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GOAT FARMING IN THE VRBAS BANOVINA

Abstract: The aim of the paper is to analyze goat farming in the Vrbas Banovina based on
published and unpublished sources and available literature. In certain areas of the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia, goat farming was a major branch of stockbreeding. The portion of the population that did
not have enough land to sustain a cow was able to successfully keep two to three goats. For the poorer
population in the country, goats were the most significant domesticated animals, and they provided a
substantial income. The paper compares the number of goats in certain European countries, the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia, its banovinas, and the districts of the Vrbas Banovina. It also focuses on the
lives of the people, the traits of the domestic Balkan goat, goat breeds, goat housing and feeding,
stockbreeding trends, goat diseases and restrictions on keeping goats.
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1. Introduction

nimal husbandry has been practiced in the Vrbas Banovina for centuries, which is

confirmed by various archaeological studies of stilt house settlements in Ripac and

Donja Dolina. Based on the remains of animal bones found in these locations, it
appears these people predominantly bred pigs, sheep, and goats, along with a small number
of cows and horses.! The feudal system in the area predated the arrival of the Ottomans and
continued in a somewhat altered form throughout the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian
periods. It followed the principle that dependent peasants (serfs) were only expected to
provide local representatives of the Ottoman Empire with a percentage of their income
earned from husbandry but not from stockbreeding. This contributed to an increase in the
number of livestock.? Keeping a large number of livestock was, to a large extent, the result
of centuries-long political instabilities in the Balkans. For the inhabitants, livestock was

' Stip&evi¢ 1989: 109.
2 Serié 1949: 5.
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their most valuable form of property.

In the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, domesticated animals were bred in the Vrbas
Banovina in extensive conditions, very much like they were during the Ottoman Empire
and the Austro-Hungarian monarchy. The varieties bred were mostly primitive and slow-
growing, resistant to diseases and malnourishment, and able to thrive in poor living
conditions. Many stockbreeders kept larger numbers than their financial circumstances
allowed them to. Animals were given fodder in stables only during the winter season. For
major stockbreeders, extensive farming was the most logical way to exploit natural
resources. Without this type of production, the stockbreeding industry in the Vrbas
Banovina would have been virtually inconceivable.* Many families living in rural areas
managed to satisfy all their needs through stockbreeding.

2. Population Data and Agricultural Production in the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia the Vrbas Banovina

The period following the First World War (1914—1918) in Europe saw the formation of
several new states, one of which was the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, which had
a surface area of 248,666 km? and a population of 12,055,715, according to the 1921 census.
In 1929, the country was renamed the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, and the 1922 administrative
division of territory into thirty-three counties was replaced with a division into nine provinces
called banates (banovina) with the City of Belgrade as a separate administrative unit. The
Vrbas Banovina and the Drina Banovina were in the center of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia.’

According to the 1931 census, the population of Yugoslavia at that time was
13,934,038. The Vrbas Banovina had a surface area of 18,917 km? (7.64% of the country’s
total area) and a population of 1,037,382 (7.44%), the majority of whom were Serbs (57.9%).
With a birth rate of 41.11% and a 20.66% natural increase, the Vrbas Banovina was at the
forefront in Yugoslavia and farther afield, followed by the Drina Banovina.® Following the
Cvetkovi¢c—Macek Agreement of 1939, the districts of Derventa and Gradacac were separated
from the Vrbas Banovina and adjoined to the newly formed Banovina of Croatia.”

The population was primarily engaged in agriculture. The 1931 census data shows
that 76.58% of the population in Yugoslavia was involved in agriculture and 88.16% in the
Vrbas Banovina earned their livelihoods from forestry and fishing.® Over fifty percent of
Yugoslavia’s GDP during the interwar period came from agriculture. A third of this came
from stockbreeding, which on average also made up a quarter of all Yugoslav exports.’

DPurdevi¢ 1934: 958.

Krsti¢ 1938: 44, 47, 52.

Petranovi¢ 1988: 31-32, 190.

Definitivni rezultati popisa stanovnistva od 31. marta 1931. godine, Prisutno stanovnistvo, broj kuca i
domacinstava, 1937: 11; Definitivni rezultati popisa stanovnistva od 31. marta 1931. godine, Prisutno
stanovnistvo po veroispovesti, 1938: 4, 110.

7 Vojinovié 1997: 149

Definitivni rezultati popisa stanovnistva od 31. marta 1931. godine, Prisutno stanovnistvo po glavnim
zanimanjima, 1940: 7-8.

®  Aleksi¢ 2002: 21, 26-27.
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3. Goat Farming in Europe and the Kingdom of Yugoslavia

Goat farming was a major branch of stockbreeding in specific areas of Yugoslavia.
The population kept goats primarily for producing milk and dairy, meat, skin, goat hair, and
manure, and it was much less concerned with by-products such as suet, horns, and hooves.
Goat cheese, used mostly on homesteads, is lower in fat than cheese made form sheep or
cow milk. Goat hair was used to make clothing items, because such garments are more water
resistant than those made of wool. In addition, goat hair was used to make various textile
items, including different kinds of sacks and bags, horse clothing, and rugs.'® Goatskin was
used to preserve cheese, sour cream, and butter, and kidskin was used for transporting wine,
fresh cheese, lard, and other items saturated with fat.!!

Country Year Total number Number Number per
of goats per km? 1000 people
Austria 1923 382,100 4.56 58.4
Bulgaria 1920 1,331,900 12.91 261.9
Czechoslovakia 1925 1,244,700 8.69 85.6
Denmark 1926 24,000 0.62 7.6
France 1925 1,377,900 2.51 34.5
Greece 1923 3,674,000 26.20 668.0
Italy 1918 3,082,600 9.94 76.0
Yugoslavia 1925 1,810,700 6.38 132.0
Hungary 1926 48,600 0.64 7.0
Germany 1926 3,483,800 8.03 59.8
Netherlands 1921 272,300 7.95 36.6
Norway 1926 290,300 0.85 99.6
Portugal 1925 1,557,700 16.20 248.6
USSR 1925 3,883,100 0.40 20.4
Romania 1925 493,600 1.67 29.4
Spain 1924 3,803,800 7.53 174.7
Sweden 1920 113,000 0.29 21.9
Switzerland 1921 330,000 7.99 84.2

Table 1. Numbers of goats in individual European countries according to data from the Rome International
Institute of Agriculture'?

