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Introduction
NEBOJSA POPOV

...the voice of the intellect is quiet but it does not cease until listened to.

Sigmund Freud

The spiralling violence that shook Yugoslavia in the last decade of
the twentieth century has been the subject of much observation
and research. There have been different interpretations, but as yet
there is no widely accepted explanation regarding the war or for
the motives of those who initiated it, and least of all regarding the
outcome of these dramatic events. Many think that nationalism
was the driving force and that there is still much to be investigated
and clarified in this report. If we take, for instance, Isaiah Berlin’s
view that nationalism is the result of wounded pride and a feeling
of humiliation among the more socially aware, resulting in anger
and self-assertion, it is worth examining the aboutturn from ob-
ject-victim to subjectliberator or avenger which resulted from
being offered the dangerous medicine then raging, rather than
healing, throughout Central Europe and the surrounding countries
before engulfing the whole world. (1. Berlin 1980).

Instead of regarding nationalism in a generalized sort of way as a
product of destiny or nature which may be considered good or
evil, we should rather investigate its true beginnings and how it be-
comes the ideology of conflict. Is it possible that there exists today, a
different way of healing, a catharsis of the wounds associated with
victim status? Why do so many turn to nationalism as an ideological
practice, and is it of their own free will? These are the questions con-
fronting the authors of this book and, I believe, its readers too.

Relying on a certain tradition of critical thinking and democratic
tendencies in Serbia, and on the results of their own and other
studies of the war, about twenty intellectuals of different profes-
sions set out to investigate one aspect of a very complex issue: the
Serb side of the war. Among them were social and political scien-
tists, scholars of language and ethnology, historians, lawyers,
economists, theologians and statisticians. Aware of the intellectual
impossibility of encompassing the totality of war by any kind of
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research, they set clear boundaries to their subject, hoping that
others would do the same. The idea was that through dialogue on
the results that emerged, an understanding of all sides of the war
would gradually arise. The ‘Serb side of the war’ was chosen as a
subject for research since this was familiar territory and affected
the researchers more immediately, not only as intellectuals but as
people living in Serbia. At the same time, this choice implied a re-
pudiation of the usual tactics of imputing blame to those of other
creeds, nations, countries, or in fact the whole world, for causing
the war and all it entailed.

These circumstances and ideas led to the emergence of a kind
of intellectual community of autonomous authors in early 1994,
which was gradually to develop into a joint research project. Dur-
ing 1994 and 1995, at the regular bi-weekly meetings, each author
explained his or her approach to the topic, and the others com-
mented on it. The initial conceptions were published in the peri-
odical Republika (see Novi srpski forum [New Serbian Forum)]
1993: 18); each author developed his or her work independently,
exposing it to criticism stage by stage, first at meetings of the re-
search group, and then to a growing public. The meetings of the
group were chaired with exemplary tolerance by Latinka Perovi¢,
and a permanent protocol was meticulously drawn up by Aleksan-
dra Beri¢-Popovié. (The protocols alone would provide material
for an extensive and interesting book.) Conceived rather preten-
tiously as a movement, The New Serbian Forum turned out to be a
permanent medium of communication—a rare phenomenon in this
country—among autonomous researchers capable of and ready for
dialogue.

Under circumstances which, to put it mildly, hardly favoured
normal work, the authors were supported by the Centre for the
Anti-War Campaign and the Heinrich B6ll Foundation, to which
they are sincerely grateful.

The essays have been grouped according to the type of underly-
ing research, not in the order in which they were published in The
Republic. The first part of the book contains essays concerned with
the broader outlines of the theme: these are followed by essays that
examine the roots of the trauma, essays that analyse the role of the
cultural elite and of scientific, cultural and other institutions, and
essays on the influence of the media. The book ends with a series
of essays on the efforts of international organizations to end the
war and to help to arrive at compromises.

However, when we consider the scale of the tragedy, and espe-
cially the atrocities carried out in and around the war zones, there
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is reason for fresh scepticism as to the point of trying to analyse
war and what it brings in its train. We find ourselves in the same
situation as those striving to hold on to their presence of mind
(sanity) after the horror of World War II, who saw it as a break-
down of civilization, and wondered if there was any ‘sense in sing-
ing’ after Auschwitz (Zivilisationbruch anthology, Adorno et al
1968). Igor Caruso, for instance, in his theory on the sovereignty of
the personality, relies largely on the real and deeply contemplated
experience of one of the victims of Nazism, Emmanuel Ringel-
blum, who, faced with the horrors of that war, left behind a mes-
sage in verse (Caruso, 1962):

It is usually said that war turns people into
Animals. But we did not want war, we do not
Want it and we will not become animals.

We are people and will remain so.

We can find the same sanity today, even amongst those who
have suffered most—the people of Sarajevo, for instance, who cre-
ated a new oral and written (anti-)war literature. There are many
others, known and unknown opponents of force and violence, in
Serbia too, who show both by the written word and by deed that
even when civilization—that unstable balance of contradictory
elements—is in mortal danger, each single trace cannot be de-
stroyed entirely, nor can hope for the resumption of normal life.
The whole point of an expressly historical research, instead of
simple narration, is to establish as precisely as possible why certain
people have recourse to violence while others avoid or oppose it:
in this case, why some Serbs were for war while others were not.

This present volume concentrates mainly on the period preced-
ing the war, when the fires that fed it were being stoked, followed
by the first years of conflict (1987-1993). In the foreground was
the creation of a militant nationalist ideology. Its counterpoint was
the destruction of institutions of learning, culture and politics. The
consequences of this process are dealt with only in third place.
What is lacking, however, is a knowledge of what the conse-
quences of the war meant for culture, the economy and society.
The wholesale laying waste of structures, institutions and organiza-
tions was the trademark of the war and will ultimately decide
(regardless of what we may think) whether or not there is any real
possibility of change.

The authors of these studies, by analysing available sources, have
tried to create a solid basis for further research. Although scientific
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methods and techniques were employed throughout, the authors
do not claim to form any ‘purely scientific’ final judgements.

Behind the burning lava, its source, the volcano, often goes un-
noticed. Only recent research in anthropology and sociology (J.
Zupanov 1993; Z. Golubovi¢ et al. 1995; D. Richtman-Augustin
1996) reveals the deeper layers of personality and society from
which destruction springs. It is increasingly certain that national-
ism serves to conceal not only complex psychological and social
processes but also common ‘“villainy and thievery’ (D. Kecmanovic
1995; 239-240). Parts of the puzzle are gradually falling into place,
although the whole picture still evades us.

Trusting culture has its advantages but also its drawbacks when
it comes to attitudes towards a complex and dramatic event such
as the war in Yugoslavia. Advantages would include the contribu-
tion to understanding its sources and the paths it took, and possi-
bly the catharsis resulting from facing up to tragic events. We
should bear in mind that, as Rudi Supek wrote at the time (1986), a
unique image of the world had disappeared, that there were vari-
ous parallel ‘worlds of life’ and different cultures. The drawback
would be if the importance of criticizing the ideology were to be
overestimated, especially the inertia of ‘the cynical mind’ in the
midst of the modern world (see P. Sloterdijk 1992), and the absolute
orgies of cynicism in this country.! With due respect to culture, the
question remains how to stop and place under rational control the
factual machinery of war, as it is most widely understood.

If research shows that the avalanche of fear, hatred and violence
was produced by the concrete action of individuals, groups, insti-
tutions and organizations, that it was not the result of some kind of
automatism of fate or nature, there is even less possibility for alter-
natives to the avalanche to emerge by some kind of automatism.
On the contrary, it takes a lot of effort to defend and renew cul-
ture, a great deal more than that invested in destroying it. Even this
is not enough for normal life. It is necessary to create the appro-
priate values, institutions, organizations and procedures.

If one of the best authorities on human nature (especially its de-
structive elements), Sigmund Freud (1986: 360), placed his hopes in
the ability of the human intellect to overcome its destructive urges,
we present this book to the public with a similar hope and in the
belief that it will be read by people who will listen to the authors and
who will themselves contribute to public dialogue on a subject
which is vital not only for culture: that is, on ‘all aspects of the war’.
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Note

1 Today, ‘in the era of cynicism’, says Slavoj ZiZek, ‘ideology can afford to
reveal the secret of its actions (its central, underlying idiocy, which tra-
ditional, pre-cynical ideology had to hide) and this doesn’t influence its
efficiency the least'. See Slavoj Zizek 1996: 129.
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The War for Ethnic States
VESNA PESIC

For analytical purposes, the breakup of Yugoslavia and the war
need to be kept separate, however much the two processes are
indisputably linked. War need not have been the automatic conse-
quence of the collapse alone, since the country could have been
transformed into a confederation or could have been dissolved by
peaceful means in harmony with the existing republics and bor-
ders. Dissolution or a loose association would have been basically
regarded as a positive development,! leading to a process of inte-
gration on the basis of new, modern pre-suppositions.

The widespread view that war was an unavoidable, inherent
consequence of the breakup of the state conceals the fact that
their causes were not identical. In fact, by the institutionalization
of quasi-sovereign states and the evident integral deficiency in
the governing regime’s ability,2 the interests of the individual
republics became so far removed that an association of states
with new conditions of democratization could no longer be re-
constructed (following the destruction of the Berlin wall). Their
horizons were no longer the same. The war was not an immedi-
ate consequence of the long process of the breakup of the Yugo-
slav state. We attribute its cause to the creation of new national
states in which the leadership of the individual republics brought
them into conflict over the distribution of Yugoslav territory,
borders and ethnic boundaries.

The national heterogeneity of all the republics, with the excep-
tion of Slovenia, led not only to the problem of integrating the
existing states,3 but also to the conflicts between them. To the ex-
tent to which the republics/nations narrowed the identity of the
existing states (as did the leadership in Serbia and Croatia), they
lost their ability to integrate, and the clashes between the nation-
alities of which they were composed were just as intensive as those
with other republics. The narrowest identity is ethnic homogene-
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ity, and it was exactly in that identity that the states saw their inte-
gration. The war was initiated because of boundary changes and
the alteration of ethno-demographic structures (the movement of
the ethnic population).

When conflicts are defined as being about border changes and
the creation of ethnic homogeneity in future national states, these
ends are naturally served by the leadership of individual states
through unilateral decisions, fait accompli strategies, military
force, and even genocide. A war for border changes between the
republics, and the expulsion of other ethnic groups was initiated
by the political leadership in Serbia as a means of creating a Ser-
bian state. The Croatian leadership chose a similar strategy with
the election of the HDZ (Croatian Democratic Union) government,
as seen in the discrimination and open intolerance towards the
Serbs in Croatia, and territorial pretensions towards Bosnia-
Hercegovina. By agreement this republic should have been shared
between Serbia and Croatia.4

The creation of new ethnic states which led to armed conflict,
restored forgotten national questions to the centre of attention
in political and theoretical discussions. In these new discussions,
the question was posed as to whether, in the approaching period,
new national issues along restricted ethnic lines would continu-
ously be raised.> This question is critical since the case of Yugo-
slavia reveals that the process of creating new national states can
lead to ethnic polarization which appears only ‘solvable’ through
the use of force.

The institutional structure
of multinationality

Every ‘national issue’ has its own special history, plans and political
strategy, including current power relations. It is always a concrete,
localized question which is difficult to generalize about or com-
pare with other cases. Here, especially, there arose inadequate,
popular comparisons, regardless of whose standpoint was being
defended: multinational coexistence or ‘restriction’. If ‘restriction’
is defended, one essentially tends towards the example of the
population exchange between Turkey and Greece following the
First World War; but if ‘communal life’ is defended, then the ten-
dency is towards the example of practically all multiethnic states.
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To compare Yugoslavia with the USA, since they are both multi-
ethnic, would be a fruitless exercise, since the issue is about totally
different conceptions of multinationalism, nations and states. The
popular comparison with Switzerland is no more adequate, since
that country is composed of national cantons, and not of various
nations, as was Yugoslavia.6

For the sake of clarity, one must differentiate between multi-
ethnic and multinational states. Multiethnic states differ consid-
erably from multinational states in that the former are of one
nationality regardless of the diverse ethnic, religious, linguistic or
cultural origins of their citizens. In France, as in the USA and
Switzerland, there exists only one nationality. The issue concerns
political or civil nations (even if pure civil states and nations do
not exist, since their cohesion and identity are lawfully created
from a common tradition, memory, culture, and even ethnic ori-
gin), because a state is democratic and constitutionally founded,
and as such committed to treat individual citizens equally, regard-
less of their actual differences in national, ethnic or religious
origin.

In the case of multinational states, they are composed of particu-
lar nations which are institutionalized in the territorial-political
sense, in order to ‘guarantee the full and free development of their
own culture in the best interests of their peoples. In the final
analysis, they may wish to separate if they consider that their self-
determination is impossible within a wider state’ (W. Kymlicka
1995: 16). Such multinational states have a ‘founding nation’ or a
significant minority, but importantly, they also differentiate them-
selves by the regulation of their international relations, the model
of their common state (federation or some other form of associa-
tion), and their understanding of membership of a nation, which
may be civil, in accordance with a liberal ideal, or ethno-national,
in harmony with a cultural definition of nation. Their inherent
instability arises from the burden of resolving national questions
when they cannot resolve these in the true sense of the word
without themselves collapsing. Thus, as already underlined, each
‘leap ahead’ of an individual nation to resolve its national question
alone in an extreme way, that is, by becoming an independent
state, brings the whole multinational construct into crisis. In order
to stabilize multinational states, a necessary precondition is that
nationality questions are resolved on a level lower than that of the
fully sovereign single nation. Only by unanimity on that question
can the institutional framework and the political identity of the
common state be established.
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The configuration of the ‘national question’

The instability of multinational states formed from the remains of
former empires in Central and Eastern Europe, including Yugosla-
via as the most typical example, was reflected in their never having
ceased to ‘resolve’ the national question, always seeking new forms
of ‘equal rights’, and a balance of power between ethno-national
and political unities. However, that balance could not be achieved
because of unmitigated tensions between ‘people’ in the ethno-
cultural sense (ethnos), and people in the political sense (demos).
A fragile balance was established arbitrarily by the Communist
party, but without really resolving the problem, since the system,
by the logic of its own function (that is, low integrated economic
and political capacity), deepened the traditional and historical
chasm between the civil and ethno-cultural nation models. That
chasm had already drawn the Yugoslav people into ethnic war and
genocide once, during the Second World War, but not even that
frustration, which clearly signalled that Yugoslavia had not re-
solved the relationship of state and nation, could not be overcome
because these issues could not be discussed under Communist
rule. Even less could those questions have been raised in the
sphere of a democratic procedure to show what Yugoslavia really
could be as a state, that is, in whichever scope or form a united
state might take.

Yugoslavia was a state which contained all the characteristic
configurations of the national question. If we accept that there
exist three basic configurations, we can conclude that Yugoslavia
contained all three: 1) a nation (republic) working towards the
creation of independent states relying on the right of self-
determination; 2) a national homeland (republic) acting with its
own diaspora in mind, either in order to supervise the status of
that diaspora in the country in which it arises, or in order to de-
mand its unification with the mother country and a change of bor-
ders; and 3) members of alienated and self-conscious minorities
discriminated against, extending resistance towards the majority in
order to prevent them from forming their own national state, de-
manding cultural or political autonomy or secession, with the aim
of uniting with their own homeland.” In the Yugoslav configura-
tion of national questions, the most difficult of such cases arose.
When two neighbouring states have large minorities on the terri-
tory of a third state, that state can be attacked through the diaspora
of both neighbours. Bosnia-Hercegovina is an example of this; the
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vulnerability of the new independent state became evident when
ethnic Serbs and Croats started the process of armed separatism, in
which they were both assisted by their homelands.

The first type of national question, the struggle for the inde-
pendence of nations/republics, was dominant practically through-
out the whole period of Yugoslavia’s existence, in the form of
struggles between central authority and the constituent nations or
republics. However, in Yugoslavia this kind of dispute was not
symmetrical. Not all nations/republics worked in the same direc-
tion, as had been the case in the imperial states in which, by rule,
all strove to weaken the centre and achieve even greater autonomy
and, ultimately, independence. The problem in Yugoslavia was
that, historically, the ideologies raised in the resolution of individ-
ual national questions were confrontational and asymmetric. The
politics of the largest, Serbian, nation occupied the centre with its
own, ethno-national interest, tending towards unitarianism and
centralism, since Serbia considered Yugoslavia as ‘its own’, terri-
tory in which all Serbs lived in one country. On the other hand, the
traditional, nationalistic aim of Croatia was a struggle against cen-
tralized government, and a desire for autonomy and independence.
As George Schopflin observed, the Croats, who for centuries had
been subordinated to a ‘distant centre’, developed an extraordinary
sensitivity towards the central government of Vienna and Buda-
pest. Immediately following unification in 1918, on the creation of
a centralized state through which the Serbs established their
dominance, the Croats began to regard Belgrade in the same way
as they had regarded Budapest, that is, the source of all their ill
fortune (G. Schopflin 1973: 125). This Yugoslav antinomy plagued
the country continuously, obstructing all kinds of political stability.

This old, antagonistic division could not have been overcome in
either the first, or the second Yugoslavia. Manoeuvres to resolve
this question were restricted because of the still existing lack of
confidence between the two peoples, and an inability to find a
solution through creating a real compromise between their differ-
ent nationalistic ideologies. However, the survival of Yugoslavia
depended on such a compromise, since both nations had to
‘achieve a security lacking to both under previous and current
conditions’ (ibid.: 144). Measures that would have satisfied the
need for safety were not established either in the first or the sec-
ond Yugoslavia. While the minimal demands of the Serbs implied
the creation of an authentic federal state government, finally
eliminating the problem of the survival of Yugoslavia, the maxi-
mum concession of the Croats was some form of confederation on
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the basis of the ‘mutuality’ of the southern Slavs. The unresolvable
confusion revealed itself before and after the creation of Yugosla-
via in 1918. It was revealed in the fact that both peoples presented
themselves falsely: the Croats as federalists (but wishing to create
an independent state); and the Serbs as centralists (but wishing to
occupy the state government). The more the institutional organiza-
tion of Yugoslavia gave independence and sovereignty to the re-
publics and regions to the detriment of the central government
(culminating in the 1974 Constitution), the more a Serbian na-
tional corpus (because of the ‘surplus’ of Serbian people in other
republics and the view that the federal state was their own), expe-
rienced those changes to its own detriment and to the benefit of
other nationalities. And vice versa. The idea of a Yugoslavia with its
own political identity would seem to play into the hands of Serbian
domination, and be to the detriment of Croatian (or other peoples’)
statehood. For the Serbs, the lack of such an identity meant the
opening of the Serbian issue, the loss of a country in which all
Serbs had lived together. This fundamental, historical disagree-
ment between the Serbian and Croatian perception of Yugoslavia
and the resolution of their national questions was the main lever to
drive both sides to extreme positions in the critical 1990s. These
positions were, as shown by events, positions of national unity (the
congruity of nation and state) on the basis of ethnic purity and the
redrawing of borders. When these positions were adopted politi-
cally, and when this meant the creation of independent national
states, Serbia and Croatia came into conflict over the Serb minority
in Croatia, who on the one hand had been frightened and dis-
criminated against by the rise of Croatian nationalism, but who, on
the other hand, had been pushed into armed conflict by Serbia in
order to separate from Croatia and to enter into a future Serbian
state. In the visions of independent Serbian and Croatian states,
Bosnia-Hercegovina should have disappeared, that is, should have
been divided between these two states.

The above configuration of the national questions emerged in
extreme forms during the disintegration of Yugoslavia: separatism;
unification; expulsion of minorities. Once it had been formulated
in this way, and when members of the particular nations were mo-
bilized over those goals, no one could withdraw. By the choice of
extremes, the war became more or less unavoidable. Some repub-
lics chose only a separatist option, that is, the determination of an
independent national state within existing republic borders
(Slovenia, and then Macedonia and Bosnia-Hercegovina). Others,
like Serbia and Croatia, brought their nationalistic politics into a
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three dimensional configuration: separatism plus unification
(joining personal diaspora and so-called ethnic territory) plus dis-
crimination against, or expulsion of, self-conscious minorities pre-
sented as an ‘interfering factor’ in the creation of national states.
Thus, although Croatia’s most important political aspiration was
the creation of an independent state, it did not abandon its old,
territorial pretensions towards Bosnia-Hercegovina. Serbia’s poli-
cies were different from those of the other republics: in the first
phase it tried to save the old Yugoslavia by force (military putsch),
and in the second it introduced the unification (irredentist) poli-
tics of joining the Serbian diaspora and its ‘ethnic territory in
Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina as a means of forming a Serbian
national state.

Although during 1991 all these nations decided to form inde-
pendent states (to be sure, Macedonia and Bosnia-Hercegovina
made this decision because of the resulting loss of ‘national bal-
ance’), which led to the collapse of Yugoslavia, the irredentist way
of creating congruence between nation and state meant war. In
principle, the triadic configuration of the national question which
encompasses the relations between three actors—the homeland,
the diaspora, and the country in which the diaspora lives—need not
present the most extreme form of nationalistic conflict. It may
escalate into irredentism,8 which presupposes that the homeland
incites its minority to enter into a separatist conflict with the state
in which the minority lives, and which is in a phase of national
homogenization, discriminating politically against the minority.
This process can also start with the action of a minority, as is the
case with the Albanian minority in Serbia, although this is not
complete since the third actor—Albania, as homeland—is not fully
activated. In the case of the Yugoslav crisis, four kinds of national
question arose, all of which implied unification: Serbia-Serbian
minority-Croatia; Croatia-Croatian minority-Bosnia-Hercegovina;
Serbia-Serbian minority-Bosnia-Hercegovina; with a potential
spread to the south in the same form (Albanian minority-Serbia-
Albania and Macedonia-Albanian minority-Albania). All these
‘triangular’ combinations are practically, or potentially, war com-
binations, blocking, thanks to political struggles to represent the
national issue, any other ‘gentler’ means of avoiding war. ‘Gentler’
means presuppose a legalistic approach to the ‘national question’,
or a struggle for an adequate position of the minority, including
non-discrimination, personal (cultural) and political-territorial
autonomy, along with free cultural links with the homeland, and so
on.
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However, this structural description may be deceptive, suggest-
ing that the above-mentioned actors within the respective national
questions were simply given, that they presented static entities
whose actions were pre-determined by ‘greater’ national aspira-
tions. On the contrary, each of these actors implies a different
method of action, because within each actor in the triangle the
political struggle was led by different political powers, for the
definition and representation of the national question. In view of
the results of political struggles, all three actors exist within dy-
namic and changing relations (Brubaker 1994b). In the Yugoslav
crisis, the relation between these actors in the triangle, and the
‘struggle for leadership’, within them can be clearly identified and
followed in each case. It is enough to remember the struggle for
representation of the Serbian minority in Croatia, in which each
political ‘set’ defined its own perception of the Serbian problem in
Croatia. In this way, for example, the moderate current of Opacic
and Raskovi¢, founders of the Serbian Democratic Party, was
driven out by the radical, separatist, current of Milan Babi¢ and
Marti¢, who received support from Belgrade. The spectrum of the
different positions of the Serbian minority in Croatia encompassed
the Serbian National Party of Milan Puki¢, which had been the
closest to co-operating with the Croatian leadership; the Serbian
Democratic Forum of Milorad Pupovac, seeking coexistence of
Serbs and Croats by recognizing Serbian national sovereignty;
through to a huge variety of local initiatives. Finally, all representa-
tives of the Serbian minority changed their positions from moder-
ate to radical, and vice versa. Each of these positions had a differ-
ent relationship with Belgrade and Zagreb, depending on the rela-
tion of power in Serbia and Croatia.

The ‘national question’ or a struggle for power

The institutional organization of multinationalism shaped the ob-
Jective field of nationalistic politics. It can be assumed that institu-
tions form the behaviour of political antagonists and that national-
ism as the politics of an ethnic collective was built into the contra-
dictory feature of an institutionalized solution to the national prob-
lem, in which the key, indispensable element was the authoritarian
rule of one party. In time, these structures enabled all spheres of
public life to be crystallized into the sphere of the national
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(ethnic), since the dynamics of the market economy, a civil and
democratic society were terminated. On one hand, they blocked
the integral mechanisms of the economy, society and state, and on
the other hand, they strengthened ‘national statehood’. The politi-
cal elite who had greatly influenced the dissolution of the country
and the war, did not have to return to the past, as is usually
thought. The republics had already been quasi-sovereign states.
They only lacked the subjective, psychological dimension of na-
tionalism (for a long time forbidden), but this was added by the
cultural elite through selection of the collective ethnic past.

Under the previously existing Yugoslav conditions, the objective
field of institutionalized structures was reinforced by deep eco-
nomic, social, demographic, political and cultural differences
which, in the main, coincided with ethnic-national, territorial
groups. Federal units were congruent with practically all other
differences. However, it was believed that these differences would
eventually disappear through the work of redistributed mecha-
nisms of the central organs of government. Those expectations
were not fulfilled. In time, the differences became greater, creating
new sources of conflict and argument between the republics and
regions. The socialist idea of peoples’ equal rights provoked more
resentment (for example, the regime used the ‘national key’ both
to reward and punish) or memories of injustice and exploitation,
than it enabled the mitigation of differences and the resolution of
conflicts.?

In numerous interpretations of the Yugoslav crisis, the noted ob-
jective fields of conflict were frequently underestimated, by reduc-
ing the whole crisis to a mere struggle for power. This popular
viewpoint looks for the causes of both collapse and war in nation-
alism as a ‘struggle for power’, or in the politics of ‘aggressive na-
tionalism’, introduced by the republic elite in order to renew or
seize power during the collapse of the Communist regime. Aspir-
ing to preserve its jeopardized position before emerging demo-
cratic changes, especially in Serbia (V. P. Gagnon 1994: 118) the
old power structure used the ‘nationalistic card’. In practically all
the republics, the Communist elite faced the same challenge: re-
form, or the old system. In the ‘power game’, they found an answer
in the mobilization of nationalism, by a determination to create
independent national states, and to ‘exit’ from the old system by
promising democracy and reforms, after consolidating the national
states. The spread of nationalism was a product of the success of
this ‘political card’ in the struggle of the republican and national
elite to seize leadership and power.
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Although the power struggle in the republics is an unavoidable
factor in understanding the conflicts between nations in Yugosla-
via (as already pointed out), the limitation of this approach is that
national, long-lasting relations are treated as an epiphenomenom
of momentary political struggles to keep (or take) power and privi-
leges. It is forgotten that the very idea of multinational states, insti-
tutionalized in the form of ethno-national federalism, presupposes
the constant dynamic of the ‘national question’. Because of oppos-
ing national ideologies, that dynamic undermined the creation of a
balance between ethno-national and civil principles, which could
have prevented the danger of radical ‘ethnification’ of politics.
Ethnicities, (‘nations’) were powerfully separated and defined ac-
cording to the principle of citizenship, without which a ‘political
nation’ was inconceivable both on a republican and on a federal
level. In such situations, as Schopflin states (1995: 162), a signifi-
cant section of the population experiences a collective state (or
republic in which they live) as an ‘unnatural’, ‘artificial’ creation
which represents neither their aspirations nor their interests.10
More precisely, Yugoslavia did not manage to reconcile the collec-
tive state identity and the narrower national identities, but those
identities were conflicting.!l Nor were the republics able to con-
stitute this harmony. Thus, the former state can best be described
as a collection of national and republican look-out towers, from
which every nation unceasingly observed all the others, paying
attention to any, possibly menacing, ‘leaps ahead’. This institution-
alized lack of confidence was the fundamental characteristic of
former Yugoslavia. Above all, the suspicions of all the nations were
generally connected with Serbia, not only because it was the larg-
est republic, and the Serbian people the greatest in number, but
also because of the experience of Serbian domination in the first
Yugoslavia. It was believed that the Serbs had not definitely relin-
quished these pretensions. This apprehension was also directed
towards Croatia, particularly by the Serbs, since it was suspected
that Croatia would never relinquish its national separatist aspira-
tions. There were doubts that Croatia was prepared to accept the
Serbs as equal citizens.

This mutual distrust required a formula for the organization of
Yugoslavia which would enable everyone to protect themselves
from everyone else as much as possible. Institutionally, the
changes in Yugoslavia were made in accordance with the needs of
the ‘new class’ which wanted to keep its power, as well as with the
need to ensure the security of each nation by balancing national
forces and by recalling the socialist motto of ‘the equal rights of
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peoples’. These were mechanisms of self-defence and ‘non inter-
vention’ in internal republican (provincial) matters. Thus, in the
last decade, relations in Yugoslavia were more like inter-state rela-
tions built on a balance of power and coalitions,12 than relations
within a single, collective state to which loyalty was owed. This
missing loyalty towards a collective state led the Yugoslav nations
into a trap, the well-known mechanism described by Robert Mer-
ton as ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’.13 In the end, each nation became
what the others perceived, and what they were most afraid of. The
more the nations/republics protected themselves from Serbian
hegemony, the more certain this threat became. The more the
Serbs suspected the Croats of separatist ambitions, the more real
those ambitions became. The free exercise of this mechanism,
without the institutional limitations of a civil state with constitu-
tional rights, enabled the national elite to direct the conflict and to
re-interpret the perennial national questions in accordance with
their personal interests.

The turn to nation: reforms and conflicts
between centre and republic

The dynamics of national conflict had already started at the begin-
ning of the 1960s and lasted for the whole decade, until the pass-
ing of the 1974 Constitution.14

At the end of the 1950s, discussions opened over the meaning of
‘Yugoslav’. This concept had not been clear, being subject to inter-
pretation from various political and national perspectives. At the
beginning of the 1950s there was a real strengthening of
‘Yugoslavism’, emphasis being placed on national unity, expected
as a result of introducing equal rights and decentralization

(Shoup 1968: 186). This could be traced through the Constitu-
tion Law of 1953, which weakened the position of the Council of
the People by not mentioning the right to self-determination and
only indirectly attributing sovereignty to the republics. The same
change was apparent in references to ‘Yugoslav culture’, based on
the closeness of the Yugoslav peoples. Yugoslav cultural and scien-
tific institutions were founded. In 1954 a declaration confirming
that the Serbian, Croatian and Montenegrin languages were one
language was issued. On that occasion it was agreed that work on a
Serbo-Croatian dictionary should start. The Seventh SKJ (League of
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Communists of Serbia) Congress went the furthest in expressing
these ‘Yugoslav’ tendencies, although nations and republics were
not brought into issue. The 1961 census introduced the category
of “Yugoslav’ as a possible declaration of nationality.

At the beginning of the 1960s there followed from Croatia and
Slovenia a ‘reverse reaction’ to ‘Yugoslavism’, which, in their esti-
mation, exceeded the agreed scope of ‘socialist patriotism’. Party
centralism and the organization of all spheres of life in society
from one centre, state unitarianism, that is, an empty form of na-
tional state, and the forcing of ‘Yugoslav culture’, were interpreted
in Croatia and Slovenia as a failure of Yugoslavia to be freed from
Serbian unitarianism and hegemony. For non-Serbs, the idea of
‘Yugoslav’ was a reminder of King Aleksandar Karadjordjevi¢'s
version of a Yugoslav nation, under whose wing was hidden Serbi-
anization (D.Rusinow 1977: 135). The question was opened pub-
licly in sharp polemic between Dobrica Cosi¢ and Dusan Pirjavec
in 1961.

Although this was only an indication of future conflicts, discus-
sions about Yugoslavism illuminated the old bipolar distinction
between centralism (the Serbian position), and particularism (the
Croatian and Slovenian position). In that context (but not exclu-
- sively), one must understand the turn in national politics, the aim
of which was the establishment of ‘symmetric’ inter-republic
power relations through the destruction of traditional Serbo-
Croatian rivalry.15

The beginning of the struggle for a new solution to the national
problem in Yugoslavia started at the Eighth SKJ Congress in 1964.
The role of nation was redefined, and it was revealed that the
‘national question’ had not been correctly posed. A full stop was
practically placed on discussions about the concept of “Yugoslav’:
every meaning of Yugoslav outside the context of ‘socialist patriot-
ism’ was considered asymmetrical and ‘hegemonistic’. The concept
of nation also changed. Most important, the Leninist concept of the
disappearance of ‘nation’ in a class society was rejected. ‘Bourgeois
prejudice over the dying out of nations’, and ‘incorrect under-
standing’ in order that ‘national differences would quickly disap-
pear after the revolution’ were also rejected. These viewpoints
were held to be not only incorrect, but also bureaucratic, unitari-
anist and hegemonistic tendencies.!® It was implied that the re-
publics would become real bearers of sovereignty, and that this
was the right of all nations, as well as of the Yugoslavs.!7

Discussions about Yugoslavism and the verdict of ‘unscientific
ideas of the disappearance of nations’, coincided with discussions
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about economic reforms. From the beginning of the 1960s, talks
began within the framework of the SKJ Executive concerning po-
litical and economic changes, and particular problems and defi-
ciencies which would be confronted in the functioning of the sys-
tem. This was a period of experimentation, of attempts to liberalize
the economy (1961), and a return to central control. Motives for
changing the method of economic decision making flowed from
greater agreement in a society which would no longer bear rigid,
central planning and distribution of investments. The foothold of
irrationality was rightly located in the central, that is, federal, or-
gans, but the real essence of irrationality in the system was con-
cealed: the power of the party over the economy. Avoiding the
principal problem, from 1963 to 1965 ‘economic and social’ re-
forms were prepared in which the focus was on abandoning cen-
tral planning (the republics could no longer agree on this), an at-
tack on unprofitable businesses and economic inefficiency, the
disturbance of price relations, inflationary tendencies, and the
organization of banks. The aim of these reforms was to give com-
panies, local authorities and the republics a greater role in this
area. However, discussions about reforms and the dismantling of
irrational economic centralism quickly crossed with the ethnic
dimension, even though the paramount motivation appeared to be
purely economic. Individual forces were against central planning,
seeking a greater role for companies in investment decisions, call-
ing for self-management and efficient operations. Others were not
so much against central planning as against the place of planning,
that is, against the federal centre for decisions making (Rusinow
1977: 124). In this confusion of different viewpoints, disagreement
between the republics over economic resources, development
projects,!8 and the financing of undeveloped republics and prov-
inces, was outlined. Republican bureaucracy, being conferred as
‘personal’, that is, of republican interest, received local support,
and it was difficult to distinguish where economic interests devel-
oped into national. The more local leadership wished to receive
increased national support for their economic programmes, the
more that support aroused suspicion in other republics. Economic
nationalism turned into ideological and political divisions, so that
in the next phase, the national question moved into the centre of
the conflict (Ramet 1992: 82).

From the confusion of different viewpoints relating to eco-
nomic questions, the role of the state and the party, self-
management and the market, and the republics and central power,
two clear currents were discernable. On one side, so-called liberal
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forces were formed that supported the liberalization of the econ-
omy, the decentralization of central power (‘de-etatization’), and
self-management, not bringing the party monopoly over society
into question. On the other side gathered conservative forces, who
called for socialistic values, party unity and centralism to be para-
mount. This division could not be expressed in terms of the inter-
ests of different social groups (since they only existed in outline,
not being able to have their own social and political identity in the
party state), but rather, as expected, in the inter-republican strug-
gles and coalitions in opposition to central power which was be-
lieved to be Serbian based.

In the preparations for reform and its inception in 1965, official
Serbian politics occupied the position of defending central power,
resisting reforms and de-centralization,!? while the leading reform-
ist role was adopted by Croatia, behind which all the other repub-
lics were lined up, even the undeveloped, on whose support Serbia
had otherwise depended. Although the reforms ought to have
damaged these undeveloped republics the most, since they de-
pended on the federation and its distributive function, only Mon-
tenegro joined Serbia (later moving to another ‘camp’). This distor-
tion at the creation of a coalition, that is, the neglect of economic
interests, signalled the national interests in the background: the
weakening of ‘federal’ power as a Serbian base was associated with
defending Yugoslavism, which also came from Belgrade.

At this time a strong Croatian offensive against the conservative
centre began (followed by other republics, especially Slovenia and
Macedonia), which skilfully sabotaged the ‘economic and social
reforms’. State Security (UDBA) was blamed for the sabotage of
reforms, or rather its chief Aleksandar Rankovi¢, as a symbol of
centralism and conservatism; in the national view of non-Serbian
people he symbolized the danger of Serbian unitarianism and he-
gemony. The ‘liberal’ coalition, led by Croatia, scored a victory in
the fall of Aleksandar Rankovi¢ (1966), which was experienced as
a ‘national triumph’.20 Rankovié's fall meant the defeat of the con-
servatives, but in Serbia his more or less open departure was re-
ceived as a Serbian national defeat. Because of this ‘national hu-
miliation’ and the great purge of the predominantly Serbian cadres
of the police, the Serbian nationalistic counter-reaction was to be
expected. This was not brought into the open, since the party zeal
in Serbia following the fall of Rankovi¢ was measured by a struggle
against ‘Serbian nationalism’, although not openly visible. How-
ever, that reaction nevertheless existed, drawn into the ‘political
underground’.2!
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Ideas about the reform of the political order were also moving
outside the relation of centre to republic. These were, for example,
ideas about the renewal of party pluralism, already formulated at
the beginning of the 1950s by Milovan Dilas, one of the highest
functionaries of the ruling party, who as a result fell from power,
was arrested and convicted. Ten years later, for the same ideas, the
same fate befell Mihajlo Mihajlov, an assistant at the Faculty of Phi-
losophy in Zadar. Similar ideas would be presented by Stevan
Vradar and Andrija Gams, professors at the Faculty of Law in Bel-
grade, during uprisings at universities, once again strongly op-
posed by the regime (N. Popov 1983: 155-158).

In 1968, a student movement at Yugoslav universities also
threatened the party state, especially in Belgrade, not just by its
criticism of the ‘old left’ from the position of the ‘new left’ which
was at that time a world trend, but even more by the practice of
free thinking, press and political activities. To this initiative the
regime reacted with ideological manipulation, taking on certain
ideas alongside the elimination of their protagonists (ibid.: 11-77
and 167-234).

The Yugoslav nomenclature always reacted in a united way
whenever their leading supporters were threatened (ideological
and political monopoly), and the more effectively they reacted, the
stronger were the apparatus of the federal rule (the UDBA, for
example). Also, by the movement of central power towards the
republics, as shown by the research of Zagorka Golubovié, the
once united Yugoslav nomenclature behaved even more like the
elite of different, conflicting nations, although it would remain
connected by certain threads, not just to the heads of federal gov-
ernment, but also to the ‘first country of socialism’ regime (Z.
Golubovié¢ 1988).

Authoritarian arbitrariness and dangerous
versions of nationalism

After Rankovi€’s fall, an extensive reconstruction of the system
began, involving a radical transfer of state rule from the federation
to the republics (and provinces) by a series of constitutional
amendments from 1968 to 1971. This battle was led by Croatian
party leaders from 1967. The aim of their offensive became the
radical emptying of central power,2? with definite intentions to
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settle accounts with the ‘centre’ as a potential danger. As long as
power was not in the hands of the republics, it was considered that
danger existed. The aim of the Croatian national-liberals was to
‘establish a Croatian state within federal Yugoslavia, where it could
secure the defence which the Croatian people had never had, but
had always needed’.23 This proposed federal reform coincided
with the liberal ideas of decentralization, de-etatization, democrati-
zation, and horizontal binding through trade and self-management.
However, the main force of the Croatian struggle was directed
against the federation, that Gordian knot of centralism, the sever-
ing of which ought finally to have resolved the ‘national question’.

Increasingly, Croatia entered into the ‘national question obses-
sion’, through which all other reform questions were reflected.
This was expressed most strongly when Croatia started the de-
struction of Belgrade’s ‘economic power’ (foreign currency sys-
tem, banks, so-called re-exporters, i.e. import-export companies,
said to exploit Croatia), by non-conciliatory positions regarding
‘clean accounts’, about which there could not have been agree-
ment. Complaints that Belgrade expropriated the Croatian ‘surplus
value’ expropriated from Belgrade was ‘yet another ethnic and
historic metaphor’ which saw in Belgrade all that was old-
fashioned, centralistic and authoritarian (Rusinow 1977: 249).

Right up to the 1971 Amendment, a ‘stalemate position’ existed
between the federation and the republic: each side was sufficiently
strong to block the other. This problem was solved by amend-
ments drafted by Edvard Kardelj in September 1970. The amend-
ments entirely ‘turned upside down the theory on which the
Yugoslav federation was raised, by transferring authority to the
republics as sovereign states’ (Schopflin 1973: 126). The goal of
the Croatian nationalists’ struggle could be seen as having been
achieved,24 since a constitutional arrangement had at last been
established that secured the kind of protection that nations en-
joyed in the international order.

Serbia also opposed the reforms for nationalistic reasons. Fol-
lowing the so-called nationalistic incident at a session of the CKSK
(Central Committee of the League of Communists) of Serbia in
1968,25 Tito appointed the liberally disposed Marko Nikezi¢ as
party leader. The ‘Serbian liberals’ Marko Nikezi¢ and Latinka
Perovi¢ accepted the Croatian challenge to liberalize the economy
and ‘de-serbianize’ the centre of power. The ‘liberals’ considered
that Serbia could only progress towards its own development and
modernization if freed from these accusations and from the fears
of the others. That the idea of freeing the Serbs from their role as



The War for Ethnic States 25

‘protector’ of Yugoslavia at any cost—even the cost of neglecting
their own development and identity—was far-reaching can be seen
in the endeavours of the Serbian liberals to de-polarize Yugoslavia
by loosening tension in Serbian-Croatian relations. The removal of
this basic Yugoslav tension could have been achieved by the prin-
ciple abandonment of (real or imagined) Serbian paternalistic cen-
tralism. For this reason the liberal leadership of Serbia gave sup-
port to decentralization, a market-orientated economy (within the
limits of the existing system), and horizontal relations with the
other republics, removing the authority of the conservative centre
of power to orientation towards the development of individual re-
publics. The criticism by the ‘liberals’ of Serbian domination (also
expressed in the farreaching de-centralization of Serbia itself in
the removal of the autonomous regions from Serbian Republic
sovereignty) departed from the idea that Yugoslavia’s being in the
real interest of the Serbian and other peoples could only be pre-
served if Serbia turned to itself and showed all the other nations
that it did not seek more for itself than they did, and did not have
any special interest or part in the collective state. By such politics,
the remaining but real strongholds of uncontrolled power—Tito
and the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA)—were laid bare. The finger
had been pointed at the right place, the place of the limits of re-
form, democratization and redefinition of Serbo-Croatian relations.

Each in its own way, the ‘liberal powers’ in Croatia and Serbia
opened up the crisis in the system completely. There was no pos-
sibility of bringing the personal rule of Tito into question. During
the 1970s it had reached grotesque proportions. In the already
fairly well developed complex society, it produced a wasteland,
and deep national resentment. Tito’s purge first of the Croatian,
and then of the Serbian leadership, with help from the JNA which
from then onwards received special political power over society
and the state,26 opened up the possibility of dangerous versions of
Serbian and Croatian nationalism. The Croatian nationalistic posi-
tion which still had not ultimately denied the framework of Yugo-
slavia, had in part been satisfied by the ‘dismantling’ of the federa-
tion, but because of the repression the Croats felt that Croatian
politics had been defeated and that this defeat had been engi-
neered by Serbian generals.2” The battle was completely lost with
the purge of Serbian liberals. They had symbolized the possibility
of modernizing Serbia, which implied that Serbian national inter-
ests were most deeply connected with the need for democracy as a
test for what Serbia and Yugoslavia could be as states. But this
window was firmly closed as a result of the nature of the existing



26 VESNA PESIC

political system. The battle was also lost because this group of Ser-
bian politicians had only concentrated on criticism of Serbian na-
tionalism, but made no attempt to focus on the Serbian national
question, believing that the eradication of Serbian domination
would be sufficient to solve the Serbian and Yugoslav problem or
possible conflicts with other ethnic groups. From this viewpoint,
the old perspective that only ‘oppressed’ peoples desire the crea-
tion of their own states was predominant. The closing of the
democratic alternative (although it was not clearly formalized, nor
even on the track of Pilas’s rebellion), and the reduction of the
Serbian question to anti-nationalism, led to a new national imbal-
ance, established by the 1974 Constitution, which then facilitated
the return of the Great Serbia nationalism of the mid 1980s.

From the relationship between reform, the national question
and authoritative rule, emerged the famous 1974 Constitution. The
complex questions of reform were simplified and selected accord-
ing to two criteria: the national question and the preservation of
authoritarian, personal rule. This was best shown in the transfor-
mation of the federation. The top levels of the party hierarchy
supported the ‘dismantling of the federation’ as a way to ‘de-
politicize politics’, that is, to save the apex of the pyramid and free
it from involvement in everyday discussions which might bring it
into question. By delegating the problem to lower levels in the
system—the republics, provinces and local authorities—the apex
was placed above the disputes as an arbiter at the ‘end of the line’
(Ramet 1992: 37). As a result, the reforms were reduced to the
national level and given a ‘form’ that could be controlled by the
regime. By opening the reform questions, above all in the econ-
omy, the national question appeared in its old light, as if nothing
had changed, as if old Yugoslavia and the Habsburg monarchy still
existed (Rusinow 1977: 273). The reforms were designed so that
neither supreme power, nor the nature of power itself (i.e. its un-
controllability) could be brought into question; thus they filled the
‘national cash registers’ more than they really changed the ineffi-
cient economic system or created new integrated mechanisms. In
other words, decentralization had to be introduced as a vertical
splitting of the centre of power, the effect of which was the trans-
formation of authoritarian, unitarian power into authoritarian,
decentralized (republican) power, Tito's personal authority re-
maining above all as the only integrated factor. The consequences
of ‘splitting power’ vertically (along the centre-republics axis)
necessarily penetrated the federal form ‘by a free fall into a con-
federation’ (Pindi¢ 1988: 25). This was because federalism pre-
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sumed the sharing and control of power, but this could not hap-
pen. The far-reaching constitutional changes confirmed the pre-
cept that authoritarian rule was incompatible with a federal ar-
rangement: Yugoslavia could either be more than the federation
(i.e. a unitarian, centralized state), or less than the federation (i.e. a
kind of authoritarian confederation), as was established by the
1974 Constitution (ibid.: 32)%8

With the 1974 Constitution, a new national and social arrange-
ment was established. On the one hand, the authoritarian role of
the party was strengthened, crowned with the metaphysics of self-
management that put an end to all potential for reform, and even
the previous half-way reforms.2? On the other hand, the 1974 Con-
stitution brought authority to the republics. The federation be-
came a representative of agreement between the republics and the
provinces, without its own, authentic power to pass resolutions
and implement them. In the federal organs, resolutions were
passed by consensus (each republic and province having the right
of veto); all federal units had the same number of representatives
(the provinces had a smaller number of representatives, although
this did not influence their position); representatives in the federal
parliament were ‘delegations’ of the republics and provinces (not
even formally elected by the citizens), to whom they were ac-
countable for their decisions, and on whose instructions they
acted in these organs.30 The republics and provinces were able to
develop their overseas relations freely, and also received the right
to organize the defence of republican territory (a right granted
them in the first constitutional amendments in 1968).

However, the bearers of sovereignty in the republics were na-
tions, and for each decision it was necessary for the six national
states (plus two autonomous provinces) to agree. Bearing in mind
that the resolution mechanisms were confederate, every question
was by necessity ‘nationalized’, which inevitably led to daily, and
open, national confrontation. Every question had to be previously
decided in the republics (provinces), and having been
‘nationalized’, was returned to the federal level at which
‘agreement’ was arrived at. In terms of institutions, as there was
not a single a-national body with its own source of legitimacy,
there could no longer be any a-national questions.

Finally, with the 1974 Constitution, republican symmetry was
established. However, integration within Yugoslavia, by the nature
of its institutions, was brought down to the level of realistic power
relations, that is, to the personal power of Josip Broz, leaning pri-
marily on the JNA. The institutional framework of the state, as de-
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termined by the Constitution, was not competent to solve prob-
lems and deal with the deep crisis which emerged at the beginning
of the 1980s. It could not do so, not only because the existing deci-
sion-making mechanisms were bad—and they were really bad—but
more significantly because the Constitution was a ‘facade’, behind
which stood the real relations between powers which interpreted
the Constitution in accordance with their own interests. This fun-
damental institutional deficiency, produced by the rule of one
party, opened the possibility for the game to be taken over by the
destructive forces of the old nomenclature and apparatus of gov-
ernment, which could not be restricted by any procedures when
their limits were clearly indicated by the approaching collapse of
the Communist regime.

An analysis of the institutional structures of multi-nationalism
showed the direction of the division of Yugoslavia along republi-
can and ethnic lines. The reanimated concept of ‘constitutive peo-
ples’ took on a leading role. The analysis also showed that the mul-
tinationalism thus constituted is able to survive only with the aid of
authoritarian rule. Internal struggles for ethno-national statehoods
can result either in the creation of common ‘nation-states’
(political unions), able to pacify and respect ethnic identities, or in
the transformation of republics into independent states. A transi-
tional variant-a confederation-could also have played a part in a
peaceful breakup of Yugoslavia. However, not one of these possi-
bilities transpired. A third possibility was realized: war broke out
over internal borders and the re-allocation of Yugoslav territory,
with the ideal that areas with the greater ethnic homogeneity
should become states. The crisis in Serbia and Serbian resentful
nationalism empowered this possibility.

