegro and the Littoral, other dioceses of the Serbian
Orthodox Church in Montenegro, nor their clergy from that project. The door is open
for them to be part of this solution, not to remain traditionally part of the problem... that
church would widely open its doors for all believing people of the Orthodox confession, and
for all those who have served in this or that church so far, it would open the possibility for
them to put their services, experience, and knowledge into the function so that the church
can develop and become an important pillar of further social cohesion in Montenegro.”
Based on what has been said so far, the mentioned surveys left the impression of empirical
verification of what the then president of the state promoted a little earlier. The second
conclusion concerns religiosity. Although we have certain doubts about the sampled material
from 2018 and 2020, the results show stabilization and an increase in religiosity between
the two surveyed periods, at least regarding the religious self-assessment among all three
confessions. While such an increase among the members of the Serbian Orthodox Church
could be explained by dissatisfaction with the Law on Freedom of Religion, which was

8 The fact that there is a kind of inconsistency and methodologically questionable oscillations in the
survey is also indicated by data from the researchers responsible for the ESS research in Montenegro,
according to which in July 2021, “approximately 43% of the Orthodox population in Montenegro
identified themselves as part of the Serbian Orthodox Church, 21% as part of the Montenegrin
Orthodox Church, and 35% ‘do not want to choose™. Therefore, this is a kind of denial of their
own ESS research from 2020. Antena M, 12 August 2021. Komar: The latest surveys show that the
Serbian Orthodox Church is supported by 43% and the Montenegrin Orthodox Church by 21% of
the Orthodox population https://www.antenam.net/drustvo/210464-komar-najnovije-ankete-poka-
zuju-da-spc-podrzava-43-a-cpc-21-pravoslavnog-stanovnistva

Dukanovi¢ suggests: To form the Orthodox Church of Montenegro 12 July 2019 https://www.
vesti-online.com/djukanovic-predlaze-formirati-pravoslavnu-crkvu-crne-gore/
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very current during that period and initiated by the then-ruling establishment, and which
could encourage the believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church to become more religious,
it has been challenging to find a relevant scientific basis for a jump in religiosity among
the other two dominant confessions in Montenegro, especially among the believers of the
Roman Catholic Church. Speaking about the believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church,
we could find, to some extent, a scientific explanation in the fact that religion remains the
most accepted answer to identity and anthropological dilemmas. Additionally, based on
comparative data, we conclude that religiosity was a strong basis for the social mobilization
of some believers in the past years, as we can see in the example of processions from 2020
and 2021. A similar score for religiosity is evident regarding attending religious ceremonies
and praying to God. We came to the next conclusion by comparing affiliation to a political
ideology and party with the attitude toward religion. Namely, this analysis confirmed the
strengthening of the connection between religiosity and right-wing political orientation.
Therefore, we can conclude that the analysis of the relationship between the changes in
religiosity and the social action of various socio-political and religious actors is a significant
heuristic direction of future sociological research (Stolz et al., 2016). The political establish-
ment embodied in the dominance of the Democratic Party of Socialists initiated the Law
on Freedom of Religion, so with this comparative analysis, we have concluded that there
was a sudden jump in trust in that party among the believers of the Montenegrin Orthodox
Church and a decrease among the believers of the Serbian Orthodox Church. Finally, it is
difficult to prove the (non-) credibility and empirical verifiability of the obtained data. If
the data obtained are relevant, then this is a serious alarm for a sociologist of religion to
monitor and explain the trends in the religiosity of the population in Montenegro because,
according to such records, there has been an evident shift in religiosity. However, if, after
all, it turns out that the research is conducted methodologically incorrectly with a notice-
able methodological bias and political motivation, then it remains a great regret that such
a useful database for comparative analysis has become meaningless. Additionally, such an
outcome would demonstrate the absurdity of putting other values (such as political) in
the primary position and the scientific ones in the secondary position and importance.

© 2024 The Author(s). Published by Socioloski pregled | Sociological Review
(https://scindeks.ceon.rs/issue.aspx?issue=17370&lang=en). This article is an open
access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the CC BY-SA 4.0

See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/

307


https://scindeks.ceon.rs/issue.aspx?issue=17370&lang=en
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/

Bragumup b. baxpay'

Yuusepsutert Lipue Tope, ®unozodcku daxynrer,
Ofpcjex 3a conmonorujy

Huxunh (Ipua Topa)

ACIIEKTU MHCTUTYIOMOHAJIHE PEIMTMIO3HOCT,
OOHOCHO (HE)KPEOUBM/IHOCTH EBPOIICKOT
OJPYIITBEHOI MCTPAJKVIBAIbA Y IIPHOJ] T'OPU

(IlpeBog In Extenso)

Caxerak: Koprcrehu nmoparke EBporickor gpymrseHor ncrpaxiBama (eHrI. ESS) us
2018/2019. 1 2020/2021. roguHe, ayTOp IpOy4YaBa CaBpeMeHy BePCKY CTPYKTYpy y LIpHoj
Topu kopucrehn Bapujabe o6yxBaheHe OBUM HCTPKUBAEM: BEPCKY MACHTU(DIUKALY,
CaMOIIPOLIEHY PeNTUTMO3HOCTH, IPUCYCTBOBabe BepcKoj cyx6u un mormnty. [Topebeme
obyxBara cBe Tpu KoH(pecuje y I]pHoj [opu: mpaBoc/IaBHy, pUMOKATO/MIYKY U IIPUIIA/JHIKE
MCIaMcKe BepcKe 3ajeHuLe. [MTaBHM Un/b pajia jecTe la YTBPAM Jla JIN je JOILLIO 1O
IPOMeHa y PeIMIMO3HOCTH U [ia JIU TIOCTOjY M3pakeHa NUCTaHIa u3Mehy Tpu kondecnje
y 0oB0j p>xaBu. OcuM Tora, LMk je Jla Ce CTeKHE YBUJ Y TPEHYTHY CUTYallUjy y Be3u ca
permruossnouthy y LipHoj fopn. PagHa npeTnocraska je fa ce Bepcka cTpykTypa y LIpHOj
Topu TpeHyTHO CTabWIN3Yje, JOK IOCTOjU packopak n3Mely Bepckyx 1 KoHdecroHamHIX
usjaBa 1 Bepcke mpakce. CTora aHaIM3Mpamo AMMEH3Mje PETUTMO3HOCTI Y TIOITIEly OCHOBHMX
connopeMorpadcKIx KapaKTepUCTUKA U IOUTUIKIX Opefe/berba. Pe3yrTaTi mokasyjy
Jia He IIOCTOj1 3HaYajaH PAacKOpakK y pogHoj cTpyKTypu. Takobe je sabenexxeHa IIoBe3aHoOCT
IVIMEH3Mja PeNMUTIO3HOCTI 1 ,,leCHIIIAPCKe OIUTUYKE OpUjeHTaLuje.

KibyuHe peun: koHpecroHaTHa MPUIAJHOCT, PeTUTHO3HOCT, IIPABOC/IAB/be, ITOMUTIIKO
ompefierberbe, feceKynapusaliuja, EBporcko pymrBeHo nucrpaxupame, Lipaa Topa

YBOJI

I[IpBe 0361/bHE yIIOpEIHE aHA/MN3E COLIMOOMIKUX UCTPAKUBAA O PETUIMO3HOCTI
y cBeTy, 6ap Kajia je ped 0 eMIMPUjCKOj eKCIePTHU3HY, Todesie ¢y mociue Jpyror cBeTckor
paTa. Y TOM UCTOPUjCKOM MHTEPBay, COLMOIONIKA eKCIIepTH3a 3abe/Iexa je onajjame
IIPKBEHE PEMUIMO3HOCTH Y YUTaBOM XpUIINaHCKOM CBETY, KaKo Y IOITIefy IIPKBEHe ITpaKce
" ofipeheHNx JOrMaTCKMX yBeperba, Tako U y norneny Bepe y bora (Acquaviva, 1979, p. 83).

! bvladimir@ucg.ac.me; https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8744-993X
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OBaKBM eMIIPYjCKU JOKA3Y IOACTAKIIN CY OPOjHE COLIMOIOTe PeIUTIje fa OTKPIjy IpoLiec
ceKynapusaluje I onajlakbe penurnuje y TafallbheM JPYITBEHOMCTOPUjCKOM IIEPHUOLLY.
Crora ce yoIuiTe He JOBOAM Y IMTak-€ YMH-EHNUIIA /1A je IOIJIO [0 CeKy/Iapu3aliyje JpyITBa
U TIOB/IaYerha peyluruje y TOM UCTOPUjcKoM pasfobimy (Berger, 1973). Mebhytum, meby
TeopeTM9IapyuMa je JOIIJIO JO Hec/larama O CAMOM Y3POKY CeKy/lapusalyje 1 MoBaderna
penuryje 1 peMUTMo3HOCTH 13 JIITIHE U IPYIITBeHe cepe. [Iok HeKH y3poke ceKynaprsanyje
HajIase y jygeoxpninhaHcKoj TpagyuLuji, IUTypaIn3alyjy IPYLITBa, HarlalaBajyhu a ce
penurija IoB/IauM y IpMBaTHOCT, Tj. y IpyBatHy cdepy (Berger, 1973, 1966), npyru y3poke
CeKy/Iapusalje IpoHasIa3e y BpeAHOCTIMA Koje JOHOCe ypbaHusaluja, MofiepHI3aLuja,
uHAycTpyjanusanuja uth. bpajan Bucos (B. Wilson), Ha mprmep, u3jaBibyje a cy Bepcka
MMUIIUbEHa, MOCTYIIIV ¥ MHCTUTYILIMje HeKaja MY y CaMOM CPeIITY >KMBOTA Y 3aIIa[HUM
mpywrBuMa u Behmuu ocranux gpymrasa. MebyTum, ¢ pa3BojeM MOfepHOT JpYLITBa,
ycnenuie Cy IpoMeHe He CaMo y CMUCITY PETO3He ITPAaKCe M Oajakba YTHUIIaja BEpCKIX
MHCTUTYIMja Beh, TIpe cBera, y CMUCITY BePCKOT MUIIberba. BIICOH ncTIde fa Cy /bynu cBe
Marbe MOTMBCAHN PEIUIUjOM y CBOjUM IIOCTYIIIIMMA, a L[PKBEHe I0TMe BUIIe He IIPOINCYjY
oproBsapajyhe nonauramwe. OH geduHMIIIe CEKyIapU3aLjy Kao MPoLec y KojeM BepcKa
MMII/beba, HOCTYIIM M MHCTUTYLHUje Iybe apymTBenu 3Havaj (Wilson, 1966). Ykparko,
Olajiae peuruje CMaTpa ce KOHBEHIMOHATHOM Myzpoihy Mehy Mucnmonnma 20. Beka.