Yugoslavia was among the top countries in Europe in terms of the overall number of
goats, the number of goats per square kilometer, and number per 1,000 people. In the years
after the Second World War, the country with the most goats in Europe was the USSR

10 vukosavljevi¢ 1983: 139-140; Cerani¢ 1984: 9.
" Nimac 1940: 120, 129-130.
12 Lakato§ 1929: 37.
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(3,883,100), which was followed by Spain (3,803,800), Greece (3,674,000), Germany
(3,483,800), Italy (3,082,600), and then Yugoslavia (1,810,700). The countries with the
most goats per square kilometer were Greece (26.20), Portugal (16.20), Bulgaria (12.91),
Italy (9.94) and Czechoslovakia (8.69), which was also the only country with more goats
than sheep. These were followed by Germany (8.03), Switzerland (7.99), the Netherlands
(7.95), Spain (7.53), and Yugoslavia (6.38). Yugoslavia was in the fourth place with 132
goats per 1,000 people. In this metric, Yugoslavia was behind Greece (668), Bulgaria
(261.9) and Portugal (248.6).

Number of Number Percentage | Percentage Number
Banate per 100
goats per 1 km? per banate per breed
people
Drava. 9,972 0.63 0.53 1.34 0.86
Banovina
Drina 145,948 524 7.80 8.07 9.19
Banovina
Danube 33,669 1.08 1.80 1.38 1.39
Banovina
Morava 212,815 8.36 11.37 9.18 14.42
Banovina
Littoral 232,432 11.83 12.42 12.86 25.01
Banovina
Sava 52,172 1.29 2.79 2.45 1.89
Banovina
Vardar
. 663,928 18.11 35.47 18.92 41.05
Banovina
Vibas 126,055 6.66 6.74 8.75 11.71
Banovina
Zeta 394,401 12.72 21.07 18.17 4147
Banovina
Belgrade 226 0.60 0.01 1.67 0.08
Total 1,871,618 7.56 100.00 10.18 13.11

Table 2. Parallel overview of the number of goats in the banates in 1932.'

Compared to other countries in Europe, goat farming was quite developed in the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia, although it was much less significant than sheep farming.!* In the
1929 — 1938 period, there was an average of 10,759,949 goats and sheep per year in
Yugoslavia. Of this total, 1,868,078 does, bucks, and kids made up 17.4%, whereas

3 Statisticki godisnjak 1932, 1934: 94-96.
4 Lazi¢ 1999: 115.
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8,891,871 sheep, rams, and lambs made up 82.6%. During the same period, the annual
exports were 14,787 kids, 17,029 bucks, 20,312 does, 417,664 lambs, 70,743 rams, and
70.638 ewes, for a total of 611,173 head. Goats accounted for 8.5% of exports, but sheep
made up the lion’s share with 91.5%.'> Goat exports were not at all substantial, which is
why the financial benefit of goat farming was much lower than in other branches of
stockbreeding. The largest buyer was Greece, and export to other countries was negligible.'®

According to Table 2, which shows the distribution of goats in Yugoslavia in 1932,
the highest number of goats were in the and predominantly mountainous southern areas of
the country, where the poorest part of the population lived on the karst. Goat farming as an
economic branch is an indicator of the cultural state of affairs and possibly unemployment
among part of the Yugoslav population. When colonists came from underdeveloped areas
into the flatlands of Vojvodina, they brought along their goats, which did not flourish in the
new environment.!” There, goats were kept mainly by toll collectors, railway guards,
workers at the industrial companies in towns, and the poor.'® In 1932, the Vardar Banovina
had the most goats with 663,928, 18.11 per km?, and 41.05 goats per 100 people. The Zeta
Banovina was second with a total of 394,401 goats and 12.72 per km?, and it had the highest
number of goats per 100 people at 41.47. The Vardar Banovina was home to more than a
third of all the goats in the country. The Vardar and Zeta banates combined contained
56.54% of all the goats in the country. The Littoral Banovina was third with 232,432 goats.
The Drava Banovina had the least with a total of only 9,972, followed by the Danube
Banovina (33,669), the Sava Banovina (52,172), and the Vrbas Banovina (126,055).
According to data from 1932, goats made up 8.75 percent of all livestock in the Vrbas
Banovina. The highest percentages were found in the Vardar Banovina (18.92%), the Zeta
Banovina (18.17%) and the Littoral Banovina (12.8%), and the lowest in the Drava
Banovina (1.34%) and the Danube Banovina (1.38%).

However, there were significantly more goats and other livestock in the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia than was recorded during the local livestock census. Even in the Ottoman period,
livestock owners obscured the actual numbers of all their animals to avoid paying grazing fees
and livestock taxes,!® and they continued to do so during the Austro-Hungarian period. After
the first Austro-Hungarian census of 1879, many peasants talked of hiding half their livestock
in the woods before the enumerators arrived. Some of them hid all of their livestock and had no
animals registered.?’ This practice continued in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia as well. Agricultural
experts from the Vardar and Zeta Banovinas believed the number of goats to be much higher in
actuality.?! There was more livestock in the Vrbas Banovina, and according to estimates, the
number of sheep was a third higher in 1929 than what the official statistics indicated.?

15 Poljoprivredna godisnja statistika 1935, 1936: 140; Poljoprivredna godisnja statistika 1939, 1940: 156.

1o Lazi¢ 1999: 115.

17" Perugi¢ 1940: 578.

