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PUMCKU TIPABHU TEMEJ/bU
CABPEMEHOI' UHCTUTYTA
JJUUHUX COAYXKXKBEHOCTH

...MOOEPHO e8PONCKO NPaso Niosu
noo Jycmunujanosom sacmagom.’

AIICTPAKT: HMako u3BOpHO cioyx)OE€HOCTH HHCY HACTalle y PHUMCKOM
npaBy, Beh MHOTO paHuje, OHO je TOCTABUIIO IPABHE TEMEJbE, KAKO OBOT TaKO
u BehinHe MpaBHUX WHCTUTYTA, KOjH Cy Ha Tajlacy PUMCKE PaBHE HCTOPHje
U Tpaauliyje PEUUNUPaHu Y CaBpeMeHe MpaBHE CHCTEME, YKIbydyjyhu u
nioctojehu mpaBam cucteMm y Perryonmmm Cpouju. Hakon nogene Pumckor
napcrBa CpOuja ce MOJUTHUYKH, KYJITYPOJIOIIKH, PEUTUJCKH U MPABHO
ocllamaja Ha MCTOYHU €0 LapcTBa, T3B. PoMejcko mapcTBo, MO3HATHje
nog uMeHoM Buzanrtuja. Mako je y Mo4yeTKy cpeamOBEKOBHO CPIICKO
mpaBo OWJIO apXaWvYHO, MaXoM OOWYajHO, PEIENIHjOM HWHCTHTYyTa W3
BH3aHTH]jCKOT MpaBa, CIy»KOSHOCTH MOJIaKO TPOHAaJa3e CBOje MECTO Y IpaBy
cpenmoBekoBHE CpOuje. Benmnky 3Ha4aj y pereniiyju HHCTUTYTa PUMCKOT
mpaBa oOenexxwino je goHomewe Cprckor rpahanckor 3akoHuka 1844.
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PUMCKH IIPABHU TEMEJbH CABPEMEHOI' UHCTUTYTA JIMYHNUX CJIYKEEHOCTH

TOJIMHE, UMIUIEMEHTAIMjOM TPaJUIMOHATIHAX HHCTUTYTa PUMCKOT TIpaBa,
MTOCPETHUM ITyTEM, TIpeKo AycTpHjcKor rpahaHckor 3akoHnKa. CaBpeMeHO
CPIICKO MPaBO M AaHac IUIOBH IIOJl jeApMMa PUMCKOT MpaBa U, Kao TaKBO,
Claza y IOPOANILY €BPOIICKOKOHTHHEHTATHHX IPaBa, Koje CBOje MOPEKIIo,
OyX ¥ TPaIWLHWjy TIPOHANa3! y PUMCKOM Jp>KaBHOM M TIpaBHOM Haciely.
Ha taj HauwmH, PuMcko 1JapcTBO, Kao KOJIEBKa CaBpeMeHe IUBHIIU3AIIH]C,
KpO3 CBOje IPaBHE MHCTUTYTE, )KUBH H JTaHAC. PUMCKO IpaBo je mo3HaBasio
JBa 00nrKa ciykOeHOCTH: CTBapHE (3eMJbHIITHE) 1 JuuHe. Llyb koayTopa
jecre 1a ynorpeGoM HCTOPH]jCKOT, aHATUTUYKOT U KOMIIAPaTHBHOT METOa
NPUKAKy UCTOPH]CKH Pa3Boj ¥ 3Ha4aj MHCTUTYTAa JIMYHUX CITY>)KOCHOCTH O]
Tepro/ia PUMCKOT ITpaBa JI0 CaBPEMEHUX JICTUCIATHBHUX PElIeHha, a CBE Y
HaMepH Ja YKaKy Ha YHHBEP3JIHOCT PUMCKE IPAaBHE 3a0CTaBIITHHE.

Kayune peuu: crnysicoenocmu, pumcko npaso, Cpncku epahancku 3aKoHuK,
npasHa ucmopuja.

1. O yHuBep3aIHOCTH M pelenuuju PUMCKOT IIpaBa

O 3Havajy pUMCKOT IpaBa U O HKErOBOM YTHIA]y Ha CABPEMEHO IIPaBO
HaIKCAHO jeé MHOTO TEKCTOBA y IPAaBHOj JINTEPATypH, T€ ce ca mpaBoM Hamehy
nutama: Konuka je cTBapHa yiiora puMCKOT ITpaBa ¥ KOJIMKH j€ BerOB yTHIIa] Ha
MO3UTUBHO paBo? [la 11 je OCHOBAHO YOIIIITE TOBOPUTH O YHHUBEP3ATHOCTH
pumMckor npasa? OAroBop Ha OBa MUTamka MPUIMYHO j€ jeIHOCTaBaH IPOCTOM
KOMIapalfjoM HHCTUTYTa rpal)aHcKor mpasa y anTuukoM Pumy u nanac. Jenan
O]l THX HHCTHUTYTA jeCy U CITy’)KOEHOCTH — servitutes. ,,JHCTUTYT CITy>KOEHOCTH,
MaKo jellaH O]l HajCTapHjuX, Hama3uMo jomn y 3akoHy 12 Tabnwia, ma cBe 10
JyctuHujanOBOT MpaBa, uMa yrusepsainu kapaxmep. CKOpo 1a Hema HUjeTHOT
WHCTHUTYTa PUMCKOT ITpaBa KOjH j€ Y TOj MEpH ITOCTA0 CACTABHU JICO MOIEPHHUX
npasa‘ (CrankoBuh & Bnageruh, 2018, ctp. 388). ,,Pumcko npaBo npumnana
PU3HHIIM aHTHUKE, Clajja y HajBaKHMja JOCTUrHyha cTapor Beka, y3 IpuKy
¢uno30¢ujy 1 yMETHOCT, HE caMO IO YHYTpallllbUM BpeIHOCTUMA, Beh u mo
yTHUIIajy Ha IIpaBHY UCTOpHjy EBporie u cBeTa. Ay OHO HUj€ JOLUIO HUOTKY/I,
Kao HU rpuka ¢puno3oduja, yocranom* (Cranojesuh, 2003, ctp. 5). ,,Jlaruncka
MpaBHa TEPMUHOJIOTH]ja je oniuTenpuxsaheHa y caBpeMeHoj MpaBHOj HayIH, a
CBE 3aXBaJbyjyhy reHHjaTHOCTH PUMCKHX MPAaBHUKA, KOjH Cy Ha KOHIM3aH U
jacaH HauWH, MyTeM CEHTEHIIM U MaKCUMa, YCIeNH J1a 00jacHe eeMeHTapHa
npaBHa Havena u nojMose* (Credanosuh, 2025, ctp. 19). Ananuza puMckor
MpaBHOT Hacjieha npyska jeAMHCTBEHY NMPUIIMKY Ja CE HEroBa yJiora u HBeroB
3Ha4aj M3HOBA PEBUIMPA]Y U TIPEUCITUTAjY, @ CBE Y HAMEPH Ja C€ jOII jeTHOM
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yKa)ke Ha 3Ha4yaj pUMCKOT IIpaBa U Jia ce Iopu(HUKyje CaBpIICHCTBO MPaBHOT
CUCTEMa YHjH WHCTUTYTH OTICTAjy BUIIE O JBa MHUJICHH]yMa.

Penenmuja pumckor mnpaBa, Mehytum, Huje Ouna Hu Op3a HU
cucremMaruyHa. Tekna je mapuujadHo M HNPWIMYHO CHOHTAHO, YCJIOBJEHA
peasHUM TIOTpeOaMa 3a TPAaBHUM pEryJucameM JPYIITBEHHUX OIHOCA
BaH OOWYajHOT TpaBma. ,,l epMaHCKK HApOIW KOjU Cy OCHOBAJM Jp)KaBe Ha
TEPUTOPUJU 3amaJHOT PUMCKOI L[apCTBAa MMAaJU Cy CBOj€ OOMYajHO IpPaBo.
Pumcko mpaBo 3aTe4eHOT POMAHM30BAHOI CTAHOBHMILNTBA, KA0 U OHO
koau(ukoBaHO y 300pHHUIIMMA Te€PMAHCKUX BJIaapa, 3ap>Kajio Ce joII HEKO
BpEMe y IPAKCH, alli je Ha Kpajy, HOTUCHYTO T'epMaHCKUM OOHYajuMa, 6o
3a00paBibeHO. 3axBajbyjyhu MBHIN3AIMjCKOM Pa3BOjy THX Hapola, jaBuiia
ce morpeba 3a pa3BHjeHHJUM MPABOM, Ma C€ Yy MPAKCH MOYHEY MOHOBO
PUMEHUBATH MIPAaBUIa PUMCKOT TIpaBa, Koja Cy MpaBHE MIKOJE, TOYEB Of
iocaropa, cauyBajie U3 3abopaBa. [IpuxBaran je OHaj 10 PUMCKOT IpaBa
Koju je ypehuBao HOBe OmHOCE, KOje OOWYajHO TPaBO HHUjE PETyaucano
(Manennna & Heperuh, 2011, ctp. 127). Hajsehu 3Hauaj y peuenuuju
umana je JyctunujanoBa kopupukanuja. ,,¥Y 30opuuxy Corpus iuris civilis
koau(duKoBaHa je ILENOKyIHA MpaBHA 3a0CTABIITHHA KIACHYHOT PUMCKOT
Mepro/ia ¥ Ha Taj HAUWH y OPUTHHAIHOM OOJIMKY cadyBaHa Cy Haj3HauajHUja
nocturnyha rnpaBHe Teopuje pUMCKHUX IPaBHUKA TOMEHYTOT riepuoga‘ (3opuh
& Kymmwanuh, 2019, ctp. 82). ,,YcnocraBibambe yHHBEP3AJIHOT PUMCKOT
napcTBa OO je BeunTa Texma Buzantunama. OBoj TexmH JycTHHHI]aHOBA
pecraypalivja ana je HajBeJIM4aHCTBEeHUjU u3pa3. CTora je oHa yBeK ocTalia
y cBecTH Bu3aHTHHama kao HajcimaBHHUja ycroMeHa (Octporopcku, 1969,
cTp. 88).