OBa Teopujcka Tayka ITIefMIITa 611a je akTyenHa Jo moderka 90-ux roguna 20.
BeKa, KaJja ce IIPOMeHIIa lTapajjurMa ceKynapusanuje. Kazanosa je 610 Teoperuyap koju
je Meby mpByMa HajaB1O, OZHOCHO IIPUMETHO, CTa/IHM IIOPACT jaBHE Pe/IUTYje Y BeIMKOM
meny cBeTa, yK/pyuyjyhu sanagny Espony (Casanova, 1994). OBpie Tpeba Harnacuti, Kao
mITOo je To yunHuo [ejpun MapTus, fa je ceKynapusalyja BUILELMMEH3MOHAIHI IIPOLieC
KOjU Ce jaB/ba y PasaMYUTIM OOMUIIMA Ha pasnudntuM Mectuma (Martin, 1978, 2005).
MelyTum, o TOT UCTOPUjCKOT TIepMOfia 1O TAaHAC CBE Makbe Ce TOBOPM O CeKyIapusaluju,
yrmaBHOM ca GoKycoM Ha ofipeleHe menoBe cBeTa, Kao 1ITO je 3amagHa EBpomna nmm mehy
MHTEJIEKTYa/THOM €JINITOM, Kao ,,3y3eTak Koju norsphyje npasuno (Berger, 1999). Hanwme,
Beprep je y cBOjoj TeOpuju HalrpaByO pa/jiKalaH 3a0KpeT Of IPOTUBHMKA CEKy/Tapu3Ma JIO
BaTPEHOT 3arOBOPHMKA CEKy/IapM3allje I ITOKajHMKA KOjI IIPU3HAaje 1A je JaHALIbI CBET, Y3
HEKOJIMKO M3y3eTaKa, BUCOKO PelUIuo3aH. Y 0BOM IOITIeRy, y Beh urupanom pany, Beprep
HOMIbE /ia APYLITBEHN HAyYHUK Ma IPETHOCT Y OfHOCY Ha (uio3oda nim Teonora, Ha
npyuMep, 360r 3aHNM/bMBE MOTYNHOCTH 1a ayTOP JO>KMBY KaKO ITPOIIACT, TAKO U TIOTBPAY
cBoje Teopuje. Cormonosu permurnje Poguau Crapk u Poytep @unke takohe 3acTymajy tesy
7ia je BpeMe fia ce Teopuja ceKynapusanuje 6any Ha rpobjbe Heycmenux teopuja (Stark
& Finke, 2000). Hopuc u VIHrIxapT Bepyjy fa IPeTIOCTaBKa O CeKyrapusaunnju Tpeda
Ia ce axypupa, uMajyhu y Buny ga pennruja Huje HecTasa, HUTK Ce TO MOXKe JJOTORUTHL.
Ocranu penuruje HUCY U3YMpP/IHN; IpeMa UCTpaxnBambuMa, Behuna EBporypaHa u name
Bepyje y 6ora umu ce upieHTUPUKYyje ca [IporecTaHTCKOM MM PYMOKAaTOMIYKOM IIPKBOM.
MebyTnm, Kao ImTO HaBOJie OBa IBa TEOPETUYAPA, YTUIIAj PENTUTHje Ha CBAKOTHEBHM KUBOT
je y m3BecHoj Mepu omao (Norris & Inglehart, 2004).

ToBopehy o EBporu 1 IOHOBHOM O>KUBJbaBakby peNAIje, Tj. O fileceKynapusanyjy, Ipejc
IlejBu 103MBa Ha OIIpes Kajia je ped 0 aK/BUBHU]Oj YIOTpeOM TepMUHa ,ceKymapusarmja“. Oba
ayTOpKa Bepyje f1a je ped IIpe 0 HELIPKBEHOj PE/IMIVMIO3HOCT HETO O MIOTIIYHOj CEKY/IapyU3aLivjuL.
Omajame IIpKBeHe PeNUTHO3HOCTI (HapounTO Mehy mpoTecTaHTMa) He MOpa 06aBe3HO
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fia IIOfipa3yMeBa I beHy epo3Hjy 3aTO IITO jOII Huje SOLIIO KO OfOaliBamba BePCKIX
yBepema, LITO ayTOPKa Has3uBa ,,BepoBameM 6Oe3 mpunagama“ (Davie, 2005; 2005a).
Ha npumep, y Benukoj Bpurauuju ce oko 72% CTaHOBHMINTBA UAEHTUPUKYje ca
xpuimhaHcTBOM, a Manu 6poj ofnasn y pksy. Anmucrep MeKrpaT HaBOfM fia je OBO
JlyXOBHIYKY TIpo671eM KOjU LIPKBE MOPajy y3eTI Y 003Up U 3aK/by4yje fia Ce I0jeTHOCTaB/beHa
npensubarma y orneny cekyapHOCTHU U ateusMa Hucy ucnynmia (McGrath, 2022, p. 262).
Epsuje-Jlexxe (Hervieu-Léger) npeake ga 611 permrujy Tpe6aso IocMaTpary Kao ,,TaHalg
cehama“ y KoHTeKcTy pasmuke nameby Tpagnionansmx apymrasa (,ApymTsa cehama®)
u MofepHux apymrasa (,apyirsa npomere”) (Hervieu-Léger, 2000, p. 123). Ipyrum
pednMa, IpeMa OBOM ayTOPY, Pe/uTyja je KapMKa Koja I0jeVIHaqYHOT BEPHMKA YMHM Y/ITAHOM
3ajefHMIIe KOja OKYII/ba IIPOIIe, cafialliibe 1 Oynyhe dwiaHOBe, a HICTOBPEMEHO je U Ieo
Tpaguiyje (KomekTuBHOT cehama) Koju mocraje TeMesb XXMBOTA y 3ajenHniy. 3a JaHujen
Epsnje-Jlesxe, MopiepHa IpYLITBa, HAPOUUTO OHA y EBpory, Hucy Mame penurnosHa 36or
nosehaHe paIVIOHATHOCTY, Kao LITO je 3aK/by4no Buicon, Beh 3aTo ITO OCTajy cBe Marbe
croco6Ha jia ofpke cehama y caMoM CpefyIITy BEPCKOT IIOCTOjarba. 360r TOra X OHa
30Be ,,ipylITBIMa ca aMHesujoM . C jefjHe cTpaHe, OHA HABOJY PACIIaji TeMe/ba BEPCKOT
JKMBOTA Ko MapalokC MOJEPHMX JPYLITaBa I, C pyTe CTPaHe, OTBaparbe IPOCTOpa KOji
MOXKe IIOIYHUTH caMo penuruja. CTora je mapalokC caBpeMeHOCTH Y YK/Iambakky IoTpebe
3a PENIUTYjOM ¥ pelUruo3HmuM ocehameM (IIyTeM aMHe3Mje), ally, Y BeHUM YTOINjCKUM
o0mIMMa, CaBpeMeHOCT He MoxKe 136ehu fa/bu onyp ca pelirijom.

