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Abstract: The typology of rural settlements is an actual issue that has been drawing the attention of Serbian
scholars since the early 1900s, and which is slowly finding its place in practice and in creating the politics and
strategies of rural development. The scientific approach and methods of conducting a typology have been
significantly changed since the period when a distinction was made among rural settlements in Serbia for the
first time. In this paper, the author chronologically and thematically guides us through this issue by giving an
overview of the rural typologies in Serbian scholar literature, placing them in the recent rural studies in Serbia,
emphasizing and following the evolution of the typological classification of rural settlements. The author starts
with observations where the typology is treated as a method, and then develops an approach to typology as a
scientific discipline and, in the end, as a tool for achieving adequate research goal and conclusions. This
evolution path and thematic approach of rural typology are in the focus of the paper.
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Introduction

The typological classification of settlements is one of the most interesting issues in geographical
scholar literature, always an actual and important factor in regional geographic analyzes, a
significant and complex problem of contemporary geography (Perko, Hrvatin, & Cigli¢, 2015;
Radovanovi¢, 1965). It can be said that it is still an insufficiently developed scientific field (Zupanci¢
& First-Dili¢, 1972) due to the differences in the set goals for which it is being conducted, the areas
and context in which it is implemented, and the data on which it is based.

The reasons for the implementation of the typologies of the settlements are varied, but there is
a consensus on the view that this procedure is "of capital importance and represents a fundamental
research project” (Suvar, 1972, p. 140). It is evident that typology is a very important part of
geography because it provides both understanding and displaying specific features of space and
their comparison. The justified reasons for performing typologies are usually found in scientific
curiosity, that is, in the "“homogenization of inhomogeneity” and generalization, as well as in
stimulating future research with a focus on spatial differences and similarities that lead to the
formulation of developmental theories (llbery, 1981; Luki¢, 2012).
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In this paper, the typology will be presented as a scientific method or a research tool in the case
of the study of rural settlements in Serbia. In modern academic circles, a significant applicative
contribution was found in the classification of rural areas and settlements due to the fact that our
villages suffered significant modifications that should be described spatially and phenomenally. In
this sense, typology is set as an indispensable instrument, actual in different scientific epochs, which
is not only academically oriented but also forms the basis for taking certain political and socio-
economic measures for the purpose of the actual direction of the development of the rural areas
and their elements. In this regard, the paper is designed to familiarize the reader with the typology
as a method and an instrument, with the reasons for its implementation, the application and the
significance of the differentiation of Serbian rural areas and settlements, and to chronologically and
thematically overview its representation in the Serbian academic circles, and with the vision for its
possible implementation in similar foreign rural societies.

Typology as a method?

Although an established term, typology is not easy to define and designate. It is usually explained
as a scientific discipline dealing with types (Mastilo, 2001; Todorovi¢, 2002; Vujaklija, 1980) and it
implies the grouping of studied subjects and phenomena of an area by the totality that is
consistently different from each other according to qualitative characteristics. Nevertheless, it is
most often treated as a method or instrument that leads to the desired conclusions (Cviji¢, 1922;
Radovanovi¢, 1965; Stamenkovi¢ & Bacevié, 1992; Suvar, 1972).

As a method, typology has wide application in geography. First, as a part of the multivariate
analysis, it was used in psychology, and then in sociology from the 1920s to the 1930s in the United
States, while in geography it was applied in the 1940s in the analysis of social differentiation of
urban structures (Luki¢, 2012). The typological classification method was innovative at that time as it
demonstrated the exceptional wideness, flexibility and potential of the model concept (Harvey,
1969). Since the 1980s, its application has been found in the classification of geospatial structures
(Harrington & O'Donoghue, 1998). The primary task of this method is to identify, simplify and
compare the observed data so that they become comparable and to allow the reduction of
complexity and variability to a few types in order to delimit space according to the rurality degree
or socio-economic characteristics, indicative of expressing performance in rural areas (Copus,
Psaltopoulos, Skuras, Terluin, & Weingarten, 2008; 2upanéic’ & First-Dili¢, 1972).

In contemporary frames, typologies are of usually instrumental character and part of a
pragmatic orientation in the process of researching and setting up uniform exploratory values, and
are not used as theoretical conclusions, but rather as heuristics in the initial phase of research
(Zupanci¢ & First-Dili¢, 1972). Thus, typology is not an end in itself, but rather a tool that allows a
meaningful analysis and comparison. This is a somewhat different and more contemporary concept
of typology, which has been seen as a science or method, and more recently as an analytical
mechanism for realizing and directing various aspects of development policies. The latest concepts
of typology are based on sound methodologies built on robust data, which have high explicit
power and communication value, and should be relevant for creating policy development and
conclusions (Bohme, Hanell, Pflanz, Zillmer, & Niemi, 2009). In this case, rural typology is a
guantitative-operational classification of rural areas, which requires a large volume of empirical data
and statistical methods (Drobnjakovi¢, 2019). In this regard, the definition of typology as a science,
method or instrument in a research process is determined by the goal and context of the research.
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Methodology and materials

The paper relies on previous research carried out in the domain of the implementation of types of
rural settlements and rural areas in Serbia, as well as on the methods used to differentiate their
transitional forms. By analyzing the collected material—scientific papers and strategic documents, a
chronological and thematic review of the researches dealing with the typology of the village will be
performed, as well as the distinction between the methods used and the selection of indicators,
following their evolution from simple to complex, which led to the shift of theoretical and empirical
frameworks in which these typologies are performed. For this purpose, a review of works in
geographical and spatial planning literature and practice in this scientific domain has been made,
which was available in the databases for search. The papers in which the authors perform the
typologies of rural settlements are selected. The author has chosen a period from the beginning of
the 20th century, when the first major scientific research of rural settlements was recorded in Serbia
and when the typological classification was applied, to contemporary rural research with a different
focus.

The paper will show how the focus in the typologies of rural settlements in Serbia has changed,
but also how the degree of disaggregation of data for the purpose of rural typology has changed,
depending on the current social and economic circumstances and needs. Academic papers were
classified based on the used indicators on which the authors relied. By comparing the applied
approach in the analyzed researches, five groups of rural typologies are distinguished:
demographic, to which typologies are based exclusively on the population size of the settlement or
demographic characteristics of the local population; urban-morphological, which points to the
topographic elements and the morphological structure of the settlement; functional, based on the
distinction of the settlement according to the functions in the settlement and the activities of the
population; socio-economic, which refers to a broader overview of the importance of settlements in
space, including several dimensions such as daily mobility, urbanization, social relations, etc.; and
complex typologies carried out by a quantitative method modeled on European practice that
provide an objective and complete picture of rural settlements and their relationships in a certain
area.

The purpose for creating a typology of rural settlements and rural areas

Although the segment of the study of rural areas is somewhat neglected, it actually represents a
profound scientific basis of many contemporary scientific disciplines. In some ways, the
implementation of typologies in the domain of rural studies has led to the re-actualization of a
number of rural issues. In the recent period, a focus in domestic and international scholar literature
is set on the typology of rural areas, which is related to the application of adequate development
measures and institutional support and innovation of solving the problem of rural areas.