Nationalism and resentment

So far I have shown how fragile Yugoslavia was, as much from the
perspective of the dominant national ideologies which had shaken
it from its very creation, as from the perspective of its institutions,
within which national conflicts grew.

Tito’s main strategy in maintaining national peace was seen in
the suppression of the greatest (Serbian) nation’s paternalism, and
the prevention of other nations’ separatism (Hassner 1993: 127).
However, after his death this peace was difficult to maintain be-
cause there was no longer a supreme ‘arbiter’. No one had enough
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authority to keep an eye on potential creators of conflict. Legiti-
mate political institutions which could resolve conflicts and give
support to the liberal concept of the nation in the post-communist
period did not exist. These conditions were especially favourable
for the growth of ethno-nationalism in multinational states.3!

The height of the Yugoslav crisis (1990-~1991), characterized by
the chaotic collapse of the country and the war for the alteration of
republican borders, cannot be understood without analysing the
crisis that broke out in Serbia in the mid 1980s. It was expressed in
a strong nationalistic movement under the leadership of the SK
(the League of Communists) of Serbia. Initially, it sought the resto-
ration of Yugoslavia based on the rule of the Communist party, but
that soon grew into a movement for the creation of a Greater Ser-
bia. That movement strengthened national conflicts from day to
day, and pushed the crisis towards the swifter collapse of Yugosla-
via and a war for the creation of a Serbian state. War could have
been avoided if the advantages of democratization, which brought
the collapse of the Communist system, had been followed, on con-
dition that all who participated in the conflict consciously avoided
ethnic clashes and pursued a moderate national policy.32 That
condition disappeared with the change of Serbian policy in 1987,
following the victory of the conservative faction in the Serbian
party, personified in Slobodan Milo3evi¢. The victory over moder-
ate and reforming strengths in Serbia virtually signified the refec-
tion of a democratic agreement about what Yugoslavia might be,
that is, how it might be transformed, or how it could be dismantled
in a peaceful way.

There were several elements that contributed to the igniting of
the Serbian crisis, of which I shall analyse the three most signifi-
cant: the constitutional position; the ‘ethnic threat’; and the anti-
democratic coalition.

The problematic position of Serbia:
the 1974 Constitution

The Communist party could no longer be ‘taken for granted’ as an
eternal guarantor of Yugoslavia.33 That uncertainty was enhanced
by the existing constitutional arrangement which defined Yugo-
slavia as an ‘agreed’ state of republics and provinces. Yugoslav sov-
ereignty had been snatched up and dispersed among the republics
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and provinces (Dindi¢ 1988: 20). The possibility of a ‘Yugoslav’
solution to the Serbian national question could have been tested
only in the oncoming democratic process, but it was by definition
a process of uncertainty.

The creation of symmetry between the republics or provinces
and the centre, which had been divided34 on the same principle,
left no room for the maintenance of the ‘old balance’ between the
Serbian ‘inter-nationalist’ position (which had counted on Serbian
paternalism), and the ‘particularistic’ position of other ethnic
groups/republics who opposed the ‘centre’ by strengthening re-
publican rule.35> The weakening of Communist authoritarian rule
directed the future Yugoslavia towards a confederation (or col-
lapse), in accordance with the existing republican borders. As we
shall show, the Serbian cultural and political elite did not accept
such a future, calculating that (confederate) institutionalized iner-
tia in ‘the denouement years'36 of the Yugoslav crisis, would defi-
nitely harm the fundamental Serbian national interest-life for all
Serbs in one state. Such an outcome was marked as Serbian ‘loss’
which had to be corrected by the destruction of the institutional-
ized status quo and by the creation of a Serbian national state. If
that was not done, the ‘Serbian question would remain unre-
solved’. The justification for that kind of political mobilization of
the Serbian people can be found in the wording of the Constitu-
tion by which ‘peoples’ and not republics had the right to self-
determination (V. Pesi¢ 1995).37

The immediate source of Serbian dissatisfaction, however, lay in
the constitutional difficulties of establishing the territorial integ-
rity and sovereignty of the Republic of Serbia. Although the 1974
institutional system prescribed ‘nativization’ of all nations within
their own territorial, republican limits, Serbia was frustrated. Ac-
cording to the 1974 Constitution, it was not a ‘sovereign’ negotiat-
ing party like the other republics because of the ‘sovereignty’ of its
provinces. In the context of the Albanian demonstrations of 1981,
this fact became an immediate motive for the gradual growth of an
all-Serbian movement for a national state. Anomalies in the status
of Serbia as a republic are well known, thus only the most signifi-
cant are discussed here.

Under the 1974 Constitution, the republics and provinces were
made completely equal regarding their rights and responsibilities.
On a federal level, the provinces had the right of veto, equal repre-
sentation in the collective Presidency of the SFRY, and the right to
present their own interests without consultation with the repubilic,
to which they were, in practice, most often opposed. If all the re-
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publics were sovereign states, representing their complete terri-
tory, it was clear that Serbia did not possess that attribute.
Alongside its weaker position in relation to the other republics
because of its violated sovereignty, ‘narrower Serbia’ also had a
weaker position within the republic. The provinces were able to
make decisions about ‘narrower Serbia’ in the Serbian Parliament,
but Serbia could not participate in the provinces’ resolutions. In
the ethno-demographic sense, the position of Serbia described
meant that 40 per cent of the population who were of non-Serbian
nationality made decisions about ‘narrower Serbia’.38 That part of
Serbia had not been constitutionally defined, or rather, Serbia had
not been federalized, which would have eliminated this anomaly.
The provinces seized all the attributes of statehood-legislature,
judiciary, and executive—and even those which did not belong to
them under the Constitution.3? The provinces amended their con-
stitutions independently, maintained relations with foreign coun-
tries (Kosovo most significantly with Albania), had their own terri-
torial defence, and their laws were passed by the consensus of all
three units, that is, both provinces and narrower Serbia. If pro-
posed laws were not accepted by the provincial parliaments, they
would apply oanly to narrower Serbia. This situation had already
been established by the 1968 amendments to the Constitution.
After the passing of the 1974 Constitution, the Serbian leadership
quickly demanded a change to the status of Serbia. Why had it not
been changed immediately, when the anomaly was so evident? The
Constitution could not be changed because unanimity of the other
members of the federation could not be reached on that question.40
In 1976, the Serbian leadership submitted a request to change the
constitutional position of Serbia in a way which would integrate the
provinces into the republic (but not eliminate them), by establishing
defined united competence for the whole republic, without which
Serbia could not function as a state. The document justifying the re-
quest for the regulation of Serbia’s status, called the ‘blue book’, was
not made public until 1990. The authors of the ‘blue book’ raised the
question of how, in the conditions of the growing disintegration of
Serbia, the status of the Serbian nation would be established in the
Yugoslav federation as a whole, and whether the Serbian people
could secure their historical rights according to postulates which
were equal to those of other Yugoslav ethnic groups, in accordance
with the right of self-determination set out in the Constitution (M.
bekié¢ 1990: 176). The document was welcomed ‘with daggers drawn’
by other republics, and especially in the provinces. It was considered
nationalistic, although it did not have that tone about it.41
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The same situation continued in the 1980s, although the ethnic
tension in Kosovo was growing. The Serbian leadership at the
time, with Ivan Stamboli¢ at its head, made great efforts to change
the status of Serbia and the provinces, with the agreement of all
members of the federation. However, the opening of discussions
on that question went very slowly.42 Since agreement to changes
in the Constitution was difficult to reach on other questions too,43
the blocking of changes to the status of Serbia began to be inter-
preted as ‘nationalistic’—the work of the anti-Serbian coalition. In
the context of demonstrations in Kosovo in 1981, emphasizing the
Albanian demand that Kosovo receive the status of republic,44 the
question of Serbia’s status became the pre-eminent political ques-
tion-one on which politicians advanced or fell. The territorial in-
tegrity of Serbia was damaged by the fact that, from 1968, under
the wing of official Albanian rule, a nationalistic movement devel-
oped in Kosovo, the roots of which reached into the recent and
distant history of antagonistic Serbian-Albanian relations (L. J. Co-
hen 1993: 51).

Kosovo and the ethnic threat

The direct catalyst of the crisis was Albanian demonstrations in
Kosovo. In the national sense, the separation of Kosovo as a de
Jacto republic created the conditions for Serbia’s nationalistic
defence reaction. Kosovo represented the ‘cradle’ of Serbian me-
dieval culture and was a symbol of national consciousness, state-
hood, history and mythology. In the first years following the Alba-
nian demonstrations and the taking of exceptional measures in
Kosovo, the Albanian rebellion and the demand for a ‘Kosovo Re-
public’ were interpreted in the official, socialistic code as a
‘counter-revolution’ of the Albanian separatists, by which an ethnic
interpretation of the conflict was avoided. By withdrawing the
army in 1983, and by leaving Kosovo to police forces, the Kosovo
problem was defined as an ethnic threat, restoring Kosovo my-
thology and memories of a great medieval Serbian state.45

The stimulus for exploiting the historical symbolic meaning of
Kosovo sprang mostly from the Serbian Orthodox Church.46 The
authorities tolerated and encouraged the Serbian ethnic reaction,
at the centre of which was fear of the loss of Kosovo and opposi-
tion to the ‘Albanian enemy’. The goal of the Albanian separatists—
an ethnically clean Kosovo—was accomplished by the violent ex-
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pulsion of Serbs from Kosovo,%7 by the committing of atrocities
such as the rape of Serbian women, murder, robbery, desecration
of Serbian graves, and various kinds of pressure for which the Al-
banians were not punished, since they were protected by their own
authority. Serb departures from Kosovo were strictly defined as an
exodus under the pressure of Albanian nationalism, although there
were also other reasons for the Serb migration (R. Petrovi¢ and M.
Blagojevi¢ 1989). Anyone who dared to mention those other rea-
sons (economic, educational, employmentrelated), especially if
they came from another Yugoslav republic, was ruthlessly attacked
and declared a Serbian enemy (P. Tasi¢ 1994: 71). Serb complaints
were not meticulously checked,8 since checking alone would
suggest doubt about the Serbian suffering.4® Repression of the
Albanian rebels, the military occupation of Kosovo, and the pres-
ence of hundreds of Albanians in prison (L. Jankovi¢ 1990: 63) did
nothing to change the judgement that everything was becoming
more and more difficult for the Serbian people in Kosovo, since
migration continued. The leading role in defining the situation in
Kosovo was played by the movement of the Kosovan Serbs who
enjoyed the support of the church, and a significant part of the
Serbian intelligentsia.> Serbs from Kosovo signed petitions and
went en masse to Belgrade, bearing their petitions and threatening
a collective migration if republican control was not established
over the province. The petitions always aimed at constitutional
changes which would establish a united Serbia, but which, even
more importantly, would bring about a change in the ethnic domi-
nation in Kosovo. The main source of the ‘Serbian tragedy’ in
Kosovo was that ‘their’ domination had been established, and the
only cure was to halt the ‘ethnic cleansing’ of Serbs by restoring
‘our’ (Serbian) domination in Kosovo.’! The Kosovo Serb move-
ment no longer tolerated the socialistic, nationally neutral defini-
tion of the situation as ‘counter-revolutionary’, nor the symmetry
of the equal ‘danger of all nationalism’. Serbs were suffering as
Serbs; the Serbs were victims and the Albanians were tyrants.

These interpretations of the problem distanced Serbia from diag-
nosing the real problem of the republic: on what basis would a politi-
cal union of Serbia, with an undivided political identity and will, be
formed? Politicizing the jeopardy of the Serbian people in Kosovo
was aimed at restoring Serb domination in Kosovo, which presup-
posed the long-term use of force. Without exaggeration it can be
stated that Yugoslavia was really destroyed in Kosovo; it did not suc-
ceed in protecting its citizens, whether Serbs or Albanians, for it did
not possess instruments to neutralize or pacify the national conflicts.
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The politicizing of the Kosovo problem increased the number of
interpretations, depending on who was pronouncing them:
‘genocide’ (Serbian interpretation); ‘normal migration’ and
‘Serbian nationalism’ (Slovenian); ‘dispossession of Albanians’ and
‘terror’ (Albanian). These interpretations aggravated relations be-
tween the republics, because the Serbian interpretations moved
increasingly in the direction of nationalistic pressure, the justifica-
tion of repression, propaganda and lies with the goal of increasing
conflict with other peoples in Yugoslavia.52 The potential for shap-
ing ethnic relations by invention, which conformed with the ac-
cepted context of events and the existing animosity and fears, was
discovered in Kosovo. This dramatic mechanism for directing real-
ity, through exclusively attributing a hostile meaning to all that was
done by others, became the main way to sharpen national conflicts
in Yugoslavia. The idea of these interpretations was to create a
feeling of injured pride, which brought about a ‘natural’ spread of
sensations of danger and led to real defence preparations. The
greater the emphasis on the threat to the Serbian people, the more
insecure other nations felt. Their defensive reaction was used as
confirmation of the threat to the Serbian people, giving Serbia jus-
tification for raising the level of its ‘defence’.

On the question of Kosovo and ‘injured pride’, there emerged a
Serbian state-creating movement, with far-reaching implications
exceeding the issue of a ‘united Serbia’ and its place in the collec-
tive state. That movement developed into a vision of the disinte-
gration of Yugoslavia, in which a struggle for a new division of
power, security and domination on Yugoslav territory became the
main cause of the future war conflicts.

Resentful nationalism

The ‘national question’ is usually tied to the creation of national
states by a call for peoples’ right to self-determination.>3 The na-
tional question in East and Central Europe, and especially in the
Balkans, has continued until the present time because of the in-
heritance of imperial rule which had created great ethnic mixtures
on this territory. In the process of creating their own states, these
were not able to establish convincing congruence between nations
and their political-territorial areas. Such congruence was, in fact,
impossible because of the great ethnic mix. In this heritage, there



The War for Ethnic States 35

is an understanding of a nation as an ethno-cultural creation; na-
tions understanding themselves in that way could not overcome
the tensions of the incongruence of nation and state by the accep-
tance of ethnically neutral states (the citizen principle). Rather,
practically all nations on this territory stayed enslaved to belief in a
state as being the possession of the ethnic majority.

If the relationship between nation and state is the central link in
the forming of the ‘national question’, then nationalism can be
defined as a political doctrine or form of politics which is carried
out in the name of a specific nation, the aim of which is to enable
this nation to create its own state. That goal governs all other in-
terests and needs of people representing nationalistic policy.54
When a state is created, nationalism receives its own general mean-
ing in the framework of regular state policy.35 The kind of nation-
alistic policy at stake depends on how specific national questions
are defined and the kind of solution that is considered satisfactory.
Thus, not all ‘nationalisms’ are the same, as is sometimes held. If
the only satisfactory solution to the national question is the estab-
lishment of congruence between nation, in the ethnic sense, and
state,3¢ in circumstances of a high ethnic mix, as was the case of
some nations in Yugoslavia, then the nationalistic policy will be
aggressive and hostile towards peoples who ‘interfere’ with the
establishment of congruence between the (ethnic) nation and
state. That kind of nationalistic policy can grow into a policy of
war, as happened in Yugoslavia.

As there is no single option for solving a specific national ques-
tion, in the choice of nationalistic politics a decisive role is played
by political factors and internal battles for power, and also by many
other factors such as historical concepts about the state; the
strength of national identity; the size of the nation; military power;
historical links with other peoples; and feelings of hurt, fear and
resentment. As I have already said, the understanding of nation, its
readiness to be constituted as a modern society and liberal state, or
as an ethno-national state demanding authoritarian rule of law, all
play a decisive role (L. Greenfeld 1992: 11). ‘Nationalisms’, in the
specific meaning of that term, therefore differ. We have attributed
a special significance to nationalistic resentment>7 and its part in
the outbreak of war in former Yugoslavia. What do we understand
by resentful nationalism?

Resentful nationalism is popularly described as ‘extreme’, ‘sick’,
‘irrational’, or ‘aggressive’, to distinguish it from nationalism as a
form of policy, the goal of which is liberation and the creation of
an independent state. Resentful nationalism has nothing to do with
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the neutral idea of nationalism, which presumes a collection of
ideas and feelings forming the conceptual framework of the na-
tional identity. In short, national resentment presumes some kind
of ‘neurotic’ national identity, characterized by feelings of defeat
because of the loss or non-creation of a state, and injured pride
that the nation lags behind others, especially behind Europe. When
one speaks of the ‘breakdown’ of national identity, one should
emphasize that national identity is specific and cannot be com-
pared with any other kind of collective identity (L. Greenfeld: 7).
In the modern epoch, ‘nationalism’ locates the source of individual
identity in the ‘people’, perceived as the holder of sovereignty, the
central object of loyalty, and the basis of collective solidarity. That
identity is believed to be fundamental, for it originates from mem-
bership in a ‘people’, defined as a nation whose organizational
principle enables the stratified population of a modern society to
be experienced as homogeneous, thanks to the sovereign status of
the people. As the idea of nation spreads, so its meaning is changed
according to what is understood by ‘people’, and how membership
is defined. The main redefinition of nation is that, instead of ideas
about individual sovereignty, a nation is understood as a ‘united’
people, whose being as such is different, and so by definition, sov-
ereignty belongs to them. Apart from structural and cultural fac-
tors which influence the reinterpretation of the original model of
nation (in which democracy was immanent), psychological factors
testifying to feelings of inferiority towards an object of imitation
(Western Europe) are of decisive influence. This reaction, which
became an integral part of the identity of united nations, is called
‘resentful’ nationalism. ‘““Resentment” is connected to the psycho-
logical state which is created by suppressed feelings of envy and
hatred (existential envy) and an inability to express them and
throw them aside...”.>8 This envy, due to the negative results of
comparison with Western Europe, shows itself as characteristically
contradictory. On the one hand there is a borrowing from Western
values, while on the other the reaction is a rejection of those val-
ues, involving the definition of pre-modern identity as contrary to
the European identity. Anti-Europeanism is a basic element of re-
sentful nationalism.

‘Resentment’ as an affective and psychological dimension of na-
tionalism presents a factor of aggression, and a policy based on
such an identity can be seen as psychological preparation for war
(L. Greenfeld and D. Chirot 1994: 86-88). In fact, simply raising
such an identity is treated as a threat of war. Bearing in mind that
resentment in the Yugoslav crisis was demonstrated against people
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with whom life had been lived together, and that into it was
brought revenge for all ‘historical defeats’, trauma, and the suffer-
ings of two world wars, as was done by the Serbian elites (but not
only by them), it can be contended that resentment, and the na-
tionalism founded on it, virtually presented a mechanism for the
formation of an outward threat. Without a convincing outward
threat, war cannot break out (W. Bloom 1990: 74).

Resentment as a characteristic of national identity can be re-
vived and chosen in a specific situation as a possibility which is
created by protagonists, above all by the intelligentsia, producing
the psychological dimension of nationalism. Due to its subjectivity
and radical particularity, resentful nationalism is resistant to ra-
tional arguments and political alternatives. As we have said, it is
based on the psychological dimension of nation,3® on its subjectiv-
ity, which becomes visible by raising the issue of ‘national identity’
as models which the nation creates (‘imagines’) of itself. The na-
tional identity is susceptible to ‘direction’ precisely for this reason,
so that it can be mobilized in one moment, then in the next demo-
bilized, and selected as policy requires. The changing policy of the
ruling party in Serbia best testifies to this.

The Serbian people, like all other ethnic groups in the Balkans,
built their identity on resentment. For centuries they were sub-
jected to imperial rule, struggling to preserve their identity
(language and faith), dreaming about the restoration of their me-
dieval empire. With this national identity, shaped by centuries of
being vassals, by rebellious uprising, by the difficulties of creating
a state, by lagging behind and being inferior to Europe, national
resentment constituted the potential to reinterpret history as un-
paid debts.

The historically formed ‘injury’ of the Yugoslav national identi-
ties, and their ‘deeply pessimistic view of the world’ (A. Pilas 1990:
25), produced distrust among them, and fear of domination. In
Yugoslavia these came with national dreams which clashed, and
wounds which had not been healed. The traumatic experience of
World War II and the genocide in the Independent State of Croatia
left a large scar on the Serbian national consciousness, and also on
the consciousness of other peoples, especially the Muslims who
were exposed to Serbian revenge (see the contribution of S. Bogo-
savljevi¢, this volume). The victims of genocide during World War
I1, and of the massive liquidation of real and imagined conspirators
or ‘class enemies’ (predominantly from the ranks of the three main
peoples-the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), carried out by the Com-
munists after they came to power (see the contribution of N.
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Popov, this volume), were never explained, publicly discussed, or
mourned. Communist ideology prevented this, never opening
space for ‘national reconciliation’ (as discussed above, this ideol-
ogy did not accept the subjective dimension of nation). Fear and
distrust were never treated or healed. Memorials were built to the
victims of genocide but a veil of silence covered the fear and mu-
tual distrust. This silence with respect to the genocide had great
propaganda power in preparations for war, in which the idea of
‘unpaid debts’ from the ‘unfinished’ Second World War was ex-
ploited.60

Suspicion and feelings of ‘national injustice’ were created in the
period of Communist rule. The KPJ (Yugoslav Communist Party),
(or more precisely, Tito as the bearer of absolute power) defused
international tensions by voluntary arbitration, applying repressive
methods which have not been forgotten. A balance between na-
tional strengths and the punishment of ‘disobedient’ national lead-
ers developed so that the two largest ethnic groups—Serbs and
Croats—were most badly hit. This enabled them to attribute the
misfortune and injustice done to them by the regime to each other
at the critical moment.

From the 1980s the expression of Serb resentment started; it
was reflected in an ambivalent mood, expressed in the form of
offence and ill-tempered fury because of the disappearance of
Yugoslavia, and disappointment in it because of ‘untruthful and
lying brothers’. The source of resentment was frustration because
of the lost state; it was overcome by the Utopia of a great Serbian
state which would realize the dream (already sacrificed for Yugo-
slavia) of all Serbs living together in one country. From there, con-
tradictory thoughts about a Serbian state arose—a strong Yugoslav
federation (expressed) and a Greater Serbia (implied). Such a
‘combination’ in itself destroyed the possibility of Yugoslavia, but
this destructiveness was not noticed (like an unobserved ‘black
spot’ on the horizon), only the reaction of others confirmed ‘their
hatred’. That the main drive of nationalism was resentment con-
nected with the state, envy that, allegedly, ‘all other peoples have a
state although they never had one’, is most convincingly proved in
the restoration of the medieval Kosovo ‘testament’, which symbol-
izes revenge for a past defeat and for the loss of a state. Judging
from the myth of Kosovo, revenge was driven by two self-
perceptions: as martyrs and heroes; as victims and just conquerors.
Revenge on the part of the victims represented the skeleton of
selective national identity, in circumstances which demanded that
something had to be done for the Serbs’ ‘tragic position’. Talk
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about ‘futile sacrifices’ invested in the Yugoslav state, and criticism
about the inferiority of Serbian politicians (Communists) who had
betrayed Serbia, were transformed into ‘the moral triumph of the
victim’ and the present was reinterpreted as the right to revenge in
‘unarmed battles, although such battles are not yet excluded’, in
Slobodan Milo3evi¢’s speech at the 1989 anniversary of the Battle
of Kosovo.

The anti-democratic coalition

The privileged strata of central and local party functionaries and
agents of power (military and police) were afraid not just of local
democratic currents, but also of those which had been coming
from the Soviet Union, that is, from Gorbachov, perestroika and
glasnost. The democratization of the ‘first Socialist country’ threat-
ened the privileges that the nomenclature had enjoyed due to the
status quo. Hesitating over the urgently needed resolution of the
Kosovo and Serbian national questions, these conservative agents
of power organized a putsch in the Serbian party in 1987, pushing
the most conservative elements, of which Slobodan MiloSevi¢ was
the embodiment, into the foreground.6! The support of military
agents was not hidden.%2 Victory over the moderate wing of the
Serbian party, under the charge that it had betrayed Tito’s person-
ality cult, was rightly interpreted as an accusation of the betraying
of the national interest. In reality the moderate wing was indeed in
strong opposition to MiloSevi¢’s nationalistic policy in Kosovo. On
both platforms—the defence of Tito’s cult (socialism) and the reso-
lution of the Serbian problem in Kosovo—a power struggle was
going on through the ‘differentiation’ (purge) of cadres, the organ-
izational strengthening of triumphant cliques, control over the
most important media %3, and settlement with the opposition.64

By the consolidation of power along firm party lines, Serbia de-
viated from the rule which applied in other socialist countries. In
virtually all these countries, soft Communist-reformists were in
power who themselves contributed to the countries’ democratiza-
tion, or else old Communist sets who would later lose elections. In
Serbia it was the opposite. The old power never ‘fell’ (see the con-
tribution of M. Obradovi¢, this volume). The old agents of power
received new sources of energy and survival, using the inexhausti-
ble source of Serbian national frustration. The army excelled in
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this, with its hidden ‘appraisal of the situation’, seeing the reform-
ers as agents of the ‘new world order’®5, whose goal was not to
allow ‘Socialism to correct its own faults and show its strength’
(Kadijevi¢ 1993: 13). Europe and the West were marked as ene-
mies of Yugoslavia, as much because of the destruction of Social-
ism as because of the dismantling of the Soviet Union as a state and
military power on which they depended. The army was not a state
but a party force and, as such, the main political factor offering
decisive resistance to change (see the contribution of M. HadZi¢,
this volume).56 Defending Yugoslavia from all her peoples, apart
from the Serbs, and calling them ‘enemies’,%7 along with party fac-
tions in Serbia which brought it to power, the army and its secret
agents of power pulled Serbia into an anti-modern revolution (S.
Popovi¢ 1994), another name for the war which they prepared
together.

Thus was formed an anti-modern, powerful and effective coali-
tion: on one side was the extreme, nationalistic strength of the
Serbian Orthodox Church and Serbian intelligentsia, whose task
had been to produce nationalistic resentment; on the other side
were the conservative party agents, the army and the police, who
used the ‘injured pride’ of the nation to preserve their power. Al-
though their motives were different, the actions of the two ele-
ments of this ‘black-red’ coalition were complementary, and to-
gether they launched the aggressive policy of the destruction of
Yugoslavia: either Yugoslavia would be a state on Serbian terms (a
‘real’ federation); or Serbia, with weapons in hand (‘if needed’)
would move along the Serbian path—the path towards the creation
of Greater Serbia in which all Serbs would gather. Yugoslavia was
constantly on their lips—but in the majority of cases they were
thinking of some other state called by the same name.

Serbian particularism, in its integralistic, unifying form, de-
pended on a massive popular movement (N. Popov 1993) led by a
state-creating idea on the distribution of Yugoslav territory and
the creation of a powerful Serbian state.68 The resolution of the
national question and resentful nationalism had a function in the
creation of such a state. This explains why the production of na-
tional identity and emotions which attracted the intelligentsia al-
ways contained the same pictures, models, messages and historical
generalizations. These models were always the same, regardless of
whether they were created by the church, the Academy of Arts and
Sciences, or writers. The politicization of culture presented direct,
practical work on the creation of a greater Serbian state in co-
operation with the authorities. The rejection of a double risk—the
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democratic organization of Serbia as a precondition for its state
form, and agreement about a minimal Yugoslav state—as a way of
affirming the Serbs’ desire to live together as a nation, led Serbia
onto the imperial path of the violent seizing and cleansing of terri-
tory on which the Serbs had lived together with other peoples for
centuries (L. Perovi¢ 1993: 63). This also answers the question of
why the existing Yugoslavia, but also some other—democratically
agreed one—lost value for Serbia.

The tacit and/or open coalition of nationalists and Communists
was built on the interests of both parties: anti-reform Communists
used nationalistic resentment to preserve and renew their author-
ity; but certain cultural institutions used it to correct their marginal
position. ‘Connecting extremes'—the far-left and far-right political
positions—defined Serbian national-socialism% which reduced
politics in Serbia to a struggle for ‘the survival of the Serbian peo-
ple’. Thus the whole political atmosphere was pre-structured and
radically blended from the field of rational and measurable activity
and the field of ‘irrational and unclear aspirations of a frustrated
national identity’ (Schopflin 1995: 164). The anti-democracy of this
kind of reduced politics, by its very nature, allows no discussion
and demobilizes rational alternatives since there is no ‘guessing’
about the nation’s fate. Anyone who questioned the politics of
‘national salvation’ was neither a proper nor a ‘good’ Serb. Such
people were classified as ‘anti-Serbian’ Serbs and automatically
marginalized politically. In such a pre-structured political field, the
old power did not need to change essentially. This epochal resis-
tance to change has lasted up to the present day, nine years after
the fall of the Berlin wall.

Notes

1 Viktor Zaslavski presents a view of the breakup of the USSR as a posi-
tive thing, freeing imprisoned developing forces within multi-ethnic
Communist federations. He claims that these positive processes are,
unfortunately, necessarily also followed by ‘running off the rails’, i.e. by
nationalism bound to traditions, by territorial wars and the aspirations
of national leaders towards the achieving of ethnic homogeneity and
the stabilization of new states through discrimination against minori-
ties (1992: 97-122).

2 The American sociologist Rogers Brubaker considers that institutional-
ized ethnic nations transformed the collapse of the Communist system
into the breakup of the Communist federation. To the extent to which
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a regime lost its legitimacy, national republics deepened internal divi-
sions right up to the point of immobilization and the collapse of the
centre (1994: 61).

3 Regarding the diversity of integration and ability to integrate, see E.
Pusic 1995: 2-10.

4 For a long time it has been no secret that Presidents MiloSevi¢ and
Tudjman agreed on the division of Bosnia-Hercegovina in March 1991
at a2 meeting in Karadjordjevo. In testimony about the Yugoslav crisis
before the Committee for Foreign Affairs at the USA Congress, the
former secretary of state, James Baker, stated that he knew that the
leadership of Serbia and Croatia had held long talks about how to di-
vide Bosnia (NIN 20 January 1995).

5 Charles Tilley also posed the question of whether this was the time in
which we would be confronted with a process where each ethnic col-
lective would aspire to create its own national state (1992: 329-342).

6 ‘Switzerland is by definition an a-national state. There is no culture or
language, i.e. blood or origin, or naturally previously given Swiss na-
tion... Switzerland is not composed of 26 “national cantons” but rather
26 people cantons. In these cantons there is no authoritative belonging
to one nation, but rather a right of citizenship. Under the rights of citi-
zenship, the Swiss recognize loyalty to Swiss policy, and not to a spe-
cific cultural nation. Their loyalty to a cultural nation is not lost at all by
the surrounding Swiss rights of citizenship’ (T. Flajner 1995: 41-46).

7 This typology was given by Rogers Brubaker at a conference in San Di-
ego in September 1994, at the Institute on Global Conflict and Co-
operation of the University of California.

8 1 am not using the expression ‘Irredentism’ in its orthodox meaning,
but as it applies to the model presented here.

9 Victor Zaslavski points out this moment of forcing, ideological equality.
Perestrotka and glasnost enabled the issue to be raised of why so many
different states, as gathered together by the USSR (and analogously
Yugoslavia) would live united in one state. Those differences were as
great as those between Norway and Pakistan, for example. If they had a
choice, why would such different states live in one state? (1992: 105).

10 It is interesting that Milan Kucan, explaining why the breakup of Yugo-
slavia was unavoidable, said ‘you should know that Yugoslavia is an artifi-
cial creation’ (Nasa Borba [NB, a daily newspaper] 9 August 1995; inter-
view with Milan Kucan by the Polish newspaper Gazeta Wyborcza).

11 In multinational states, such as former Yugoslavia, loyalty to the nation
and to the state were openly or covertly in conflict. It has been shown
that loyalty to the ‘nation’ (the ethnic collective) was stronger (see W.
Connor 1994).

12 See Sabrina P.Ramet’s research on the Yugoslav crisis, and assumptions
about international relations between the Yugoslav republics and the
internal balance of power (1992).

13 This mechanism was founded on the theorem of V. 1. Thomas: ‘If peo-
ple define situations as real, then they are real in their consequences’.
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The first part of the theorem states that ‘people do not react simply on
the objective characteristics of a situation but also on..the meaning
which that situation has for them. When they once attribute a meaning
to the situation, their behavior and the results of that behavior are de-
termined by the attributed meaning. A clearly pronounced definition of a
situation (prophecy and vision) becomes an integral part of the situation
and this produces the following event’ (R. Merton 1968: 475-490).

14 This complex period in Yugoslav history will not be analysed in total
here since this is not necessary for my subject. I am restricted to my
own topic: the coinciding of political and national options.

15 Sabrina Ramit calls this system of ‘symmetry’, ‘a balance of power sys-
tem’ which should have de-polarized Serbo-Croatian rivalry and opened
the possibility of a coalition of different interests through the mobiliza-
tion of other republics and by leaning on them (1992: Chapter 6).

16 V. Viahovic¢ 1964: 141-142. Cited in V. Pesi¢ 1988.

17 The conclusions of the Congress were not completely clear in that
view, since more was said about ‘national economies’, and less about
political sovereignty.

18 For example, discussions around what should be developed: north or
south (the division obviously implied conflict between Serbia and the
two most developed republics-Slovenia and Croatia), an industrial or a
raw materials base (again the same division), ‘the Danube concept of
development’ as opposed to ‘the Adriatic concept of development’ etc.
When Serbia agreed with Montenegro on the construction of the
Beograd-Bar railway, this was experienced in other republics as a ‘great
Serb conspiracy’, the ‘short-term goal’ of which was to ‘grab the central-
ized investment fund in advance’ (for details see Rusinow: 130-137).

19 This does not mean that ‘liberal forces’ did not exist in Serbia at that
time. Some of the main representatives of this line were committed to
the federation and others were prevented by the obstruction of the
‘conservatives’.

20 His fall was received in Croatia as a great victory for Croatian national
policy under ‘Serbian hegemony’. Rusinow says that in Zagreb the
cuphoria following the fall of Rankovi¢ could not be contained
(Rusinow: 194).

21 Rusinow considers that the concealed ‘counter-reaction’ existed in a dis-
organized union of ‘rankovicevci’, former Stalinists, information bureau-
ists, students and intellectuals of the ‘new left, even of Chetniks (274).

22 Schopflin points out the danger of making federal power ‘empty’,
something on which Croatia insisted, because it was ‘known that the
power of the centre was identified with the Serbian national interest’
(1973: 138).

23 Ibid.: 142. There was the unavoidable question of what relationship a
sovereign Croatia and a Yugoslav federation could have and whether a
federation could be possible at all under those conditions.

24 Here, we are not thinking of extreme nationalistic groups which
sought the reception of Croatia into the UN, requesting a Croatian
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army and special currency, and who expressed clear expansive preten-
sions towards Bosnia-Hercegovina.

25 This is a reference to Dobrica Cosi¢ and Jovan Marjanovi¢ who spoke
about the unenviable position of the Serbs in Kosovo, the migration of
Serbs from Kosovo and the irredentist purposes of the Albanian minor-
ity. They also emphasized that national Yugoslav identity was discour-
aged as national belonging, while on the other hand the bureaucratic
and narrow nationalistic interests of the republics encouraged it in the
name of a struggle against unitarianism (Rusinow 1977: 246).

26 From the end of the 1960s the influence of the JNA grew. It became
the ninth member of the SKJ Presidency along with the eight republi-
can and provincial representatives at the Ninth Congress of SKJ in
1969.

27 However much Croatian nationalism had been blind to the problem of
the integration of Yugoslavia, which the Serbian national interest sup-
ported, Schopflin considers that it remained in the framework of the
‘illirism’ variant rather than ‘pravastvo’ [Croatian political groups], al-
though the line between these variants is blurred. The repression of
the leaders contributed to the myth-making of 1971, to defeat being at-
tributed to Serbian generals and to certainty that resolution of the
Croatian national question could not be achieved within the frame-
work of Yugoslavia. These sentiments opened a possibility for Croatian
nationalism to appear in some future time in the ‘pravaska’ variant
(Schopflin 145).

28 V. Gligorov also warns about the same circumstances (46-48).
Gligorov emphasizes that Yugosiavia did not try just one political
form-a liberal federation. This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that,
except marginally, there was no formation of ‘liberal federal forces’ on
the Yugoslav political scene.

29 1. This metaphysics had no limits in creating fog and naive ideas like:
‘self-management from district councils to federation’, ‘autonomous
agreement and accord’, ‘free exchange of work’, ‘pluralism of self-
managing interests’, ‘association of united work’, ‘self-managing unions
of interests’, ‘delegations’, ‘delegates’, etc.

30 See the analysis of the 1974 Constitution regarding its role in the disso-
Iution of Yugoslavia in the contribution by V. Dimitrijevi¢, this volume.

31 Ernest Gellner (1992: 243-254) considers that the lack of political
institutions and civil society in post-Communist countries presents the
main condition for the development of ethno-nationalism, because for
that kind of politics no institutions are necessary.

32 Here I use Renée de Navre’s definition of ‘moderation’ in the context
of democratization: ‘Moderation means the avoidance of extremism
and hostility in the creation of a position towards other ethnic groups’
(Renée de Navres 1993: 70).

33 Serbs experienced the disappearance of ‘party conviction’ as a basis of
Yugoslav integration as being damaging to the Serbian national interest
and as ‘treason’ by other ethnic groups: ‘In each Serb member of the
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peoples liberation movement there is a conviction that new Yugoslavia
is becoming an inter-nationally founded federation in which...the ideo-
logical principle is primarily national.’ This confidence ‘is testified to in
Yugoslavism as a formula of inter-nationalism right up to 1974..with
the majority of Serbs as the kernel of national and state conscious-
ness...” (D. Cosié 1991).

34 The JNA remained in the centre as the only integrated factor. But its
existence and function depended on the regime: ‘The JNA was at the
same time an instrument and a function of the regime’s legitimacy. Its
existence depended on the regime’s survival, i.e. if there is no regime,
there is no JNA’ (James Gow 1992: 61).

35 Because of its ‘central positioning’ on which ‘inter-nationalistic’ Ser-
bian policy was founded, the Serbs did not have one organized nation-
alistic movement during the existence of the second Yugoslavia. Other
nations, preserving their own ‘particularist’ positions, passed through
the experience of nationalism (the massive Croatian movement at the
beginning of the 1970s, the Slovenian cestna affair at the end of the
1960s, and the repeated Albanian revolts). ‘The Denouement Years’ is
the title of a book of speeches by Slobodan MiloSevi¢. The phrase be-
came a kind of ironic slogan among the opposition.

36 In the article I showed that the Serbian claim that only the Serbs, in
contrast to other Yugoslav nations, could not make use of their right to
self-determination in fact implied the ‘right of the Stronger’ and the
‘right to unity’. But not one Yugoslav ethnic group obtained this right.

37 W. Connor (1984: 336) claims that the purpose of the KPJ was to cre-
ate a balance between Croatia and Serbia. By creating provinces in Ser-
bia alone (Connor does not deny the original existence of the prov-
inces in Serbia but not does he deny the possibility that they be created
in other republics) the provinces reduced the Serbian community in
Serbia by about 1.3 million.

38 For example, neither did the joint state security function (for details
see S. Ramet 1992: 76-78).

39 Ramet considers that the provinces were equalized with republics with
the whole-hearted assistance of Slovenian and Croatian nationalists
who were in power when the amendments were passed.

40 Because of the ‘blue book’ there was an unlawful confederal agreement
by which candidates for the Presidency of the SKJ (League of Commu-
nists of Yugoslavia) were automatically accepted on the recommenda-
tion of republican leadership. Dragoslav Markovié, who, as the repre-
sentative of the Serbian leadership was responsible for the ‘blue book’,
was not elected into the SKJ Presidency due to sabotage by the repre-
sentatives from other republics and provinces. Only after the interven-
tion of Petar Stamboli¢ was there a re-vote, and the candidate from the
Republic of Serbia ‘passed’.

41 The greatest opposition to pressure to reduce the prerogatives of the
autonomous provinces came from the provinces themselves. Thus, for
example, the struggle between the republic and the provinces is illus-
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trated by an incident in 1983 when provincial leaders did not allow
representatives of the republic to participate in talks held with Milka
Planinc, the then prime minister (S. Ramet: 216).

42 The issue was new struggles which began in the early 1980s over the
question of whether the state should be re-centralized or decentralized
to an even greater degree (‘confederalism’). Under pressure from the
IMF and the World Bank towards the re-centralization of the control-
ling role of the National Bank and an efficient economic system, in
1986 the leadership agreed to start preparing amendments to the Con-
stitution. Certain changes were adopted at the end of 1988. In discus-
sions about constitutional changes, both officially and in opposition,
Serbia placed the changes in the status of the autonomous provinces
on the agenda. For the pressure exerted by the IMF to re-centralize, see
S.L.Woodward 1995, Chapter 3.

43 This meant that they sought the status of ‘constitutive people’, i.e. the
right to self-determination.

44 For the significance of the Battle of Kosovo as the central event of
entire Serbian history and national consciousness see the contribution
of Olga Zirojevié, this volume.

45 In this the church saw a chance to emerge from its marginalized posi-
tion. See the contribution of Radmila Radié, this volume.

46 The populations of Serbs and Montenegrins decreased permanently,
especially from the 1960s. See the contribution of Marina Blagojevic,
this volume.

47 My research into rapes in Kosovo showed that from 1987 there was
not one ‘interethnic’ rape, that is of a Serb woman by an Albanian, al-
though their was constant talk about this kind of incident. Under
enormous pressure from publicity related to the rape of ‘Serbian
women’, a new crime of rape was introduced, where the individuals
are ‘of different nationality (ethnicity)’. Alongside this, in comparison
with other Yugoslav republics, the rate of rape incidents was lowest in
Kosovo and highest within the same ethnic groups (see Kosovski cvor:
dresiti ili seci, 47).

48 It was especially criticized by the Slovenes who did not understand the
Serbian problem in Kosovo. ‘The Serbs understood the Slovenes when
the Germans drove them from their homes during the Second World
War, and even provided them with refuge in Serbia’. They did not seek
‘proof’ that the Germans had really driven them out (Tasi¢, 1994: 89).

49 In the course of April and May 1986, the Association of Writers of Ser-
bia organized nine protest evenings dedicated to Kosovo. Speakers’
platforms about Kosovan literature, and the signing of a petition for
the support of Kosovan Serbs were also organized (see the contribu-
tion of Drinka Gojkovi¢, this volume).

50 This kind of interpretation of the conflict was publicly stated for the
first time at the funeral of Aleksandar Rankovié, former minister of in-
ternal affairs. After his fall in 1966, the situation in Kosovo changed
substantially when the governing functions were given to Albanian



51

52

The War for Ethnic States 47

party cadres. Rankovic’s funeral in 1983 ‘was transformed into a na-
tionalistic event’ in which more than 100,000 people took part. ‘His
name was shouted, but between the lines was “When Rankovi¢ was in
power the Albanians were peaceful™ (S. Buki¢ 1994: 26).

The ‘Kelmendi incident’, i.e. the incident in which an Albanian soldier
murdered four soldiers of different nationalities and injured several
others while they were sleeping. The Serbian press commented that it
was ‘shooting Yugoslavia’, raising an extremely anti-Albanian mood.
Commentators in the newspaper Politika implied that the Albanians did
not just hate Serbs, but all Yugoslav peoples. The incident was overin-
flated for days with so much contradiction that the impression was that
the massacre in the barracks had been staged (Tasic 1990: 99-100).
Charles Tilley considers that the modern epoch legitimized the princi-
ple ‘that states should suit one homogenous people, that members of a
homogenous group owe strong loyalty to the state that embodies their
inheritance, and that the world should be composed of nation-states,
cherishing the strong patriotism of their citizens’ (Tilly, 1994: 133).

For an approach to nationalism as a form of politics, see J. Breuilly
1992. His definition of nationalism as a political doctrine and political
form includes three elements: 1) the existence of the nation with an
explicit and special character; 2) interests and values of the nation
have priority over other interests and values; and 3) the nation must
hold on to maximum independence, which strictly assumes achieving
political sovereignty.

54 By connecting nationalism to the creation of ethnic states and the reso-
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lution of the national problem, I have defined this concept with a spe-
cific meaning, but omitted its general meaning. Nationalism is a con-
stant form of politics since nation states have been formed, highlight-
ing the modern epoch and separating it from traditional, medieval
states. In them the national identity, expressed in terms of national
sovereignty as a guaranteed status of all individuals belonging to the
nation, presents the greatest value which is permanently protected and
in whose name external policy is conducted, as politics of ‘national’
and ‘state’ interests. In nation states which resolved the national ques-
tion long ago, nationalism in the narrow sense of the word
(subordinating all interests to the national) practically exclusively ap-
pears in external situations, i.e. threat of war. For the general concept
of nationalism, see Greenfeld 1992: 3-26.

Under nationalism, Gellner assumes exactly this case-establishing
congruence between nations and states (Gellner 1983: 43).

The literal meaning of ‘resentment’ includes: ‘recalling evil’, ‘offence’,
‘hatred’, ‘bitterness’, ‘spite’. It would be most precise to say that re-
sentment is a sentiment between envy and hatred.

Greenfeld understands this idea of Nietzsche as a psychological factor
which determined the form of the identity of individual nations (as
most typical examples she analyses Germany and Russia). ‘Resentment’,
or feelings of inferiority, envy and injured national pride, which arise
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from lagging behind in the creation of a modern national state of the
European type (1992: 15-16), are attributed by this author to certain
types of nationalism (here ‘nationalism’, as already discussed, is under-
stood as a collection of formative characteristics of national identity.

58 Max Weber added to this subjective dimension of nation, by emphasiz-
ing that it is for their specific, essential ‘belief or ‘feeling’ that one
group makes a nation. Following a symbolic theory of meaning, Bene-
dict Anderson also defines nation as an ‘invented community’ (1983).

59 This silence about genocide helped the Serbian leadership to push
Serbs living in Croatia into the war, but the propaganda of the national-
istic HDZ (Croatian Democratic Union) helped Serbia confirm its
doubts. In this way, fear of Croatian symbols was produced by both
sides, especially the infamous chessboard as a symbol of the Ustasha
(see B. Denitch 1994: 367-389).

60 This refers to the famous Eighth Session of the SK of Serbia at which
MiloSevi¢ carried the victory over the moderate Serbian leadership, by
good organization of local agents and ‘Marxist’ professors with no
standing, gathered together by his wife in the struggle for the introduc-
tion of ‘integral Marxism’ into all levels of education. The motto of the
winning stream was ‘Tito and Kosovo’, old regime plus Serbian na-
tional question.

61 For the role of General Ljubi¢i¢, one of the most influential people in
the army, see Dukié¢ 1994: 35.

62 In the service of nationalistic policy and the creation of the cult of the
new ‘leader’ it was placed in the most influential and reputable daily
paper, Politika. This paper played a key role in the creation of national
intolerance through its offensive column ‘Echoes and reactions'’. It
spoke with the voice of the ‘people’, attacking individuals, even whole
peoples, if they expressed the least doubts about the policy of Slobo-
dan Milosevi¢. Such doubts were identified with hatred towards the
Serbian people (see the contribution of A. Nenadovi¢ and R. Vel-
janovski, this volume).

63 ‘We are faced with the offensive of the opposition, so we must hit hard.
The opposition has captured societies, now there will be a struggle for
the press. Everywhere that we have not completed differentiation we
have a weak offensive’ (quoted from: Dukié: 63).

64 General Kadijevid, federal minister of defence and chief of Yugoslavian
H. Q. from 1989 to 1992, claimed that the reformers in power in social-
ist countries were part of USA strategy, the goal of which was the de-
feat of Communism. These ‘reformers’ had long been prepared ‘so that
it appeared that the process of destroying the system, in view of the re-
formers, was led by the internal party forces’ (1993: 13).

65 A party army like the JNA could not have objectively defended the
state, but could only protect the existing political system and the ide-
ology of the political avant garde. When Communism began to col-
lapse, the army tightened up in an effort to help the system to survive
(G. Petrovié, NIN 6 January 1995).



The War for Ethnic States 49

66 This is what Kadijevi¢ called representatives of ‘secessionist republics’,
from which was hidden information and JNA plans for action (ibid.: 95).

67 The subordination of national ideology to state creation was stated by
D. Cosi¢: ‘Slobodan MiloSevi¢ did not become a politician with qualities
or leadership charisma, with nationalism as an ideology, but with state
creation as a national goal (1992: 141).

68 For closeness between, and the coalition of, Communists and national-
ists in Serbia and Russia, see V. Vujaci¢, 1994.



Yugoslavia as a Mistake
OLIVERA MILOSAVLJEVIC

..violence is the midwife in the creation of national states, primarily
violence in war. Each nationalism begins with collecting fairy tales
or epic poetry, and that is the nationalism of the elite. I tell my stu-
dents an anecdote from early-nineteenth- century Prague. A group of
people met together and were sitting down in the City Tavern at a
table, just as we are here. Then someone walked in and asked what
would happen if the ceiling of the tavern were to fall down on them.
The reply was that it would be the end of the Czech national move-
ment.