CexymapycTudKy IpyHINI fenoasa y LpHoj Topn 3amoueo je moce Jpyror cBeTckor
paTa, a KapaKTepuIly ra JpylITBeHa MapruHaau3anuja 1 JeMOHOIIONN3al/ja PENUTHje.
Cexkynapusalyja je TOKOM TOT MICTOPHUjCKOT IIepMofia MMasIa ¥ MOAPLIKY CUCTEMCKH CIIPOBefieHe
areysanyje, LITO Ce OITIefia Y aTeNCTUYKOM JIyXy BacCIIUTama 11 06pasoBama felie 1 Ofpaciix
(Bakrag, 2013, pp. 133-135). [oroBo unraBa apyra nonosuHa 20. Beka 6y1a je uieomouKm
ycMepeHa IPOTUB PeJTHje, Y3 IOLITOBAbE IIOMNTIIKO-I/IeOTONIKIX IPUHIIUIIA TaJAIIBIX
MOJIUTUYKMX BIIACTH, LITO je y CK/Iajy Ca IIOCTy/IaTMMa MapKCUCTUYKe IIPOBEHMjEHLIjE PETUTIje
zia je uneja o bory 3ampaBo mokymaj uoBekoBe 60pbe IPOTHUB CYpOBOCTU MaTepUjaTHOT
JKMBOTA 11 60J1a KOjU IIPOUCTIYE U3 [PYIITBEHNUX U eKOHOMCKuX norernkoha (McGrath,
2022, p. 77). EMnupujcka uctpakuBama HeIBOCMIICIIEHO CBefjoYe O OBOMe 6ap Ha ABa
HaulHa: IPBO, TOKOM OBOT MICTOPYjCKOT pasfio6/ba Huje OUII0 ONCeXXHUX UCTPaKMBakba O
PETUTMO3HOCTH, a 3aTUM, U OHa MaloOpOjHa MCTPaXKMBakba Cy HaI/allaBasa CeKynapHu
IIPMHIIVII Ap>KaBe Vi aTen3anljy ApyLITBa. Y CTBapl, TOKOM TOT MICTOPUjCKOT IIepIOfa CTaB
peknMa IpeMa penuruju Huje 6mo uctu cee Bpeme. IlocTojane ¢y mpuMeTHe ocIymanyje of
Kpaja JIpyror cBeTCKOr para, Kajia je CKCTeM IIOKasuBao BeOMa HUCKY TONepaHLMjy IIpeMa
penuruju, u TokoM 70-ux roguna 20. BeKa, Kafia je JOLUIO [0 M3BECHOI OTOI/baBamba U
OIyIITeHMjer IPUCTYIIA IOMUTIIKIX BIACTH ITPeMa PeUTijit. Y ToM Iepuopy npuMehnsara
Ce M3BECHA OJJAHOCT I[PKBE IP>KaBM, ILTO je IOHEKIe JOBEIO O XapMOHM3alMje OfHOCa
(Vukomanovi¢, 1997, p. 297). Mazna He npeTepaHO OIICEXKHM, eMIMPUjCKU IOKA3Y CBefoye
0 CTeIeHy CeKynapusalje 1 CIpoBefieHoj atensanuju Ha Tepuropuju Lpue Tope. Ilpema
IIONVCY CTAaHOBHMINTBA 13 1953. rogune, 32% cranosHuka I]pne Iope Huje >xeneno fa ce
uaeHTU}UKYje ca HeKOM IeHOMIHALIM]OM, IITO je HajBehw mporjenar y mopebery ca octanmmm
OMBILIVIM jYTOCTOBEHCKUM penybmmkama. [Ipema nctpaxusarmy 13 1974. rogute, HajMamu
IIPOLIeHAT PeNMUTosHOCTH 3abenexeH je y Cpbuju u LlpHoj Topu (Panti¢, 1974). Bpuan ce
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6aB1O penuruosHomhy mnagux y COPJ 1, Ha ocHOBY eBuneHnuje n3 1990. rogmHe, cBera
12% mmagux y Lipaoj Topu usjacamo ce kao pemruosHo (Vrcan, 1990, p. 132).

IToyerxkom 90-ux ropmHa 20. Beka Bepcka cueHa y LipHoj [opu ce npomennna. Hanme, y
TOM IIePMOJY je IOLIIO JO Mafia COLMjaTMCTIIKOT PeXKMMa, HAKOH 4era Cy yCaeaumy 6pojHn
morabaju xao wro je pacag COPJ u oTuenbene perny6ika 13 tagame COPJ, npernopon
penuruje u fleceKynapusanyja gpymrsa. Pennruja, Koja ce BpaTuia Ha IpyHITBEHY CLIEHY,
6uta je onrepehena AyroTpajHuM IIOCTOjarbeM MO BIIAJABIHOM COLIMjA/I3Ma y TO BpEMe,
IOCTIe Yera Cy yCIefIa [PYIITBeHa OTPaHNYeha U He3aJOBO/bCTBO CBEIITEHCTBA 360T
IyTOTpajHe BlajjaBiHe peasiconyjanusma. CBe 0BO je yTULAIO Ha jaBHO Ie/I0Balbe PENUTje,
onTepeheHo TpaguIMjOM U HAIMOHAIM3MOM, TJie Ce I[PKBa II0jaBIIa Kao CTy0 1 dyBap
TUX BpeSHOCTH. EMIMPUjcKM OKas3y cBefjo4e O IOBPATKY PeIUTHje U JeCeKynIapu3aLujn
mpyurrsa. OBO je Toce6HO IPUMETHO y 06/1acTHMA Y KOjUMa je IpaBOC/IaB/be JOMIHAHTHO,
Te, caMuM TUM, 1 y LlpHoj Iopn. VicTo Tako, oxrB/baBabe peuruje 6uio je yowbuso Meby
MIazMa, 6e3 0631pa Ha BIXOBY KOH(pecnoHaIHy npunagHoct. OBaj poLec OKIB/baBamba
OffpakaBa Ce y UMIeHNII JIa Ce OHM KOjIt Cy OMIIN Matbe WM BUILIE Ya/beH Off pe/IUruje 1
1pKBe cafa Bpahajy penuruju, 3aTum y IOTIIYHOM IIOBPATKY OHMX KOjU CY OM/IV ZeMMMUYHO
BE3aHM 3a PeUTHjy U LIPKBY, Kao U y HoBehaHOM BesBamby 3a peIUIHjy jeHOT O6poja /byan
KOjI Cy IIpKBM Bpatim ofpebeHe GyHKINMje, Ha TpUMep XOMOTeHU3aLMjy, MHTErpaIjy, Ia
Yak ¥ KomneH3anujy. HapouuTo cy uspaxeHu caMonpoIieHa pelTUrMo3HOCTY, BEPOBamhe
y bora, nojeguHyu orMaTCcKu KOHIIENTH Bepe, KOH(eCoHaIHa caMOonieHTuKaLja 1
VHTEH3VBMpatbe BEPCKMX IPAKCH, Kao IITO Cy O/Ia3aK y [pKBY, MonuTBa uty. Ha mpumep,
Ipema IONuCy CTaHOBHMINTBA 13 1991. rogune, 69,1% nsjacHMo ce Kao MpaBOC/IaBIN,
19,18% xao mycnumany, a 4,41% xao pumokaTonuuy. Ilpema nmomucy craHOBHUINTBA U3
2003. roguHe, TV IPOLIEHTU CY M3HOCUIIN 74,2% Kop ITpaBociaBana, 17,7% Kop MycinMaHa
1 3,5% KoJ pMMOKATO/IMKa, a IIpeMa rormcy u3 2011. rogune, 61o je 72,0% npasocnaparia,
15,9% mycnumana u 3,4% pumoxaTtonuka. Ha ocHoBy ncrpaxubama us 2000. ronnse,
MeTHHA UCIIUTAHMKA IIOKA3a/la je HU3aK HMBO PEINTMO3HOCTIL BbUX 57,1% moKasaio je
Cpefby HUBO PeINTUO3HOCTH, a 22,2% MCIUTaHuKa 6un ¢y permruosuu. [Ipema oBom
UCTPaXKUBamby, MOXKE Ce 3aK/by4UTH Jja je penurno3HocT y LipHoj fopu Ha BMCOKOM HUBOY,
ogHocHO 117,1, og MuHuManuux 40 [o MakcuManaHuX 170 mporeHTHUX nmoeHa. Kaga
je ped 0 KOH(ECHOHATHUM CHEIM(PUIHOCTIMA, OBO UCTPAKMBAKE YKasyje Ha TO Ja je
PEeMUTMO3HOCT KaTOMMKa IIPOCEYHA y OHOCY Ha OIIITY PeTUTMO3HOCT, [ja Cy PUIIafHULIN
MCTTAMCKe BepCKe 3aje[THNIIe HATITPOCEYHO PEUTMO3HH, JOK Cy TPaBOC/IaBHYU MCTIMTaHUIIN
permurnosun ucnog npoceka (Besi¢ & Pukanovié, 2000, p. 137).

Vmajyhn y Buny nperxopte cryauje y IIproj Topn, 6110 611 IpuMepeHo 1 Hay4HO
pe/IeBaHTHO YIIOPEAUTH KaCHUje CTYAMje O PENMUTMO3HOCTI U BUIETH Jja JIX je NOLLIO
70 IpOMEHE Y BUTAIHOCTY PENUTHje U PETUTMO3HOCTH y 0BOj 3eM/by. CXOTHO TOME,
6uhe ynopehena Bepcka nunamuka y IpHoj Topy 13 mpeTXOQHUX CTyAMja ca MOfaLMa
EBporckor fpyiuTBeHor ucTpaknuBama 13 2018/2019. u 2020/2021. roguHe, kopucrehn ce
Bapujabmama oOyxBaheHUM TUM UCTpaXMBambeM: BepcKa UaeHTUMKalja, CAMOIIpOLieHa
PEIIO3HOCTH, IIPUCYCTBOBAbE BEPCKIM OOpeIMa 1 MOTIMTBA. Y OBOM Pajy ce HapO4UTO
po6/IeMaTn3yjy oBe Bapujabie peNmrnosHoCTH, a 3aTuM ce yropebyjy nomamm ca crynujama
u3 2013. rognue. Ilopebheme obyxBara cBe Tpu kordpecnje y Lpuoj [opu: mpaBocmasuy,
PUMMOKATONMIM M IpUNASHULM MICTaMCKe BepcKe 3ajeHue. CTora je Ir/maBHM IU/b
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UCTpa)KMBarba Jja Ce OfIPENN Jla JIM je 3a/ipyKaHa BUTA/THOCT PETMTMO3HOCTH U JIa JIY TIOCTOj I
U3paXKeHa UCTAHIIA y PeIUTMO3HOCTI u3Meby cBe Tpu KoHpecuje y 0Boj 3em/pu. Pagna
XUITOTe3a Off KOje CMO KPeHY/I jecTe a TPEHYTHO OCTOj! CTabMIM3aLyja BepcKe CTPYKType
y LpHoj opu n packopak nsmehy Bepckux u KOHpeCHOHaTHUX U3jaBa C jelHe CTpaHe, 1
BepcKe IpaKce C Ipyre CTpaHe. 360T TOra aHA/IM3MPAMO AUMEH3Nje PETUTMO3HOCTH Y Be3I
ca JIABHUM colyofieMorpadcKM KapaKTepUCTUKaMa U IOUTUYKIM OIIpefie/berbiMa.
Y cxmapy ca u/beM OBOT pajia, PeIUTMO3HOCT ce Mepu AVMeH3UjaMa KOH(peCHOHaIHe
IPUIIAfHOCTY, MHCTUTYIMOHATHE BepCKe IIpaKce U jaBHe yrore npkse. Kondecnonamna
IPUIATHOCT Ce CACTOjI Off je[fHOT IToKasartesba, Tj. MpuUIafgHoCTH ofpebenoj koHbecuju.
MHcTuTyMOHAIHA BepcKa IIpakca o6yXBaTa CTaHAp/A130BaHM [I0Ka3aTesb, a jABHA y/Iora
ILIPKBE MEpPU Ce OfJIACKOM Y LIPKBY U IIPUCYCTBOM BepCKUM 0bOpenyma. JIndHa pelmurnosHocT
je muMeHsMja Koja ce 0OMYHO 0O3Ha4YaBa Kao PEIUTMO3HOCT Y y)KeM CMUCITY; OHa 00yxBaTa
YeTUPU eJleMeHTa: KOH(PeCHOHATHY CaMOU/IeHTU(UKALV]Y, BepCKY CaMOUJeHTUPUKALIVY,
IPUCYCTBOBaMbe BepCKUM obpennma u MonuTsa bory BaH Bepckor obpena. ViHnekcn
I[PKBEHE I JINYHE PENUTMO3HOCTY KOje MCTMYEMO Y aHA/IM3M CACTAB/bEHM CY Off IOMEHYTUX
elleMeHara. Y 1a/b0j aHaIM3U KOPUCTUMO [iBa CKyIIa IpefnkTopa. IIpBu o6yxBara I/1aBHe
counopemorpadcke KapaKTepUCTUKe — IIOJI, @ APYTHU IOApasyMeBa PeIUTMO3HOCT Y
Be3n ca Bapujabmama koje cy obyxsahene EBpOIICKMM IPYIITBEHNM UCTPAKUBABEM.
Ba’kHO je HarmacuTH fa Cy ABa BeoMa 3HauajHa 1 yrmajbusa forahaja obenexxnna 4nrtas
mpornec EBporckor apymrseHor uctpakmsama 2020. ronuHe. IIpBu je ycBajame 3akoHa
o cmo6opu Beponcnosectu y Llpuoj Topn. To je 6uo nepuop xana je Cpricka mpaBocIaBHa
IIPKBa OKYII//Ia BepHMUKE Y ,,OBOpaHM CBETUbA“ Ka0 CPEICTBO OTHOPA IIPOTUB TaJALlIbIX
Bracty (Bakra¢, 2022). Kacuuje, 3ajenno ca npetxopaum gorabhajem, mangemuja COVID-19
MMaJIa je YTULAj y 06/1acTI PeIUTMO3HOCTH.