The need for the constitution of the typology of rural areas first appeared in order to emphasize
the difference with urban areas, and then partly from the need to define, identify, describe and
compare rural ones, as spatial systems, and their spatial varieties (Copus et al., 2008; Openshaw,
1985; Troughton, 1983). Others, however, see the purpose for performing typologies in the need to
explain causal and consequential connections of various elements in the evolution of the rural areas
and, in general, to study its transformation (Suvar, 1972). From these scientific and practical
aspirations, two final goals for the implementation of typologies can be observed:
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e enrichment of the methodological basis and stimulation of a systematic, continuous and
representative scholar study of rural areas and settlements;

e application, through the creation of social and political actions, regional and locally oriented
development measures on scientifically based facts in order to harmonize and plan the
development of these areas with current social needs and real potentials.

Previous domestic and European rural typologies were generally one-dimensional, based on a
course of administrative data that could not adequately define the diversity of the observed area.
Typologies based on one criterion give limited opportunities for analyzing contemporary social and
spatial transformations of rural areas. In this paper, it is only partially discussed about the socio-
economic essence of the typology of the settlement, "based on the criteria that cannot faithfully
depict and diversify their spatial or temporal development, transformation, variations in functional
content, as well as the diversity of their transit forms” (Radovanovi¢, 1965, p. 98).

Performing settlement typologies is a complex issue. It requires a multidimensional approach
and the appreciation of the various attributes that describe rural varieties. Newer rural studies,
inspired by the so-called post-rural approach, put the emphasis on the diversity and variability of
rural areas, their dynamic component and transformations (Cloke, 1977; Marsden, 1998; Murdoch &
Pratt, 1993; Woods, 2012). Extremely important was the production of synthetic and comprehensive
typologies of rural settlements. It requires the formation of a set of criteria in order to obtain
unquestionable scientific and practical values through the application of complex research and
systemic approach, which seeks to include as many elements of the rural environment as a
territorial, social and economic organism (Radovanovi¢, 1965). The typology based on the new
concept is difficult because the meaning of rurality varies depending on the context in which it is
observed. Its creation implies recognition and synthesis of rural dimensions, and consists of
relatively homogeneous units created for specific research objectives and development policies
(Van Eupen et al., 2012).

Such comprehensive typologies determine new relationships among the assumed variables in
order to facilitate the interpretation of the main features of the set being observed. In some cases, it
can really be considered a science because it still involves the operationalization of a large data set,
using different sophisticated statistical mathematical methods. However, due to the selection of the
input variables, on which this typology is based, subjectivity is inevitable, and for each endeavor
authors are constrained to refer to the specific rural space in particular time (Blunden, Pryce, &
Dreyer, 1996; Cloke, 1977; Harrington & O'Donoghue, 1998), which should be carefully considered.

Typology of rural settlements in Serbia

In a more detailed study of rural settlements, scientists in Serbia dealt with the organization of rural
areas and their typology, using more qualitative indicators. Precisely this tendency towards
descriptive, and not exact indicators, made it difficult for their unique and unified definition and
categorization.

The delimitation of the types of rural settlements was partly a result of the official dichotomous
division, introduced by the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia. According to this
methodology, rural settlements were presented as a category of others. Thus, the mosaic structure
of a rural area is virtually annihilated, as in the case of statistical representations, the state of the
indicators being monitored is generalized. In such circumstances, the term rural is residual to urban.
In this sense, a critique is made in which urban and rural settlements are set up as two opposing
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entities, two polar types of spatial continuum, two dichotomous lives, without a whole series of
empirically transitional categories (Zupanci¢ & First-Dili¢, 1972). Attempts to abolish this rigid
division were made in the early postwar period since the beginning of the tendency to establish an
adequate typology of rural settlements on scientific basis and experiential knowledge.

The research of rural areas and settlements in Serbia has a long tradition and rests on the
literary materials of Vuk Karadzi¢ (1827) and Vladimir Kari¢ (1887), who grabbed the knowledge of
the founders of rural disciplines: rural geography and anthropogeography — Jovan Cviji¢ (1922),
rural sociologies — Sreten Vukosavljevi¢ (2012), rurism — Branislav Koji¢ (1958) and others. In this rural
opus, as it enriched itself and multiplied, the approach to the study and treatment of this problem
gradually evolved and complicated.

Jovan Cviji¢ methodologically and theoretically established the concept of rural study (Cviji¢,
1922), which still has practical application in geographical and sociological research. The typology of
rural settlements that he established was a novelty in the world's geographical science. He
developed an activity in order to improve the scientific method by showing through his typologies
“all the cognitive value of a typological approach to socio-cultural phenomena” (Mitrovi¢, 1999, p.
47). It can rightly be noted that he is the initiator and creator of the methodological basis for the
typological classification of rural settlements (Radovanovi¢, 1965).

The shift of focus in scholar literature dealing with the rural issues, the evolution of approaches
and methodology in the implementation of the typologies of rural settlements are presented
further in the paper, with a difference in comparison to the previously summarized typological
classification of settlements in these regions (Koji¢ & Simonovi¢, 1975; Simonovi¢ & Ribar, 1993;
Stamenkovi¢ & Bacevi¢, 1992), because typologies are divided according to groups of dominant
indicators.

Demographic typology of rural settlements

Demographic characteristics of the settlement represent the necessary basis for their differentiation.
In Serbia, the most attention is paid to these features, and often their combining with other
characteristics is done to deepen the image of the phenomenon being explored.

Table 1
Overview of demographic typologies of rural settlements
Year Author Adm. unit Indicators Types
1954 Macura settlement population, share of non- 3 (urban, mixed and other)
agricult. p.
1970 Ban settlement population systematization by population size
1984 Djere settlement population systematization by population size
1985 Stamenkovi¢ settlement population systematization by population size
1992 Stamevnkglwc, settlement population systematization by population size
Bacevic
1993 Sm';oiE:erc’ settlement population small, medium and large;
1997 Penev settlement age structure 6 types (aging stages)
1999 Tosi¢ settlement mlgrgtlon, natural 8 types
increase

Note. non-agricul. = non-agricultural; p. = population; education struct. = education structure.
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Most demographic typologies are based on the population size of the settlement (Ban, 1970;
Stamenkovi¢, 1985; Tosi¢, 1999). This indicator, however, provides an incomplete picture of the
demographic structure of the settlements being observed. More precise typologies based on
demographic indicators include more features that are being linked. Such is, for example, the
classification of settlements based on the population change affected by the biological and migratory
components (Tosi¢, 1999), typology according to the stages of population aging (Penev, 1997), etc.,
which provide a comprehensive picture of demographic trends in the settlement (Table 1).

Urban-morphological typology of rural settlements

Consideration of differences in the urban-morphological structure of the settlement implies a
somewhat more contemporary approach to this issue, but with the roots in the traditional
morphological and genetic typology of the settlement (Table 2).

Table 2
Overview of the urban-morphological typologies of rural settlements
Year Author Adm. unit Indicators Types
7 groups,
1922 Cviji¢ settlement groups, 7 types
morphological
1929 Milojevi¢ settlement position 4 (line, compact, scattered, hamlets)
8 (Sumadijski, hilly, Macedonian,
1929 Popovi¢ settlement architecture “usoreni”, line, other rural, new settl,,
rural “varosice”)
1955 Bukurov, VNIk.?IIC’ settlement — —
Vranesevic
1961 Kosti¢ settlement structure according to morphological el.
rban- 4 (hamlet, primary village, center of rural
1973 Koji¢ settlement : . ( primary vi g" v !
morphological community, rural “varosica”)
Rad . . . . o
1973 @ l\(lji\liaorI]i(c?VIC settlement dispersion according to spatial organization
rban- )
e ., u . Compact, scattered, semi-scattered;
1975 Koji¢, Simonovic¢ settlement morphological
. spontaneous and planned
structure, genesis
1976 Simonovic settlernent populqtlon accor{dmg to spatial organ|zat|qn,
density agrarian and general pop. density
1978 Kosti¢ settlement 5 groups —
1984 Rakic¢ settlement geomorphol. according to position
1987 Curci¢ settlement structure —
1988 Jovanovi¢ settlement position —
1992 Stamevnkglwc, settlement mlcro—po§|t|on, .
Bacevic¢ genesis
. oo . lanned, usorena, spontaneous; scattered
1993 Simonovi¢, Ribar settlement  genesis, structure P Y P !
and compact
2003 Stojanovi¢ settlement pop. density 6 types

Note. geomorphol. = geomorphological; pop. = population.