M. Ekmecic¢, KnfiZevne novine, 1 December 1988

On 16 September 1985, in Ljubljana, at the ‘Mrak’ restaurant, there
was a meeting between the editorial board of the Slovenian Nova re-
vifa, and three representatives of the Belgrade opposition.

D. Cosié, Srpsko pitanje - demokratsko pitanfe, March 1992

In 1918 Yugoslavia came into existence, its founders believing that
it would permanently solve the Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian na-
tional question. Seventy years later it was permanently shattered, the
explanation being that these issues can only be solved without it.

In the vision of its creators, Yugoslavia appeared both as a ne-
cessity (in order to gather together the small Slavic nations and
thus deny the pretensions of the neighbouring nations), and as an
emotional claim (resulting from the closeness of the South Slavic
nations and the connections between them). Seventy years later,
the elites that shattered Yugoslavia proclaimed these demands to
be the misapprehensions of its ‘nationally unaware’ peoples.

The moment when discussions regarding alternatives to Yugo-
slavia became legitimate, widely accepted and a dominant aspect
of political actions, and when national programmes based on the
unique interests of an ethnos were defined regardless of the bor-
ders of the republics in which it lived, and of the interests of others
within the community, marked the beginning of a break with the
continued defence of the existence of Yugoslavia. It could be con-
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cluded from this that the agents of the immediate action in the
break-up of the Yugoslav state appeared only when the national
programmes of the intellectual elites had been accepted and put
into action by the political elites, and supported by the homoge-
nized masses. External factors (the dissolution of Communism and
of the USSR), by supporting their apparently democratic methods,
only made these processes easier, while moves made by the Euro-
pean Union and the USA towards the recognition of some of the
republics were the effect of the already completed internal de-
structive processes, and not the cause of the break-up of the Yugo-
slav state. One of the creators of the idea of delimiting the Serb
lands in Bosnia-Hercegovina, Ekmeci¢, a member of the Academy,
had written earlier that ‘In 1914 a phenomenon obvious in
Yugoslav history was confirmed: the politics of division into
spheres of interest makes sense and is truly effective only when it
receives support from the Yugoslav region and from Yugoslav na-
tional politicians. Borders between the spheres of interest of great
powers are not determined by the great powers alone, but by the
feuding South Slav nationalisms’ (Ekmeci¢ 1990: 442).

Ideological verdicts on Yugoslavia

In 1992 Yugoslavia formally dissolved amid all-out war. This was
also the end of a process the ideological foundations of which can
be found throughout Yugoslavia's existence, but which began to
accelerate in the mid-1980s. At that time, lacking an ‘authoritative
arbiter’, a request for alternatives to the existing state became le-
gitimate, national programmes were made public, and, in the years
that followed, these programmes were to be added to and realized
through parallel political action.

In analysing requests made after the outbreak of the armed con-
flict, it is important to identify differences between requests that
were given an explicit form, and those made implicitly. The explic-
itly contradictory demands (for ‘a unified Yugoslavia’, and ‘a con-
federate Yugoslavia’) were never followed by adequate political
action, which diminished their persuasiveness. In contrast, the
implicitly contradictory demands (‘all the Serbs in one state’, ‘an
independent Slovenia’ and ‘an independent Croatia’) were realized
most directly through political actions and led to the disintegration
of the country. It can thus be claimed with certainty that the im-
plicit claims were the real ones, while the explicit claims were
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used only for rallying public support and acquiring legitimacy, to
give the appearance of democratization, and to justify the proc-
esses that were already underway.

The majority of those scholars in Yugoslavia who are engaged in
analysing the dissolution of the state and the reasons behind it, put
the emphasis on the very act of separation of Slovenia and Croatia
(Macedonia is mostly forgotten, since it does not fit into the theses
on ‘separatist’ nations), as the result of a long process. The real and
immediate factors determining the destiny of the common state—
that is, events in Yugoslavia between 1986 and 1990—are mostly
neglected, and sometimes are not even known.

A chronological analysis of the ideas, defined in the form of
claims, and their realization in terms of political action, reveals
several essential points in this process:

1. the publication of the Memorandum of the SANU in 1986, and
of the Contributions for the Slovenian National Programme in
1987, which opened up the ‘national question’ in Yugoslavia
in a totally new way;

2. the process of national homogenization in Serbia after 1987,
the so-called happening of the people, as a confirmation of
the Serb intellectual elite’s requests;

3. the relativization of the term ‘Yugoslavia’, which reached its
peak in Slobodan Milo3evic¢’s interpretation of ‘malo morgen
Yugoslavia’ between 1989 and 1991; and, finally,

4. the referendums in which people voted ‘for’ the war option,
between 1990 and 1992.

The Memorandum of the SANU and
Nova Revija

The overt negation of Yugoslavia began in the mid-1980s through
the Serb and the Slovenian intellectual elites’ dissatisfaction with
their nations’ status in the common state. Although objectively the
Serbs and Slovenes had different starting positions (Serbs were
relatively the most numerous, and Slovenia one of the nations with
fewest inhabitants; Serbs lived in several republics, Slovenes in just
one; Serbia was a relatively heterogeneous republic, unlike Slove-
nia, which was mostly populated by Slovenes), their national elites
denied the existing state with equal zeal. The former felt threat-
ened by the ‘confederate’ division into autonomous provinces,
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while the latter felt threatened by unitarism and ‘Yugoslav nation-
alism’. Serbs rejected Yugoslavia because of the policies of Tito and
Kardelj (a Croat and a Slovene), while Slovenes rejected it because
of ‘Belgrade small-town talk’; Serbs rejected the Anti-Fascist Coun-
cil for the National Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNOJ) because of
internal borders, and Slovenes because of being put into ‘care’; Serbs
rejected the solutions of the first Yugoslavia due to the economic
domination of the Slovenian and Croat bourgeoisie, while Slovenes
rejected it because of the political hegemony of the Serb bureauc-
racy; the Serbs saw the solution in the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA),
the Slovenes in denouncing the JNA ... All of these apparently irre-
concilable differences between the Serb and the Slovenian intellec-
tual elites concealed an agreement, invisible at first glance—neither
of the elites supported the existing country. Yugoslavia was either to
be founded on completely new national principles, or should not
exist at all. All efforts to prove that the claims put forward were
nothing other than democracy in action were denied by a constant
return to separate Serb or Slovenian national interests. Nor could
their ‘democracy’ be confirmed through the frequently iterated
claims that, understood in this way, special national-democratic in-
terests at the same time represented democracy for everyone. Al-
though both Serbs and Slovenes started by denouncing the existing
Communist authorities and demanding democratization, these re-
quests were merely a cover for the real aim—the denouncing of
Yugoslavia. Democracy on the level of the ethnos, the neglecting of
the interests of other ethnic groups sharing the same territory, the
mutual denunciation of motives for living in a common country—
none of these were prerequisites for a democratic transformation of
the common country, whether ‘unified’, ‘federal’, or ‘confederate’.

The proposals made by the Serbian and Slovenian intellectual
elites for the national programme were not mutually negating in
terms of the legitimacy of outlining and defining ‘national inter-
ests’. Just as the Memorandum stated that ‘all the nations within
Yugoslavia must be given the opportunity to voice their intentions
and wishes’, in the Contributions for the Slovenian National Pro-
gramme also, the requests of ‘legitimate Serbian nationalism’ re-
ceived support. The confrontation would arise only on the practi-
cal-political plane, when it became all too obvious where the
‘legitimate’ nationalism of the Yugoslav nations had taken the
common country-all in the interests of keeping their hands ‘clean’
of the (un)expected dirty outcome.

The publication of the Memorandum of the SANU in September
1986, and the events that followed, had a direct influence on the
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Contributions for the Slovenian National Programme that was pub-
lished later in Issue 57 of the review Nova Revija in January 1987.
Just as the starting point of the Memorandum is the non-existence
of the Serbian national programme and requests for its definition,
the editors of Nova Revija, in explaining their motives for publish-
ing the Contributions, noted that ‘it is not by accident that at this
very moment publications dealing with the history of the Slove-
nian national programme are being issued’. According to them ‘the
topic was “hot” and controversial, as proved by the efforts being
made in other national communities (the SANU Memorandum)
and the harsh (although mostly superficial) criticisms of the
“nationalists” . The editors stressed that the Contributions were
not 2 new national programme, but only contributions towards a
programme, the formulation of which exceeded the competence of
the review and its contributors. It is here that one reaches the basic,
formal rather than substantial, difference between the Memorandum
and the Contributions. The Memorandum was created in the most
important and the most prestigious Serb national institution, and
thus carried much greater weight than the individual contributions
(notwithstanding the personal reputations of their authors). Both
texts were the result of the work of sixteen authors—the Memo-
randum began as the collective work of a sixteen-member commis-
sion selected by the Presidency of the SANU following the unani-
mous decision of the General Assembly of the Academy.! This was
not a signed document, and the number of members of the Acad-
emy involved in it rose to twenty-three. The Contributions were
formulated with more modest ambitions. They were published in a
special issue of the review, and the name of the author, both sur-
name and first name, was given for each contribution (as well as for
the request within it).2 Unlike the Memorandum, which was con-
ceived with the aim of shedding some light on all sides of the multi-
dimensional crisis in Yugoslav society and only in its second part
reduced the crisis to the Serbian question, the Contributions almost
exclusively dealt with the Slovenian question, with minor remarks
about the Yugoslav crisis as a motive for the emergence of the pro-
gramme. Both documents are incoherent—the Memorandum be-
cause it also aimed at providing an objective analysis of the Yugoslav
crisis, as well as proof that only the Serbian nation was endangered;
and the Contributions, by the very nature of the selection of the
authors’ contributions and their dissimilar views on the ‘national
interest’, and especially on the future of the Yugoslav state.
Yugoslavia belongs to no one nation, all the nations within it are
endangered, and no decision or article of the constitution on
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which it is based, is legitimate. This is the first conclusion that one
reaches after reading both the Memorandum and the Contribu-
tions. The same points have been expanded in both documents as
the basis for arguments regarding the danger posed to each nation,
and although frequently introduced in a different way, they usually
imply the same thing—the denial of the legitimacy of the existing
Yugoslavia as a state that did not satisfy, and had never satisfied,
Serb and Slovenian national interests. One cannot help feeling that
the Contributions were intended by the Slovene intellectual elite
as a reply to the authors of the Memorandum, a feeling supported
both by the timing of the publications (the Memorandum was pub-
lished first, and the Contributions include a reference to the
Memorandum—in principle, with some general criticisms, the
Memorandum is supported by the authors of the Contributions,
insofar as it represented ‘legitimate Serbian nationalism’), as well as
by the compatibility of the two documents and similarities in their
style. Those points appearing in both documents, whether with
the same or dissimilar introductions, are discussed below.

The Kingdom of Yugoslavia

The need to prove that dangers were posed to one nation alone
necessarily led to the selective representation of the shared past,
that is, to giving emphasis to those points in which a confirmation
for the theses advocated could more easily be found. Thus, the
Memorandum does not even mention interethnic relations within
the Kingdom, nor does it mention the formation, constitutional
regulations or form of government of the Kingdom. This is an im-
portant point, since this document looks far back into the past
when it explains the Communists’ attitude towards the national
question and when it seeks arguments for their anti-Serb feelings,
even in the pre-Communist period. The ideology of a marginal,
dependent party, without the later experience of the NOB and
mass popular support (dubiously interpreted along the way), is
usedto explain the state of interethnic relations, and is though to
be stronger than the twenty-three-year existence of the Kingdom
of Yugoslavia (1918-1941), and its immediate practical political
influence on these relations. In contrast, the Contributions pay
much greater attention to the Kingdom than they do to the crea-
tion of the post-war Federation, since it is here that they find more
powerful arguments for the danger posed to the Slovenes. It is
argued that the Slovenian people would not have made the deci-
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sion to be included into the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slo-
venes, but for ‘the conditions of foreign occupation’. Slovenia paid
more into the centrally regulated finances than it got back from
them; military* affairs and education were also centralized; and ‘the
whole state apparatus represented and advocated the interests of
small-town Serbia’. Referring to the break-up of the country in
1941, it was argued that ‘the Serb military clique had put in most
“efforts”, and because of its “heroism” the occupation lasted two
years longer’ (France Bucar).

The AVNOJ

The denouncing of Communist Yugoslavia was directed towards
its foundations, not just towards the existing form of government.
For the authors of both the Memorandum and the Contributions, the
legitimacy of the 1943 decisions of the AVNOJ was in doubt. Accord-
ing to the Memorandum, taking into account the basic tendency of
this document to prove that only the Serbian nation was in danger,
the AVNOJ was legitimate when it came to others: ‘For the Second
AVNOJ Council, delegates were selected from Serb military units and
members of the Supreme Headquarters who happened to be in the
territory of Bosnia-Hercegovina, unlike the delegates of some other
republics, who came to the council from their own region and had
behind them national and political organizations with coherent atti-
tudes and programmes.’ Thus the Serbs, ‘without prior preparations
and without the support of their political organizations, found them-
selves in a position to accept, under conditions of war, solutions that
opened wide possibilities for their break-up’. Some of the authors of
the Contributions also remarked on the ‘illegitimacy’ of the AVNOJ
decisions, but, in keeping with their basic lack of interest in the
destiny of the other Yugoslav nations, they saw this illegitimacy
only as it affected the Slovenes : ‘From the legal point of view, and
from the point of view of natural law, the Slovenian nation was put
into a political order, about which it has so far had no possibility to
express its will in free elections’ (Bucar).

The ‘home’ Communists
Because of their weakness, the ‘home’ Communists shared some of

the responsibility for endangering their own nations, but the main
responsibility lay with the governing federal institutions. Accord-
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ing to the Memorandum, this was due to the fact that these institu-
tions were dominated by Croats and Slovenians, while according to
the Contributions it was because they advocated ‘Yugoslav nation-
alism’. Serb Communists were guilty (according to the Memoran-
dum) because they ‘capitulated’; they were ‘defensive’, because they
were responsible for the ‘greatest defeat in the liberation struggles
between 1804 and 1941, all because of their ‘subservience’, and
‘hardened opportunism’. Slovenian Communists were guilty
(according to the Contributions) for the ‘political impotence of the
Slovenian nation’, which arose from the ‘opportunism of the
Slovenian political bureaucracy in relation to the etatist dominant
federal state on the one hand, and the republic’s etatism and bu-
reaucracy in relation to their own Slovenian society on the other’
(Ivan Urbandic).

Yugoslavia

Yugoslavia satisfied the interests of neither the Serbs nor the Slo-
venes: it was a country in which the Serbs were threatened, une-
qual and denied, while for the Slovenes it was someone else’s
country. According to the Memorandum, ‘the establishment of the
full national and cultural integrity of the Serb people, irrespective
of the republic or autonomous province in which they live, is their
historical and democratic right. The achieving of equality and in-
dependent development has wider historical implications. ... If the
Serb people envisage their future as being part of the family of
cultured and civilized peoples of the world, they must be given a
chance to rediscover themselves, to regain awareness of their his-
torical and spiritual being, to see their economic and cultural in-
terests clearly, and to draw up a modern social and national pro-
gramme that will serve as inspiration for both the present and the
future generations.” According to the Contributions, ‘since so far
we have known foreign countries only, countries which were not
ours, for us, these were transcending countries, we have a country
which is the expression of force. ... Among many Slovenes, there is
a growing wish that the Slovenian people, following their libera-
tion from foreign nations, should finally become independent
from those peoples that are related to them’ (Tine Hribar). The
threat to the Slovenian nation arose from ‘artificial (synthetic)
Yugoslavism’ (Urbancic€). Slovenes should ask themselves ‘Who are
we? Where are we going?’; they should draw up a national pro-
gramme (Spomenka Hribar). The relationship between this small
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nation and the other bigger, more powerful and richer nations was
a source of difficulties for the Slovenes in Yugoslavia. ‘In short, we
are different, so whether we like it or not, above all we have the inal-
ienable right to be and to remain different, for as long as we want’
(Joze Pu¢nik). ‘Whatever the name of that country—the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, DFY, FNRY, or
SFRY—it was never completely identified with the homeland or the
people. It was never a homeland. The country from which they (the
Slovenes in exile) left was never called Slovenia’ (Drago Jancar).

Who dominated Yugoslavia?

The essential difference between the Memorandum and the Contri-
butions can be seen in their attitudes to the causes and inspirers of
the ‘threat’ to the Serb and Slovenian nations. Listing proofs of the
general threat faced by Serbia and the Serb people in Yugoslavia, the
Memorandum lays the blame for all the troubles, both past and pres-
ent, on others—on the Austro-Marxist class ideology, on the Comin-
tern, on Slovenian and Croatian Communists, on Tito and Kardelj,
Croatia and Slovenia, on balists and neo-fascists in Kosovo, and on
the anti-Serb coalition of everyone within Yugoslavia. The authors of
the Contributions (with the exception of Bucar) look for the causes
in the Yugoslav political system and government. According to the
Memorandum, Yugoslavia is dominated by Croatia and Slovenia.
Almost all the authors in the Contributions take as their starting
point the inequality of the Slovenian language (the unilateral bilin-
gualism of the Slovenes is ‘objectively pushing them back into the
position of the Yugoslav national minority, which leads to a gradual
denationalization’ [Urbanci¢]; some languages in Yugoslavia were
guaranteed first-class status, while others were relegated to a second-
class status—'in Yugoslavia, Slovenian is a second-class language’
[Dimitrij Rupel]). However, the majority of the authors negate (e.g.
Urbancic¢) or do not explicitly identify, any Yugoslav nation as the
dominant nation. On the contrary, nationalism sprang from the po-
litical system, and ‘inter-republic arguments are the specific effects
of the ruling political system and its bureaucracy’ (Urbancic).

The 1974 Constitution

Although both the Memorandum and the Contributions take as a
starting point the new relations established by the 1974 Constitu-



Yugoslavia as a Mistake 59

tion, there was no agreement between them about the degree of
confederalization of the political system. According to the Memo-
randum, the Constitution enabled ‘the affirmation of the statehood
of the republics and the autonomous provinces, with the simulta-
neous disappearance of the original, co-ordinating functions of the
Federation’, leading to the ‘realization of wide possibilities for sat-
isfying particular interests at the expense of universal ones’. Ac-
cording to the authors of the Contributions, ‘despite the federal
republic regulation of Yugoslavia, and despite claims about the
importance of the 1974 Constitution in the break-up of the coun-
try’s unity, the federal state establishes its supremacy in politically
homogenizing the whole society’. In contrast to the critique in the
Memorandum, which claimed that the Constitution established
confederacy, the Contributions disputed those competencies given
‘to the nations of the republics and the autonomous provinces’.
‘The governing unifying force now springs from the dominant
federal state, from the political system, and not from the recog-
nized autonomous will of the “nations” of the republics and
autonomous provinces, since the 1974 Constitution does not give
them the right to secede’ (Urbanci<). ‘An important example of the
half-way political reform was the considerably strengthened status
of the republics, and the increase in their political independence.
This positive idea remained unsuccessful, since it took fright and
ended in compromise’ (Bucar).

The Fund for the Development of Undeveloped Regions

This fund endangered both the Serbs and the Slovenes in the same
way. According to the Memorandum, one of the basic reasons for
the Serbian economy lagging behind was the contribution that it
had to pay into the Federation Fund for the Undeveloped Regions.
‘It [Serbia] was the only real victim of the development of the
three undeveloped republics and the Socialist Autonomous Prov-
ince (SAP) of Kosovo, paying the price of its aid to others by
lagging behind the others. This was not the case with the three
developed regions. ... Although it helped the development of the
undeveloped regions and lightened the load of the developed ones
through its contribution, Serbia did not find in any of them any
understanding for its lagging behind. A mutual interest directs two
types of regions to a coalition in order to maintain the existing
state of affairs in which they satisfy their interests at the expense of
Serbia’. According to the authors of the Contributions, Slovenes
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were alone capable of being an independent national system of
power, ‘we are strong enough ... we do not live at others’ expense.
Quite on the contrary, Slovenia even has to “help” the undeveloped
republics. In the present etatist circumstances in the Yugoslav ex-
isting socialist system, our national advantage is turned into our
national disaster. Statistics show that Slovenia, with approximately
8 per cent of the country’s population, contributes 15 to 17 per
cent of the whole federal budget for the “development of the un-
developed regions”, which results in a loss of privilege among the
more developed regions of the country’ (Urbancic).

The national versus the class principle

The supremacy of one or the other principle within Yugoslavia
was seen in diametrically opposite ways. Although both the Memo-
randum and the Contributions called for the drawing up of na-
tional programmes, they gave differing evaluations of the suprem-
acy of one principle over the other, due to differences in the
openness of the claims that they put forward. In accordance with
its controversial denunciation of the Anti-Fascist Council for the
National Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNQO]J) as the cause of the
break-up of the Serbs, and at the same time its pragmatic reference
to them in the demand for the formulation of a Serb national pro-
gramme, the Memorandum’s dissatisfaction with the existing
Yugoslavia lay in the fact that ‘the national has defeated the class
[principle]’. ‘The main reason for the multidimensional crisis lies
in the ideological defeat of socialism by nationalism. ... Its roots can
be found in the Comintern ideology and in the national policies of
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia before the [Second World]
war.’ In contrast, in the Contributions, in which demands were
openly stated, it was claimed that the advantage of the class over
the national principle lay in that ‘which is expressed as a negation of
the autonomy of the “particularly” national. ... A unitary nationalist
“Yugoslavism” appears as opposed to the “nations” that it unifies
through its political power in the single state’. That is why it is
‘problematic and imprecise to claim that the the particular interests
and discrepancies of the republics and autonomous provinces are
the source of the original nationalism, or that they are immediately
transported into their “separatist” nationalisms’ (Urbancic).

The individual versus the universal, or: Where is the state in the
individual-ethnos-democracy relationship?
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At first sight, human rights were the starting point in both pro-
posals for national programmes. However, the nature of these
documents limited human and individual rights to national rights,
or, more precisely, to ethnic rights. In other words, it made the
very possibility of the realization of civic rights conditional on the
primary realization of separate ethnic rights. While this identifica-
tion (of human rights with ethnic rights) was hidden in the Memo-
randum, it was made explicit in the Contributions. According to
the Memorandum, ‘in order to execute the necessary changes, one
should get rid of the ideology that stressed nationality and territo-
riality. While integrative functions are getting stronger in contem-
porary society, with the full affirmation of civil and human rights ...
disintegrative forces are getting stronger in our political system,
along with local, regional and national egoism.” The reply to this
would be ‘to create for all the nations within Yugoslavia a possibil-
ity to declare their wishes and intentions, in which case Serbia
could also make a decision and determine its own national inter-
ests’. According to the Contributions, ‘the desire that the individ-
ual, as a member of a nation, should himself determine the laws
that shape national institutions through the people as a subject,
that is, the nation, is not a nationalist demand’ (Tine Hribar). ‘The
Slovenian national programme must be based on personal auton-
omy’ (Spomenka Hribar). ‘We should soberly and thoughtfully ex-
pose the myths of Slavism, Yugoslavism, shared history (which we
never had), shared destiny (which might yet come), and shared
spilling of blood (which is spilled individually, just as each life is
individual) ... in order to care primarily for the interests of the
Slovenian people’ (JoZe Puc¢nik). ‘The autonomy of Slovenia as a
nation-state in relation to other states must be supplemented by
the personal autonomy of every individual Slovene’ (Alenka Gol-
jevscek).

Solidarity

If the slogan ‘brotherhood and unity’ was rejected as an ideological
Communist mistake, the issue of elementary solidarity was also
blurred in the national vision. In the request for the establishment
of full national integrity for the Serbian people regardless of the
republics’ borders, and in defining the Serb national programme
for the inspiration of all generations, the similarly understood
‘national interests’ and potential ‘urges’ of other Yugoslav peoples
were completely ignored. In the same way, but with an awareness
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of the better position of Slovenia, which was ethnically homoge-
neous and where the ‘expression of national aspirations has a high
degree of legitimacy’ (Gregor Tomc), Slovenian independence and
sovereignty were demanded in the Contributions with no appar-
ent concern for the destiny of other Yugoslav peoples. While the
Memorandum mentions, in a single sentence, ‘concern’ about the
destiny of other nations, reflected in their right to declare their
intentions when it came to Yugoslavia, some parts of the Contribu-
tions openly denied any interest in their destiny. ‘How other na-
tions and nationalities regulate their relations is their problem
only, and their decision: it is in no way a Slovenian problem’
(Pucnik).

Frustrations

Both Serbs and Slovenes were frustrated with the existing country,
the difference being that, according to the Memorandum, others
were to blame for this ‘fact’, while according to the Contributions,
it was the result of internal Slovenian motives. According to the
Memorandum, Serbian people had, for half a century, carried ‘the
blame and burden of being the prison guards of other South Slavic
peoples’; ‘a feeling of historical guilt' had been forced onto them;
and ‘it is the only one [nation] which has not solved its national
question’. Serbian people also suffered ‘under an imposed guilt
complex’; they had been ‘intellectually and politically disarmed’,
‘exposed to temptations that are too strong not to leave their mark
deep in their spirituality’. All this had resulted in the ‘depressed
state of the Serbian nation’. According to the Contributions, Slo-
venes had, both on the individual and on the collective level, ‘the
inherited fear which causes us to react traumatically to some
words. We are afraid of our own sovereignty, since it implies com-
plete self-reliance and self-responsibility. ... Furthermore, we are
afraid of statehood, since we fear even the image of a state’ (Tine
Hribar).

Secession

There was one topic which was only hinted at in the Memoran-
dum, in the request for the ‘establishment of the full national in-
tegrity of the Serbian people, regardless of the republic or the
autonomous province in which they live’. The same topic was the
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basis of all the Contributions-that is, the right of the nations to
secede. It has been described as inalienable, as a right ‘which be-
longs to the very essence of subjective independence’, and which
‘cannot be substituted in any way, and will never be out of date’
(Tine Hribar). The constitutional legalization of this right was de-
manded, since ‘we tend to completely underestimate the positive
national-psychological effect of the constitutional legalization of
such a possibility’ (Urban¢ic). Instead of Yugoslavism, the right to
self-determination should be recognized, ‘since only with an
awareness of that right is it possible to establish sovereign relations
at the interethnic level’ (Spomenka Hribar)

What to do with Yugoslavia?

The Memorandum offered two mutually exclusive proposals for
Yugoslavia. In the first part, it offered a democratic integrative feder-
alism and the rejection of the behind-the-screen scheming of the
‘self-proclaimed protectors of the special national interests’. The
second part contained the demand that Serbia should define her
national interests, and the Serb people their national programme.
When it came to this issue, the Contributions were less consistent,
shifting from a demand for changes within Yugoslavia, with the le-
galization of the right to secession, to the full realization of this right.
‘If Yugoslavia is to remain as a community of equal and sovereign
nations, great changes are needed. “Yugoslavism” proclaimed as
brotherhood ... must give way as a principle of our cohabitation’
(Spomenka Hribar). ‘Whether, at the end of that development,
Slovenia lives within the confederacy, or whether it becomes an
independent state, or whether it manages to struggle for some other
form, is of secondary and terminological importance only, if our
inalienable right to national sovereignty and statehood is fully re-
spected and realized in everyday life’ (Pu¢nik). ‘If we draw the con-
clusion that Yugoslavia as a unitary state is not possible ... it clearly
follows that Yugoslavia is not possible as a federal country either,
since federalism is just one form of unitary state. ... In both cases, it
has so far been an artificial construction. So far, Yugoslavia has failed
precisely because it was artificial and had no real foundation’ (Buéar),

From such a national-ideological foundation, devised and pub-
licly announced in 1986 to 1987, which would later become the
basis for political action (in Serbia, towards the end of 1987; in
Slovenia, in early 1989), a dominant and generally accepted pattern
of the ‘national interests’ of Serbs and Slovenes eventually
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emerged. The Memorandum and the Contributions for the Slove-
nian National Programme were only the first step towards the shap-
ing of such national interests. In the following years, Serb intellectuals
recognized their own national (‘democratic’) task in putting them-
selves at the service of the Serbian political authorities, as well as in
providing professional, moral and intellectual support for all de-
mands made by the Serbian political authorities. Making use of the
situation in Serbia, Slovenian intellectuals have increased their influ-
ence over the Slovenian public, and, following the Communists’ de-
feat in the 1990 elections, Slovenian intellectuals themselves pre-
sented new policies. Although national interests (defined as ‘all the
Serbs in one state’ and an ‘independent Slovenia’) excluded the sur-
vival of the existing state, for some time their creators pragmatically
continued to refer to Yugoslavia as a frame in which these interests
could be realized 4 The realization of the first demand was seen in the
changing of internal borders (erasing them in Serbia proper, and
establishing new ones in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina), and the
realization of the second, in true confederalization (a Slovenian army
and language) and the legalization of the right to secede. While the
fight within the Serbian regime, and the general agreement between
the intellectual and the political elite about the nature of ‘the national
interest’, was concluded at the Eighth Session of the Serbian Commu-
nist Party’s Central Committee in 1987, in Slovenia this happened
much later. The Slovenian Communist authorities rejected the de-
mands of its national intellectual elite,3 and a full agreement between
the politicians and the intelligentsia (which even became predomi-
nantly personally identical) was only reached after the United Slove-
nian Opposition (DEMOS) won the 1990 elections. This difference is
particularly apparent in the fully explicit and exclusive demands for
independence made after 1990, which the Slovenian Communist
authorities had not previously put forward, and which are propor-
tionate to the differences in the ways for solving the Kosovo question
in Serbia before and after the Eighth Session of 1987.

All aspects of dissatisfaction with Yugoslavia, made public between
1986 and1987 by the Serbian and the Slovenian intellectual elites in
their demands for the determination of separate national interests,
were to find their expression in Croatian pretensions in 1990.

Ideology as a material force

During the 1980s the Kosovo problem and the constitutional pro-
visions, particularly those relating to the issue of autonomous
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provinces, were top-priority political questions in Yugoslavia.
However, the publication of the Memorandum in 1986, and of the
Contributions for the Slovenian National Programme in1987, im-
posed a completely new direction and time-table for their solution.
From that moment on, the Kosovo problem was exposed as only
the first step towards the solving of the Serbian question, which
was later posed in Vojvodina, Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina,
while the Slovenian request for independence in a confederate
Yugoslavia only confirmed the legitimacy of the Serb demands for
a national, ‘third Yugoslavia’, since it supported the relativization
of the term “Yugoslavia’.

Slobodan Miloevi¢’s book The Years of Solution (Godine ras-
pleta), published in 1989 and advertised in Serbia as the ‘Bible’ of
the new Serb movement, is the best illustration of the Serb political
elite’s demands, wholeheartedly supported and promoted by the
intellectual elite. In the Foreword, Mr. MiloSevic¢ states three of his
motives for ‘writing’ the book (which actually consists of speeches
made on various occasions between 1986 and 1989): the struggle
for the equality of Serbia in the South Slav Federation; solving the
Kosovo question; and putting an end to ‘the last exodus in the ter-
ritory of Europe’.

The ‘solution’ of the Yugoslav crisis, which, according to Slobo-
dan MiloSevié, started between 1986 and 1989, had not ended
by1996. Up to that date the results had included: the dissolution of
Yugoslavia; the declaration of a state of emergency in Kosovo; a
new—and for the Yugoslav peoples so far the most difficult—
exodus in the territory of Europe.

These speeches by Slobodan Milosevi¢ always have two clearly
distinguishable levels of content. The first, acceptable to the
masses which followed him, and a second one beneath it for ‘the
other’ side. On the face of it, he was advocating ‘equality’,
‘brotherhood and unity’, ‘justice’, ‘reforms’, ‘dignity’. ... Beneath
this, Milosevi¢ was making threats—threats involving his angry and
hot-headed followers, non-negotiable and non-statutory solutions
to the questions being discussed, arbitrary definitions of what
could and could not be ‘considered’, victories against ‘the enemy’
secured in advance, and armed battles...

At that time an unknown functionary in [Mr. Ivan] Stamboli¢’s
team of politicians, in 1986 Slobodan MiloSevi¢ advocated the solu-
tion of the Yugoslav crisis, using language fully in accord with the
moderate terminology of the then Serbian authorities, the ‘removal
of the inconsistencies in the constitutional position of Serbia’ (The
Years of Solution: 120). In April 1987, at Kosovo Polje where his
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ascent and prominence began, MiloSevi¢ still employed a general
social terminology, but he also used the opportunity to define his
own position, asking for the separation of ‘the forces of socialism,
brotherhood and unity, and progress’, from the forces ‘of separa-
tism, nationalism, and conservatism’ (145). Unlike 1986, when he
advocated ‘courage and determination’, in 1987 MiloSevi¢ claimed
that only ‘the educated and the angry can move things forward’,
and defined his own future policies in contrast to the appeals for
‘cool heads’, claiming that ‘cool heads, as we can see today, did not
stop, but actually encouraged rape, humiliation, emigration ..’
(160). His predictions were correct: ‘the Serb nationalists would
inflict the greatest harm on the Serbian people through what they
offer to it today as allegedly the best solution, to practically isolate
itself through the hate and suspicion of others’ (172).

By solving problems in Serbia through the defeat of Stamboli¢’s
group (September 1987), followed by bringing down the political
authorities of Vojvodina (October 1988), Kosovo (November
1988), and then Montenegro (January 1989), MiloSevi¢ stepped
onto the Yugoslav political stage. Political events in Serbia soon out-
grew the problems that had created them. From his previous dis-
course, mostly related to Serbia, MiloSevi¢ changed in 1988 to a dis-
course exclusively dealing with Yugoslavia and changes within it.

In 1988 Milo3evi¢ was mostly considering three questions:

1. Which sides are in conflict in Yugoslavia?

2. What do the ‘masses’ want in Serbia?

3. What is ‘negotiable’ in the future ordering of the Yugoslav
state.

Who would get whom?

Milosevi¢ saw the axis of the conflict in Yugoslavia as the demand
for ‘changes’ and opposition to them. In favour of ‘changes’ were,
according to him, members of the Communist Party and ‘the ma-
jority of the citizens of Yugoslavia’, while against them were ‘some
political leaderships’. By identifying his authority and the demand
for ‘changes’ with the will of the people of Yugoslavia, and dema-
gogically separating the Serbian leadership from the others in
Yugoslavia (as vehicles of bureaucracy, nationalism, etc.), MiloSevi¢
proclaimed the Serbian authorities to be the embodiment of the
people themselves, the instrument of the popular will. Defining
the political elite outside Serbia as not of the people and as using
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‘traps’, ‘tricks’, ‘cunning’ and ‘intrigue’ (333), and by defining it as
‘the enemy of the Serb people’, MiloSevi¢ made its removal from
power a primary demand—‘all Yugoslav peoples need the reform of
society. ... But the main preconditions for this reform are the so-
called personal changes in all areas and at all levels, from work
organizations to the Federation’ (323). These words, spoken in
January 1989 after the removal of the leaderships of Kosovo, Vo-
jvodina and Montenegro, could mean only one thing, and that is
exactly how they were interpreted in other parts of Yugoslavia. If
MiloSevié, intoxicated by his support in Serbia, really believed that
he would be greeted in the same way throughout Yugoslavia, it
was the result of a narrow view of events and of a false identifica-
tion with Tito, whose charisma he did not have. Even if MiloSevi¢’s
evaluation of the other leaderships was correct, and even if the
people of the other republics were totally dissatisfied with their
leaders, the events in Serbia, mass rallies, nationalist slogans, de-
mands for arrests, the call for arms, a nationalist campaign and the
daily production of new Serb enemies—all of these—only created in
other parts of Yugoslavia fear and opposition, which also meant
national homogenization and the formation of groups (later politi-
cal parties) in which the ability to oppose Serbian nationalism was
recognized. By identifying the ‘conclusion’ of the crisis with the
removal of the leaders of the Yugoslav republics and the federal
leaders, and at the same time singling out the Serbian leadership as
‘honest and humble people in their private lives’, as ‘educated’,
‘determined’ people ‘who already know many answers and eagerly
wait for the right moment to offer them’ (227), Milosevi¢ raised
the structure that he led (that is, the Serb leadership) to the level of
the only real, authentic political elite in Yugoslavia which was able
to solve the Yugoslav crisis. This resulted in the national homog-
enization of the other Yugoslav nations, in total chaos in the politi-
cal system, in the shaping of national programmes, and, finally, in
the defeat of the Communists as incapable of confronting Serbian
nationalism, and in the victory of the national and nationalist par-
ties in the 1990 multiparty elections. War was the immediate con-
sequence of this ‘solution’.

‘What the masses want’

While MiloSevi¢ was still using social terminology in July 1988—
‘where the working class in Serbia is concerned, it has recently
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demonstrated clearly enough and determinedly enough that, when
it comes to Kosovo, it will not make any concessions, nor tolerate
any injustice’ (255)—he switched to national terminology in Sep-
tember 1988. When making a distinction between the ‘mass gath-
ering of the people’ in Serbia, and the ‘counter-revolution in
Kosovo’, Milosevi¢ described the former as multi-national, and the
latter as uni-national. Arguments that the gatherings in Serbia
were uni-national were opposed by the claim that both Serbs and
Montenegrins took part in them (‘so the question is, which one
of the two should be deprived of their right to nationality by de-
scribing these rallies as uni-national’). MiloSevi¢ found an addi-
tional argument maintaining that there were ‘members of all na-
tions and nationalities’ at the gatherings in Vojvodina. In contrast
to this, ‘if there is anything uni-national, it is counter-
revolutionary’ (260). Using this argument in connetion with the
multi-national character of the gatherings, which extended the
legitimacy of their demands as being ‘generally Yugoslav’, Mi-
losevi¢ also defined ‘what the masses want’. ‘It all depends on
what the masses are in favour of. In this case, they are in favour
of a unified Yugoslavia, the socialist system, brotherhood and
unity, the equality of Serbia with other republics, the fight
against the counter-revolution in Kosovo, and just and dignified
lives for all people in Yugoslavia’ (260). In October 1988 the
masses were still ‘for’ a unified Yugoslavia, socialism and equality,
but were by then ‘against some present leaderships’ as well
(268). By giving the term ‘street’ a positive connotation, and by
equating it with the whole range of other terms through which
he aimed to please all the ideologies he stood for at one time-
national, social, democratic-hence, with terms like ‘people’,
‘working class’, ‘citizens’-clearly preferring the ‘street’ to the
‘procedure’, Milosevi¢ opened the door for the possibility that all
the fundamental questions of Yugoslavia could be solved using
the power of the strongest, that is , the most numerous within
the Federation and the republics: ‘But that solution will not be
brought about by the procedure, its smaller and greater tricks, its
smaller and greater treacheries, intrigues and cunning. The solu-
tion will be brought about by policies supported by the majority
of the people of this country, institutional and extra-institutional,
statutory and non-statutory, in the streets, and in their homes, in
a populist and in an elitist way, with or without arguments, but in
any case so that it is clear that this is a policy for a Yugoslavia in
which we shall all live united, equal, richer, and more cultured’
(333).



Yugoslavia as a Mistake 69
The vision

By switching from the discourse on Serbia to the discourse on
Yugoslavia, and by making indisputable claims on what kind of
Yugoslavia he wanted, MiloSevi¢ provoked a direct confrontation
with the leaderships of other republics. Although verbally advocat-
ing federation, rejecting the extremes of both unitarism and con-
federalism as being ‘out of the question’ (‘neither a centralized
bureaucratic state, nor confederacy’, 190), and demanding the
strengthening of the unified functions of the Federation, Milo3evi¢
practically negated the existing Federation both politically (by the
abolition of the autonomous provinces and the severing of all rela-
tions with Slovenia), and economically (by the economic blockade
of Slovenia and by breaking into the monetary system of Yugosla-
via). At the same time, he made extensive use of the provisions of
the ‘confederate’ 1974 Constitution, which had previously met
with widespread opposition, in addressing questions related to the
representation of the autonomous provinces in the Federation.
Serbia became unified, but representatives of the autonomous
provinces remained in the Presidency of the SFR Yugoslavia and
the Federal Parliament.

Combining social and national terminology, MiloSevi¢ easily
switched from the struggle against ‘bureaucratized leaderships’ to
the struggle against ‘enemies of the people’. In stating that ‘the
order of the day is not discussion, but history’ (244), he moved
from the ‘criminals among our own ranks’, who ‘have to go both
because they stole from us and because they brought shame on us’
(255), to the ‘struggle for freedom’ which ‘this nation is winning’.
Supported by over a million people, according to the official media
estimates, at Us¢e in 1988, MiloSevi¢ claimed that ‘we shall win,
regardless of the fact that today, just as in the past, Serbia’s enemies
outside the country are uniting with those inside the country ..
there is no battle in the world which the people have lost. The
leadership has no choice. Either it puts itself at the head of the
people and listens to the voice of the people, or it will be swept
away by time’ (276). In June 1989, at Gazimestan, supported by an
even bigger crowd, MiloSevi¢ gave a clear indication of the kind of
battles he had in mind: ‘..today, we are again in battle and facing
battle. These battles do not involve weapons, although such battles
are not yet excluded’ (Politika, 29 June 1989).

In spite of all attempts to pass the rallies off as spontaneous
multi-national gatherings, as ‘wonderful popular get-togethers’, and
to give them a character essentially different from the similar
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events taking place among the Kosovo Albanians (which were
‘counter-revolutionary’ and ‘uni-national’), or later, in 1990, in
other republics, it was already clear in 1988 that these rallies, be-
cause of their very magnitude, their everyday occurrence in vari-
ous cities and towns in Serbia, and the slogans heard at them—
ranging from demands for the protection of Yugoslavia to de-
mands for the killing of members of other nationalities—caused
only fear and rejection in other Yugoslav republics.®

Gatherings

The slogans used at the 1988 gatherings can be divided into several
groups, and all arose from the political demands dictated by the
Belgrade regime. If MiloSevi¢ spoke of a ‘unified Yugoslavia’, the
masses shouted ‘We want a unified Yugoslavia"’ (Gnjilane); support
for the Serbian authorities was mostly expressed with reference to
MiloSevi¢: ‘Long live the Central Committee of the League of
Communists of Serbia (CK SKS), headed by Slobodan Milo3evié’,
‘An attack on the Serb leadership is an attack on us’ (KruSevac),
‘Slobodan is a heroic name’ (Raska), ‘Keep going, Slobo, the people
are with you’, ‘Help, Slobo! (Novi Sad) ... but there were also some
other rare ‘heroes’™—'We won’t give you up, Kertes!” (Novi Sad).
When MiloSevi¢ called for the removal of the leaderships in the
Yugoslav republics, the masses shouted ‘Down with Krunic¢,
‘Down with Dolanc’, ‘Down with Mati¢’, ‘Down with Vllasi’, ‘Down
with Kacusha Jashari’ (Gnjilane, etc.), ‘Azem, prepare a blanket,
there is a cell waiting for you’, ‘This is the last goodbye, Kruni¢,
Vllasi, Vrhovec’ (Nik3i¢), ‘Serb autonomists, go to Croatia and
Slovenia, you will get an autonomous province’ (Kraljevo), ‘Vllasi
and Smole are oxen’ (Titovo UzZice), ‘Kruni¢ is a thief (Novi Sad),
‘Vrhovec, Vllasi, Smole—down with them all’, ‘Hafner, keep your
finger’, ‘Janez, shame on you’ (Belgrade) ... Anti-Albanian and anti-
Slovenian sentiments were reflected in moralistic slogans, such as
‘Albanian mothers, do you love your children? (Gornji Milanovac),
‘Slovenes, remember Serbian bread’ (Kraljevo) ... Threats were
included in slogans such as ‘We are the army’, “‘We will kill the bal-
ists, the people should judge them’ (Gnjilane), ‘Let the trees grow,
let the flowers blossom, Montenegro is going into battle, it will no
longer be a slave’, ‘We will fight’ (Pe€), ‘If necessary, we will all join
the struggle for freedom’ (Niksic), ‘Strike the devil, and leave no
trace’ (KrusSevac), ‘We won't give you away, land of Obili¢, we
won't give you away without bloodshed’ (Putinci), and, in 1990,
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‘We are ready to organize volunteers’ (Svetozarevo), ‘We don’t want
appeals, we want action’, ‘We are going to Kosovo’ (Studentski grad,
Belgrade). There were also demands for military rule in Kosovo,
and for taking Slovenia to court (Ni$). One should bear in mind
that these slogans represent a selection from the daily Politika,
while the more extreme ones could have been seen and heard on
television. MiloSevi¢ himself said in his book that the slogan ‘Death
to Shquiptars’ was unacceptable (the Politika reporters did not
hear it, just as they did not hear the slogans ‘We want weapons’ and
‘We want the Russians’).

Even though Milosevic at first tried to portray the rallies as a so-
cial revolt, and even though both those who defended and sup-
ported him (believing that in doing so they were defending Yugo-
slavia), and those who later criticized him for nationalist reasons
(thinking that he had abandoned the programme for unified
Serbdom) saw in him a Communist leader, there was only one type
of slogan absent from his gatherings—those with social content. At
one demonstration in front of the Yugoslav Parliament, when the
Rakovica workers called on him, claim that their demands were
only social, and asking for their salaries, MiloSevi¢ himself turned
this into a demand for a solution to the national question. He dis-
missed the workers, ordering them to go back to their workplaces,
making no mention of their social problems. Once again, it proved
that the appearance of a determined national leader, supported by
the national authorities, easily shifted social dissatisfaction onto
the national level. It was enough for the leaders to claim that the
reason for the economic crisis lay in national subordination and
disunity, for the dissatisfied masses unanimously to demand weap-
ons instead of increased salaries.

Slobodan MiloSevi¢ was right when he called 1989 ‘the year of
the solution’. All the preparations for the solution, if Yugoslavia
was to be treated as a knot that could not be untangled, and that is
exactly how it was treated,” were completed during that year.
Thus, the events of 1990 to 1992 are merely a logical continua-
tion-the victory of the nationalist parties at the 1990 elections in
most Yugoslav republics, the breaking up of Yugoslavia along na-
tional seams, and, since those seams were nowhere ‘neatly sewn’,
war, killing, the ‘exodus’ or ‘evacuation’ of the population
(depending on whether it was ‘ours’ or ‘theirs”), and overall geno-
cide, although this term has been used so much that it has become
worn out.. The frequent contemporary debates on whether Slobo-
dan MiloSevi¢ was a nationalist or a Communist who was playing
‘the national card’, on whether the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA)
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was defending Communism or the borders of Greater Serbia, and
on whether the remaining national leaders were ‘Tito’s generals’,
people from the Communist nomenclature or nationalists, were
totally meaningless. Ascribing to the ‘spectre—which had long
stopped haunting Europe—all the credit for later events provided a
safe haven for those who believed that nationalism could be be-
nevolent (especially if it was ‘ours’), and that evils done in the
name of nationalism were not an integral part of it; all of this ob-
scures an undeniable fact—Yugoslavia was shattered because of
nationalism, and the first accomplished aim was the ‘cleansing’ of
the taken/liberated territories, not of anti-Communism, but of
other nations. And, as always, in that work that was carried out so
thoroughly, anti-Communism proved to be the most faithful ally of
those to whom today it is so difficult to give a name.

Steps towards disintegration

The preparatory actions for the break-up of Yugoslavia were the
following:

a) the recognition of the Kosovo Serbs’ dissatisfaction as the
main trigger for the general dissatisfaction of the Serbian
people (end of 1986 to beginning of 1987);

b) the directing and manipulating of this dissatisfaction, not just
in order to ‘solve’ the question of Kosovo autonomy, but also
to settle accounts with those people with different opinions
in the Serbian leadership, those who were not ready for radi-
cal changes and who believed that the crisis had to be solved
gradually and without any major breaks (end of 1987);

¢) the formidable and unified propaganda activity of the media,
aimed at heightening to an extreme level first anti-Albanian,
and later anti-Slovenian, emotions (1988);

d) the exploitation of dissatisfaction among the Kosovo Serbs
in order to realize the fight against the ‘autonomists’, that is,
mass gatherings in Vojvodina, organized by the Kosovo Serbs,
aimed at bringing down the Vojvodina leadership and deny-
ing Vojvodina autonomy (autumn 1988);

¢) the exploitation of dissatisfaction among the Kosovo Serbs to
bring down the leadership of Montenegro through mass
gatherings (January 1989);

f) the amending of the Serbian Constitution on the same day as
twenty-two demonstrators and two policemen were killed in
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Kosovo, and after special measures had been put into force
and the Kosovo Albanian leadership arrested (March 1989);

g) the start of the anti-Croatian campaign, along with the anti-
Albanian and anti-Slovenian campaigns already underway
(early 1989);8

h) Serbia’s predominance in federal government institutions in
1989 after the de facto (Vojvodina) and formal (Kosovo)
abolishment of the autonomous provinces within the repub-
lic, and the retaining of their competencies in the Federation
(Presidency of the SFRY);

i) the organizing of the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina, with decisive help from Serbia (1989);

j) informing Slovenia, which most ardently and persistently
opposed Milosevi¢’s policies, that unless it accepted the
‘happening of the people’ from Kosovo in its republic, it
could leave Yugoslavia through the official severing of all
ties.? Slovenia refused, and ties were severed. The economic
blockade was merely the most obvious aspect of the break-
up, in which the manipulated population of Serbia had its
‘patriotic’ role (end of 1989).