METOIIOJIOTUJA

OBaj paj 3acHOBaH je Ha pe3y/nTaTUMa eMIIMPUjCKOT UCTPaXKMBalba CIPOBEIEHOT Y
OKBUpY MelyHapomHOT MCTpaXKMBauKoT IpojekTa EBpoIcko IpymTBeHO UCTpaKuBambe
28. bebpyapa 2018. 1 23. maja 2020. rogyHe. EBPOIICKO APYLITBEHO UCTPAXKIBAIHE j€ jeTHO
off HajBehMX U METOMO/IOMIKI HajKBAIUTETHUjUX YIIOPEAHUX UCTPAXKUBAhA Ha CBETY Yy
obmactu fpymTBeHnx Hayka. OHo ce ycpencpebyje Ha cakymbame IofaTaka Ha HUBOY
3eMasba yIeCHMIA, KOji ce KaCHMje KOPUCTe 3a YIIOPeNHO Meperse I Tpaherbe TpeHj0Ba 1
IIPOMEHA y APYIUTBY. VIcTpa)kuBama y eBpPOIICKIM 3eM/baMa cipoBofe ce o, 2001. roxune.
Jlo cazia je 3aBpIIeHO feBeT KPYroBa UCTPaKMBalba y KOjIIMa je y4eCTBOBAJIO BUIIIE Off
30 semaspa. Lipna [opa je mpBu IIyT y4eCTBOBA/IA Y I€EBETOM KPYIy OBOT MCTPa)K/Balba.

BrmenuMeH3suoHaIHM IPUCTYIN IPOyYaBamkby PEIUTMO3SHOCTH Y COIMOIOIIKIM
UCTpaXMBaWbNMa, YKbYUyjyhn n EBporncko ApymTBeHO UCTpakMBambe, Ionase of
YMI>EHNIE [JA je PE/IUTHja C/I0KEeHa 110jaBa M3pakeHa Kpo3 pasHe IMMEH3Mje Koje Cy, Maja
[OBe3aHe, PeIATUBHO He3aBICHE, I1a CAMIM TUM IIPYXajy fy0/pu yBuA y onpebene acrexre
penuruosHocTy (Marinovi¢ Jerolimov, 1995; Zrinsc¢ak, 2008). Kao 1m1To je MCTaKHYTO Y HACTIOBY,
0Baj paJl aHA/M3Vpa MUTarba MHCTUTYLVOHAIHE PEMUTMO3HOCTH Y CaBPEMEHOM IIPHOTOPCKOM
npymTBy. OBJe Nof, ,MHCTUTYIMOHATHOM pelurnosHomhy” mogpasymMeBaMo nspakaBame
KoH(ecoHaTHe IPUMIAJHOCTY — Y CMUCITY TIPUITQTHOCTY ofipeheHo]j BepcKoj MHCTUTYLNjH,
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3aTUM BEPCKY CAMOUIEHTUDNKAIIN}Y — Y CMUCTTY M3pa)KaBamba ,PEUTUO3HOCTH Y CKIIATTy
Cca [IPKBEHUM y4eeM ; I MHCTUTYLMOHAIHY BePCKY IPAKCY — Y CMIC/TY IPUCYCTBOBAbA
BepPCKMM 00penMa KapaKTepUCTUIHIM 38 KOH(eCHOHATHY IPUNAJHOCT UCINTAHUKA.

XurmoTese cMo 3acHOBa/IM Ha MOryhHOCTIMA U Bapujabiama Koje ucnutyje EBporcko
APYLITBEHO UCTPAXKMBabE. Je[Ha XUIIOTE3a je 3aCHOBAHA Ha TPETXO/IHUM MCTPaKMBabUMa
y Lpuoj Topu u peruony (Besi¢ & Dukanovi¢, 2000; Bakra¢, 2013; Nikodem, 2010; Crpié,
Zrinsc¢ak, 2005; 2010) 1 mpefcTaB/ba XUIOTETIIKI OKBYP Y KOjeM aHa/IM3MPaMo IIpOMEeHe
oppeheHnx nokasare/ba MHCTUTYIMIOHAIHE PE/IUTHO3HOCTIL.

X1 He nocToju 3Ha4ajHO OACTYIIambe Y PEIUTMO3HOCTY Ha OCHOBY pasyuKa namehy
II07I0BA, Majia O/1aTy IPeJHOCT [ajeMO EHCKOM IIOTy.

Xunotrese CMO 3aCHOBA/IM Ha IPETXOJHUM UCTPAXKMBABMMA, HAPOYNUTO O MIAfIUMa
y Llpuoj Iopu (Bakrac, 2013). PemuriosHocT je pamupeHa y pHOTOPCKOM APYIITBY, a
PEeNMUTHO3HY JbYAY IPUIAJIAjy CBUM COIMOAEeMOrpadcKMM IpymaMa. YIPKOC TOMe, CBe
CTyZuje /10 cajia MOKasyjy Aa je Beha peuriosHoCT moBe3aHa ca >KeHCKIM TI0TIOM’.

X2 TlocTojn pacKopaK y pelMIuo3HOCTH KaJja je ped O CAMOIIPOLIEHN PENUTMO3HOCTI
U BEPCKOj IPAKCU — OJJIACKY Y IIPKBY U MO/IUTBM.

X3 PenMrnosHoCT ¥ MOMUTUYKA ONpefie/berba. IIpeTnocrap/baMo ia je CBe CHaXKHMja
Besa n3Meby penmurnosHocT u ,JeCHNYapCcKOr MOUTUYKOT OIIpefie/berba.

ITpeTxofHe CTyAMje IOKa3yjy HOBE3aHOCT U3Mel)y peUIio3HOCTH 1 ,,IleCHIT9apCKOr
nonuTudkor onpenebema (Nikodem, 20115 2012). Ocum Tora, jaBHM aHTa)KMaH IPKBe,
pacmpase O BEHOj YIO3U U YMIbEHNIIA /I je HU3 MOMUTUYKUX I10/I0Kaja y jaBHOCTU
JIETUTUMM30BAH Y3 IOAPIIKY IIPKBE, OIHOCHO BEPCKUX IIOITIefla, UCTUYY Jla C€ TI0BE3aHOCT
usMeby pennruosHoCTH U ,,IeCHIYIAPCKOT HOUTUYIKOT OIpefe/berha MoXe jour uBpurhe
HOTBPAUTH Y EMIIMPMjCKOM TIOT/IENY.