18 Beli¢ 1995: 35.

1 Pelagi¢ 1953: 62; HadZibegi¢ 1960: 90.

20 Seri¢: 1953: 36.

21 Perusué 1940: 574.

22 ARS, ZDIL, Dosije ing. Milana Jankovi¢a, br. dos. 83/3, Milan Jankovi¢, Stanje i unapredenje ovéarstva u
Vrbaskoj banovini, Banja Luka, 1929-1930.
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4. The Goat Population in the Vrbas Banovina

According to the Austro-Hungarian livestock census conducted in 1895, there were
1,447,049 goats in Bosnia and Herzegovina.?> The 1910 census, however, indicated a
reduced number of livestock with only 1,393,068 goats. The main reason for this was that
the first was conducted in the spring (April 22-May 22) when the number of livestock is
highest due to new births. The second was conducted in the autumn (October 10—
November 10) when it was at its lowest** due to sales and household meat consumption.
When the First World War broke out, Austro-Hungary conscripted a large number of men
to serve on the frontline or as auxiliary staff. Conscription led to a shortage of men in the
agricultural workforce and a consequent decrease in yields. The military administration
requisitioned and purchased livestock and fodder, which resulted in a reduction in the
amount of livestock and poorer farming.? In the eastern parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
which witnessed fighting during the war, livestock almost disappeared.?® The number of
goats and other farm animals decreased, which is confirmed by the first livestock census in
the newly formed Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, conducted in 1921. At that time,

there were 118,108 kids, 372, 981 does, and 38, 344 bucks, for a total of 529,433.%7

District name Kids under the age of one | Does and bucks Total
Banja Luka 3,985 11,822 15,807
Biha¢ 898 5,914 6,812
Glamo¢ 3,000 5,500 8,500
Gradacac 409 642 1,051
Gradiska 149 466 615
Gracanica 806 1,851 2,657
Grahovo 2,535 10,788 13,323
Dvor 377 1,123 1,500
Derventa 104 219 323
Doboj 85 185 270
Dubica 88 208 296
Jajce 3,935 9,601 13,536
Kljué 3,050 6,920 9,970
Kotor Varos 2,106 5,219 7,325
Krupa 1,802 4,535 6,337
Maglaj 1,081 1,397 2,478

23

Hercegovini od godine 1895, 1896: 29.

24 Serié 1953: 68-71.
25 Sehi¢ 1991: 46-47.
2% Sugié 1938: 358.

2 Rezultati popisa domace stoke od 31. januara 1921, 1927: 3, 156-157.

Die Landwirthschaft in Bosnien und der Hercegovina, 1899: 368-369; Rezultati popisa marve u Bosni i
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Mrkonji¢ Grad 1,899 5,224 7,123
Novi Grad 497 981 1,478
Petrovac 1,444 7,135 8,579
Prijedor 632 1,063 1,695
Prnjavor 568 872 1,440
Sanski Most 1,221 4,638 5,859
Tesli¢ 493 5,289 5,782
Cazin 336 768 1,104
Total 31,500 92,360 123,860

Table 3. Number of kids under the age of one and totals of does and bucks in 1935.28

According to agricultural statistics for the year 1935 (Table 3), the total number of
goats in the Vrbas Banovina was 123,860, of which 31,500 were kids under the age of one
and the remaining 92,360 were does and bucks. The Banja Luka district had the most goats,
followed by the districts of Jajce and Grahovo, with the fewest goats in the districts of
Doboj, Dubica and Derventa. In the Vrbas Banovina, there were 103,929 goats in 1930,
127,719 in 1931, 126,055 in 1932, 123,162 in 1933, 118,711 in 1934, 123,860 in 1935,
135,587 in 1937 and 136,037 in 1938.%° The number of goats never dropped below 100,000.

5. Goat Breeds in the Vrbas Banovina

The most prevalent breed of goat in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia and on the Balkan
Peninsula was the Balkan goat. Most of the year it lived from grazing and browsing, and
during the winter it was fed hay and oak leaf fodder. They weighed an average of thirty-five
kilograms and were covered in long, thick, rough, sleek fur that was most often reddish or
gray but could also be black, chestnut, brown, spotted, or white. Females yielded around
300400 grams of shorn hair and males up to a kilogram. In higher terrains, both males and
females had horns that bent backward, while in lower terrains, the females could be horned
or polled (hornless). Females birthed one kid at a time. Mountain goats, which lived on the
sparsest terrain, yielded an average of up to 150 liters of milk annually, including milk
suckled by the kid (around 35 liters). The lowland goats were calmer, tamer, better fed than
the goats in the mountains because they were kept closer to the homestead and therefore
yielded more milk (200-250 liters).’® There were several known varieties of the Balkan
goat: the Soko Banja, Herzegovina, Dalmatia and Gulijan.?!

The importance of goat farming in the past in Yugoslavia is reflected in the many
placenames derived from the local words for goats (koza, jarac). Many of these placenames
persist to this day in what was once the Vrbas Banovina: Kozara, Kozarac, Kozarusa, Kozica,

B Poljoprivredna godisnja statistika 1935, 1936: 116-118.

2 Poljoprivredna godisnja statistika 1935, 1936: 118; Statisticki godisnjak 1937, 1938: 128-129; Statisticki
godisnjak 1938-1939, 1939: 180181

30 Purdevié 1934: 957-958; Belié 1967: 686—689; Cerani¢ 1984: 15; Frani¢ 1987:10; Gari¢ Petrovié 2022: 100.

31 Beli¢ 1995: 35.
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Kozin, Jarice, and Jarciste, among others. Goats were usually given names derived from their
coloring, body parts, similarities to other objects, their features, out of fondness, etc. Goats
were reported to be more intelligent than sheep, and they quickly learned their names.

In Bosnia and Herzegovina efforts were made during the Austrian period to improve
the Balkan goat’s milk yield by crossing it with the Angora goat, although it is possible that
some individuals had acquired the Angora goat during Ottoman rule. In 1896, twenty-six
Angora does were imported from the Angora Vilayet and kept as purebreds at the
agricultural station in Livno, while bucks were crossed with local does.>* However, the
animals that resulted from this crossbreeding did not prove to be favorable.*

After the First World War, Angora goats were imported to Herzegovina and kept at
the Gacko Agricultural Station. Their only advantage over the domestic goat turned out to
be better-quality hair. They had a lower milk yield, and their weight was not greater.