Cviji¢'s classification of settlements (Cviji¢, 1922), as one of the oldest typologies of rural
settlements in Serbia, can just be classified into this group of typologies. Its basis is morphological
or topographic elements, because it treats the layout, plan, dispersion or organization of the
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settlement. It was a model of many subsequent attempts of this kind. Recent urban-morphological
typologies are based on derived indicators, most often on land use and the scope of built-up area,
as well as the factors that indirectly influenced the differences in the way of land use (concentration
of population and position).

Functional typology of rural settlements

The functional typology of the geospace has found great application in our professional and scholar
literature. To distinguish rural and urban areas, many authors consider these criteria as a primary,
although they cannot be the only determining factor in the establishment of typologies (Zupanci¢ &
First-Dili¢, 1972). These functional typologies are based on different indicators, but some problems
are expressed in the continuous statistical monitoring or availability in Serbia.

Table 3
Overview of functional typologies of rural settlements
Year  Author Adm. unit Indicators Types
opulation, share of .
1954 Macura settlement popuiat . 3 (urban, mixed, rural)
non-agricul. pop.
12 (lonely livestock, agrarian-
livestock, on agricul.-ind.
properties, with processing
- hological, industry, suburb. ith
1965 Radovanovi¢ settlement morphologica NAUSTY, sUbrban wi ,
functional specialized agricul., workers',
mining, forest,, spas, resorts,
former varosice, centers of rural
community)
. 4 (traditional, mixed, socialistic,
1991 Ciri¢ settlement economical (traditiona mlxe Socialistic
non-agricultural)
1992 Stamenkovi¢, Bacevi¢ settlement  basic and specific func. —
9 (primary, with the center, and
. . ) the centers of rural community,
1993 Simonovi¢, Ribar settlement functional - . Y
touristic and spas, regional,
municipal center and periurban)
Veljkovi¢, Jovanovi¢, active pop. b
1995 J settlement Pop- by 9 types
Tosi¢ economy sectors
ti .b
1999 Grcic¢ settlement active pop. by 9 types
economy sectors
active pop. by 9 (agrarian, secondary and
1999 Tosi¢ settlement ) )
economy sectors tertiary with sub-types)
2006 Grci¢, Ratkaj settlement employees —
Lo . - active pop., dail . .
2015 Mileti¢, Drobnjakovi¢ settlement lvmigrapnts Y according to functions

Note. non-agricul. = non-agricultural; pop. = population.

From Cviji¢'s typology till nowadays, the occupation of the population was an important starting
point for determining the type and evolution of the settlement. Thus, some of the first typologies
that emerged from the framework of the observation of the morphological features of the
settlements were precisely based on their functions (Djuri¢, 1966; Macura, 1954; Radovanovic, 1965).
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The most frequently used indicators of the development of the function of work and the
significance of the centers of work in our geographical and spatial planning literature are: active
population engaged in occupation by sectors of activity (Jovanovi¢, 1988; Tosi¢, 1999; Veljkovi¢,
Jovanovi¢, & Tosi¢, 1995), the share of the agricultural population (Ciri¢, 1991; Ja¢imovi¢, 1984;
Jovanovi¢, 1988), employment in the industry/tertiary sector (Djere, 1984; Grci¢, 1990, 1999),
concentration of functions/institutions (Kruni¢, 2012; Tosi¢, 1999); and some authors (Simonovi¢ &
Ribar, 1993; Stamenkovi¢ & Bacevi¢, 1992) distinguish basic and specific functions, which determine
the type of settlement and its development (Table 3).

Functional typologies were performed by different methods, most often by the model of the
tenancy diagram (Gr¢i¢, 1999; Tosi¢, 1999; Veljkovi¢ et al., 1995) and functional dependence of the
settlement (Gréi¢, 1999; Matijevi¢, 2009), while more complex ones are based on the factor method
(Gr¢i¢, 1990), shift-share analysis (Gréi¢ & Ratkaj, 2006), etc., and can be followed by the author's
efforts to methodologically modernize and conceptually improve typologies based on the
settlements’ functions.

Socio-economic typology of rural settlements

Typologies based on derived socio-economic indicators are very useful and current. They establish
the difference between the observed spatial units according to the clearly defined rules or in the
ranges of the values of the selected indicators. Some of them are based only on one or two
indicators, while in others they are included in a set of indicators. Contemporary trends in
geography increasingly move toward the use of comprehensive typologies, and socio-economic
ones are a one step towards them.

In domestic and foreign literature these applied typologies are numerous. Most importantly, as
a basic indicator, they take a segment related to daily mobility (Gréi¢, 1999; Jovanovi¢, 1988;
Stamenkovi¢ & Gatari¢, 2005; Tosi¢, 1999), which is an important instrument in shaping functional
geospatial units, because they indicate the degree of transformation of rural settlements, but also
the strength and influence of the work center (Tosi¢, Kruni¢, & Petri¢, 2009; Tosi¢ & Neveni¢, 2007).
In this group, typologies are based on different approaches: 1) sociological (Ciri¢, 1991; Panti¢, 2016;
Suvar & Puljiz, 1972; Vukosavljevi¢, 1983); 2) spatial-planning, using differentiation models based on
socio-economic indicators and the concept for the determination of urbanization degree (Secerov,
Neveni¢, & Tosi¢, 2009; Tosi¢, 1999); 3) typologies according to the achieved centrality level, which
are used in a simple form in national strategic documents, but rarely found in literature due to their
complexity (Jovanovi¢, 1988) (Table 4).
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Table 4
Overview of socio-economic typologies of rural settlements
Year Author Adm. unit Indicators Types
tradition,
1953 Vukosavljevi¢ settlement hogsmg, —
function, and
structure
1972 Suvar, Puljiz settlement > groups, 50 rural sociological types
oyl indicators 9 P
1988 Jovanovi¢ municipality daily mok?lllty, —
centrality
1991 Ciri¢ settlement sogal . —
organization
. L education
1995 Todorovi¢ municipality structure 10 types
1999 Grci¢ settlement daily mobility 3 types according to
dependence level
urban pop., non-
1999 Tosi¢ settlement agric. 4 types
households
2007 Tosi¢, Nevenic¢ settlement daily mobility > g'roups'towards
achieved influence
urban and non- 4 types towards
2009 Secerov, Neveni¢, Tosi¢ municipality agricul. yp ;
. urbanity
population
L . . 3 types towards
2009 Matijevi¢ settlement daily mobility ;
independence
3 types (integrated
5010 The law on the Spatial plan of the redion urbanization successful, central and
Republic of Serbia 2010-2020 9 level remote, weak rural
areas)
2016 Panti¢ settlement 7 categories triangular division

Note. pop. = population, non-agric. = non-agricultural.

