UDC: 711.4(497.11)"194/195”
DOI: 10.34298/ZR9788677431549.V183
Original scholarly work

Zlata Vuksanovi¢-Macura*

Geographical Institute “Jovan Cviji¢”

of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts
Belgrade

ORCID ID: 0000-0003-4256-4149
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Abstract: After suffering extensive damage caused by the Second World War,
Serbia went through a reconstruction period. Between 1944 and the mid-1950s, the
government prioritised economic growth and worked on rebuilding and modernising
the infrastructure, urban structures, and systems. Urban planning was seen as crucial
in creating the conditions for state development. Societal and five-year plans,
supported by urban plans, enabled accelerated economic progress and growth. The
urban planning profession was institutionalised, with planning theory and practice
introduced alongside social, economic, and political changes. Through an examination
of the activities of the Urban Planning Institute of the People’s Republic of Serbia,
established in 1946, this paper rethinks the link between urban planning and the social
aspect of the planned economy in response to the rapid urbanisation and
industrialisation of cities.

Keywords: urban planning, urbanisation, economic plan, socialism,
decentralisation, Serbia.

Urban planning has been a practice of fundamental relevance since the emergence
of the first cities.! However, the urban planning profession was established in the 19
century, and it focused on creating regulatory plans for individual cities.? It was not
until the turn of the 20'" century that it became regulated at the national level. In this
early stage, the development of urban planning was strongly influenced by doctrines

" z.macura@gi.sanu.ac.rs

1 Spiro Kostoff, The City Shaped: Urban Patterns and Meanings Through History, London 1991,
43-51.

2Thomas Hall, Planning Europe’s Capital Cities: Aspects of Nineteenth-Century Urban Development,
London and New York 1997, 155.
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introduced by influential urban planners of the time. In 1910, “the science and theory
of human settlements”, known as urbanism, was defined.? Serbia’s process of creating
and developing urban planning followed these same patterns.*

Radical changes in social relations, the economic and political system in
Yugoslavia, and thus in Serbia, in the first years after the Second World War, set new
tasks and goals for architecture and urban planning. The state set two major historical
tasks before professionals: the reconstruction of cities and the construction of the
environment for a new society®. The former goal, the reconstruction, was necessary
to mitigate the devastating effects of the war. Serbia’s economy was in shambles,
and its infrastructure, roads, buildings, and settlement systems were destroyed. To
address this, it was necessary to “build a new life in a new community” to move
forward, as the urban planners Jozef Kortus and Dragoljub Momcilovié put ité. The
latter task, i.e. the creation of the “material framework of life” for the new society,
stemmed from the process of urbanisation and deagrarianisation that began
immediately after the war.”

In the interwar period, the urban population was moderately growing throughout
Serbia, except for Belgrade: in 1921, it accounted for 19% and there was an average annual
increase of 2.2%. In 1948, the urban population in Serbia accounted for about 21%.8 A
more intensive process of urbanisation occurred at the turn of the 1940s and the 1950s,
when the annual population growth rate reached 7%°, after which “industrialisation
caused a significant influx of population into cities”*°. In Serbia, as in many other countries,
urbanisation progressed alongside industrialisation, contributing to the growth of the
urban population. However, this rapid increase in population highlighted the inadequacy
of the physical framework in Serbian cities, resulting in a growing discrepancy between the

3 Frangoise Schoe, Urbanism, Utopia and Reality, Belgrade 1978, 2.

4Branko Maksimovi¢, Urbanizam u Srbiji: osnivanje i rekonstrukcija varos$i u Srbiji u 19. veku
[Urbanism in Serbia: establishment and reconstruction of towns in Serbia in the 19th century],
Belgrade 19622; Vladimir Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji 19. i 20. veka [Urban planning
in Serbia in the 19th and 20th centuries], Belgrade 1983.

> Aleksandar Kadijevi¢, “Leskovac u urbanistickom izvestaju arhitekte Ratomira Bogojevica iz
1953. godine” [Leskovac in the urban planning report of the architect Ratomir Bogojevic¢
from 1953], Leskovacki zbornik 39 (1999) 209.

¢ Jozef Kortus and Dragoljub Momc¢ilovié, “Danasnji problemi urbanizma u Srbiji” [Today’s
problems of urbanism in Serbia], in: Gradovi i naselja u Srbiji. Razvoj, urbanisticki planovi i
izgradnja 1946-1953 [Cities and settlements in Serbia. Development, urban plans and
construction 1946—1953], ed. Mihajlo Mitrovi¢, Belgrade 1953, 11.