Before the First World War, the Saanen goat was imported to the lowlands of
Herzegovina from the Saanental Valley in the Swiss canton of Bern. It was well-accepted
due to its high milk yield.3® The Saanen was imported to Bohinj in modern-day Slovenia,
where its breeding was encouraged for milk production during the summer when the cows
were out grazing in the mountains.’® Improvements in the domestic goat with the
introduction of the Saanen, which provided very good hybrids when crossed with the
domestic goat, was continued after the First World War. The government in the Vardar
Banovina encouraged breeding of the Saanen as an attempt to replace the domestic goat
rather than improve it.>’ Its high milk yield made it very welcome in the suburbs of large
Yugoslav cities, where some working-class families kept them for milk.*® Just before the
Second World War, the Saanen accounted for 2-3% of all goats in the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia. There were also some hybrids of the Balkan goat and high-milk-yield goats,
but these were mainly Saanen. No new blood was introduced, which resulted in inbreeding.
This caused the Yugoslav Saanen to be less developed with a weight of around 45 to 50
kilograms. It yielded around 500 liters of milk on average.’

The cross between the lower terrain Balkan goat and the Saanen produced the
domestic white goat, which is quite similar to the Saanen but smaller and lighter, weighing
on average between 35 and 45 kilograms. Most are polled with short, white, shiny coat.
They mainly birth two kids at a time and yield around 450 liters of milk.*°

The Vrbas Banovina also worked on popularizing the Saanen and crossbreeding it
with the domestic Balkan goat to achieve the highest possible milk yield.*! In addition to
good domestic goats, a few Saanen could be seen here and there in the districts of the Vrbas

2 Sugac:1939: 199

3 Die Landwirthschaft in Bosnien und der Hercegovina, 1899: 137; Seri¢ 1953: 47.

3 Jankovi¢, Dzuverovié 1938: 52.

35 Balié¢ 1930: 55.

36 Beli¢ 1995: 35.

37 Jovanovié 2011: 326.

3 Hrvoj 1929: 126; Jankovié, Dzuverovié 1938: 52; Beli¢ 1995: 91.

% Cerani¢ 1984: 13.

40 Frani¢ 1987: 10; Cerani¢ 1984: 14.

41 ARS, KBUVB, I1I-6, dok. br. 34, O sto¢arstvu Vrbaske banovine, Banja Luka 1930.
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Banovina.*? The Saanen was introduced in the Banja Luka district in 1926, when three goats
were imported from Switzerland. This continued in the town of Banja Luka and the
surrounding settlements, and a decade later they could be found in nearby places, including
Bukvalek, Slatina, Pavlovac, and others. In 1936, around twenty goats were shipped from
the Banja Luka district to the Jajce district. They were sold there for between 150 and 350
dinars,® which was substantially higher than the average price of the mainly domestic
Balkan goats that were exported. That same year, 14,494 goats were exported for 1,897,800
dinars at an average of 130.9 dinars per goat.*

At its annual meeting held in April 1936, the Banja Luka Poultry Selection
Cooperative decided to expand the cooperative’s activities to include breeding the Saanen
and taming rabbits. The cooperative started working more closely with breeders in the town
and the nearby settlements of Bukvalek and Laus.* Good breeders had “excellent female
specimens, but lacked a good male necessary for diversifying the gene pool,”*° so they asked
the Poultry Selection Cooperative to obtain one for them.*’ The Alliance of Serbian
Agricultural Cooperatives obtained a breeding buck and a doe, and delivered them to the
Poultry Selection Cooperative in Banja Luka.*

6. Living conditions and nutrition for goats in the Vrbas Banovina

In the mountainous areas of the Vrbas Banovina, where peasants lived mostly from
livestock, the stables were fairly good. The abundance of construction materials there
allowed for most structures to be built with logs, high thresholds, and few, if any, windows.
Most often, they had two levels, with large animals housed on the bottom level with the
upper level reserved for small livestock (sheep and goats) during the winter. Small livestock
would climb to the top level using a wooden ramp with slats for climbing. The stables were
roofed with wooden shingles.*” In lower terrain, stables were built out of wickerwork or
boards, and most commonly roofed with reeds. Goats would sometimes be housed with
other domestic animals in the cellar underneath a residence, which was usually a dark,
damp, unventilated space.*®

Reports submitted to the Vrbas Banovina Department of Agriculture by the district
administration and district veterinarians indicate where in individual districts of the Vrbas
Banovina livestock was housed and what it was fed. In the Kulen Vakuf district outpost,
livestock was “held in rooms with no light or air, in knee-high mud.”! In the Jajce district,

42 Al, 67-25-203, Godisnji izvjestaj veterinara sreza Sanski Most za godinu 1932.

4 ARS, KBUVB, III-10, dok. br. 710, Sresko nacelstvo Banja Luka, KBUVB, Banja Luka, 14. 9. 1936.

4 Poljoprivredna godisnja statistika 1939, 1940: 156.

4 ARS, KBUVB, III-10, dok. br. 710, Zivinarsko-selekcijska zadruga Banja Luka, KBUVB, Banja Luka, 14. 9.
1936.

4 Jbid., Sresko nacelstvo Banja Luka, KBUVB, Banja Luka, 14. 9. 1936.

4 Ibid., Zivinarsko-selekcijska zadruga Banja Luka, KBUVB, Banja Luka, 14. 9. 1936.

8 Ibid., Zivinarsko—selekcijska zadruga Banja Luka, KBUVB, Banja Luka, 7. 11. 1936.

4 ARS, ZDIL, Dosije ing. Milana Jankoviéa, br. dos. 83/3, Milan Jankovié¢, Stanje i unapredenje ovéarstva u
Vrbaskoj banovini, Banja Luka, 1929-1930; Popovi¢ 1940: 69-71.