KOH®ECMOHAJIHA ITPUITATHOCT

[Tpernen ocHOBHUX NOKa3aTe/ba MHCTUTYLIMOHA/IHE PETUTUO3HOCTU IOYMEEMO
ITabeM IIPUIIAHOCTH ofipeleHoj Bepckoj 3ajemrmIfy, Tj. koHpecnju. Kao mTo ce Buam
u3 Tabene 1, koH}eCHOHATHA IPUNIAFHOCT Y PHOTOPCKOM APYIITBY 06yxBaTa Behuny
rpabana. [Ipema pesynraruma EBporickor apymTseHor ucrpaxubama 3a 2018. y IpHoj Lopu,
orpwmke 44% rpabana nprmagaio je CpIickoj IpaBOCIaBHO] LIPKBIL, IOK je 0KO 23% rpabhana
IIPUIAJATIO ,,0CTaIMM IIPABOCTaBHYM IjpkBama’. KoHdecroHamHa caMouieHTpMKaja
pema EBpornckoM pgpynrBeHoM uctpakuBamy 13 2018. 1 2020. npukasaHa je y Tabenu 1.
Ha ocHOBY 0OBOT MCTpaXKiBamba, YKyIIaH 6poj IIpaBOCTaBHIX UCIMTAHNKA U3HOCKO je OKO
73% y 2018. 1 68,2% y 2020. ropytn. Y nopebersy ca ITonmcom cranoBruurrsa u3 2011, 6uto
je oxo 72% mpaBocnaBana, ITO MPpeJCcTaB/ba Maly pasnuky. buo je 3,5% pumokaronuxa,
IOK je 6poj mpUIIafHUKa McIaMcKe 3ajegHnie nosehan — npema Iommcy ux je 6uro
15,9% mn oxo 27% Ha 0CHOBY EBpOIICKOT IpYIITBEHOT NCTpakuBama. IIpBu nokasarernb
PEMTUTMO3HOCTH je KoH(pecnoHamHa MpuIagHocT. [TpeMa HEKONMMKO IOCTeNHIX MoMca’,

* VICTPAXXVBATBE: XKeHe cy penurnosnuje o Myukapata, Tanjyr, 26. mapt 2016. https://.www.
blic.rs/vesti/drustvo/istrazivanje-zene-religioznije-od-muskaraca/gvskbqq
*  www.monstat.org
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He MTOCTOje 3HauajHe IPOMeHe y Ior/Iefly KoH(beCHOHaTHe MPUITaHOCTH Y IIPHOTOPCKOM
mpymTBy. Ha 0cHOBY ncTpakmBama jaBHOT MEserba 13 2014. rogune, 55% rpabana IpHe
Tope moxasaso je HajBUIIN CTeTIeH MoBepema y CpIICKy IpaBOC/TaBHY IIPKBY*, 0K je 2019.
Taj IpolleHaT usHocuo 47,8%?°, na 6u y Majy 2023. Cpricka IpaBoc/iaBHa I[pKBa MMaJa
noseperbe 55,5% nctmranyka’. Kao 1o je Beh momenyTo, nporiecu ApyITBeHONOMNTIHIKIX
npomena u3 2020. rogune ne(bMHMTMBHo Cy yTHULIa/IM Ha HaBe[jeHe IIPOMEHE Y 3pakaBamby
KOH(ecoHa/IHe MPUIAZHOCTI. Y TOM IOI/Iely, KoH(decnoHa Ha IPUIIafHOCT Takohe
MO>Ke VIMaTy HepeluTr1o3He, OFHOCHO CBETOBHE KapaKTepuCTuKe. YropehnupameM oBUX
EBpOIICKIMX [PYIITBEHMX NCTPAXXMBalba OTKPMBeHe Cy pasyuke nsMeby BepHmka Cpricke
[IpaBOCIaBHE LIPKBe Kafa je ibIxoB 6poj 2020. rofuHe omao 3a ToToBO 17%, IITO je IpefMeT
aHa/mM3e U Jaj/ber UCTPaXkKUBama joll off mepuofia Kafia je CpIicka mpaBocIaBHa IPKBa
XOMOT'€HM30Ba/Ia CBOje BePHIKe Y CKJIaZly ca 3aKOHOM o ciobopy Bepoucnosectn. Oba
UCTpaXUBama M0Kasyjy nosehame 6poja BepHNUKa Y MCTAMCKOj BePCKOj 3ajeHNIIN, 1IITO
3HA4YajHO OACTyMa of pesynrara Ilommca us 2011. rognne.

CAMOITPOLJEHA PEJIMTMIO3HOCTU

Kapa je ped o camonporieHn pelmMrno3HoCTy, EBpPOIICKO IpyIITBEHO MICTPasKMBalbe
nprkasaHo y Tabenu 2 rokasyje M3BecHy CTaOMIHOCT ca TeHeHIjoM pacTta TokoM 2020.
ropyiHe. HanMe, ipB1 oKa3aTesb IMYHe PEIUTMO3HOCTY jecTe BepcKa caMoVeHTudMKaLja,
a pe3ynTaTy yKas3yjy Ha 3HauajHe mpoMeHe. Koy cBMX KoHbecHja, pemurnosHocT ce
IPAaKTUYHO YABOCTPYUYMIA. Y YKYITHOM y30pKy MokeMo pehu ma je ornmpunuke 40,7%
MCIMTAHMKA OMTIO0 PeUTHO3HO, 28,7% UX je 6110 yMepeHO PeTUIno3HO, a 30,6% yomiuTe
HIje 6y10 peuruosHo 2018. roxyHe, Kok ¢y mpoueHTy 3a 2020. 6yom: 34,1% pemurno3Hux
UCIINTAHNKA, 26,1%, ymepeHo penmnrunosuux u 39,8% Hepemmruosnux. Kaga ce yroperne asa
EBporicka gpynITBeHa ICTpaKuBamba, 3a0e/IeXXeH je Hopact pemurnosnocty 2020. ropyHe.
OBaj pesyITar je Tewko 06jacHNTI, HAPOINTO Kajla je ped 0 BepHMIMMa PuMoKaTonmake
LIPKBe, T7ie je OPacT YABOCTpPyYeH. VI3BecHO objamrberbe 3a CPIICKy IPABOCIABHY LPKBY
moru 61cmo Hahn y ycBajamy 3akoHa 0 710001 BepPONCIIOBECTI, KOjI je 3HAYajHO
MOTHBUCA0 U YjelUHNO BepHNKe OBe IpkBe. MebhyTum, ynopegHoM aHaIu3oM OBe JBe
(base ncrpaxmBama, 3aK/bydyjeMo fa 6poj npunagHuka CpIcke IpaBoc/IaBHe L[PKBe
omaja, s ia ce pemuIno3HocT nosehasa. IIpema rcTpaxnBamy pemurno3HOCTI MTAX
y LpHoj Topu (Bakrac, 2013), 81,4% BepHMKa IpaBociIaBHe KoOH(pecuje, 81,2% BepHMKa
pyMoKaromake koHdecnje u 84,8% BepHIUKa UCTaMCKe BepCKe 3ajeffHILIe U3jaCHUIIN Cy Ce
Kao PENNUIMO3HA. Y MOJAIUTETY CaMOITPOLIEHE PETUTMO3HOCTH, 81,5% MTaiuxX 13jacHIIIO
ce Kao PeNMTUO3HO Y YKYITHOM Y30pKy. AHa/lu3a BepcKe caMonieHTIduKaIuje 1 monHe

*  Hajsehe nosepeme y npefcentmka 1 y CpIicKy IIpaBOC/IaBHY LIPKBY, 8. merjeMbap 2014. roguue

https://rtcg.me/vijesti/politika/75055/najvece-povjerenje-u-predsjednika-i-spc.html

> Mirjana D. 18 July 2019 Citizens Have the Most Trust in Pukanovi¢, the Education System, n 'y
Cpricky mpaBocaBHy 1pkBy https://www.antenam.net/politika/126906-gradjani-najvise-povjeren-
ja-imaju-u-djukanovica-i-spc

¢ Tlomutndko jaBHO Miberse y LIpHoj Topu y Majy 2023. ropuse https://www.cedem.me/wp-content/
uploads/2023/05/Prezentacija-MAJ-2023-11-30h.pdf
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CTpyKType mpukasaHa y Tabenu 3 ykasyje Ha TO [ja Cy )KeHe CK/IOHMje ,,Pe/IUTNO3HOCTI
Y CKJIaiy Ca LPKBEHNM y4emeM ; JOK Cy MYIIKapI HElITo Mambe peurnodun. Crora He
IIOCTOje 3HaYajHa OfCTYIIamba Y PeIUTMO3HOCTY IIpeMa IIOTHOj CTPYKTYpU. MyILIKY 1o
HOKa3yje BUIIN CTEIIEH HEPETNUTMO3HOCTY, a JKEHCKMN I10/T — PENIUTNIO3HOCTN. HPI/IMCTI/UH/I
CMO JIa je CTeTleH PETUTMO3HOCTH 6maro nosehan 2020. roguHe Koz, 06a mmonma. Y nopeberby
ca McTpaxuBamwyMa WIagux (Bakrac, 2013), pesynrar Meby MyIIKoM HOITy/IalijoM N3HOCKO
je 49,0%, a 51,0% mebyy »KeHCKOM TOITy/IaIjoM.

I[MTPYICYCTBOBAIGLE BEPCKMM OBPEIIVIMA

VHxepeHTHA BE3aHOCT 3a PeIUTHjy I LPKBY, Iprkasana y Tabenu 4, mpumapHo ce
OJIHOCM Ha BEPCKY IIPAKCY Kao IITO CY BEHYaha 1 CaxpaHe, I1a UX YECTO 30BEMO BEPCKUM
WV IIPKBEHUM HeltpodanuM obpenyva. CxonHo ToMe, EBpOIICKO IpYyIITBEHO MCTpasKyBambe
IIPATWIO je PeIUTMO3HOCT KPO3 Bapujabiry MpUCyCTBOBamba LpKBeHNM obpennma. Ha
puMep, peMa noganuma sa LipHoropcky npasociasHy upksy’ us 2020. roguse, 22,2%
BEpHIIKA je MIIJIO Y IPKBY 6ap jemHOM MecedHo, 19,8% caMo o BeMVMKMM IMpasHUIMMA, a
58,1% perko nnmu Hukap, [IpouenTn 3a 2018. 3a HaBefieHe KaTeropuje M3HOCKUN Cy 25,4%,
39,7% u 34,9%. Y mopebemy ca nctpaxupamuma MIagux, 37,6% je UIIO y IPKBY [0
jEITHOM MeCeYHO, 44,2% HEKONMMKO Iy Ta TOAMIIbeE, a 14,2% petko. IIponenTn 3a BepHIKe
PrMoxaronmdke jpKBe 3a HaBefleHe KaTeropuje MsHoCUIu ¢y 54,4%, 28,2% n 14,7%, a 3a
MICTTAMCKY BEpPCKy 3ajefHuny: 36,6%, 38,4% u 17,0%. IIpumeTaHn je mopacT penmuruo3sHOCTH
Ha OCHOBY OBOT II0Ka3aTe/ba Ha MECEYHOj OCHOBM.