7V. Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji [Urban planning in Serbia], 108.

8Branka Tosi¢, “Proces urbanizacije u Srbiji u periodu posle Drugog svetskog rata” [Process of
urbanisation in Serbia in the period after the Second World War], Zbornik radova
Geografskog instituta “Jovan Cvijic” SANU 47—-48 (1998) 148.

9 J. Kortus and D. Mom¢ilovi¢, “Danasnji problemi urbanizma u Srbiji” [Today’s problems of
urbanism in Serbia], 14.

10V, Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji [Urban planning in Serbia], 108.
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needs of the people and the available resources®!. Urban planners believed that such
problems required a “completely new [...] solution method”.*2

The link between urban planning and the economic plan

The broader framework of the newly established urban practice arose from the
social concept of a planned economy and the connection of economic and urban
(regulatory) plans. Proper urban planning could bring numerous benefits to a city’s
economy, including an improved infrastructure, better job opportunities, overall
economic growth and prosperity for the entire community. The urban planner Branko
Maksimovic¢, one of the prominent actors at that time, wrote in 1948: “The planned
industrialisation and electrification of the country appear as the main lever and the
main force for achieving the primary tasks of the five-year plan.”** The third key
aspect was the post-war reconstruction, and the national economy was seen as “the
basis for urban development.”** The architect Nikola Dobrovié, one of the most
influential professional and political protagonists at the time, emphasised that
urbanism, as a unique artistic and technical discipline, was assigned crucial and
multiple roles in the major “enterprises aimed at electrifying and industrialising the
country.”> Along the same lines, Dobrovi¢ developed the idea of a specific Yugoslav
socialist urbanism and defined the place for its technical and artistic aspects in the
process of creating new social, political and cultural patterns.® In this light, Dobrovi¢
makes a direct connection between urbanism, the development of the national
economy and the construction of the socialist society of the new Yugoslavia.

The first Five-Year Plan (1947-1951), which aimed to promote the development
of the state and ensure the influx of funds into the state budget to make it possible
to fund future projects, provided for the reconstruction, development and planning
of the 20 largest cities in the country “in the spirit of modern urbanism and in line with
the economic, communal and cultural needs of the socialist society”.” The 1949
federal Basic Decree on General Urban Plan was passed,® confirming the connection

1 lbidem.

12 ), Kortus and D. Momcilovi¢, “Danasnji problemi urbanizma u Srbiji” [Today’s problems of
urbanism in Serbia], 13.

13 Branko Maksimovié, Razvoj gradograditeljstva: od starog veka do sadasnjosti [Development
of town planning: from the old century to the present], Belgrade 1948, 239.

14V. Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji [Urban planning in Serbia], 107.

5 Nikola Dobrovi¢, Urbanizam kroz vekove 1, Jugoslavija [Urbanism through the centuries 1,
Yugoslavia), Belgrade 1950, 62.

% |bidem, 61-63.

7 |bidem, 61.

18 Official Gazette of FPRY, no. 78/49 of 14.09.1949. Reprint published in: Vesna Cagi¢-Milo3evi¢
and Verica Medo, Zakoni za arhitekturu i urbanizam u Srbiji od 1945 do 2012 [Laws for
Architecture and Urbanism in Serbia from 1945 to 2012], Belgrade 2014, 100-101.
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between urban planning and economic development. Already in its first article, it is
stated that a general urban plan should direct the development of the city “taking
into account the provisions set out in the economic plan, as well as the assumed
development of productive forces in general”, while directing the process of
urbanisation and improving the social life of the city.’® The Decree was the main
legislative framework for urban planning in the following decade.?®

Figure 1. Comparative view of the existing and planned appearance of Novi Sad.
The author of the plan is the architect Dimitrije Marinkovi¢. Source: Mitrovi¢, editor, 1953, 71.

