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Introduction

In this monograph, we present a collection of scholarly reflections centered 
around the vital and continuously topical subject of population migration, in tan-
dem with the circulation of cultural ideas and values, as well as the modification of 
views and attitudes of a given community or individual. The broadly understood 
issues of migration have been shown in relation to the vast area of the Slavic region, 
whose history has often been marked by migrations, transitions, and transforma-
tions. In a sense, the authors of the texts have re-described the Slavic cultural space 
from the point of view of migration; it has been decoded in the maze of meanings 
concerning both the essence of migration itself, as well as the transformations and 
consequences within literary and artistic systems, at the level of linguistic interfer-
ence, social relations, etc. Through the diverse texts included in the monograph, 
the Slavic region appears as a dynamic land, subject to constant movement and 
change; it is simultaneously labile and constant in its borders, traditions and iden-
tifications. The effect of the multidimensionality of the phenomenon of migration 
in the Slavic context was achieved through a heterogeneous, interdisciplinary per-
spective, as well as through a multitude of issues covered, such as the interdepend-
ence of migration and multiculturalism; the memory of migration and migration 
of memory; migration trajectories and assimilation processes of Slavs; self-iden-
tification projects in migration and post-migration reality; ethnic, confessional 
and cultural conflicts as consequences of migration; Slavic diasporas and cultural 
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transgressions; literary testimonies of emigration; travel accounts and memoiristic 
texts; digital migration documents; methodology of migration research.  

The wide spectrum of problems related to and comprising the concept and 
phenomenon of migration, as well as the interdisciplinary nature of this mono-
graph, make it part of the current trend of migrantology research. It is worth em-
phasizing that reflections on migration can only be meaningful if the subject is 
considered by experts representing a variety of disciplines; not only demographers, 
historians, sociologists, but also cultural geographers, social anthropologists, liter-
ary scholars and many other specialists1. Moreover, while recently there has been 
a tendency to examine migration phenomena from an interdisciplinary angle, the 
focus of the studies has primarily been the social causes of migration and their 
demographic and economic consequences. The cultural implications have been 
less common. For most of the authors of the texts included in this monograph, 
however, it is precisely these types of consequences of migration that constitute the 
starting point or even the main field of consideration.

It should be noted that in the general scholarly discussion, the most frequently 
signaled problem continues to be the insufficiently examined cultural implications 
of migration. This is because they usually appear occasionally and/or along with 
a postulate for more extensive research. The situation is similar, if not less positive, 
in the field of Slavic studies, in which migrations are noted and described, but 
their cultural and social dimension is less often analyzed. Meanwhile, this aspect 
is just as important – if not more important – than the other facets, as it should 
be associated with the basic categories of culture, encompassing all human activ-
ity, namely, the culture of existence, social culture, and symbolic culture2. It is the 
changes in the sphere of culture – spurred by wandering and, especially, collective 
displacement – that reflect a permanent feature of humanity, that is, the ability to 
seek and adapt, to move beyond or transcend recognized and familiar patterns and 
axionormative frameworks. 

Migration (Latin: migratio from migro ab, ex, de, re, in, ad)3 is understood 
very broadly by the authors of the texts in this monograph; it is linked to diverse 
acts of transition, displacement, transfer, crossing, transgression, departure, aban-
donment or withdrawal. This broad range of meanings covers the activity of com-
munities and individuals, both in the literal physical sense and the psychological, 

1 J. Och, Wielowymiarowość migracji jako zjawiska badawczego, “Nowa Polityka Wschodnia” 
2.29, 2021, p. 9–25.

2 K. Romaniszyn, Kulturowe implikacje współczesnych migracji międzynarodowych. Zarys pro-
blematyki na przykładzie Polski, “Studia Polonijne” 20, 1999, p. 85–110; A. Kłoskowska, Socjologia 
kultury, Warszawa 1983, p. 111–124.

3 Słownik łacińsko-polski, ed. K. Kumaniecki, Warszawa 1995, p. 309.
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including the ideological typology of migration as a change of place or transfor-
mation of the state of mind. Thus, we are talking about external as well as internal 
exoduses, exit and entry, and even a kind of transgression – the crossing of bound-
aries, both purely physical, material, as well as symbolic, metaphysical, emotional 
or spiritual. As a  result, the phenomenon of migration has been interpreted on 
many semantic levels, situated in various discourses, and examined in diverse cate-
gories, such as historical and political, economic and social, religious and cultural. 
It has been studied directly and indirectly in the ideological, spiritual, emotional, 
and intellectual spaces. It is from such a wide-ranging perspective that this mon-
ograph presents the phenomenon of migration, referred to and identified within 
the boundaries of the entire Slavic region, defined through the prism of fixed and 
variable, universal and local categories and cultural implications.

By introducing this book to the public, we sincerely hope that it will prove 
interesting, inspiring and helpful both to specialists across different fields, as well 
as to enthusiasts of Slavic culture, who will see its slightly different, less frequently 
unveiled, migratory image.

For the record, it should be noted that this monograph was created as part of 
the scientific project entitled Cultural implications of the migrations of Serbs in the 
early modern era, carried out at the Faculty of Philology of the University of Lodz 
between 2019–2023. It was financed from the funds of the National Science Centre 
granted under decision no. DEC-2019/32/C/HS2/00452. The volume consists of 
materials that, in their original version, were presented during the international 
scientific conference entitled Migrations in the Slavic Cultural Space, held at the 
Department of Slavic Philology of the University of Lodz on May 6, 2022, in coop-
eration with researchers from the Institute of History Belgrade. This symposium 
received an extraordinary amount of attention in the circles of specialists repre-
senting various disciplines of the humanities and social sciences, becoming a fo-
rum where research results were presented by over fifty scholars from more than 
a dozen countries in Europe (including Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Greece, Ger-
many, Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, Hungary, Italy) and outside (Brazil, Kazakhstan).

The volume has a three-part structure. The first, which has a strictly mono-
graphic character, is comprised of five articles addressing the issue of migration 
of the Serbian ethnos in the 16th–18th centuries. The texts included in the other 
two sections provide a historical, cultural, and literary background for the topic 
explored in the first part, broadening the reader’s knowledge about the history of 
Southern, Western and Eastern Slavs from the Middle Ages to the 21st century.

***
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Isidora Točanac Radović (Belgrade)

The Great Migration of Serbs and the Question of 
the Serbian Ethnic and Religious Community  

in the Habsburg Monarchy

At the end of the 17th century, by the edict of Emperor Leopold I (1658–
1705), the Serbian Orthodox community became privileged in the Habsburg Monar-
chy, which was a state of distinctly Roman Catholic character. By the ruler’s edicts, the 
community was singled out from the established state and social frameworks, such as 
legal, religious, class. This happened during the Great Turkish War (1683–1699), in the 
course of and immediately after the Serbian migration wave, known as the Great Mi-
gration of Serbs of 1690. This migration was not the largest migration in the history of 
the Serbian people, but it was one of the most significant in terms of the consequences. 
In the beginning, the Great Migration was a tragic episode of the Great Turkish War; 
however, the effects of this migration were enormous both for the state from which 
Serbs emigrated – the Ottoman Empire (i.e. the state they fled for fear of retaliation), 
and for the state in which they settled – the Habsburg Monarchy (i.e. the various lands 
and provinces it was composed of, especially the Kingdom of Hungary)1.