MonurBa Kao nmoxkasaresb PEIUTNIO3HOCTN

MonurBa craja y KaTeropujy rnokasarespa 3a 4iH nmoboxuoctu. CaMuM tum,
MOJIUTBA CE Y COLMOIOIIKMM MCTPasKMBabIMa CMaTpa 3Ha4ajHMUM II0Ka3aTe/beM Y IIPOLieHN
penurnosHocTi. MonuTBa je yHyTpalliiba HoTpeba U He Mo>Ke OUTI KOHPOPMUCTUIKO
MOHAIlIak€ YC/IOB/beHO IIPUTUCKOM CIIOJbAllllbel OKPY Kea, OTHOCHO IPYIITBA VTN
Heke ocobe. Hajuemrhe je ycmoB/beHa HeKMM TMYHNUM NpobneMyMa. Y YKYIIHOM y30DKY,
npema EBpoIickoM ApyIITBeHOM MCTpaKuBamy 3a 2018, mpukasanom y Tabenu 5, 18,9%
VICIIMTAHMKA MOJIMJIO C€ CBAKOra faHa, 13,9% jennoM Hene/bHO, 13,5% jeHOM MecedHo, a
53,7% perxo unu Hukaz. ITponenTu sa 2020. roguny usnocunu cy 17,0% csakogHeBHO,
14,9% jemHoM HeflelbHO, 7,4% jelHOM MecedHO, 8,4% caMO O BEpCKUM IpasHUIMMA, a
52,3% petko mmu Hrkag,. Y nopebemy ca mmagnma (Bakrad, 2013), 12,8% npaBocnaBHMX
UCIUTaHMKA HUKaJla ce Huje MOnuno, 24,8% peTko, 26,6% mnospemeno, 18,6% uecto, a
17,2% penosHo. Meby BepHunnma PumMokaTonmuike Lpkse, OBY IPOLEHTI USHOCUIIN CY
8,7%, 23,3%, 32,0%, 16,0% u 20,0%, a Mehy npumagHuIMMa NCIaMCKe BepcKe 3ajefHuUIIe,
IpOLeHTH 3a 06aB/batbe HaMasa M3HOCUINU Cy 49,4%, 21,3%, 15,2%, 6,7% u 7,4%.
Y LIpHOropckoj npaBoCIaBHOj LPKBU, 41,2% MCIIMTAaHMKA C€ MOIMIIO PETKO MM HUKA,

7 Bepcka 3ajegHuia peructpoaHa y LlpHoj [opy, anu HelpusHaTa HU Off jeJiHe IPaBOCIaBHe

LpkBe y cBeTy. Ha meHOM 4erry Hajasu ce juiie Koje je eKCKOMYHUIIMPAHO OITYKOM BaCe/beHCKOT
narpujapxa Bapronomeja (mpum. yp.).
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11,1% penoBHO, a 19% camMo 0 BepCKMM IIpasHUIMMa. 1aj mporeHar je 3a 2020. roguHy
n3HOCHO 45,3%, 9,3% cBakogHEBHO, 17,4% jeHOM Hefle/bHO, 5,8% jemHoM MecedHo 1 22,1%
0 BEpCKMM ITPasHUIIMMA. 3aHMM/BUBO je TO LITO Ce PeTUTMO3HOCT BepHMKa PrMokaTomike
LIPKBe YyIBOCTPYy4N/Ia Kajia je ped O CBAaKOJHEBHMM M/IM MECEYHMM MOJMTBaMa TOKOM
2020. rogmue. Moryhe je ma je Ha oBo yTunana nangemuja COVID-19, Mazia je TO TeIuko
objacHnTI. MebhyTum, Terko je IpuxXBaTUTHU HOJATKe IpeMa KojuMa ce 6poj MCIMTaHMKa
Koju cy BepHuuy CpIICKe IpaBOC/IaBHE I[PKBe TOTOBO IIPEIOIOBIO Kajia je ped O MOIUTBI
Ha THEBHOM VM MECEYHOM HMBOY.

Penurno3sHocT 1 HOMUTUIKA NpUMagHOCT UCIIUTAHUKA

Meby ucnuranunyMa Koju IpuIIafajy neoNOoIKOM IOTUTUYKOM CIIEKTPY JIEBULLE,
nofary EBporickor pymITBeHOT NCTpaK1Bama npykasany y Tabemu 6 ykasyjy Ha creniehe:
JleMoxpaTcka mapTuja conujamucra — 48,6% MCIMTAHMKa Ce U3jaCHUIO KaO HEPENUTHO3HO,
29,5% Kao yMepeHO penuruosHo, a 21,9% xao penurnosHo. Tu nponenTu cy 3a 2020. rofguny
usHocumn: 34,6%, 40,5% u 25,3%. C gpyre cTpane, IPOLIEHTH 32 IeCHIYAPCKe UCIIMTAHUKE
- lemoxparcku GpoHT, usHOCUIN Cy: 22,4%, 23,3% 1 54,3%. ITporenTn 3a 2020. rofuHy:
24,1%, 39,9% u 36,0%. Kako ce mpubmnxaBaMo JeCHUIapCKOM MAEONOMIKOM CIIEKTPY,
penuruosHoct ce nosehasa, a Kajia KpeHeMO Ka JIeBOM KLY, Tj. IeBIYaPCKOM HAEOIOLIKOM 11
HOTUTIIKOM CIIEKTPY, PEJIUTMO3HOCT Ce CMambyje. VcnmuTaHnum ,,IeCHUIapCKOr TO/INTIYKOT
ompene/berba Cy CKIOHM)I IPKBEHO] PETUTIO3HOCTH, @ OCEOHO je 3aHMM/BIBO TO IITO je
TOKOM IIOMEHYTOT TIepyofia TTojadaHa Be3a usMeby ,,JecHMYapcke” HOMUTUYKe OMIUje 1
IpKBeHe penurnosHocty. Ha mpumep, npema nokasare/buma ns 2020. rogune, 4,9% neso
OpMjeHTMCaHNX UCIUTaHMKa 1 11,7% ucnmTanmKa u3 IOMUTUIKOT CIIEKTPa IECHOT Kpyiia
MIITIO je y PKBY CBAaKOI'a laHa, 0K ce 4,8% McnmTaHmKa 1eBOT IO TIYKOT CIIeKTpa 1 8,7%
VICIIUTAHMKA JIECHOT ITOJIMTUYKOT CIIEKTPa MOJIMIO CBaKOra JjaHa. VicTpakmBama IoKasyjy
3HaYajHy IPOMeHy Hpencrapbeny y Tabenu 7, rie 13/BajaMo iBe 3Ha4ajHe OICepBalyje:
IIPBO, Ha OCHOBY EBPOIICKOT IPyIITBEHOT MCTPaXkMBaba 3a 2020, OIIIO je /10 MTajja MoBepea
BepHMKa CpIIcKe TpaBoC/IaBHe IpKBe y JJeMoKpaTcky maprujy connjamcra. OBo 61cMo
MOITIV 00jaCHUTU YMIEHNUIIOM Jia je YCBajambeM 3aKOHa O CTo00M BepOoUCHoBecTH, 6poj
BepHMKa CpIicKe ITPaBOCIaBHe IIPKBe omao 3a 20% meby cummarusepuma JJeMokpaTcke
napTuje conujanucta. Mehytum, Temko je 06jacHUTH fa Y TAKBOj HOMUTUIKOj KIUMMI
flonasn o cMambera Opoja BepHuka CpIicke IIpaBociaBHe LpkBe Mehy cuMmaTusepnma
Jlemoxparckor ¢pponTa. CBe 0BO yKa3yje Ha HeJOBO/BHY IIPEIM3HOCT ¥ Ha METOOMOIIKY
YIUTHOCT EBPOIICKOT IPYIITBEHOT UCTPAKMBaMhA.