Institutional establishment of urban planning
and the Urban Planning Institute of Serbia

The new socialist governance required a new organisation of professional
activities. The period following the war witnessed a wider institutionalisation of the
urban planning profession, practice and theory in Serbia. According to the urban

19V, Cagi¢-Milosevi¢ and V. Medo, Zakoni [Laws], 100.
V. Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji [Urban planning in Serbia], 108.
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planner Vladimir Macura: “It all started in 1945. That year, a unified front of engineers
and technicians was formed,”?! including urban planners, who were not numerous
at the time. The Anti-Fascist Assembly of the People’s Liberation of Serbia organised
a series of practical and theoretical trainings. One of the major events important for
the establishment of the urban planning profession and the education of urban
planners was the three-month Course for the restoration and urban development of
settlements, which was also organised in 1945 by the Anti-Fascist Assembly. In
January 1946, the Urban Planning Institute was established under the Ministry of
Construction of the People’s Republic of Serbia. By the decree of the Government of
the People’s Republic of Serbia from the same year, the task and functions of the
Urban Planning Institute were defined —in the words of Nikola Dobrovi¢, who was also
the first director of the Institute, this implied “fostering the theory and practice of
urban planning”.?2 Already in the following year, 1947, the Institute was transformed
and it changed its name to the Urban Office at the Planning Commission of the
People’s Republic of Serbia.?

The Tito-Stalin rift of 1948 had a profound impact on the socio-political system of
Yugoslavia, leading to the development of a unique form of Yugoslav socialism that
differed significantly from the Soviet model, with workers’ self-management as a
distinguishing feature. At the time of intense social events, even the formation of urban
planning institutions could not have had a peaceful course. In the same year, 1948,
the Urban Planning Institute of the Executive Committee of the People’s Committee
(IONOQ) of Belgrade was separated from the Urban Planning Institute of Serbia, whose
main task was the preparation of a new General Plan for the capital city.?* Then in
1950, a separate Urban Planning Institute of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina
was formed. Three years later, in 1953, as part of a wide-scale decentralisation and the
introduction of self-management, the Urban Planning Institute of Serbia, as a central
planning institution, was closed down, and the work of urban planning passed into the
hands of newly founded architectural and urban planning studios. However, contrary
to expectations, urban planning activities were not transferred to municipalities
throughout Serbia, but the primacy of Belgrade was maintained, and the leading
architectural and urban planning offices, among which planning tasks were divided,
operated from the capital city. The true decentralisation and localisation of urban
planning in Serbia began only a decade later, when the Ni$ Urban Planning Institute
was formed (1963), which, as Macura notes, “really transferred planning activities to
the jurisdiction of the municipality.”? Already in the following two years, until 1965,
the number of urban planning institutes in Serbia rose to twenty-two.

2! |bidem, 107.

22 N. Dobrovi¢, Urbanizam kroz vekove [Urbanism through the centuries], n.p.

V. Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji [Urban planning in Serbia], 108.

24 Milo$ Somborski, “Problemi urbanistickog planiranja Beograda” [Problems of urban planning
of Belgrade], in: Beograd. Generalni urbanisticki plan 1950 [Belgrade. General urban plan
1950], Belgrade 1951, 5.

%5V, Macura, Urbano planiranje u Srbiji [Urban planning in Serbia], 108.
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The subject of planning and urban plans

Intensive development at the national level, industrialisation and subsequent
urbanisation, i.e. the influx of population into cities, resulted in growing demand for
apartments and industrial areas. This posed great challenges to urban planning. The
work of the Urban Planning Office (Institute) of Serbia provides an opportunity to
analyse the role of urban planning in establishing new spatial and social relations in
the new socialist state. The work of the Urban Planning Institute included a wide
range of activities related to the development of regulatory plans, urban projects and
studies. The Institute operated on a commercial basis and it initially received orders
for the development of regulatory plans directly from people’s committees, which
were, in a way, the equivalent of today’s local self-government units. Between its
establishment in 1946 and 1953, when the decentralisation of architectural and urban
planning institutions began, numerous plans for cities and settlements in Serbia were
designed in the Urban Planning Institute.

Figure 2. A regulatory sketch of the city of Nis made around 1949 at the Urban Planning Institute.
Author: architect Jozef Kortus, collaborators: architects Mihajlo Mitrovi¢
and Dobrivoje Barlovac. Source: Mitrovi¢, editor, 1953, 183.