Peneniiija puMcKor mpaBa o/iBHjajia ce€ MOCTENeHO U y eranama. Kako
to OGonencku npumehyje ,,IIpuxBatame BU3aHTHJCKOT TpaBa y 3eMJbama
HCTOYHOEBPOIICKE 33ajeIHUIIC MOXKE C€ MOCMATpaTd y KOHTEKCTY JIBE IIMpe
UCTOPUjCKE T0jaBe: HIMPEHa BU3AHTH]CKE IUBIIU3AIM]EC Y TUM 3eMJbaMa M
npuxeamarba PUMCKOT IIpaBa y 1eN10j cpeamboBeKoBHO] EBponu. BuzanTujcko
paBo, Ma KOJIMKO J1a je mpepahuBaHO U TymadeHo TokoM ucropuje LlapcTsa,
OCTaj0 je YBPCTO 3aCHOBAHO Ha JyCTMHMjaHOBO) KOAM(UKAIIUjH PUMCKOT
npaBa. VMcto oCHOBHO MpaBo Koje je mpeoBnahuBano y uctouHoj EBpomnwu
TOKOM CpeJlEber BeKa, a Herje U npexkusesno nax Llapurpana, HactaBuio je aa
xuBHu y Utamuju, [llnaauju u jy:xaoj @paHIlyCKOj TOKOM MPAUHUX 8€KO8A, N
noctaino je y XII u XIII Beky 3ajemnuuxo Haciehe 3amagne nuBuau3anuje
(O6onencku, 1996, crp. 375). Kachuje, Tokom XIX Beka, penemniuja je
TEKJIa Kpo3 BeNuKe eBporicke rpahancke kogudukanuje. Ob6macTu y cactaBy
AycTpoyrapcke MOHapxHje ca MHCTUTYTHMa PHUMCKOI TIpaBa yIO3HAle Cy
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ce nipeko Ppanmyckor rpahanckor 3akonuka (Code civile) u AycTpujckor
rpal)aHCKOT 3aKOHHKA, KOjH j€, YOCTAJIOM, IIOCITYXHO Kao y3op JoBany Xayuhy
npuwinkoM nucama Cprckor rpahaHckor 3akoHHKA. 300T HeaJeKBaTHE
HOpMAaTHBE Koja OM perynucaina o0acT JHIHUX CITYy>)KOCHOCTH ofpenioe OBOT
3aKoHUKa JOIII YBEK Cy IpUMapHH U3BOp cynoBuMa y Pemy6muiu Cpouju, mro
OTBapa MPOCTOP CIOOOTHOM CYICKOM TyMauekhy apXauuHUX MPaBHUX HOPMH,
JIOHOIICHY ONPEYHUX MPECyia U MPAaBHO] HECUTYPHOCTH.

C 003upoM Ha TO J1a je PUMCKO MPaBO TE€MEJb CBAKOT JIEMOKPATCKOT
JPYIITBA, pEleTiiija pUMCKOT IpaBa 1 IaHaC )HUBH KPO3 MPoIieC yckiahuBama
CPIICKOT TO3WTHBHOTI TpaBa ca mpaBoM EBporcke ynuje. To mpencrabiba
cBeoOyxBarTaH, AyropodaH M MpaBHO 00aBe3yjyhu mporec, Koju Mpou3niIa3u
n3 Criopasyma o cTaOuian3aluju 1 npuapykuBamy. Taj mpoiiec moapasymena
MocTeneHo npuiarohaBame u yckiahuBame nomahux mpaBHUX Ipormca ca
MPaBHUM TEKOBHHAMa M E€JIEMEHTAPHHM IPAaBHUM IMOCTyJaruma EBporicke
yHHje (acquis communautaire), a cBe y by 00e30ehema KoMImaTHOnITHOCTH
Y TIpaBUJIHE IPUMEHE PAaBHUX HOPMHU, IITO j& KJbYYHH yCJIOB 33 YWIAHCTBO H
yJa3aK y JEMOKPATCKy IMOPOJIHILY €BPOIICKUX 3eMaba.

2. PUMCKHM KOHLENT MHCTUTYTA JJMYHHUX CJIYKOEHOCTH

['ajeBa TpumapTUTHA MoJesia IpaBa Ha JMIA, CTBApU U TyxOe (Omne
ius quo utimur vel ad personas pertinet, vel ad res, vel ad actiones), Kojy
je ycBojuo u Jyctunujad y MHcTuTynMjama, TeMesb je CUCTEMATHKE MpaBa,
Koja je kacHHWje mpuxBahena y ¢panmyckom (1804. roguwne), aycTpHjcKoM
(1811. rogune), cprnckom (1844. ronune) u mBajuapckoM (1912. rogune)
rpahanckom 3akonuky (I'aj, 1982, cTp. 24). Y okBUpy npaBa Koja ce 0JHOCE
Ha CTBapM NOCEOHO MECTO UMajy CTBapHa npasa Ha myhum cmeapuma
(iura in re aliena), Mama OW ajeKBaTHUjU HA3WB OWO npasa y myhum
cmeapuma. To cy anicoiayTHa npaBa Koja Aenyjy npema ceuma (erga omnes).
CymTHHCKA pa3jiuKa OBHX IpaBa y OJHOCY Ha CBOjJUHY JICKHU Y YUHHCHHUIIN
Jla ce CBOJMHA 3aCHMBA Ha CBOjOj CTBApH, JIOK iura in re aliena HOCEe caMO
JIe0 CBOJUHCKHUX OBiamIhema, Koja Jexxe Ha Tyhoj, a He Ha CBOjOj CTBapH.
Jlpyrum peunma, TUTyJap IpaBa CTUYE caMo JIeo IpaBa Ha kopuitheme Tyhe
CTBapH, JOK ius abutendi y cMucity mpaBa pacrnojiarama 0CTaje Ha CTpaHH
BJIACHHMKA CTBapH. ,,Kao cTBapHO mpaBo, JHYHE CIYKOEHOCTH ACNyjy H
npema Tpehum nunuma (erga omnes) Koja uMmajy oOaBe3y y3ApiKaBamba.
MelhytuMm, mopes CTBapHONpPaBHUX €JIEMEHaTa KOjU IPEOBJIaIaBajy, OBE
cinyx0OeHocTu caapxe U oapeheHe oONUralMOHONpPABHE EIEMEHTE, TaKO
Jla c€ paad O CIOKEHOM IpaBHOM MHCTUTYTY (Memuh, 2017, ctp. 604).
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Pumcku npaBHUIM Cy iura in re aliena xnacudukoBaau Ha: CIIy)kKO€HOCTH
(servitutes), 3anory, cynephunmec (superficies) n empurensy (emphyteusis).
,»3aJI0Ta ce pa3jiHKyje O APYTHMX CTBapHHX IpaBa Ha TyhuM cTBapuma, jep
je oHa cpencTBO 00e30ehema moBepuona, a cyKO0eHOCTH, cynephuiuec u
eM(puTeB3a NpeCTaBibajy NpaBo Ha kopulhewe Tyhe crBapu’ (Credanosuh,
2025, ctp. 190).