Between 1986 and 1989, a parallel process can be observed only
in Slovenia:

a) after the publication of the Memorandum, the Slovenian re-
view Nova Revija published the Contributions for the Slove-
nian National Programme (January 1987);

b) the Slovenian public gathered around the trial of Janez Jan3a
and others, and at the same time media attacks on JNA began,
primarily focusing on the exclusive use of the Serbo-Croatian
language, and stressing that Slovenes should not serve in any
army outside their own republic;

c) the events in Kosovo and Serbia united the Slovenian intel-
lectual and political elites (until then in conflict because of
the Nova Revija) in support of Albanians and in rejection of
MilosSeviC’s policies at the meeting in Cankarjev dom in Ljubl-
jana (early 1989);

d) the amending of the republic’s constitution (September 1989);

e) the firm rejection and banning of the ‘meeting of truth’ in
Ljubljana (December 1989).

There were no parallel processes in Croatia, Bosnia-
Hercegovina and Macedonia between 1986 and 1989, but they are
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reflected on the level of national homogenization, directly helping
the newly formed nationalist parties to win the 1990 elections.

Preparatory activities between 1986 and 1989, and the reactions
which such activities evoked, meant that by early 1990 all the im-
portant elements necessary for the destruction of Yugoslavia were
present:

a)

the dissolution of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia
(SKJ) at its Fourteenth Congress, and the breakdown of the
Yugoslav Communist option (January 1990);

b) the pre-election campaign in all the Yugoslav republics which

<)

brought to the surface nationalist parties, and the pre-
election gatherings and nationalist euphoria, especially in
Croatia in early 1990, both of which had all the characteris-
tics of the ‘happening of the people’, merely with a different
motive; the unstoppable overflowing of nationalism across
the republics’ borders and the homogenization of the na-
tions, not just through propaganda, but also as a result of
party activity—the Serbian Democratic Party (SDS) in Croatia,
Bosnia-Hercegovina and Serbia; the Party for Democratic Ac-
tion (SDA) in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Serbia (Sandzak); and
the Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ) in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina (February 1990);

the victory of the United Slovenian opposition (DEMOS) in
Slovenia (8 April 1990, with 55 per cent of the votes), the
HDZ in Croatia (22 April 1990, 41.5 per cent of the votes), the
Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization-Democratic
Party for Macedonian National Unity (VMRO-DPMNE) in Ma-
cedonia (11 November 1990, 37 seats in the Parliament), the
SDA, SDS and HDZ in Bosnia-Hercegovina (18 November
1990,SDA: 86 seats; SDS: 72 seats; HDZ: 44 seats), the Socialist
Party of Serbia (SPS) in Serbia (9 December 1990, 45.8 per
cent of the votes or 77.6 per cent of the members of Parlia-
ment) (Kovacevi¢ and Daji¢ 1994). The formula for the ‘Third
Yugoslavia’ in Serbia meant the concept ‘all Serbs in one state’,
with the denial of the AVNOQJ borders, and the appropriation
of the JNA and its being used for the realization of separate in-
terests; in Slovenia, it meant a policy of exclusiveness when it
came to establishing independence, the rejection of the JNA,
and the arming of the territorial defence; in Croatia, it meant a
demand for independence and the constitutional definition of
Croatia as the state of the Croatian people only, and the crea-
tion and arming of the Croatian army; in Bosnia-Hercegovina
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it represented a confrontation of two mutually exclusive con-
cepts-a unified and indivisible Bosnia-Hercegovina, in con-
trast to the Serb Bosnia-Hercegovina joined with other Serb
lands; Montenegro followed Serbia in all points, and Macedo-
nia just moved along (1990);

d) federal elections were made impossible and the reformist
federal government of Ante Markovi¢ brought down, with
the all-out support of engaged intellectuals;!0

e) the new national-political leaders were not prepared to make
agreements, and maintained mutually exclusive positions, in
the belief that the moment had finally come to realize
‘historical dreams’ through the break-up of Yugoslavia-that
is, Greater Serbia, an independent Slovenia, an independent
Croatia;

f) the years between 1990 and 1992 were years of referendums.
The results of these were cited as the main argument for be-
ginning the war. That is how all came to an end. In the refer-
endums people opted for war, everywhere in the belief that
they were giving their voice for peace and security.

Ideology realized through force

The breakup of Yugoslavia was brought about with reference to a
‘global civilization of informatics’. Yugoslavia was shattered in the
name of the new society, ‘wisdom, harmony, beauty, humanity’; in
the name of the ‘national, democratic future’; in the name of the
‘inalienable right of the people to self-determination’; in the name
of the ‘free, open, modern society’; in the name of securing a
‘better, more creative, more moral society’; in the name of ‘just
state borders which will not cause interethnic hatred and wars’; in
the name of ‘political plurahsm a social- democratlc society, and
social justice and equality...

Yugoslavia was destroyed in the name of the ‘informatic revolu-
tion’; in the name of ‘the end of the nation’; in the name of the
‘endangering of humanity by de-humanization’; in the name of
‘modern society’, a ‘civil nation’, ‘natural right’; in the name of ‘a
positive liberal tradition’; in the name of ‘mother-homeland-
God...".

In the late 1980s, Serb and Slovenian intellectuals referred to
every possible democratic, progressive, civilizational aim in order
to prove that the existence of Yugoslavia as a common country was
not possible.
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In considering the reasons for the break-up of Yugoslavia, many
scholars believe that the answer is very simple and clear-cut. Some
start from the obvious fact of the secession of some republics, and
explain the break-up in this way; others find in the psychological
structures perennial evidence of ‘anti-Yugoslavism’ or ‘Yugoslavism’
as an immanent characteristic of a collective ‘national being’, and
see in the endless conflict between those ‘for’ and ‘against’ Yugo-
slavia the reason for its dissolution; a third group of scholars be-
lieve that all the factors necessary for the disintegration of the state
are to be found with the Communists who, by definition, are
‘guilty’ of everything; a fourth group seek for an explanation in an
international conspiracy involving America and Germany, the
comintern and the Vatican, ‘the Fourth Reich’ and the ‘new world
order’.

We reject the idea that the declaration of independence of
Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia and Bosnia-Hercegovina was the
cause of the break-up of Yugoslavia and the war in its territory,
simply by looking at the succession of events. Even if we accept
the explanation that under the term ‘secession’ we should under-
stand the defining and realization of national aims under national
names, unlike other examples of the defining and realizing na-
tional aims under the ‘Yugoslav’ name, and thus mark it as a strug-
gle for ‘maintaining’ Yugoslavia, we cannot overlook the fact that
this took place in mid-1991 or early 1992 when all the factors
leading to the break-up of Yugoslavia and the start of the war had
already been completed, that is, the definition of national aims, the
creation of homogenized nations around national leaders, the for-
mulation of national programmes—none of which ‘envisaged’
Yugoslavia. To be for or against Yugoslavia cannot be seen as a
national characteristic—it is merely a matter of defining what
‘Yugoslavia’ was, and of stating the amount of fear that had to be
provoked through various definitions of the content of
‘Yugoslavia’. Only the simple power of great numbers determined
what would be called ‘defence’ and what would be called the
‘breaking up’ of Yugoslavia. In either case, it ceased to exist.

The second Yugoslavia disappeared through the disintegration
of Yugoslavia, but a great deal more disappeared as well. The idea
of Yugoslavia as a state community of the South Slav peoples was
destroyed, and the belief that any one of those peoples could toler-
ate in its vicinity anyone who did not share its identity was shat-
tered.

Ethnically pure states have been created, as never before in his-
tory, on the ruins of Yugoslavia. The time is not yet ‘ripe’ for them
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to introduce democratic systems, and almost all the objective ele-
ments of dissatisfaction with the previous state still trouble their
citizens, along with a new, irretrievably lost advantage of Yugosla-
via. Never in its history has it been so vitally dependent on its sur-
roundings, nor as non-independent as the states created on its ru-
ins are today—without hope of changing this situation in the near
future.

Under the slogan ‘protection of the people’, ‘ancient hearths’,
‘the saving of graveyards and churches’, a war for the territories
started, out of the anachronistic belief that a big ethnic state is
proof of a successful state. Any consideration of the creation of
such states also involved the possibility of either the assimilation or
removal of groups of the population. When Yugoslavia existed,
such a demand was civilizationally regressive, regardless of all the
hedges on future democracy and the rights of minorities, and
opened the question of why Yugoslavia could not be the frame in
which everybody would be given all such rights. By promising
respect for minority rights in the future ethnic states, while ex-
cluding the possibility of Yugoslavia’s existence as a state of equals,
the nationalist belief of the intellectuals—that the Yugoslav nations
could be free only if they were a ‘majority’ or, that democracy was
possible only where one could say with certainty who was ‘the
boss'—was confirmed. The reduction of demands for democracy
and freedom to the demand for the ethnic state is nationalism,
since it implies that the ethnos alone is capable of democracy, or
that it represents a unique organism, a unique understanding of
democracy and freedom free of internal ambivalence and conflict-
ing interests. Every plea to solve the national question ‘once and
for all’ as an ethnic question, ignoring all the historical changes and
in the belief that historical heritage can be erased; every such plea
which understands by the ethnic space and name everything that
at some point belonged to it (to the ethnos), regardless of the fact
that it belonged to someone else at some other moment and that it
lies within territory that is mixed both ethnically and in terms of
religion, advocates the cutting up of the country’s territory into
small pieces to the point of absurdity, and necessarily justifies the
domination of the bigger over the smaller, and of the more power-
ful over the weaker.

The elites tried to solve the intermixing of the population
through its removals towards the ethnic ‘motherlands’. In the ab-
sence of any foundation for their demands on the ethnic level, they
found arguments in history; in the absence of any foundation for
the borders in history, they found arguments on the ethnic level;
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where there were arguments in neither history nor ethnos, there
were graveyards or churches; for denouncing Yugoslavia as a
Communist product they used ‘national reconciliation’ (Nedi¢ and
Mihajlovic in Serbia, Bleiburg in Croatia, Kocevski rog in Slovenia).
Pointers to the recognition of national identity were found only in
the pre-Yugoslav past, and were primarily symbolsthat were as old
as possible: flags, coats of arms, hymns, the journeyings of the rel-
ics of saints, the removal of the relics, the return of national
monuments, the tearing down of monuments that symbolized any
common struggle...

Even today there are intellectuals ready to speak of the
‘necessity’ and ‘inevitability’ of the war, and even of the positive
changes brought about, the aims achieved, the ‘biological injec-
tions’, the good sides of the war and the break-up of the country.
Even today, some are positive and full of optimism when they
speak of the ‘contribution’ of the Yugoslav intellectual and political
elites towards the better and more just lives of their peoples. For
what are the deaths of hundreds of thousands, the displacement of
millions, the irretrievable destruction of a cultural legacy, incalcu-
lable material damage and spiritual regression ... compared to the
realization of the ‘centuries-old dreams’, ‘two hundred years of
struggles’, visions of ‘little Switzerland’ or ‘great Sweden’
‘Patriotism’ has become a race to break up the shared country, and
‘treachery’, rare examples (among all the nations) of its protection.
There is a conscious effort to hide the fact that the shared country,
by the very fact it existed, was accepted by the majority of its citi-
zens for seven decades, regardless of the situation of crisis it was
in, and regardless of the international environment. There is also
an effort to hide the fact that there was still potential for positive
transformations. Its break-up from the inside was the easiest and
quickest solution; it demanded least intellectual effort from its
intellectual and political elites who were impotent in the face of
civilizational questions .
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1 The General Assembly of the SANU, 23 May 1985. For more details, see
the contribution of O. Milosavljevi¢ in this volume.
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1981).

4 On the attitude of the Serb intellectuals in more detail, see the contri-
bution of O. Milosavljevi¢ in this volume.

5 According to the reporter of the Belgrade daily Politika, with the ex-
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arjeva zalozba (publisher of the Nova Revija) agreed to confirm Boris
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Board, as well as retention the Contributions for the Slovenian National
Programme. JoZe Smole objected to this, saying that ‘a continuity which
means undermining the heritage of the socialist revolution and the con-
stitutional order’ was unacceptable (Politika, 6 April 1987).

6 Great political and media pressure was exerted on those places where
someone tried to prevent a rally. Rejection in other places of the events in
Serbia could be discerned through the following quotations taken from
the Belgrade press: the Presidency of the Municipal Committee (OK) of
the Socialist Union of the Working People (SSRN) Titov Vrbas—‘the rally is
not acceptable’ (Politika, 25 August 1988); after a meeting with people
from Kosovo, it was decided that the rally would take place (Politika, 26
August 1988). The day after, Politika published a letter—We support your
trip to the rally in Titov Vrbas’—from the Home for War Invalids in Soko-
banja (Politika, 27 August 1988); Cazin refused the invitation to attend
the rally in Bela Palanka (Politika, 22 September 1988); after a rally, Srem-
ska Mitrovica refused to host a ‘forty-year anniversary of the start of the
building of the Brotherhood-Unity highway’, giving as his reasons the de-
sire to prevent it ‘from turning into something else’ (Politika, 23 Septem-
ber 1988); a polemic in the press on whether Split made a mistake in not
sending a delegation to the Kragujevac rally (Politika, 6 November 1988);
the severing of all relations with Slovenia because it rejected a rally in
Ljubljana (Politika, 1 November 1989); following the request of four Serb
villages—Trpinja, Bobot, Pacetin and Brsadin near Vukovar—to organize a
‘truth rally’, the SSRN Vukovar replied that ‘it does not accept informal
mass gatherings. We estimate that the situation would be uni-national (...)
it would only worsen a relatively stable situation’ (Polétika, 10 February
1990). In the 18 February 1990 Politika, the following question was
posed: ‘Will there be a gathering “for a unified Yugoslavia” in Vukovar?’
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7 G. Pogo, at the Serb intellectuals’ Congress in Sarajevo: ‘If you cannot
untangle the knot, cut it’ (Politika, 30 March 1992).

81t is interesting to note that the anti-Muslim campaign was not pre-
pared—even the ‘Agrokomerc’ affair did not bring it to the level of the
other three. This fact leads one to presuppose that Muslim resistance to
the ‘Third Yugoslavia’ was not expected. The anti-Macedonian cam-
paign began late, when the war was already raging in Croatia and Bos-
nia; it soon stopped, and the ‘endangering’ of Serbs in that republic was
left to wait for some better times.

9 On 1 December 1989 the following banner headline appeared on the
front page of Politika: ‘Serbia breaks relations with the Slovenian re-
gime’. The text contained a statement to the effect that, on the occasion
of the banning of the truth meeting in Slovenia, ‘the peoples of Serbia ...
refuse to be further humiliated and beg Slovenia not to secede from
Yugoslavia, and not to carry out anti-Yugoslav, anti-Serbian and anti-
human policies’. For this reason the Presidency of the Socialist Union of
the Working People (SSRN) of Serbia ‘calls upon all institutions and all
work organizations and offices in Serbia to sever all ties with Slovenia’.
On that day, and on the days that followed, the newspaper was full of
attacks on Slovenia.

10 D. Cosié: ‘We are the country of schisms and lies—national, religious,

social lies. We still do not shoot and do not kill each other because we
are convinced that death is not the greatest evil that we can inflict on
each other. It is hard to understand why President [of the federal gov-
ernment} Markovi¢ is ignoring Yugoslav political reality, and it is even
more difficult to believe that it could be superseded by [multi-] party
elections’ (Politika, 4 August 1990).
V. Seks: ‘... Markovi¢’s concept has no future and, in the final conse-
quence, the republics must become independent in relation to it, and
seek their own solutions. ... It is my belief that his project cannot be re-
alized: awareness of the republics’ sovereignty is so deeply embedded
that Markovi¢ cannot compensate it with his programme. In short,
Markovic is still too much a non-nationalist, and the price for that is
very high today’ (Da, 2 October 1990).
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This paper deals with the production of traumas in the party state.
The historical background of the production of trauma is dealt
with first, and the preventing of catharsis is discussed later. The
underlying assumption is that three series of factors led to a
‘synthesis’ of all traumas in the victim-nation, while a liberation
from trauma was looked for in a revenge-nation. Only the populist
movement (‘happening of the people’) was able to bring to the
surface many traumas that had previously been suppressed and
hidden, not only because of the repression of the party state, but
also due to a trust in its anti-fascist legitimacy, as well as to the fact
that Yugoslavia was more open than all other countries of ‘existing
socialism’ and that people lived much more freely and more com-
fortably there than in those other countries. In the midst of the
horrors of war, many remembered that time with nostalgia, but
this cannot deny the facts of the character of the previous political
movement.

War as a way of life

War has a very important place in the collective memory of the
Serbs; it is part of the way of life, not just a myth, a legend and an
epic. The Balkans are a metaphor for continuous divisions and
clashes and for ceaseless confusion, although it is also the cradle of
different cultures. For hundreds of years, wars have been raging in
the Balkans, in which the main roles have usually been played by
Turkey, Austria and Venice, as well as by the great powers: Russia,
England, France and Germany. These wars have usually included
the Serbs. Exceptions are extremely rare (the Crimean war, for
example, when Serbia stayed neutral, traded with all sides in the
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conflict, and became economically stronger). Serbs also took part
in wars outside the Balkans, all around Europe and usually on the
side of Turkey or Austria (for example the Thirty Years War, 1618-
1648).

When war is part of everyday life, it is hard to have a distanced
attitude towards it and to regard it as an exceptional or even trau-
matic event. That becomes even more difficult since, in the states
of that time, the vocation of warrior was very highly regarded.
According to sociologists, that profession was the most convenient
channel of vertical mobility for both individuals and their families,
even regardless of religious and ethnic allegiance (except for the
highest military ranks and government positions). Turnarounds in
the life of whole nations were also connected with the results of
wars. Whoever was on the winning side consolidated their posi-
tion (or even expanded it) on a certain territory, while the losing
side shared the destiny of the defeated army, retreating even from
those territories in which it had lived many years (the Great Ser-
bian exodus of 1690, for example). More permanent ties to one
higher military command or another influenced religious or even
ethnic allegiances.

The warrior lifestyle also affected significant segments of the
civil population that dealt with crafts related to the maintenance of
the army, and that supported themselves with war booty. A mili-
tary Rrajina ran along the northern edge of the Balkans, from the
Adriatic to the Carpathians, the best and most lasting organized by
Austria. This was a permanent war zone, a fortification from which
Austria, Venice and Turkey were attacked or defended. It was
common to see this barrier as ante murale Cristianitatis, with the
expected reward for the defence of Christian Europe from the
Islamic intrusion and the Asian onslaught.

This warrior lifestyle was dominant not only at the front, but
also at the rear. As stated by the Istorija srpskog naroda (The His-
tory of the Serbian People), war and looting was, for many, the only
craft they knew, a profession for life (Vol. III-1, 1993: 283). War
and looting created a special war economy, both during longer
military campaigns and during occasional intrusions into enemy
territory, regardless of whether members of the same people lived
in that territory. Thus Serbs were frequently both the looters and
the looted (228).

Instead of idealized images of chivalric competitions, ‘manhood
and heroism’—celebrated by the guslars and talked about by the
ordinary folk—historiography presents us with images of ‘mutual
hatred’ (40) and ‘general bloodshed’ (97) which also took place



Traumatology of the Party State 83

among members of the same nation. It was not enough for an en-
emy to be disabled or removed, even wounded or killed, to make
him concede defeat and retreat from the battlefield, he was also
subjected to torture, massacre, torment, dismemberment. To this
day, all this is preserved in the oral and written folk culture, mostly
in epic poetry, but also by a ruling ideology which glorifies war
and warriors through a system of education (Colovi¢ 1993, 1994).1

In such circumstances, there is hardly any difference between a
time of war and a time of peace. Peace merely appears as a decep-
tive break between clashes and fierce battles. In the History of the
Serbian People mentioned above, it is written that ‘The ordinary
folk hit on its former beys, neighbour on neighbour, cousin on
cousin, only to make peace within that overall bloodshed, stop the
fighting and make ties of blood brotherhood’ (337-338).

‘Mutual hatred’ and ‘general bloodshed’ were not reserved only
for periods of great confusion, but also for many dynastic clashes,
rebellions and uprisings. The mutilation and killing of rivals for a
throne or some high-ranking position in the army, party or state,
features throughout the Nemanji¢ era, recurs in the time of upris-
ings (Karadorde killed his own father and brother; Milo§ hired
Karadorde’s assassin and afterwards sent Karadorde’s head to the
Sultan in Istanbul), and continues right up to the present, from the
brutal crushing of resistance to a despotic government, to the as-
sassination of Duke Mihailo and the massacre of Draga MasSin and
Aleksandar Obrenovi¢ (Jeroti¢ 1993). Violence against political
opponents, even going as far as murder, is not rare even at the be-
ginning of parliamentarism in Serbia.

National romanticism inspired rebellions and liberation wars,
lowering the level of tolerance of violence. The use of violence on
the part of the rebels was justified by sacred national aims, as well
as by the goal of liberation from their suffering at the hands of
others . That trend was opposed by a sober realism. For example, at
a session of the National Assembly (Kragujevac, 1876), the idea of
stirring up Serb rebellion in Bosnia-Hercegovina was criticized as
putting the future of Serbia at risk. During the Balkan wars, when
the mood of hostility reached its peak, there were critical voices in
the National Parliament opposing the growing militarization. Such
critics included the respected intellectual Jovan Skerli¢, a deputy of
the Independent Radical Party (1964: 297-417). War adventurism
was even more fervently opposed by the Serbian Social Democrats,
both in the National Assembly and more generally. They led a cam-
paign against war credits and ran the risk of having their patriot-
ism questioned, or even of being labelled as national traitors.
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The advocates of war were stronger and had a decisive influence
on public opinion. Thus, the military profession gained a more
important role in Serbia, both during the preparations for the war,
and, to an even greater extent, after victory. For example, the offi-
cers’ society ‘Unification or Death’ (better known as ‘The Black
Hand’) was extremely influential throughout Serbia at the very
time when efforts to establish a parliamentary democracy were
increasing (Vasi¢ 1990; Popovi¢-Obradovi¢ 1995). The military
authorities represented serious competition to the civil authorities,
primarily in the newly liberated countries where the local popula-
tion did not see the new government as liberators, but—due to its
militarism, cruelty and corruption—as occupiers. This was particu-
larly true for areas such as northern Albania (1913), where
‘punitive expeditions’ were undertaken, which included massacres
of the local population (Tucovic¢ 1914).

If a war is evaluated positively, or glorified as the correcting of
the results of a previous war, or even seen in terms of collective
vengeance (bearing in mind such popular slogans as ‘For Kosovo-
Kumanovo’, and ‘For Slivnica-Bregalnica’), then the likelihood of
experiencing war wounds as traumatic is very limited. On the con-
trary, such wounds are a reason for congratulation, the ‘honourable
wounds’ of heroes.

War and government

A positive image of war and of soldiers dominated the public
scene. The victorious Serb army was glorified as the decisive factor
in ‘the liberation of its brethren’, from whom unconditional grati-
tude was expected. If the non-Serb population showed insufficient
respect, or if it ‘created problems’ for the new regime, violent
‘pacification’ was carried out by the police, gendarmerie and army,
bringing with it new traumas. The use of force brought pain to
some, but was fruitful for others. Participation in the victorious side
in the war went together not only with ideological support, but also
with social promotion, allowing people to escape from joblessness
and poverty to guaranteed work—in the army, the postal service,
the railway service, the police and gendarmerie, all the way to ca-
reers in diplomacy and the highest positions in the state.

The army had basically the same position in the second Yugosla-
via. As a result of a set of historical circumstances (i.e. having been
subjected to Ustasha crimes and genocide after the military defeat
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of the first Yugoslavia), Serbs were the first to start the uprising
and were the most numerous in the victorious army, especially
among the higher ranks, promotion to which was based on length
of war experience and military achievements. In the meritocracy, a
place in the nomenclature was achieved by a proven readiness to
use force and violence, not only in war but in peace as well, when
an incessant struggle against various ‘enemies’ continued. A suc-
cessful career was therefore considered a Rind of war booty
(Popov 1990: 106-108). The emphasizing of war merits implied
certain benefits. Diligent work on a farm or in a factory was con-
sidered unworthy of a soldier, although socialist-realist folklore for
some time insisted on competition at the ‘work front’.

War traumas were even more deeply suppressed by the state’s
legitimization of the war victory. In some circumstances, such
legitimization might fade or be replaced by some other in the sec-
ond or third generation (just as war profiteers usually become
popular benefactors only from the second generation on), but this
kind of evolution was halted suddenly by a new war. The rush for
booty sometimes became so widespread that it actually threatened
to compromise the legitimacy the order had gained by the war.
This occurred following the war, when there was an increase in
the number of soldiers waiting in queues to cash in their war mer-
its, or when whole cities, otherwise subservient to the occupation
force, were declared ‘hero cities’.

The legitimization of the political order by war was dynamite at
the very foundation of the state. Such legitimization was followed
by the slogan ‘We came to power through blood, we will not give
up power without it’. There was no place for tolerance, either of
those who had lost the war, or of political adversaries and oppo-
nents. Nor was there any room for democratic reforms. Political
changes were tied to new violence, just as the order being dis-
puted had originated in, and was based on, force. Thus, the conti-
nuity of the traditionally patriarchal society (‘war communities’,
‘war economy’) looked like being extended ad infinitum. This
situation was furthered by a cultural ideology, from the revitaliza-
tion of epic poetry to the new heroics of class and national revolu-
tion (Popov 1993).

Although, objectively, war endangers the lives of all people, it is
not traumatic for everyone-not only do the winners (and their
supporters) experience it as something positive, but neither the
losers nor those trying to remain outside the sharpest divisions and
conflicts have any opportunity to articulate the wounds inflicted
on them or to experience an adequate catharsis. In conditions of
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endemic poverty, widespread illiteracy and lack of education,
authoritarian government and weak aspirations towards democ-
racy, an interest in individual traumas and their cathartic resolu-
tion does indeed appear a luxury.

Militant anti-modernism

The discussion of trauma becomes relevant only from a different
perspective—that of modernism, where the individual becomes
central. Traumas come to be seen as the endangering of the iden-
tity or of the sovereignty of the subject. However, in the part of the
world under discussion, modernism is a marginal phenomenon,
with very limited initial effects and weak results in politics, the
economy and culture.2 However, in terms of culture at least, Euro-
pean standards with respect to the value of the individual, human
rights and freedoms, are not unknown as starting points for the
study of traumas and catharsis. Despite the patriarchal tradition,
the ‘warrior lifestyle’, the cruelty of both world wars, and the disas-
ters brought about by totalitarian ideologies (fascism, Nazism and
Stalinism), the vision of a free and balanced individuality did not
disappear. Such a vision is present in persistent efforts to establish
a balance between external, national, and internal, civic, freedom,;
this current is noticeable in Serbian cultural and political history,
but has not brought about any significant results (Popov 1989,
1990: 49-66). Various forms of individualism—Christian, liberal
and socialist—will go in the same direction.

Taking into account general living conditions, an investigation
of traumas and the search for catharsis belong to a parallel history
which remains hidden for most, not only because modernization
has not prevailed, but also because it was never strong enough to
allow people realistically to hope that there was some sense in
working towards the developing of a personality and a society.
This resulted in a clearly apparent passivity, even widespread apa-
thy, in people waiting for someone else, either the government or
someone outside the government, to solve their problems. A de-
tailed understanding of this situation would require a concrete
examination of traumas, or at least an examination of the objective
events that resulted in wounds, both physical and mental, which
remained hidden for long periods only to be reopened at some
point through new violence.
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Failure to keep up with the developed world is usually inter-
preted as the consequence of a lack of understanding on the part
of the powerful (regimes, states) of the problems of the small
(nations, countries), or as a consequence of various conspiracies
(of the Freemasons, the Vatican, Comintern, the West). Thus, a
people may appear as an object of external action. The ‘home’
players are usually seen as the leaders and the political elite.

At the historical moment when the collapse of the ancien ré-
gime seemed to be opening up a horizon of modernization and
democracy following the fall of the Berlin wall, ‘ordinary people’
expressed their attitude of militant anti-modernism in a concise
and convincing way. It became apparent only when the surface
layer of the patriotic pathos (the defence of the ‘ancient hearth’
from the vicious enemy) was moved aside.

Thus, a Serb soldier (from the large Urukalo family) clearly ex-
plained his motives for fighting. First, the army guaranteed a
minimal but reliable source of food and clothing, especially to poor
people in poor areas. ‘If it wasn’t for this war’, said one member of
the Urukalo family, ‘we would have nothing to wear! My brother, we
are being clothed by the army, and since time immemorial we have
preferred the uniform to any other clothes.” Secondly, the army and
the war legalized the possession of weapons, and, according to tradi-
tion (valid both in the Wild West and in the warmongering East),
only an armed man is a free man. Thirdly, and most importantly, the
war did away with the dependence of ‘ordinary people’ and their
everyday life in the factory (and elsewhere) to which they were
‘called’ every morning by their alarm clock. ‘Before this war,” said
Urukalo, ‘the alarm clock was what we hated the most, since it rang
at dawn to force people to work in the fields or in the offices, some-
thing which every noble man hates.’ In the war, the armed ‘noble
man’ stepped from the modern to the archaic age, from various
‘artificial creations’, such as the alarm clock, the factory, the institu-
tion, into the ‘organic life’ and ‘natural state’. Since the alarm clocks
no longer rang, the soldiers triumphed: “‘You go where you want and
do what you want’ (Kalaji¢ 1994: 76-79; 1993: 24-25).3

The city, as the centre of modern life, is one of the places which
‘free warriors’ have always hated the most, both in the past and in
the present. Regardless of religion or nation , there were frighten-
ing traces of barbarism in this war (Vukovar, Mostar, the siege and
destruction of Sarajevo). The military leaders and ‘ordinary’ sol-
diers did not hide any of their envy, fear and hatred of the city and
of citizens, and used such feelings as a motive for destruction
(urbicide) (Bogdanovié¢ 1994).
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From Vukovar (1920) to Vukovar (1991)

Vukovar is a symbol of the cruelty of this war. The city was de-
stroyed. The dead, the wounded and the displaced have not yet
been counted, but it has already been called by many the Hi-
roshima of our days. The main destructive force was the army of
the party state (JNA). Just as in ancient tragedies, through a strange
set of circumstances the party state was conceived in the city in
1920, only to be destroyed by the army of that same party state in
1991. In 1920 the Second Congress of the KPJ was held in Vukovar,
during which the ‘Bolshevik current’ was victorious and imposed on
the Socialists and Social Democrats the famous twenty-one condi-
tions for joining the Comintern, without any discussion having taken
place. This marked the defeat of the strategy of the parliamentary
struggle for socialism advocated by the Socialists and Social Demo-
crats (Jaksi¢ 1986: 127-181); the doctrine of the Bolshevik revolu-
tion had won. Seventy years later, at the last congress of the Yugoslav
Communists (1990), a weak attempt to separate the Social Demo-
crats from the Communists failed; a once united party disintegrated,
and from its remains the Union of Communists—Movement for
Yugoslavia was formed, popularly called ‘the generals’ party’. The
war that was to rage in Yugoslavia started in the same year.

The government, as a holder of power, has a key place in the Bol-
shevik theory of revolution. Lenin and Stalin transformed Marx’s
idea of force as ‘the midwife of history’ into a militant concept, the
realization of which required a special breed of cadres. The distant
end—the harmony of a classless society—justified all means. The
avant-garde embarked on revolution with that idea, spreading a cer-
tain practice of government in concentric circles of traumatization.

All against all

The ruthless settling of accounts was conditioned not only by a war-
like patriarchal tradition and a particular concept of revolution, but
also by more immediate antecedents, such as the world war and the
civil war. Not only survival and the realization of certain projects, but
the support of the allies, too, depended on militancy.

The violence of the occupation forces (especially the system of
100:1 retribution in Serbia) was followed by the violence of quisling
regimes, Ustasha genocide against the Serbs, Jews and Romas, and
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Chetnik genocide against the Muslims (especially Foca, 1942),
clashes between Chetniks, supporters of Ljoti¢, and Partisans, as well
as among themselves and quite often extremely brutal (killing from
ambush, executions, throat slitting). In the prevailing atmosphere of
hostility, the slogan ‘who will get whom?’ became a condition for
survival. The stronger the background, the greater the brutality.

The uprising started spontaneously, as defence against the terror
of ‘wild Ustasha’ and the quisling creation of the Independent State
of Croatia (NDH) in May and June 1941, before any party directive,
when, following tradition, the civil population fled to the forests
and hid in refuges under the protection of the people’s army.4 In
early June, these formations resisted the Ustasha in Hercegovina
and Bosnia. Only when the uprising became more widespread was
there a ‘differentiation’ among the rebels into Partisans and Chet-
niks, and some bitter internal fighting. The KPJ leadership and the
Chetnik leaders around DraZa Mihajlovi¢ attempted to place their
own people in command of the rebel units. The rivalry between
them was suppressed until November 1941 while they led a joint
struggle against the occupiers. After that, however, it exploded
into a vicious civil war. Between autumn 1941 and spring 1942,
rival leaderships organized ‘coups’ in the rebel units, killing their
opponents and replacing them with their own people (Sakota
1954; Baji¢ 1965; Hurem 1970). In parallel with their fight against
the occupiers s, the Partisans destroyed the previous forms of gov-
ernment (liquidating the gendarmerie, burning the municipal ar-
chives, etc.), while the Chetniks remained loyal to the old regime.

As happens quite often in civil war, points of conflict and the
number of participants multiplied. Mutual destruction was carried
out between the Partisans and the Chetniks, the supporters of
Ljoti¢ and the Chetniks, the Ustasha and the ‘domobrans’, the
Chetniks and the Ustasha. ... More people perished in these fights
than in the struggle against the occupier. The spiral of violence
was so intense that it continued even after the capitulation of the
Third Reich when, with no trial (rather according to the ‘justice of
the victors’), Partisans killed not only members of the enemies’
armies, but also members of the civilian population retreating with
them (Bleiburg, ‘circular road’, Kocevije, etc.).5

The road to power

Conceptual preparation for the revolution found its practical con-
firmation in the move to ‘the second phase of the revolution’,
when the struggle widened from that against the external enemy
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to an internal struggle for power. As soon as the German army was
stopped at Moscow in December 1941, the rebels’ Communist
leadership decided to start the ‘second phase’ of the revolution—
destroying the old forms of government and creating a new one.
Both the open opponents of Communism, as well as potential op-
ponents (according to the maxim ‘whoever is not for us is against
us’) were targeted (Petranovi¢ 1971). Such people were killed se-
cretly and buried in isolated areas (in ‘dogs’ graveyards’). The exact
number of victims of this ‘internal front’ is unknown, but this wave
of terror led to the defeat of the Partisan movement in Montene-
gro, and even the Communist leadership itself had to condemn it
as ‘leftist errors’, although it did not give up on the goals of the
revolution.

The manufacturing of subjects

Apart from ideological reasons, that is, the creation of a classless
society, there is 2 more immediate motive for the taking away of all
property: those who have no economic independence from the
government are much easier to rule. It was for this reason that the
new government took property not just from wealthy owners,
including the Church, but also from the majority of the popula-
tion-including the peasants, who were limited to owning ten hec-
tares. Despite convincing Western allies and the public at home
that a new government would not introduce Communism, in the
first days after the war a significant proportion of the population’s
property came into the hands of the ‘revolutionary authorities’.

State terror was hidden beneath the magic formula ‘expropriate
the expropriator’ (or, popularly, ‘steal what has been stolen’). Be-
sides ‘revolutionary’ laws on the abolition of large farms and the
confiscation of the property of enemies, there were also fixed
court proceedings followed by the confiscation of the property of
convicted ‘enemies’ (‘bourgeois’, ‘kulaks’). Among the better
known are the ‘Dachau processes’ (Krivokapi¢ 1986; Torkar 1984),
during which the whole arsenal of Stalinist procedures (torture,
denouncement spreading the circle of participants, permanent
fear) were employed.

Both those whose property was taken, and those to whom prop-
erty was given, became dependent on the new government which
became the main job provider for a work-force devoid of any
(union) protection. From the powerless peasants a new ‘work
army’ was formed, vital for the planned industrialization. Thus,
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among residents of the growing cities, mostly on their periphery, a
‘servant’ mentality existed for a long time: workers were unable to
behave as free citizens.

Forced collectivization

The chaotic collectivism of the patriarchal tradition was neither
widespread nor strong enough to support the new government.
The new authority tried to dominate the whole society and to
transform citizens into obedient servants. This was achieved
through mass colonization, the moving of people from poor areas
loyal to the government into the villages in Vojvodina and Slavonia.
Colonists in these areas, like the traditional Krajina men, were to
have the permanent role of the Praetorian guard of the regime.

Certain ‘oases’ of ‘civil society’, independent at least to some ex-
tent, disappeared during the clash between Tito and Stalin, the
SKP(B) and the KPJ. In order to remove the ‘Big Brother’s’ doubts
about ‘going astray from the revolutionary line’ (and from their
own selfish motives), a wave of nationalization of small industries,
craft shops, taverns and inns, and the forced collectivization of
villages, resulted in total devastation in villages and in agriculture.
‘Voluntarily’ created village zadrugas were characterized by low
productivity and general coercion. Along with collectivization
came forced atheization, a kind of ‘cultural revolution’ marked by
the ‘exorcism of God’ (Markov 1984). Nor was there much room
for private life. ‘A revolution that flows’ became a torrent that
broke opposition and swept away obstacles, destroying everything
in its way. This force had important support from the newcomers,
who expressed all their anger towards the ‘enemy’, proving loyalty
to the new government and ascending the ladder of the newly
created hierarchy of power (Popov 1983: 78-79).

This ‘phase of revolution’ lasted from the end of war (especially
after 1948) until 1952, almost as long as the ‘armed revolution’, but
left behind more lasting traces.

‘Re-education’ camps

Solzhenitsyn described the Bolshevik empire as the Gulag Archi-
pelago, as a system of prisons, camps and building sites in which
the regime punished its real or imagined opponents and, at the
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same time, as an important part of the centralized planned econ-
omy (Solzhenitsin 1985). Yugoslavia was not a Communist empire,
nor did it have a vast Siberia, but throughout history it has been at
the very edges of empires (the Roman Empire, for example) where
the holders of power have been the most brutal.

When the anathema was thrown at the KPJ from Moscow in
1948, a counter-anathema followed, along with a rarely seen at-
tempt to prove to ‘the first country of socialism’ the rightness of its
beliefs, primarily through a grand-scale collectivization of the
economy and the liquidation of even the most modest forms of
parliamentarism. Those who were not quick enough to follow the
government’s new course soon became its victims. This wave of
terror engulfed many who had no ties with Communism and no
Communist past (JeZov made use of the saying ‘When a forest is cut
down, splinters fly’).

Many people disappeared in the darkness of the terror, some
forever.® Sentencing was sometimes carried out by a municipal
court (‘sending to a certain place of residence’), sometimes by a
military court, and less frequently by a regular court. Old and new
gaols were filled at Glavnjaca, Gradiska, Mitrovica, Zabela, SpuZ,
Bilec¢a, Zenica, and new camps, also, the most notorious of which
was Goli otok (1949-1963). That was how the ‘little Gulag’, a copy
of the great Gulag, came into being, a permanent torture (Popovi¢
1988; Jovanovic¢ 1990; Peki¢ 1987, 1989)7 which produced ‘living
corpses’: ‘I was dead, but I did not die’, said one of those who suf-
fered there (Jovanovic¢ 1990: 432).

Not only party members who had come under suspicion, but
their families as well, were subjected to repression (coerced di-
vorces, the stigmatizing of children), as were friends and neigh-
bours and all those who did not co-operate with the authorities
(mostly through being denounced). Denouncing spread by
geometric progression, threatening to engulf the whole party and
a significant part of the state and society. What was happening was
‘almost a civil war’ (Mihailovi¢ 1995: 79-80).

The ‘Exporting’ of the civil war

A network of Comintern (Soviet) informers and agents, in which
Yugoslav cadres had an important place (Mustafa Golubié, Vlajko
Begovi¢, Mirko Markovié, et al.), was being developed throughout
the world (in the service of the ‘world revolution’). Various tasks,
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including the (physical) liquidation of opponents, adversaries and
‘enemies’ were carried out through this network. Besides rival
agents, targets included members of the opponents’ groups and
organizations (factions, parties), and, relevant to this discussion,
the Ustasha, Chetniks, Bali Kombtar and others. There was no
shortage of material means. In that regard, apart from public and
secret police services (OZN, UDB and SDB), an important role
was played by export companies with secret funds. The network
of firms with such funds spread after the war through, among
other things, the legalization of ‘useful malversations’ (a term
used for the founding of private companies abroad from public
funds).

Organizations defeated in the war employed terrorist methods
against representatives of the Yugoslav government abroad, as well
as in numerous showdowns among themselves, so that one might
say that the civil war continued abroad. Members of the classic
underworld participated in these showdowns, both at home and
on the international scene with the involvement of the notorious
‘Mafiosi’.

Of course, the connection between the holders of power and
the criminal underworld cannot be determined for certain, but, as
time went by, it became increasingly visible. It was made public in
spectacular court trials and in the later confessions of the ‘heroes
of our time’, such as that made by the greatest of them all, Bata
Todorovi¢ (1993: 42-48). Magazines were filled with descriptions,
bordering on the romantic, of the ‘life and work’ of what were
called the, ‘black pearls’ (Vujasinovi¢ 1993: 16-21; Buli¢ 1993: 82~
85; Jovani¢ 1994a: 89-94). Non-state-owned television (TV Politika,
and later the Kari¢ Brothers Television) devoted regular shows to
them. The war made them, according to the magazines,
‘undecorated heroes’ (Jovani¢ 1994b: 28-29). More recently, that
connection has become a subject of systematic study, the study of
the ‘great robbery of the people’ (Dinki¢ 1995) and of the crimi-
nalization of the whole of Serbia (Knezevi¢ and TufegdZi¢ 1995).
According to researchers ‘Belgrade summed up in itself the Chi-
cago of the 1920s, the economic crisis of Berlin in the 1930s, the
espionage intrigues of Casablanca in the 1940s, and the cataclys-
mic hedonism of the Vietnam of the 1960s’ (ibid.: 3). Under sanc-
tions, this connection became more visible on home turf, since it
was much more difficult for the ‘black pearls’ to act abroad; under
the worn excuse of performing ‘patriotic tasks’, a permanent civil
war continued, with afflicting visible and invisible wounds to a
wide circle of people.
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‘Cases’ and purges’

Titoism, as Stalinism ‘with a human face’, avoided mass terror
(favouring instead selective terror), and murder, especially of bet-
ter-known figures. A ‘political case’ was opened from time to time,
with the aim of politically assassinating certain high-ranking party
and state functionaries, and, along with them, a number of political
and intellectual groups, to be followed by a ‘purge’ of all their de-
clared supporters or all those who were denounced and labelled as
such by the authorities.

One of the first of these cases was the ‘Hebrang case’ (in 1948)
which ended in the mysterious death, the circumstances of which
remain unclear, of Andrija Hebrang, the leader of the Croatian
Communists before and during the war, and after the war the min-
ister for industry and a member of the Politburo of the KPJ
(Ivankovic¢ 1988).

The ‘Dilas case’ (in 1954) had wider implications, although the
main figure here remained alive, sentenced to an extended term in
prison. This case not only removed one of the most powerful
members of the KPJ Politburo, but also removed many real or al-
leged supporters of bilas’ criticism of Stalinism and Communism
in general. Many candidates for expulsion from the party and the
workplace, and for prison sentencing or ‘internal emigration’,
were labelled as ‘Dilas supporters’. The ‘Rankovié¢ case’ (in 1966)
not only removed from the public scene the ‘second man’ of the
regime, the vice-president of the country and of the party, but also
shook the foundations of one of the strongest institutions of the
regime—its political police (Luki¢ 1989). The police themselves
were subjected to torture, with or without trial (Numi¢ 1989). The
‘purge’ covered a large proportion of the party hierarchy, although
the institution of the political police as such was not questioned.
The biggest showdowns were with the Croatian ‘maspok’ (after
1971), and the Serbian ‘liberals’ after 1972 (Puki¢ 1990). Several
thousand cadres were removed from the party, economic and cul-
tural hierarchy, and many supporters of the ‘maspok’ were sen-
tenced to several years in prison. Even more numerous in the pris-
ons were the Kosovo Albanians, among whom Adem Demaci (‘our
Mandela’) was sentenced to a term of around thirty years.8

Critically oriented intellectuals were often targeted by the re-
gime. A real witch-hunt followed the student protest of 1968: criti-
cal intellectuals, mostly those around the journal Praxis, were ac-
cused of inciting the protest, along with some students. They were
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‘blacklisted’, their passports were taken away, they were dismissed
from their jobs, prevented from getting work, followed, arrested
and sentenced. (Among them were Vladimir Mijanovic¢, Lazar Sto-
janovi¢, Danilo Udovicki, Milan Nikoli¢, Jelka Kljaji¢ and Pavle
ImSirovic).

Crawling repression (TO, ONO, DSZ)

A party state counts on brute force only in extreme cases. The
threat of force makes manipulation effective. Contrary to the
classic Stalinist terror, Titoist terror was more selective, and it
also counted more on corruption than on physical force (to ‘care
about the people’ was a phrase commonly used by functionaries
of the regime). A different standard of living and openness to-
wards the world has its other face: it makes it easier to accept
collaboration.

Despite all the advantages compared to other regimes of
‘existing socialism’, the Yugoslav regime displayed signs of grow-
ing fear of various enemies, thus it persistently widened its social
basis through the militarization and police-ization of the whole
society. A parallel army was created within the armed forces—the
Territorial Defence (TO), which covered factories, institutions and
schools, down to the local level. (The TO was to be the core of the
national armies in the war). The General People’s Defence (ONO)
system covered the whole society. In parallel with its practical ac-
tivities—occasional military drills, permanent training (under the
slogan ‘Nothing should surprise us’)—the ONO system also became
part of regular education at all levels, from elementary school to
university. Students were taught how to recognize and fight with
the ‘enemy’. Social Self Protection (DSZ) was a general system of
police surveillance and denunciation of suspicious persons, per-
manently in force, but particularly intense in so-called crisis situa-
tions. Although in the official ideology there was no admission of
crisis, the more obvious symptoms of crisis, which included work-
ers’ strikes, student movements (1963-1974), nationalist move-
ments in Kosovo (1968-1971) and in Croatia (1970-1971), made
the militarization of society more obvious. With the alleged spread-
ing of selfmanagement, the regime started to carry out a more
rigid re-Stalinization which included political trials and bans on
newspapers, books and journals, and the ‘personality cult’ reached
its peak (Popov 1983: 167-203, 225-248).
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Even the mobilization of individuals into the services carrying
out the repression had a coercive character, although those mobi-
lized should have felt privileged to be trusted by the holders of
power. The ambivalent status of participants in mass events was
especially obvious during the mass farewells or welcomes on the
frequent occasions of trips made by ‘the dearest guest’.? Citizens
were forced to participate in such events, and at the same time to
display great joy and happiness.

The death of the Highest Authority

Due to the unlimited power held by Tito, and the deepening crisis in
Yugoslavia as a common state, fear was spreading beyond the in-
creased activities of the official ideology and propaganda, the fear of
what would happen ‘when Tito leaves’ (even the word death was
avoided, since it was reserved for ordinary people, not for mythical
heroes). During the months which Tito spent in hospital in 1980—
especially when the daily publication of medical reports became a
regular feature—the nation was in a very tense mood. Institutions
and organizations were on coustant alert, as if a revolution or a disas-
ter could happen at any moment. When Tito died on 4 May 1980, the
coffin was transported, in a ceremony rarely before seen, from Ljubl-
jana to Belgrade. This was followed by an even greater spectacle, as
distressed citizens, forming queues kilometres long, filed past the
coffin night and day . The ceremonies were concluded with a funeral
which remains one of the greatest spectacles of the modern era,
attended by representatives of almost all the countries of the world.
Even after his death, Tito’s authority was untouchable; a com-
mission for the protection of his name and work was formed. At-
tempts to criticize that authority were strongly opposed by the
regime for years. Here we have the case of authority as the cause of
multiple traumas: authority as self-preservation, as the beheading of
order and the announcement of chaos, but also as the subject of an
increasing conflict between those nostalgic for, and those who blas-
phemed, the ‘personality cult’ (the latter even tried, following a pa-
gan belief, to use a hawthorn post in order to destroy a vampire).

A populist roar

The disappearance of the supreme authority brought great insecu-
rity to many people. This insecurity was magnified by an unknown
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future, especially with the deepening crisis in the USSR and the
breakdown of the system of ‘existing socialism’ at its centre, the
fall of the Berlin wall and the end of the Cold War. Amidst the
growing insecurity and uncertainty grew a need for a new author-
ity. This need would be satisfied in the cult of the nation and new
national leaders. The rise of the new leaders brought a real out-
burst of nationalism in all parts of Yugoslavia.