In the early years of the Institute’s operation, a significant part of its tasks were
associated with Belgrade, including the preparation of studies on traffic and regional
problems, or the projects for the reconstruction of several spatial units within the old
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urban core. In many cases, the author of these projects was the director of the
Institute, Nikola Dobrovié. Several preliminary programme solutions and conceptual
plans for the construction of New Belgrade — a new city and a symbol of the new
country — were developed at the Institute. 2° After the mentioned separation of the
Urban Planning Institute of Belgrade, the activities of the Institute remained focused
on other cities in Serbia.

During the seven years of its existence, the Institute developed general and
regulatory plans for 22 cities in Serbia, including Leskovac, Kraljevo, Cacak, Titovo
UZice (today UZice), Negotin, Kragujevac, Nis, Novi Sad, Subotica, Svetozarevo (today
Jagodina), Sabac, and others. In addition, 25 plans for mining, industrial, spa and other
smaller settlements, such as Aleksinac, Bor, Majdanpek, were designed.

The character and content of these plans are vividly evidenced by the book
published by the Urban Planning Office (Institute) entitled Cities and Settlements of
Serbia. Development, Urban Plans and Construction 1946—-1953.2” The plans were
primarily focused on planning industrial zones, creating new residential areas,
improving traffic organisation, and enhancing the quality of urban infrastructure. The
restoration of buildings, green spaces, and the preservation of architectural heritage
elements also received significant attention.

The reports presented in the publication Cities and Settlements of Serbia also offer
a good insight into the characteristics of the new approach in urban planning in the
unique socio-political circumstances of socialist Serbia. In the first place, the position
of urban planning in the context of planned economy was defined and the role of
urban planning in planned development was determined. The urban planners wrote:
“We are decidedly against reducing the tasks of urban planning to urban space design
and the embellishment of streets, squares and piazzas.”?® From a predominantly
artistic activity, urban planning should develop into a discipline tasked with the
“planned distribution and development of productive forces.”?® All urban plans for
cities, settlements or territories developed in the Urban Planning Office (Institute)
were an integral part of the economic plan and the “method to implement it”, to cite
the words of Kortus and Momc¢ilovi¢.>° The practice of urban planning was employed
to achieve the goals of the Five-Year Plan, which envisaged the planned reorganisation
of the largest cities in the country in the spirit of modern urbanism, plans that would
be, as Dobrovi¢ put it, “in the closest harmony with the economic, communal and

% Zlata Vuksanovi¢-Macura, “New Belgrade: From a Socialist Ideal to a Fragmented Space of
a Fashionable Architecture”, in: Post-Utopian Space: Transforming and Re-Evaluating Urban
Icons of Socialist Modernism, eds. V. Mihaylov and M. lichenko, London and New York, 164.

27 Mihajilo Mitrovi¢ (ed.), Gradovi i naselja u Srbiji. Razvoj, urbanisticki planovi i izgradnja
1946-1953 [Cities and settlements in Serbia. Development, urban plans and construction
1946-1953], Belgrade 1953.

28 ), Kortus and D. Mom(¢ilovi¢, “Danasnji problemi urbanizma u Srbiji” [Today’s problems of
urbanism in Serbia], 12.

2 |bidem, 19.

30 |bidem, 12.
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cultural needs of society”,3* which is at the same time “an epochal phenomenon”
because urban planning no longer serves to the “privileged private sector” but to
man and the community.

Figure 3. Smederevo, gravity zones (left) and a regulation sketch (right).
Author: architect Milorad Macura. Source: Mitrovié, editor, 1953, 1 92, 201.

The need for innovative planning methods led to their introduction. One of the
main innovations was connecting urban planning as a practical discipline with urban
theory. Experts also believed that the development of plans should start from the
existing situation, that it should contain elements of spatial design to create a “unique
character of each city”, but also that it must rely on statistical data, as well as on
research and a comprehensive analysis of conditions and possibilities for
development. In this regard, the need to introduce a regional approach to planning
was emphasised, where cities and settlements were not viewed in isolation but as
parts of a region and a settlement system. Regional analyses were made where the
influence of broader gravity zones on the city and vice versa — the impact of the city
on its region — were examined. In this way, regional and national (state) spatial plans
were gradually introduced into the planning practice. Moreover, those regional and
state national plans should have been directly related to the economic agenda.