0 Smalcelj 1947: 83

St AJ, 67-25-203, Godisnji izvjestaj veterinara sreske ispostave Kulen Vakuf Gavre Andjukic¢a za godinu 1932.
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“livestock is fed straw, cornstalks, tree fodder, and some hay.” At the end of winter, the poor
ranchers would “run out of dry food, and then let their livestock roam the fields and thickets
to browse and survive until the first spring grazing.”>> More often than not, stables were
merged with the houses where children lived. They were a sort of basement—cramped,
dark, unventilated, and with no channels for draining slurry manure. If stables were
freestanding, they were usually primitively built out of logs. In the summer, the livestock
would graze in the pastures, and eat hay, straw, and cornstalks in the winter. There was
usually not enough food, especially in winter.® Stockbreeding was quantitatively well-
developed in the Donji Vakuf district outpost, but not as much qualitatively because the
“local farmer aims to have as much livestock as possible, regardless of its quality or the
available amount of food.” Over the winter, they were fed “very sparsely, and in the spring,
when the food runs out, they are driven out into barren pastures to find their own food by
searching in thickets and depleted pastures.”* In the Bosanski Brod district outpost,
“livestock is kept in enclosures, since not all farmers have stables. Consequently, livestock
care is poor, and food is scarce.” Floods caused food shortages. The livestock grazed in poor
submerged pastures.> Stables in the Gracanica district were “in most cases cramped, dark
wickerwork structures lined with loam, and often merely wickerwork covered in reeds or
sedge.” They were “most often with no bedding.” Half of the farmers expected their
livestock to “find their main food in the spring and summer by grazing along the main roads,
while in the winter, the main sources of food are hay and cornstalks.”*® The Glamo¢ district
farmers usually kept more livestock than they needed, without providing proper
nourishment, adequate care, or comfortable housing for the animals. In addition to pastures,
livestock grazed in agricultural fields, specifically on the stubble left untilled after the
harvest. In winter, the livestock was herded home, where it spent the winter in small stables
with hay and straw. There were very few purpose-built stables for livestock since most
stables were located beneath residences.”’ In the Prijedor district, the stables “were built
unhygienically, low and small, with little light and air, no flooring and no drainage canals.”
They were built of “poor-quality material and without an attic, so it was too warm and humid
in the summer, and too cold in the winter.”® In the Maglaj district, “the livestock is poorly
fed, spends most of the time in poorly built stables, with wickerwork or rarely board walls,
small, without light, cold, covered with reeds, and occasionally with boards or tiles.”*
The farmers with little livestock mainly put them out to graze near their houses or in
the surrounding woods. Goats would usually browse in the hedges, thickets, and forests,

2 ARS, KBUVB, I1I-6, dok. br. 698, Sresko nacelstvo u Jajcu, KBUVB, Stanje poljoprivrede za godinu 1939,

Jajce, 27. 12. 1939.

Al, 67-25-203, Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara Jajackog sreza Slavka Kosti¢a za godinu 1932, Jajce, 3.

5.1933.

3 ARS, KBUVB, III-6, dok. br. 698, Sreska ispostava Donji Vakuf, KBUVB, PO, Godisnji izvjestaj o stanju

poljoprivrede i radu poljoprivrednog referenta, Donji Vakuf, 17. 1. 1940.

Al, 67-25-203, Izvjestaj veterinara sreske ispostave Bosanski Brod Josipa Stupara za godinu 1932.

Ibid., Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara Gracanickog sreza Mate Bartolovi¢a za godinu 1932.

1bid., Godi$nji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara sreza Glamoc¢ dr Novaka Varenike za godinu 1932.

1bid., Godi$nji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara Prijedorskog sreza Pere Kovacevica za godinu 1932.

% ARS, KBUVB, III-6, dok. br. 698, Sresko nacelstvo Maglaj, KBUVBPO, Godisnji izvjestaj o stanju
poljoprivrede i vremenskih prilika na teritoriji Maglajskog sreza za 1939. godinu, Maglaj 10. 1. 1940.

53

55
56
57
58

189



and they were also put out with other livestock to graze in pastures, reaped meadows, and
in the fields after the harvest. Along with their villages, famers also kept their livestock in
the mountains. Over the summer, farmers in the Glamocko polje plain mainly used their
mountain plots for housing their livestock and household members who would gather feed
and collect animal products.®® The more well-off peasants had stables, huts, and a barn in
the mountains. Herdsmen lived in the stables with no huts. While up in the mountains, the
herdsmen were regularly supplied with food from the permanent settlement.®' During the
winter, livestock in the mountains was usually only accompanied by herdsmen and
collectives that had more members and more livestock.%

The lack of water presented the greatest challenge in summer for both people and
livestock while up in the mountains. In places without active springs or wells, water would
be collected in spring when the snow melted and during summer showers in puddles that
formed in natural depressions with homogenous soil bottoms that could retain water over
longer periods of time. Stockbreeders would collect snow in holes in the karst located on
sun-exposed slopes, tamp it down, and cover it with a thick layer of straw or hay. Wealthier
stockbreeders built cisterns and would occasionally dig wells.®

Goats were mainly grazed with other kinds of livestock on the mountains
surrounding the town of Glamog, as opposed to the Vlasic mountain, where only sheep, an
occasional head of cattle, a horse, and some pigs would be grazed, accompanied by the
necessary number of shepherd dogs. Offspring would never be grazed.®* Earlier on, goats
were a far more familiar sight, and there were more of them.®

7. Medical Treatment for Goats in the Vrbas Banovina

Two of the main features of the domestic Balkan goat are its hardiness and
extraordinary resistance to disease, which compensates for its somewhat lower output of
meat and milk in comparison to other breeds.®® Goats are mostly prone to scabies and
fasciolasis. They can also become infested with ticks, which can spread disease. On rare
occasions there were outbreaks of anthrax and foot-and-mouth disease. In the Klju¢ district,
forty-five goats were reported to have died from anthrax in 1933, and another five in 1934.%
In 1935, twenty-nine were reported in the Sanski Most district, followed by twelve cases in
the Banja Luka district in 1936.5% Additional cases also were reported in other districts of
the Vrbas Banovina as well.*” Sometimes they would fall victim to rabies or snake bites.
Farmers would provide first aid during births of kids and castrations of bucks. The usual

Popovi¢ 1940: 68—69.

¢ Milojevié 1923: 36-37.

2 Ibid., 14-18.

% Popovi¢ 1940: 141.