Comprehensive typologies of rural settlements

Complex multivariate analyzes actually represent the current trend of rural typology and studies in
the world and the goal of researchers in the field of geography and related disciplines. They are a
novelty in our scholarly sphere, and we can record only a few bold attempts of a comprehensive
multivariate typology of rural settlements in our country. The authors who make them follow the
current rural typologies of European countries (Ballas, Kalogeresis, & Labrianidis, 2003; Blunden et
al., 1996; Bohme et al., 2009; Cloke, 1977; Copus et al., 2008), both by systemic and interdisciplinary
approach, and by the sophisticated method. The tendency toward the establishment of such
typologies is justified given that it provides a complete picture of rural settlements with respect to
all the dimensions of rurality.
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Table 5
Overview of multicriteria typologies of rural areas and settlements
Year Author Adm. unit Indicators Types
organization,
function,
1958 Koji¢ settlement agriculture, pop. —
density,
infrastructure
function,
- S population, pop.
1988 Jovanovic municipality density, influence, —
centrality
1996 Tosi¢ settlement — —
10 (primary villages, eco-village,
ethno-village, small rural centers,
spatial transitional, developed rural centers,
1999 Stamenkovic¢ settlement organization, periurban settlements agricult.,
influence urban and mixed type, informal
periurban settlements, temporary
settlements)
demographical, 6 (highly, middle and poor rurality,
1999 Radmanovi¢ settlement employment on rural-urbanized, rural-urban and
agricul. holding urban-rural)
6 (multifunctional, periurban,
2006 Meredith municipality 39 demographic, industrial, dominant
agricultural, poor infrastructure)
2006 Zaki¢, Stojanovic¢ municipality — —
2006 Nikoli¢, Zivanovi¢ municipality 7 towards rank
3 (area of highly productive agricult.
and integrated economy, small
2007 Bogdanov municipality 41 urbaﬁ areg with inten'sively used
labor in agricul., area with economy
oriented towards natural resources
utilization)
. 6 (multifunctional, periurban,
2008 Bogdanov, Meredith, municipality 41 demographic, industrial, dominant
Efstratoglou ) .
agricultural, poor infrastructure)
2008 Niegovan, Pe.J:anowc, municipality 12 favorability for rural development
Petrovic¢
National program for
2011 rural development of region 41 3 types
the Republic of Serbia
Cartwright 5 according to the level of
2014 ) ’., settlement 23 endangerment of abandoning
Drobnjakovi¢ .
agricultural land
2015 Martinovi¢, Ratkaj municipality — towards analyzed factors
2015 Mitrovié¢ settlement — 5 (abandoned, despalrlng.,
sustainable, prosperous, prominent)
5 (periurban, progressive,
2019 Drobnjakovi¢ settlement 35 sustainable, endangered,

depopulated)
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Rare attempts by domestic authors suggest that it is still difficult to quantify some input data,
that the available indicator basis is still limited, that rich scientific background for coordination and
cognitive experiences intersection of different disciplines are necessary, and that we only
established a connection to a contemporary approach to the study of rural areas. Thus, in our
literature, the methodological classification of rural settlements gradually shifted from a one-sided
and simple, to a significantly more complex, systematic and applied one, in order to finally the
multivariate approach (Bogdanov, Meredith, & Efstratoglou, 2008; Cartwright & Drobnjakovi¢, 2014;
Drobnjakovi¢, 2019; Martinovi¢ & Ratkaj, 2015; Meredith, 2006, National Programme for Rural
Development of the Republic of Serbia, 2011; Njegovan, Pejanovi¢, & Petrovi¢, 2008; Zaki¢ &
Stojanovi¢, 2006) to look at the typology of rural settlements (Table 5).

Conclusion

Serbia is a mainly rural country, and research, adequate treatment and the development of rural
areas can be set as the primary developmental goal. On this path from the realization to the
development action in the rural area, typology represents an indispensable segment, and since the
beginning of the 20th century, many of Serbian authors have placed typology in the focus of their
scientific attention. In just over a century, some shifts have been made regarding this issue, more in
the domain of science, and significantly less applied through strategic documents and
developmental measures.

In our scholar literature many papers can be found that dealing with the typology of rural
settlements. In the focus of some research in Serbia, there was the heterogeneity of the
characteristics of rural areas and settlements, their demographic, socio-economic, cultural,
morphological, ecological and functional transformation, which took place through different
dynamics in some parts of Serbia, and recognition of certain laws in their evolution. First, the
classifications of rural settlements were based on their basic features, most often the population
size and the morphology of the settlement. With the development of practice and the established
need to monitor and harmonize the change of the rural area with contemporary development
trends, the authors nevertheless found that it is necessary to combine the mentioned with other
aspects of the settlement, in order to get a comprehensive picture of the area being studied. In this
regard, the method used in the implementation of typologies has been developed, and it has been
applied to more complex typologies according to contemporary concepts and current methods of
the identification of rural areas in Serbia and abroad. Depending on the research need for which the
input data is assessed, the level of spatial units whose typology is performed is also different.
Policies and development measures are maintained at the level of the municipality and the region,
with a significant degree of generalization of the problems and potentials of rural areas, while
science deals with detailed and sophisticated research of rural settlements.

A fruitful scientific period in this domain can be tied to the late 50s to the 70s of the 20th
century, when certain political structures took over the restoration of the villages devastated by war
and the raising of the quality of life in rural areas. In the first place, it was necessary to identify the
state of a Serbian village and the variety that may exist in different parts of the country in order to
proceed in an adequate way toward its development. The typologies carried out in that period are
still significant, because they have really pointed out the distinction between the settlements of the
rural area of Serbia, with the gradual observation of the different dimensions of rural society and
space. Nevertheless, the development of the industry since the 1970s and rapid urbanization
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resulted in the marginalization of the village and moved the focus on urban areas and their peri-
urban belt. New problems and phenomena occupied the professional and scientific attention, and
the village was left to spontaneous development or decay. The typologies in that period were only a
reflection of the previously established ones. Thus, in the postwar period, the domination of the
typologies of the urban-morphological type is evident, but in the period of industrialization the
focus shifted to functions. That period, from 1970s to 1990s, was marked by the typologies based on
functional, as well as demographic and socio-economic indicators, in accordance with the
development of the related current phenomena. Such a rather one-sided focus could not
contribute to the development of rural areas and concrete solutions to certain problems that had
already become intense in that period, and the marginalization of this segment in scientific research
has led to the stagnation of disciplines dealing with rural issues.

In the recent period, the expansion of rural typologies has been promoted by the re-activation
of rural issues. In this respect, quantitative, complex, multivariate rural typologies are more
representative of countries where rural studies are much more developed and rural areas are
adequately represented in all the development policies. In Serbia, it has just started to keep pace
with these tendencies but delayed considering the results of the processes that caused the
devastation of rural areas. Nevertheless, significant academic attempts have been made to carry out
adequate and comprehensive typologies of rural areas, in order to record problems and potentials
in different parts of the country first, and then to provide a basis for further research projects.

What has been imposed as the primary conclusion during the evolution of the typological
method and the study of rural settlements is that a systematic approach in treating and planning
the development of rural areas is necessary, in which the typology of rural settlements should be
the basis for adequate rural development, not as a method, but a reflection of the current situation
and an instrument for making concrete decisions and goals of development, as well as achieving a
balanced regional development based on the ranking performance of rural areas.