31 N. Dobrovié, Urbanizam kroz vekove [Urbanism through the centuries), 62.
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Concluding remarks

The early goals of industrialisation, electrification and urbanisation set by the new
Yugoslavia after the end of the Second World War transformed the state, economic
and social order and contributed to its intensive development, and all that concerned
Serbia. Urban planning was developing in close connection with the newly established
socialist ideology. From the very beginning, it was seen as crucial in creating the
conditions for national development, and societal and five-year plans, supported by
urban plans, enabled accelerated economic progress and growth.

Viewed on a broader level, the elements that marked urbanism in Serbia in the years
immediately following the Second World War opened the door for the introduction of
comprehensive planning into the urban discourse of Serbia. This approach to urban
planning was typical of European modernism of the period. Also, the unification of
development programme settings (the economic plan and the Five-Year Plan) and urban
plans of a city or wider territory were the forerunners of the practice that would become
common in Europe and all over the world a few decades later.
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3nata BykcaHoBuy-Mauypa

YPBAHUCTUYHOE NJIAHWPOBAHUE U NMPOLLECC YPBAHU3ALUU
B CEPBMM B HAYANE 1950* rOA0B.

Pestome

Mepuog BoccTaHoBNEHUA ropoaos B Cepbun nocne 60blwINX paspyLleHnii BO
BTopoi munpoBoli BoliHe HaunHaeTca yxe B 1944 roay v gnutca Ao nepenomHbIxX
NATUAECATbIX FOA0B. ITO NEPMOJ, BOCCTAHOB/IEHNA SKOHOMMKM, a TaKKe puamyeckom
PEKOHCTPYKLLMUN 1 BOCCTAHOB/IEHWA CTPOUTENBHOTO POHAA, FOPOACKUX CTPYKTYP U CUCTEM.
B nepBble nocneBoeHHble roabl B Cepbuu nNpomsowWwNa MHCTUTYLMOHANM3aUMA
rPaiOCTPOUTENbHOM NPAKTUKM U TEOPUN NIAHNPOBAHMA rOpoaa, KOTopas pa3BmBasach
nepenieTeHo ¢ TypOYNeHTHbIMM M3MEHEHUSMWU COLMANbHOW, IKOHOMMYECKON W
NOAUTUYECKOM  cUCTEMbI.  AHanM3Upys  AeATeNbHOCTb  HOBOODOPA30BaHHOIO
YpbaHucTuieckoro MHcTUTyTa HapoaHoi Pecnybankm Cepbum, ocHoBaHHOro B 1946 roay,
B paboTe nokasaHa CBA3b FOPOLCKOW NPAKTUKM C COLMANbHBIM acnekToM NJaHOBOWM
SKOHOMMKM B OTBET Ha MHTEHCMBHYIO YPHaHM3aLMIO U MHAYCTPUANM3ALLMIO TOPOLOB.

lfopoackoe nnaHuposaHue B Cepbun pasBMBanoCb B TECHOW CBA3M C BHOBb
YCTaHOB/IEHHOW COUMANUCTUYECKOM naeonorveit. NMepsbii MATUNETHUIA NnaH (1947—
1951), KOTOpbI MMEN Lenbld CTUMY/JMPOBAHWE TFOCYAApPCTBEHHOrO PasBUTUA U
obecrneyeHne MOCTynjaeHWa CPeACTB B TrOCYAApCTBEHHbIM  BlogxkeT  gns
drHaHCMpoBaHMA ByayLMX NPOEKTOB, MPeayCMaTpMBan BOCCTAaHOB/IEHME, PAa3BUTUE
M NJaHOBOE MepeyCcTPOMCTBO ABaALaTV KPYNHEWWMX ropoaos B cTpaHe “B gyxe
COBPEMEHHOT0 YypbaHM3Ma M B COOTBETCTBMM C IKOHOMUYECKUMM, KOMMYHAIbHbIMU
N KYNbTYPHbIMKW NOTPeB6HOCTAMM coumanmucTuieckoro obuiectsa”. B 1949 roay 6bi10
npuHaTo deaepanbHoe OCHOBHOE MONOKEHME O reHepPalbHOM YPHAHUCTUYECKOM
niaHe, KOTOpPOe MNOATBEPKAANO CBA3b YpbaHM3Ma M SKOHOMUYECKOTO Pa3BUTHA. ITO
NO/IO’KEeHUE CTaI0 OCHOBHbIM 3aKOHOAATE/IbHbIM KapKacoOM N1aHMPOBaHMA rOpoa0B
B C/leflytoLLeM AeCATUNETUN.