1 For further details about Serbia and the Balkans during the Great Turkish War and about the 
migration of Serbs, see: Д. Ј. ПОПОВИЋ, Велика сеоба Срба 1690. Срби сељаци и племићи, Београд 
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The events that initiated the migration of Serbs during the Great Turkish 
War were a consequence of the Ottoman offensive in the Balkans in the winter 
of 1689. At that time, the Ottoman army marched on Skopje, which was the 
southernmost point of the Habsburg conquests on the Balkan front. The bru-
tality of the army – primarily of Albanian and Tatar units which looted and 
burned the villages around Skopje, killed and enslaved the local population 
– prompted the first wave of refugees to flee the area. The decisive battle took 
place on 2 January 1690 near Kačanik. The defeated Habsburg army began to 
withdraw, followed by the Serbian units, i.e. the insurgent detachments that 
joined the imperial army during the war. The road to Kosovo and further to 
Niš was opened to the Ottoman army, and Tatar units continued the violence 
and the looting along the way. Many Serbian monasteries and towns in Kosovo, 
Metohija and Raška were pillaged and burned. The Serbian population was 
left without any protection because the majority of the male population had 
taken part in the uprisings and joined the imperial army. Fearing retaliation 
and violence, thousands of people fled the area. Even the Serbian Patriarch 
Arsenije III Crnojević could not dare to wait for the arrival of the Ottoman 
army because of his role in the uprising, and at the last moment, he fled from 
Peć via Novi Pazar and Studenica to Belgrade. Everyone moved north, towards 
Belgrade2.

A new wave of refugees was prompted by the second campaign of the Ot-
toman army in Serbia, which began in mid-July under the command of Grand 
Vizier Mustafa Pasha Köprülü. In addition to the crimes of uncontrollable Tatar 
and Albanian mercenaries, the people fled because they had nowhere to stay. The 
retreating Habsburg army destroyed everything behind it. Bridges and warehouses 
were demolished, entire settlements were destroyed, the harvest was set on fire 
– partly to hinder the supplying of the Ottoman army with provisions, and partly 
to drive the population to emigrate. The massacre carried out after the conquest 
of Smederevo at the end of September strengthened the people’s belief that they 
should flee. The land conquered by the Ottoman army was devastated and deso-
late. At that time, the Tatar detachments were already plundering the surrounding 
areas of Belgrade, where a large number of refugees were in exile. The mercenaries 

1954; Г. СТАНОЈЕВИЋ, Србија у време Бечког рата 1683–1699, Београд 1976; Р. Л. ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, 
Срби и српски народ у време бечког рата 1683-1699. године, “Зборник Матице српске за исто-
рију” 17, 1978, p. 163–204; Р. Л. ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, Србија у Великом рату 1683–1699, [in:] Историја 
српског народа, vol. III.I, ed. R. SAMARDŽIĆ, Београд 1994, p. 491–572; T. Katić, Tursko osvajanje 
Srbije 1690. godine, Beograd 2012.

2 Д. Ј. ПОПОВИЋ, Велика сеоба…, p. 26–28; Р. Л. ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, Србија у Великом рату…, 
p. 521–522.
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were also conducting raids into Syrmia. The Ottoman army arrived at the outskirts 
of Belgrade on 1 October 16903.

On 6 April 1690, during the movement of the Serbian refugees towards Bel-
grade, which was still under Habsburg rule, the Roman–German emperor and at 
that time already crowned King of Hungary Leopold I issued Literae invitatoriae 
– a call to Balkan Christians and countries to rise up against Ottoman rule. Despite 
the defeats of late 1689 and early 1690 followed by the withdrawal of the Habsburg 
army from Skopje and Kosovo and Metohija, Vienna believed that a new uprising 
– or resumption of the uprising – in Serbia, Albania and Bulgaria was still possi-
ble. For that reason, the ruler urged the people not to emigrate, not to leave their 
settlements, but to continue to fight and in every way help the imperial generals 
who would soon appear on the battlefield with a large army. In return, the emperor 
granted them freedoms and rights, including the freedom of religion, the right to 
elect dukes (tribal and war elders – vojvode) and the release from public burdens 
and taxes. In several places in the text, he pointed out that he was acting as the 
Hungarian king, that he was addressing the peoples who were legally subordinat-
ed to him and who would voluntarily return to his legitimate rule4. In the appeal, 
among his titles, Leopold I mentioned the title of King of Serbia – Serviae Rex5. On 
the same day, Leopold I sent a letter to Patriarch Arsenije III, urging him to con-
tinue to encourage the fight against Ottomans and cooperation with the Christian 
liberators using the high esteem he was held in by the people6. 

Patriarch Arsenije III had already arrived in Belgrade when he received the 
Literae invitatoriae and the letter in the middle of June. At that time, there were 

3 For more details about the campaign of Mustafa Pasha Köprülü, see: T. KATIĆ, Tursko osva-
janje Srbije…, p. 34–101.

4 Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије од 1690 до 1792, Београд 1954, p. 35–37, 89-90; 
Д. ДАВИДОВ, Српске привилегије царског дома хабзбуршког, Нови Сад–Београд 1994, p. 93. The 
basis for Leopold I’s Literae invitatoriae was the memorial regarding Albania written by Count Luigi 
Fernando Marsili, an Italian military engineer and scientist employed by the Habsburgs. In the me-
morial, he suggested to the emperor to grant the privileges to Serbs and Kelmendi who had joined the 
fight against Ottomans. Cf. М. КОСТИЋ, О постанку и значењу тзв. „Инвитаторије“ Леополда 
I балканским народима од 6. априла 1690, “Историјски часопис” 2, 1949–1950, p. 144–158.

5 The rulers of the Habsburg dynasty, with the Hungarian crown and the Hungarian royal title, 
took over the title of Serviae Rex, which they mentioned in their imperial title when necessary. By 
the way, Serbia was mentioned in the Hungarian royal title for the first time at the end of 1202 or 
the beginning of 1203, after the intervention of the Hungarian king Emeric in the conflict between 
Stefan and Vukan Nemanjic. Cf. T. Smićiklas, Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije 
i Slavonije, vol. III, Zagreb 1905, p. 19.