Acknowledgement

The paper is part of the research results carried out within the project Geography of Serbia (No.
47007), financed by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the
Republic of Serbia.

References

Ballas, D., Kalogeresis, T., & Labrianidis, L. (2003). A Comparative Study of Typologies for Rural Areas in Europe.
Proceedings of the 43rd Congress of the European Regional Science Association. Retrieved from
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/116230

Ban, M. (1970). Naselja u Jugoslaviji i njihov razvoj u periodu 1948-1961 [Settlements in Yugoslavia and their
development in 1948-1961]. Belgrade, Serbia: Institut drustvenih nauka, Centar za demografska istrazivanja.

Blunden, J. R, Pryce, W. T. R, & Dreyer, P. (1996). The classification of rural areas in the European context: An
exploration of a typology using neural network applications. Regional Studies, 32(2), 149-160.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343409850123035

Bogdanov, N. (2007). Mala ruralna domacinstva u Srbiji i ruralna nepoljoprivredna ekonomija [Small rural
households and non-agricultural rural economy]. Retrieved from http://www.ruralinfoserbia.rs/publikacije/
undp_mala_ruralna_domacinstva.pdf

Bogdanov, N., Meredith, D., & Efstratoglou, S. (2008). A typology of rural areas in Serbia. Economic Annals,
53(177), 7-29. https://doi.org/10.2298/EKA081770078B

168


http://hdl.handle.net/10419/116230
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343409850123035
http://www.ruralinfoserbia.rs/publikacije/undp_mala_ruralna_domacinstva.pdf
http://www.ruralinfoserbia.rs/publikacije/undp_mala_ruralna_domacinstva.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2298/EKA08177007B

Drobnjakovi¢, M.: Methodology of typological classification. . .
J. Geogr. Inst. Cvijic. 2019, 69(2), pp. 157173

Bohme, K., Hanell, T., Pflanz, K., Zillmer, S., & Niemi, P. (2009). ESPON Typology Compilation. Scientific Platform
and Tools 2013/3/022 (Interim Report). Retrieved from https://docplayer.net/54942998-Espon-typology-
compilation.html

Bukurov, B., Nikoli¢, R., & Vranesevi¢, B. (1955). Uputstva za proucavanje vojvodjanskih naselja [Introduction for
studying settlements in Vojvodina]. Novi Sad, Serbia: Matica srpska.

Cartwright, A, & Drobnjakovi¢, M. (2014, June). Why is farm land abandoned in some places but not others?
Presentation of case study of South-East Serbia. Paper presented at the LANDNET Conference, Belgrade.
Retrieved from http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/reu/europe/documents/LANDNET/2014/2_6_2_
Cartwright.pdf

Cloke, P. J. (1977). An index of rurality for England and Wales. Regional Studies, 11(1), 31-46. https://doi.org/10.10
80/09595237700185041

Copus, A., Psaltopoulos, D., Skuras, D., Terluin, I, & Weingarten, P. (2008). Approaches to Rural Typology in the
European  Union. Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/en/publication/eur-scientific-and-technical-
research-reports/approaches-rural-typology-european-union

Cviji¢, J. (1922). Balkansko poluostrvo i juznoslovenske zemlje. Osnove antropogeografije (Knjiga 1) [The Balkan
Peninsula and South Slavic lands. Basics of anthropogeography (Book 1)]. Belgrade, Serbia: Drzavna
Stamparija Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca.

Ciri¢, J. (1991). Evolucija i transformacija pojmova selo i seljak [The evolution and transformation of the terms
village and peasant]. Bulletin of Serbian Geographical Society, 71(1), 73-76. Retrieved from
http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_srpskog_geografskog_drustva/19
91/b071#page/36/mode/Tup

Curci¢, S. (1987). Problemi morfolotke tipologije naselja [Issues regarding morphological typology of
settlements]. Zbornik radova Prirodno-matematicki fakultet u Novom Sadu, 17, 137-147.

Djere, K. (1984). O problemu veli¢inske strukture vojvodjanskih naselja [About settlement size structure in
Vojvodina]. Zbornik radova Prirodno-matematicki fakultet u Novom Sadu, 14, 87-93.

Djuri¢, V. (1966). Ekonomsko-geografska klasifikacija komuna u Srbiji [Economic-geographical classification of
municipalities in Serbial]. Zbornik radova Geografskog zavoda PMF-a, 13, 93-108.

Drobnjakovi¢, M. (2019). Razvojna uloga ruralnih naselja centralne Srbije (Posebna izdanja, Knjiga 95)
[Development role of the rural settlements in central Serbia (Special issues, Book 95.)]. Belgrade, Serbia:
Geographical Institute “Jovan Cviji¢" SASA.

Grci¢, M. (1990). Analiza prostorne organizacije industrije regiona Beograda [Analysis of spatial organization of
Belgrade region]. Belgrade, Serbia: Ekonomski institut.

Gréi¢, M. (1999). Funkcionalna klasifikacija naselja Macve, Sabacke Posavine i Pocerine [Functional classification
of settlements in Macva, Sabac Posavina and Pocerina]. Bulletin of Serbian Geographical Society, 79(1), 3-20.
Retrieved from http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_srpskog_
geografskog_drustva/1999/b079#page/9/mode/1up

Grci¢, M., & Ratkaj, . (2006). Strukturne promene i regionalna diferencijacija industrije Srbije u periodu tranzicije
(1988-2005) [Structural changes and regional differentiation of industry in Serbia during the period of
transition (1988-2005)]. Bulletin of Serbian Geographical Society, 86(2), 97-112. https://doi.org/10.2298/GSGD
0602097G

Harrington, V., & O'Donoghue, D. (1998). Rurality in England and Wales 1991: A Replication and Extension of the
1981 Rurality Indeks. Sociologia Ruralis, 38(2), 178-203. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00071

Harvey, D. (1969). Explanation in Geography. London, UK: Edward Arnold.

llbery, B. W. (1981). Dorset agriculture: a classification of regional types. Transactions of the Institute of British
Geographers, 6(2), 214-227. Retrieved from https://www jstor.org/stable/622136?seq=1#metadata_info_tab_
contents

Jac¢imovi¢, B. (1984). Funkcionalna tipoloSka klasifikacija seoskih naselja u tetovskoj i gostivarskoj opstini
[Functional typological classification of rural settlements of Tetovo and Gostivar municipalities]. Zbornik
radova Instituta za geografiju, 31, 61-71.

Jovanovi¢, R. B. (1988). Sistem naselja u Sumadiji (Posebna izdanja, Knjiga 35) [System of settlements in Sumadija
(Special issue, Book 35)]. Belgrade, Serbia: Geografski institut "Jovan Cviji¢” SANU.

169


https://docplayer.net/54942998-Espon-typology-compilation.html
https://docplayer.net/54942998-Espon-typology-compilation.html
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/reu/europe/documents/LANDNET/2014/2_6_2_Cartwright.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/reu/europe/documents/LANDNET/2014/2_6_2_Cartwright.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09595237700185041
https://doi.org/10.1080/09595237700185041
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/en/publication/eur-scientific-and-technical-research-reports/approaches-rural-typology-european-union
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/en/publication/eur-scientific-and-technical-research-reports/approaches-rural-typology-european-union
http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_srpskog_geografskog_drustva/1991/b071#page/36/mode/1up
http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_srpskog_geografskog_drustva/1991/b071#page/36/mode/1up
http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_srpskog_geografskog_drustva/1999/b079#page/9/mode/1up
http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_srpskog_geografskog_drustva/1999/b079#page/9/mode/1up
https://doi.org/10.2298/GSGD0602097G
https://doi.org/10.2298/GSGD0602097G
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00071
https://www.jstor.org/stable/622136?seq=1#metadata_info_tab_contents
https://www.jstor.org/stable/622136?seq=1#metadata_info_tab_contents

Drobnjakovi¢, M.: Methodology of typological classification. . .
J. Geogr. Inst. Cvijic. 2019, 69(2), pp. 157173

Karadzi¢, V. S. (1827). Geograficesko—statistiCesko opisanije Srbije. Danica, Zabavnik za godinu 1827, 127-176.