®  Filipovi¢ 1927: 33.

% Popovi¢ 1963: 107.

% Markovi¢ 1945: 4-5.

7, Borba protiv crnog pri§ta”, Vrbaske novine, 7. 7. 1936, 2; Seri¢ 1949: 26-31; Popovic¢ 1940: 65.
% Sute 2010: 199-200.

% Borba protiv crnog pri§ta”, Vrbaske novine, 7. 7. 1936, 2.
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treatment was bleeding the ears, whereby a farmer would make a tiny cut at the tip of one
of the animal’s ears using a knife or razor and then tap it with a stick to encourage bleeding.
Prayers and chants were also sometimes used.

In 1934 the Department of Veterinary Epidemiology was established in the Vrbas
Banovina under the auspices of the Institute for Hygiene in Banja Luka to deal with
infectious diseases among livestock, which had reached pandemic levels. In 1935, four
veterinarians were employed at the Royal Administration in the Vrbas Banovina along with
twenty-three county veterinarians and two city veterinarians in Banja Luka and Donji
Vakuf.”® When there were major outbreaks, livestock markets were closed and the
movement of diseased livestock was banned in the afflicted counties.”! Fearing these
measures, peasants would not report cases of diseased animals, and only in rare cases would
they seek professional assistance. Accounts by district veterinarians confirm this. In the
Glamog district, no one would call a veterinarian unless “the animal was valuable or there
was an epidemic.” For more well-to-do families, the loss of a single animal was not of much
significance. When this was the practice of the better-off, then, “in the opinion of those less
privileged, it was unbecoming to seek help in certain cases.” Those who did would “stick
out like a sore thumb” in the community.

In more remote settlements, castrations were performed by the farmers themselves.”
In the district of Prijedor, peasants would simply wait for the diseased animal to recover.
Every village had “not only one quack in this regard. It seems all of them are experts in the
field. They ask each other for advice, try just about anything, and when it is of no use, they
eventually turn to a veterinarian for help.””3 According to a report by a veterinarian in the
Sanski Most district, “people today are still, due to their ignorance and backward ideas,
under the delusion that magical rituals” were worth more than assessment and treatment
offered by a veterinarian. As a result, a farmer would visit a veterinarian so he could “write
down something for him on a piece of paper,”” even though he had his animal had been
examined and prescribed proper medicine. “Quackery is a widespread business” in the Klju¢
district. Livestock were treated “according to traditional methods of bleeding, [which was
the case] for all breeds of animals.” If an animal had difficulty with poor digestion or was
underweight, “they trim a third eyelash and they cut convex parts of mucous membrane
with cartilage.” If the animal was bitten by a snake, they would “blow tobacco smoke around
it. If there is swelling, there is hellebore. Apart from this, there is a conviction that
inscriptions, witchcraft, and quackery yield results.”’> Medications were expensive for
them, so it was understandable that they would turn to “quacks for treatment. Only if there
is serious disease or injury do they seek out a veterinarian.”® In the hillier areas of the Vrbas
Banovina, peasants would keep sick animals in the house with them during fall and winter

70 Bahtijarevi¢ 1935: 559.

71 ARS, KBUVB, III-6, dok. br. 660, Sresko nacelstvo u Kotor Varosu, KBUVBPO, Kotor Varos, 31. 7. 1939.
2 AJ, 67-25-203, Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara sreza Glamo¢ dr Novaka Varenike za godinu 1932.
1bid., Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara Prijedorskog sreza Pere Kovacevica za godinu 1932.

1bid., Godi$nji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara sreza Sanski Most za godinu 1932.

Ibid., Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara Kljuckog sreza za godinu 1932.
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until they recovered.”” In some districts, anthrax was not limited to livestock. It also spread
to people who consumed their flesh, which occasionally resulted in death. In 1940, along
with goats and other animals, cases were also recorded of children in the Glamoc¢ district
who had contracted foot-and-mouth disease by drinking water from puddles.”®

According to the Animal Health Law of July 14, 1928, every municipality was
required to arrange for a dumpsite for animal carcasses.” Many peasants failed to follow
the regulations, which resulted them being disposed of in remote sites,®’ tossed into ravines,
buried, or even being left unburied.?!

8. Legislation Stipulating the Number of Goats kept per Homestead

Raising and feeding goats required little effort and very small amounts of money
because goats could find food virtually anywhere.®? People with small lots could not keep
cows, but they were able to raise two to three goats.®®> With the exception of two kilograms
of salt per year, there were no other expenses required.® Every farmer, very much like every
forest expert, was aware that goats fed on trees and brush. Goats bit off any buds, leaves,
and young branches from a tree it could reach. “If a new branch springs from a browsed tree
and a goat bites it off again, the tree will soon lose its vitality and begin to dry out.”
Extensive browsing resulted in large areas of thickets. Due to constant “biting off, trees lose
their ability to grow strong, new branches” and turn into thick shrubbery with many
undeveloped branches. Damage to the woods was caused not only by goats but by herdsmen
as well. “Those tips that are out of reach for a goat are cut by the herdsman with his axe. He
does this to provide as much fodder for his goats to browse as possible.” Preparing sheaves
of branches for sustenance throughout the winter also inflicted damage to the woods.
These sheaves were made by pruning branches of deciduous trees, mostly fir, ash, oak, and
beech. The bare branches would be stacked near barns where the cattle would spend the
cold season.® In the mountainous areas of the Vrbas Banovina (Vlasic, Imljani, Klekovaca,
Vitorog), livestock would be offered sheaves of coniferous trees prior to hay, which was
officially forbidden.®’

To protect the forests, reductions in the number of goats began during Austro-
Hungarian rule. The tax system they inherited from the Ottoman Empire did not differentiate
between sheep and goats, and taxes were the same for both and for the rest of the farm

7 Selo”, Otadzbina, 26. 12. 1936, 2.

78 Borba protiv crnog pri§ta”, Vrbaske novine, 7. 7. 1936, 2; Popovi¢ 1940: 65.

7 ARS, KBUVB, III-2, dok. br. 112, Banja Luka, 28. 11. 1930.

8 AJ, 67-25-203, Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara Gratanickog sreza Mate Bartoloviéa za godinu 1932.