Serbia and the Serb people outside Serbia were caught in the
populist roar. ‘Serb evil-doers’ were cursed at the mass gatherings,
and ‘Serb heroes’ glorified, in particular the ‘new Tito’-Slobodan
Milosevié. Populism undertook a new ‘purge’ of inadequate func-
tionaries (‘armchair politicians’ and ‘national traitors’), legalized
the extra-institutional violence of the ‘anti-bureaucratic revolution’,
and glorified force as the principal means of liberation and unifica-
tion of ‘overall Serbdom’ (Popov 1993). All proponents of national-
ism and chauvinism have recourse to violence. That is how people
get into new wars. Supporters of the democratic process were few
and had a very limited influence, thus they were unable to stop the
torrent of violence and new traumas.

Of course, life for the citizens of Yugoslavia was not totally
dominated by coercion and violence. For many of them, life
changed when they left the poor areas and villages and moved to
the cities, obtained jobs and apartments, and advanced both pro-
fessionally and socially. Life was not gloomy; on the contrary, there
were many mass events, expressions of popular joy, victory pa-
rades.

All the sources and mechanisms of coercion and violence which
affected large numbers of people (natural disasters, migrations,
material and spiritual poverty), or simply individuals, have not
been covered here. Instead, the focus is on the repressive appara-
tus and the party state, and their work. These spread and covered
increasing segments of society, and, as time went by, became a
systematic source of violence. What other function was there for
repressive apparatus, especially in an order lacking any public con-
trol of the government or any opposition that could limit it effec-
tively? Thus, the limitless power of the party state resembled
Bechemot, who is everywhere, more than it did Leviathan, whose
abode is known. One could even speak of the symbiosis of victims
and executioners, since many people were members both of the
repressive apparatus and targets of its work.

The destruction of Vukovar (and of other settlements, known
and unknown) in 1991 was probably the result of the long fer-
menting of the ‘negative energy’ of envy, fear and hate. Although it
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is assumed that the war was started by Tito’s and Paveli¢’s colonists
as a result of the long-standing tensions between them, Vukovar
was destroyed by the Yugoslav Party Army, with Tudman’s army
as an accomplice, which, in sacrificing Vukovar (‘the Croatian
Stalingrad’) found an incentive for the continuation of war. Both
armies originated in the party state-the party conceived in Vuk-
ovar.

Trauma and catharsis

Continuing waves of violence make even more difficult the study
and understanding of certain completed experiences of violence,
although an attempt at such an understanding will be made here.
Although no definitive opinion can be given regarding the extent,
and all the consequences, of the long reign of the party state until
the archives of the secret police, the mental institutions and other
relevant institutions have been opened and studied, some insights
are still possible.

Before discussing the results of research so far, mention should
be made of some general conditions relevant to that research. First
of all, there is a reluctance on the part of those people who were
hurt to approach the question of trauma. Simply put, the individ-
ual’s need to define his or her own problem is rarely noticed. This
is probably furthered by a lack of any need to develop a personal
identity. Research has shown that the syndrome of the authoritar-
ian personality is more prevailing in Yugoslavia than anywhere else
in the world (Biro 1994: 19-20). Research also shows that the
party state (Communism) produces mass passivity, even apathy.
‘The whole economic system’, wrote Miklo$ Biro, ‘functioned on
the principle of receiving, not earning ... Everything was received-
salary, apartment, position, credit, money ... (14-15). The standard
of living attained was more the result of a person’s place in the
hierarchy of the party state and their loyalty to the regime, than a
result of personal abilities and actions—improving one’s own per-
sonality was not highly valued. The ‘universities boom’ was fol-
lowed by a ‘brain drain’ and widespread illiteracy (and functional
illiteracy)—around half of the citizens of the ‘third Yugoslavia’ were
illiterate (Biro 1994: 108; Ivi¢ and Perazi¢ 1994: 5-6).

Even when the people resisted the regime, there was a lack of
persistence in the search for an alternative. If the peasants com-
plained, they were on their own and the result depended on the
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will of the holders of power alone (KrZi$nik-Buki¢ 1991). A similar
thing happened with the student protests in 1954, 1959 and 1963-
1974 (Popov 1983). Even workers’ strikes after 1958 failed to pro-
duce autonomous unions and the workers themselves did not be-
come a really influential factor, although in the official ideology
they were glorified as the ruling class (Jovanov 1979). National
movements were the most persistent and the most successful both
in the destruction of the common state—Yugoslavia—and in the
creation—through war—of the new, national states.

There were certain structural factors which promoted the effec-
tiveness of the party state, and brought about changes in the sur-
roundings. The low level of structuring in society, along with the
almost endemic poverty of a population affected by war, was re-
produced by the power apparatus which crushed any attempt at
the formation of stable social classes, economically independent of
the arbitrary government. With constant ‘reorganization’, almost
any attempt to build an autonomous society (civil society in par-
ticular) was prevented (Lazi¢ et al. 1995).

The de-structuring of society, the dis-organization of the state,
and the depersonalization of the personality, are three inseparable
aspects of Yugoslav modernity. Increasing chaos in the economy
and :n society helped the arbitrary government. This process was
enhanced by changes in the rest of the world. The crisis and
breakdown of the system of ‘existing socialism’ brought increasing
insecurity with regard to the global ‘balance of powers’. A possibil-
ity for modernization and democratization was opened, but along
with it came a possibility for ‘escape from modernization’, as well
as a possibility for an increase of violence and totalitarianism.

In the following, we will return to a discussion of the extent of
traumatization, attempts at catharsis, and general possibilities for
escaping the torrent of fear, hatred and violence.

The diffusion of violence prevents a fusion
of resistance

As shown in the previous section, different people are, at different
times, the objects of different forms of violence. Firstly, at the time
of preparation for revolution, several thousand people practised
on themselves and on others in order to acquire insensitivity to
pain and to become ‘a special kind of people’, ‘soldiers of the revo-
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lution’, ‘dead men on leave’. After that, tens and hundreds of thou-
sands of people were consumed by the revolution, and millions by
the ‘building’ of a new order.

It is unlikely that the distant goals of such projects could be so
intoxicating as to justify (legitimize) the use of violence . It is more
likely that the violence was so great that its victims were over-
whelmed and lost any hope of offering effective resistance. The
executioner’s authority was given as an explanation for the lack of
resistance in concentration camps, even in situations when thou-
sands of prisoners were controlled by only a dozen guards (Caruso
1969: 143-146). However, an understanding of the underlying
psychological mechanisms does not provide a satisfactory explana-
tion, nor does the structure of society provide sufficient reason for
the ‘acceptability’ of violence, although it seems that the illiterate
or semi-literate masses in less structured societies are more suscep-
tible to violence. Nor can any concrete situation—war, revolution,
crisis—provide a complete explanation . It is probably the case that
all the circumstances mentioned increase the force of the system-
atic factors—apparatus of the party state—to such an extent that
they have the most important role in everything, including the
traumatization of people.

A system of selective terror, with a combination of the ‘stick’ and
the ‘carrot’, became more successful through the careful planning
of action, as well as through avoiding the creation of a critical
mass. When repression was directed only towards unreliable party
members, it looked like a ‘family feud’ which was of no one else’s
concern; when peasants were affected, workers remained aside;
when intellectuals were targeted, everybody else remained aside.
Those who escaped a wave of violence were pleased for them-
selves and indifferent to others. And when it was their turn, former
victims were also indifferent towards (and to some extent even
pleased about) the sufferings of new victims. In this way the appa-
ratus of government appeared increasingly powerful, and its ob-
jects increasingly powerless. This situation did not arise simply
because of psychological reasons, the system itself prohibited any
alternative political organizing. People were allowed to achieve
scarcely any degree of economic independence with regard to the
regime, it was even unacceptable not to display total loyalty at all
times to the ruling ideology, and any political activity outside the
ruling party and its transmissions was out of the question. The
government looked omnipotent, its subjects impotent. Fear of the
government was expressed by, among other things, a distancing
from it, as well as from any political activity. The government and
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politics were equated, and excuses such as ‘I'm' not interested in
politics’, or ‘I don’t get involved in politics’, could frequently be
heard, a sure sign of the totalitarian tendencies of the government
which were destroying any form of community among free citi-
zens.

In such an order, techniques for the stalking, searching and pun-
ishing of ‘enemies’ were cultivated, as if in an endless evil game in
which the hunters become the hunted. Even more paradoxical—
and deadly—was what happened at the time that the system, which
for years had looked omnipotent and eternal, was destroyed. As if
in a general nightmare, almost everyone felt and behaved like vic-
tims—of party clashes, war, revolution and various campaigns
against the ‘enemy’. Since there was nothing either in tradition, in
the actual structure or in the new situation, that had its foundation
in the universal position of, for example, the free citizen, a deadly
synthesis of victims on the national level was created. The fusion of
groups and classes was replaced by a chaotic desire for an ‘organic
unity’ of blood and soil. The whole nation was declared to be the
victim of another nation. From there, collective vengeance was just
one step away.

Mere dreams of collective catharsis

Spiritual creativity in the fields of art, philosophy and science, from
time to time inspired cathartic effects, but the barrier of the ruling
ideology and the party state was too strong to be breached. It was
probably in the student ‘counter-culture’ that most had been
achieved in that direction, especially during the 1960s when the
youth and student magazines and journals (for example Perspektive
in Ljubljana; Danas, Student, Susret, Vidici in Belgrade; Lica in Sara-
jevo) with determination and humour, some of it carnivalesque (the
Paradoks in Zagreb and the Belgrade Frontisterion, which was shut
down immediately), addressed ‘taboo subjects’, and were gradually
and systematically banned and ‘shut down’, thus transforming the
youth ‘counter-culture’ into a carefully cultivated regime ‘subculture’
(Dokumenti; Popov 1983, 1988). At the same time, the regime
supported, or even pushed, some forms of ‘mass culture’, a ‘show-
down’ with elitism in all places, except in the highest ranks of
power (if it was elite at all—a ‘lumpen-elite’?).

Hints at the need for catharsis with respect to the tragedies of
the recent and more distant past were drowned out by the wave of
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new tragedy. For example, instead of catharsis for the crimes of the
previous war came calls for revenge. According to psychiatrist and
Orthodox Christian thinker Vladeta Jeroti¢, we have been witness-
ing a very slow departure from ‘cruel, pagan retributions’ (‘an eye
for an eye, a tooth for a tooth’). Genocide against the Serbs from
the NDH, according to Jerotié, ‘was not an example of Christian
oblivion, rather there was a defence-suppressing mechanism. This
mechanism was described precisely, and supported with proofs,
by Sigmund Freud with respect to his neurotic patients; the expe-
rience could be transferred (although with some caution, as Freud
himself warned) to situations among nations. Thus, “the return of
the suppressed” occurred among the Serbian people in a dramatic,
but not cathartic way. Out of their long restrained and forcibly
suppressed aggression, vengefulness suddenly boiled over’ (1994:
12).

From a coherent personalist position (Christian, liberal or so-
cial), the projection of the individual onto the collective psychol-
ogy is excluded. However, it is possible to see factors that influ-
ence reason, spirit and soul among a number of people. If, for ex-
ample, the Church itself should neglect the spirit of the Gospels
and fall into philetism, it would then influence not only real be-
lievers, but also others who care only about the authority of the
Church.10 A similar thing happened with the authority of national
institutions, namely, even people who did not care very much
about the arts and sciences could look for support (and an alibi)
for different behaviour with the excuse that it served a murkily
defined ‘national interest’ in the activities of the highest national
institution in that area—the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences.
A similar thing could be said about the Politika newspaper, which
provided the model on which generations of journalists were
formed. What was ‘written in a newspaper’ was considered as a di-
rective for thought and actions (see the contribution of Aleksandar
Nenadovic). This is even more true of state television, which, as all
the research shows, has the greatest effect on the population.!!

Weak personality—strong nation

It was already mentioned at the beginning of this chapter that na-
tionalism (unlike national belonging) is connected with the feeling
of injured dignity. We have also mentioned that various injuries
found a common denominator in national wounds (and vengeful-
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ness). Even a moderately informed reader knows about the role of
the media and national institutions in stirring up feelings about
national wounds and inciting people to violence. However, within
the wealth of data there is no trace of the main event—the transfer-
ring of actions from the personal to the collective level. It is even
more difficult to trace kow this was done. Let us try to outline it
here briefly.

Radovan KaradZi¢, psychiatrist by vocation and subsequently na-
tional leader and ‘healer’ of collective Serb traumas, explained his
endeavour in simple terms. As a person who knew the individual
and the collective soul, Karadzi¢ said that for decades something
had been ‘expelled and was crouching somewhere at the bottom
of the human being’, and it turned out that this was actually a col-
lective soul: ‘Our people as a whole, the Serbs, were exiled to vil-
lages. There was such pressure in the cites that only the brave and
the fearless displayed their soul and their spiritual allegiance, while
other Serbs hid it within themselves and suffered greatly ... A Serb
could dedicate himself to his God and his own soul only in his own
home, and alone’ (1995).

The ‘crouching soul’ was relieved of its suffering by the national
movement and war, so that a ‘new soul’ could reach its full expres-
sion in the creation symbolized by Karadzi¢ himself. ‘Destiny had
decreed that the centre of events and tremors, but also of the re-
vival of the Serbian people , should move to us. At one time it was
in Serbia, at one time in Montenegro, Kosovo and Vojvodina. It
moves, but it is in the same body, and the part of the body where
the centre is now is Republika Srpska and Republika Srpska Kra-
jina’, according to KaradZi¢. The need ‘to hide and appear smaller’
stopped there, the freed collective soul acquired strength ‘to
bridge the river Drina ... from the left bank to the right’. Support
for that mission was found in the Church. In KaradZi¢’s words,
‘there was not a single important decision that we made without
the Church’. There was therefore a true miracle—a resurrection of
the crouching soul’.

Despite his fervent messianism, KaradzZi¢ looked for an excuse
for all the violence employed in this mission in the guilt of others,
who resisted the realization of the mission as the word of God: ‘In
Croatia and in the former Bosnia-Hercegovina, the enemy made so
many mistakes that it led us straight to the path of the complete
renewal of the Serb kingdom, the renewal of the Serb state; so our
way was actually a reaction to the challenges set for us, and to the
need forced upon us by our enemies, and actually it all came out
the way God commanded’ (ibid.).
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Another psychiatrist and national leader of the “Western Serbs’
(as ‘a new upholder of overall Serbhood’), Jovan Raskovic, looked
for a theological-ideological foundation for ‘the Serb mission’
through the identifying of the historical destiny and mission of
Serbs and Jews, in the course of which he crudely plagiarized the
Russian philosopher and Orthodox Christian thinker Berdjayev
(Zani¢ 1993: 197-202). The identifying of the historical fate and
mission of the Serbs and Jews had as its aim both to provide a theo-
logical basis for the Serb mission, and to provide it with an excuse
in advance for all the violence and victims, referring to the tragic
destiny of Jews under fascism and Nazism (Brikner 1995), as if
everything was allowable for the victim.

The Kosovo myth was particularly successful in the inflaming of
the masses and the elevation of the ‘ordinary people’. Troubles
faced by Serbs in Kosovo under Albanian domination (1966-
1981)—in the course of history the ‘domination model’ changed
hands between the two national ‘political elites’!2—~were used to
incite Serb nationalism and chauvinism. Kosovo—a ‘holy land’ both
for Serbs and for Albanians—was used for evoking the feeling of
wounded national dignity and as a starting point for the demon-
stration of force and the use of violence that has been going on in
Kosovo for years, now against the Albanian population. It turned
out that the Kosovo legend was convenient for the inflaming of the
masses because it included an intertwining of pagan, Christian and
lay motifs, so that everyone could find in it inspiration for thinking
and doing, singing and shooting.

Ironically, the main support for the healing of the wounds from
the ancien régime period was the military-police apparatus which
had itself inflicted those wounds and which continued the spiral of
violence. When it turned out that it was not powerful enough to
realize the ‘new mission’, it resorted to calling for even stronger
support from ‘mother Russia’—as long as it could also have in
power a similar elite, led by Zhirinovski or some similar ‘messiah’.

A weak personality obviously looks for refuge in a collectivity
which is as strong as possible, in the Serbian case the nation, with
desires for even stronger support from ‘general Orthodoxy’.

The war was not unavoidable. A real choice existed: a demo-
cratic process of change, or the violent destruction of society and
the state. Everyone had certain motives for their choice—-leaders,
the political elite, intellectuals and the ‘ordinary people’. Motives
for the choices made are clear to any careful observer and cannot
be hidden forever beneath conspiracy stories, or excuses such as
fate, the national interest, or some other non-personal higher force.
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In just the same way, peace depends on the choices made by peo-
ple and on the motives for their thinking and behaviour.

Notes

1 On the way in which the educational system is embedded in warrior
mythology, see Rosandi¢ and Pesi¢, 1994.

2 See the collection Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima XX veka.

3 The values of the ‘free warrior’ are systematically cultivated in
‘patriotic’ journalism.

4 See G. Polovina, 1988. Even KPH (Communist Party of Croatia) func-
tionaries sometimes thought that the Ustasha terror was only a revenge
for the previous Chetnik terror, and that it was better not to get in-
volved in these conflicts (41).

5 According to Ekehard Felkl's study ‘Obracuni u Hrvatskoj, around
100,000 members of the Ustasha army and civilians were killed (Nasa
borba, 5 May 1995: 8).

6 According to the estimate of Dragoslav Mihailovi¢ (1990), between
200,000 and 250,000 people were imprisoned in the campaign against
the ‘Informbureau supporters’, and around one million were affected
by the violence. The same author estimates that nine out of ten people
were sentenced for ‘verbal offences’. Torture was not limited just to the
prison or camp, the convicts had to sign an obligation that they would
denunciate after they come out of prison.

Detailed documentation on the suffering of the ‘Informbureau sup-
porters’ can be found in the three volumes by Milinko B. Stojanovid,
1993 and 1994.

7 A permanent inquiry was conducted in prisons on political prisoners,
both after sentencing and after they left prison (Pu¢nik 1986).

8 Translator’s note: 28, in fact.

9 Translator’s note: Josip Broz Tito.

10 Jeroti¢ 1995: 15; Radi¢ 1995. ‘The Serb Orthodox Church’, wrote
Jeroti¢, ‘has another very difficult task: to avoid being manipulated by
the noisy Serb nationalists, which were neither Orthodox in the past,
nor have they become so today’ (1995: 19).

11 Research shows that 60 per cent of the population in Serbia listened to
the main evening news on state radio-television, while just 2 per cent
read newspapers (Biro 1995: 84). On the turn of state television away
from ‘existing socialism’ to nationalism, see the contribution of Rade
Veljanovski.

12 See Kosovskit cvor—dresiti ili sec¢i?, 1990.
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The Flight from Modernization
LATINKA PEROVIC

Many nations collapse before they become conscious of their mistakes

Alexis de Tocqueville

What can be used today as the basis for an analysis of Serbia’s atti-
tude towards Western Europe? It is an attitude that has not always,
or necessarily, been explicit, nor has it been linked to only one
institution—whether political, scientific or cultural. It has rather been
implicit, and may be detected through an analysis of the course of
internal development—particularly through the role of the elite in
orienting this development. In essence, it has been a spontaneous
and formulated response to the challenge placed before the Serbian
elite by the unification of Western Europe leading to its further eco-
nomic modernization; and the disintegration of the Eastern Euro-
pean system and the need to select paths to overall development in
the future. In the past decade it has become increasingly evident that
in Serbia, too, a long-term programme was coming to an end.

If, within the framework of Yugoslavia, Serbia had taken a posi-
tion in between the East and the West, in the past decade it made a
definite choice. There are a variety of sources that can be used in
order to trace this decision.

Numerous investigations are necessary in order to approach an
answer to the question of what position Serbia has taken towards
Western Europe in the past decade and a half, towards Western
society and cultural standards; and the extent to which this posi-
tion presents a problem for Serbia, that is, the problem of its own
Europeanization?

The criteria for establishing representative sources for such in-
vestigations are the following: their critical mass; the possibility of
continuously monitoring this position during the short but crucial
period; the variety and quantity of social factors, above all the Ser-
bian elite whose attitude towards Western Europe, directly or indi-
rectly, is reflected in these sources; and, particularly, sources
through which this attitude is formulated, suggested and even im-
posed as a social orientation, as a choice and programme.
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Uniting the national elite

The position and role of the Serbian elite in the period after the
death of Josip Broz Tito, which, for several reasons, was decisive in
the choice of orientation that would either bring Serbia closer to,
or distance it from, Europe, can and must be traced through
sources of different provenance. However, nowhere was the posi-
tion of the elite expressed as unequivocally and in such a concen-
trated form as in the daily newspaper Politika, particularly in the
column ‘Reverberations and Reactions’.

Contributions by many experts and doctors of science, previ-
ously little known even in their narrow professional fields, were
presented in this column. For such intellectuals, this represented
an opportunity to come out of anonymity and experience social, if
not professional, advancement. They created the impression of a
broad and united ‘front’ of ‘learned’ individuals. The circle of those
expounding their simplified views in an extremely arbitrary man-
ner, intent on helping to solve the problems of the Serbian people,
expanded, and as it did so, it became increasingly obligatory, and at
the same time simpler and easier, to appear on the pages of Poli-
tika.

The tone was given by academicians, eminent scholars and art-
ists, well-known writers, painters, philosophers, lawyers, econo-
mists, physicians, engineers, architects, journalists, actors, generals
and politicians. Although by definition wide open to the public,
almost none of the contributions to the ‘Reverberations and Reac-
tions’ column rectified personal injustices or settled individual
accounts. Global problems were discussed and solutions for-
warded, the authors of the contributions spontaneously uniting
around them. For this very reason, the column is an excellent illus-
tration of the spirit of the time—a time when Serbia extolled itself,
becoming intoxicated with self-sufficiency, and gradually closed
itself off, isolating itself from Europe and the world. Every differing
opinion was crushed and disappeared under the weight of popu-
listic attitudes.

Traditionally highly valued among national institutions, Politika
was given a central place. What it was expected to provide, and
what it did provide generously, went beyond the function of a
newspaper, even a great and long-established one. Politika was not
just an authoritative tool in the hands of powerful and ideological
mechanisms. It became an institution with a special mission, a kind
of holy book, every last word of which was to be believed. Politika
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was said to be ‘more powerful than the law’; ‘a torchbearer and
leader’; ‘the spiritual bastion of truth, justice and progress’; ‘a true
source of inspiration’. The people’s Politika would be immortal
(see the contribution by A. Nenadovi¢, ‘Politika in the Nationalistic
Storm’). It is a source through which the development of Serbian
national socialism can be precisely monitored.

The newspaper as a whole, and particularly ‘Reverberations and
Reactions’, contained expressly and unmistakably anti-European
views and statements. But in this crucial decade, in order to recog-
nize the deep-seated commitments of the newspaper and of Serbia,
of far greater importance than the arrogant, often tasteless and
primitive statements full of provincialism and hatred, are judge-
ments regarding the vital internal questions of the country’s devel-
opment: the inevitable modern and democratic reorganization of
the common state; reforms in the political system; a multiparty
system and parliamentary government; private property; a market
economy; the status, rights and freedoms of individuals and ethnic
communities; relations and co-operation with other peoples and
states; and numerous similar matters.

Consequently, for researchers of the general mood and of Ser-
bia’s attitude towards Europe and European civilization, it is more
suitable to analyse distinct tendencies and orientations regarding
these vital, real matters that determine not only current behaviour
but also the far-reaching future of Serbian society.

Academicians lent greatest weight to the ‘Reverberations and
Reactions’ column (see the contribution by O. Milosavljevi¢, ‘The
Misuse of the Authority of Science’). The column and the newspa-
per as a whole provided them with a platform from which they
authoritatively questioned the 1974 Constitution and explained
the necessity of countermanding autonomy-contrary to the civi-
lized and democratic European tendency towards further affirma-
tion of the independence and sovereignty of peoples, and from
their anachronistic, narrowly nationalistic and simultaneously cen-
tralist viewpoints. Every proposal regarding reform of the Federa-
tion was declared to be secessionism; they resolutely rejected the
idea of a confederation and demanded the right to self-
determination for the Serbian people alone.

The academicians claimed that the position of the Serbs in Croa-
tia was worse than during Austro-Hungarian rule, and they an-
nounced to the public, without however providing proof, that the
genocide carried out against the Serbs in Croatia had been going
on for forty-five years. They did not view the position of the Serbs
in Bosnia-Hercegovina as being any better, claiming, without ar-
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gumentation, that their conversion to Islam presented a real dan-
ger. Unable to impose a strong unitarian federation under the
domination of the most numerous people (one person—one vote),
they accused the north-western republics of separatism while
speaking openly about the separation of the Serbian people. ‘We
Serbs’, wrote the vice-president of the Serbian Academy of Arts and
Sciences (SANU), Antonije Isakovié, ‘should think about the fact
that we can live alone. We have the experience of being an inde-
pendent state, we developed a state on our own, unlike others who
acquired one by various agreements’ (Politika, 11 June 1989).
Academician Miodrag Jovici¢ said ‘Serbia is big enough and rich
enough to survive alone, or united with republics that so desire’
(Politika, 28 Junel1990).

Supporting the programme of the ‘new Serbian leadership’,
when the new Constitution of the Republic of Serbia was declared
that rescinded the autonomy of the provinces, the academicians
announced that the proposed changes were inevitable, but that
things should go further (Politika, 4 October 1988). And while
others in Yugoslavia were terrified by such statements coming
from representatives of the Serbian elite that were identical to the
overt imperialistic and warmongering cries heard at mass meetings
throughout Serbia, the front spread menacingly from Kosovo to-
wards Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Macedonia. Academician Dejan
Medakovi¢, receiving the July 7th Award (one of the highest
awards presented on the day commemorating Serbia’s uprising in
1941), announced that the process of reviving the Serbian people’s
deadened historical consciousness, that is, the anti-bureaucratic
revolution, was marked by ‘dignity and refinement’ (Politika, 10
July 1990).

The Academy of Arts and Sciences based its social role on an
awareness not only of its scholarly, but also of its national, mis-
sion—and also on its reputation among the people. In the words of
its president Dusan Kanazir, at the end of 1989, after the Memo-
randum, that is, ‘after the Academy’s vigorous request to rectify the
errors committed against the Serbian people and to resolve more
effectively the socio-political problems in Kosovo and the entire
country, the Academy gained even greater moral esteem’. The
Academy’s leaders felt that this reputation imposed an obligation
on it. Its president announced that it would ‘watchfully monitor
and critically evaluate events in our society in a scholarly manner’
(Politika, 28-30 November 1989). To remain silent regarding the
position of the Serbian people would bring into question the
Academy’s moral integrity. It ‘must turn towards the Serbian peo-
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ple as a whole, regardless of where they live today’. The Serbian
Academy of Arts and Sciences was at the forefront of other na-
tional institutions in its concern for the interests of the Serbian
people as a whole.

The presence of the Serbian Orthodox Church on the public
scene up until the death of Patriarch German (1991) was consid-
erably more discreet. However, the views expressed in its publica-
tions were identical to many of the Academy’s views.

Extolling the anti-democratic movement

In accordance with their notion of the role and mission of the
Academy, the academicians expressed their views on the nature of
society in Serbia and on the characteristics of economic and politi-
cal relations within it. In spite of powerful trends in Europe to-
wards transformation and change, academician Mihailo Markovic
announced that the Republic would remain socialist as long as the
form of socially owned property was in effect, ‘at present valued at
300 billion dinars’. The reasons for this—the unifying of isolated
Serbia, surrounded by a hostile coalition and threatened by a world
conspiracy—were used to contest the need for Serbia to move to-
wards political pluralism and, in fact, to defend a one-party system.
Academician Markovi¢ felt that ‘the political situation in Serbia is
such that most serious people do not want to become involved in
other parties, even when they are critical of the League of Com-
munists. These parties would remain small and would not be able
to play an essential role in the political system... Most important of
all is the fact that the political system designed by the present re-
form is not, and cannot be, a multiparty system’ (Politika, 16
August 1989).

Owing to this and similar theories on no-party democracy as a
higher form of real democracy, contrary to the centuries-long ex-
perience and fundamental political principles of Western Europe—
a multiparty system and free elections were introduced, under
great pressure, considerably later than in the other republics in
Yugoslavia. This only happened when the autocratic regime had
become entrenched through the anti-bureaucratic revolution.

‘Finally’, continued Markovié, ‘the forms of direct democracy es-
tablished and fostered by our system are different from those in an
indirect, party-based democracy. Consequently, political organiza-
tions that exist in such a system are not, in fact, parties, even
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though that is what they are called. They cannot gain and hold
power, which is the basic goal of every true party.’

Academician Markovi¢ had in mind the document Views of the
Presidency of Serbia’s Commission on Reforming the Political Sys-
tem. As one of those who participated in its elaboration, Markovi¢
said that it was a ‘radical programme that would democratize and
modernize the political system’. The key principle of this docu-
ment was ‘one person-one vote’. Based on this principle, the
document had no chance of being accepted in multiethnic Yugo-
slavia. Also, contrary to the strongly expressed wishes of the non-
Serbian ethnic groups in Yugoslavia and to democratic convictions
in Europe, it offered the projection of a unitarian and centralist
federation; this would mean not further progressive democratic
evolution, but regression, even in comparison to the situation that
had been achieved among the peoples of Yugoslavia. However, the
document did have the broad and undivided support of the Ser-
bian elite. It was judged historic; Professor Miroslav Egeri¢ called it
nothing less than the ‘Magna Carta’ of Serbian democracy (Politika,
28 July 1989). Although it was one in the series of bureaucratic
documents with the guideline title of Views..., it was elevated to a
special status. According to Politika it ‘announced the end of the
great deceit’; it ‘sprang from the power of the people’ and was the
‘logical ... result of events in Serbia in the past two years’. It was
seen as an expression of the resolve to be ‘ahead of the times’ and
as proof that ‘Serbia ... is turned towards the future’.

The academicians had a conspicuous role in both the creation of
the document and in public support for it. In the first case they
gave it a scholarly demeanour, and in the second, their goal was to
relativize in advance, and completely invalidate, any questions,
doubts and open reservations regarding the document’s basic
principles.

Thus academician NikSa StipCevic¢ said that no one had any rea-
son to be afraid of Serbia, for the principle of ‘one person—one
vote’ was the ‘beginning of every democracy’. Without contesting
the existence of the Serbian question, he negated the existence of
a national (ethnic) question in Yugoslavia. ‘Those in Yugoslavia
today’, he said, ‘who are for a federation of states and against a fed-
eral state, are in favour of a special social feudalism, national bu-
reaucratic fiefs, which are the greatest evil in Yugoslavia.” And he
found the instructions on ‘how to dispose of the future’ (Politika,
10 August 1989) in the above document.

Academician Radovan Samardzi¢ felt that ‘with this document
the Serbian people and the commission of scholars who presented
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it have not enabled Serbia’s revival through a return to Europe, but
have shown that the country and its people are actually speaking
from the heart of Europe’. In his opinion, the Serbs were one of the
rare peoples whose right to fight for their own unification was
being denied. ‘The notorious 1974 Constitution has finally dis-
closed the intention to reduce Serbia to the narrowest confines, to
put it in a position of constitutional inequality and semi-colonial
economic dependence ... The return of the Serbs to their historical
traditions and their spiritual identity cannot be considered a step
backwards, since from the Middle Ages to the present this step has
been the basis of transformation and progress’ (Politika, 11 August
1989). This renewal of the past became the programme for the
future.

The Academy openly supported the Serbian leadership in its in-
tentions to re-establish Serbian statehood, and, with this goal in
mind, immediately became the representative of the interests of
the Serbian people as a whole. On their side, the leadership
showed that they cared about this support and, within this frame-
work, gave the Academy the freedom to act. In October 1989 the
president of the Republic, Slobodan Milo$evi¢, announced that, ‘As
far as the Serbian Academy of Sciences is concerned, I really don’t
see why it should not influence policies in Serbia. What people in
the world, what sensible country in the world is ashamed of its
academy of science. If ideas appear within it that are not in the
interests of the democratic, socialist development of our country,
this does not mean that such ideas prevail and that the members of
the Academy share them. But the Academy does not play the key
role here. The key role in this tumultuous time is played by the
citizens of Serbia’ (Politika, 10 October 1989). In other words, the
services provided by the Academy were welcomed, but it did not
play a leading role.

On the same occasion, Milosevi¢ had a similar message for the
Association of Writers of Serbia and for the Church. Thus, from the
beginning, they were all together, under conditions that were in-
disputably politically and ideologically formulated by an already
recognized leader.

Contributions to the ‘Reverberations and Reactions’ column
provide an invaluable basis on which to analyse events during a
period that, even viewed at only a short remove, seems to be over.
This was the preparation period for what was to come. However,
almost unexpectedly for the researcher, these contributions reveal
that although certain material prerequisites—elements of a market
economy, Yugoslavia’s openness towards the world—for transition



116 LATINKA PEROVIC

and rapid Europeanization did exist, Serbia was not mentally and
psychologically ready for essential changes within social and po-
litical structures, let alone to redefine relations within the country.
There was a lack of readiness among the masses and among the
elite, which was particularly important. Serbia, of course, should
be compared to other parts of former Yugoslavia and other coun-
tries in Eastern Europe. Even if there are still places where one can
say that profound changes have not taken place, the destruction of
the old structures and power mechanisms in Eastern European
countries is certain, and this is an essential prerequisite for funda-
mental changes. Where did Serbia stand in this regard?

It is true, as Ralf Dahrendorf says, that ‘with all the noise and up-
roar, not a single new idea came out of Eastern Europe in 1989’
However, with the slogan ‘Europe here and now’, an alternative was
articulated. For some Eastern European peoples this meant continu-
ing the violently interrupted (1945) movement along the paths of
Western European civilization; for others it meant duplicating the
path taken by Western European peoples in their development.

Self-isolation

Generally speaking, in the 1980s Serbia did not take an openly hos-
tile position towards Western European civilization. The views of
Serbian theologians with regard to Western Europe—that it had
abandoned the path of Christ and had become a great evil, a
‘poisonous environment’ in which the European part of humanity
was dying, and that Western Europe, having based its culture on
man, had made man a slave to things—did not go outside the bounds
of the Serbian Orthodox Church. It is only in more recent times,
characterized by the Church’s extreme politicization, that this atti-
tude has found its place among broader social-cultural structures.
However, from the beginning of political conflicts in Yugoslavia, and
particularly from the moment they grew into conflicts of war, Serbia
has built its relationship towards Europe on one single need: the
need to convince Western Europe of its ‘truth’.

While refusing to consider how others saw them was an increas-
ingly reliable sign of inwardness, self-isolation and the loss of the
ability to compare themselves with others as the first imperative
for realistic self-examination, the Serbian elite was expected to
play a key role in spreading ‘the truth about Serbia’. This was con-
sidered their patriotic duty.
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It must be acknowledged that the Serbian elite, not only in Poli-
tika and not only through ‘Reverberations and Reactions’, did in-
deed join the battle for a ‘breakthrough of the truth about Serbia’,
its ‘tragedies’, and the battle for the ‘biological salvation of the Ser-
bian people’.

The problem of Serbia’s attitude towards Europe was not denied
by the highest political position in the country, but the conditions
for Serbia’s inclusion in Europe were firmly set. In May 1989 Slobo-
dan MiloSevi¢ sent a message to advocates of Yugoslavia’s European-
ization within Yugoslavia, supporters of ‘Europe here and now’, that
this was possible only if internal solutions were chosen ‘that benefit
the new socialism, as a richer and democratic society, a society that
will belong to Europe’. And he continued, ‘But we will not enter
such a Europe as lackeys fawning over Europe by mocking our own
state and its institutions, even the army, and by mocking other, os-
tensibly uncultured peoples with whom we live in this state; rather
we will go into Europe on an equal footing and, it goes without say-
ing, in our own Yugoslav, socialist way’ (Politika, 24 May 1989).

MiloSevi¢ had previously formulated his basic socialist tenets
even more specifically. “‘We should reach the developed countries
of Europe and the world not by returning to private ownership
and a parliamentary system, not as a civil society, but as a socialist
society’ (Politika, 13 December 1985). After all, ‘the agreement as
to whether a society is civil ... or socialist ... has not been made
anywhere to date without blood’ (S. MiloSevi¢ 1987: 24).

Socialism, cleansed of bureaucratic deformations, but also ele-
ments of capitalism and liberalism, therefore remained, both in
practice and as a social ideal. This choice was made in Serbia before
the crisis of Yugoslavia as a state became evident. More exactly, this
choice was one of the essential elements of Yugoslavia’'s crisis and
disintegration. ‘At the Eighth Session of the Central Committee of the
League of Communists of Serbia,’ said one of those who put this
course into effect, ‘the left wing of the League of Communists of Ser-
bia won’. And this was not the choice of the Serbian regime alone.
The leading Serbian national ideologist Dobrica Cosi¢ wrote that ‘The
idea of a Bolshevist-Leninist, Stalinist, and if you wish Titoist, variation
is certainly worn out in the historical sense. That idea has collapsed
historically. But the idea of socialism, in my opinion, is a living idea...
by personal conviction I remain an advocate of utopian socialism, for
my entire ethos is such that for the rest of my life I will not cease to
strive for such an ideal, even if it is utopian’ (D. Cosi¢ 1990).

Politika’s headlines reflect the same: ‘The press should state the
socialist truths of the people and the workers and put them into
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practice’; “‘We are sticking to high-efficiency socialism’; ‘It is a ques-
tion of reforms, not of abandoning socialism’; ‘Building socialism
can only be the joint work of all progressive social forces’; ‘Not the
end, but the springtime of socialism’.

Through the anti-bureaucratic revolution, the regime in Serbia
became consolidated and offered resistance to real political and
economic changes. Since the need for such changes was already
ripe, their rejection inevitably led to a negative evolution and even
to the degeneration of the regime. This was the starting point of
divisions in Yugoslavia, a fact that is often lost sight of, and they
were soon manifested as a conflict of national (ethnic) interests.
War was only the most drastic expression of these divisions.

‘The populist movement in Serbia and Montenegro had a social
component in the beginning ... Parallel with the socially defined
“voice of the people”, their ethnic voice was also being heard. Already
at the meetings in 1988 and 1989 the people’s voice was loudest
when it was identified as the voice of the Serbian people ... ‘Members
of other ethnic groups easily become opponents and enemies’ of the
ethnically defined Serbian people (I. Colovi¢ 1993: 150-1951).

The period from the mass meetings to the first multiparty elec-
tions in Serbia can be described as a time in which the leading
structures stabilized and consolidated the existing mechanisms of
power. In this regard, Serbia was a phenomenon not only in for-
mer Yugoslavia, the leading structures of which, if nothing else,
were shaken by the war, but particularly in Eastern Europe where
the old power structures had been seriously undermined and even
destroyed. Viewed in this context, the anti-bureaucratic revolution
was a negative anticipation of what followed in Eastern Europe.
Collectivism was strengthened during the revolution: it started
with social collectivism and ended with ethnic. Even the predomi-
nant part of the Serbian elite failed to see this as one more removal
from the basic principle of Western European civilization: indi-
vidualism. On the contrary, the Serbian elite encouraged the
‘enthronement’ of the people as a united political and social entity
and made decisive contributions to it.

Hundreds of thousands of people in the streets of Serbian
towns, more than a million at the meeting in Belgrade and two
million at Gazimestan, were the chosen form of democracy, a per-
manent state that even required the adjustment of town plans (an
initiative was launched to change the town plan in NiS$, and this
example was expected to be followed by other towns in Serbia.
Every town was to have space for mass gatherings, from around
300,000 in Ni$ to a million people in Belgrade).
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The atmosphere of ‘happenings of the people’ was an incentive
to adjust town plans to the spirit of the anti-bureaucratic revolu-
tion: people needed space for meetings and manifestations. But
‘the idea of squares for mass meetings of gigantic proportions’, as
one town planner wrote, ‘unfortunately does not contribute to the
humanization of man’s space, rather it does the contrary—it sub-
jects individuals to the psychosis of the mass culture. The larger
the space left undeveloped in a town, the smaller and more help-
less people feel in it. Except, of course, in the case of meetings
when a person identifies with the masses volens nolens.’

That identification of the individual with the masses, the indi-
vidual’'s melting into the masses during the anti-bureaucratic revo-
lution, left a trace that was deeper than appears at first glance. Not
only was it expressed by attacking the urban culture during the
war, it also relativized the meaning of ostensibly accepted Western
European values: private enterprise, a multiparty system, parlia-
mentarianism, freedom of the press. They were not the goal. ‘For
the democratic future of Serbia’, wrote Dobrica Cosié, ‘at this his-
toric moment the contents and quality of the proposed constitu-
tion are much more important than adequate democratic proce-
dures’ (Politika, 1 July 1990).

What was also lost sight of, as Slobodan Jovanovi¢ wrote, was the
fact that ‘as soon as a man rises somewhat above national egoism, it
becomes clear to him that a nation in itself does not represent
what philosophy calls “value”. It can only be given value by the
general cultural ideals that are put at its service.’

Serbia was removed from Western European civilization even
before the outbreak of war. The war only made the process faster,
and its end made the distance drastically visible. In addition, it was
the victory of a cultural model the mainstay of which was a semi-
intellectual, a man whom Slobodan Jovanovi¢ described as having a
diploma from school but no cultural and moral education. During
the anti-bureaucratic revolution he spread hatred and laid the
grounds for the policy of war from the pages of Politika. For the
first time he broke off the Western European orientation that,
while never dominant, had always been present in Serbia’s political
culture, and proclaimed Serbia’s self-sufficiency.

The force of traditional collectivism

The attempt to reconstruct the role of the Serbian elite in events
during the last decade is not an appeal for its condemnation but an
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attempt to understand its history and impact on the development
of the Serbian people. During the country’s relatively short history
it has been torn between East and West, between patriarchal views
and modern views. Originating from a rural people, in the middle
of the last century the numerically small Serbian elite emanated the
collectivist democracy of the people from which it had sprung.
And then, particularly after Serbia gained independence—in the
decade from 1878 to 1888—they institutionalized this system. All
the movements that the Serbian elite inspired in the second half of
the nineteenth century—the youth movement in the 1860s that
pitted ‘real, genuine Serbs’ against the ‘decadent West’, the
‘positivistic’ movement in the 1870s, and the radical movement in
the 1880s—'suffer from a spiritual, intimate need for collectivism’.
This incontestable need is seen as proof that ‘our social life is not
deep enough to be able to accept a larger culture which is at heart
highly individualistic’. However, using Western phraseology, ‘our
superficial political intelligentsia’, consciously and unconsciously
made it impossible to understand ‘that we are not a democratic
people in the Western sense of the word’, and that ‘there is an es-
sential difference between our democracy and Western democ-
racy’ (D. Nikolajevié, 1910: 5).

In the history of social ideas in Serbia it is easy to note that the
economic and political dimensions of social development are
viewed more in terms of their confrontation than their causality.
There has always been dispute over which should be given the
priority: politics or economics. It was hard to find a political party in
Serbia with a coherent political and economic programme. They all
strove for national and social liberation and unity, as well as for po-
litical freedom, and not a single one had a clear programme of eco-
nomic development, or modernization, along with the inevitable
price that had to be paid for it. Until the Second World War, Serbian
society was agrarian, with a surplus rural population, and without
the roots for parliamentary democracy in its social structure.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Serbia became a par-
liamentary state, but the influence of the royal court and the military
factor was always important. Serbian society moved between anar-
chy and autocracy, and Serbian statesman Milan Piro¢anac was not
far from the truth when he wrote in his Diary that the Serbian tem-
perament was ‘humble when under someone’s command and unruly
and ungovernable when given freedom’.! Viewed from the historical
perspective, the meaning behind the words of Serbian scientist
Jovan Cviji¢, spoken after the wars of liberation against the Turks,
becomes clear. The Serbian people, wrote Cviji¢, are a democratic
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people. But theirs is a natural democracy, ‘without institutions and a
democratic type of rule’ (J. Cviji¢ 1987: 316). Without economic
modernization and without democratic institutions, the Serbian peo-
ple, together with the other Balkan peoples, risk staying on the margin
of historical development. Cviji¢ pointed out the primordial patriarchal
views of the Balkan peoples, including the Serbs, which gives rise to
their proclivity towards leaders who easily turn into dictators.

The idea of a people’s state, as opposed to a state based on law, is
the general position of Serbian political and social thought. Such a
state has a social function since it stimulates and controls eco-
nomic development, but also guarantees a just distribution. The
idea of a people’s state has, in fact, never been abandoned. It
emerges from the impoverished Serbian society. Only the focus
has changed. It has shifted from the social to the national, but it
still has the people as a whole in mind.

In Serbia the idea of populism was an answer to the social and
political question raised by Western Europe. That ideology embod-
ied the patriarchal mentality of the people, which is why it was
able to have such an essential influence on their social history. A
fundamental, non-ideological study of history should be under-
taken as a prerequisite, not only in order to explain the people’s
past but also to understand their present; society developed indus-
try but remained undivided into classes and under powerful pres-
sure from ‘agrarian mysticism’. The notion of state and the notion
of society coincided in these people.

Europe was not a trauma for the Serbian masses. It was a trauma
for the Serbian elite and was manifested as the complex of unsur-
mounted backwardness. The attempt to accelerate history through
political revolution had failed. And communistic modernization
had reached its limits. But the Serbian elite once again gave a patri-
archal answer to the new challenge of modernization. What are the
prospects?

More than one hundred years ago, after Serbia obtained inde-
pendence, Serbian scholar and statesman Stojan Novakovi¢ made the
following comment: ‘What is left now? What is left is to look each
other in the eye and find out where the danger lies. Is the danger in
staying or in going further? It was up to us ... to choose: either to see
the level of education of the Western world as an enemy from whom
we should flee, or to see it as an old friend and teacher, who is wor-
thy of our friendship and with whom we must associate ..."2.

Basically speaking, the question he posed still stands today. Ex-
cept that Serbia has dropped out of development and its society is
in a state of anomie. What we have is more than the failure of a
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policy, of a regime, of a nationalistic chimera. It is a historical fail-
ure. The development of an awareness in this regard would be the
beginning of a way out of the vicious circle of social-national-social
collectivism. Without this, the Serbian people will confirm that de

Toqueville was right.

Notes

1 Milan Piroéanac, Diary, SANU Archives , No. 9989.
2 Stenographic records of the National Assembly of Serbia for 1880 and

1881, Belgrade, 1881: 1601.



An Uneasy View of the City
SRETEN VUJOVIC

The best lack all conviction, while the worst are full of passionate intensity.

W. B. Yeats

The reason for interest in the urban question in Yugoslavia’s war
drama is tragic, based as it is on the rarely seen forms, and the vio-
lence, of urban destruction, ranging from the renaming of towns,
ethnic cleansing, pillaging, blockades and civilian casualties to ur-
bicide and necropolises.

The issue is whether the exact figures for the human victims and
material loss will ever be known, either overall or for each side indi-
vidually. ‘Croatian authorities claim that 63 Catholic churches were
destroyed along with numerous other buildings. The Serbian side
has counted 243 damaged churches. According to rough estimates
by experts, 70 per cent of cultural monuments and various religious
buildings no longer exist in Bosnia-Hercegovina. Paintings, icons,
libraries ... have been destroyed or pillaged’ (Igri¢ 1995: 28). The
tragic situation in former Yugoslavia is also shown by the fact that
exact figures still have not been established for human and other
losses on Yugoslav soil during the Second World War.

The number of destructive factors is large and varied. In this pa-
per we are primarily interested in socio-psychological factors, both
those of long duration and those of medium and short duration:
historical socio-psychological, systemic socio-psychological and
situational socio-psychological. Of course, all the social factors of
Yugoslavia’'s disintegration during the war are interconnected and
can be categorized . Our intention here is merely to draw attention
to them, and to continue searching for an answer to the question
of the socio-psychological and political meaning of the stereotype
of the city in terms of nationalism and war.

Among the important historical socio-psychological factors con-
sidered as destructive is authoritarianism, which can be spoken of
as a historical constant in the Yugoslav environment. The results of
several sociological and socio-psychological investigations bear
witness to widespread and very distinct authoritarianism, particu-
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larly in Serbia, Montenegro, Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina
(Kuzmanovi¢ 1994, 161). Authoritarianism was a very fertile back-
ground for the ‘wide-scale mobilization of the population behind
the nationalistic programmes of the political and intellectual
elite’ (Lazi¢ 1994: 160). Authoritarianism is primarily shown as
the uncritical bestowal of trust in, and submission to, a supreme
leader. At the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s,
after nationalistic-chauvinistic programmes were legitimized,
republican leaders strengthened their power and led the masses
to the ruinous creation of national (ethnic) states, and into ‘lost
battles’.

Stereotypes are rigid and biased opinions, views or beliefs about
individuals, groups, institutions or situations, including views
about territorial collectivities or local social communities—the vil-
lage and the city and their inhabitants—and about rural and urban
populations. They are more often negative than positive and are
created before, or without, the availability of objective data about
the subject in question. As with most prejudices, stereotypes are
rigid and resistant to change. They are passionately expressed and
defended because they activate strong emotional affinities: hatred,
rage, fear, scorn, etc.