CBoje TOpPEKIIo CIy)XKOCHOCTH [IyTyjy NpakTHYHOCTH Pumibana u
IUXOBO] BEUITHHHM NMPAKTHYHOT pellaBama Mmpobiema, Koja je Hacrajana y
MIPaKcH. ,,PUMIbaHM Cy, y HACTOjamy Ja pelle KOHKPETHE CIIy4ajeBe, Y BEIHUKO]
MepU KOHCYJITOBAJIM TPUKy pPETOpuKy, ¢miocopujy u snoruky (Byneruh,
2015, ctp. 257). CayxOeHOCTH TIPECTaBIbajy ,,IMBUIHA CTBApHA IpaBa Koja
BJIACHMKY OrpaHuyaBajy ynorpely crBapu‘ (Mwumomesuh, 2005, ctp. 242)
W, Ka0 TakBa, HACTaJla Cy y HaMEpH perylalyje CIopema HacTaIux uzmelhy
cycena y Pumy. Haume, ,,ipBoOutHO Yy Pumy, Tpebaio je 1a HemoKpeTHOCTH
Oymy omBojeHe jemHa o Japyre (GU3MYKUM MPOCTOPOM KOjU HHje MPHIIAIA0
HUJETHOM O]l cycela. 3a Ipajicke HEMOKPETHOCTH, TO Ce Ha3uBaso ambitus.
Kaxko je Bpeme mponasmino u Pum je Hapactao y mpeHacesbeHy METPOIOINy,
oBakaB cucteM je moctao HeoapxuB* (Perello, 2013, ctp. 607). ¥V uuipy
pannoHaIHHjer Kopuirhema rpajcKor 3eMJbHUINTA, YMECTO aMOUTyca YBEACHO
je pasrpanuyeme u3Mel)y mapiena myrem 3uja, KOju ce 03Ha4aBao TEPMHUHOM
3ajeOHuuky 3ud (paries communis), KOju ce CMaTpao 3ajeJHUYKUM 3a 00a
cycena, IITO je YCIOBUIIO HACTaHAaK HOBUX ITPOIHca y Be3u ca TUM. OBH 3U10BU
4yecTo cy rpaljenu ca iykoBuMa (paries fornicatus), Tu3ajHUpaHH Ja Ojaqyajy
IbUXOBY CTPYKTYpY, aJld U MPOXOIHOCT M3Mel)y /Ba nMama, Tj. 3eMJbHIIHE
napuesne. Mehytum, Bpiieme Onio KakBUX HeOBIaNeHUX paamu Ha Tyhem
noceny (facere in alieno) 6uno je 3a0pameHO. 3a Mpeny3uMame pallibe Ha
UMamy Cycela TPaXHJIO CE YCTaHOBJbEHE CIY)KOSHOCTH, Tj. oBlamhema y
KOPHCT HEBJIACHUKA, Tj. TUTYJIapa CIy)KOCHOCTH Jja My cTBap cayxcu. Onatie
U TOTUYE TEPMHUH CIYHCOeHOCmU, KAKO y CPIICKOM, TaKO M Yy JIATHHCKOM
JE3HKY: Servire — CITyKUTH.

a) 3empumine (cmeaphe) cayrycoeHocmu.

Pumcku KoHLENT Ciay)XOeHOCTH, TpuxBaheH W JI0JaTHO MPOIIUPEH
JycTuHHjaHOBMM MpaBoM, 00yxBaTao je JBa OONMKA: 3eMJbHIIHE (CTBapHE)
u nuuHe ciyxk6enoctu. To ce Buam u3 MapijaHoBe ceHtenue u3 Jlurecra:
Servitutes aut personarum sunt, ut usus et. usus fructus, aut rerum, ut
servitutes rusticorum praediorum et urbanorum — CnyXOEHOCTH Cy WU
JMYHE, Kao yrnorpeda M IUI0J0YKUBake, WM CTBApHE, Ka0 IITO Cy IPaJICKe
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WU ceocke 3eMibHinHe cnyxoeHoctu (CrojueBuh & Pomarr, 1971, cTp. 458).
,Y PUMCKOM TIpaBy HajIIpe Cy Ce I0jaBWJIC 3eMJbHIIHE Ciy:kOeHocTH. Ca
10jaBOM MPUBATHE CBOJHHE, 0 KOj€ je JOLUIO 1e000M 10 Tajaa 3ajeqHUYKE,
KOJIEKTUBHE CBOjUHE, yKa3aja ce morpeba 3a muma“ (Kouan, 2014, ctp. 247).
3a HacTaHak 3eMJbMIIHUX CIYXKOEHOCTU (servitutes praediorum) Tpaxxuio
ce MOCTOjame J1Ba 00JIMKA 3eMJBHILTA: MOCIYXHO U MOBJIACHO. ,,3€MJBHIIHA
CITy’)KOGHOCT Ce YCTaHOBJbABa Ha j€THOM 3EMJBUIIITY, KOj€ CE HA3UBa IOCITYKHO
3eMubHINTE (praedium serviens) y KOPHCT COTICTBEHHUKA JIPYTOT 3eMJBHIITA,
KOj€ c€ Ha3WBa IMOBJIACHO 3eMJbHIITE (praedium dominans). PUMCKo ipaBo 3Ha
3a JIB€ BPCTE 3€MJBMIIHUX CIIyKOEHOCTH: CEOCKEe 3€MJBHILIHE CIIyXKOCHOCTH
U TpajJiCKe 3eMJbHUINHE cayxOeHocTn. Kao kpurepujym 3a momeiny KOpUCTHO
Ce KapakTep MOBJIACHOT 3eMJBHILTA: CBAKO OOPaIUBO 3€MJBUIITE MOTIAAAIIO
je Tox ceocKy ciyOEHOCT, Makap ce OHO HaJa3WiIO U y OKBHUPY IPOCTOPA
OIacaHoT TPAJACKUM 3HAMHAMa, ca JAPYyre cTpaHe, ako OM ce Ha 3eMJBHILHO]
TapIiesy HaJla3wuiie 3rpaje, ciy)KOSHOCT Ha TOM 3eMJBHINTY OWIIa je TpajcKa,
Makap ce mnapiiefia Hajaswia Ha noapyyjy cema™ (Credanosuh, 2025, ctp.
191). CranojeBuh crucremarndHO HaOpaja cCeOCKe W TPAACKE CIy)KOCHOCTH:
,,CEOCKe CIYKOEHOCTH Cy paHMje€ HacTalle Tako Ja Cy Heke Ouje mo3HaTe
Beh y Bpeme 3akona 12 tabmuma: ifer (IpaBo Tpernacka IENINIE MPEKO
Tyhe HemokpeTHocTH), via (MpaBO Tpelacka KoJIuMa, CIyKOSHOCT IyTa),
actus (TIpaBO TPOTOHA CTOKE), aquaeductus (CripoBoheme Boze mpeko Tyhe
HEMOKPETHOCTH) M aquaehaustus (IpaBo y3uMama Bole ca Tyher m3Bopa).
I'pancke cmyxOeHoCTH HacTayne Cy y BE3M ca IMopacToM ypOaHM3aluje, ca
mmpemeM [paga Puma u one onakmrasajy ynorpeOy 3rpaaa u rpal)eBUHCKOT
semspuiTa. Ty cranajy: ciiy>)kOSHOCTH Haclamama 3rpaje Ha Tyhu 3uf,
M3rpamka OaIKoHa Hal TYhUM Ba3aylIHUM IPOCTOPOM, OABOHCHE KUIITHUIIE
y Tyhe nBopumre* (Cranojesuh, 2003, cTp. 225).