Kari¢, V. (1887). Srbija — opis zemlje i naroda [Serbia — the description of the country and nation]. Belgrade, Serbia:
Kraljevsko-srpska drz . Stamparija.

Koji¢, B. (1958). Seoska arhitektura i rurizam. Teorija i elementi [Rural architecture and rurism. Theory and
elements]. Belgrade, Serbia: Gradjevinska knjiga.

Koji¢, B. (1973). Sistematizacija naselia u uZoj Srbiji krajem XX veka. Jedno miSljenje i idejni predlog
[Systematization of settlements in central Serbia at the end of XX century. One opinion and ideological
suggestion]. Belgrade, Serbia: Institut za arhitekturu i urbanizam Srbije.

Koji¢, B., & Simonovi¢, Dj. (1975). Seoska naselja Srbije [Rural settlements in Serbia]. Belgrade, Serbia: Izdavacko-
informativni centar studenata.

Kosti¢, M. (1961). Tipovi i oblik sela u srednjem NiSavlju [Types and morphology of villages in middle PoniSavlje].
In'I. Gams, S. llesi¢, & R. Savnik (Eds.), Zbornik VI Kongresa Geografov FLRJ V LR Sloveniji (pp. 393-400).

Kosti¢, M. (1978). Jedan prilog za savremeni concept antropogeografskih proucavanja naselja i stanovnistva [A
contribution to a cotemporary concept of anthropogeographic studies of settlements and population].
Zbornik  radova  Geografskog instituta  “Jovan  Cviji¢"  SANU, 30, 1-15. Retrieved from
http://www.gi.sanu.ac.rs/site/index.php/en/publishing/journal/78-collection-of-papers-volume-30

Kruni¢, N. (2012). Prostorno-funkcionalne veze i odnosi u Vojvodini [Spatial-functional relations in Vojvodinal.
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Belgrade, Faculty of Geography, Belgrade, Serbia.

Luki¢, A. (2012). Mozaik izvan grada — tipologija ruralnih i urbaniziranih naselja Hrvatske [Mosaic out of city —
typology of rural and urbanized settlements in Croatia]. Samobor, Croatia: Meridijani.

Macura, M. (1954). Kriterijumi za razgranicavanje gradskog i seoskog stanovnistva [Criteria for differentiation of
urban and rural population]. Statisticka revija, 3-4, 371-377.

Marsden, T. (1998). New rural territories: Regulating the differentiated rural spaces. Journal of Rural Studies, 14(1),
107-117. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(97)00041-7

Martinovi¢, M., & Ratkaj, I. (2015). Sustainable rural development in Serbia: Towards a quantitative typology of
rural areas. Carpathian Journal of Earth and Environmental Sciences, 10(3), 37-48. Retrieved from
http://www.cjees.ro/viewTopic.php?topicld=546

Mastilo, N. (2001). Recnik savremene srpske geografske terminologije [Dictionary of contemporary Serbian
geographical terminology]. Belgrade, Serbia: University of Belgrade, Faculty of Geography.

Matijevi¢, D. (2009). Prostorno-funkcionalna povezanost naselja opstine Stara Pazova sa urbanim sistemom
Beograda [Spatial-functional connection between settlements of municipality Stara Pazova and Belgrade
urban system]. Belgrade, Serbia: Geografski institut "Jovan Cviji¢” SANU.

Meredith, D. (2006). Identification of rural regions for planning purposes in Serbia (Working Paper Series 06-WP-
RE-16). Dublin, Ireland: Rural Economy Research Centre.

Mileti¢, R., & Drobnjakovi¢, M. (2015). Changes in spatial-functional development of the municipality of Indija
(Serbia). Journal of the Geographical Institute "Jovan Cvijic" SASA, 65(2), 145-161. https://doi.org/10.2298/
1JGI1502145M

Milojevi¢, B. Z. (1929). Geografske osobine sela [Geographical features of villages]. In M. Stojadinovi¢ (Ed.), Nase
selo [Our village](pp. 63-65). Belgrade, Serbia: Savremene opstine i nasa sela.

Mitrovi¢, M. (1999). Srpsko selo — prilog sociologiji tradicionalnog srpskog drustva [Serbian village — contribution
to sociology of traditional Serbian society]. Novi Sad, Serbia: Matica srpska.

Mitrovi¢, M. (2015). Sela u Srbiji — promene strukture i problemi odrzivog razvoja [Villages in Serbia — Changes in
the structure and sustainable development issues]. Retrieved from http://publikacije.stat.gov.rs/G2015/Pdf/
G20154009.pdf

Mitrovi¢, M., Gavrilovi¢, S., Isi¢, M., Aranitovi¢, D., & Deroko, A. (Series eds.). (2012). Sabrana dela [Collection of
papers] (Vol. 1-6). Belgrade, Serbia: Sluzbeni glasnik. (Reprinted from Istorija seljackog drustva (History of
peasant society), by S. Vukosavljevi¢, 1953, Belgrade, Serbia: Stamparija i knjigoveznica Srpske akademije
nauka).

Murdoch, J., & Pratt, A. C. (1993). Rural studies: modernism, postmodernism and the "post-rural”. Journal of Rural
Studies, 9(4), 411-427. https://doi.org/10.1016/0743-0167(93)90053-M

170


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(97)00041-7
http://www.cjees.ro/viewTopic.php?topicId=546
https://doi.org/10.2298/IJGI1502145M
https://doi.org/10.2298/IJGI1502145M
http://publikacije.stat.gov.rs/G2015/Pdf/G20154009.pdf
http://publikacije.stat.gov.rs/G2015/Pdf/G20154009.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/0743-0167(93)90053-M

Drobnjakovi¢, M.: Methodology of typological classification. . .
J. Geogr. Inst. Cvijic. 2019, 69(2), pp. 157173

Nacionalni program ruralnog razvoja od 2011. do 2013. godine [National Program for Rural Development of the
Republic of Serbia], Sluzbeni glasnik Republike Srbije br. 15 (2011).