Stereotypes are often connected with ethnic distance and then
become ethnic stereotypes or ethnic prejudices. Gordon Allport
distinguishes between the following types and degrees of preju-
dice: 1) disparaging and stereotypically appraising an ethnic
group; 2) avoiding contact, that is, maintaining social distance; 3)
discrimination, discriminatory behaviour (limiting different
rights); 4) physical attacks (shifting from verbal to physical aggres-
sion); and 5) extermination (genocide). All these types and degrees
of ethnic stereotypes are in effect in ethnic relations in the Balkans
and Yugoslavia, including the current civil and ethnic warfare dis-
cussed here.

Therefore, in this paper we are primarily interested in whether
and how stereotypes connected to the city, particularly ethnic
stereotypes, were used in preparation for the physical and spiri-
tual destruction of towns, both internally and externally, and for
the justification of such destruction. Secondly, we are interested in
the ideological background of prevailing negative stereotypes
about the city, that is, their ideological roots in the past.
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Stereotypes about the city

Our experience is provincial.

R. Konstantinovié

The question to be explored is whether the ideological roots of
negative stereotypes about the city, especially large cities, can be
found in domestic folklore, and, above all, in social ideas.

The dislike of the city among recent advocates of militant na-
tionalism certainly had nothing to do with eminent scholars; some
of these advocates were uneducated and primitive and did not
even know of the work done by such scholars. Their hatred was
founded upon conscious and unconscious stimuli based on the
collective memory, traditionalism, a patriarchal view of the world,
on national romanticism and populism as a stubborn and powerful
spiritual orientation.

The invasion of the Slavs destroyed the traditions of Roman and
Byzantine urban civilizations in the interior of the Balkans. There
was a gradual renovation of some ancient towns (Belgrade, Nis,
Skoplje, Prizren) in the eastern part of the Balkans. However, even
though these towns existed in the same place and preserved their
names, there was no continuity of life from Antiquity (Kovacevic¢-
Koji¢ 1991: 16).

From the mid-thirteenth century, the development of mining led
to the creation of mining settlements in Serbia and there was a
rapid development of Serbian and Bosnian towns in the first half of
the fifteenth century. With the arrival of the Turks, contrary to
some opinions, urban life did not come to an end; in the first years
of Ottoman rule urban life in Serbia and Bosnia primarily contin-
ued in existing towns rather than in the small number of towns
founded by the Turks (Sarajevo, Nova Varos) (ibid.) The Ottoman
influence prevailed in small towns. This is also shown by the fact
that at the end of the sixteenth century the ‘Muslims comprised
approximately 27.4 per cent of the overall Balkan population,
while registries in the Istanbul archives indicate that they were
more numerous than the Christians in town centres’ (Beldiceanu
1991: 28). Based on the Turkish words he collected (141 entries)
Beldiceanu shows that the new conquerors influenced the ‘lexicon
of the Balkan towns and centres in Romanian principalities
(Vlaska, Moldavia)’ (ibid.).

In terms of urban development, the most important part of the
town was the downtown area or carsija (a word of Persian origin
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that reached Serbia through the Turks, meaning four directions or
four sides; in a freer translation it is the place where people meet
from all four corners of the world); it was primarily the business
district of the town and then a street or square with commercial
and artisan shops. Later, in the nineteenth century and afterwards,
the idea of the carsija took on a new meaning and implied some-
thing between ‘public opinion’ and the ‘cultural climate’ leading to
the ‘deep connection between last century’s towns and the com-
plex state of the social spirit that was formed within them and that
also formed them’ (Macura 1984: 7).

The structure of the Balkan downtown was formed in the seven-
teenth century: it had commercial and artisan areas and was di-
vided by religions and by the manufacture and sale of special
goods. Laws and administrative measures established the positions
of different downtown areas and the conditions for their opera-
tions (Popovi¢ 1991: 65). That is when two groups of merchants
arose: 1) domestic merchants, Muslims, Christians and Jews; and 2)
foreign merchants, with those from Dubrovnik having the princi-
pal position until the beginning of the seventeenth century.

‘The critical stamp and culture, in a word, the atmosphere in
Serbian towns in the eighteenth century, was given by the Vlachs’
(Antonijevii¢ 1991: 162). In the nineteenth century, the Serbs liv-
ing in areas under Turkish control, unlike their countrymen
north of the Sava and Danube rivers, ‘had a low level of urban
culture. Their settlements were villages, or isolated neighbour-
hoods within Turkish towns, lacking an urban identity’ (Manevi¢
1991: 216).

There were three periods in the process of transforming the
Carsija into a modern city centre:

First, after the end of the Second Serbian Uprising, the inherited
Turkish downtown areas and the towns themselves were in a pitiful
state, depopulated and burned for the most part. During the first
reign of Milo§ Obrenovi¢ town centres were recreated and renewed
and new centres were formed.

Second, from the fourth decade of the nineteenth century—from the
Constitution of 1839 and the Guild Decree of 1847-until almost its
end, the éarsija continued to develop and gradually brought together
the forces that would change it into a city centre ...

Third, at the turn of the century modern industry appeared and capi-
talism expanded, thereby creating the social, economic and cultural
conditions to transform town centres from the substance and form
of the carsija into modern city centres. (Macura 1984: 10)
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Be that as it may, in the part of the Balkans in which the Serbs
lived there were no autonomous and enterprising towns such as
those in Western Europe, with the exception of Dubrovnik. What
prevailed were trading centres, mining settlements, court palaces
and small towns...

Several opinions about the city from the pens of older scholars
are given below. These opinions cannot be called ‘pro-city’ but are
rather ambivalent or stereotypical expressions of fear of, or disdain
for, the city.

Vuk Karadzi¢ (1849: 11-16) writes about the ‘upper class’, the
town dwellers. He considers the core of the people to consist
‘entirely of peasants and farm-hands’. Town dwellers had Turkish
and Roman laws. In Montenegro, Hercegovina and Bosnia where
the law was Greek, ‘one cannot even imagine that other people
exist except for peasants and farm-hands, and in Serbia they are the
most prevalent’. KaradZi¢, in essence, has an ambivalent attitude
towards town dwellers. On the one hand he is critical of them, for
the following reason: ‘The upper class should speak the language
better and more clearly, it should be more learned than the people,
wiser, more courteous, agreeable and patriotic ... but in our upper
class everything is upside down.’ They prefer ‘themselves and their
life’ to the people and what benefits the people; they have forgot-
ten how to ‘think Serbian’; their science, if any, ‘does not reflect the
principles of the people’s common sense’. Vuk KaradZi¢ concludes
that ‘The simple class of our people ... is not inferior to a single one
of the five or six nearby peoples either in terms of their intellect or
their integrity or in any other good deeds; and the upper class is
the way in which it is brought up and the state in which it lives.
Even if they do nothing shameful, they are not excessively honour-
able either.’ Thus, the peasants and -farm-hands were entirely and
in all respects hardworking, while this was not the case with the
townsmen. In another text, KaradZi¢ writes that the Serbs did not
consider townsmen as being ‘among the Serbian people, and even
scorn them’. However, KaradZi¢ realizes the necessity of an ‘upper
class’ and this is where his ambivalence appears. He writes that ‘if at
least fifty years ago our people had had men to manage affairs in
accordance with present times they would have been their own
keepers long ago, and today this deficiency is also the greatest hin-
drance and misfortune that is all the greater for us owing to the fact
that it is easier to manage an orderly and ready-made house than to
build a new one and manage it’ (1960: 146).

Jovan Cviji¢ expounds the following views: ‘Some peoples and
some cultural circles take greater advantage of those positions that
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are convenient for large settlements. This can be established in
particular for the Turks, Vlachs and Greeks, and our people seem
to have the least propensity to found cities and towns.’ The
‘Byzantine Greeks’ were the most cultured element as townsmen,
and together with the Vlachs were the main merchants and arti-
sans. The type of the raj (non-Muslim subject) was created in con-
ditions where the people were longest under Turkish slavery and
where, solely in the Balkans, the Turks made up the greater part of
the population in towns. According to Cviji¢, therefore, the Dinaric
ethno-psychological type for whom ‘stability and absolute faith in
the national ideal was the main component of their history’ did not
develop a propensity towards town life, and particularly not to-
wards city life. Describing the carsija, Cviji¢ expresses his anti-city
opinion: ‘This carsija had a destructive influence on all Balkan
peoples, and still has today, particularly owing to the fact that dur-
ing peaceful times the carsija led society and produced the first
intelligentsia with its petty morals and enormous egoism that was
completely perverted’ (1966). For a better understanding, it should
be noted that Cviji¢ wrote these lines when only 16 per cent of the
population of the Kingdom of Serbia was urban. Stressing these
facts, our intention, inter alia, is to show that hostility towards the
carsija is understandable since it was a foreign, rather than a do-
mestic, stronghold.

Slobodan Jovanovi¢ sees nineteenth-century Serbia as an ex-
tremely ‘simple and uncomplicated country’ whose population
was ethnically, religiously and linguistically homogeneous: ‘There
are practically no social differences between the topmost layer of
the peasant masses, a thin layer of administrative-clerk intelli-
gentsia, and the wealthy merchants. The clerks and merchants
have peasant blood flowing through their veins: many of them
came from the village and those who were born in a town had
peasant grandfathers and fathers’ (1990). Jovanovi¢ distinguishes
between two prevailing types of Serbian politician: the intellec-
tual parvenu and the village boss. ‘The intellectual parvenu was
usually born in a village or small town; he completed secondary
school there and went to university abroad. He is reproached for
having been mentally and morally corrupted by the great learn-
ing that was rapidly stuffed into him. ... An educated primitive, he
is not able to restrain his ambitions and holds that his diploma
from Paris or Heidelberg gives him the right to everything’
(ibid.).

Jovanovi¢ agrees with Cviji¢ that nationalism is the only ‘firm
and solid’ tradition in the Serbian people. It should be noted that
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owing to historical circumstances, nationalism in the nineteenth
century had a positive role.

An intellectual, maintains Jovanovic, is a ‘nationalist and parti-
san, and so is a peasant’. Both are obsessed and full of ‘unbridled
personal ambitions’. The conclusion is sombre: ‘With such rulers,
such an intelligentsia, such peasant masses, it is no wonder that our
nineteenth century was full of conflicts and catastrophes’ (ibid.).

Karadzi¢, Cviji¢ and Jovanovic all share a negative opinion of the
Serbian intelligentsia, although Jovanovi¢ is also critical of the
peasants. However, in spite of this, Jovanovi¢ writes, ‘The rural
population is protected against the bias and abnormality of the
town culture that mechanizes life and gives rise to that overly pro-
saic and rational view of the world that is called narrow-minded’
(1940: 186). Jovan Duci¢ thinks in a similar way: ‘It seems to us that
with the genesis of towns and the growth of the intelligentsia the
creative genius of the village and peasant is slowly disappearing’.1

Vladimir Velmar-Jankovi¢ presents the ‘mental alignment of the
Belgrader’ in 1938 as follows: ‘Christianity through Orthodoxy, the
national church of St. Sava, a patriarchal-heroic perception of life,
respect for one’s ancestors and the ideas of the old Serbian state,
integrity contained in folk poems and other oral traditions pre-
served in the family and the rural household and fostered by the
national language. Among the great historical influences woven
into the people’s mentality that strongly affect it: Byzantium and
the Turks’ (1991: 58). Most of this Belgrade view of the world deals
with a mental alignment characteristic of the rural or possibly
small-town view of things; it shows little or nothing of the vision of
the Belgrader as a representative of the city that, when Velmar-
Jankovi¢ wrote this, had a population of around 300,000 people.

Velmar-Jankovi¢ shows one more interesting dimension of the
problem, which is his anti-European opinion. ‘That new Serb, that
first man with a Belgrade alignment, was his own man, his own in
terms of himself and the fact that—he was not a European’ (1991:
82). Furthermore, ‘of all the corners of Europe, the Balkans are the
least European. And among the Christians in the Balkans, the Serbs
and Bulgarians are the least European’ (1991: 82). Velmar-Jankovi¢
not only comes to this conclusion about their mental state but also
considers it correct. Unlike him, Gerhard Gezeman merely points out
the Montenegrins’ opinion of the citizens of Europe: ‘Whoever is
acquainted with the Montenegrins will understand their deep loath-
ing of the citizens of Europe hidden behind ... the word lacman
(foreigner), someone who dresses in the French manner and does not
wear a revolver at his belt—and who can dance on a rope’ (1992: 139).
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Acquiring an urban status in the sense of obtaining and being
part of a middle class was, and still is, a ‘transition phase’ in Serbia,
something second rate, provincial. Velmar-Jankovi¢ wrote some
excellent essays on this transition as a pattern of behaviour and a
mental state, analysing this process in Belgrade between the two
world wars. He realized that the transition phase created ‘its own
category of transitional people, transitional types and those in the
transition as a profession’ (1991: 35). Those in the transition phase
as a profession well understood the transitional time and used it
very selfishly: ‘speculators, professional politicians, punished and
unpunished criminal types, profiteers, those fishing in troubled
waters...” (1991: 40). The gallery of transitional types is even richer
and contains: ‘salon Communists, armchair opposition members,
nationalistic profiteers, government toadies and small-town dwell-
ers, revolutionaries until their first job, separatists until the first
policeman, democrat-sadists, fascist-“liberators” (1991: 43). The
writer Bosko Tokin had the following opinion: ‘Belgrade was semi-
provincial, demimondaine, primitive, immoral, secretive, brutal,
inconsiderate, intimate, hypermodern and anarchistic. Raging and
wretched at the same time’ (1932: 38).

The thesis of transition also indicates that Serbia’s city dwellers,
who should have been the main actors in modernization, were not
constituted as a class between the two wars, nor were they later as
the middle class, including the ‘new entrepreneurs’, and their in-
stability and incompleteness were one of the reasons behind unfin-
ished or deformed modernization.

The views expounded in the important contemporary book by
Radomir Konstantinovi¢ Filozofija palanke (Small-Town Philoso-
phy) are relevant to our topic. Defining the small-town mentality,
Konstantinovi¢ writes: ‘Between the village and the town, forgot-
ten as it is, the world of the small town is that of neither a village
nor a town. .. A small-town mentality is one of uniformity, the
mentality of ready-made solutions, patterns, very defined forms. ...
In the small-town world it is more important to hold onto estab-
lished customs than to be an individual. ... The spirit of traditional-
ism is one of the basic expressions of a small-town mentality’
(1981: 7,10, 11, 16).

Owing to the activities of the ‘new Serbian right’ and several po-
litical parties from the extreme right wing, which should be neither
overestimated nor underestimated, Konstantinovi¢’s thesis that
‘Serbian Nazism was not an “import” from the German national-
socialism that it served and supported, but the ultimate expression
of a small-town mentality’ (1981: 366) is of particular interest.
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In the service of militant nationalism

The principle of ethnic cleansing, the most terrifying thing our century
has devised, is becoming a guiding principle.

D. Snaper

Ever since the civil war began in former Yugoslavia, the diversified
arsenal of war propaganda, as a component part of the war strat-
egy, contained negative stereotypes about the city. On suitable
occasions, the warlords and their apologists among national ide-
ologists publicly announced through the media their views on the
malignancy and depravity of the city, on the unnaturalness of in-
terethnic coexistence, on the rotten cosmopolitanism of the city,
on the need to ‘Serbianize’ towns, etc. The images and metaphors
that were used in this regard belong to the realm of déja vu, but
there were also some ‘epic innovations’.

The creators of the statements and views about the city that will
be quoted do not have the importance and intellectual superiority
of the scholars cited above. Their statements were often ‘off the
top of their heads’, but they had weight and were menacing owing
to the fact that their speakers were the oppressors who deter-
mined the fate of people and towns, or proponents of war propa-
ganda, favoured in the regime-controlled media which included
the greatest number of media with the greatest number of viewers,
listeners and the greatest circulation.

Dubrovnik and its surroundings were the victim of one of the
most senseless undertakings in the civil war under discussion. For
centuries this city was unique in the Balkans; its civilization had a
European glow, and not only during its ‘great century’. To make
matters even worse, Dubrovnik, Mostar, Sarajevo and Vukovar are
among the prettiest and most picturesque historical cities with
clearly expressed identities. The case of Dubrovnik might be called
paradigmatic with respect to the current topic.

In mid-July 1991 Mihailj Kertes promised ‘a great Serbian state
from Montenegro to the left bank of the Neretva River with Du-
brovnik as the capital city’ which, if this intention were carried out,
would be called Nik$i¢ on Sea following the wishes of the
‘Montenegrin neighbours in charge of renaming’ (V, 13 September
1993). Bozidar Vucurevi¢ militantly announced that ‘It is only a
matter of days or hours before the JNA (the Yugoslav People’s
Army) enters Dubrovnik. If the fascist army finds resistance in the
Old Town it will be destroyed (B, 5-6 October 1991). Confronted
by protests from abroad and isolated domestic complaints,
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Vudlurevi¢ made his famous ‘off-thecuff remark: ‘If need be, we
will build an even prettier and older Dubrovnik’ (V, 16 December
1991).

Vucurevi¢’s images and metaphors with respect to the city are of
a medical, organic, geo-deterministic and ethnocentric nature. He
is from the village of Zubci; in his collection of poems he recog-
nizes in Trebinje ‘urban pestilence’, ‘imposed obligations and mis-
fortune’, ‘disloyalty’ (Colovi¢ 1994: 31). In order to get rid of these
pernicious diseases, he performed vengeful surgery as the com-
mander-in-chief in January 1993 and expelled all the Muslims from
Trebinje before destroying the town’s mosque. He applied a selec-
tive eradication of the ‘urban pestilence’. But Dubrovnik remained
his main ‘mental’ preoccupation. The metaphors remain the same:
‘Dubrovnik is neither a Serbian nor a Croatian town but a Latin
town built on Serbian rocks. Life within it was always whorish and
there was never room for an honest Serb. Zero elevation produced
a zero category of people. So-called Dubrovnik gentlemen even
sold their children into white slavery to all sorts of worldly good-
for-nothings, both male and female. That is how Dubrovnik truly
came to an end as Serbia’s spleen knowing perfectly well what it
is-the mausoleum of red blood cells’ (B, 1993).

At the beginning of October 1991, at the news that fighting was
taking place around Dubrovnik, a group of Belgrade historians-
Ljubinka Trgovcevié, Sima Cirkovi¢, Andrej Mitrovi¢, Mirjana Ziv-
kovi¢ and Ivan Djuri¢-sent an open letter to JNA forces and armed
formations in Croatia in which they warned and begged them not
to allow any part of this historical city to be destroyed. They
stressed that Dubrovnik was part of the history of both the Serbian
and Croatian peoples and part of the world cultural heritage. ‘The
entire civilized world would never forgive you for that; not a single
goal or any boundary is worthy of destruction...’. It was an isolated
voice of self-consciousness from the ranks of the Serbian intellec-
tual elite. It reverberated, but there were also ‘reactions’. Art histo-
rian Dinko Davidov, in an open letter to Ljubinka Trgovcevi¢ (9
October 1991) wrote that ‘...your concern for the fate of Dubrovnik
is touching, except that you made one mistake: you should not have
sent the same letter to the armed forces of the JNA and the conspira-
torial neo-Ustasha units. You have thereby equated something that
cannot be equated. That is already deceit. Our entire history is the
history of different false parallels... And finally, I would like to ask
how it is possible that, along with the concern shown for the fate
of Dubrovnik, you did not show a little concern for the Serbian
Orthodox churches and monasteries that were catastrophically
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destroyed by the Ustasha during the genocide against the Serbian
people in the Second World War. As far as Dubrovnik is concerned,
and our army in front of its walls, I hope that you muster the
strength to apologize to the army for addressing it improperly. It is
bleeding and you compare it to the worst scum of recent political
and military history.” Davidov was not alone in these views. The im-
plication was that the time had come to avenge the suffering of the
Serbs in the Second World War. On the other hand, the looting of
cultural and other riches from the Dubrovnik area and the officers
mixed up in this affair, let alone other things, did not give the JNA
any reason to expect an apology.

In a speech at the Second Serbian Unity Congress in Chicago (5
November 1991), Matija BeCkovic said that ‘...the mourning towns
that were not destroyed show an indifference towards the thou-
sands of people who were killed. It seems that if Hitler had sought
refuge in Dubrovnik he would have been protected by UNESCO’.

Radovan SamardZzi¢, who spent a lot of time in the Dubrovnik
archives and wrote knowledgeably about the city, took part in this
‘dialogue’ and expounded views full of xenophobia, ethnic stereo-
types and Serbian self-sufficiency. ‘The situation is not dangerous
for Dubrovnik. It is a prostituted city of hotel keepers visited by
American grandmothers, British queers, stupid Frenchmen and
German typists... We don’t need the Allies because the US is cor-
rupt, the English are stupid, the French are right-wing and the Rus-
sians are poor’ (V, 21 November 1991: 38).

Ratko Dmitrovi¢, a commentator on RTS news, condemned the
‘ugly’ political views of Bogdan Bogdanovi¢, Filip David and Mirko
Kovac, stating, ‘And when it comes right down to it, should the
dilemma arise, or even the possibility of a dilemma, that either ten
Serbs be killed or part of the old Dubrovnik walls be destroyed, I
would not hesitate for a moment. No stone is worth more than a
human life. In any case, these walls were built by men, the Lord
God did not make them descend from heaven’ (V, 23 December
1991: 54). The false dilemma, that of men dying or ‘walls’ being
destroyed became popular. It was ‘forgotten’ that both one and the
other should be protected from barbarism. Men built the walls, of
course, but men, that is, states, also signed international conven-
tions on protecting the cultural treasures of whichever people they
belonged to. ‘Liberating’ towns, as was done in this civil war,
meant destroying both people and towns. The examples of Vuk-
ovar and Mostar give convincing proof of this.

Unlike contemporaries who participated in the ‘mocking’ of
Dubrovnik, it is interesting to note that KaradZi¢ and Cviji¢, al-
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though basically anti-urban in their views, singled out Dubrovnik
and valued its urbanity. Cviji¢ wrote the following about it: ‘Almost
the entire population is distinguished by a mildness and courtesy,
tact and judiciousness. These are the characteristics that should be
acknowledged for the fact that they succeeded in founding a repub-
lic, unique of its kind, and finding the way for it to advance even in
the most difficult circuamstances.’ ‘In other words’, says Cviji¢,
‘Dubrovnik’s intellectual and moral laboratory’ showed ‘harmony
and docility’, but also ‘reason and calculation’ (1966: 333-334).

The fate of Sarajevo, a town which underwent one thousand
days of siege from 28 January 1995, is much worse than that of
Dubrovnik. More than ten thousand people died in that siege and
around fifty thousand were wounded; in 1994 alone some five
hundred children were orphaned (B, special issue, 4 January
1994).2 Many books have been written in the world (around 300)
and in our country about the ‘tragic paradox of our times’ known
as ‘the siege of Sarajevo’. The composition and contents of the
book by Miroslav Prstojevi¢, Sarajevo-ranjeni grad (Sarajevo-
Wounded City), conceived as the nine circles of hell, gives a con-
vincing presentation of Sarajevo as a place of torture. Prstojevic
writes: ‘An enormous red-hot cloud of hate stands over my city.
The city, in which for centuries four of the five largest world relig-
ions have lived in parallel, is melting under a burst of heat. I see the
gradual destruction of apartments, temples, streets, museums,
monuments, factories, people... Cultural values are disappearing’
(1994: 115).

On the occasion of receiving the Ratkovi¢ award for poetry in
1993, Radovan Karadzi¢ made a statement for the newspaper Pob-
Jeda: “‘We from Durmitor Mountain are a free people, we have very
often felt that towns are like prisons.’ In the poem ‘Vuksan’, dedi-
cated to his father, the second stanza reads: ‘Go down to the city /
to beat up the filthy / Vuksan, holiday / what a nice name’. And in
other poems by Karadzi¢, fragments can be found that indicate
hostility towards the city and foreboding with regard to Sarajevo.
Although indicative, this is still poetry. What is significant for our
topic, however, is how KaradzZi¢ interprets why he kept Sarajevo,
the city in which he lived and worked, under siege and in agony as
though it were the Middle Ages. Explaining why he had chosen
Pale over Banja Luka as the capital of Republika Srpska, KaradZzi¢
said: ‘Pale does not exist. Pale is a small place and currently the seat
of the government bodies... The reason we are staying there is that
we have to be on the front line. We have to be on a prominent
place of command and I must say that it is very important that we
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have held Sarajevo and still do. If we did not hold Sarajevo, there
would be no state ... Never hold a snake by the tail, but by the neck:
that’s what we had to achieve that’ (author’s italics) (B, November
1994, and almost the same words in NIN, 10 February 1995: 13).
The metaphor of the city as a ‘snake’s neck’ is rare indeed, probably
original. The worst thing is that he treated Sarajevo as one might
treat a snake’s neck. In the name of megalomaniac national pro-
grammes, it was renamed, ethnically cleansed, divided, tortured
and destroyed. From genocide to urbicide.

When asked by journalist Branka Afielkovi¢, ‘What is the sense of
holding Sarajevo the way the Serbs are holding it? The part of the
city that is considered urban is in Muslim hands’, KaradZi¢ replied,
‘We'll see about that. We have an opportunity to divide the city by
the river. The international community would approve this idea.
Two-fifths of the urban part, the heart of the city would belong to us,
and three-fifths to Muslims. There might be some justice in that, al-
though we would be sorry to leave the old church there. However, it
is clear that the Muslims cannot have all of Sarajevo. We will never
allow that. Either it is ours or it will be two cities’ (NIN, 10 February
1995: 13).3 Further on in the interview, Karadzid¢, just like earlier
dictators, goes into urban, architectural and regional planning, but
with a strict ethnic stamp. Ghettoization on the city level, then on
the state level, was the goal he set.

MomCdilo Krajidnik, in a statement in the Serbian newspaper
Oslobodjenje, shows even greater radicalism. ‘All assertions that
the war can end somewhere outside of Sarajevo are illusory, and
the inhabitants of this city of ours must understand that it is their
fate to be involved in the beginning and the end of this war. Sara-
jevo is of great importance for our fight. Here it is shown that a
common state is out of the question. Here we are dealing with two
cities, two states. That is the first phase. For the first time I will say
publicly what I truly think, here in Oslobodjenje. Sarajevo’s pros-
pects are to be a united city in the future, but completely Serbian.
The Muslims will have to look for their capital outside of Sarajevo,
somewhere else. That is the natural course of things. This city will
belong completely to Republika Srpska. Maybe it seems too opti-
mistic right now, or too radical, but I am certain that is how it will
be’ (V, 28 November 1994: 55).

The human and social cost of such an undertaking does not
seem to worry the founders of mono-ethnic states. In 1986. out of
170 independent states in the world only a small number were
ethnically homogeneous. Mono-ethnic states can only be envisaged
at the price of breaking up the world into minute communities.
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On the occasion of the Spanish civil war, Orwell wrote some-
thing that also pertains to the civil war in Yugoslavia: ‘one of the
worst characteristics of war is that all the war propaganda, the
shouts, lies and hatred, are always the work of people who are not
fighting’ (in Stoyanne 1992: 120).

Momo Kapor writes that Sarajevo was an ‘unnatural creation’,
and that the city ‘collapsed by itself from malice and hatred. Radi-
calizing such a view of things, Drago$ Kalaji¢ publicly stated his
‘Neronian’ joy that Sarajevo was in flames. Both of them were
bothered by Sarajevo’s multiethnic and multicultural coexistence.
They were for homogenization, segregation and ghettoization. This
stereotypical chauvinistic perception did not take into account, or
refused to acknowledge, that the creation and development of
every historical city in Europe is the result of interculturalism, and
that every city is a mixture of civilizations and ethnic groups. It was
a view that overlooked the fact that diversity is the basic character-
istic of the city as such.

Nationalisms nourish each other and act just like communicat-
ing vessels. Thus, representatives of all three sides in the conflict,
including the representatives of religious leaders, condemned
mixed marriages and the children born to such marriages. In 1981,
a total of 15 per cent of children in Bosnia-Hercegovina were from
ethnically mixed marriages. If we consider the extended families of
ethnically mixed and other couples, then ‘half the population of
Bosnia-Hercegovina has interethnic relations’ (Bogosavljevi¢ 1992:
40). The proportion of mixed marriages was highest—up to 40 per
cent of all marriages—in industrial settlements with an extremely
mixed ethnic structure, such as Vukovar, Sarajevo and Mostar. In
spite of everything, ethnically mixed marriages were still taking
place, in Sarajevo for example. It is impossible to organize an eth-
nically pure life. There will always be ‘mixed love’, merchants who
disturb an ethnically pure situation (‘commerce might fall sick, but
it will never die’), travellers who arrive, and then stay, in ‘pure’
areas, etc.

Sarajevo was being destroyed by fire, sword and words; Bel-
grade, for the moment, was only being destroyed by dangerous
words and sporadic acts of extreme nationalistic violence.

In a programme on NTV Studio B (1992), Sonja Karadzic, the
daughter of Radovan Karadzi¢, said: ‘I am very disappointed with
Belgrade and the “liberalism” that is emphasized in my people’s
capital.’ The first reason for her disappointment was that the city
contained people from all the ethnic groups that had fled Sarajevo,
while their counterparts were still committing genocide against



An Uneasy View of the Cit 137
Sy 'y

the Serbs; and the second was that Belgraders were contemplating
political changes in Serbia. In the interior, according to Karadzi¢’s
daughter, young people were much healthier and less burdened
and did not think about such things.

Dragoslav Bokan declared that, “We should all show that Bel-
grade is the Serbian Hong Kong. It is not part of the Serbdom, it
has betrayed the Serbdom! We should give it, and not honourable
Podgorica, the name of Titograd’ (D, 23 December 1992: 12).

Isidora Bjelica and Nebojsa Pajki¢, the ‘commissars of political
art’ wrote about the ‘anxiety of a sick and run-down Belgrade’, a
city then truly facing ‘stagnation’. Belgrade’s stagnation consisted
of ‘civic commotion’, ‘peacemaking’ and cosmopolitanism. When
asked what message he would send to Belgrade, Miroslav Toholj
(RS minister of information), speaker of the commissars of the
‘new Serbian right wing’, replied, ‘I feel compassion for them and
am discovering the good fortune that here, in the forest, I can
scream to my heart’s content. I can be completely free, while those
in the middle of Belgrade cannot..’ (7,19 October 1994: 21-24).

The magazine Srpska re¢ (Serbian Word) (No. 89, 1994: 15) con-
tained the following comment: ‘Belgrade is Tito’s whore. It con-
siders itself Yugoslav, cosmopolitan, democratic. The only thing
it does not want to be is what it is: Serbian.’4 The leader of a
‘patriotic party’ explained this briefly and clearly: ‘Belgrade is an
anti-Serbian dustbin.’

At the time of the political conflicts between the leadership of
Serbia Proper and that of the Serbs on the other side of the Drina
River (autumn 1994), threats came from Pale that Belgrade should
be made Serbian by hook or by crook. With this same desire to
make Belgrade Serbian, the above-mentioned ‘commissars of po-
litical art’ contrasted Pale and Belgrade. According to them, Pale
did not deserve the ‘ambivalent attribute of the “largest Serbian
hick town” given to it by Crnjanski in his Apoteozi Kekendi
(Apotheosis to Kekenda). They agreed with the statement by
Aleksa Buha that Pale was the ‘Serbian Bonn, as opposed to the
spiritual wall that today divides Serbian Belgrade from non-Serbian
Belgrade, just like East and West Berlin’ (7, 19 October 1994: 21).

Brana Crncevic¢ examining the role of Belgrade as the capital city
stated for the daily Javnost, in the city of Visegrad, that ‘The Serbs
here live severely blockaded on all sides. Belgrade is rather indif-
ferent towards it all. It has its own idea about cosmopolitanism, its
real and false art, people who want to believe they are right and
those who are not right. Geographically speaking, Belgrade is the
capital of Serbdom but capital cities have a habit of changing
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places. It might happen one day, for one reason or another, that Ser-
bia’s capital is Krudevac or a small town in Vojvodina; it might be a
small town in Republika Srpska or Krajina. Serbia’s capital is always
where Serbian ideas are the strongest’ (V, 1 October 1994: 59).

At the national conference on 10 December 1994 in Belgrade’s
Sava Centre, during discussions on whether it was feasible and
realistic to unite all Serbian lands, consideration was given to the
capital of that new state. Belgrade was contested in this regard.
Momo Kapor said something very similar to Brana Crn¢evié. In his
opinion the matriarch of Serbian national feelings, which was act-
ing like a step-mother, should be punished by having the capital
moved elsewhere.

Momir Vojvodi¢ proclaimed Pale the capital ‘since it is Serbia’s
Cetinje today’.

The reasons for moving Serbia’s capital were religious, moral,
and even biological. Rastislav Petrovi¢ saw ‘the two newly created
Serbian states (RS and RSK) as fresh blood that would strengthen
the two (Serbia and Montenegro) already rather elderly Serbian
states’. Aleksandar Draskovi¢ agreed: ‘Real Serbian national feelings
are being tempered and hardened across the Drina River, and I
don’t see that here’. Threatening both intellectuals and civic cir-
cles, Rajko Djurdjevi¢ concluded that ‘The lurching city of Belgrade,
with its intellectual circles that only care about ingratiating them-
selves to the West, has ceased to be the capital of its own volition.
It is no longer the capital in spirit’ (R, 16-31 December 1994: 9).

During moments of the greatest iniquity, when the worst
breaches of human rights and war rights were taking place, and
particularly at the time of widespread crimes against the civilian
population and crimes against the cultural and architectural heri-
tage, all of which were protected by international conventions,
barbaric threats were made not only against Yugoslav cities outside
the theatre of war, but also against the cities and metropolises of
neighbouring countries. General Ratko Mladié, in a fit of ambition,
announced that, ‘Through this war I have broken away from Com-
munism and Yugoslavia and have become the greatest Serb. Sooner
or later I will liberate the Serbian city of Zadar, an undertaking that
was prevented by the disloyal JNA General Staff. Trieste is an old
Serbian city, too, and will be ours in the end. The Serbian army will
finish this war, just like the previous two, on the Trieste-Vienna
line’ (B, 1993, article by M. Maric¢). Zeljko RaZnatovi¢ Arkan (in the
capacity of ‘political thinker’) ‘considered’ urban themes as well.
He announced that ‘Zadar, Sibenik, Dubrovnik and Split are Ser-
bian cities where the Catholics settled by force. The time has fi-
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nally come to expel them’, and ‘I am convinced that entering Za-
greb is the only way to settle accounts with the Ustasha ideology—
then I certainly will open a pastry shop on Jelaci¢ Square’ (B, 1993,
same article).

It might be said that not many authors used ethnic stereotypes
about the city to produce ‘cultural hatred’, although not all of them
have been mentioned. In addition, the urban question was not a
central point in nationalistic ideology and current political my-
thology. It ‘turns up’ by happenstance and was ‘inserted’ into the
propaganda of militant ethnic nationalism. Nonetheless, there are
more than enough authors of ethnic stereotypes of the city, since
‘civil war does not come from without, is not some sort of im-
ported virus, rather it is an endogenous process. It is always started
by a minority: probably one out of a hundred is enough to ruin
civilized life together ... When civil war reaches a climax, it turns
out that most did not want it’ (Enzensberger 1994).

Unlike national ideologists and apologists of ethnic cleansing
and Russell-esque cartographers, who for historical, ethnic or any
other reason, or sometimes withhout reason, divided the country
and towns with the explicit or tacit support of the regime and of a
good deal of the opposition political parties, individuals and civic
associations active opposing the evil; for this they were stigmatized
as traitors, ‘anti-war profiteers’, cosmopolites, deserving of
‘complete disdain’ and similar epithets. They had intellectual and
moral strength but insufficient political power, and survived on
the margins of social and political life both within the country and
abroad.

Owing to the fact that he deals with the urban question in the
civil war, which is the subject of our analysis, a brief outline of the
contents of Bogdan Bogdanovi¢’s book Grad i smrt (The City and
Death) will be given here.

Bogdanovic¢’s approach is skilfully to unite views from the field
of urban anthropology, urban psychology and the history of civi-
lization. The best indication of the topic and its coherence are
the essay titles, and particularly the title given to the book as a
whole. For an architect whose charnel house monuments have
recorded ‘war and death, victors and vanquished’, but above all
the ‘indestructible joy of life’, the loss of the civilian population
and the destruction of cities are tragedies that stirred his emo-
tions and sharpened his awareness. Bogdan Bogdanovié, who
comes from Belgrade, speaks frankly, bravely and movingly about
the horrible fate of his ‘parallel homelands’, Vukovar, Mostar and
Sarajevo. He cites reasons for and against the city and opts for the
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city; he wonders about the roots of fear of the city and disdain for
the city, about the motives of city-haters and city-destroyers,
about the nature of the chauvinists, that is, the ethnic hygienists
and warlords who wanted to use violence to wipe out any trace
of human and material variety, interculturalism, the permeation
of civilizations, urbanity, and, last but not least, the joy and
beauty of life. Bogdanovi¢ wants both to understand and con-
demn: morally, politically, culturally. In order to be convincing
and relentless, his picture of things is sometimes Manichaean: a
division into city-haters and city-lovers. There are also those who
are ambivalent and those without an articulated opinion about the
city.

The campaign to collect signatures for the Declaration on a Free
and United Sarajevo brought together those who did not look at
the city through ethnic stereotypes. This campaign, and the Sara-
jevo Declaration itself, deserve attention. The Declaration was
signed by 6,500 Belgraders and 1,500 from Novi Sad, Subotica,
Kraljevo, Smederevo, Ni§ and Novi Pazar. The relative success of
the campaign, considering the number of signatures, was due to
the Serbian Renewal Movement, the Civic Alliance of Serbia, the
Labour Party, the Belgrade Circle, the Centre for Anti-War Action,
Women in Black and the Vojvodina League of Social Democrats.
The media’s help in this campaign was invaluable, particularly that
of Borba, Vreme, Republika, the Monitor and the Liberal. The Dec-
laration reads as follows:

A free, open and undivided Sarajevo is the expression of our everlast-
ing will and therefore we will not allow anyone to divide Sarajevo,
on any basis whatsoever, at a time when the entire civilized world
aspires towards mutual co-operation and integration.

We are firmly convinced that living with diversity and in a state
of tolerance is the inestimable heritage of our past and the sure
foundation of a peaceful and happy future for each and every inhabi-
tant of Sarajevo and Bosnia-Hercegovina.

We demand the just and timely punishment of all war criminals
and the safe return of all exiles and refugees, which is a prerequisite
for the normalization of life and the continuation of the tradition of
coexistence.

We completely accept the Charter of the United Nations and the
General Declaration on Human Rights as the criteria for our own
practices and the organization of social relations, and ask the interna-
tional community, on the basis of these principles, to undertake the
resolution of the future of Sarajevo and Bosnia-Hercegovina, con-
vinced that only a democratically organized political government can
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assure the dignity and interests of every free inhabitant of Sarajevo
and of our communal state.

At this moment we are responsible for the fulfilment of these
civilized principles.

What is Cathartic in Urban Civilization?

We have already stressed that in addition to economic and political
transformations, the emergence of the city also meant changes in
people’s mentality. With the appearance of the Greek polis, the
discovery of a new intellectual horizon meant

the promotion of words whose secular use in free debate and discus-
sion provides contradictory evidence, becomes a first-class political
tool, the means to supremacy in the state; the character of broad
public opinion that is given both by the phenomena of social life and
the products of the intellect—written laws and decrees—which are
made available for the inspection of all citizens, and the actions of
individuals that are subjected to criticism; replacing the old hierar-
chical relations of domination and submission with new types of so-
cial relations that have their origin in symmetry, reflexivity and reci-
procity, between ‘similar’ or ‘equal’ citizens; abandoning old attitudes
towards tradition that is no longer considered an immutable truth
that must be respected and repeated, with nothing changing within
it, rather each person’s efforts to detach himself from it, to confirm
his own originality by establishing a distance with respect to his
predecessors, whose assertions are taken over, corrected or com-
pletely rejected; all these show that the secularization, rationaliza-
tion, geometrization of thought, as the development of an inventive
and critical mind, take place through social practice. (Vernant 1990)

Regarding the expansion of Western European cities, Werner
Sombart noted the creation of a new society, and, to an even
greater extent, a new mentality. ‘If I am not mistaken, it is in Flor-
ence, somewhere near the end of the fourteenth century, he
writes, ‘where we first encounter the perfect burgher.’ The con-
cept of the burgher as opposed to the peasant arose in the munici-
palities of the medieval West, those autonomous territorial collec-
tivities. Burghers are members of a group of ‘men equal before the
law’. Max Weber showed that Western European cities strongly
encouraged the development of capitalism since they broke up
social groups created on blood ties and a common local origin,
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something which did not happen in populous Asiatic cities.
Therein lies the originality of Western cities. Owing to the disap-
pearance or suppression of blood ties, taboos and magic, the city
became a confederation of individuals whose social position de-
pended only on structural factors and personal characteristics.
Thus the prerequisites were created for the city population to be
transformed into a group of citizens founded primarily on the ba-
sis of personal interest. Contrary to the widespread belief that
modern democracy has its historical roots in ancient democracy, it
is Weber’s opinion that it has precursors in the democracy of me-
dieval towns in which the basic actor is the burgher in the form of
homo oeconomicus oriented towards peaceful gain. In Weber’s
words, the class of burghers is the mainstay of the process of ra-
tionalization, and this implies both modernization and democrati-
zation.

According to Habermas, ‘ “The City” is the vital centre of civic
society, and not only in economic terms; in its cultural-political
opposition to “the court” it denotes above all an early literary pub-
lic that finds its institutions in the English coffee-houses, French
salons and German café societies (Tishegesellschaften). Encounter-
ing bourgeois intellectuals, the successors of that humanistic-
aristocratic society with its social conversation that rapidly devel-
oped into public criticism, established a bridge between the back-
ward form of the court public that was disintegrating, and the pre-
liminary form of a new bourgeois public’ (Habermas 1969: 41).
Habermas investigated the genesis, structure and function of the
liberal model of a civic public. In his opinion, ‘public opinion’ can
only be spoken of ‘in late seventeenth-century England and eight-
eenth-century France’ (1969: 4).

However, the city is a necessary but insufficient condition for
the formation of a middle class. In Serbian society, as a distant
province and semi-colony of Ottoman Oriental despotism, entre-
preneurship and the middle class, as the mainstays of a liberal ori-
entation, could not be properly developed and consolidated. The
social structure did not change essentially, even after the ‘village-
bourgeois’ revolution. The class in power was not the middle class
but the merchant bourgeoisie that was originally from rural areas;
their cultural-ethical and political value orientations did not pro-
vide a favourable atmosphere for economic and political moderni-
zation. In the whirlwind of the First and Second Balkan Uprisings
and the First and Second World Wars, the small number of bour-
geois was reduced even further. Oriented towards the autocratic
state, and very dependent on it, the thin layer of the pre-socialistic
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bourgeoisie was not, for the most part, prone to liberal ideas. Dissi-
dent or opposition groups that operated more or less publicly after
1945 often had a Marxist orientation, meaning that it was either di-
rected against the middle class, or ambivalent towards it. ‘When the
advocates of liberal ideas emerged from the underground where
they had been pushed, their rhetoric was primarily anti-
Communist (extremely intolerant and therefore antiliberal in it-
self); immediately afterwards it merged with nationalism that fur-
ther cut off its roots. Liberalism thus turned into a set of ritual
phrases that appear as fashionable formulas but do not have a
deeper foothold in either current social processes (in the social
class whose interests it would represent) or in the broader intellec-
tual tradition’ (Gredelj 1994: 256).

Let us return to our outline of the development of cities and the
rise of urban civilization. Fernand Braudel shows what free cities
achieve when they wrest themselves away from the iron embrace
of the state, and even the ethnic group. Braudel writes that there
are two great rivals on European soil—the state and the city. The
state usually wins and the city then becomes subjugated and is
placed under a heavy hand. The miracle that appeared in the first
great urban European centuries is that the city was the complete
victor, at least in Italy, Flanders and Germany. During that rather
long period of time it experienced a life all its own, which is a co-
lossal event the genesis of which cannot be defined with certainty.
Based on this freedom, great cities and others on their borders and
following their example built an original civilization and spread
new skills that had either been revived or rediscovered after sev-
eral centuries. They were allowed to gain quite exceptional politi-
cal, social and economic experience.

Social thought in the nineteenth century aspired to replace the
rationalism and individualism that prevailed in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries with Burke’s return to history and a so-
ciological approach that put the emphasis on traditionally formed
communities. But as John Stuart Mill judiciously warned, the shift
was all too easy from the accepted principle of individual rights
and freedoms to the rights and freedoms of nations, neglecting the
fact that the insatiable appetite of the latter might swallow the
former (Emerson 1994: 47).

Twentieth-century totalitarian systems were fatal for many cities.
Cities were destroyed by bombing, terrorism, prohibitions, absurdity,
even by plan (necropolises such as Dresden, Berlin, Hiroshima, Na-
gasaki, etc.). Gods and power-holders had difficulty putting up with
anything that might have had the same importance as they did.
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The modern city can only attain civic society, urbanity and cul-
ture within the framework of an open society. In this vein, it is
wrong to reduce the city to a city planning or political concept.
Such an approach to the city usually generates conflicts and great
misfortunes. Both town planners and politicians look at the city as
a blueprint for intervention, and when reality throws obstacles in
their way, they either hate the city or destroy it.

The memory of historical cities is often destroyed when modern
city planning undertakes the task of simplification . The same thing
occurred in politics when cities such as Vukovar, Dubrovnik, Mo-
star and Sarajevo became obstacles to the eradication of memory
and were therefore disliked. For power-holders who wanted to
recreate a homogeneous and closed society, Sarajevo was the sym-
bol of an odious, open and pluralistic.city. For proponents of the
rigid state model of an ethnic-based state, Sarajevo was the symbol
of a hostile city in the true sense, for it was Aristotle who showed
that the goal of the city is not unity and homogeneity, but rather
diversity.

The city is, simultaneously, organized memory and consented
construction, nature and culture, the past and the future. Salmon
Rushdie said that ‘Sarajevo exists as an idea, a fictitious Sarajevo,
whose destruction and suffering make exiles of us all. This Sarajevo
represents something like an ideal, a city in which the values of
pluralism, tolerance and coexistence created a united and elastic
culture. People from Sarajevo do not define themselves as mem-
bers of a clan or religious group but, simply and honourably, as
citizens. If that city should disappear, then we all become its refu-
gees. If the culture of Sarajevo dies, we all become its orphans’
(Rushdie, 1994: 218).

The philosophical concept of the city as ‘the experience of dif-
ferences’ surpasses the pre-eminence and claim-laying of town
planners and politicians. Politics and town planning have trans-
formed the government into a rigorous controller of the city’s so-
cial space. An open city, as a place of urbanity, is most meaningful
if it prevents the realization of this type of manipulation and
domination. Diversity, that specific feature of pluralism, is what
distinguishes the modern city from other forms of institutionaliz-
ing of the political community; such forms always symbolize the
dominant factor (the state, ethnic group) and as such generate
exclusivity.

In addition to other human rights, people today have the right to
the city as a place preserving the ‘experience of differences’.
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Notes

1 Quoted from Peca J. Markovié, 1992. See, in the same book, comments
regarding the psychological resistance to industry and the city, 46-47.

2 ‘In the First World War, 5% of the casualties were civilians; in the Second
World war 45%; in the Korean War 85%; and in the Vietnam war 95% ...
The percentage in Bosnia is close to that in Vietnam.’ From a declaration
by the organizers of the protest meeting in Belgrade on 28 January 1995.

3 The very systematic technique of the siege, and KaradZi¢’s abundant
flow of words to justify it, indicate the singularity of his motive. The at-
tacks were not intended merely to hammer Sarajevo, ‘to kill the city in
it’, and to punish it for its former spirit of tolerance and cosmopolitan-
ism, but also to cleanse it ethnically and regenerate it nationally. Rado-
van KaradZi¢ proposed that Sarajevo be divided into ethnic units that
had never been either units or ethnic’ (see Bogdan Bogdanovié¢ 1994:
57).

4 Biljana Plav$i¢ considers ‘cosmopolitanism to be a luxury that can only
be practised when the national (ethnic) question is resolved and a state
is set up’ (V, No. 51, 26 December 1994).



The Unresolved Genocide
SRPDAN BOGOSAVLJEVIC

Yugoslavia was, according to its pre-Second World War borders,
one of the countries with the highest number of war victims, the
greatest amount of war damage and the worst effects of genocide.
The question of indifference with respect to the war victims there-
fore arises!—while there may be political motives for this indiffer-
ence, there can be no justification. The fact that in the only register
of the victims of war no attempt was made to collect data on the
perpetrators of crimes as well, reveals something of the motives of
the then leadership of Yugoslavia: there was an unwillingness to
stir up and bring into the forefront the barely pacified intolerance
among nations that had reached its peak during the war. Thus, the
delay in carrying out a serious analysis of the war victims, in com-
piling lists of victims, as well as in identifying those responsible for
the suffering, even at the lowest level, and, naturally, delays in their
sentencing, have created room for manipulation and exaggeration.