0) JTuune cayyncoenocmu

JluuHe ciy>)kOEHOCTH Be3aHE Cy 3a JHMYHOCT, a HacTajy Kako Ou ce
onpehenom smiry o6e30enua Kopuct Ha Tyhoj ctBapu. Kako ce paau o ctporo
JMYHAM TPaBUMa, JINYHE CIY)KOCHOCTH, cMaTpaiu ¢y Pumibanu, Huje moryhe
MIPEHETH HU MOCIOBUMA infer vivos, HUTH mortis causa. ,,3a pa3jinduTe BPCTe
CITy’)kKOCHOCTH OWJIH Cy TIpeBUl)EHU IpyTravyrju HAYMHY CTUIIakba, a Hajdenu
Cy Omnu: TecTtaMeHT, yroBop u cyacka omnyka“ (Credanosuh, 2019, ctp.
52). ,Jluune cimy)OEHOCTH Cy HMHCTUTYT KOjH YMHE TPU CTBAapHA IpaBa:
00y )KUBame (ususfructus), ynorpeda (usus) u cranoBame (habitatio).
Hacrane cy Ha MOTHBY 30pHmbaBama JKCHa — CyIpyra HaKOH CMPTH MyXa
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1 JKEHCKe JIelle HAKOH CMPTH OIla, KOjU Cy Y IIyTOM HCTOPH)jCKOM IMEPHOAY
MMalli HepaBHOIIPAaBaH HACIEIHO-TPABHU TIOJIOXKAj Yy OIHOCY Ha MYKEBE,
onHocHO Mymike notomke (Jlazuh, 2000, ctp. 1). Ilojenunu aytopu y
JIUYHE CITYKO€HOCTH CBPCTaBajy M CIy>)KOSHOCT yroTpede Tyher poba u Tyhe
KUBOTUE (operae servorum vel animalium) Koja TUTyJapy Jaje MpaBo Ja
KopucTH Tyher poba u Tyhy *kuBoTumy. ,,CMaTpa ce Aa Cy Mmodeny JNIHUX
CITy’)KOGHOCTH Yy KeJbU BIIACHUKA CTBAPH JIa MOCIIE CBOj€ CMPTH MaTepHjaTHO
o0e30enn cebu Ommcke ocobe, ocraBbajyhl MM JIeraToM OKHUBOTHO
npaBo Kopuirhema UMOBHHE, KOjy MHAYe Y LEIUHU TECTaMEHTOM OCTaBJba
noromiyMa. OHHM Cy Kao YHHMBEP3@JIHU CYKIECOPH IOCTajajH BIACHUIH
320CTaBIITHHE, aJll Ca TEPETOM KOjH je Ha oapeheHO Bpeme orpaHn4aBao
BUXoBa cBojuHcKa mpasa“ (byjyxmuh, 2011, ctp. 265). 3anuMibuBO je na
Cy IJIOAOYXHBame (ususfructus), ynorpeda (usus) u cranoname (habitatio)
TOKOM KJIACHYHOT IIPpaBa CMaTpaH! MMOCEOHNUM MPaBUMa, a HE CITy’)KOCHOCTHUMA,
IpU 4YeMy je TJIOAOYKMBAmhe HCKIbYUYHBAIO TUTYJIapy OMIIO KakBO MpPaBO
BJIACHUILITBA HA CaMO] CTBAapH, OrpaHUuaBajyhu ce€ UCKIbYYUBO Ha yOHpame
IUIOZIOBA.

3. Ilnonoy:xuBame (ususfructus)

VY Jycrunmjanosum WHcTUTyIMjama, TUIOAOYXKHUBaWme (ususfructus)
MPeACTaB/ba C€ KAo JIMYHA CIYKOSHOCT MyTeM KOje THUTYNap CIyKOSHOCTH
nobuja ,,ipaBo kopuithema W mpuOUpama IIOJ0BAa ca TyhUX CTBapu, HE
mupajyhu y muxoBy cymtuny — Usus fructus est ius alienis rebus utendi
fruendi, salva rebus substantia (Jyctuaujanose Muctutynmje 2. 4. mpema
CrojueBnh & Pomam, 1971, ctp. 510). OBa neduHHMIMja MaKO BEKOBUMA
cTapa W JJaHac je BeOMa aKTyeJHa ¥ IPUMEHBa, penunipana npexo Cprickor
rpalhaHCKOT 3aKOHUKA U BeHe MHTeprpeTanyje Jopana Xayuha y wiany 374
CI'3-a: ,Kome npunasna npaBo Ha ykuBame Tyhe cTBapu, oHa] MOXe Tyhy
CTBap, cCaMO CYIITHHY HeHy He HapymaBajyhu, Oe3 cBakor orpaHHyeHa
yxkuBatu (JKuskoBuh, 2014, ctp. 182). HacynpoT cxBaTamy H3I0KEHOM
y Jyctunujanosum HMHctutymjama, I'aj je cMaTpao na miiopoykuBaiall He
MoXxe cTehr CBOjUHY OfprKajeM, 3aTo IITO HeEMa JIp)KaBUHY, Beh camo mpaBo
ynorpebe u npubaBsbama miaonoBa — ius utendi fruendi (I'aj, 1982, ctp.
113). Cmarpamo na je 'ajeBa neduHMIMja TPEIIU3HMjA U J1a BUIIIE OJpakaBa
NPUPOIY IUIONOYXKHBaha, jep YKOIUKO HEKO NpeMa OCHOBY ILIOOYKHBamba
KOPHCTH HEKY CTBAp M €KCIUIOATHUIIIE j€ TaKO IITO, Ha MIPUMeEp, Ba/IN IIECaK ca
peuHe obalie WM KoTa KaMeH y KaMEHOJIOMY, OH CYIITUHCKH JIUPA Y CYyIITHHY
CTBapH, mTo je 1o nepuannnju u3 JyctuanjanoBux MHCTHTYIMja 3a0pamkeHo
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U HMCKJbYUYEHO. 3aTO0 CMO MUIJbEHa Ja je ['ajeBa neduHHUIIMja aleKBaTHH]a,
YONIITEHH]a U CXOAHO ToMe UMa Behy mpakTH4HYy MPUMEHHBOCT.

Y OYEeTKY, II0I0YKHUBAHE CE MOTJIO YTOBOPUTH CaMO Y KOPUCT (PU3UIKOT
mura, na Ou JyCTUHHjaHOBHM IPaBOM TO OWIJIO TPOINIMPEHO W Ha TpaBHA
JMIa, alld He y Tpajamy JYKEM O CTO ToAuHa. ,[lmogoyxuBanall je uMao
MpaBoO Ha TUIONOBE CTBapH (fructus naturales n fructus civiles), padynajyhu
Y MIIQJyHUa/1 )KHUBOTHbA, allM HE U MPABO Ha JeTe podume. [InomoyxuBaoiry
poba mpuranano je y CBOjuHy cBe mTo pod nprbaBu kKopuirhemeM NMOBHHE
TUTOJIOYKMBAOIIA HITH COTICTBEHUM PaJIoM, a Ha OHOME IIITO MPUOABH 110 HEKOM
JPYrOM OCHOBY ITPaBO CBOjUHE MPUIIa/ia BIaCHUKY. [171010yKHBambe je JINYHO,
HEMPEHOCUBO MPaBoO (OCHM KOJI YCTyIama MyTeM MapHUIle — in iure cessio),
aJIi Ce MOIVIO MIPEHETH BPIICHE TUIOJ0YKHBamka IMyTeM 3aKyIia, MPojaje Win
noxsioHa‘ (Jlasuh, 2000, ctp. 26).

Kopryc npaBa kojuma THTYNIap pacriofiake YHHE: usus v fructus, Tj. ius
utendi v ius fruendi. IlmonoyxuBaari je cTBap MOTao Ha yoOW4ajeH HaYMH Ja
KOpPHUCTH U yOHpa 1100Be Ha H0j. O0aBe3e mioaoyxuBaola ouie cy OpojHe:
MOpao je Ja OAp)kaBa MOCITY)KHY CTBap U CHOCH HYXXHE TPOIIKOBE H>EHOT
OZIp>KaBamba, Jla ce MpeMa CTBapu OJHOCH Kao caBecTaH jaomahuH, Tj. bonus
pater familias, na ynotpeOoM CTBapu HE MEHha lEHY €KOHOMCKY HAMEHY U Ja
ce obaBexe N1a he 1Mo OKOHYamy IJIONOYKHBamka CTBAP BPAaTUTH HE Iupajyhu
WeHY CyIITHHY (salva rebus substantia). COTICTBEHUK CTBapH 3apKaBao je
MPaBo pacroyiarama Ha cTBapH (ius abutendi, abusus), Mel)yTUM, Kako OH He
BpIIM HUKAKBY ()aKTHUKY BJIACT HA CTBApH HEMY OCTaje caMo roJjia CBOjUHA
(nuda proprietas), 1j. ,,BTIACHUKY OCTaHE 3aIpaBoO caMo OBJanmIhemne NOTITYHOT
pacrojiarama — IpeHOca CBOJHHE, a J1a CBE KOPHUCTH KOje CTBap Jaje MpUnaaajy
npyrom cyojekry (CrmumjerraeBuh, 2022, ctp. 3). [Ipeamer miomoyxuBama
Moxe na Oyne W MOKpeTHa W HemokpeTHa crBap. KipywyHo je ma To Oyne
HETOTPOIIIHA CTBap, jep MO OKOHYAKY IUIOJOY)KHMBAmha TUTYJIAP BIACHUKY
cTBap Tpeba Aa BpaTH y WACHTHYHOM CTamy, HelpoMeweHy. MehyTim, Tokom
Mepro/Ia PUHIIAIIATA OBO MPABUIIO j€ IpOMemeHO. [11onoykuBame ce Moo
YCTaHOBUTH U Ha MOTPOLIHMM cTBapuMma (res consumptibiles), a Ha3BaHO je
HENpaBo IUIOAOYXHUBamwe (quasi ususfructus), xoje he kacHHMje TaHIEKTHA
NpaBHa HayKa Ha3BaTH ususfructus irregularis. 3a pa3muKy OJf CTaHAAPIHOT
IUIOJI0Y)KHBaka, e IUIONOYKHMBaiall Bpaha HCTy CTBap COICTBEHHUKY, KOJI
HEMpaBor IUIOJOY)KHBakha, HEMpPaBU IUIONOYXKHBajall y o0aBe3d je na Io
3aBpILIETKY ITUIOAOYKMBaKka BPAaTH CTBAp UCTE BPCTE M KBAJIHUTETA Y HUCTOj
KonMuuHU. MelytuM, moctoju jormn jemHa OuTHa pasimka m3mely oBa nBa
o0NMKa TUIONOYKUBamWa: JOK IPAaBO IUIOJOYKHBakha HMa CTBAPHOIPABHH
KapakTep, HEMPaBo II0A0YKUBAE MPEICTaBIba 00IMK OOIUTAIIIOHOT OJJHOCA.
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4. IlpaBo ynorpeoe (usus)