Nikoli¢, M., & Zivanovié, J. (2006). Indikatori ruralnosti i razvojne $anse lokalnih zajednica [Indicators of rurality
and developmental opportunities of local communities]. Ekonomika poljoprivrede, 53(Tematski broj), 45-56.
Retrieved from http://bsaae.bg.ac.rs/images/Ekonomika%20kompletna/2006/Tematski%20broj%202006..pdf

Njegovan, Z., Pejanovi¢, R, & Petrovi¢, D. (2008). Regionalizacija ruralnog podruc¢ja AP Vojvodine. Problemi
definisanja ruralnog podrudja [The regionalization of rural areas in AP Vojvodina. Difficulties in defining rural
areas]. Agroekonomika, 39-40, 5-17. Retrieved from https://agroekonomika.rs/images/arhiva/
agroekonomika_39-40.pdf

Openshaw, S. (1985). Rural area classification using census data. Geographia Polonica, 51, 285-299. Retrieved
from http://rcin.org.pl/igipz/Content/4206/WA51_13406_r1985-t51_Geogr-Polonica.pdf#page=289

Panti¢, M. (2016). SILC i tipologija naselja: statisticka analiza opravdanosti trihotomne podele naselja [SILC and
typology of settlements: statistical analysis of the validity of triangular division of settlements]. Retrieved from
http://socijalnoukljucivanje.gov.rs/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/SILC_008_Marijana-Pantic_SILC-i-tipologija-
naselja_statisticka-analiza-opravdanosti-trihotomne-podele-naselja.pdf

Penev, G. (1997). Demografske determinante starenja stanovniStva SR Jugoslavije. Modelski pristup
[Demographic determinants of population aging in Yugoslavia. Model approach]. Stanovnistvo, 35(3-4),
109-129.

Perko, D., Hrvatin, M., & Cigli¢, R. (2015). A methodology for natural landscape typification of Slovenia. Acta
geographica Slovenica, 55(2), 235-270. https://doi.org/10.3986/AGS.1938

Popovi¢, P. (1929). O selu sa esteticno-tehnicke strane [About village from esthetic-technical view]. In M.
Stojadinovic¢ (Ed.) Nase selo [Our village] (pp. 141-147). Belgrade, Serbia: Savremene opstine i nasa sela.

Radmanovi¢, D. (1999). Ruralnost i urbanizovanost Srbije i starost stanovnika i poljoprivrednika [Rurality and
urbanization of Serbia and aging of inhabitants and farmers]. In Macura, M. (Ed.), Socijalne i ekonomske
mere u prilog radjanju (Demografski zbornik, Knjiga V) [Social and economic measures in favor of birth
(Demographic proceedings, Book 5)] (pp. 233-250). Belgrade, Serbia: Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti.

Radovanovi¢, M. (1965). Metodoloska pitanja tipoloske klasifikacije seoskih naselja sa posebnim osvrtom na
Srbiju [Methodological issues regarding typological classification of rural settlements with special focus on
Serbia]. Zbornik radova, Prirodno-matematicki fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, Geografski zavod, 12, 97-110.

Radovanovi¢, M., & Nikoli¢, S. (1973). Disperzija kao kvantitativni parametar prostornog razmestaja i organizacije
geografskih elemenata i neke metode za njeno izucavanje u sistemima seoskih naselja (sa primerima iz SR
Srbije) [Dispersion as a quantitative indicator of spatial distribution and organization of geographical
elements and some methods for its studying in systems of rural settlements (with Serbian examples)].
Zbornik radova, Prirodno-matematicki fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, Geografski institut, 20, 99-114.

Raki¢, R. (1984). Uticaj geografskih faktora na polozaj i tip seoskih naselja na Pesteru [Influence of geographical
factors on position and type of rural settlements of Pester]. Zbornik radova, Prirodno-matematicki fakultet
Univerziteta u Beogradu, Institut za geografiju, 31, 73-78.

Simonovi¢, Dj. R. (1976). Sistemi seoskih naselja u uZoj Srbiji — mala sela, razbijena seoska naselja i sistemi naselja
u regionu (Posebna izdanja) [Systems of rural settlements in central Serbia — small villages, scattered rural
settlements and system of settlements in region (Special issues)]. Belgrade, Serbia: Institut za arhitekturu i
urbanizam Srbije.

Simonovi¢, Dj., & Ribar, M. (1993). Uredjenje seoskih teritorija i naselja — urbanizacija sela [Arrangement of rural
territories and settlements — urbanization of rural settlements] (2nd ed.). Belgrade: IBI — InZenjering i
projektovanje.

Stamenkovi¢, S. (1985). Sistematizacija naselja vranjskog kraja prema populacionoj veli¢ini [Systematization of
settlements in Vranje area according to the number of inhabitants]. Bulletin of Serbian Geographical Society,
65(2), 59-68. Retrieved from http://www.digitalna.nb.rs/wb/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/glasnik_
srpskog_geografskog_drustva/1985/b065#page/60/mode/lup

Stamenkovi¢, S. (1999). Naucna polazista proucavanja aktuelne ruralne situacije i seoskih naselja kao mogudih
centara razvoja Srbije [Scientific Basis for Examining Current Rural Situation and Rural Settlements as Potential
Centers of Development in Serbia]. Stanovnistvo, 1-4, 185-194. https://doi.org/10.2298/STNV9904185S

1l


https://agroekonomika.rs/images/arhiva/agroekonomika_39-40.pdf
https://agroekonomika.rs/images/arhiva/agroekonomika_39-40.pdf
http://rcin.org.pl/igipz/Content/4206/WA51_13406_r1985-t51_Geogr-Polonica.pdf#page=289
http://socijalnoukljucivanje.gov.rs/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/SILC_008_Marijana-Pantic_SILC-i-tipologija-naselja_statisticka-analiza-opravdanosti-trihotomne-podele-naselja.pdf
http://socijalnoukljucivanje.gov.rs/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/SILC_008_Marijana-Pantic_SILC-i-tipologija-naselja_statisticka-analiza-opravdanosti-trihotomne-podele-naselja.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3986/AGS.1938
https://doi.org/10.2298/STNV9904185S

Drobnjakovi¢, M.: Methodology of typological classification. . .
J. Geogr. Inst. Cvijic. 2019, 69(2), pp. 157173

Stamenkovi¢, S., & Bacevi¢, M. (1992). Geografija naselja [The Geography of Inhabited Places]. Belgrade, Serbia:
Geografski fakultet PMF.

Stamenkovi¢, S., & Gatari¢, D. (2005). Dnevne migracije ucenicke seoske omladine prema Svilajncu, kao indikator
perspektive ruralnog razvoja [Daily Migrations of Village Schoolchildren towards Svilajnac as an Indicator of
the Rural Development Perspective]. Demografija, 2, 81-95. Retrieved from http://www.gef.bg.ac.rs/img/
upload/files/TEKST-6-strane81-94%20a.pdf

Stojanovi¢, B. (2003). Razmestaj i gustina stanovniStva kao osnova regionalizacije [Distribution and population
density as a basis for regionalization]. In M. Spasovski (Ed.) Demografske osnove regionalizacije Srbije
[Demographic basis for regionalization of Serbia] (2nd ed., pp. 73-114). Belgrade, Serbia: Geographical
Institute “Jovan Cviji¢” SASA.

Secerov, V., Neveni¢, M., & Togi¢, D. (2009). Funkcionalna urbana podru¢ja — Odnos grada i sela [Functional
urban areas — Relation between town and village]. In Ministarstvo Zivotne sredine i prostornog planiranja,
Republicka agencija za prostorno planiranje, Strategija prostornog razvoja Republike Srbije 2009-2013-2020
[Spatial Development Strategy of the Republic of Serbia] (pp. 189-193). Retrieved from
http://www.apps.org.rs/wp-content/uploads/strategije/Strategija_PROSTORNI%20RAZVOJ%20Republike%
20Srbije.pdf

Suvar, S. (1972). Tipologijska metoda u nadem istrazivanju [Typological method in ours research]. In Suvar, S., &
Puljiz, V. (Eds.), Tipologija ruralnih sredina u Jugoslaviji: zbornik teorijskih i metodoloskih radova [Typology of
rural areas in Yugoslavia: Proceedings of theoretical and methodological papers] (pp. 137-159). Zagreb,
Croatia: SOUR za sociologiju sela Instituta za ekonomiku poljoprivrede i sociologiju sela; Belgrade, Serbia:
Institut za kriminolo$ka i socioloska istrazivanja; Ljubljana, Slovenia: Institut za sociologijo in filozofijo pri
Univerzi v Ljubljani; Skopje, Macedonia: Institut za socioloski i politikopravni istraZivanja.