6 Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије…, p.19, 90–91; Д. ДАВИДОВ, Српске привиле-
гије…, p. 92.
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already many refugees in the town and its surrounding areas. The Patriarch could 
not make a decision on the ruler’s call for a new uprising on his own; therefore, on 
18 June 1690, he convened an assembly of secular leaders and church elders from 
Southern Serbia, Šumadija, Old Serbia7, Syrmia and Bosnian Podrinje who were in 
Belgrade at the time. Along with Patriarch Arsenije III, the clergy were represented 
by the bishops of Belgrade, Rudnik, Toplica and Bela Crkva, Jenopolje, Zvornik, as 
well as the abbots of the monasteries of Sopoćani, Studenica, Krušedol, Remeta, 
Hopovo, Bešenova and Šišatovac. The Serbian militia was represented by captains 
from Stari Vlah, Kragujevac, (Kragujevačka) Rača, Krupanj, (Sremska) Mitrovica, 
Irig, Kupinovo, Grgurevac, (Sremski) Karlovci, Banoštor and Čerević. Representa-
tives of municipalities from Belgrade, Irig and (Sremska) Mitrovica participated on 
behalf of the civilian population. They had discussed the situation in the country 
and among refugees, as well as the military-political circumstances, and then de-
cided not to accept the ruler’s appeal for a new uprising, but to cross the Sava and 
the Danube with the refugees to Hungary, and to move as far as away from the 
enemy as possible. Hungary had been recently liberated from Ottoman rule and 
the Habsburg administration began to be established there. Since the Orthodox 
people and their clergy were to flee to a state where the Roman Catholic faith was 
dominant and its ruler waged wars to protect the Roman Catholic Church and faith, 
it was important to ensure the conditions for remaining in that state. The assembly 
in Belgrade, therefore, had recognised Leopold I as the Serbian King and sovereign 
and appealed to him to grant the same rights to the Serbian Church and people 
they had under the Ottoman rule. The demands of the assembly listed in six points 
referred to the freedom of the Orthodox faith, the use of the old Julian calendar, the 
free and conciliar election of the Serbian archbishop, the jurisdiction of archbishops 
and bishops, canonical visitations, self-governance of churches and monasteries, 
the exemption from some taxes and duties, etc. The request of the Serbian assembly 
to the ruler was taken to Vienna by Isaija Đakovic, the Bishop of Jenopolje8.

The ruler’s answer to the Serbian request arrived in the form of a special im-
perial edict of 21 August 1690. By this act, known as the First Privilege, Emperor 
Leopold I accepted the request of the Belgrade assembly, and granted the request-
ed freedoms and rights to the Serbian Orthodox Church and people9. After re-
ceiving the edict, the mass migration of the refugees who were in Belgrade and its 

7 Old Serbia is a term that geographically encompasses the Raška Region, Kosovo, Metohija 
and today’s northern and northwestern Macedonia.

8 К. СУБОТИЋ, Уговори између Леополда I и српског народа, “Летопис Матице српске” 184, 
1895, p. 5–12; Р. Ј. ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, Срби у Великом рату…, p. 525–527; И. ТОЧАНАЦ, Српски народ-
но-црквени сабори (1718–1735), Београд 2008, p. 15–16.

9 Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије…, p. 37–39, 91–92.
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surrounding areas across the Sava and the Danube to Hungarian territory began. 
The main and largest wave of migration lasted until 6 October 1690, and two days 
later, on 8 October, the Ottoman army conquered Belgrade10.

Due to the lack of reliable sources, the exact number of Serbian refugees who 
moved to Hungary during the Great Migration of 1690 is unknown. Estimates range 
between 60,000 and 70,000 people. In the first wave, led by Patriarch Arsenije III, be-
tween 30,000 and 40,000 refugees crossed into the territory of Hungary. The majority 
fled as far north as possible – to Buda, Szentendre, Esztergom and Komárom. Some 
of them settled along the way – in Subotica, Baja, Szeged, Mohács, Pécs. The Patriarch 
and his court stayed in Szentendre. The Tatar’s incursions into Syrmia across the Sava 
and into Banat across the Danube drove away the population of these areas, and it 
joined the main wave of migration. After this first great wave, the emigration of the 
population from Serbia continued, and lasted until the Treaty of Karlowitz (Karlovci) 
in 169911. The majority of refugees remained in the areas that had been part of the 
Kingdom of Hungary before the Ottoman conquest and later reconquered by the 
Habsburg army in the Great Turkish War. In those areas destroyed and devastated 
by the war, the Habsburg rule was just being established. The newly arrived popu-
lation strengthened the Serbian ethnic element, weakened by the war devastation, 
and greatly changed both the ethnic and religious composition of the population in 
Hungary and in the territorially expanded Military Frontier. Undoubtedly, the immi-
grants had the potential to revitalise the territory both economically and demograph-
ically, and therefore it was important for the ruler to regulate their status in his state.

The above-mentioned edict of 21 August 1690 represented the beginning 
of Leopold I’s legislative activity regarding Serbs. During the Great Turkish War, 
through the imperial and royal court offices, he published several documents that 
referred to Serbs, their status and rights. Among them, three edicts were crucial, and 
they represent the basis for regulating the legal status of the Serbian population and 
the Serbian Orthodox Church in the Monarchy. In Serbian literature, these edicts 
are called Serbian, National-Church or Leopold’s Privileges, or just Privileges. These 
edicts were issued on 21 August 1690, through the Court Office in Vienna, on 20 Au-
gust 20 1691 and on 4 March 1695, through the Hungarian Court Office in Vienna12.

10 Г.  СТАНОЈЕВИЋ, Србија у време Бечког рата…, p.  179–180; Р. Л.  ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, Срби 
у Великом рату…, p. 534–535.

11 Д. Ј.  ПОПОВИЋ, Велика сеоба Срба…, p.  39–42; Р. Л.  ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, Срби у Великом 
рату…, p. 535–542.

12 Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије…, p. 23–25, 48–51, 91–95. In addition to the 
texts of the Privileges of Leopold I  in Latin and in Serbian translation, the texts of all confirma-
tions of the Privileges by Joseph I, Charles VI and Maria Theresa were published in this edition. Cf. 
Д. ДАВИДОВ, Српске привилегије…, p. 94, 100–102, 105–107.
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The rights and freedoms guaranteed by Leopold I  in the Privileges can be 
grouped into several sets. The first set consists of the rights granted to the Serbian 
people. First, the ruler granted Serbs the right to profess the Orthodox faith free-
ly, and allowed the use of the old Julian calendar. Second, he took Serbs under his 
protection and pointed out that he would not tolerate any harassment against Ser-
bian laymen or clergymen. Third, Serbs were granted the right to participate in the 
election of their church leaders who had to be from the ranks of the Serbian people. 
As it is written in the document, the right given to both clergymen and laymen 
to elect the archbishop established the institution of the National-Church Council. 
Although the Council had the right only to elect their archbishop (according to Leo-
pold’s Privileges), this institution went beyond the legally set framework from the 
first session held in the Krušedol monastery in 1708. The National-Church Council 
became a place where, in addition to the election of the archbishop, all problems im-
portant for the survival of Serbs as a religious and ethnic community in the Monar-
chy were discussed. The state tolerated that because it often used the Serbian Coun-
cil as a means to put pressure on the Hungarian classes13. In 1695, the ruler declared 
that the Serbian people were exempted from paying tithes to the Roman Catholic 
Church, and that tithes were to be paid only to their own Orthodox Church.

The rights of the Orthodox clergy stand out as a special set of Serbian privi-
leged rights. To the higher and lower orders of the Serbian Orthodox Church cler-
gy, both secular and monastic, the ruler guaranteed self-governance to churches 
and monasteries, exempted them from certain financial and labour obligations to 
the state and the army, excluded them from the jurisdiction of secular courts, and 
confirmed the authority of ecclesiastical courts over them. The state guaranteed 
a right to income for the Orthodox clergy as well as legal protection. In essence, 
Leopold’s Privileges gave the Orthodox clergy the rights enjoyed by the Roman 
Catholic Church and its clergy.