At worst, it is not impossible to view the present conflict as a
continuation of the 1941-1945 war, since the highest numbers of
victims and the most brutal clashes occurred in more or less the
same areas. Retaliation for what had been done earlier, and fear of
a renewal of genocide (irrespective of whether this fear was justi-
fied or not), were, at the same time, if not the moving force behind
the war, then certainly an important element in motivating the
masses.

Launching an investigation now, or even a few years ago, at a
time when it served as an overture to the dissolution of Yugoslavia
in the war, rather than at a time when many of the facts could have
been checked, is in many ways a futile undertaking. Today, one can
carry out a critical review of the estimates and appraisals given in
previous years, and perhaps by establishing some irrefutable facts
one can manage to ascertain the minimum number of victims.
Naturally, most disputes regarding the war victims are based on



The Unresolved Genocide 147

easily recognizable ideology and propaganda, and thus do not
merit more serious analysis. If one were to fall into this trap, the
discussion on war victims might easily be transformed into a statis-
tical essay which would yield conclusions contrary to those desired
and bring to the forefront questions as to who is lying, how much
and why, instead of questions concerning crimes and sufferings. In
that respect, exaggerating the number of victims—the Serbs—
especially in Jasenovac, is just as offensive as minimizing the num-
bers. Such exaggerations most frequently come from Serbian and
Croatian circles that can be regarded as nationalistic, and even war-
mongering, and as such they will not be taken into account in this
paper.

The discussion on the estimates of the number of victims in the
Second World War will focus on three aspects: a survey and ap-
praisal (of the more serious)? existing estimates; a survey and ap-
praisal of the registration of war victims from 1964; and an estima-
tion of the minimum number of victims.

The existing estimates

In this paper we will discuss the estimate published in the Report
of the Reparation Commission of the Government of the Federal
People’s Republic of Yugoslavia (FPRY) in the document Human
and Material Losses in the War Effort 1941-1945; the estimate of
Dragoljub Tasi¢ published in the foreword to the Population Cen-
sus 1948, Volume I; the estimate of Ivo Lah, published in the Statis-
ticka revija (Statistical Review) in 1951; the estimate of Dolfe
Vogelnik, published in the StatistiCka revija 1952; foreign esti-
mates3 (Princeton University and Frukman); the estimate of Bogol-
jub Kocovi¢ in the study The Victims of the World War Two in
Yugoslavia from 1985, and the estimate of Vladimir Zerjavi¢ in the
study The Losses of the Population of Yugoslavia in the Second
World War from 1989.

A general appraisal

There are significant differences among the estimates of war vic-
tims quoted here, although the available documents and the meth-
odological approach are more or less the same. In this respect the
only official estimate, that of the Reparation Commission of the
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FPRY, was carried out on the basis of extremely scanty material
(data on the number of inhabitants after the Second World War
were lacking) and with very little time available for systematizing
the material and statistical and demographic calculations.

The majority of these estimates were calculated by using very
similar methodological approaches based on differences between
the results of the censuses from the years 1931 and 1948. Different
authors compared the results of these two censuses in different
ways as regards the territory included, and by starting from differ-
ent hypotheses on birth rates, mortality and migration they came
to different conclusions as to the potential number of inhabitants
in 1948. Finally, different authors reached different estimates as to
the possible drop in the birth rate due to the war, and as to the
number of people who left the country during and immediately
after the war.

Table 1

Estimate Victims Demographic loss
FPRY - 1947 1,709,000 N/A
Tasic¢ - 1948 1,400,000 2,428,000
Princeton - 1948 N/A 1,200,000
Frukman - 1948 1,500,000 N/A
Lah- 1951 1,000,000 2,100,000
Vogelnik - 1952 1,800,000 2,854,000
Kocovi¢ - 1985 1,014,000 1,985,000
Zerjavic¢ - 1989 1,027,000 2,022,000
min. 1,000,000 1,200,000
max. 1,800,000 2,854,000
average 1,350,000 2,098,167
SD 315,347 500,897
average-2* 1,330,000 2,133,750
SD-2* 271,700 174,883

* without minimum and maximum

The first post-war estimates

The first published estimate of the number of victims of the Second
World War in Yugoslavia was presented as a finding of the Repara-
tion Commission of the Government of the Federal Peoples’ Repub-
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lic of Yugoslavia (FPRY). The figure 1.7 million was used by Yugoslav
officials and was regarded as the ‘official’ estimate, that is, it was the
number given in most textbooks, if any mention of the subject was
made at all. It is mainly for this reason, rather than the methodology
used in the calculations, that this figure deserves comment.

First of all, the estimate of the government of the FPRY was
reached before the first post-war census, which means that it was
based on estimated population trends. In most other approaches,
the shortcoming lies in the remoteness of the census years from
the period for which the demographic loss should have been cal-
culated, that is, the size of the population had there been no war.
In the case of the first estimate, there were no even partially reli-
able data on the size of the Yugoslav population after the war.

The author responsible for this calculation, Vojislav Vukcevic,
Ph.D., in his text published in the magazine Nasa Re¢ (Our Word)4
presented several additional details, starting from the bizarre fact
that he, as a student of mathematics employed at the Federal Bureau
of Statistics, was given only two weeks to complete such a complex
task, together with the instructions that ‘the figure must be signifi-
cant and based on science and statistics’. What is more important is
that Vukcevic stated that he had estimated the number of inhabitants
by comparing the statistical sources of neighbouring countries with
the results of some sample investigations that were available to him
in 1947. However, most important of all is his statement that he had
calculated demographic losses,> and that they were turned into
‘victims’ in the final version of his text. If this statement is accepted
as true, it could be concluded, on the basis of a comparison of the
relationship between demographic and real losses presented by
other authors, that Vukcevi¢ could have come to an estimate of be-
tween 800,000 and 950,000 war victims. As he himself stated that
he had not taken into account losses on the fronts of Srem and
Bosnia, which, according to him, amounted to about 100,000 hu-
man lives, it appears that his estimate could have been very close to
the estimates of Kocovi¢ and Zerjavid, calculated much later.

No appraisal of the methodological value and shortcomings of
this work can be given, as there are no original papers showing the
way the work was done; at the same time, the author’s testimony
does not offer sufficient data, beyond the fact that his results are
very close to figures in the Kocovi¢ study, which was very highly
valued by Vukcevid.

The next estimate we shall touch upon here was published in
the foreword of Volume 1 of The Census of 1948, by Dimitrije Ta-
si¢. As he was a well-known expert on demography and on the
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population of Yugoslavia, and as the book was written at a time
when data were available which made possible a correct methodo-
logical approach, this paper certainly merits attention. Compared
to all the other studies, Tasi¢ estimated a higher percentage of real
losses within the demographic losses—that is, 58 per cent. Lah
gives only demographic losses, and immediately after him, Vogel-
nik estimated both demographic and real losses.

A comparison of these four estimates places the number of real
victims at somewhere between 600,000° and 1,800,000, and demo-
graphic losses at somewhere between 1,200,000 and 2,854,000.
Such a difference is astonishing, especially when one knows that
all four authors were employed at the same institution—the Bureau
of Statistics—that all of them were well-informed about the work of
the other three regarding estimates of war losses, and that the low-
est ranking among them, Vukéevié, published the first estimate,
while the highest ranking, Vogelnik, who was director of the Bu-
reau, was the last one to publish. In addition, the last three esti-
mates were based on the same data and the same methodological
approach, which leads to the conclusion that these estimates on
migration, birth rates and mortality were, at different moments,
adjusted according to different political and ‘patriotic’ motives.

The estimates of Kocovi¢ and Zerjavi¢

The estimates calculated by Kocovi¢ and Zerjavi¢ are far more de-
tailed, contain better argumentation, and are presented more fully
than the estimates of the four researchers employed at the Federal
Bureau of Statistics.

The differences between these two estimates are extremely
small and relate not to the total number of victims, but primarily to
the regional and national structure of the figures. Kocovié’s esti-
mate of 1,014,000 and Zerjavié’s estimate of 1,027,000 differ by
only 13,000, and as it is quite certain that this method of calcula-
tion produces a far greater statistical error, these two estimates can
easily be rounded to the figure of one million war victims. The
estimates of demographic losses by these two authors can be ana-
lysed in a similar manner: Kocovic¢ gave a figure of 1,985,000, and
Zerjavi¢ 2,022,000, which can both be rounded off to two million.
Both authors agree, as do all other available sources, that the high-
est demographic losses were suffered by Bosnia-Hercegovina, fol-
lowed by Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, while fewest losses were
suffered by Slovenia and Macedonia. It is estimated that both the
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highest number of victims and the highest demographic losses
occurred in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Croatia—namely, in the territory
of the then NDH (the so-called Independent State of Croatia). Serbia
had a relatively high demographic loss, primarily because of the high
loss in Vojvodina, which was almost completely deserted by the
Germans who were highly represented there before the war.
Kocovi¢ and Zerjavié differ mostly in their estimates of the
number of victims by nationality, especially in their estimate of the
number of victims among Montenegrins, Slovenes and Moslems.

Table 2
War Victims Kocovié¢ Zerjavié Overlapping in %
Serbs 487,000 530,000 919
Montenegrins 50,000 20,000 40.0
Croats 207,000 192,000 92.8
Moslems 86,000 103,000 83.5
Slovenes 32,000 42,000 76.2
Macedonians : 7,000 6,000 85.7

According to these two authors, the greatest war losses, in terms
of the expected number of inhabitants, were suffered by Serbs and
Moslems (nearly 7% of the population perished during the war).
Between 5 and 5.5 per cent of Croats perished, as well as a little
under 3 per cent of Slovenes and less than 1 per cent of Macedoni-
ans. The biggest difference is in the proportion of Montenegrins
who perished: according to Zerjavi¢ this was around 4 per cent,
and according to Kocovi¢ over 10 per cent.

It should be pointed out that these two authors calculated esti-
mates of the losses of non-Slav peoples in Yugoslavia during the
Second World War. Particularly high losses were suffered by the
Jews (according to Kocovi&, 60,000 or 77.9% of all Jews in Yugo-
slavia) and Romanies (27,000 or 31.4%).

The Serbs as Victims

All available data and research point to the fact that, expressed in
absolute figures and by percentage, the number of Serbs who per-
ished in the Second World War was extremely high. Kocovi¢ and
Zerjavi¢ compared the number of Serbs who died with the poten-
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tial number of Serbs in the whole territory of Yugoslavia. However,
if one looks at the territorial distribution of the war victims, their
concentration in the area covered by the NDH, particularly the
part in which the Serbs formed the majority of the population, is
clearly visible. Accordingly, if the Serbs are divided into two
groups—those who lived under the authority of the NDH and those
living east of the river Drina—then the percentage of losses
changes considerably: whereas relatively few Serbs perished in the
area of central Serbia (where the majority of Serbs lived), in some
parts of the NDH whole settlements were destroyed. According to
Kocovi¢, 16.3 per cent of Serbs from Croatia and 14.6 per cent of
Serbs from Bosnia-Hercegovina perished as war victims—which
means one in every six.

Demographic losses among the Serbs were similarly estimated:
380,000 in the territory of the NDH, more than in the territory of
the Serbia proper.

The registration of war victims
(carried out in 1964)

The methodological bases and the shortcomings of the registration

The registration of war victims was carried out in November 1964,
almost twenty years after the war had ended. Preparations for this
registration started seven years earlier, motivated by the idea of
submitting a reparation request to the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. The original idea that the registration be carried out by the
War Veterans’ Union was changed after a trial registration was
effected in June 1963. According to a decision of the SIV (Federal
Executive Council) of 10 June 1964, the Federal Commission for
the Registration of War Victims was founded, which, in co-
operation with statistical institutions, elaborated methodology and
organized the collecting of data. These commissions were formed
at all levels, from federal to republican to district and county levels.
The commissions were made of representatives of the war veter-
ans’ unions, socio-political communities, the army and statistical
institutions.

Along with the shortcomings that were only to be expected due
to the so-called memory effect,’” the composition of the commis-
sions gives rise to suspicion concerning the objectivity of registra-
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tion. It can easily be seen that more details were given in the regis-
tration of innocent victims in the civilian population and the vic-
tims who were either on the victorious side or totally neutral than
for victims among members of the local population who were
linked to, or recruited into, the Ustashi, Domobran, Chetniks and
other formations, which were treated as enemies and quislings by
the partisan movement and by the new Yugoslav authorities.

Although this registration gives a list of indisputable war victims,
it can in no way be regarded as final. The total number of registered
victims should be supplemented by ‘ideologically unsuitable’ victims
and victims about whom there was no one to submit data8. Compen-
sation should also be made for the so-called memory effect.

It was planned in the registration methodology to collect data
on the following victims of the war and of the fascist terror:

a) those interned, imprisoned, deported, taken to forced labour
camps or taken as prisoners of war, regardless of whether
they were assassinated or killed, or whether they died, disap-
peared or survived the terror;

b) members of the Royal Yugoslav Army killed in the period
from 6 April to 7 June 1941;

¢) members of the National Liberation Army and Partisan De-
tachments of Yugoslavia and the alllied military formations
killed before 15 May 1945, or who died as a result of war
wounds before 15 May 1946;

d) civilians killed during the bombardments in the period from
6 April 1941 to 15 May 1942; and

e) civilians who lost their lives as victims of direct terror by the
enemy and the enemy’s collaborators in the period from 6
April 1941 to 15 May 1945.

It was obvious, even from the formulation of the task of registra-
tion commissions, that the registration would not be complete, as
it was not planned to collect data on the victims who were not
affected by direct terror by ‘the enemy and the enemy’s collabora-
tors’ or on the victims in the armed forces of ‘the enemy and the
enemy’s collaborators’.

Immediately after the registration, field control of inclusion was
effected. The strictest control was in Croatia, where it was found that
the rate of non-inclusion varied from 2 per cent in Split, 4 per cent in
Zadar, 5 per cent in Rijeka and 6 per cent in Karlovac, to up to 12 per
cent in Osijek. It was established that in Banjaluka there were as
many as 28 per cent of households not included, while in Serbia
and Macedonia supplementary registrations were carried out.
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All republican commissions, save the Macedonian one, deemed
the registration successful. The registration data were processed in
the Federal Bureau of Statistics, and the whole documentation was
stored in 2,800 crates in The Archives of Yugoslavia.

The Federal Registration Commission, in the introduction to its
report (marked ‘for limited distribution’ and printed in 1966), gave
its own estimate of the number of victims and the demographic
losses, in order to be able to estimate the response to the registra-
tion. The difference between the estimate of the number of inhabi-
tants for 1948, based on demographic model designed by Dusan
Breznik, Ph.D., and the actual data for 1948, was 2,056,510, which
would represent the estimate of demographic losses, accepted by
the commission. The commission was of the opinion that 500,000
Germans and 100,000 Italians and others left Yugoslavia during and
immediately after the war. The result is a shortfall of 1,456,000, which
should be further lessened by the effects of increased mortality and a
lower birth rate during the war, and therefore the commission con-
cluded that the registration included between 56 and 59 per cent of
actual war victims. This calculation has no methodological deficien-
cies and leads to the conclusion that the number of actual victims
could have been about 1.1 million, which was contrary to the wide-
spread belief that in Yugoslavia there were 1.7 million war victims.

The results of the registration of war victims—processed, but
marked for ‘limited distribution’—were treated as a state secret.
Except for a small number of copies distributed according to a
special list, the remaining part of the press run was kept separately
and then destroyed in the early 1980s. The Federal Executive
Council lifted the embargo on these data in the late 1980s. The
Federal Bureau of Statistics renewed the entry of all data and the
processing of data, and created a database on the registered war
victims. The list of almost all 600,000 registered victims was
printed, as well as a book on the war victims in the NDH and Jew-
ish war victims, but only in ten copies. The limited press run of the
published list and the psychosis caused by the dissolution of Yugo-
slavia in the latest war, again gave a stamp of official secrecy to this
material, although without a formal decision. 9

The results of the registration of war victims

The final result of the registration provided a summary review of
the registered war victims: 597,323 assassinated, killed, dead and
disappeared, and 509,846 surviving war victims. The distribution
by republic is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Republic Non-survivors Survivors
Bosnia-Hercegovina 153,449 41,080
Montenegro 14,423 11,450
Croatia 185,685 103,377
Macedonia 18,745 29,816
Slovenia 41,597 104,008
Serbia 183,424 220,118

Currently, interest in the distribution of war victims by national-
ity is far greater than interest in their distribution by region.19

Table 4
Total Bosnia- Monte- Croatia Mace- Slovenia Serbia
Hercegovina negro donia
Serbs 58.0 72.3 3.4 50.2 6.9 0.6 80.5
Croats 13.9 4.1 1.3 37.4 0.2 0.8 1.6
Slovenes 7.0 0.1 03 0.5 0.2 979 0.4
Macedonians 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 33 0.0 0.2
Montenegrins 3.1 0.2 89.3 0.1 0.6 0.1 1.7
Moslems 5.4 16.7 4.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.1
Jews 7.5 6.0 0.1 5.8 50.4 0.1 8.9
100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Statistical limits to the number of victims

It is not possible to give a sufficiently reliable estimate of the num-
ber of victims of the Second World War in the territory of former
Yugoslavia on the basis of available statistical materials, for the
following reasons:

a) the pre-war census was taken ten years prior to the war, and
the post-war census three years after the end of the war;

b) there are no reliable war records on civilian victims (from
German, Ustashi, Chetnik, Partisan etc. sources);
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c) the registration of the war victims was carried out late—
twenty years after the war—and was never offered for public
review in order to be supplemented while there were still a
relatively large number of witnesses;

d) a partial correction of the borders of Yugoslavia was made in
such a way that the pre-war and post-war Yugoslavia differed
by 8,262 square kilometres, as the territories of Istria, the
Slovenian littoral, Zadar and the islands (according to the Peace
Treaty with Italy of 15 September 1947) and of Zone B,
namely, the counties of Kopar and Buje (according to the Lon-
don Agreement of 5 October 1954) were added to Yugosiavia,;

e) after the Second World War a completely new territorial divi-
sion was effected, so that the data from the 1948 and 1953
censuses of the newly established republics and counties
within them are not directly comparable to the data of the
1931 census, carried out according to the territorial units of
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia; and

f) during and immediately after the war a mass emigration took
place—of Germans, Italians and Hungarians on the one hand,
and ideological opponents of the new regime on the other.

All these factors introduce a high degree of uncertainty into the
calculations on demographic and real losses, which increases if we
look for more detailed answers by territorial classifications or cate-
gories of victims. However, the first lower limit was set by the regis-
tration of war victims carried out in 1964, which put the number of
victims at almost 600,000. It is highly probably that this registration
did not include (or included only some) ‘ideologically'!! unsuitable
persons, those about whom there was no one to supply data, and
those names which were omitted by accident. The victims of the
other side—in the Ustashi, Chetnik, Domobran and similar forma-
tions, or those shot by partisan authorities or on their orders—were
not registered at all. The number of victims among the Jews was
enormous, so that in the case of a great number of victims there
were no surviving members of the family to supply data. The situa-
tion was similar with the Romanies, as well as with some other,
smaller isolated groups of various nationalities. Finally, in the wave
of post-war migration, many witnesses moved to other parts of the
country. It can be stated that the registration set a lower limit,
which was certainly considerably surpassed.

By a rough estimate based on the registration of war victims, the
results of the 1931, 1948 and 1953 censuses, statistical records,
hypotheses on migrations and on the proportions of the popula-



The Unresolved Genocide 157

tion directly engaged against the partisan movement, one can
reach an approximate figure for the actual number of war victims.
A figure between 890,000 and 1,200,000 is in accordance with the
estimates of Koc¢ovié and Zerjavi¢ which are within this range. The
report of the Federal Bureau of Statistics also estimates that the
registration of the war victims from 1964 enompassed 56 to 58 per
cent of the total number of victims, so that this estimate would also
fall within the range calculated here. Finally, the Federal Commis-
sion for the Registration of Victims in 1964 stated in its report that
the registration encompassed 60 to 65 per cent of the expected
victims. Therefore, according to this estimate the it could be ex-
pected that a little over 800,000 victims would be recorded. Since
according to this methodology it was not intended to record the
victims of the ‘opposite’ side, it can be considered that this figure
fits into the range calculated.

Table 5
Registration minimum maximum minimum  maximum
1964 non-recorded non-recorded (rounded) (rounded)

Serbs and 365,016 100,000 230,000 460,000 590,000
Montenegrins
Croats 83,251 110,000 190,000 190,000 270,000
Moslems 32,300 40,000 60,000 70,000 95,000
Slovenes 42,027 1,000 8,000 43,000 50,000
Macedonians 6,724 300 3,000 7,000 10,000
Jews 45,000 15,000 20,000 60,000 70,000
Romanies/ 10,000 10,000 25,000 20,000 35,000
Gypsies
Hungarians 2,690 2,000 5,000 5,000 8,000
Albanians 3241 1,500 6,000 5,000 9,000
Germans - 20,000 30,000 20,000 30,000
Others 9,996 6,000 13,000 16,000 23,000
Total 597,323 896,000 1,210,000

Naturally, it is not difficult to find a number of calculations, par-
ticularly in the press of the emigrant pro-chetnik and pro-Ustasha
population, or in the opinions given on the basis of statements by
witnesses, about much higher or sometimes much lower numbers
of victims. Politicized or emotional exaggerations can be expected
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and were particularly likely in the immediate post-war years. How-
ever, time has shown that the victims had to be recorded, and as
high a number as possible of those guilty for their death punished,
or at least identified. Had that been done without delay, one huge
disaster could not have been used as an instrument for the prepa-
ration and implementation of a new, similar disaster, but this time
with a different national structure of victims.

Notes

1 The term ‘war victims’ in this context refers only to those who were
killed or who died during the war. ‘War victims', ‘victims' and ‘real
losses’ are used as synonyms and do not refer to the wounded or oth-
erwise physically injured (although these are also, indisputably, victims
of war).

2 Serious—in a mathematical and statistical sense. Only those papers
which deal with estimates based on demographic or other mathemati-
cal and statistical analyses are taken into account. A number of papers
which rely on historical proofs, testimonies or subjective estimates have
not been taken into account.

3 These two estimates are not sufficiently well founded to be classified as
‘serious’, although they are frequently quoted, and therefore taken into
account in this paper.

4 Nasa Rec¢ was a magazine published in London until 1990, within the
Oslobodenje (Liberation) Association which acted as an organization of
emigres of republican and democratic orientation. The first edition of
the study by Bogoljub Kocovié, Ph. D., was published within the series
‘NaSe Delo’ (Our Work) launched by Oslobodjenje.

5 Demographic losses encompass those killed and those who died during
the war, the drop in birth rate due to the war, and emigration, that is,
the migration balance.

6 If one supposes that at least half of the demographic losses are real
victims.

7 The ‘memory effect’, i.e. the effect of errors in memory, or of oblivion,
was not studied particularly in Yugoslavia, but it is a known fact that it
must exist after a certain period, even with respect to the most memo-
rable events. On the other hand, one cannot neglect the effect of
Dogibeljomanija (catastrophe-mania), as, according to Desimir To3i¢,
the painter Mic¢a Popovi¢ called the passion among Yugoslav peoples to
exaggerate the number of victims in story-telling. However, if it exists,
the joint effect of these two effects would have to be negative, i.e. it is
most probable that there is a number of ‘forgotten’ victims.

8 In some cases, whole settlements were wiped out and there were no
survivors who could provide information about the event. It is espe-
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cially characteristic for the Jews and the Romanies, and sometimes for
some urban families. Finally, in some areas no witnesses of war suffer-
ings could be found because of the high rate of migration which took
place immediately after the war.

9 Only about ten copies of this set of books, together with the list of the
war victims, were distributed and they are not available either in librar-
ies or in the market. The database is not accessible to the public.

10 The table lists only those nations which had over one percentage point
of the total losses, while the others can be found in the difference of the
sum of seven listed nationalities and the figure 100.

11 In the already quoted methodological guidelines for the registration of
war victims it was clearly stressed which categories of victims were to
be registered, so that some of the victims of the population not in-
tended to be registered can be considered as ideologically unsuitable
victims.



Who Exploited Whom?
LJUBOMIR MADZAR

In all the republics that made up the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (SFRY), there is a prevailing belief that they suffered
economic losses as a result of the arrangement of the common
state. The devastating effects of the system combined—according
to both widely held popular belief and professional economic
scholarship—into an indivisible amalgam that allowed weaknesses
to be ascribed to what was widely perceived as the exploitative
nature of common life. Compromised by such a structurally defec-
tive system, the ultimate consequence of the idea of community
was the firmly held belief in each individual republic’s abuse at the
hands of all the others.

Each republic’s emphasis on its own losses, and its equally ve-
hement stress on the exploitative strategies and policies of the oth-
ers, were politically instrumentalized to the end and became the
most efficient means for the amassing of political capital, both
before the breakup of the country and in the first year following its
disintegration. This alleged exploitation, whether or not it had any
foundation in real movements and relations, became a specific
catapult for the launching of new, or renewed, political elites.

One of the major weaknesses in the old economic system was its
lack of transparency. Whenever key currents of production and
(re)distribution become a matter for political bias and overall vol-
untarism, a lack of transparency becomes unavoidable. It is the
immediate effect of the arbitrariness of political mediation: that
which is not based on any objective or predictable factors cannot
be understood, let alone meaningfully articulated. As Hayek ex-
plained several years ago (1979 [1944]: 42-53, 79-81), there is no
way politically to regulate numerous economic issues without de-
structive conflicts, nor can there be any decision that does not
leave the majority—often all—of the participants bitter at the ab-
sence, or even loss, of their rights. Thus lack of transparency in the
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system inevitably leaves participants feeling exploited, and when
this lack of transparency becomes an active instrument in political
manipulation, it is clear that destructive effects in many parts of
the system, as well as in the system as a whole, are inevitable. It was
hard for any participant in the politically orchestrated game of
creating and distributing revenue, to avoid the trauma of exploita-
tion.

General frames for relations between
the republics

The frames within which the relative position of certain republics
could be altered depended on an apparently trivial, but neverthe-
less important, arithmetic fact. Relative position was measured by
appropriate levels of revenue per capita and, in particular, by the
relative relationship among these revenues defined throughout
certain republics and regions. If the revenue of one republic was
twice the size of that of another—which, before the disintegration,
was approximately the relationship between Serbia and Slovenia—
any given transfer would produce in the smaller republic propor-
tionately twice the change produced in the larger one. When reve-
nue flowed from the larger into the smaller republic, the resulting
percentage increase, in terms of both total and per capita income
of the smaller republic, would be twice the proportional decrease
in the larger republic.

The results described here can be well illustrated in the concrete
empirical evidence. Based on the detailed picture recently pre-
sented by Marseni¢ (1992: 10-11, 13, 22), it turns out that the pre-
sent FRY contributed approximately 38 per cent to the social
revenue of the SFRY, of which 36 per cent came from Serbia, and
just under 2 per cent from Montenegro. Taking into account the
fact that levels of development were below average, participation
in the SFRY population was significantly higher, for the three areas
mentioned they were (around) 44 per cent, (over) 41 per cent, and
(less than) 3 per cent. If the equivalent of 1 per cent SFRY social
revenue were to flow from Serbia to Slovenia, it would increase
Slovenia’s social revenue by 5 per cent, and reduce Serbia’s by 2.8
per cent. The same relations would exist if the transfer were to be
made in the opposite direction: social revenue (total and per cap-
ita) would have to decrease in Slovenia by 5 per cent in order to be
enlarged by just 2.8 per cent in Serbia.
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The following conclusion can immediately be reached accord-
ing to these calculations. In a community such as the Yugoslav
community, big republics could not, through transfer or analogous
flows—in the obviously relevant sense of the relative changes of
total and per capita income—either gain much, or lose much. How-
ever, the small republics faced exactly the opposite situation: they
could gain and lose a lot. The resulting inter-republic exploitation
would not be manifested in the same ways, nor would it appear in
the same light in the small and large repubilics.

Three conclusions may be drawn from this. First, the motivation
for finding ways to influence the direction and intensity of transfer
varied in different republics, and depended on their (economic)
size. The large republics were less interested either in securing the
flow to their advantage, or in taking preventive measures to stop
flow to their disadvantage. Secondly, relying on the standard atti-
tude to the declining liminal usefulness of revenue, smaller repub-
lics were in a less favourable position than larger ones: for a given
average level of social revenue, precisely because of the potential
for big deviations in both directions, their security equivalent was
obviously smaller. Thirdly, in the perspective of possible economic
changes through transfers (and different flows) of revenue, the
position of Serbia and Montenegro was significantly different;
among the SFRY republics, Serbia was the largest, and Montenegro
the smallest.

It is worth noting that the larger republics (and peoples) were
better protected in a strictly political sense. Many things which
influence a republic’s economic position are decided upon, di-
rectly or indirectly, through differently formalized majority ruling.
On many fronts, the larger republics can outvote the small ones.
Thus the non-democratic nature of the (real) socialist order in the
SFRY, until its dissolution, disabled democratic voting because
there were no authentic procedures for democratic decision-
making.

In scholarly discussions and popular presentations, the possibili-
ties of inter-republic exploitation were perceived as the logical and
operative consequences of three different mechanisms. Firstly,
revenue flowed illegally and undemocratically through differences
in prices. In most cases, differences were not defined clearly or
precisely. They were usually determined as deviations from rela-
tive prices with regard to the relevant world standards. Flows were
possible only if the economic structures were different throughout
the republics and if, in some of them, the structure was superior in
the sense of above-average inclusion of the sectors that were privi-
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leged when it came to prices. Thus, the republics and the regions
which had a high participation of sectors with artificially reduced
and depressed prices, were exploited. If, through the depressed
prices, agriculture paid for industrialization, agricultural areas
were exploited—that is, peasant Serbia, the lowland grain produc-
ing areas of Vojvodina and Slavonia, parts of Bosnia and Kosovo.
Secondly, through specialization towards higher or lower phases of
processing, some regions exploited others. The assumption was
that the greater revenue was made in higher phases. This may be
because they are characterized by a lower capital coefficient
(giving the advantage of a greater potential expansion with lower
investment), which offers wider possibilities for the mobilization
of the complementary (in relation to permanently scarce capital)
production factors, or because they enjoy advantages of relatively
low prices. The first two reasons for the advantages of higher
phases of processing are similar, and the third one is closely re-
lated to disparity in prices, covered by the previous (first) mecha-
nism. Thirdly, the closing of one’s own markets and making as
much use as possible use of the markets of other was strongly em-
phasized, especially more recently, as a powerful, and in many
ways harmful, factor of exploitation. Here we have a significant
increase in the degree of mobilization of the available economic
potential, at the expense of other republics/regions, by way of
using their demand and through fencing off their own markets in
order to prevent them reciprocally using the advantages of mar-
kets benefiting from this. This relation is equivalent to the famous
export of unemployment, which, in international trade theory, is
termed a ‘beggar-your-neighbour’ policy. At least one scholar
(Aghiri 1972) has built a well-rounded and very radical theory of
international exploitation of global proportions precisely on this
mechanism.

Fiscal mechanisms and institutional determinants of
inter-republic economic relations

The mechanisms described above are strictly tied to the market. All
three of them were, almost without exception, emphasized in the
undeveloped republics and in Serbia, which in the last years em-
phasized attributes of its own underdevelopment, and even man-
aged to institutionalize them to a certain extent.

On the other hand, the developed north-western republics em-
phasized the mechanism of non-market distribution. Great expen-
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diture on the federal apparatus, especially the Yugoslav People’s
Army (JNA), as well as proportional taxation of the social revenue
(a principle of taxing force), meant that these republics partici-
pated much more in the immediate financing of the federal bu-
reaucracy and the military establishment. There were serious pre-
occupations and more hidden doubts than open discussions about
the (always to some extent mysterious) flow of primary money,
through which a vast amount of real resources were expropriated,
including, of course, the resources owned by the developed repub-
lics. Contributions were also made towards the development of the
underdeveloped regions. Despite the fact that these never ex-
ceeded 2 per cent of the social revenue, they were politically irri-
tating, since they required a direct outflow of cash which was inef-
ficiently used and irrationally spent, and over which the donors
had no control.

Despite the fact that the total funds for the underdeveloped re-
gions—via the Fund for the Underdeveloped Regions, and in the
form of additional budget resources—were usually just over 1.5 per
cent of Yugoslav national revenue, they shook the Yugoslav politi-
cal structure. The percentage is not, in fact, all that small. One
should remember that the burden on Germany of war reparations,
which caused incredible hyperinflation and destroyed the eco-
nomic and social life of Germany, was equivalent, after it was re-
programmed, to payments of 2.5 per cent of the GNP between
1925 and 1932 (Sachs and Laraine 1993: 7006). In some, albeit rare
years contributions to the subvention of public spending in the
undeveloped regions, and for stimulating their development,
reached as much as 45 per cent of the reparations which burdened
Germany and significantly contributed to its fascisization. In inter-
national circles and organizations, Yugoslavia was regarded as a
special country because it cared so much about its undeveloped
regions, and proved it by large financial contributions.

The levels of dissatisfaction, and of feelings of being exploited
because of these contributions, varied greatly from region to
region. Of course, those that had contributed the most felt most
exploited, and there were rumours and accusations from Serbia,
which, with extensive and critically neglected regions of its own,
had contributed much to the undeveloped regions in other repub-
lics. Thus, contributions for undeveloped regions caused wide-
spread feelings of severe, and of course unjust, economic abuse,
and Serbia very noticeably shared those feelings, despite the fact
that it was, through Kosovo, one of the main users of the funds for
the undeveloped regions!



Who Exploited Whom? 165

A distinctively academic, but never seriously understood, idea
regarding the exploitation of the undeveloped regions by the de-
veloped republics and wider regions was circulated for a long
time. Serbia found its place in that version of threat through ex-
ploitation. Almost all productive capital in the SFRY was state-
owned. Both the economists and the wider public had understood
for a long time that capital is productive, and, most importantly,
that with more capital one could, and usually did, realize more
revenue. The proprietary status of the social means of production
in its normative aspect had to lead to a situation in which part of
the revenue that came as a result of the capital (‘the social dividend’)
was equally (strictly speaking, to the same amount) given and used
by all Yugoslav citizens. However, the operational arrangements of
the economic system, as well as existing practice, led to a situation in
which the capital revenue accumulated and remained where the
capital itself was located. Whoever had more capital was in a posi-
tion to amass more revenue from that capital, and an empirical con-
nection was established between the technical equipment available
and (total) per worker revenue. Those who received a relatively
greater sum of the ‘social’ capital to ‘manage’ was in a position to
appropriate more, and to secure greater individual and public
(‘general and common’) spending. From a normative point of view,
this resulted in exploitation. Since the Slovenes, in relation to the
number of employees and citizens, received more of the common
capital to ‘manage’, they were able, for example, to realize greater
expenditure. They secured part of their spending by illegitimately
appropriating revenue arising from the ‘common’ capital as well,
which they received for managing only as a mere precondition for
the organization of work processes. Of course, if implicit proprie-
tary rights are adopted, and if they are ascribed to those on whose
territory the capital is located—and this was presupposed to a great
extent and was expressed both in the economic policies and in the
legal system—then that argument becomes invalid.

A subtle interpretation of the exploitation idea was based on the
empirically based, theoretically cleared, and institutionally condi-
tioned insufficient mobility of the social capital. The analysis of
low mobility and its unfavourable economic effects goes right back
to the 1960s (cf. MadZar 1965). Unsatisfactory mobility was condi-
tioned by the unsettled property status of the social means of pro-
duction. Capital-based revenue, investment, and enterprising were
institutionally disabled, and companies therefore had neither the
motivation nor the ability to invest in the expansion of other com-
panies, or to establish new units. They could not reap the resulting
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effects of eventual investment beyond the circle of alternatives tied
to their own expansion. Moreover, when a new enterprise was
formed, or when an existing one took control of capacities fi-
nanced through external investment, the investor inevitably lost
not only its share, but the capital as well. What remained was in-
vestment in one’s own expansion as the only one possibility,
which, if not attractive, was at least more or less acceptable. That,
however, meant the reproducing of the existing structure of pro-
duction, the very limited possibility of using development oppor-
tunities through corresponding changes in the assortment, and,
quite simply, the absence of the highly needed mechanisms for the
structural adjustment of economy.

How could this consideration be tied to (possible) exploitation?
The emphasis is on the disparities between (relative) prices. If
some prices were particularly high, and if, through them, since
they had in their own structure a high proportion of the price-
privileged sectors, some regions were extremely favoured, the
question naturally arises as to why all the other areas did not eco-
nomically re-structure so that they too could use the possibilities of
extremely high prices. That would also have provided a precious
offer pressure, which would have acted as a factor for eliminating
disparity. Moreover, those hit by unfavourable prices could them-
selves be blamed for their own unfavourable economic position,
because they were inert and insufficiently successful in structural
readjustment. A response to the eventual counter-arguments such
as these would be mechanism of insufficient capital mobility de-
scribed above: producers in price-discriminated regions were un-
able to adjust their production structure in order to secure advan-
tages from the disparity between prices, because it was made insti-
tutionally impossible. Low mobility froze the given structure, and
such general circumstances enabled some areas to be favoured
through deformed and unbalanced prices.

Among the general mechanisms of exploitation and the theo-
retical models that appear as their conceptual superstructure, one
should also mention regional differentiation in the degree of mo-
nopolization of the economic structures. Here, only the markets
engaged in inter-regional exchange will be considered. A monop-
oly is universally characterized as exploitative. When monopolists
from region A sell (buy), at forced high (low) prices, goods and
services from the competitively positioned producers (or consum-
ers) in region B, then, obviously, A exploits B. The problem is sim-
ply that this mechanism, no matter how conceptually clear, cannot
be operationalized.
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The question of intensity and of the direction of the currents of
revenue and wealth distribution will forever remain without an
answer. Results of investigations in this delicate area will be partial,
conditional and hypothetical. Those who enter discussions on in-
ter-republic exploitation without extreme caution and many reser-
vations, will reveal more about their own lack of education and
objectivity, than about the subject of their insufficiently reasoned
considerations.

The redistributive effects of the fiscal
mechanisms

Fiscal mechanisms have traditionally been an object of bitter de-
bate when it comes to the economic relations between areas
within the same country, especially if these areas are institutionally
defined, and if they possess attributes of statehood. Conflicts are
possible, and universally present, in all types of countries, includ- -
ing unitary states, but they naturally develop most dramatically in
federative countries. Where areas are equipped with adequate in-
stitutional structures, and where they have independent political
and administrative executive bodies, it is natural that clearly
formed interests also arise, and that interactions within these in-
terests influence the political dynamics of the federative commu-
nity as a whole.

It is generally known that budgets, among other things, act as
powerful instruments of revenue redistribution and as correctors
of market mechanisms, which are, in the phase of primary distribu-
tion, defined by the processes of decentralized allocation and
evaluation and via the accompanying mechanisms of a spontane-
ous, autonomous decision-making. Approaching redistributive
processes from the perspective of the undeveloped republics, in-
terested in improving their relative position through one-way
transfers, Bogoev (1989: 262-265, 272) points to significant redis-
tributive effects of budgets in international relations, claiming that
the corresponding redistributions in Yugoslavia were of modest
scope. Among other things, he points out:

a) the insufficient direct transfers (gifts) that the developed re-
gions directed towards the undeveloped ones;

b) the unequal regional structure of federal expenses, more fa-
vourable for the developed than for the undeveloped regions;
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c) the transfer of too large a proportion of public spending to
republic level, which significantly diminished the redistribu-
tive and equalizing effect of the federal budget;

d) the insufficient regional configuration of budget incentives
in the economy, which were mostly directed to the devel-
oped regions;

e) the excessive reliance on indirect taxes, which had a regres-
sive effect, and resulted in a situation where ‘... less developed
republics and autonomous provinces participate relatively
more than the developed ones in providing the overall means
of the federation budget ... (269); and

f) the fact that, besides the Fund for the Undeveloped Regions,
which directed revenue to their advantage, there were also
other funds which acted strongly in the opposite direction
and cancelled a good many of the beneficent effects of the fi-
nancial aid to less developed regions.

Some ten years earlier, the same point was made and strongly em-
phasized by Kiril Mijovski (1980: 23-24). He pointed out that be-
sides the Fund for the Undeveloped Regions, there were three other
‘funds’, which all acted in favour of the developed regions, redirect-
ing revenue flows towards those developed regions. The first of
these was the fund for export credits, which indeed allocated most
funds to the developed regions because of their orientation towards
exports and the superior structure and quality of production on
which that orientation leaned. Mijovski wrote that in 1970, funds
redistributed through the fund for export credits with respect to the
export of machinery and ships, reached 76 per cent of the funds re-
distributed through the fund for insufficiently developed regions and
the province of Kosovo. This meant that through just one ‘fund for
the developed regions’, a vast proportion of the effects of promoting
the development of the undeveloped republics and the province of
Kosovo were cancelled out. The other ‘fund’ was a consequence of
the controlling of prices, which, due to differences in economic
structure, affected different areas unequally. Because of the high pro-
portion of agriculture and resources sectors, a much higher propor-
tion of production in the undeveloped regions was hit by the price
control: the undeveloped regions exchanged their cheap, control-
affected products for much more expensive products, mostly located
in the higher processing phases, which were valued in the free mar-
ket. One could add that a surplus of demand, which always appears
in the controlled segment of the market, flowed into the uncon-
trolled segment, which acted as an additional factor in deepening
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the disparity in prices. The third ‘fund’ was the high customs protec-
tion of products from the higher processing phases, which were
markedly present in the structure of the developed regions, and the
low protection, or the complete absence of protection in the case of
raw materials and agricultural products, which dominated in the
structure of undeveloped regions. Many empirical studies (for exam-
ple, Kovacevi¢ 1973) have indeed pointed to marked interference in
customs protection: it was kept at a very low level at lower processing
phases, and increased with the increase in the processing level—
systematically, predictably, and legally. One should note that the two
latter flow mechanisms—price control and customs protection—
belong to the area of relative prices and their disparities.

What is the importance of these considerations for the traumatic
experience of exploitation which engulfed Serbia? Serbia was not
an undeveloped region, and only in the late 1980s did it manage to
obtain the status of a less developed area. Inasmuch as the results
quoted reflect real relations and tendencies—and both Bogoev and
Mijovski were experts in both Macedonian and Yugoslav economic
scholarship, members of the Academy and specialists in relevant
areas of expert analyses, Bogoev in public finances and Mijovski in
regional development—Serbia had no basis for its belief that it was
exploited by the undeveloped Yugoslav republics. Proving exploi-
tation from that side would have to begin by disproving the results
quoted above. The elements of the eventual exploitation should be
sought in relations with the developed republics, which narrows
the circle to only two republics: Croatia and Slovenia. Of course,
one might say that Serbia was disadvantaged due to poor treatment
of Kosovo, an undeveloped region which was an integral part of
Serbia. That conclusion could be suggested by the argumentation
of both scholars quoted above, and especially by their conclusions:
viewed with respect to funds, the proportion is 3:1 in favour of the
developed regions (Mijovski 1980: 24), and the desired redistribu-
tive effects of the fiscal mechanism in relations between republics
and provinces ‘have been reduced to a relatively small measure’
(Bogoev 1989: 272). However, these statements could be answered
by the counter-argument that the greatest part of the overall funds
for the development of undeveloped regions was allocated to
Kosovo. Between 1971 and 1975, Kosovo's share in the total net
receipts was 39.6 per cent; and the next highest share went to Bos-
nia-Hercegovina, which recieved 26.1 per cent; for the next two
five-year plans, the corresponding figures were 46.6 per cent and
22.3 per cent, and 55.4 per cent and 17.4 per cent (in this last case,
Macedonia was in second place; Dimitreva and Sto$i¢ 1989: 425).
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The position of Serbia (and its provinces), and the appearance of
the eventual exploitation, could be viewed through three mecha-
nisms. The first one relates to the federal budget—that is, the rela-
tionship between what Serbia paid into the federal budget and the
amount it received from it, and, in particular, the part of the com-
mon expenses it had to cover itself. Was Serbia’s per capita load
below or above the average, or, likewise, how was its participation
in the financing of the total federal expenses related to its share of
the total population? Secondly, the same question can be put in
relation to its contribution to various extra-budget funds—the fund
for the undeveloped regions is relevant here—and its share of the
resources which arrived through those funds. The third question is
Serbia’s position in primary distribution. In order not to elaborate
too extensively, only a few general, partly illustrative, considera-
tion will be provided about all three aspects of Serbia’s position.

Primary distribution as a potential area
Jor exploitation

Exchange is a frame for possible exploitation through prices.
There is no exploitation without exchange. In 1987, a sufficiently
representative year, Serbia exchanged 40.3 per cent of its social
product with the other republics (all the figures in this paragraph
are taken from Petrovi¢ and CvjetiCanin (eds.), 1991: 10-14).
However, that figure also includes exchange with less-developed
republics, and even the most fervent fighters against economic
injustices could not determine that Serbia was exploited by them.
The frame is narrowed further if one takes into account that ex-
ports to Slovenia and Croatia, potential exploiters of Serbia, were
21 per cent of its social product, while imports from those two
republics amounted to 26 per cent of its social product. Calculat-
ing the exchange with the two republics as the average of exports
and imports—in the same way as the total exchange of 40.3 per
cent, mentioned above, was calculated—it appears that Serbia ex-
changed 23.5 per cent of its social product with Slovenia and Croa-
tia. This participation implies that, in order to justify the claim of
exploitation, prices would have to have diverged from their bal-
anced level much more than appears at first sight.

In order to further narrow the area of the eventual (and, for Ser-
bia, disadvantageous) asymmetry in exchange and to achieve the
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necessary clarification of conclusions, one must resort to addi-
tional, detailed information. Of total Serbian exports, 3.1 per cent
went to Slovenia and 4.7 per cent to Croatia, a total of 7.8 per cent
(figures are taken from Bazler-MadZar 1993: 13-15). With a share
of 3.7 per cent of total exports, Bosnia-Hercegovina was for Serbia
a more important market than Slovenia. Together with Montene-
gro and Macedonia, it absorbed 7 per cent of total exports. Meas-
ured according to share of total exports, the undeveloped regions
were, for Serbia, a slightly smaller market than the combined Croa-
tian-Slovenian market. On the other hand, Serbia received 10.8 per
cent of its imports from Slovenia and Croatia. Asymmetry in trade—
not necessarily exploitation—was reflected in the fact that the sum
of imports from Croatia and Slovenia was, for Serbia, relatively
greater than the sum of exports to them. It was difficult to substi-
tute for imports: the Serbian economy needed trade co-operation
with Slovenia and Croatia. When the shares of 10.8 and 7 per cent
mentioned above are averaged out, 8.9 per cent of total Serbian
trade was with Slovenia and Croatia. This does not appear to be too
large a frame for eventual exploitation. If one accepts the claim
that, in exchange, a developed region always exploits a less devel-
oped region, then 1) the quantitative frame noted here does not
offer much space for such exploitation; and 2) with around 6.6 per
cent exchange with undeveloped republics, Serbia could, through
‘exploiting’ them, compensate for almost all the ‘damage’ inflicted
by trading with the more developed regions. This conclusion
should not come as a surprise. With regard to all the important
development indicators, Serbia was around the Yugoslav average,
or just below it. In by far the greatest part of the events and
changes, Serbia was able to compensate in the other direction. It is
difficult to find reasons for expecting a different outcome in the
area of exploitation, or supposed exploitation.

When it comes to the exploitation of Serbia, Slovenia is the most
serious candidate for the role. It sold 8.1 per cent of its total ex-
ports to Serbia, and bought from it 6.5 per cent of its exports. From
the Serbian perspective, the percentages are smaller: Serbia sent to
Slovenia 3.1 per cent of its exports, and received approximately 3.9
per cent ([3.1/6.5] x 8.1%) of its imports (Bazler-MadZar 1993: 11-
15). The frame is narrowed again. If we suppose that in terms of
acquisitions and sales it had, on average, 10 per cent more favour-
able prices (i.e. sold more expensively and bought more cheaply),
the total effect would be 1.46 per cent of its trade, or, taking into
account that trade is around 2.7 times greater than the social prod-
uct, the effect would be 3.94 per cent of the Slovenian social prod-
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uct. Since the Slovenian social product was at around 55 per cent
of the social product of Serbia, the same effect for Serbia would be
2.15 per cent of the social product. Since trade with Serbia was just
above one-quarter of Slovenia’s total trade, in non-equivalent ex-
change with all other republics Slovenia would, through disparities
in prices, gain 15.1 per cent of its social product.