[eatenbHOCTb BHOBb CO34aHHOr0 YpbaHUCTUYeCKoro MHCTUTYTa (3aBoaa) Cepbun
BK/IlOYANAa LWMPOKKUIA cnekTp paboT no pas3paboTke perynaumoHHbIX MAAHOB,
ropoACKMX NPOEKTOB U UccnegoBaHnii. C MomeHTa ocHoBaHus, B 1946 roay, Ao 1953
roga, Koraa Hayanacb [AeUeHTPanu3auua apxXMTEKTYPHO-TPafoCTPOUTENbHbIX
yupexaeHunit, B Yp6aHMCTUYECKOM MHCTUTYTe Bblan pa3paboTaHbl MHOTOYUC/IEHHbIE
NAaHbl ropoaos 1 noceneHui B Cepbum. NMpropuTeTHbIE TEMBI, 3aTPOHYTbIE NAHAMMU,
Kacanucb BOCCTAHOB/IEHUA CTPOUTENIbHOTO GOHAQ, Pa3MeLLEHUA NPOMbILLIEHHbIX
30H, GOPMMPOBAHUA HOBbLIX XUAbIX MOCENEHUN, PeopraHu3aLnmM TPaAHCNOPTa,
NOBbILIEHNA Ka4yecTBa ropoAcKon MHPpacTpyKTypbl. fopoacKkoe naaHupoBaHue
paccMaTpUBANOCh KaK KOUYEBOWN 3/1IEMEHT CO34aHMA YCIOBUIN A5 FOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO
pa3BUTKA, a COLMANbHbIE U NATUAETHME NAAHbI, NPW NOoAAEPKKe YPOAHUCTUYECKMX
NAaHOB, NO3BO/IAIN YCKOPEHHOE SKOHOMUYECKOE Pa3BMTUE U POCT.
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dnemeHTbl, XapakTepusytowme ypbaHnsm B Cepbuun B rogbl HENOCPeACTBEHHO
nocne 3aBeplueHns BTopoil MMPOBOI BOMHbI, OTKPbIAW ABEPU AN BHeAPeEHUA
BCEOObEMIOLWLENO NAaHMPOBaHMA B ypbaHUCTMUYeCKUn anckypc Cepbum, uto 6bi10
NoAX0A0M K NJaHUPOBaHUIO rOpoAa, CBOMCTBEHHBIM €BPONENCKOMY MOLEPHU3MY
TOro BpemeHun. ObbeaNHEHME NPOrPAMMHbIX YCTAHOBOK Pa3BUTUA (SIKOHOMMYECKOTO
nnaHa v MatuneTHero nnaHa) M ypbaHUCTUYECKMX, NMPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX MAAHOB
Kakoro-n1mbo ropoga unam bonee WNPOKOW TeppUTOpUM BblM NpeaTedein NPaKkTUKMK,
KOTOpas BOMAET Ha MNAHEPHYI CLEHY, €BPOMENCKY0D U MUPOBYIO, HECKOJIbKO
OecaTUNeTun cnycra.

3narta BykcaHoBuh-Mauypa

YPBAHUCTUYKO NNTAHUPALE U NMPOLEC YPBAHUSALIUIE
Y CPBUJU PAHUX 1950-UX TOAUHA

Pesnme

Mepuog 06HoBe rpagosa y Cpbuju HaKOH BEIMKKUX pasaparba y [pyrom CBETCKOM
paTty Hactyna Beh 1944. roanHe 1 Tpaje 40 NPesIOMHUX negeceTux rogmHa. To je
nepuog 06HoBe NpuBpese, Kao U GU3NYKe PEKOHCTPYKLMje n 0BHOBE rpaguTes/bCKor
doHAa, ypbaHMxX CTPYKTypa M cucTema. Y NpBMM NOCAepaTHUM roguHama y Cpbujm
je Aowno Ao MHCTUTYLMOHanM3aumnje ypbaHUCTUUYKE CTPYKe M NpaKkce U Teopuje
naaHuWparba rpaga, Koja ce oagujana UcnpenieTaHo ca TypbyaeHTHUM NpomeHama
OPYLWTBEHOr, €KOHOMCKOT W MOJIUTUYKOr cuctema. AHanusupajyhu penosarbe
HoBOQOpMUpPaHOr YpbBaHUCTUYKOr WHCTUTYTa HapoaHe Penybnuke Cpbuje,
ocHoBaHor 1946. roanHe, y paay je npukKasaHa nose3aHocT ypbaHMUCTUUYKE NpaKce ca
OPYWTBEHUM QACMEKTOM TMJIaHCKE MpuBpese Kao OAroBOp Ha WHTEH3UBHY
ypbaHu13aunjy u nHaycTpujanusaumjy rpafosa.