The ruler granted the Orthodox archbishop absolute ecclesiastical authority 
over the clergy and the faithful, as well as the right to adjudicate according to eccle-
siastical – i.e. canon – law. The archbishop had the right to appoint bishops, monks 
and parish priests, to administer churches and monasteries, to build temples in 
towns and villages. The archbishop, bishops, churches and monasteries were grant-
ed the right to enjoyment of possessions, and the ruler promised that after the lib-
eration of Serbia he would return all the churches and monasteries that Ottomans 
had taken from them. Furthermore, the archbishop and bishops were granted the 
right to canonical visitations, whenever necessary, during which they could teach 

13 For more information about the origin and development of the institution of the National-
Church Council, see  И. ТОЧАНАЦ, Српски народно-црквени сабор…, passim.
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the priests and the faithful. In 1691, the ruler granted the archbishop and the Or-
thodox Church the right to inherit the property of the faithful who died without 
heirs and wills, as well as the property of the deceased bishops.

By the Privilege of 1695, Emperor Leopold I confirmed seven Orthodox bish-
ops who previously had been appointed by the Patriarch. In that way, the new 
organisation of the Serbian Orthodox Church established by Patriarch Arsenije 
III in the Habsburg Monarchy was recognised, and later named the Metropolitan-
ate of Karlovci. The bishops were granted judicial power and the right to income 
from the faithful. The Privilege once again emphasised that Serbs had the right to 
freedom of religion and, as mentioned above, the entire nation was exempt from 
paying tithes to the Roman Catholic Church.

The status of Serbs in the Monarchy was determined by the rights they had 
been granted as believers of the Orthodox Church. One Orthodox nation was thus 
singled out as a  special category in both legislation and society. From the very 
beginning, this provoked opposition from the Hungarian nobility and county au-
thorities, as well as the Roman Catholic Church. Among the rights that the ruler 
granted to the Orthodox people and their Church, there were also controversial 
ones. Among the disputed rights, the most important one was the right to profess 
the Orthodox faith freely. This had been a precedent in the Habsburg Monarchy 
until the reign of Emperor Joseph II and his Edict of Toleration of 1781, which 
granted the non-Catholic population the freedom to worship. The right of the peo-
ple to participate in the election of archbishops and the right of archbishops to 
elect bishops did not exist in the Roman Catholic Church, where bishops and arch-
bishops were appointed by Hungarian king. This was the reason why the Roman 
Catholic bishops protested most bitterly against these rights. The right to inher-
itance also met opposition because in the Habsburg Monarchy, the state inherited 
the property of the deceased subjects without heirs or wills.

Therefore, the question arises: why did the ruler give broad rights to the Ser-
bian community, and why was the Serbian Orthodox Church granted rights that 
were greater than those of the Roman Catholic Church in Hungary? In order to 
answer this question, we should take into account that Emperor Leopold I gave 
Serbs privileged rights during the Great Turkish War. At the time when the first 
two Privileges were issued (in 1690 and 1691), it was believed that the Habsburg 
army would win the war, and that the Serb refugees would return to their old lands 
under the Roman–German emperor and the Hungarian and Serbian king. In the 
introductions to these two Privileges it was stated that the rights were guaran-
teed to the entire community of Eastern Greek, i.e. Orthodox rites and laws, and 
the Serbian, Rascian, peoples located in Greece, Bulgaria, Raška (Rascia), Her-
zegovina, Dalmatia, Podgorje, Jenopolje (1690), as well as in Hungary, Slavonia, 
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Illyricum, Moesia, Albania (added 1691) and other places added later14. In essence, 
it was a  list of the countries that Leopold I coveted, some of which had already 
been under Habsburg rule at the time he issued the First Privilege. The ruler called 
on the people he had taken under his imperial and kingly protection to continue 
the fight “against the fiercest enemy of the Christian name and your persecutor”, 
and emphasised that the territory from which Serbs had emigrated would be liber-
ated15. The most striking statement in this regard is the part of the Privilege of 1691 
that reads as follows: “Finally, with God’s help and using our victorious weapons, 
we will make every effort to return the said Rascian (Serbian) tribe to the lands 
or settlements previously owned by them, and to expel the enemy from there”16. 
All this leads to the conclusion that the privileges were given in exchange for the 
territory that Serbs had been emigrated from – it was believed – only temporarily, 
and to which they would return after its liberation in the near future. 

By the time the Third Privilege was issued in 1695, it had become clear that the 
Habsburg army would not return victoriously to the territory south of the Sava and 
the Danube, and that Serbs would remain permanently in Hungary. That knowl-
edge caused the tone of the edict to change. The Third Privilege did not list the re-
gions to which the Habsburgs had territorial pretensions, but mentioned only the 
Kingdom of Hungary, and the territories of Croatia and Slavonia belonging to it, as 
well as Dalmatia to which the Hungarian crown had claimed the right historically. 
As opposed to the previous Privileges, there was no unequivocal call for an upris-
ing and the continuation of the fight against Ottomans. In this text, the ruler states 
as a fact that the people were driven out from their homeland, that they left their 
houses and properties, and that they were relocated (translocatos) to the regions 
of the Kingdom of Hungary. He promises them protection from all those who did 
them injustice, confirms the rights granted by the Privileges of 1690 and 1691, 
confirms the newly elected bishops and grants the above-mentioned new rights17.

When it had become clear that the plans of conquest and war would not be 
realised, problems with the Privileges arose because Serbs were singled out as 
a special religious and ethnic group in the Habsburg Monarchy, i.e. the Kingdom 
of Hungary. Serbs could not fit into the existing framework of Hungarian socie-
ty as the Serbian nation in the way the Privileges represented them because the 

14 Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије…, p. 23, 24, 46, 91.
15 Ibidem, p. 24, 47, 91.
16 Д. ДАВИДОВ, Српске привилегије…, p. 101, 106. The text in Latin reads as follows: Adhibebimus 

quoque pro possibili omnem conatum, ut, per Vicotiosa Arma Nostra, auxiliante DEO, repetitam Centem 
Rascianorum quo citius in Teritoria, seu habutationes antehac possessas deno introducere, et inimicos 
abinde repellere possimus… Cf. Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије…, p. 47–48.

17 Ibidem, p. 53–56, 92–95.
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Hungarian legislation did not recognise a nation defined by its religious denom-
ination. The Hungarian nation consisted of high clergy, nobility and free royal 
cities, i.e. the Hungarian classes that made up the Hungarian Assembly – the Diet. 
This triggered a decades-long dispute between rulers and imperial institutions and 
the Hungarian Assembly and county institutions. The essence of the dispute was 
whether the Hungarian classes were obliged to respect the ruler’s laws if the Diet 
did not recognise them through its decisions. The relationship between the laws 
passed by the ruler and those passed by the Diet was a difficult issue, not only 
concerning the Serbian matter, and was an obstacle to the establishment of the 
Habsburg dynasty’s full authority over the Kingdom of Hungary.