buTHa KapakTepuUCTHKa pPHUMCKE IMpaBHE TPATUIHMje CBAKaKo je
€BOITyIMja U TpaHchopMaIija MPaBHUX WHCTUTYTA, YCIOBJbEHA 3aXTEBUMA
CBAKOJIHEBHOT JKMBOTA, Pa3BOja TPTOBUHCKUX OJHOCA U HACTAaHKOM POOHO-
HOBUaHUX OHOCA. Ta mpakca HHje MUMOHWIIUIA HU TIPaBO ymoTpebe (usus).
VY nouetky je TuTynap npasa ynorpebde (y3yap, usuarius) umao opiaiheme
Koje je YamMjaH y jeAHO] M3peud M3JI0kKHOo Ha cienehu HaumH: Ko uma
npago ynompebe, modce ynompebsoagamu, aiu Hema Npaso npubupamu
nnoooge — Cui usus relictus est, uti potest, frui non potest (Ynnujau D.7.8.2.
npema CrojueBnh & Pomar, 1971, ctp. 510). ,,/JIunema, koja )KUBH U JTaHAaC,
My4MJia je KJIacH4YHe MpaBHUKE, T€ TaKo MPBU MOKyIIaj onpehema obuma
IpaBa MpPOHAJIa3UMO KoJl ABrycToBOr caBpeMeHuka Jlabeona. OH pa3marpa
CUTyalljy y KOjOj je Jaro mpaBo Kopulihema CEOCKOT MMama U Yy MPBU
IJIaH WUCTUYE JBE OCOOWHE mpaBa: 1) Ja ce HEe MOKe TOWCTOBETHTH Ca
IJI0A0YKUBAKEM, jep je oOMM MpaBa YXH, T€ 2) HOpMHUpPaA AEjCTBO JIMYHE
ciry:)x6eHoCTH erga omnes. OHO ce OIvie/la U 'y CBOM IO3UTHBHOM acIeKTy,
Jla ¥Ma UCKJbYYMBO TMpaBo Kopuinhema CKIAAWINTAa 32 BUHO U yJbe, U Y
HETraTHUBHOM, J1a BIACHUKY UMamba Moxke 3a0panutu npuctyn' (CraHojiaosuh,
2023, ctp. 159). Nako JIabeoHOBO OIpenuIITe UMa MPEIU3HUjU KapaKTep
mTa Mo CBOM CajipXkajy ymorpeda moapasyMeBa, Y OIHOCY Ha YIIHjaHOBO
Buhemwe, To unak He oapelyje y moTmyHoCTH CKyn oBiamhema y3yapa. Kako
ce nmpaBo ynorpede mokas3aio HeMpakKTUYHUM, HAPOUUTO Yy CIIy4ajy yrnorpeoe
nmpenMeTra Koje Huje Moryhe ymorpeOspaBaTi 0e3 yOmpama miogoBa (HIIp.
KpaBa WM MaclUbak), MpaBo ymoTpede ce BPEMEHOM MPOLIMPUIO U Ha
yOupame miooBa, ajii y MUHUMAJTHOM 00UMY, OHOJIMKO KOJIHKO j& 0080/bHO
3a CBOjy e23ucmenyujy u e2zucmenyujy ceoje nopoouye (quod ad victum sibi
suisque sufficiat), Kako TO HaBOAM YJNHjaH y Kiu3u 17 cBora nena Libri ad
Sabinum (The Roman Law Library — Ulpianus libro 17 ad Sabinum, 2025).

5. IIpaBo cranoBama (habitatio)

[TpaBo cTaHOBama Takohe MpencTaBiba JIMYHY CIIY)KOSHOCT HOPMHpaHY
PUMCKMM IIpaBOM, Ha OCHOBY KOjé TUTYJIap IpaBa (XaOUTaHT) CTHYe
CTBAapHO IPaBO CTaHOBama M ynorpede Tyhe kyhe (crambenor mpocropa) 3a
corcTBeHe noTpede u nmorpedbe wiaHosa cBoje nopoauue. C 063upoM Ha TO
7la je y IUTamky CTBAPHOIIPABHH, a He OOJUTallHOHH OHOC, IPABO CTAHOBAbA
Hajyemrhe ce yCTaHOBJbABAJIO JIETATOM WM MOKJIOHOM. ,,Habitatio 3a pa3nuky
O] IPYTUX JUYHUX CITY>)KOCHOCTH (uUsus — MPaBO KOpHUIINewa U ususfructus
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— MpaBo TJIOOYKUBamka), HUje TIpecTajana ca capitis deminutio — TYyOUTKOM
cTaryca HEHOT THUTylapa W non usus — HeBpumemeM. Jlo Jyctunujana je
MpaBHa MPUPOAA OBE CIy)OeHOCTH Ouja cropHa M moucroBehuBana ce ca
BiracHuITBOM. Ox JycTuHHjaHa ce, MehyTuM, TpeTupaga Kao CaMOCTAJIHO
CTBapHO MpaBo Ha Tyhoj CTBapu Koje ce HHje MOIJIO MPEeHeTH Ha Tpehe e’
(Kecman & Pilji¢, 2025, ctp. 212).

6. 3akbyuaxk

JInune ciy»KO€HOCTH IIPEICTaBIbajy 3Ha4ajaH MHCTUTYT CTBApHOT IIpaBa
KOjH BEKOBHMMA MOCTOjU U KOjU MPYy’Ka OBIAIINemha TUTYIapuMa J1a KOPUCTE
Tyhe cTBapu kao mociyxHa g00pa, IpU 4eMy HEMajy IpaBo J1a 3aXBarajy y
CYIICTaHILy IpeIMeTa CITy)KOCHOCTH. PUMCKO ITpaBo je mo3HaBaJIo TpU 00JIMKa
JUYHUX CIYKOCHOCTH: TIJIONOYKHUBAMkE, YIMOTPeOy M MpPaBO CTAaHOBama.
3Hayaj aJieKBaTHE peryjaldje JUYHUX CIYKOCHOCTH MOXE C€ YBUACTH
U3 caMe YMICHHIIC J1a C€ ’OME CBOjUHA M CBOJMHCKONpPABHA OBJamhema
BJIACHHMKA MpeaMeTa orpaHuuaBajy. [lnomoyxuBaolly mpuiaga mpaBo Ha
TUIO0YKHBakhe, KOPUCHHUK CTBAapH (y3yap) UMa MpaBo Ha yrnoTpedy cTBapH,
JIOK TUTyJap IpaBa CTaHOBama (XaOMTAaHT) MMa NPaBO Ha CTAHOBAME.
BrnacHuky npeameTa ciry)k0€HOCTH peocTaje caMo 2oa céojuna. CBaku o1
TUTyJapa nobuja ogpehena creapHa mpasa mpema npeaMery CiIyKO0eHOCTH.
Tako ooy )uBaal uMa mpaso 1a y HOTIYHOCTH KOPUCTH MTOCTYKHY CTBap
u youpa miuogoBe. Ynorpeba MOCIyKHE CTBapu y ceOM HOCHU pelyKoBaHa
opnamrhema y OZHOCY Ha TUIOJIOYKMBamE, M TAKO y3yap YCIYXKHY CTBap
MOXE Jla KOPUCTH y OKBUPY JTUYHUX WIH TOPOJUYHUX MOTPeOa, MpU YyeMy
Ha H0] MOKE MMATH JPXKABUHY WU CYIp)KaBUHY. XaOWTaHT Takohe mma
MpaBoO Ha JP)KABUHY WIH CYIP)KaBHHY HaJl MOCITYXXHOM CTBApU KOjy MOXKe
OCTBApUTH MCKJbYYHBO CTAaHOBameM, Oe3 IMpaBa yOupama IJI0J0Ba Haj
HBHOM.