3AK/BYYAK

PesynTaTy HajHOBMjMX MCTPAXKMBaKba TaKohe TOKa3yjy fia je peMUInosHOCT palpeHa
y Lpuoj fopu u pa, ynpkoc npumeheHnM nmpoMeHaMa, OcTaje 3Ha4ajHa KapaKTepUCTHUKA
npHOropckux rpahana. HapasHo, To He 3Ha4M /ja HEPENMUTMO3HOCT HIfje IPMCYTHA. Bepcko
okpyxeme y LpHoj Topu mocTaje cBe croxxeHmje, a 13 OBe aHa/M3e MOXKEMO M3BYhH HEKOIKO
3HaYajHNUX 3aK/by4aKa Koju MOKpehy murame TeopujcKux objalrmerba TPeH0Ba U YIore
penuruje y Lpuoj Topu, u xoju Mmory nopcrahm namy OMCKYCHjy 0 0BOj TEMIL.
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IIpBu 3aK/by4aK KOju MOKEMO JOHETH aHAIM30M IoflaTaka EBpoOIcKor JpyImTBeHor
ucrpaxusama y Llpuoj Topu jecte noBoheme y nurame npenusuoctn ysopka. Hanme,
ynopebyjyhu nperxopte crynuje o permruostnoctu y proj fopu, npumehyjemo mpumndsHo
YBEp/BMB CTaB LIPHOTOPCKOL IPYLITBA IIpeMa KOH(eCHOHaIHOj IPUIIAJHOCTI ¥ BEPCKOj
camormpouenn. V3rena fa oBfie IOCTOj1 HETIPELM3HOCT Y IOIVIeAY IIpaBOCIaBHe KOHPecuje.
VicTpaxxusame je IofieNInIo paBoC/IaBHM KOPIYC Ha Tpy HMBoa: CpIICKa IpaBoOCIaBHA
LIPKBa, [IpHOropcka nmpaBocIaBHa IJpKBa 1 OCTajie IpaBOCIaBHE JeHOMIHALYje, OTHOCHO
»octano (y EBporickoM ipy1uTBeHoM HCTpaXkuBamby 3a 2020. HaBefeHO je — 6e3 IpUITafHOCTI
Cprickoj IpaBoC/IaBHOj pKBYU 1 LIpHOTOPCKOj IpaBOCIaBHOj IPKBH). Y MCTO BpeMe, Hijje
HaBeJeHO KOje joll ITpaBOCIaBHe JleHOMMHaLuje nocroje. Huje jacHo fa mu ce To ogHOCK
Ha Pycky, MakemOHCKy WM HeKy ApYTy IIpaBOC/IaBHY IpkBy. OcuM ToOra, HejacHo je Ko je
¢dopmynucao cTaBke (He MUTamka; IPETHOCTAB/BAMO A CY MUTakba CTAHAAPAN30BAHA 32 CBE
3embe). CTaBKe je HajBepoBaTHNUje GOPMY/INCAO YIPAB/BAYKI TUM UCTpaKUBada y LIpHOj
Topu, Koju cy umami cTobofy fAa MX MPUIATOfe 3eM/bI Y KOjOj Ce CIIPOBOAY UCTPAKUBAIbE.
JIoHEKJIE je YyHO IITO je Y I{PHOrOPCKOM JIPYIITBY, KOj€ je IIPUIMYHO OLITPO MOapU30BaHO
y ofiHOCY Ha KoHbecnjy, mpunagaoct CpIIcKoj IPaBOCTaBHO]j IPKBY CMakbeHa ca OKo 44% y
2018. Ha oxo 28% y 2020. roguun®. [Toce6HO je mpobnemaTnano Hahy pasyMHO objalimberbe
360r Jera ce TO JOTOANIO Y TOAMHM KaJia je BoheHa pacripaBa 0 3aKOHY O BEpOUCIIOBECTH,
IITO je HOJATHO YjemuHmIo BepHIKe CpIicke mpaBociaBHe pkse y Lipuoj fopn (Bakrac,
2022). VIHAVKaTUBHO je TO IITO je IIpeMa ITofianyMa EBpOIICKOT ApYIITBEHOT MICTPaXKIBatbha
u3 2020-2021. 6poj npumagHMKa UCTaMCKe BepCKe 3ajeffHIIle TOTOBO MCTU Kao 6poj
BepHuKa CpIicke IpaBocaBHe LpKBe. CTora je 1 fajbe HejacHO /ia ) je OBO pelIeBaHTHO
Y30pKOBatbe UL, HACYIIPOT TOMe, HEIIITO Ca eIeMEHTIMA ,Y30PKOBama ¢ Ipefpacyfama’,
I7ie je MCTpaXMBadKa METOO/IOrMja ONIa HeyCIIeliHa; TO he MOpaTu /ja TIOKaXy HapefHa
eMIIMPUjCKa NCTPaKMBamba. AKO TOMe JJ0flaMO MUII/bebe Ta/JallllbUX TONUTUYKNX BIACTH
ma 6u y LipHoj Topu Tpe6ano ynoxxuTn Hammope 3a OCHMBambe IPAaBOCTAaBHE I[PKBe Oe3
HALMOHATHOT Npe3HaKa, OHfia ce moBehaBajy mpeTmocTaBKe U CyMibe Y MOTUTUIKY
onrepeheHOCT 1 MOTHBALVjy IIOMEHY THX MCTPaXuBatba. Tajammy npencenuuk Lipae Tope,
Muno Bykanosuh, y jefHOM MHTepBjyy je u3jaBuo: ,,/IHCIIMpalnja 3a OTBaparbe OBe TeMe
je mokymraj momupema. Enmtor He BupuM Tako mro hemo caga Hacripam npakce CpIicke
npaBociaBHe 1pKBe, y LIproj fopu dpopmupatu LI pHOropcKy npaBocIaBHY LIpKBY, 13 Koje
he puoropru nporepusatn Cpbe, a mofene ce HaCTABUTH ; pekao je Bykanosuh. ,,[la
oMorHeM jja nsabhemo us crama Fy60Kor packona yHyTap mpasociasHor 61tha Ilpre Tope.
W3 Tor npojeKkTa HU HajMame He UCK/bydyjeM Hu 1]pHOropCcKo-puMOpCKy MUTPOIIONN]Y,
HU fpyre enapxuje Cpricke mpaBociasHe Ijpkse y LIpHoj Topu, HY BIX0BO CBEIITEHCTBO.

8 YnrbeHMIa ja IIOCTOjU M3BECHA HEJOCTIEHOCT VI METOJOTIOIIKE OCIIMIALIMje Y MICTPaXMBarby Takobe

je McTakHyTa ImojlaliiMa MCTPa)kBaya Koju Cy 3a/ly>KeH) 3a EBpOIICKO IPYIITBEHO UCTPaKMBAKE Y
LIpHoj Topyu, mpema kojuma ce y jyrmy 2021. ropuse ,,TpUOIKHO 43% MPaBOCIaBHOT CTAHOBHUIITBA Y
L pnoj lopu nsjacanno ma mpumnaja CpIickoj mpaBociaBHOj IPKBH, 21% LIpHOropckoj mpaBociIaBHOj
IPKBY, a 35% ‘Huje xKereno Aa ce onpernems . CTora je 0BO CBOjeBPCHO IOPUIIakhe IBIXOBOT BIaCTH-
tor EBporickor fipyiTBeHor ucrpaxusama us 2020. roauHe (AHTena M, 12. aBrycr 2021). Komap:
IMocnenma ncrpaxmparma nokasyjy fia Cprcky npaBociaBHy IpKBY nofpkasa 43%, a LlpHoropcky
IIPaBOCIaBHY LIPBKY 21% ITpaBOC/IaBHOT CTAHOBHMINTBA. https://www.antenam.net/drustvo/210464-

komar-najnovije-ankete-pokazuju-da-spc-podrzava-43-a-cpc-21-pravoslavnog-stanovnistva
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Bpara cy uM oTBOpeHa Jja Oy [ieo OBOT pellierba, a He [ja OCTaHy TPaJUIMOHATHO Je0
npo6meMa... Ta 1jpkBa 61 MMpPOKO OTBOPW/IA BpaTa 3a CBe Bepyjyhe jby/e mpaBociaBHe
BEPOMNCIIOBECTY 11 CBMMA KOjI1 CY JO Cafia CIy>KO0BajIM Y 0BOj W/IV OHOj LIPKBY OTBOPIIIA 611
MOTYhHOCT fia CBOje yC/IyTe, MICKYCTBO I 3Hambe CTaBe y (PyHKI)y fja ce Ta L[PKBa pa3Buje u
[OCTaHe BayKaH OCJIOHAL] fiajbe ApyuITBeHe Koxesuje y Lipuoj Topu.” Ha ocHOBYy cBera 11to
je 1o cajla pedeHo, IOMEHYTa MCTPaXKMBarba OCTaB/bajy YTUCAK eMIIMPHjCKe TIOTBPie OHOTa
HITO je TaJalliby IPENCESHNUK Ip>KaBe paHuje IPOMOBICAO. [Ipyru 3aK/bydaK OHOCK ce
Ha PEIUTMO3HOCT. JaKo rajuMo nsBecHe CyMibe y y30pKoBaHu MaTepujan us 2018. u 2020,
pe3ynTaTu oKa3yjy CTabMnIusaLujy u MopacT peIMruo3HocTy u3Mehy fBa mocMarpaHa
Iepuoza, 6ap y orey Bepcke caMoIpoLieHe KOfj cBe Tpu KoHdecuje. VIako ce 0BaKaB IIopacT
Mmeby Bepununma CpIicke IpaBoCIaBHe IPKBe MOXKe 06jaCHITY He3aZ0BO/BCTBOM 360T
3aKoHa 0 c7Io6O/IM BEPONCIIOBECTH, KOjH je 610 BeoMa aKTye/laH TOKOM TOT IIepMofia 11 Kora
Cy IOKpeHYJIe Tafjalllibe BIIACTIL, a Koju 61 Morao mopcrahy Bepuuke CpIicke IIpaBoc/IaBHe
IIpKBe /ja TOCTAHY jOII PeTUTMO3HMjI, TEIIKO je Hahy pefleBaHTHY HAYyYHY OCHOBY 32 HaITIM
HOpACT PEIUIMO3HOCTH KOJ, APYyre ABe noMuHaHTHe KoH(pecuje y Lipuoj Topu, Hapounuro
Koj] BepHMKa PumokaTonnuke npkse. Kazia je ped o BepHunuma CpIricke mpaBoc/IaBHe
LPKBe, MOI/I OMCMO Y M3BeCHOj Mepy Hahu HayqHO objallimberbe Y YMbeHNIIN [ja Peuruja
ocTaje HajipuxsaheHNju OATOBOP Ha MIGHTUTETCKe U aHTpoIoIomKe AvieMe. [Topen Tora,
Ha OCHOBY YIIOPE/JHIX [IOfJaTaKa, 3aK/by4yjeMo Jia je Pe/IUTIO3HOCT 611/1a CHa)KaH OCHOB 32
APYLITBeHy MOOV/IM3aLVjy II0jeIVHIX BepHIKA TOKOM IIPOTEK/INX OAJHA, IITO MOXEMO
BufieTV Ha mpumepy nmutuja u3 2020. n 2021. roguae. CndyaH pe3ynrTar 3a peIUMIMO3HOCT
OYNMIVIEHAH je U Y IIOTIeNy Bepckux obpena u monutse bory. Jlo creneher saxpyuxa gomunm
CMO YIIOPEeIMBIIN IPUITAJHOCT HEKO]j IIOJIUTUYKO] MIEOMTOT )Y M MAPTHjIU Ca CTABOM IIpeMa
penuruju. HayvMe, oBa aHanu3a IOTBpANIIA je CBe jady Be3y usMeby penurnosnoctn u
JleCHMYAPCKOT MOIMTUYKOT OIpefie/berba. CTora MOXKeMO 3aK/bydMTH Ja je aHa/IM3a OfHOCa
usMeby mpoMeHa y peurino3HOCTH U APYIITBEHOT e/I0BAbA PASHIX IPYIITBEHOIOMUTIIKIX
U BEPCKUX aKTepa 3Ha4ajaH XeypPUCTUUKY IIpaBall 6yayhix COLMOMONIKIX NCTPAKUBAA
(Stolz et al., 2016). ITomuTidKe BIACTY OTEIOTBOPEHE Y ZOMUHALM)H [JleMOKpATCKe mapTuje
colmjamucTa HOKpeHy/e cy 3aKoH O c/1060y BEepOUCIIOBECTH, T€ CMO Ha OCHOBY OBe
yIIOpe/He aHa/M3e 3aK/bY UM J1a je HOII/IO 710 HAT/IOT IopacTa MoBepema y Ty mapTujy Meby
BepHuIMMa L]pHOropcke ImpaBocIaBHe IIpKBe ¥ CMAabEeHOT IIoBepera Mely BepHuIMMa
Cpricke npaBociaBHe IpkBe. HamocmeTky, Telko je fokasatu (He)KpegnbMIHOCT 1
eMINPUjCKY IIPOBEP/BUBOCT JOOMjeHNUX TTOaTaKa. AKO Cy fOOUjeHN OAAL pe/leBaHTHI,
0BO je 036M/baH 3HAK 3a y30yHY COLIMOJIOTY pe/IUruje ia Mopa IIPaTUTH 1 objallmbaBaTi
TPEHJOBE y penurno3nocTu cranopunmTBa lpue Iope jep, Ha OCHOBY TMX IIOflaTaKa,
TIOCTOjM YIA//bUB 3a0KPET Y PENUTHO3HOCTH. MebhyTum, ako ce umak ucrocTasu faa je
UCTPaXXKUBarbe CIPOBENEHO METONOOIIKY HEUCIIPABHO, Ca IIPMMETHOM METO/IONIOMIKOM
IIPefPACyIOM I MOJIUTUYKOM MOTUBALMjOM, IIPEOCTaje HaM CaMo Jla XKa/IMO IITO je TAaKO
KOpycHa 0asa IofiaTaka 3a yIopegHy aHa/mmM3y rnocraaa 6ecmmcieHa. Ocum Tora, OBakaB
MCXOf, 61 TI0KAa3a0 arcCypAHOCT CTaB/bakba OCTA/INX BPEIHOCTH (HIIP. IOMUTUYKIX) HA IIPBO
MECTO, ¥ IOTUCKMBahe HAyYHUX BPEJHOCTH Ha JIPYTO ¥ Makbe 3HaYajHO MECTO.