Since the issuance of the First Privilege, the Hungarian Court Office in Vienna 
had emphasised that the Serbian people in Hungary were an exception to the law 
and that they had to be subjected to the Hungarian authorities and institutions. 
According to this view, the issue of the legal status of the Serbian people was an 
internal national and political issue of the Kingdom of Hungary. The Hungarian 
Court Office referred to the medieval practice according to which an edict of priv-
ileges given by a ruler to people on the territory of Hungary had to be recognised 
and confirmed by the Hungarian Assembly. Only if it were incorporated into the 
Hungarian legislation in the form of legal articles (articuli) would there be a legal 
obligation to respect it in the entire territory of the Lands of the Crown of St. 
Stephen. Emperor Leopold I believed that it was unnecessary in the case of the 
Serbian people. His view was based on the fact that he had liberated Hungary from 
the Ottoman rule, and that the hereditary right of the Habsburgs to the Hungarian 
crown had been proclaimed by the Hungarian Assembly in Pozun in 1687. The 
concept of power according to which a ruler is on an equal footing with the classes 
and de facto limited in his actions by contract with them, as required by the Hun-
garian historical state law, was foreign to the Habsburgs and they never fully ac-
cepted it. The Habsburgs considered Hungary their personal legacy, and therefore 
the legal status of the Serbian people was an internal political Austrian–Habsburg 
issue (austriaco-politicum). Referring to the title of the King of Serbia, Leopold 
I considered the Serbian people his legacy (patrimonium Domus Austriacae). This 
was the reason the emperor granted Serbs the requested rights and privileges by 
issuing the edicts through the Austrian imperial institutions: the Court Office, the 
Court War Council and the Court Chamber. He confirmed and extended those 
rights through the Hungarian Court Office. In his opinion, this was sufficient for 
the rights to be respected in the territory of the Kingdom of Hungary as well18.

18 Р. Л. ВЕСЕЛИНОВИЋ, Срби у Великом рату…, p. 553; И. ТОЧАНАЦ, Српски народно-цркве-
ни сабор…, p. 126–127.
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In addition to the Hungarian nobility, the Roman Catholic Church opposed 
Serbian privileges as well. Thus, in 1706, Cardinal Leopold Karl von Kollonitsch, 
the Primate of Hungary, claimed that the Serbian Orthodox Church’s rights and 
freedoms were too broad, that its status was privileged in comparison with the 
status of the Roman Catholic Church, and that this should not be the case. He 
cynically suggested to Emperor Joseph I  that since it was impossible to abolish 
the rights of the Orthodox Church, those should be at least reduced to the rights 
of the Roman Catholic Church19.

Despite the ruler’s assurances that the Serbian privileged rights were protect-
ed and that the validity of the Privileges was not in dispute, their implementation 
created serious problems. This meant that often it was impossible to exercise the 
rights and freedoms granted by the ruler to one nation and its Church, or at least 
not fully possible, in the entire territory that people inhabited. The Serbian privi-
leged rights were not disputed for the population that lived on chamber estates or 
in the area of the Military Border, i.e. in the territories under the direct control of 
the ruler. Their rights were challenged in the Hungarian provinces, in the free royal 
cities, on the aristocratic estates and in the counties. Therefore, Serbs sought ways 
to protect their rights and freedoms and to secure their status in Hungary. The idea 
to incorporate the provisions of the Privileges into the Hungarian legislation arose 
as the best and safest solution, although the ruler considered it unnecessary.

The request for the incorporation of the Privileges into the Hungarian legisla-
tion was publicly presented at the Serbian National-Church Council in 1708. The 
Council demanded that the Hungarian Assembly – the Diet – accept and enact 
the Privileges received from Emperor Leopold I without any objections and re-
strictions, as well as all the privileges that rulers would grant in the future. It was 
also requested that the people’s representatives, both of the spiritual and the sec-
ular order, be enabled to participate in the work of the Diet with the right to vote. 
The request was explained by the fact that the Serbian people were numerous in 
Hungary and in the countries that belonged to it, that they had their permanent 
residences for centuries and therefore should be considered the local population, 
the Regnicolares. By participating in the work of the Hungarian Assembly, the 
Serbian representatives would advocate for the rights and interests of the people. 
Although these requests had remained unfulfilled, they were repeated at almost 
every subsequent session of the Serbian Council20.

19 For the entire treatise of Cardinal von Kollonitsch and his view on the Privileges, see Р. 
М. ГРУЈИЋ, Како се поступало са српским молбама на двору ћесара аустријског последње године 
живота патријарха Арсенија III Чарнојевића, Нови Сад 1909, p. 12–30.

20 И. ТОЧАНАЦ, Српски народно-црквени сабори…, p. 145–148.
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During the 18th century, there were conflicts between Serbs, who defended 
their privileges, and Hungarian classes, who challenged these privileges and thus 
did not feel obliged to respect them. For instance, this created situations in which 
bishops were not able to visit parishes and believers on aristocratic estates or in 
free royal cities. They were also often denied the right to appoint parish priests 
on manors and in free royal cities. In such disputes, the Court had the role of ar-
bitrator. Although all the heirs of Leopold I had confirmed the Serbian privileges 
(Joseph I in 1706, Charles VI in 1713, Maria Theresa in 1743), they were slowly 
changing them through their arbitrations in the disputes, clarifying them or in-
terpreting them in a different way21. In some periods, the Serbian privileges suit-
ed the interests of the Court, which used them purposefully to provoke conflicts 
between Serbs and Hungarian nobility. In that way, the Habsburgs suppressed the 
pretensions of the Hungarian Assembly and exercised their power in Hungary 
more efficiently.

During the reign of Maria Theresa, the search for a strategy to resolve perma-
nently the issue of the legal status of the Serbian Church and the privileges of the 
Serbian people in a way that suited the state’s interests began. This process lasted 
for decades and was marked by the reform of internal relations and organisation of 
the Metropolitanate of Karlovci, two adopted and then withdrawn legal acts on the 
Serbian Church and the privileges, popular revolts22. The outcome was a special 
law, the Rescriptum Deklaratorium Illyricae Nationis passed in 1779. It prescribed 
the internal organisation of the Metropolitanate of Karlovci, established control 
over the people’s and church life of Serbs in the Habsburg Monarchy, and regulated 
the legal and political status of the Serbian people and the Orthodox Church. The 
Rescriptum Declaratorium annulled the political character of Leopold’s privileges 
on which the legal and political status of the Serbian Church and people had been 
based until then, and created a new one. In 1779, the validity of the Serbian privi-
leges was reduced to church and religious issues, and everything else was regulated 

21 The legal possibility of a different interpretation of the texts of the edicts of Emperor Leopold 
I was provided by the confirmation of Joseph I of 1706. He included two clauses in the text of the 
Privilege. According to the so-called reservation clause, the ruler retained full power to interpret the 
granted freedoms and rights further by giving them, in accordance with circumstances (pro tem-
porum conditione), an even better form. In the text of the document issued through the Hungarian 
Court Office, another clause was added to the reservation clause, according to which this better form 
of the privileges would be specified in more detail later, with respect for the rights of others (salvo jure 
aieno), i.e. without infringement of a third party rights. These clauses were copied in all subsequent 
confirmations of the Privileges. Cf. Ј. РАДОНИЋ, М. КОСТИЋ, Српске привилегије…, p. 39–40, 57.

22 See: И. ТОЧАНАЦ РАДОВИЋ, Терезијанска црквена реформа и Срби, [in:] Држава и поли-
тике управљања (18–20. век), ed. P. KRESTIĆ, Београд 2017, p. 9–36.
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by state laws. The Rescriptum Declaratorium remained in force in its entirety until 
1868, and in some parts even after that23.