1bid., Godi$nji izvjestaj veterinara sreske ispostave Kulen Vakuf Gavre Andjukica za godinu 1932.

Ibid., Godisnji izvjestaj sreskog veterinara sreza Glamo¢ dr Novaka Varenike za godinu 1932.
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animals. No tax was paid on kids and lambs up to the age of one.?® Taxes on goats were
increased to discourage the population from keeping goats and encourage keeping sheep
instead. In Herzegovina and in some districts in Bosnia, households were permitted to keep
up to ten sheep per household tax-free.®

The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, however, opted for a more sinister
approach to the issue.” The Decree of the Central Government for Bosnia and Herzegovina
of August 15, 1879, stated that “sheep and goats are banned from grazing in densely
populated forests.” These dense forests were made up of tree communities with intertwined
canopies and little sunlight. Here these densely populated forests included coniferous
forests, all mixed coniferous and deciduous forests, all long life-cycle forests, and all
middle and short life-cycle forests found in karst and steep terrains acting as protective
forests. This was a valid norm until the Law on Forestry was introduced on December 21,
1929, which stipulated that goats were forbidden from grazing in forests. The law made an
exception for underdeveloped areas where the practice was allowed due to economic
reasons. If an official request was made by municipal representatives, first-instance
administrative authorities were entitled to allow poorer families who were obliged to pay
no more than fifty dinars in direct taxes to graze goats in forests to support themselves. No
grazing was allowed in protective forests, torrential zones, or forests under protection to
replenish their stands to prevent browsing goats from causing damage. The Law on
Forestry was amended by the Ministry of Forests and Mines on July 20, 1930, with the
introduction of a rulebook for grazing goats in forests, which extended the existing ban to
torrential zones and stipulated in more detail the exact number of goats allowed per family
and areas designated for grazing. The law forbade “grazing for trade or financial gain.”?!
Following a proposal by the line minister, the Council of Ministers issued a new decree on
goat farming in 1935, which required the number of goats be gradually decreased to one
goat per family member by March 1939. According to the plan, goat farmers were required
to reduce the ratio to 3:1 by March 1936, 2:1 by March 1937 so the goal could be achieved.
This decree did not sanction kids up to the age of one year, and it stipulated that only one
buck was permitted for every ten does. From March 1939, only individuals obliged to pay
no more than one hundred dinars direct tax per year were allowed to farm goats. By a
decision of the Council of Ministers, the Minister of Forests and Mines was authorized to
set the tax for grazing goats. Those who failed to follow the decree or disregarded orders
issued by the governing authorities would be fined anywhere from fifty to three thousand
dinars or sent to prison for a period of five to thirty days.”? Despite the law, goat farmers
continued to secretly graze their animals in forests, but they were often caught by
gamekeepers and forced to pay fines.”

How goats and other types of livestock were fed in the Vrbas Banovina depended on

8 Hadzibegi¢ 1960: 64.

8 Rezultati popisa marve u Bosni i Hercegovini od godine 1895, 1896: 20.

Jankovi¢, Dzuverovié¢ 1938: 52.
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Vibaske novine, 7. 11. 1937, 3; Dubi¢ 1978: 147.

% Krajiski pejzazi”, Sluzbeni list Vrbaske banovine, 28. 7. 1932, 7.

90
91
92

193



the area designated for grazing on land owned by the state.** Every effort was made to
reduce the number of goats throughout a major part of what was then Yugoslavia proved to
be unsuccessful. Despite the legislation regulating the issue being complete and
straightforward, the issue of goats remained unresolved.

Table 4. Number of goats in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in the 1929—-1939 period

Year 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934

Number of goats 1,803,574 | 1,731,430 | 1,928,224 | 1,871,618 | 1,871,158 | 1,881,126

| Year 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939

Number of goats 1,895,905 1,905,993 1,901,363 1,890,386 1,866,131

While the number of major livestock breeds steadily increased between 1929 and
1939, those of goats remained rather variable. The number of horses increased 11.68% from
1,140,343 to 1,273,503, donkeys 15.9% from 106,117 to 123,060, cows 13.22% from
3,728,038 to 4,224,596, pigs 30.98 from 2,674,800 to 3,503,564, and of sheep 31.26% from
7,735,957 to 10,153,831. The number of goats, however, increased only 3.47% from
1,803,574 to 1,866,131.

In 1930 (Table 4), it reached its lowest (1,731,430), only to reach its highest the
following year (1,928,224). The data shows the authorities had failed to significantly reduce
the numbers through legislative means: There was a slight increase in 1936 instead of the
reduction stipulated by the decree issued in 1935. There was an almost imperceptible
reduction in the following year, but the overall figures for 1935 to 1939 reveal a meager
2.09% decrease with 1,866,131 goats in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia at the end of this
period.” If the hidden and unreported goats had been included, it would be reasonable to
assume the number would have exceeded 2,000,000.

9. Conclusion

This study shows that, on the whole, agricultural production was the primary
industry in the Vrbas Banovina and the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. During the interwar period,
its share of the country’s GDP was over 50%, with the farming industry responsible for one-
third of this. A major branch of this was goat farming. According to statistics from 1932,
the Vrbas Banovina was below the Yugoslav average in terms of total number of goats,
number per km?, and per one hundred inhabitants. Even though goat farming was not of

% Sedmak 1939: 234.
% Statisticki godisnjak 1938-1939, 1939: 180-181; Statisticki godisnjak za 1940, 1941: 170-171.
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much significance for the Vrbas Banovina, it did represent a major supplementary source of
income for many homesteads—and for some it was the only one. Poor townsfolk and those
with little land and no resources to sustain a cow would choose to keep a goat or two. For
many, products such as meat, milk, cheese, or sour cream were the most important food
sources, apart from bread.