VY caBpeMEHOM TpaBy OJ TPH JIMYHE CIY)KOCHOCTH W3 PUMCKOT IPaBa,
IJI0I0YKHBalkhe MMa HajBehu mpakTU4HU 3Ha4aj. MehyTum, HOpMaTuBHO
perynucame OBako OMTHOT MHCTUTYTA Y TIOCIEPATHOM TIEPHOY je H30CTalo.
300r TOra je cTaB CyAcke Impakce mpema oapeadama 3akoHa O HEBaKHOCTH
[IpaBHUX Iponuca IoHeTHX mnpe 6. ampuna 1941. romuHe u 3a Bpeme
HETpHjaTeJbCKe OKYIaIHje, 1a Ce Ha CBa MUTamba Y BE3U Ca IUIOA0YKUBAKEM
CXOJTHO TIpUMERY]jy oapeade Cprckor rpahanckor 3akoHUKa. TakBO peniemne
je y Tpakcu Tpoy3pOKOBaJIO KOH(Y3H]Y, jep Cy MOHOIICHE CYIACKE IMpecye
ca OMPEYHHM M PA3JIUYUTHM PEUICHUMA, IITO Y KPajEeM UCXOAY Y BEJIHKO]
MepU yTHYe Ha MpaBHY CUTYpHOCT. MHIJbeHa CMO Ja je HEONXOTHO de
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lege ferenda ynHanmpemuTH TpaBHY peryjiaTHBy M IpPaBHO pEryaucaru cBa
pelieBaHTHA NMUTAakba y BE3H Ca JIMYHUM CIY)KOCHOCTHMA, ¢ 003UPOM Ha TO Ja
Ce paJy 0 MHCTUTYyTUMA KOjU Cy MMaJH CBOj€ MECTO y MPAaBHUM CHCTEMHMa
Ipe /Ba MUJICHHjyMa, OK y CaBPEMEHOM IO3UTHBHOM CPIICKOM IIPaBy TO
HUje CIIy4aj.
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ROMAN LAW FOUNDATIONS OF
THE MODERN INSTITUTION OF
PERSONAL SERVITUDES

ABSTRACT: Although servitudes did not originally emerge in Roman
law, but much earlier, Roman law laid the legal foundations for this
institution, as well as for the majority of legal institutions that, through
the influence of Roman legal history and tradition, were subsequently
received into modern legal systems, including the contemporary legal
system of the Republic of Serbia. Following the division of the Roman
Empire, Serbia relied politically, culturally, religiously, and legally on
its eastern part, the so-called Eastern Roman Empire, better known as
the Byzantine Empire. Although medieval Serbian law was initially
archaic and predominantly customary in nature, through the reception of
institutions from Byzantine law, servitudes gradually found their place
within the legal system of medieval Serbia. A major milestone in the
reception of Roman law institutions was the enactment of the Serbian
Civil Code of 1844, through which traditional Roman law institutions
were implemented indirectly via the Austrian Civil Code. Contemporary
Serbian law continues its course under the sails of Roman law and, as such,
belongs to the family of continental European legal systems, whose origins,
spirit, and tradition are rooted in the Roman state and legal heritage. In this
manner, the Roman Empire, as the cradle of modern civilization, continues
to live on today through its legal institutions. Roman law recognized two
forms of servitudes: predial (land) servitudes and personal servitudes. By
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employing historical, analytical, and comparative methods, the co-authors
aim to present the historical development and significance of the institution
of personal servitudes from the period of Roman law to contemporary
legislative solutions, with the purpose of emphasizing the universality of
the Roman legal legacy.

Keywords: servitudes, Roman law, Serbian Civil Code, legal history.
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...modern European law sails under
Justinian's flag.’

ABSTRACT: Although servitudes did not originally emerge in Roman law,
but much earlier, Roman law laid the legal foundations for this institution,
as well as for the majority of legal institutions that, through the influence of
Roman legal history and tradition, were subsequently received into modern
legal systems, including the contemporary legal system of the Republic of
Serbia. Following the division of the Roman Empire, Serbia relied politically,
culturally, religiously, and legally on its eastern part, the so-called Eastern
Roman Empire, better known as the Byzantine Empire. Although medieval
Serbian law was initially archaic and predominantly customary in nature,
through the reception of institutions from Byzantine law, servitudes gradually
found their place within the legal system of medieval Serbia. A major milestone
in the reception of Roman law institutions was the enactment of the Serbian
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Civil Code of 1844, through which traditional Roman law institutions were
implemented indirectly via the Austrian Civil Code. Contemporary Serbian
law continues its course under the sails of Roman law and, as such, belongs
to the family of continental European legal systems, whose origins, spirit, and
tradition are rooted in the Roman state and legal heritage. In this manner, the
Roman Empire, as the cradle of modern civilization, continues to live on today
through its legal institutions. Roman law recognized two forms of servitudes:
predial (land) servitudes and personal servitudes. By employing historical,
analytical, and comparative methods, the co-authors aim to present the historical
development and significance of the institution of personal servitudes from the
period of Roman law to contemporary legislative solutions, with the purpose
of emphasizing the universality of the Roman legal legacy.

Keywords: servitudes, Roman law, Serbian Civil Code, legal history.
1. On the universality and reception of Roman law

Much has been written in legal literature about the significance of
Roman law and its influence on contemporary legal systems, thereby
giving rise to the justified questions of the actual role and impact of Roman
law on positive law, as well as whether it is at all well-founded to speak
of the universality of Roman law. The answer to these questions is rather
straightforward when one compares the institutions of civil law in ancient
Rome with those existing today. One such institution is that of servitudes.
The institution of servitudes, although one of the oldest, may be traced from
the Law of the Twelve Tables to Justinian law, and possesses a ‘universal
character.” There is scarcely any institution of Roman law that has become
such an integral part of modern legal systems (Stankovi¢ & Vladeti¢, 2018,
p. 388). Roman law belongs to the treasury of antiquity and represents one of
the greatest achievements of the ancient world, alongside Greek philosophy
and art, not only because of its intrinsic value, but also due to its influence on
the legal history of Europe and the world. However, it did not emerge from
nowhere, just as Greek philosophy did not (Stanojevi¢, 2003, p. 5). Latin legal
terminology is universally accepted in contemporary legal scholarship, owing
to the genius of Roman jurists who, in a concise and clear manner, through
maxims and legal aphorisms, succeeded in explaining fundamental legal
principles and concepts (Stefanovié, 2025, p. 19). The analysis of the Roman
legal heritage provides a unique opportunity to reconsider and reassess its
role and significance, with the aim of once again emphasizing the importance
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of Roman law and highlighting the sophistication of a legal system whose
institutions have endured for more than two millennia.

However, the reception of Roman law was neither rapid nor systematic. It
proceeded gradually, in a partial and rather spontaneous manner, conditioned
by the practical need for the legal regulation of social relations lying beyond
the scope of customary law. The Germanic peoples who established states on
the territory of the Western Roman Empire possessed their own customary
law. Roman law, applied by the existing Romanized population, as well as the
law codified in the compilations of Germanic rulers, remained in practice for
a certain period of time; however, it was eventually displaced by Germanic
customs and largely fell into oblivion. Owing to the civilizational development
of these peoples, a need arose for a more developed legal system, and the rules
of Roman law, which legal schools beginning with the glossators had rescued
from oblivion, gradually began to be reapplied in practice. Those parts of
Roman law which regulated newly emerging social relations not governed
by customary law were particularly accepted (Malenica & Dereti¢, 2011, p.
127). The greatest significance in the reception of Roman law was attributed
to Justinian’s codification. Within the Corpus Iuris Civilis, the entire legal
heritage of the classical Roman period was codified, thereby preserving, in its
original form, the most important achievements of Roman juristic theory of
that period (Zori¢ & Zupljanié, 2019, p. 82). The establishment of a universal
Roman Empire represented the perpetual aspiration of the Byzantines.
Justinian’s restoration gave the most magnificent expression to this aspiration.
Consequently, it has always remained in the consciousness of the Byzantines
as their most glorious memory (Ostrogorski, 1969, p. 88).

The reception of Roman law took place gradually and in distinct stages. As
Obolensky observes: “The acceptance of Byzantine law in the countries of the
Eastern European community may be viewed within the context of two broader
historical phenomena: the spread of Byzantine civilization throughout these lands
and the ‘reception’ of Roman law across medieval Europe as a whole. Byzantine
law, regardless of the extent to which it was revised and interpreted throughout
the history of the Empire, remained firmly grounded in Justinian’s codification
of Roman law. The same fundamental body of law that prevailed in Eastern
Europe during the Middle Ages, and in certain regions even survived the fall of
Constantinople, continued to exist in Italy, Spain, and Southern France during
the so-called ‘Dark Ages,” ultimately becoming, in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, part of the common heritage of Western civilization” (Obolensky, 1996,
p- 375). Subsequently, during the nineteenth century, the reception of Roman law
proceeded through the great European civil codifications. The territories within
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the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy became acquainted with the institutions of
Roman law primarily through the French Code Civil and the Austrian Civil Code,
the latter of which served as a model for Jovan HadZi¢ in drafting the Serbian
Civil Code. Due to the absence of adequate contemporary legislation governing
the field of personal servitudes, the provisions of the Serbian Civil Code still
constitute the primary legal source relied upon by courts in the Republic of Serbia.
This creates room for broad judicial interpretation of archaic legal norms, the
rendering of inconsistent judgments, and legal uncertainty.