The Rescriptum Declaratorium did not solve all the problems of the status of 
Serbs in Hungary. The National-Church Council held in Timisoara in 1790 re-
newed the request to the Hungarian Assembly to incorporate the Privileges into 
legislation. As was to be expected, the Hungarian Diet refused. Instead, in 1791, 
it adopted Article 27 granting the Orthodox population in the Kingdom of Hun-
gary the freedom of religion, the right to citizenship, the right to acquire and own 
property and the right to public services. In that way, a century after the Privileg-
es of Emperor Leopold I and ten years after the Edict of Toleration of Emperor 
Joseph II, the Hungarian classes officially allowed Serbs to profess the Orthodox 
faith freely. Article 10 of 1792 granted Serbs the right to participate and vote in the 
Diet through their archbishop and bishops24. The Serbian population in Hungary 
was thus recognised as full citizens who could freely further integrate into the 
Hungarian class society. This was the end of the period that began with the Great 
Migration in 1690, when the status of the Serbs in Hungary, i.e. in the Habsburg 
Monarchy, was defined by the Privileges of Emperor and King Leopold I.
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Szvetlána Borál (Budimpešta)

Patrijarhalna paradigma u vremenu migracija: 
društveni izazovi srpske porodice  

u Ugarskoj nakon Velike seobe

Svakodnevni izazovi srpskih doseljenika u Ugarskoj, nakon Velike seobe 
1690. godine, ogledali su se u prilagođavanju novoj sredini i zapadnoj kulturi. To 
je značilo i odricanje izvesnih elemenata nasleđa, dok su, s druge strane, tradicija 
i patrijarhalni obrasci doneti iz starih krajeva bili dominantni tokom čitavog 18. 
veka, naročito u  manjim mestima i  siromašnijim sredinama. Ova patrijarhalna 
paradigma će doći do izražaja i u praktikovanju starih, često štetnih običaja, ma 
kako to nailazilo na osudu vlasti ili Crkve. Uporedo sa tradicionalnim nasleđem 
u srpskom društvu tokom ranog 18. veka, dolazi do prihvatanja novina, što se og-
ledalo i u postepenoj promeni strukture porodice, jačanja uloge žene, kao i slabl-
jenja autoriteta na relaciji muškarac – žena, roditelj – dete.

Prisustvo srpskih zajednica u Ugarskoj se beleži i pre Velike seobe pod patrijar-
hom Arsenijem III Čarnojevićem1. Prve srpske šajkaške posade stupale su u službu 

1 Za istoriju Srba u Mađarskoj u 15. veku pogledati: J. Kalić, Srbi u poznom srednjem veku, 
Beograd 1994, p. 66–67, 78, 79; J.  Kalić, Evropske granice srpske istorije, „Sentandrejski zbornik“ 3, 
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ugarskih kraljeva još tokom predturskog perioda, a naročito za vreme kralja Matije 
Korvina (1443–1490). Sve ovo je doprinelo jačanju srpskih naseobina duž obale Duna-
va – u Komoranu, Ostrogonu, Đuru, Srpskom Kovinu i Budimu koji će već nakon Ve-
like seobe, usred privrednog razvoja, prerasti u značajne trgovačke centre2. S obzirom 
na svoju brojnost, srpske izbeglice su uveliko uticale na promenu populacija u ovim 
gradovima. Grade se pravoslavne crkve kao stožer nacionalnog i verskog jedinstva, 
oko kojih se odvijao najveći deo života doseljenika. Ipak, nemogućnost ostvarivanja 
ličnih prava i građanskih sloboda, nepoštovanje privilegija, kao i verska netrpeljivost, 
uticaće na svakodnevni život Srba u Ugarskoj: „Na posledak od toliko vremena kako 
smo se ovde mi naselili, niti smo građani, ni seljani, niti koje ureždenije imamo. Veće, 
ako kome šta damo, tako smo im mili, ako li ne damo, a oni na nas ratuju”3.

Kao hroničar autentičnog života i duha vremena u srpskoj zajednici prve polo-
vine 18. veka, Gavril Stefanović Venclović, čuveni jeromonah besednik, prevodilac 
i iluminator, opaža duboku podeljenost i neslogu među narodom. U svojim bese-
dama on ukazuje na probleme u društvu koje je bilo patrijarhalno, duboko tradi-
cionalno i zaostalo. Kritikuje dvoličnost pravoslavnih sveštenika, koje upoređuje 
sa „likom pijanog, raspusnog, gramzivog i neprosvećenog popa”4. Negativnu sliku 
daje i o svojim slušaocima u crkvi, koje su činili uglavnom trgovci, zanatlije, kalfe 
i  šegrti, učitelji i predstavnici srpskih opština, a za koje kaže da „ih svakodnev-
no gleda kako raspasani, ogoljenih prsiju, razjapljeni, nahereni i krivošije, rasko-
račeno i besramno stojeći” slušaju liturgiju5.

Da su neke navike u srpskom narodu ostale i u 19. veku, primećuje Đorđe 
Natošević, lekar i pedagog, za koga je tipičan Srbin iz Ugarske „prostak sa lošim 
karakterom i vaspitanjem:

Silni se u pijanstvu potuku, pokrve, osakate, ubiju, ili počine svakojakih zala na 
propast svoju i svojih. Zagledaj u sudske zapisnike po Bačkoj i po Banatu, i zaviri 
u tamnice, da vidiš, koliko ćeš naći naših, a koliko stranih prema broju svakoga. 
Ali zaviri po vašarima, koga ćeš više naći da pije i da se opija i tuče, nego Srbina. 
Zbog pijanstva i u pijanstvu rođena se braća noževima pobodu; i ovih primera ima 
u svakom selu, i to je izvestna propast ne samo kućama gde su, nego i selima. Ovde 
bi samo kletva od crkvenih starešina možda kadra bila nesretnike spasiti6.

1997, p. 13; D. J. Popović, Srbi u Budimu, od 1690 do 1740, Beograd 1952, p.11; R. Grujić, Duhovni 
život. Vojvodina I, Novi Sad 1939, p. 343–345.

2 D. Davidov, Srbi u Komoranu u XVI i XVII veku, „Balcanica“ 12, 1981, p. 59.
3 M. Pavić, Crni bivo u srcu, Beograd 1966, p. 12.
4 Idem, Gavril Stefanović Venclović, Beograd 1972, p. 82.
5 Ibidem, p. 84.
6 Đ. Natošević, Za što naš narod u Austriji propada, Beograd 2007, p. 55–56.
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I pored svega, kolektivne veze u zajednici su bile izuzetno čvrste i život se, 
bar u prvim decenijama 18. veka, odigravao na javnim mestima, trgovima i ulica-
ma. Deo svakodnevnih poslova u Sentandreji onog vremena obavljao se u javnom 
prostoru, na trgovima, pijaci i Dunavskom bairu. U centru ove barokne varošice, 
koja čuva uspomenu na prve Srbe doseljenike, kao i kasniji kulturni i privredni 
razvoj, arhitektura otkriva način ondašnjeg života. Kuće su građene gotovo bez 
dvorišta, naslonjene jedna na drugu, takoreći „srasle i  deluju kao ćelije saća“7. 
U ovakvim okolnostima, javni prostor pojedinac pretvara u privatni, a umesto pri-
vatnog života naglasak je na kolektivnom identitetu i  zajednici8. Promena ovog 
statusa vidljiva je od sredine 18. veka sa razvojem građanskog staleža, kada se po-
rodica izdvaja kao posebna društvena jedinica. Ovaj proces neće biti brz i neće biti 
svugde podjednako ostvaren. Dok će napredak u  razvoju privatnosti u  srpskim 
zajednicama biti najvidljiviji u gradovima, na selu i u Vojnoj krajini, kolektivne 
veze će biti jače nego privatne, što će se odraziti i na planu patrijarhalnog nasleđa 
i praktikovanja starih običaja.