Suvar, S., & Puljiz, V. (Eds.). Tipologija ruralnih sredina u Jugoslaviji: zbornik teorijskih i metodoloskih radova
[Typology of rural areas in Yugoslavia: Proceedings of theoretical and methodological papers]. Zagreb,
Croatia: SOUR za sociologiju sela Instituta za ekonomiku poljoprivrede i sociologiju sela; Belgrade, Serbia:
Institut za kriminoloska i socioloska istrazivanja; Ljubljana, Slovenia: Institut za sociologijo in filozofijo pri
Univerzi v Ljubljani; Skopje, Macedonia: Institut za socioloski i politikopravni istraZivanja.

Todorovi¢, M. (1995). Obrazovne karakteristike aktivnog poljoprivrednog stanovnistva Srbije [Education of the
active agricultural population in Serbial. Geografski godisnjak, 31, 31-40.

Todorovi¢, M. (2002). Osnove tipologije i regionalizacije poljoprivrede Srbije [Basis of the typology and
regionalization of the agriculture of Serbia]. Belgrade, Serbia: Serbian Geographical Society.

Tosi¢, B. (1996). Tipologija naselja na osnovu primenjenog istraZivanja [Typology of settlements according to
applied research]. Zbornik radova Geografskog instituta "Jovan Cviji¢" SANU, 46, 143-148. Retrieved from
http://www.gi.sanu.ac.rs/site/media/gi/pdf/rs/zbornik/046/gijc_zr_46_019_tosic.pdf

Tosi¢, D. (1999). Prostorno-funkcijski odnosi i veze u nodalnoj regiji UzZica [Spatial-functional relations in nodal
region of Uzice] (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Belgrade, Faculty of Geography, Belgrade,
Serbia.

Tosi¢, D., Kruni¢, N., & Petri¢, J. (2009). Dnevni urbani sistemi u funkciji prostorne organizacije Srbije [Daily urban
systems in function of spatial organization of Serbial]. Arhitektura i urbanizam, 27, 35-45. Retrieved from
https://scindeks-clanci.ceon.rs/data/pdf/0354-6055/2009/0354-60550927035T.pdf

Tosi¢, D., & Neveni¢, M. (2007). Dnevni urbani sistemi — prostorni izraz dnevne migracije stanovnistva [Daily
Urban Systems — Spatial Dimension of Development and Duration of Population’s Daily Commuting].
Demorafija, 4, 163-176. Retrieved from http://demografija.gef.bg.ac.rs/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Dem
42007-12.-Tosic-D.-Nevenic-M..pdf

Troughton, M. J. (1983). Functional classification of rural areas: Some Canadian examples. Geographia Polonica,
46, 217-227. Retrieved from http://rcin.org.pl/igipz/Content/4211/WA51_13414_r1983-t46_Geogr-Polonica.
pdf#page=219

Van Eupen, M., Metzger, M. J., Perez-Soba, M., Verburg, P. H., von Dooru, A., & Bunce, R. G. H. (2012). A rural
typology for strategic European policies. Land Use Policy, 29(3), 473-482. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol
.2011.07.007

172


http://www.gef.bg.ac.rs/img/upload/files/TEKST-6-strane81-94%20a.pdf
http://www.gef.bg.ac.rs/img/upload/files/TEKST-6-strane81-94%20a.pdf
http://www.gi.sanu.ac.rs/site/media/gi/pdf/rs/zbornik/046/gijc_zr_46_019_tosic.pdf
https://scindeks-clanci.ceon.rs/data/pdf/0354-6055/2009/0354-60550927035T.pdf
http://demografija.gef.bg.ac.rs/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Dem42007-12.-Tosic-D.-Nevenic-M..pdf
http://demografija.gef.bg.ac.rs/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Dem42007-12.-Tosic-D.-Nevenic-M..pdf
http://rcin.org.pl/igipz/Content/4211/WA51_13414_r1983-t46_Geogr-Polonica.pdf#page=219
http://rcin.org.pl/igipz/Content/4211/WA51_13414_r1983-t46_Geogr-Polonica.pdf#page=219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2011.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2011.07.007

Drobnjakovi¢, M.: Methodology of typological classification. . .
J. Geogr. Inst. Cvijic. 2019, 69(2), pp. 157173

Veljkovi¢, A, Jovanovi¢, R. B., & Tosi¢, B. (1995). Gradovi Srbije — centri razvoja u mrezi naselja (Posebna izdanja,
Knjiga 44) [Towns of Serbia — the centers of development in the network of settlements (Special issues, Book
44)]. Belgrade, Serbia: Geografski institut “Jovan Cviji¢" SANU.

Vujaklija, M. (1980). Leksikon stranih reci i izraza [A lexicon of foreign words and phrases] (3rd ed.). Belgrade,
Serbia: Prosveta.

Vukosavljevi¢, S. (1983). Istorija seljackog drustva. Sociologija seljackih radova (Posebna izdanja, Knjiga 548
(SANU); 89 (Odeljenje dustvenih nauka)). [History of rural society. Sociology of rural activities] (Special
edition, Book 548 (SASA); 89 (Department of human sciences). Belgrade, Serbia: Srpska akademija nauka i
umetnosti, Odeljenje dustvenih nauka.

Woods, M. (2012). New directions in rural studies? Journal of Rural Studies, 28(1), 1-4. https://doi.org/10.1016/
jJjrurstud.2011.12.002

Zaki¢, Z., & Stojanovi¢, Z. (2006). Regionalne specifi¢nosti i odrzivi razvoj ruralne Srbije [The regional specificities
and sustainable development of rural areas in Serbia]. Ekonomika poljoprivrede, 53(2), 129-140. Retrieved
from http://bsaae.bg.ac.rs/images/Ekonomika%20kompletna/2006/Broj%202-2006..pdf

Zakon o prostornom planu Republike Srbije od 2010. do 2020. godine [The law on spatial plan of the Republic of
Serbia from 2010 to 2020], Sluzbeni glasnik Republike Srbije br. 88 (2010).

Zupanci¢, M., & First-Dili¢, R. (1972). Tipologijska metoda u sociologiji [Typological method in sociology]. In
Suvar, S., & Puljiz, V. (Eds.), Tipologija ruralnih sredina u Jugoslaviji: zbornik teorijskih i metodoloskih radova
[Typology of rural areas in Yugoslavia: Proceedings of theoretical and methodological papers] (pp. 7-27).
Zagreb, Croatia: SOUR za sociologiju sela Instituta za ekonomiku poljoprivrede i sociologiju sela; Belgrade,
Serbia: Institut za kriminoloska i socioloska istrazivanja; Ljubljana, Slovenia: Institut za sociologijo in filozofijo
pri Univerzi v Ljubljani; Skopje, Macedonia: Institut za sociolodki i politikopravni istraZivanja.

173


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.12.002
http://bsaae.bg.ac.rs/images/Ekonomika%20kompletna/2006/Broj%202-2006..pdf

	6_15_69_2_Drobnjakovic
	6_15_69_2_Drobnjakovic_REF