Considering that Roman law constitutes the foundation of every
democratic society, the reception of Roman law continues today through the
process of harmonizing Serbian positive law with the law of the European
Union. This represents a comprehensive, long-term, and legally binding
process arising from the Stabilisation and Association Agreement. The process
entails the gradual adaptation and harmonization of domestic legal regulations
with the legal acquis and fundamental legal principles of the European Union
(acquis communautaire), with the aim of ensuring compatibility and the
proper application of legal norms, which constitutes a key prerequisite for
membership in, and accession to, the democratic family of European states.

2. Roman law concept of personal servitudes

Gaius’ tripartite division of law into persons, things, and actions (Omne
ius quo utimur vel ad personas pertinet, vel ad res, vel ad actiones) (Gaius,
1982, p. 24), which was later adopted by Justinian in the Institutes, constitutes
the foundation of legal systematics. This classification was subsequently
received in the French (1804), Austrian (1811), Serbian (1844), and Swiss
(1912) civil codes. Within the law relating to things, a special place is occupied
by real rights over the property of another (iura in re aliena) (although a
more precise term would be “rights in the property of another”). These are
absolute rights, operating erga omnes. The essential distinction between these
rights and ownership lies in the fact that ownership is based on one’s own
thing, whereas iura in re aliena confer only a portion of proprietary powers,
exercised over another person’s thing rather than one’s own. In other words,
the right-holder acquires only certain faculties of use over another’s property,
while the ius abutendi, understood as the right of disposal, remains with the
owner. As real rights, personal servitudes are also enforceable against third
parties (erga omnes), who are under a duty of abstention. However, in addition
to their predominantly proprietary elements, these servitudes also contain
certain obligations-based elements, making them a complex legal institution
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(Medi¢, 2017, p. 604). Roman jurists classified iura in re aliena into servitudes
(servitutes), pledge (pignus), superficies, and emphyteusis. Pledge differs
from other real rights over the property of another in that it serves as a means
of securing the creditor, whereas servitudes, superficies, and emphyteusis
constitute rights of use over another’s property (Stefanovi¢, 2025, p. 190).

The origin of servitudes “owes itself” to the practical nature of the
Romans and their ability to resolve legal problems as they arose in practice.
In their efforts to resolve concrete cases, the Romans extensively drew upon
Greek rhetoric, philosophy, and logic (Vuleti¢, 2015, p. 257). Servitudes are
defined as civil real rights which restrict the owner’s use of a thing (MiloSevic,
2005, p. 242), and as such emerged out of the need to regulate disputes arising
between neighbours in ancient Rome. Initially, in Rome, immovable property
was required to be separated by a physical space belonging to neither of the
neighbouring owners. For urban immovables, this space was known as the
ambitus. As time passed and Rome grew into a densely populated metropolis,
such a system became unsustainable (Perello, 2013, p. 607). In order to enable
more rational use of urban land, the ambitus was replaced by a boundary
demarcation between plots in the form of a wall, referred to as a “common wall”
(paries communis), which was considered jointly owned by both neighbours,
thereby giving rise to new legal rules governing such structures. These walls
were often constructed with arches (paries fornicatus) designed to strengthen
their structure, but also to allow passage between the two properties, i.e., land
parcels. However, any unauthorised interference with another’s property (facere
in alieno) was prohibited. In order to perform any act on a neighbour’s property,
the establishment of a servitude was required, i.e., a legal entitlement granted in
favour of a non-owner, whereby the holder of the servitude was allowed to have
the thing “serve” him. It is from this idea that the term “servitude” originates,
both in Serbian and in Latin: servire — to serve.

2.1. Predial (Real) Servitudes

The Roman concept of servitudes, as received and further developed in
Justinianic law, encompassed two categories: predial (real) servitudes and personal
servitudes. This is evident from the maxim of Marcian in the Digest: Servitutes
aut personarum sunt, ut usus et usus fructus, aut rerum, ut servitutes rusticorum
praediorum et urbanorum (“Servitudes are either of persons, such as use and
usufruct, or of things, such as servitudes of rural and urban estates”) (Stojcevié
& Romac, 1971, p. 458). “In Roman law, predial servitudes emerged first. With
the emergence of private ownership, resulting from the division of previously
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collective property, the need for such servitudes arose” (Kocan, 2014, p. 247). The
establishment of predial servitudes (servitutes praediorum) required the existence
of two estates: the servient estate and the dominant estate. A predial servitude is
established over one parcel of land, referred to as the servient estate (praedium
serviens), in favour of the owner of another parcel, referred to as the dominant estate
(praedium dominans). Roman law recognizes two types of predial servitudes: rural
and urban servitudes. The criterion for this distinction lies in the character of the
dominant estate: any agricultural land fell under rural servitudes, even if located
within the boundaries of a city, whereas if buildings were erected on a parcel of
land, the servitude was classified as urban, even if the land was situated in a rural
area (Stefanovi¢, 2025, p. 191). Stanojevi¢ systematically enumerates rural and
urban servitudes: Rural servitudes arose earlier, some being already known at
the time of the Law of the Twelve Tables: iter (the right of passage on foot over
another’s property), via (the right of passage with vehicles, a right of way), actus
(the right to drive cattle), aquaeductus (the right to conduct water through another’s
property), and aquaehaustus (the right to draw water from another’s source).
Urban servitudes developed in connection with urbanization and the expansion of
the city of Rome, facilitating the use of buildings and urban land. These include
servitudes such as the right to support a building on a neighbour’s wall, the right to
extend a balcony over another’s airspace, and the right to discharge rainwater into
aneighbour’s yard (Stanojevi¢, 2003, p. 225).

2.2. Personal Servitudes

Personal servitudes are attached to the person and arise in order to secure
a benefit for a specific individual in relation to another’s property. As these
are strictly personal rights, the Romans considered that personal servitudes
could not be transferred either inter vivos or mortis causa. “Different forms of
servitudes were subject to different modes of acquisition, the most common
being testament, contract, and judicial decision” (Stefanovi¢, 2019, p. 52).
Personal servitudes constitute an institution comprising three real rights:
usufruct (ususfructus), use (usus), and habitation (habitatio). They originated
from the need to provide for wives after the husband’s death and for female
children after the father’s death, who for a long historical period held an
unequal inheritance position in relation to husbands and male descendants
(Lazi¢, 2000, p. 1). Some authors also classify within personal servitudes
the right to use another’s slave or animal (operae servorum vel animalium),
which grants the holder the right to make use of another’s slave or animal. It is
considered that the origins of personal servitudes lie in the desire of property
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owners to provide material security for close persons after their death, by
granting them, through a legacy, a lifelong right to use property which is
otherwise bequeathed in its entirety to the heirs by testament. As universal
successors, they became owners of the estate, but subject to a burden which
temporarily limited their ownership rights (Bujukli¢, 2011, p. 265). It is
noteworthy that in classical Roman law usufruct (ususfructus), use (usus), and
habitation (habitatio) were regarded as separate rights rather than servitudes,
with usufruct in particular excluding any ownership rights over the thing
itself, being limited exclusively to the entitlement to collect its fruits.

3. Usufruct (ususfructus)

In Justinian’s Institutes, usufruct (ususfructus) is defined as a personal
servitude whereby the holder acquires the right to use and enjoy the fruits
of another’s property, without impairing its substance — Usus fructus est ius
alienis rebus utendi fruendi, salva rerum substantia (Justinijanove Institucije
2.4, according to Stojcevi¢ & Romac, 1971, p. 510). This definition, although
centuries old, remains highly relevant and applicable today. It was received
through the Serbian Civil Code and its interpretation by Jovan Hadzi¢ in
Article 374 of the SCC: He to whom the right of enjoyment of another s thing
belongs may enjoy the thing without limitation, provided that its substance
is not impaired (Zivkovi¢, 2014, p. 182). In contrast to the view presented
in Justinian’s Institutes, Gaius held that the usufructuary could not acquire
ownership by usucaption, because he did not possess possession (detentio),
but only the right of use and enjoyment (ius utendi fruendi) (Gaius, 1982, p.
113). We consider Gaius’ definition to be more precise and more reflective
of the nature of usufruct, since if a person, for example, uses a thing under
usufruct and exploits it by extracting sand from a riverbank or quarrying stone,
he is in substance affecting the very essence of the thing, which is prohibited
under the Justinianic definition. For this reason, Gaius’ definition appears
more adequate, more general, and therefore of greater practical applicability.