Pitanje rodne ravnopravnosti u srpskim porodicama u Ugarskoj tokom prve 
polovine 18. veka pokazuje postepeno jačanje uloge žene, naročito od treće de-
cenije, kada se pored oca porodice, kome je po hijerarhiji i  tradiciji pripadalo 
najviše mesto, od podređene supruge žena uzdiže na položaj domaćice9. U tim 
novim okolnostima žena će se brinuti o domaćinstvu, moći će da zameni muža 
u nekim poslovima ili pri donošenju važnih odluka u slučaju da je on odsutan 
ili bolestan10. U gradovima je žena mogla da nasledi trgovinu ili zanatsku radi-
onicu nakon smrti muža, a zakon je time bio na njenoj strani obezbeđujući joj 
pravo na imetak i rad11. Nisu bile retke ni sudske parnice koje su žene pokretale 
protiv braće ili muških rođaka u vezi sa nasledstvom, što samo pokazuje koliko 
su one tokom ranog 18. veka postajale svesne svojih prava i da su bile spremne 
zakonskim putem da se bore za njih12. U  sudskim spisima budimskog tanača, 
iz septembra 1721, zabeležen je spor između sestre i brata, Petre i Mitra Šijaka, 
u vezi sa kućom i vinogradom. Iako je majka na samrti savetovala Mitra da ne 
učini „krivo svojoj sestri“ i da joj preda nasledstvo, on ipak nije poslušao majku 
već je prisvojio i vinograd i kuću. Dalje piše da je nudio Petri 30 forinti, na šta 
ona nije pristala: „daću joj 30 foriniti pak neka mi da mira, zašto istinom bio bi 

7 D. Davidov, Sentandreja: srpske povesnice, Novi Sad 2011, p. 50.
8 M. Timotijević, Istorija privatnog života u Srba, Beograd 2011, p. 183.
9 O pravnom položaju žena kod slovenskih naroda videti L. Niederle, Manuel de l’antiquité 

slave, vol. 2, Paris 1926, p. 174–176.
10 M. Timotijević, Istorija…, p. 280.
11 V. Stajić, Žena, [in:] Vojvodina, vol. 2, ed. D. J. Popović, Novi Sad 1939, p. 259.
12 Spomenici iz Budimskog i Peštanskog arhiva, vol. 6, ed. G. Vitković, Beograd 1875, p. 349.
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rad, da e moa sestra rođena svaki put kod moe kuće, ali nesmem i nemogu ni-
kako ot moe žene, vi ne znate što ja ot nje patim, ja sam izgorio među dve vatre, 
zato joj daem 30 forinti“13.

Slučaj sukoba zbog nasledstva je zabeležen i 1725. godine, kada Anđelija, Pet-
ronijeva kći, a pastorka Filipa Deraćanina, traži svoje nasledstvo od 400 dukata od 
brata Jovana Filipovića. Kako roditelji pre smrti nisu napisali testament, ostalo je 
nerešeno pitanje ko koliko i šta nasleđuje. Ipak, Anđelija se na kraju miri sa bratom 
i prima od njega „materine haline“, 15 dukata i 35 forinti14. 

Emancipacija žena je sve vidljivija do kraja 18. veka. Javno se raspravlja o nji-
hovoj „vrednosti“ i koristi kako u porodici, tako i u društvu. U prvom srpskom ča-
sopisu, Slavenoserbskom magazinu, Zaharije Orfelin posvećuje jedan deo važnosti 
žena i dokazuje da one nisu nipošto gore od muškaraca15. Piše sonet u pohvalu 
ženi, što predstavlja odraz prosvetiteljstva i  građanskog sentimentalizma druge 
polovine 18. veka16. Nije zanemarljivo ni da žene iz građanskih porodica početkom 
19. veka polako ulaze u sferu javnog života, što će značiti da su mogle da se obra-
zuju, da se pretplate na različita izdanja časopisa i knjiga, kao i da vode prepisku sa 
piscima i intelektualcima17. Ipak, sve do kraja 18. veka, većina ženske dece je bilo 
nepismeno, a više se pažnje poklanja tome da devojke savladaju poslove vezane za 
kuću i ručni rad, nego da nauče da čitaju i pišu. U svom putopisu po Srbiji tokom 
1829. godine, pruski kapetan Oto Dubislav Pirh kroz zabeleženu izjavu čačans-
kog domaćina o  školovanju ženske dece, prikazuje sliku srpskog patrijarhalnog 
mentaliteta: „Trgovinu neće voditi nikad, a ni zvanja dobijati, zašto će im onda 
veština čitanja i pisanja, osim da se razberu u ljubavnim pismima i da mogu na 
njih odgovoriti?“18.

Pravno pitanje i sloboda žena na selu i u Vojnoj krajini je bilo najgore. One su 
najčešće ostajale uskraćene po pitanju nasledstva, često pod izgovorom da se dos-
ta novca potrošilo na njihovu svadbu, spremu i odelo19. Za razliku od mađarskih 
plemićkih porodica20, pripadnice srpskog vojnog plemstva su imale više slobode 
i uglavnom su mogle da uživaju sva prava koja je donosio njihov položaj. Zabe-
leženo je da je 1706. oberkapetan pomoriške Vojne krajine, Jovan Popović Tekelija, 

13 Ibidem, p. 235.
14 Ibidem, p. 292.
15 Slaveno–serbski magazin, ed. Z. Orfelin, Venecija 1768, p. 45–47. 
16 M. Pavić, Istorija srpske književnosti baroknog doba (XVII i XVIII vek), Beograd 1970, p. 27.
17 V. Stajić, Žena…, p. 261.
18 O. D. Pirh, Putovanje po Srbiji u godini 1829, Beograd 1983, p. 150.
19 D. J. Popović, Srbi u Budimu, 1690–1740, Beograd 1952, p. 284.
20 Za više o položaju mađarskih žena u porodici i društvu u XVIII veku pogledati: I. Bobula, 

A nő a XVIII. század magyar társadalmában, Budapest 1933, passim.
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zajedno sa suprugom Eufrosinom i njihovom decom dobio plemićku titulu21. Up-
ravo na portretima pomenutog bračnog para Popović Tekelija, može se analizirati 
rodna ravnopravnost i položaj žene ranog 18. veka. 