? 'DykaHoBuh npemaxe ocHusame IIpaBocnasHe npkse Ilpue Tope 12. jyma 2019. roguse, https://

www.vesti-online.com/djukanovic-predlaze-formirati-pravoslavnu-crkvu-crne-gore/
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APPENDIX/ITPUJIOT

Tadena 1. Jla nu cmaitipaiiie ga tipuiiagaitie Hexoj ogpeheroj penuiuju unu
KoHgecuju u, ykonuxo je itiaxo, kojoj? / Table 1. Do you consider yourself to
belong to any particular religion or confession, and if so, which one?

KoHdecnje/Confessions 2018. 2020.
Cpnicka npaBocnaBHa Lpkea / Serbian Orthodox Church 441 28,6
LipHoropcka npaBocnasHa upkea / Montenegrin Orthodox Church 6,6 7,5
Ocrtane npaBocnaBHe upkse / Orthodoxy other'® 22,8 32,1
PvmokaTtonuuka uypksa / Roman Catholic Church 2,6 2,8
Ocrane xpuwhaHcke geHomuHauumje / Other Christian denominations 1,8 1,6
Wcnam/Islam 22,0 27,4

1V ynurHuky 3a 2020. HaBezieHo je ITpasocnaeme yoiiuiiiie, He Hasogehu ga nu je peu o Cpiickoj

unu Ilproiopckoj ipasocnasroj upkeu. / It was stated Orthodoxy in general without specifying the
Serbian or Montenegrin Orthodox Church in the questionnaire for 2020.
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Taderna 2. Bes 063upa Ha iio ga nu ipuiiagaitie ogpeheroj korpecuju, y xojoj mepu
ducitie ceSe o3Hauunu kao penuiuosny ocody? [ Table 2. Regardless of whether you belong
to a particular confession, to what extent would you call yourself a religious person?

Penurnosax/Ha YmepeHo Hepenurnosan/Ha /
/ Religious PEILITIEELI LT Non-religious
Moderately religious
2018. | 2020. 2018. 2020. 2018. 2020.
Pumokatonmika upksa / 360 | 645 24,0 16,1 40,0 19,4
Roman Catholics
Cpncka npaBociaBHa LpKBa
/ Serbian Orthodox Church 367 >1.9 345 315 288 16,5
Ncnam/Islam 42,5 534 28,0 38,1 29,5 8,5
Tabena 3. ITon / Table 3. Sex
Penurnosan/Ha/ | YmepeHo penurnosaH/Ha Hepenurnosan/Ha /
Religious / Moderately religious Non-religious
2018. 2020. 2018. 2020. 2018. 2020.
Myuwkapuu/Men 25,1 274 30,1 26,4 44.8 46,2
Kene/Women 36,3 39,7 31,6 25,7 32,1 34,6

Tadema 4. Axo usysmemo tioceSHe Upusnuxe Kao U0 Cy 6eH4AMA U CAXPAHe,
KOZuKoO ciile ilyila y ocnegroe 8peme UpUcycitieosanu sepckum odpegumar
/ Table 4. If we exclude special occasions such as weddings and funerals, how
often, approximately, have you attended religious ceremonies lately?

. 0 BEPCKNM
[0 jeAHOM MeCceyHo / PeTKOo 1y HUKag /
npasHuummMa / on
up to once a month . . rarely or never
religious holidays
2018. 2020. 2018. 2020. 2018. 2020.
Pumokatonmka Lpksa / 24,0 469 | 400% | 250 | 360% | 281
Roman Catholics
Cpncka npaBocnaBHa LpKBa
/ Serbian Orthodox Church 441 1 3>8 25,5 20.1 234
Wcnam/Islam 27,9 37,1 32,2 38,7 39,8 24,3
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Taderna 5. Ocum dpucyciiisosaroa sepckum odpequma, KOMUKO
ce wecitio u ga nu ce youwiitie monuitie? / Table 5. Apart from
attending religious services, how often do you pray, if at all?

3 - S » =
I o) 3 = S s S s 9
TN ) S | E523 t&¢
g ® S o v C o s=710 o~ 9
ola) = 9 U O o I U= X g €
X g= g = mh-2 Eg5
2 v = O ag & =
HA3AL = - -
- 2018.|2020. | 2018. | 2020. | 2018. | 2020. | 2018. | 2020. | 2018. | 2020.
PvmokaTtonuuka upksa /
am BACK Rorman Catholics 120 | 36,7 | 80 | 200 | 16,0 | 3,3 | 16,0 | 16,7 | 48,0 | 23,3
Cprcka npaBoc/iaBHa
upkBa / Serbian 20,3 (139|205 | 232 213|248 199|176 | 18 | 205
Orthodox Church
Ncnam/Islam 194 | 208 | 157 | 180 | 9,5 90 | 22,7 | 28,5 | 32,7 | 23,7

Tadema 6. Penuiuosnociti u dpuiiagrociii Gonuttiuukum apiaujama
/ Table 6. Religiosity and affiliation to political parties

YmepeHo
Penurvnosan/Ha / penvruosax/ Hepenurmnosan/Ha
Religious Ha / Moderately / Non-religious
religious
[emoKpaTcka naptuja 30,8 32,2 35,0 36,1 34,2 31,7

coumjanucta (AMNC) / Democratic
Party of Socialists (DPS)

4= HA3AL CouujangemMoKpaTtcka napTuja 25,0 33,4 41,7 37,5 333 29,2

(CAn) / Social Democratic Party
4@ BACK |(sDP)

Hemokpatcku ¢poHT (AD) / 73,8 73,8 21,1 14,3 53 12

Democratic Front (DF)

[emokpate/Democrats 56,5 57,5 30,3 19,1 13,0 23,4
YjeaurbeHa pedopmcka akumja 40 38,4 20 38,5 40,0 23,1
(YPA) / United Reform Action

(URA)

Bowrbauka cTpaHka (bC) / 50 40,5 40 27,1 10,0 32,4

Bosniak Party (BS)
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Tabena 7. Kongecuonanna ipuilagrociti u puilagrociii Gonuitiuukum dapiaujama
/ Table 7. Confessional affiliation and affiliation to political parties
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4= HA3AL g2~ g =
2181 2|8|2|8|2|8| 2|8
#=BACK 2 |8|&%|&5|&|&8|&|&| & &
Anc/bprs 32 | 20 | 232 3 192694200 | 550 | 32,0 | 46,1
cAan/sbp 0 0 0 0 40 | 184 | 10 | 6,7 40 78
JO/DF 0 0 |895| 35 0 2 |105| 5 0 0
JNEMOKPATE/DEMOCRATS | 0 0 | 100 | 24 0 4,1 0 | 167 0 1,7
YPA/URA 0 0 |333| 2 333 41 0 6,7 | 333 | 43
BbC/BS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 1000|313
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