The dominant variety of goat in the Vrbas Banovina was the Balkan goat, but there
were also Saanen and hybrids between the two. The main properties of the Balkan goat are
its extraordinary resistance to diseases, its stamina, and its ability to move over rugged
terrains for a long period of time, as well as its adaptability to poor living conditions and
lack of food, which were present in its natural environment for most of the time. It made an
excellent use of meager pastures in areas lacking water, its yield of meat, milk, and number
of kids increased as soon as it came across more abundant grazing fields.

Goats were grazed in orchards and hedges, in pastures, in reaped meadows and in
fields after the crops had been harvested. In addition, they ate buds, leaves, and saplings in
forests, which resulted in the emergence of thickets. Goats were considered a major pest,
regardless of its value for homesteads. In 1935, in order to protect forests from goats, the
authorities in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia tried to introduce legislation to reduce their
number. These measures ultimately failed, and the numbers remained relatively constant, as
demonstrated by data collected in 1939.
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KEJBKO CABAHOBHUh
VYuusepsutet y bawoj Jlynu
dunozodcku pakynrer, Oncek 3a UCTOPU]y

KO3APCTBO BPBACKE BAHOBHHE

Pesume

[Mocmuje IpBor cBjerckor pata y EBpomn je ¢opMupano BHIIe HOBUX ApskaBa, Mehy kojuma
n Kpamesnna Cpba, XpBara m CrosenHama. OBa apkaBa je 1929. rommHe mnperMeHOBaHa y
KpasbeBuny Jyrocnasujy, a a]MUHHCTPAaTHBHO-TEPUTOPHjajIHA MOAjena Ha 33 o6iacTH, yCTaHOBJbCHA
je 1922. ronuHe W 3aMujembEHA MOJjelIOM Ha JIeBET OaHOBHMHA M ympaBy rpana beorpama. Bpbacka
OaHOBHMHA je 3ajemHo ca JlpuHCKOM OaHOBMHOM uMHWIA cpeaumite KpameBuHe Jyrocnaswje.
CTaHOBHHIITBO CE€ YIJIABHOM OABUIIO MOJHOIPHUBPEIOM, YHjH je YIHO Y YKYIIHOM HAIlHOHATHOM
JIOXOTKY JyrociaBuje H3HOCHO 3a 1ujenu Melhypatau nepuox Buiie ox 50%. Of 0BOr MPOIIEHTa OKO
Y5 IpHIafana je cro4apcTBy.

BaxxHy rpaHy cTOYapcTBa y MOjEeJWHHMM [MjeloBHMa JyrociiaBuje YHMHHIO je KO3apCTBO.
Jyrocnasuja je 1932. roguue mmana 1.871.618 koza. Hajumie mx je O6wio y jyxuum, BehuHOM
[UIAHWHCKUM KpajeBMMa JIp)kaBe, ca HajcHpoMamiHujuM kuBjbeM. Tamga ce y BpOackoj OGaHOBHHH
Hanazmwio 126.055 ko3a, mITo je MpOIEHTYaIHO H3HOCHIO 6,74% cBuX Ko3a y npxasu. Cpe3 bama Jlyka
MMao je HajBUIIE K034, 3aTUM cpe30BH Jajiie u ['paxoBo, a HajMame cpe3osu J10060j, lyouna u JlepseHra.

O Ba)XHOCTH K03apCTBa Y MPOLUIOCTH Ha MOApY4jy Jyrocinasuje ropope reorpad)cku Ha3uBH
JnoOMjeHr TOo Ko3amMa. MHOTHM 07 BHX Npunaganu cy tepuropuju Bpbacke GanoBuue: Kosapa,
Ko3zapan, Kozapyma, Kosuna, Ko3un, Japune, Japuumre u apyru. JlomuHaHTHa BpcTa Ko3e Y
Bp6ackoj 6aHoBHHM je momaha OakaHCKa Ko3a, a 3aCTYIJEHE Cy jOII CaHCKa U MENe3 CaHCKe U
nomahe GakaHcke ko3e. ['1aBHa KapakTeprCTHKA JoMahe GajKkaHCKe KO3€ je U3y3eTHa OTIIOPHOCT Ha
00JIeCTH U U3PKIBUBOCT, IITO HagoMjelhyje CIaOuju MPUHOC Y MECY M MIIHjeKY Y OJJTHOCY Ha ApyTre
pace. CTaHOBHHIITBO Ge3 JOBOJFHO 3eMJbe HHjE MOTIJIO Jia MpeXpamyje KpaBy, alu je Ouiio y cramy
Ja TO YMHH Ca JIBHje IO TPHU Ko3e. BeoMa je KOpHCHa >KMBOTHEbA 32 HajCHPOMALIHHje TepeHe,
nonupyhu cByza rije HY jefHa Apyra )KUBOTHI-A HE MOXKE U IJlje HeMa JOBOJHHO XpaHe HH 3a OBIIE.
He camo mymMckum cTpyumhaiiuma, Beh U CBakOM CeJbaKy OHJIO je MO3HATO KaKo e K03a HCXpambyje y
[ryMama M IiKapaMa, IpBEHCTBEHO MyMoBHMa, JiniitieM u Miaaunama ca apseha. [tery mymama
HAHOCHUITH CY M BIIACHHIIM K032 MPUTIPEMAhEM JIUCHHKA 32 IPEXPaHy K03a MPEKO 3UMe.

IMokyriraj BIacTé qa 3aKOHCKAM Mjepama 3HaTHO CMambH OpOj K03a HHUje YCIHO, MITO MOKa3yjy
CTaTUCTUYKH TOAAI. YMjecTo na 1936. rogune Oyae Mambe K033, Kao IITO je MPOMHUcaHo Ypeaoom o
IOpxamy Ko3a gonHujerom 1935. roamne, muxoB Opoj mano ce u mnosehao. He3HaTHO cmameme
Hactynuio je 1937. ronune. Y nepuony ox 1935. 1o 1939. rogune 6poj ko3a cMarwuo 3a camo 2,09%.
Jyrocnasuja je 1939. roaune joun yBujex umana 1.866.131 ko3y.

KibyuHe peun: Ko3a, K03apcTBO, CTOYapCTBO, Bpbacka GanoBuHa, bocHa 1 Xepierouxa,
KpasseBuna Jyrocnasuja, EBpona.
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