Slika 1. Jovan Popović Tekelija (1716), nepoznati portretista 18. veka, GMS/U 0088

21 M. Timotijević, Istorija…, p. 283.
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Slika 2. Eufrosina (Roksanda) Tekelija, rođ. Jović (1716–1720)  
nepoznati portretista 18. veka, GMS/U 0182

Ova dva portreta iz druge decenije 18. veka, koja se danas nalaze u Galeri-
ji Matice srpske u Novom Sadu, mogu da nam pruže uvid u ondašnju baroknu 
modu, društveni status, ali, posredno, i u ulogu žene u porodici. Dok je portret 
Jovana Popovića Tekelije (slika 1.) javno paradnog karaktera, sa primetnim no-
vinama iskazanim u elementima baroknog ukrajinskog slikarstva i  gde se ističe 
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njegov status plemića kao i vojne zasluge, ženski portret (slika 2.), koji inače pred-
stavlja prvi ženski portret u srpskom slikarstvu, potpuno je drugačijeg karaktera 
i stila. Portret Eufrosine (Roksande) Tekelije nije bio namenjen široj publici, on 
je intimnog karaktera i, za razliku od muškog portreta, ovde se ističe njena uloga 
supruge, a ne status plemkinje. Iako je Eufrosina obučena po baroknoj modi, njeno 
odelo i ukrasi su daleko skromniji nego na portretu Jovana Tekelije, a po uzdrža-
nosti i ukočenosti više podseća na portret Bogorodice. Vrlo je moguće da je Jovan 
Popović Tekelija naručio portret svoje supruge od nekog samoukog ikonopisca, 
a u slučaju da je birao majstora u okviru lokalne zajednice, to posredno može da 
nam govori i o slobodi kretanja žena ovog perioda22.

Tokom čitavog 18. veka, zbog jakih kolektivnih veza u srpskim zajednicama, 
o braku kao društvenoj i pravnoj instituciji, crkva je odlučivala preko raznih do-
netih rešenja, pravilnika i zakona. Što se tiče godina prilikom stupanja u brak, one 
nisu bile strogo određene, ali se pazilo da ne dođe do braka između mlađih malo-
letnika, dok je istovremeno kod mađarskog plemstva ta granica bila pomerena na 
12 godina za devojčice23. Ipak, prednost ranijeg ulaska devojke u brak se svakako 
ogledala u tome da je ona postajala punoletna nakon ovog događaja i da je  mogla 
da upravlja nasledstvom i imovinom. Kod mladića to nije bio slučaj i oni su morali 
da sačekaju dok ne napune dvadeset i četiri godine, ili dok se ne bi vratili iz vojs-
ke24. Status žene u porodici je bio određen njenim godinama, fizičkim izgledom, 
zdravljem, kao i sposobnošću da rađa zdravu (mušku) decu. I što je bila sposobnija 
u kućnim poslovima, to je bila bolja prilika za udaju. 

U  srpskim zajednicama u  Ugarskoj se praktikovao stari običaj „kupovine“ 
mlade koji nije bio poznat samo kod Srba, nego i kod ostalih naroda sa Balkana, 
kod Hrvata, Šokaca i Bunjevaca, Albanaca, pa i kod Mađara u starijim izvorima25, 
ali ne u tolikom obimu kao kod Srba. Ženska deca su bila teret za porodicu, dok 
je muški naslednik predstavljao produžetak porodične loze: „Ako će muško dete 
ko ora biti, opet više vredi neg najveća devojčura“26. Za devojčicu se u srpskom 

22 M. Vrbaski, Egy asszony a barokk korból, “Bácsország“ 49.2, 2009, p. 130–132.
23 Još za vreme pape Aleksandra III, 1180. godine je doneta uredba koja je bila merodavna 

i u Ugarskoj u 18. veku, po kojoj su veridbe za devojčice mlađe od sedam godina bile ništavne, a brak 
se mogao sklopiti tek kada je devojčica navršila dvanaest godina, I.Bobula, A nő a XVIII. század 
magyar társadalmában, Budapest 1933, p. 31–34.

24 V. Stajić, Žena…, p. 260.
25 Za više pogledati: D. Barth, Bácskai népszokások a XVIII. századi egyházi források tükrében, 

[in:] Bács-Bodrogtól Bács-Kiskunig. Az V.  Duna-Tisza közi nemzetközi néprajzi nemzetiség–kutató 
konferencia (Baja, 2002. július 18-19.), ed. J. Bárth, Baja-Kecskemét 2003, p. 27–45.

26 S. Novaković, Srbske poslovice, „Letopis Matice Srpske” 104.2, 1861, p. 150. Kod Novakovića 
u navedenom „Letopisu“ se mogu naći još neke poslovice o ženama u negativnom kontekstu: „I od 
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narodu smatralo da je „tuđa kost, tuđa večera za suđenu kuću, tuđa sreća, tuđa 
streja“27. Roditelji bi u  dogledno vreme počinjali da traže mladoženju ili dobru 
priliku za svoje kćeri jer one najčešće nisu nosile miraz u novu porodicu, nego 
je mladoženja plaćao određenu cenu za nevestu28. Cene devojaka su zavisile od 
godina, spretnosti u kućnim poslovima, kao i od fizičkog izgleda. Fridrih Vilhelm 
fon Taube prilikom svog putovanja kroz Srem i Slavoniju tokom 18. veka beleži:

Kod prostog sveta ne dobija devojka nikakavu spremu, miraz i sl, nego mladoženja 
mora da kupi nevestu od njezina oca, čije se bogatstvo sastoji u mnogim zgodnim 
i veštim kćerima. Isti običaj postoji i kod Vlaha. Ukoliko je devojka spretnija da 
radi svakojake kućne poslove, da tka, šije, plete i boji, utoliko joj je viša cena. Otac 
je prodaje onome ko najviše ponudi, a ta trgovina traje često mesecima. Naposlet-
ku, kad je kup uglavljen a neki drugi prosac ponudi pre veridbe koji akov rakije 
više, devojku dobija on29.

Ovo trgovanje ćerkama prisutno je i  kod katoličkog življa o  čemu svedoči 
pismo Georgija Sertića, katoličkog sveštenika iz Kukujevaca, upućeno podžupanu 
Hajnociju 1787. godine. U pismu se Sertić žali na ove štetne običaje prisutne u na-
rodu, gde otac, kada želi da oženi sina „izgubi dane“, i umesto u poslu oko kuće, on 
ide od sela do sela tražeći devojku za odgovarajući novac koju roditelji „prodaju 
kao stoku (veluti alia pecora campi vendantur)“30. Dalje se navodi da se devojka 
ne pita ništa, nego se roditelji sami dogovaraju, a kada je odluka pala, oni pozivaju 
devojku da „primi bukliju (tj. čuturu sa rakijom) koju ona poljubi i daje ocu, pa 
onda najčešće sa velikom kuknjavom pobegne iz sobe“31. Ova presudna roditeljska 
uloga u odlučivanju umesto mladih o braku i njihovom budućem životu, svakako 
da je doprinela velikom broju nesrećnih brakova bez ljubavi, ali i brojnim svađa-
ma i bračnim nesuglasicama. Crkva je zbog toga reagovala 1727. godine rešenjem 
o veridbi, po kojem će se sve veridbe smatrati ništavnim ukoliko se mladi nisu 

slame muž vredan je od zlata žene“ (p. 155); „Kad je gazda neveseo, i gazdarica je kriva“ (p. 155); 
„Najbolji gazda ne može to nateći, što će jedna nevaljala žena rasteći“ (p.  158); „Na mladoj ženi 
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