YpbaHUCTUYKO nnaHupare y Cpbuju passujasio ce y TecHoj Be3su ca
HOBOYCMOCTaB/bEHOM COLMjaIUCTUYKOM naeonormnjom. Mpeu MNetoroaniirby niaH
(1947-1951), Koju je MMao 3a UK/b NOACTMLAHE APPKABHOT pa3Boja M obesbehuBarbe
NpUAMBa cpeacTaBa y Ap)KaBHM ByuyeT paan ¢duHaHcupara byayhux npojekaTa,
npeasuhao je obHOBY, pa3Boj 1 NaaHCKo npeypehere gBageceT Hajsehux rpagosa
Y 3eMJ/bM )y AyXY CaBpeMeHor ypbaHM3ma 1 y CKAagy ca NpuBpeaHnUM, KOMYHANHUM
M KYNTYpHUM noTpebama couujanuctmukor apywrtsa“. foguHe 1949, goHeTa je
caBe3Ha OcHoBHa ypeaba o reHepasHOM ypbaHUCTUUKOM MAaHy Koja noTephyje Besy
ypbaHusma n npuspeaHor passoja. OBa ypeaba 6unia je y HapeaHO] AeUeHUju
OCHOBHW NErNCNAaTUBHU OKBUP NaHMpakba rpagosa.
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OdenatHocT HoBodopmupaHor YpbaHUCTMUKOr MHCTMTYyTa (3aBoga) Cpbuje
obyxBaTasa je LMPOK CMeKTap Mnoc/soBa Ha M3pagM perynaumoHux naaHoBa,
ypBaHUCTUUYKNX NpojekaTa u ctyamja. Og ocHuBama 1946, go 1953. roauHe, Kaga
nountbe  AeueHTpanusaumja  apXMTEKTOHCKO-ypOaHUCTUYKMX  yCTaHOBa, Y
Yp6aHUCTUYKOM MHCTUTYTY mM3paheHn cy H6pojHM NnaHOBM rpagoBa M Hacesba y
Cpbuju. MpuoputeTHe Teme Kojuma cy ce 6aBuaM NNAHOBM TuLane cy ce
peKoHcTpyKumje rpahesuHcKor doHAa, pasmeluTaja npuspegHux (MHAYCTPUjCKUX)
30Ha, dopmuparba HOBMX CTambeHMX Hacesba, peopraHusauuje caobpahaja,
nosehatba KBaMTETa rpagcke MHOPACTPYKTYpe. YpOaHUCTUYKO NaaHMpakse je buno
BMHEHO Kao K/by4HO Yy CTBapaky YC/lOBa 33 AP’KaBHWM PasBoj, a APYLWTBEHU U
neToroaulibu NAAaHOBM Cy, Y3 NOAPLIKY YpbaHUCTUUYKMX naaHoBa, omoryhasanu
ybp3aH npmBpesHM Hanpeaak v pacT.

EnemeHTU Koju cy KapakTepucanu ypbaHusam y Cpbujm y roamHama HenocpeaHo
no 3aBpLUEeTKY Jlpyror CBETCKOr paTa, OTBOPW/IM Cy BpaTa 3a yBohere cBeobyxBaTHOr
naaHupara y ypbaHucTnukm guckypc Cpbuje, wto je 6o NpUCTyn y NaaHUpaky
rpaga CBOjCTBEH EBPOMCKOM MOZepHU3MY Tor foba. ObjeamtbaBarbe NPOrpamcKmx
NnocTaBKkM pa3Boja (wTo cy 6uan npueBpean naaH u letoroauwrby naaH) u
YPOAHUCTUYKIMX, MPOCTOPHUX MNAHOBA HEKOT rpaja Wau Wupe TepuTtopuje, buam cy
npeTteya npakce Koja he Ha N1aHePCKy CLEHY, EBPOMCKY M CBETCKY, CTYNMUTU HEKOJIMKO
AeLeHMja KacHuje.
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