Originally, usufruct could be established only in favour of a natural person;
however, under Justinian law it was extended to legal persons as well, though
for a duration not exceeding one hundred years. The usufructuary was entitled
to the fruits of the thing (fructus naturales and fructus civiles), including the
offspring of animals, but not the child of a female slave. In the case of slaves,
everything acquired by the slave through the use of the usufructuary’s property
or through his own labour belonged to the usufructuary, whereas acquisitions
obtained on any other basis belonged to the owner. Usufruct was a personal,

153



LAW - Theory and Practice No. 2/2026

non-transferable right (except through in iure cessio), although the exercise of
usufruct could be transferred by lease, sale, or gift (Lazi¢, 2000, p. 26).

The bundle of rights held by the usufructuary consists of usus and fructus,
1.e. ius utendi and ius fruendi. The usufructuary was entitled to use the thing in the
ordinary manner and to collect its fruits. His obligations were numerous: he had
to maintain the servient property and bear the necessary maintenance costs, to
act with the diligence of a good head of household (bonus pater familias), not to
alter the economic purpose of the thing through its use, and to undertake to return
the thing upon termination of the usufruct “without impairing its substance”
(salva rerum substantia). The owner retained the right of disposal (ius abutendi,
abusus), however, since he exercised no factual control over the thing, what
remained to him was merely “bare ownership” (nuda proprietas), i.e. the owner
is left only with the power of full disposition — transfer of ownership, while all
benefits derived from the thing belong to another subject (Slijepéevi¢, 2022,
p- 3). The object of usufruct may be both movable and immovable property.
The essential requirement is that it must be a non-consumable thing, since
upon termination of usufruct the holder must return the thing in its identical,
unchanged condition. However, during the Principate this rule was modified.
Usufruct could also be established over consumable things (res consumptibiles),
in which case it was referred to as “improper usufruct” (quasi ususfructus), later
termed by Pandectist scholarship as ususfructus irregularis. Unlike ordinary
usufruct, where the usufructuary must return the same thing to the owner, in
improper usufruct the holder is obliged, upon termination, to return things of the
same kind, quality, and quantity. There is also an important distinction between
the two forms: while “proper” usufruct has a proprietary (real right) character,
“improper” usufruct constitutes an obligational legal relationship.

4. Right of Use (Usus)

A key characteristic of the Roman legal tradition is undoubtedly the
evolution and transformation of legal institutions, driven by the demands of
everyday life, the development of commercial relations, and the emergence of
commodity-money relations. This development also extended to the right of
use (usus). Initially, the holder of the right of use (usuary, usuarius) possessed
an entitlement which Ulpian formulated in the following maxim: He who has
been granted the right of use may use the thing, but has no right to collect
its fruits (Cui usus relictus est, uti potest, frui non potest) (Ulpian, D. 7.8.2
according to Stojcevi¢ & Romac, 1971, p. 510). A dilemma that persists to this
day troubled the classical jurists, and the first attempt to define the scope of this
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right is found in Labeo, a contemporary of Augustus. He examines a situation
in which the right of use of a rural estate is granted and highlights two essential
characteristics of the right: (1) that it cannot be equated with usufruct, since its
scope is narrower; and (2) that it produces the effects of a personal servitude
erga omnes. This is reflected both in its positive aspect, namely the exclusive
right to use a wine and oil storage facility, and in its negative aspect, namely the
right to exclude the owner from access to the estate (Stanojlovic, 2023, p. 159).
Although Labeo’s definition more precisely clarifies the content of the right
of use compared to Ulpian’s view, it still does not fully determine the scope
of the usuary’s powers. As the right of use proved impractical, particularly in
relation to objects that cannot be used without simultaneously taking their fruits
(e.g., cows or olive groves), it was gradually extended to include the collection
of fruits, but only to a minimal extent, namely as much as is “sufficient for
one’s own subsistence and that of one’s family” (quod ad victum sibi suisque
sufficiat), as stated by Ulpian in Book 17 of his Libri ad Sabinum (The Roman
Law Library — Ulpian, libro 17 ad Sabinum, 2025).

5. Right of Habitation (Habitatio)

The right of habitation also constitutes a personal servitude recognized
under Roman law, whereby the holder of the right (the habitant) acquires a real
right to reside in and use another person’s house (residential premises) for his
own needs and those of his family members. Given that this is a real right rather
than an obligational relationship, the right of habitation was most commonly
established by legacy or donation. Habitatio, unlike other personal servitudes
(usus-right of use, and ususfructus-usufruct), did not terminate upon capitis
deminutio-loss of the holder’s legal status, nor upon non usus — non-exercise of
the right. Prior to Justinian, the legal nature of this servitude was disputed and
was often equated with ownership. However, from Justinian onwards, it was
treated as an independent real right over another’s property, which could not be
transferred to third parties (Kecman & Pilji¢, 2025, p. 212).

6. Conclusion

Personal servitudes constitute an important institute of property law
that has existed for centuries and grants their holders the right to use another
person’s property as servient property, without the entitlement to affect or
consume the substance of the encumbered thing. Roman law recognized
three forms of personal servitudes: usufruct (ususfructus), use (usus), and
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the right of habitation (habitatio). The importance of adequate regulation of
personal servitudes is evident from the very fact that they impose limitations
on ownership and on the proprietary powers of the owner of the encumbered
property. The usufructuary is entitled to usufruct, the user (usuary) is entitled to
use the thing, while the holder of the right of habitation (habitant) is entitled to
reside in the property. The owner of the encumbered thing is left with nothing
but “bare ownership” (nuda proprietas). Each of the holders acquires specific
real rights over the encumbered property. Thus, the usufructuary is entitled to
full use of the servient thing and to collect its fruits. The use of the servient
thing involves more limited powers compared to usufruct; accordingly, the
usuary may use the thing within the scope of personal or family needs, and
may hold possession or co-possession over it. The habitant also has the right
to possession or co-possession of the servient property, which he may exercise
exclusively through habitation, without any right to collect its fruits.

In modern law, among the three personal servitudes known to Roman
law, usufruct has the greatest practical significance. However, adequate
statutory regulation of this important institute was lacking in the post-war
period. Consequently, the prevailing judicial practice, based on the Law on
the Invalidity of Legal Provisions Enacted before 6 April 1941 and during the
Enemy Occupation, is to apply the provisions of the Serbian Civil Code by
analogy to all issues concerning usufruct. Such a solution has caused confusion
in practice, as courts have rendered divergent and inconsistent judgments,
which ultimately undermines legal certainty. It is our view that de lege ferenda
it is necessary to improve the legal framework and comprehensively regulate
all relevant issues concerning personal servitudes, given that these institutes
had their place in legal systems two millennia ago, whereas this is not the case
in contemporary positive Serbian law.
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RIMSKI PRAVNI TEMELJI SAVREMENOG
INSTITUTA LICNIH SLUZBENOSTI

APSTRAKT: lako izvorno sluzbenosti nisu nastale u rimskom pravu,
ve¢ mnogo ranije, ono je postavilo pravne temelje, kako ovog tako i
vecéine pravnih instituta, koji su na talasu rimske pravne istorije i tradicije
sistem u Republici Srbiji. Nakon podele Rimskog carstva Srbija se
politicki, kulturoloski, religijski i pravno oslanjala na isto¢ni deo carstva,
tzv. Romejsko carstvo, poznatije pod imenom Vizantija. lako je u pocetku
srednjovekovno srpsko pravo bilo arhai¢no, mahom obicajno, recepcijom
instituta iz vizantijskog prava, sluzbenosti polako pronalaze svoje mesto
u pravu srednjovekovne Srbije. Veliki znacaj u recepciji instituta rimskog
prava obeleZilo je donoSenje Srpskog gradanskog zakonika 1844. godine,
implementacijom tradicionalnih instituta rimskog prava, posrednim
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putem, preko Austrijskog gradanskog zakonika. Savremeno srpsko pravo
1 danas plovi pod jedrima rimskog prava i, kao takvo, spada u porodicu
evropskokontinentalnih prava, koje svoje poreklo, duh i tradiciju pronalazi
u rimskom drzavnom i pravnom nasledu. Na taj nacin, Rimsko carstvo, kao
kolevka savremene civilizacije, kroz svoje pravne institute, Zivi i danas.
Rimsko pravo je poznavalo dva oblika sluzbenosti: stvarne (zemlji$ne)
i licne. Cilj koautora jeste da upotrebom istorijskog, analitickog i
komparativnog metoda prikazu istorijski razvoj i znacaj instituta li¢nih
sluzbenosti od perioda rimskog prava do savremenih legislativnih resenja,
a sve u nameri da ukazu na univerzalnost rimske pravne zaostavstine.

Kljuéne reci: sluzbenosti, rimsko pravo, Srpski gradanski zakonik, pravna
istorija.
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