This represents a high percentage, but the presuppositions for it
are quite extravagant: enormous superiority in buying and selling
with all Yugoslav republics. Such a belief is inconsistent with the
often mentioned, and for a long time predominant, tendency
towards increasing autarky in the republics, and even in munici-
palities (Mijovski 1980: 21). Why would any federal unit—especiatly
among the developed ones—close itself off if exchange brought
such profit? The only possible motive for closing off is a rise in the
level of the mobilization of resources and the use of capacities, but
the above-mentioned participation of Serbia and Slovenia in mu-
tual exchange suggests that the effect was not big. Apart from that,
the closing of the market, at least with respect to imports, clashes
with the idea of exploitation through exchange; exploitation on
both tracks is simply not possible. Moreover, Slovenia traded more
with Croatia than with Serbia. Hence, it exploited Croatia more. Or
could it be claimed that only Serbia was exploited in trade? Per-
haps the Croats were not lucid enough to realize they were being
exploited, while the Serbs realized it, even if belatedly?

The upper estimate of 15.1 per cent of total gains through non-
equivalent exchange, of which 3.94 per cent was at Serbia’s ex-
pense, is therefore totally wrong. Again, what is relevant has been
emphasized in another context. In order to acquire gains in ex-
change, goods need to be produced, attractively packaged, placed
on foreign markets, and, finally, sold. Gains in exchange cannot be
compared with pure, cash transfers that flow automatically, with-
out any need for the securing of other preconditions.

A register of typical complaints and a
methodology of conditional revenue

In a system which does not usually include objective and objetiviz-
ing market mechanisms, which is burdened with political volunta-
rism and the corresponding numerous arbitrary interventions, it is
natural that each part should acquire a feeling of lack and of long-
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term exploitation. Currents of revenue flow, and ways of establish-
ing economic relations in these systems are multiple and reflect
the whims of political will rather than objective measures for
evaluation, costing and allocation. It is in the nature of both an
individual and an organization to perceive more readily and more
precisely the mechanisms which work against them, that is to say,
the channels through which their revenue flows away, than those
instruments and measures which benefit their economic position.
Moreover, since the economic position of both the economic units
and the wider segments of an economic system depends to a large,
often predominant, extent on the relations of political power and
allocations decided in the purely political sphere, the various parts
of the system are not interested in any objective review of their
own position, let alone the position of the other parts. Economic
interests push them to stress those aspects of mutual relations by
which they are harmed, and to neglect or suppress those that are
beneficial to them. The truth becomes instrumentalized in the
service of promoting and protecting one’s own economic interest.
Hence, it is no accident that, in many cases, each one of the eight
Yugoslav republics and provinces emphasized its alleged exploita-
tion, and ‘proved’ that the system was set specifically against its
interests. There was a science to these exercises in proving one’s
own disadvantageous position. After all, what followed from these
assumptions was a firm, not exactly simulated, belief that everyone
was a victim of political games and manipulations of the economic
system. Things that are repeated often enough become objects of
genuine belief. Perhaps it is not too much to say that in building
those beliefs there was a specific self-traumatization on the part of
all the Yugoslav republics and provinces.

Any recognizable tendency towards change in a regional struc-
ture of revenue was observed closely and used for political pur-
poses. Republics whose share of the Yugoslav social product de-
creased, readily interpreted such changes as a manifestation of
exploitation. The character of exploitation did not have to be, and
most often was not, clearly articulated. The fact that a region’s
share could change due to a variety of exogenous, uncontrollable
factors, or, more importantly, that it could reflect relative changes
in regional levels of effectiveness—independent of exploitation
determinant changes—was never, or hardly ever, taken into con-
sideration. A slightly more refined approach was the diachronic
comparison of the participation of certain republics in the Yugo-
slav social product in current and permanent prices. If the first
ones were tendentiously higher that the latter ones, that was inter-
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preted as exploitation. It was interpreted that the ‘handicapped’
republics in that case exchanged their otherwise sufficiently large
or sufficiently rising amounts of products with other republics
under increasingly worsening conditions. ‘Handicapped’ republics
were treated as efficient in production and, generally, in economy,
but as victims of worsening economic positions due to an increas-
ingly unjust exchange. It was forgotten that structural adjustment
is an important dimension of efficiency, and that those who are
more efficient are the ones who, despite the institutional rigidity,
manage to follow price changes more quickly, orienting, of course,
to the most profitable sectors. It would often be forgotten that the
results of an analysis depend on the choice of the base year, the
prices of which are used to express ‘real’ participation compared
to participation calculated on current prices.

Exploitation and illusion

It was noted many times, and almost always correctly, that similar
or identical products were being sold at very different prices.
Slovenian goods were much more expensive: citric acid sold in
Slovenian packaging as Iimontos was several times more expensive
than the Belgrade product limuntus. This was characterized—and
experienced—as exploitation. Several things were forgotten here.
Firstly, the determining of optimal prices requires skill, and some
are more successful than others in evaluating markets. Secondly,
selling similar products at markedly higher prices can be done only
by those who have established their position with respect to the
consumers, that is, who have gained a reputation thanks to high
quality, persistence and the guaranteed providing of a good selec-
tion of the range; the privilege of selling at above-average prices is
acquired through the quality of services, efficiency and the reliabil-
ity of servicing in guaranteed and exploitation terms. This requires
long-term and persistent investment in the market, and what at
first sight appears as a range of unjustified differences in prices
actually represents the dividends of past investments, not only
through capital, but also through business solidity, good organiza-
tion, successful marketing and the cultivation of good relations
with consumers. It is no mere coincidence that Serbs bought
Slovenian goods far more frequently than Slovenes bought Serb
goods. Thirdly, developed republics also had an objective advan-
tage in that they bordered developed Western industrialized coun-
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tries, which enabled them more successfully to innovate their pro-
duction and naturally monopolize the transfer of new knowledge
and technologies; of course, this brought with it market advantages
as well. Fourthly, for various reasons companies from these devel-
oped republics simply appeared first in different markets, and
primacy is a very important factor in long-term market advantage.
All these are factors contributing to the greater market successof
some regions, and the market inferiority of others; the differences
were experienced as exploitation, although there was no real basis
for this.

A strong illusion of exploitation was created in relation to the
acquisition of raw materials, especially agricultural raw materials.
Slovenes bought raspberries, apricots and grapes. Afterwards they
processed them minimally, packaged them, wrote on the packag-
ing ‘mleko z bregov’, and sold them on at prices several times
higher. This does represent exploitation. However, if it was so easy
and simple to organize the purchase of raw materials and, in par-
ticular, the selling on of the resulting products, the question arises:
Why did the local population not do the same? Why did the locals
leave to someone else something that was so simple and profit-
able? As it happens, a more careful analysis reveals in the necessary
chain of operations links that are far from simple. Involved in the
buying, and especially in the selling, are certain components
which, as Marx said, represent the ‘death jump’ of the goods. The
fact that a large proportion of these agricultural raw materials
would just have rotted had they not been bought by businesses
from other republics is of no less importance. Moreover, looking at
relations with developed areas in a long-term dynamic context, and
taking into account that this kind of expanded and facilitated sell-
ing gave a big impetus to production, much of what was sold to
buyers from the north-west would not even have been produced
without the necessary and precious incentives from that side.
There were many accusations regarding competition from the
north-west in the buying of wheat from Vojvodina and other
wheat-producing regions. It was forgotten how much the destroy-
ing of local monopolies meant, not just in terms of improving the
peasants’ economic position, but also for the advancement and
development of production itself.

A simple lack of understanding and a remarkable slowness in
adjusting mentally to new events, led to the creation, in the south-
ern parts of the SFRY, of a belief in exploitation through financial
transactions. Due to non-existence of a capital market, especially of
its financial currents and instruments, various surrogates were
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developed, through which banks and companies from the devel-
oped republics financed many economic processes and ventures in
undeveloped republics. Although it was not formalized by capital
transactions in the financial market, capital brought revenue.
There were many companies in Serbia which acquired up to 90
per cent of their total income through financing. These important
revenue flows, achieved through financial transactions, have sim-
ply been ignored, thus, based merely on naturally defined figures,
that is, physical indicators, it was wrongly concluded that the same
configuration would be followed by the revenue currents! Again, it
is important to remember that a cascade structure was predomi-
nant in inter-republic trade balances, that followed development
levels: Slovenia had a positive exchange balance with respect to
everyone else; Croatia had a positive balance with everyone except
Slovenia, etc. (Petrovi¢ and Cvjeti¢anin 1991: 12-13). Surpluses in
the inter-republic exchange of goods and services had their equiva-
lent in the accumulation of corresponding cash funds. These funds,
of course, did not remain static, but were invested, and brought
revenue. That important characteristic of the economic system as a
whole was ignored, so relations were perceived as exploitative,
even though they had a completely different background.

Three examples of possible exploitation

It is, nevertheless, important to point out three examples of irregu-
lar and illegitimate disturbance of economic currents, which could
contain, and probably did contain, elements of exploitation. The
first involves the buying of agricultural products, mostly fruit, at
prices below the production cost, although higher than the prices
producers could get from their local organizations. Those organi-
zations, through credits to producers and otherwise, invested in
the development of agricultural production. Instead of making
investments on a purely economic basis and charging users the full
costs of the capital, they forewent capital revenue and a part of the
investment (due to inflation), in order to obtain, as compensation,
lower (unbalanced) prices of products and a secure trade base.
This kind of arrangement was unstable and technically inefficient.
It combined needlessly, and with huge losses and risks, two eco-
nomic transactions into one. When a raw material base was created
and a new product went on the market, the advantages of previous
investments were already being used, but it was difficult to sustain
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the agreed unbalanced, lower prices. Competition from buyers
from other places, who had not previously made any investment
and who claimed no right to lower prices, pushed the prices, as in
any other market, towards a higher, that is, balanced, level. Offer-
ing a balanced price, the buyer from outside had a competitive
advantage, and those who had invested (the local zadruga or agri-
cultural combine) remained both without the capital and without
the raw materials. There were elements of illegitimate flow, or
exploitation, here, but they were the result of a clumsily agreed
arrangement between the financier and the producer, as well as of
the inefficiency of the state in securing properly concluded con-
tracts.

Another important element to be considered is corruption.
There was a widely held belief that firms from the north-west
placed corrupt business personnel all around Serbia and else-
where. Of course, we are talking here about suspicions, impres-
sions and partial insights, not firm and statistically documented
evidence. There are no statistics and no published data on corrup-
tion. Hence, due to corruption, unfavourable contracts were
probably concluded and asymmetric business deals made which
put local businesses at a disadvantage, but which were to the ad-
vantage of companies from other regions. This situation could,
indeed, be said to have the attributes of exploitation. However, the
question immediately arises as to why, within the same legal order
and economic system, ‘their’ business practices should disadvan-
tage ‘us’, and not the other way around. In questions of pro-
nounced differences in business morals, it is natural, even perhaps
justified, that those whose ethics are on a ‘lower level’ should fare
worse. Morality in general, and business morals in particular, rep-
resents some sort of production force, and greatly enhances eco-
nomic efficiency. Morals are a component of comparative advan-
tages. Those with higher moral are more successful in creating
revenue, just like those with larger amounts of capital. It was no
accident that Serb public opinion was traditionally so markedly
honest. Among other things, honesty was extremely important
from the point of view of profit. Trust greatly facilitates transac-
tions and increases their efficiency. Many business deals would not
be possible without trust. Thus, can deformities in distribution
currents, those caused by corruption, be described as exploitation?
The reply will essentially depend on whether corruption is repre-
sented unequally, for example, in Serbia and Slovenia, and whether
it reflects differences in business morals and, finally, in morals in
general. If, because of the differences in size of certain republics,
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there are different technical possibilities for corruption—if it is, for
example, technically easier for the smaller republics to corrupt the
larger ones, than vice versa, or, which is more probable, if repub-
lics with higher revenues can buy off earlier and more easily
republics with lower revenues-then there is an exogenous ele-
ment, independent from morals, which could produce an exploita-
tive effect. This would be a textbook example of the misuse of an
objective advantage. However, that question demands further con-
sideration and research. Part of the responsibility certainly falls to
the (republic) state, which was 1) notoriously inefficient in pre-
venting corruption; and 2) through its stiff economic policies and
literal interpretation of quite often absurd regulations, practically
pushed business people into various forms of deviant behaviour,
thus contributing to the creation of a general environment appro-
priate for the spreading of corruption.

The third example of a possible exploitative attempt to gain
another republic’s revenue is the (one-sided) closing of markets.
The great importance of using someone else’s demand in the mobi-
lization of one’s own productive potential has been theoretically
explained, and the enormous repercussions of this aspect of the
foreign economic policy of some countries in international eco-
nomic relations has been demonstrated (Aghiri 1972).

It should be noted that this form of exploitation is not only pos-
sible, but also potentially extremely dangerous. It does not lead to
revenue flow, but demobilizes and devaluates a great part of the
economic potential of some countries. Disabling an economy in
order to use part of its potential, including depression, due to
which a large number of people are deprived of any chance to
work and create revenue, is more damaging, than revenue flow
through non-equivalent exchange.

However, it is one thing to allow the possibility of exploitation
through a2 mechanism, and quite another to demonstrate that this
mechanism really worked. For example, Serbia bought from Slove-
nia 8.1 per cent of its exports, and the corresponding proportion
from Croatia was 9.4. At the same time, Slovenia bought 6.5 per
cent of its total imports from Serbia. With Croatia, the percentage
is even higher. Serbia sent to Slovenia and Croatia 7.8 per cent of
its exports, and acquired from them 10.8 per cent of its total im-
ports (Bazler-MadZar 1993: 11-14). A three-point difference does
not seem high enough to support the claim of the one-sided use of
demand and the export of unemployment to the south. Further-
more, an analogous question arises once again—why was the clos-
ing of the market, to the extent it had become apparent, not turned
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in the opposite direction? Was it not because of differences in
quality, design, marketing, business reputation, customer service
and previous investments? Taking into account the—again—narrow
frames within which particular examples of the usurping of de-
mand took place, and bearing in mind the possible effects of many
other factors, rash claims of exploitation in this domain can be
characterized as unproven and one-sided, although not a hundred
per cent false.

The SANU Memorandum: the expression of
traumatization in economic relations

Even if viewed only in terms of its economic content, the Memo-
randum of the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences (SANU)
(Duga, special issue, June 1989), is a wide-ranging document of
above-average complexity. A detailed analysis of its contents is
beyond the scope of this article, thus only its most characteristic
points will be mentioned (see the contribution of O. Milosavljevi¢
in this volume). Due to its programmatic character, its generalized
tone and style, and its treatment of wide-ranging, global themes, it
is not easy to provide a rigorous and analytical criticism of the
Memorandum—at least of all aspects of it. Many claims have been
put forward without being accompanied by argumentation, and
only partly substantiated by the necessary facts. In order to dis-
prove arguments that are only hinted at, those arguments must
firstly be clearly articulated or explicitly formulated, with the usual
risks. Thus part of the claims can be disputed by calling into ques-
tion the relevant argumentation, and the other claims can simply
be criticized for their lack of argumentation.

The Memorandum was characterized by a critical approach to
everything that happened—and there was hardly anything that did
not deserve criticism—from positions of a strategy and a theory of
social action, which led to a breakdown that was already easy to
see. Starting from the correct premise that the deep roots of the
economic decline lay in a multiply deformed political system, the
Memorandum looked for ways out not in a determinant and de-
finitive emancipation of the economy from politics, and in the
transferring of the economy onto a consistently market track, but
in a reform of the political system, which would condition it to
relate to the economy in a radically different way. Instead of isolat-
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ing and protecting the economy from the immediate meddling of
politics, the Memorandum demanded that the economy as a whole
be put at the top of the list of political priorities, and called for a
return to the tried and tested methods of the strong and overall
political mobilization of all forces and resources towards economic
renewal and long-term guaranteed prosperity. The text does not
mention a single important element of the political organization,
such as, for example, the unconditional abolition of the monopo-
lies of any, even reformed, political organization, or the introduc-
tion of a multiparty system. The Memorandum looked for solu-
tions to the numerous troubles of both the economy and society in
a return to authentic socialist values, and in the principles of po-
litical and economic organizations conditioned by them.

The Memorandum completely misses the point in the part
which deals with development strategy. In several places (20, 22),
tight spots in economic development are mentioned, resulting
from the insufficient production of energy and raw materials. Ap-
proximately contemporary research, with a firm analytic base
(Nikezi¢ [ed.], 1987: 52-55), shows without any doubt that the
problem experienced by both Serbia and Yugoslavia was com-
pletely the opposite: these production sectors were hypertrophied,;
a politically inspired investment policy was still generating above-
average growth rates, and, in terms of international comparisons,
both the Yugoslav and the Serbian economy had, due to the hyper-
trophy of these sectors, jumped out of world standards. A wrong
diagnosis of the structural discrepancies, just like a wrong evalua-
tion of the real and alleged potential role of the political factor,
obviously contributed to the traumatization of the public in the
Republic of Serbia. Problems were located where there were, in
practice, none; real difficulties were not identified; and the divert-
ing of attention from real to pseudo-problems led to the misunder-
standing of Serbia by others, and by itself. Therefore, traumas
could not be limited to Serbia only: reciprocal traumatization, in
numerous return reactions, could only deepen and amplify as a
result of the unavoidable negative energy.

The Memorandum contains similar errors of judgement when
discussing smaller tendencies in economic or general societal de-
velopment or institutional changes. In several places (21, for ex-
ample), there is criticism of decentralization as being marked by
etatism and as deeply deformed; and of an initially highly central-
ized and bureaucratically monolithic political, and conditioned by
it, economic system. Nothing else could have been expected: from
an etatist egg only an etatist chicken could hatch, and an exces-
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sively centralized, mostly despotic, system of political domination
over society as a whole could break and decompose only into simi-
lar, authoritarian systems at the republic level. It is not unnatural,
through an evolutionary development, for democratic mechanisms
to grow out of the undoubtedly authoritarian—and in important
dimensions even totalitarian—structures. No one should be sur-
prised by the naiveté of a theory of social development that, in the
course of work on the Memorandum, was used as a sort of intel-
lectual infrastructure and conceptual basis.

The economic policies of the 1980s are one-sidedly evaluated as
unsuccessful. There is a lament over the loss of economic-political
independence, and at the same time it is acknowledged that some
difficult correct moves have been made under pressure from in-
ternational financial organizations (20). A more far-reaching over-
sight is the fact that the authors lamented over the sudden slowing
of the growth rate, without realizing that this was part of the price
for the financial curing of the economy. The creators of the Memo-
randum did not see that a good deal of previous and actual growth
was unhealthy, in the sense that it was realized at the cost of losses
and the financial exhaustion of the economy, thus decreasing its
ability to mobilize resources in the future. This necessarily led to a
considerable and long-term projected slowing of growth, without
any possibility of a much needed turn-around. The authors of the
Memorandum did not realize that the regulations which narrowed
the autonomy of the companies were a predictable necessity in a
decentralized system in which, due to unsettled property relations,
right motivation was not secured (31), even though the growing
interdependence of countries was already becoming a planetary
mega-trend; far from assuming that the importing of foreign capital
means falling under foreign domination, such imports are today
regarded as one of the main areas of competitiveness: a country is
more successful in a competitive game if it manages to attract more
foreign capital. Great concern was expressed about the politically
inspired and arbitrary disintegration of companies, and there was
an insistence on reintegration (21). The authors did not realize that
both integration and disintegration are economically useless here,
since neither of them is put on a market basis. They forgot that,
with all the politically inspired disintegration, one of the main
structural problems of the Yugoslav economy was the lack of small
companies (World Bank 1981). In short, the key diagnoses and
evaluations contained in the Memorandum were diametrically
opposed to the intellectual trends and the latest findings in world
€Conomics.
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The explanation for Serbia’s economic sluggishness was given
one of the central places in the Memorandum. It was stated that
Serbia had many reasons for insisting on being released from its
obligation to contribute to the Fund for the Undeveloped Regions:
those who formulated these demands did not allow themselves to
be confused by the fact that most of the funds involved-which
were, in proportion to social revenue and thus well over the pro-
portion determined by the population structure, also paid by the
developed republics-were returned to Serbia, albeit to the unde-
veloped province of Kosovo. It was noted (37) that only Serbia
really helped the undeveloped regions, and that Slovenia, Croatia
and Vojvodina did not pay their fair share. According to the
authors of the Memorandum, the best solution would be a pro-
gressive contribution.

One can only note that a contribution proportional to social
product is automatically transformed into a differentiated burden
when the contributions are viewed per capita. The contribution by
federal units varied greatly, and by introducing a progressive con-
tribution, differences would increase. However, it should also be
noted that high fiscal burdens, especially the perspective of their
enlargement—combined with the fact that they were in part trans-
formed into ever-painful cash flows directed towards other mem-
bers of the federation—greatly increased the attractiveness of the
alternative way of contributing and independent state organiza-
tion. The hint of an increased contribution for promoting devel-
opment in the undeveloped regions, as well as the possible freeing
of Serbia from that contribution, was probably not a meaningless
figure in the sum of the elements which led to the disintegration of
Yugoslavia.

Within inter-republic relations on the verge of the political de-
mocratization of society, there is a surprising and intriguing para-
dox. In the economically heterogeneous and developmentally
unequal federation, appeared a strong legal pressure towards a
fiscal levelling, even towards an abuse of the fiscal system in order
to decrease as much as possible the differences in per capita reve-
nue. On the other hand, it was natural that a reaction to that pres-
sure appeared among the developed regions, as well as an attempt
to reduce fiscal redistribution to a minimum. The paradox is that
the developed regions could better protect their revenue from
improper fiscal attempts in some version of the authoritarian po-
litical order in which there was no danger of being outvoted. In a
politically pluralized system, if it includes various decision-making
processes at the level of the federation as a whole, a poorer major-
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ity could easily outvote a richer minority and acquire gains
through strictly political means. This invariably happens in rudi-
mentary, institutionally unfinished systems, which are quickly built
at the beginning of a democratic transformation. Such systems are
far from containing useful constitutional and other mechanisms
through which minorities can be protected, on various bases, from
constituted majorities. Democratization without refined constitu-
tional arrangements and corresponding limitations, simply because
of the danger that it might evolve into democratic totalitarianism,
is more than a serious threat to federations in that stage of demo-
cratic development. The Yugoslav federation did not overcome
that threat. It seems that the developed republics clearly saw the
danger of democratic totalitarianism, and in due time left the fed-
eration. Finally, there is a paradox in the fact that various seces-
sionist tendencies looked for an excuse in the need for democracy,
and timed their leaving of the common state exactly when democ-
ratization was visible with a naked eye, when it appeared inevita-
ble, and when it had made its first decisive steps through the first
multiparty elections.

One contributing factor to the deep, and this time completely justi-
fied, traumatization of Serbia, was the ruthless-totally voluntaristic
and appropriate for the Communist government-disassembling of
significant industries throughout Serbia and Vojvodina, and their
dislocation to the less-developed regions. The Memorandum strongly
insists on this factor (36), this time with good reasons, although
adequate argumentation could not be developed due to the nature
of the document and the lack of space. A sizeable research project
has now been completed in the Economic Institute in Belgrade,
dealing with the moving of industry from Serbia and Vojvodina,
and Z. Pordevi¢ (1992) has skilfully summarized the most impor-
tant consequences of the project. Particularly badly hit were indus-
trial areas in Belgrade, Kragujevac and Leskovac. Accompanying
this, there was long-term discrimination against Serbia in invest-
ment policy, owing to the strategic threat from the East. Industries
were located in the centre, and towards the west of the country.
Following the logic of bureaucratic inertia, this policy was contin-
ued for years, even after the threat was long past.

The explanation for Serbia’s economic sluggishness has not
been empirically tested in a rigorous or satisfactory way. It is
usual—and quite appropriate—that the status of some federal units
is measured through the relationship between their per capita
revenue and that of Yugoslavia, with—again, quite appropriately—
both figures expressed in terms of current prices. In the long post-



184 LJUBOMIR MADZAR

World War II development, that pointer varied in many ways, thus,
by an appropriate choice of periods observed almost any conclu-
sions chosen in advance can be supported.

In order to illustrate this, the Table 1 provides pointers to the
relative position of selected regions for several selected years.

Table 1

Relative position of the selected regions, measured according to
the relationship of the social product per capita (SFRY = 100)

Year Serbia Centr:al Vojvodina Kosovo Dcvc! oped Undcv.elopcd
Serbia regions regions
1952 83.1 89.5 84.2 45.1 100.0 69.2
1953 87.1 90.3 95.3 52.5 110.3 713
1959 92.7 95.7 110.5 413 1164 66.2
1960 90.4 94.5 108.0 35.7 117.2 649
1966 96.4 98.6 124.1 38.2 1186 63.8
1980 89.9 94.4 121.4 31.7 122.1 59.7
1988 85.1 90.0 124.0 27.9 127.1 56.7

(after Bazler-Madzar 1991: 147)

The relativity of conclusions on economic sluggishness can
clearly be seen. It is true that between 1960 and 1968 Serbia lost
around 5 points in its relative status, and the same is true for Cen-
tral Serbia. However, it is also true that in 1960 Serbia was around
five points above the level in 1952-1953. If the period is seen as a
whole, both Serbia and Central Serbia more or less kept the same
relative position at which they entered the long period of post-war
development. The fate of the provinces differs significantly: while
Vojvodina markedly improved its position by around 50 per cent,
the position in Kosovo worsened by almost the same percentage.
This is the main reason behind the remarkable parallelism in the
tendencies in the economic position of Serbia and Central Serbia.
The economic structure markedly influences the measure of the
position. It is easy to see from the table, and a detailed analysis of
these figures provides even better proof, that the position of the
undeveloped regions improved in good agricultural years and wors-
ened in less productive ones. In conclusion, one could say that

1. any judgement on the changes in relative status is, due to the
influence of the way the period is chosen, completely condi-
tional;
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2. from 1960s onwards, the status of Serbia has, with major oscil-
lations from year to year, undoubtedly worsened; and

3. that Serbia’s worsening position was not so much engineered
‘nor’ taking into account the annual oscillations, so systematic,
as to justify the force with which it was presented to the pub-
lic.

Bearing all this in mind, it is one thing to make statements about
the eventual lagging behind of a region, and something quite dif-
ferent to describe its causes, and especially to prove that among
those causes a visible place was taken by conscious policies, or
even a conspiracy on the part of other republics. However pro-
nounced, one republic’s lagging behind the others could not be a
justified excuse for the inflaming of national passions, if there was
no convincing proof that it was the result of a conscious and nega-
tively directed policy against a concrete region. That feature—a
clear proof that Serbia was a victim of antagonistic policy—was
absent in the fervent discussions in the late 1980s, thus numerous
accusations (and the complete absence of any self-criticism) re-
mained, without any real scientific basis and even without serious
logical foundation.

What conclusions can be drawn from these considerations?
Primarily, the deeply irrational economic system, founded from
the beginning on a wrong basis, inevitably had numerous, far-
reaching and devastating flaws. Among the most important, which
are at the same time among the main causes of its destruction, was
the fundamental inability of the system to correlate rewards in the
distribution process with real and full economic contributions.
Inability to co-ordinate awards and contributions inevitably and
automatically led to a number of different deviations from the
economically reasonable, and even morally acceptable, configura-
tion between the price of the products and the price of the materi-
als. These deviations hid dangerous factors generating political
instability. It is in the nature of things that participants should
keenly and precisely perceive the mechanisms which work to their
disadvantage, taking those favourable to them granted. Pressed by
factors that trouble them, and blind to what speaks in their favour,
sooner or later the participants activate some kind of negative po-
litical energy and turn against the others. The integrity of a com-
munity whose economic system is being questioned then quite
seriously becomes an issue.

Secondly, the advantages of deviations from economically based
evaluations and the accompanying effects of permanently upset
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mutual accounts were not restricted to just one category of par-
ticipants, or exclusively to one participant only. On the contrary,
with all the risks inherent in such notoriously immeasurable mat-
ters, one could say that both advantages and handicaps were
widely spread and almost equally distributed. The developed re-
gions gained some advantage from the disparity in prices and,
partly and occasionally, from the asymmetric approach to the mar-
ket, although it should be noted that these two categories of advan-
tage are mutually exclusive. The undeveloped regions had the ad-
vantage that a highly disproportionate—taking into account the
regional population structure—part of the burden of the enormous
and hypertrophied state was put on the developed regions. Among
the developed regions, this contributed to the inflammation of the
at first hidden, and later openly stated, desire to leave Yugoslavia,
even though they too, at least based on the economy of the pe-
rimeter, must have obtained some benefit from the common state.
Expenses for services on the level of the system as a whole are
characterized as fixed expenditure, and these are smaller for each
participant in proportion to the size of the whole served by those
common organizations. The questions of whether the effects of
communality were greater than the effects of this or that form of
flow is a huge and difficult one, which will probably never receive
a reliable and generally acceptable answer. In any case, a more
modestly dimensioned and cheaper state would have made the
Yugoslav community more attractive to all the participants, espe-
cially the developed ones, and would certainly have reduced the
probability—and might even have removed the possibility—of its
disintegration.

Thirdly, Serbia was permanently, in almost all respects, at the
level of the Yugoslav average. According to the criteria relevant for
Yugoslavia, it was certainly not undeveloped. It was clearly not
developed either, although it was regarded as such in the official
statistics. Located in the middle of the developmental ladder, Ser-
bia could enjoy neither the advantages of the developed regions,
nor the benefits of the undeveloped ones, just as it was not exces-
sively exposed to either of the two distinctive kinds of handicaps.
Besides, as the biggest republic, Serbia could—in an obviously rele-
vant relative sense—neither gain nor lose much on the basis of
various redistributive currents. In short, by its size and by its
(relative) developmental level, Serbia was predestined not to be
traumatized. Despite that, it was traumatized, and to a very large
degree. Causes of the traumatization of Serbia should not be
looked for in the objective characteristics of its economic and
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demographic position, but in the defects of the political system
and, especially, in the intensive and not very wise political use of
the accumulated dissatisfaction.

Fourthly, even though in every deformed, institutionally defec-
tive system, every exchange, including inter-republic exchanges,
could contain the elements of exploitation, it is impossible to give
any scientific proof of this, and it is simply wrong to treat ex-
change as primarily exploitative and to claim a priori that exploita-
tion is necessarily turned in one direction. As an act of good will ,
exchange mostly benefits both sides, since, exactly because of this
good will, both sides have, in every transaction, the alternative of
not entering the exchange. This reminder is especially important
in relation to the frequent claims that Serbia was being exploited.
Positioned somewhere in the middle according to many economic
pointers, Serbia traded with both the more and the less developed
regions. If it ‘lost’ in the exchange with the developed regions,
Serbia recovered at least part of that loss through exchange with
the undeveloped ones. The idea that Serbia carried out a policy of
fair and equivalent exchange with respect to the undeveloped re-
gions, and that it was a victim of exploitation in relations with the
developed ones is so close to the absurd that it hardly merits any
serious consideration. Related to that is the fact that in Yugoslavia,
like anywhere else in the world, the developed regions traded to a
much greater extent among themselves than with undeveloped
regions. How was it that the possibility of exploitation did not drag
them in the opposite direction? All of this illustrates the fact that
beliefs in the exploitation of Serbia had very little foundation in
economic facts. Most of what was said in public about exploitation
had the characteristics of myth, which was more damaging than
useful both to Serbia and the others.

Fifthly, there was outflow, although damages and benefits on
various bases to a great extent compensated for one another. In-
dependently of this, but therefore more important, is the fact that
the unfortunately missing knowledge that all the members of the
Yugoslav community, including Serbia, which was more trauma-
tized than it should have been, based on its location and size, lost
much more because of a deeply irrational economic system that
was opposed in many respects to human freedoms and rights, than
the cumulative sum of net flows of revenue in any direction. That
knowledge could have inspired a radically different pattern of
thinking and action. Instead of directing obstacles so fiercely
against each other, Yugoslav peoples and republics could, in soli-
darity, have taken notice of the general great loss and tried to-
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gether to leave behind, as soon as possible, that human and civiliza-
tional prehistory. Perhaps this was the last great defeat of solidar-
ity, which had lost many other battles in this part of the world.



Kosovo in the Collective Memory
OLGA ZIROJEVIC

In the national consciousness of the Serbian people the Battle of
Kosovo was, and still is, the central event in its entire history. ‘It is
where, according to general but unjustified belief, the Serbian state
perished and its independence was buried; it is the place where
the Serbs were enslaved by the Turks’ (S. Cirkovi¢ 1987: 560).

The date of the battle is indisputable: St.Vitus’s Day, 15 June (28
June according to the new calendar) 1389. On the Serbian side,
along with Prince Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢, fought his son-in-law Vuk
Brankovi¢ (who would, in a legend which arose much later, be
accused of treachery) and the Bosnian Duke Vlatko Vukovi¢. The
Turkish side was led by Sultan (Emir) Murad, along with his sons
Bayezid and Jakub Celebi. If Murad’s turbeh [tomb] (still standing
today) was indeed built on the exact spot where the Turkish sultan
lost his life, then the battle must have taken place on thet part of
the Kosovo plain at the confluence of the rivers Lab and Sitnica, in
the vicinity of PriStina. It is also certain that both rulers lost their
lives on the battlefield. Murad was knifed to death by a Serbian
feudal lord, identified in later sources as the Prince’s son-in-law
Milo$ Obili¢ (or Kobilic).

Such is the data that contemporary historical science has at its
disposal. Despite the efforts of numerous researchers, we still do
not know the number of either the Serbian or the Turkish troops,
the time of death of either ruler, the number of casualties on either
side, or even the outcome of the battle. In other words, as Sima
Cirkovi¢ writes, the battle of Kosovo ‘attained fame as the greatest
defeat of the Serbs, although today we have reasons to doubt that it
really was so’ (Cirkovié¢ 1987: 560).

The greatest difficulty in ascertaining even the most basic facts
regarding this Serbian-Turkish clash does not lie in the scarcity of
contemporary sources (sources which are, at the same time, con-
tradictory), but in the creation of the legend of Kosovo at a very
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early date. A whole cycle of epic poems and a series of legends
about this fateful battle were created, and, sooner or later, re-
corded. Regardless of whether it concerned sainthood or martyr-
dom, the victims or the war, heroic deeds or great courage, the
legend of Kosovo always had a certain political, religious and, fi-
nally, national symbolism (Ljubinkovi¢ 1989: 127-164).

The legend of Kosovo

There is no single, uniform legend. Immediately after the battle
and the Prince’s death, a Kosovo legend was created with a dis-
tinctly religious character, with Prince Lazar at its centre, to serve
the needs of his heirs, the Lazarevi¢ dynasty. The existing ten cy-
cles of ballads on Kosovo, created between 1390 and 1419, were
written in order to preserve the cult of the dead Prince Lazar, who,
soon after the Kosovo catastrophe, was proclaimed a saint by the
Church (Mihalj¢i¢ 1989: 140-157). The legend of Lazar was re-
newed twice in later times. The first time was in Russia under Ivan
IV (the Terrible), as a result of the Russian autocrat’s wish to make
Russia into the Third Rome; the second time during the Great Mi-
gration (1690), when the relics of Lazar! were transferred from the
monastery of Ravanica, via Szentendre (Hungary) to Vrdnik, which
then obtained the name of Sremska Ravanica (Ljubinkovi¢ 1989:
127; 1991: 159-160; RedZep 1992: 527-588). The relics remained
there until 1942, when they were transferred to Belgrade and kept
there until St.Vitus’s Day in 1988, ‘when the honourable Prince
embarked on his great journey, once more to Kosovo, finally to
rest in the first Ravanica. In addition to these two Ravanicas, there
is a third one—in Detroit, USA—the creation of which speaks clearly
of the growth of this cult and its continuation; the same applies to
the churches called “Lazarica”, from the one in Kru$evac, which
served as the royal court church, to new ones—in Belgrade, Bir-
mingham, etc.—dedicated to God in honour of the prince-martyr
Lazar’ (Kalezi¢ 1989: 287-288). The cult of the historical person of
Prince Lazar—along with the remains of his body, the holy relics or
Sanctorum reliquiae®—is still present in our times, representing
the continuity of a living tradition.

Parallel with the legend of Lazar, the legend of the knight Milo$
also existed among the people of those times and their descen-
dants. However, it had developed in a secular atmosphere, maybe
in other regions (probably in western parts) and as part of folk



Kosovo in the Collective Memory 191

tradition (Schmaus 1970: 312). Slandered in the same way as the
brave Roland or Tristan, Milo$ was also forced to prove his heroism
and loyalty by his deeds. He made a vow to kill the infidel ruler,
which he actually did, but he was himself slain in the act. Murad’s
assassin was identified as Milos Kobili¢ (i.e. Kobila and Kobilovi¢)3
a hundred years after the battle of Kosovo (RedZep 1991: 86). As
the years passed, his chivalrous feat was enriched with an ever
growing number of additional details.

On the opposing side, the Turks also created their own legend
of Kosovo, not totally independent from Serbian influence. Turkish
chroniclers looked upon this battle as an event which opened the
door wide to the Turkish onslaught on Europe, depicting the Sul-
tan’s very death as a conscious sacrifice (the sultan-martyr) built
into the foundations of the future Turkish empire and state.

Also, at the very site of the battle of Kosovo, on Kosovo Field, the
local legend of Kosovo (both the Christian and the Turkish one)
was created and maintained for centuries (Ljubinkovié¢ 1991: 160).
In the late nineteenth century, over thirty folk legends were found
there which, according to Milovan Bovan, show beyond any doubt
that in the first days of the creation of the Kosovo legend and ep-
ics, Milo§ Obili¢ was, as he still is, the main character in the oral
tradition, particularly in Kosovo itself (Bovan 1991: 311).

In these and other areas, the names of towers and the ruins of
former fortresses are associated with Milo§ Obili¢, thus these le-
gends offer a new substitute for a mythological heroic predeces-
sor.4 In the region of the river Vardar, as well as in Mount Athos
(Khilandar), Milo§ Obili¢ was considered to be a saint (‘without the
proscribed and customary manner’).

Along with the motif of heroism, at the roots of the Kosovo leg-
end is another motif, that of betrayal. It was elaborated in the leg-
end, almost in every detail, according to the well-known form
found in the New Testament. The comparison between Christ and
Prince Lazar ‘was depicted with astonishing precision’. The main
order of events also coincides: both betrayals were discovered at
table (Christ’s supper with the apostles and the Prince’s with the
Serbian lords). Both betrayals were discovered on the day preced-
ing the death of Christ/Lazar (Mihalj¢i¢ 1989: 224). The motif of
betrayal, however, had been developing over many years and cen-
turies. In the Chronicle of Pe¢ (1402), in discussing the outcome of
the battle betrayal was mentioned only as a possibility and not as
an event which actually took place. In the late fifteenth century, in
the famous Turkish Chronicle (by Konstantin Mihailovi¢ from Os-
trovica), the motif of betrayal was associated with a group of per-



192 OLGA ZIROJEVIC

sons (the author discusses discord and disloyalty). The motif of
betrayal was associated for the first time with the name of Vuk
Brankovié¢ in the Kingdom of the Slavs, written by Mavro Orbin, a
monk from Dubrovnik, who made use of existing works and writ-
ten legends, as well as of those which he incorporated directly.>

In the early eighteenth century, an unknown writer from Boka
Kotorska (or Montenegro) compiled the Hagiography of Prince
Lazar, Milos Obilic and Other Lords Who Were in the Field of
Kosovo. This late Hagiography of Prince Lazar retained the final
and complete form of the Kosovo legend and was, therefore,
named by academics as The Story of the Battle of KosovoS. This
work is a well-designed compilation’ and depicts events from the
death of Dusan’s son Uros to the death of Prince Lazar, its historical
axis being enriched by the legend of Kosovo. The two main motifs
of the Kosovo legend, the motif of betrayal and the motif of hero-
ism, are brought together in this story. The story is preserved as a
manuscript, and numerous details are logically well connected.
The same as the legend, the Story of the Battle of Kosovo also sug-
gests that the medieval Serbian state was doomed due to betrayal
and disloyalty, but also due to discord, disobedience and disunity.
In the Story Vuk Brankovi¢ was Prince Lazar’s son-in-law (married
to his daughter Mara—which is a historical fact) and he slandered
Milo3 Obili¢ in order to avenge himself. After a quarrel between
their wives (Lazar’s daughters) Milo§ threatened Vuk, who then
accused Milo$ of being a future traitor of the Prince in the battle of
Kosovo8, whereas he was a traitor himself. During the meal, Vuk
sat at the Prince’s knee and constantly fed him with insinuations
regarding Milo§’s treachery. He fled the battle with his troops,
which numbered, in the existing variants of the manuscript, be-
tween seven hundred and one hundred thousand. The compiler of
the Story paid particular attention to the personality of Milo$
Obili¢. He was also Prince Lazar's son-in-law (not confirmed in
relevant sources), just and impulsive, and a great hero. He was ac-
companied by his two blood brothers, Ivan Kosanci¢ and Milan
Topli¢anin (who are not historical persons). He attended the
Prince’s supper with them, went to the Turkish camp with them
(the ‘spying on the Turkish army’ motif), and all three of them
fought bravely against the Turks. While talking with the Turks,
Milo$ made threats and behaved haughtily and overbearingly. In
the Story, as well as in the folk poems, he is given some mythical
attributes (as the Fire Dragon). Obili¢ is, at the same time, a loyal
vassal, who demonstrates his loyalty at his hour of death, wishing
to be buried by Lazar’s feet (in order to serve him posthumously as
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well). In this way, Vuk Brankovid, a negative character, a slanderer,
defiler and traitor, is contrasted with a proud and a just hero and
loyal vassal, Milo$ Obili¢. The story of the quarrel between Lazar’s
daughters served as a motive for Vuk’s slander, so that the motif of
heroism was associated with the motif of betrayal; the legend of
Kosovo, which already had a certain form as early as the late six-
teenth and early seventeenth century, was given its final form in
the Story of the Battle of Kosovo. All the elements of the legend are
bound logically, and, in addition to the main motifs of the legend,
the Story preserved a series of details (some of which are not
found in the folk poems). The Story also contains the local Monte-
negrin legend on the heroes who did not participate in the Battle
of Kosovo, but who, in a later period, fought against the Turks
(RedZep 1991: 79-80). Migrations brought the Story from the old
Hercegovina region to the coastal area, and it echoed powerfully
among Serbs living in Hungary.

The poems on the Battle of Kosovo

Serbian epic poetry is closely associated with Kosovo; pre-Kosovo
poetry foretells the defeat, Kosovo poetry depicts it, while post-
Kosovo poetry mourns it, occasionally raising the greatness of an
individual feat or of a vassal’s sacrifice to a mythological level. The
epic folk poems devoted to the battle against the Turks are the best
known and the most beautiful. The 1389 battle is a favourite sub-
ject of poems (and story-telling), revolving around two essential
motifs: the feat of the positive hero (Milos Obili¢) and the treach-
ery of the negative hero (Vuk Brankovi¢). The subject is comple-
mented by many international motifs, present in the epic poetry of
other nations: the conflict between sisters regarding precedence,
the slandered hero and his oath to perform a heroic act, supper on
the eve of a decisive event, spying on enemies, a promise to do a
good deed, the tardy hero, etc.

According to Miodrag Maticki, ‘it was certainly the system of ar-
chetypes, accepted and active in the collective consciousness of
the people long before the battle of Kosovo, which made it possi-
ble for the system of poems on the battle of Kosovo (the Kosovo
cycle as an epopee) to last so long and which helped make it truly
the longest lasting memory of our people’ (Maticki 1991: 176;
Duri¢ 65-66). It is for this reason that in all the poems about
Kosovo there are two layers: a mythical-heroic, and a purely Chris-
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tian one. However, according to Mircea Eliade, the historical traits
of the characters and the action of the heroic epic could not defy
‘the corrosive action of mythicization’.

In this way, the comparative mythicization of the legend of
Kosovo in folk stories, as well as in decasyllabic poems, undoubt-
edly contributed to the creation of the Kosovo myth and its dis-
semination among the masses (Popovi¢, 76-77).

The poems on the battle of Kosovo were probably recited im-
mediately after the battle, both by the people living at the time of
the battle and by the participants themselves. These poems
changed both in content and in form with the passing of time, but
their main topic has been preserved until the present day. Based
on the motifs of slander, Milo§’s feat and betrayal (deviations were
temporary and insignificant), they have maintained this line persis-
tently to the present day (Krsti¢ 1958: 97).

The poems (as well as the stories) annihilated the reality of slav-
ery and became not only a substitute for reality, but also the iron
fist of revenge. By identifying with the hero of the epic, who, to-
gether with the people, carries the load of historical hardships
during long centuries of foreign oppression, the people were able
to experience catharsis. Identification with mythical or epic heroes
is a well-known phenomenon in traditional societies (the folklore-
mythical consciousness).

The Kosovo choice and/or
the Kosovo testament

Passing into eternal life after death on the battlefield, as a kind of
heroic transcendence, was the mythical nucleus of many heroic
epics from the pre-Christian era. Narratives about heroes who lost
their lives bravely in order to live forever were, in ancient times,
not only stories, but the true reality of mythical people: ‘they truly
experienced death on the battlefield as a passing into eternal life’,
writes Miodrag Popovi¢. The choice between spiritual values and
material goods was at the very heart of dramas originating from
different religions and cultures. In Christianity, this dilemma was
always dramatized as the making of a choice between ‘the heavenly
and the earthly kingdom’. In a similar way to Christ, the Serbian
Prince Lazar, on the eve of his death, made a choice between the
earthly and the heavenly kingdom.
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Inducement to battle and the encouragement of warriors is also
common both to oral heroic narratives and epic folk poetry. He-
roic transcendence, as a poetic theme, also existed in Serbian me-
dieval literature, even before the Kosovo writings on Prince Lazar.
It came from the Alexandrida, the most popular work in the trans-
lated Serbian literature of the fourteenth century: ‘...better an hon-
ourable death than a disgraceful life’. In his speech on the eve of
the battle, Prince Lazar says: ‘...it is better for us to die by a heroic
act than to live in shame’.9 Lazar’s words are accepted by his warri-
ors who reply in the form of a chorus; the idea of death is elevated
to a heroic feat through which they will pass to eternal life.10
Through their sacrifice, the Serbs earned freedom, but not in the
usual sense of the word. They earned freedom in the heavenly
kingdom, and that kingdom was within them, in the spirit and the
consciousness of the people, that is, out of the reach of any con-
queror. Although defeated, they were never enslaved (Bandi¢
1990: 41). In this way the Kosovo choice became ‘the deepest en-
gravedtrait which characterizes the common character of the
Serbs’ (Samardzi¢ 1990: 30). According to Novak Kilibarda, ‘the
engraving of the Kosovo oath into the collective consciousness of
the Serbian people as a whole, that is, even in those regions which
were not subjugated by the Turks, was performed by Njegos’s
work The Mountain Wreath’ (1989: 68). ‘To make the Kosovo
choice’, writes Zoran MiSi¢, ‘means to renounce everything that
stands for illusory gain and covetous fame, to desert what is attain-
able for the sake of the unattainable, to wish, in Njego§’s way, for
things to be the way they cannot be. It means to accept the rule of
the game that “he who loses, wins”, to reach for victory through
death on the battlefield, to wager on the impossible, the only thing
which cannot fail.’ It is, in short, ‘the choice of the most difficult, the
most perilous road, which is the only true road’ (Purié, 197). Atana-
sije Jevti¢ points out that the Kosovo choice became the historical
destiny of the people, as it decisively determined the attitude of the
people as a whole at crucial moments of Serbian history (1989: 25).
The events in connection with 27 March 1941 also demonstrate that
the idea of the Kosovo choice is permanently present in the histori-
cal and spiritual destiny of the Serbian people. Gavrilo DoZié, the
then Patriarch of the Serbian Orthodox Church, made the following
announcement on Belgrade radio: ‘We have opted once more for the
Heavenly Kingdom, that is, for the kingdom of God’s truth and jus-
tice, people’s unity and freedom. This is an eternal ideal, buried in
the hearts of all Serbian men and women, preserved and kept alive
in the sanctuaries of our Orthodox memorials.’
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After the collapse of Serbia in World War I, Prime Minister Nik-
ola Pasi¢ declared, ‘It is better that we all die as free men than live
as slaves’ (Bishop Nikolaj 1988: 87). During the most recent cele-
bration of the battle of Kosovo (1989), it was also pointed out that
the Kosovo myth and the oath to liberate Kosovo were so strong
that they had determined the whole history of Serbia and of the
Serbian people for centuries, all the way through the Balkan Wars
and the liberation of Kosovo. This was true even later, during
World War II and the clash with the Cominform (1948). Finally,
even in more recent times, it has been an important force associ-
ated with the position of the Serbian people in Kosovo and in the
rest of Yugoslavia (Luki¢ 1989).

The Kosovo myth ( cult) in Montenegro

Deeply embodied in the national consciousness of the Montene-
grins is the belief that they are the descendants of those men who,
after the Battle of Kosovo, escaped the Turkish yoke and fled to the
unreachable mountains, which themselves were increasingly be-
coming a symbol of resistance and ceaseless struggle. One can
therefore say, with no exaggeration, that Montenegrins were born,
lived and died with Kosovo. ‘As in the most ancient legends, which
are actually the greatest human reality, writes Ivo Andrié, ‘every
individual personally felt the historical anathema which turned
lions into farmers, leaving in their minds the terrible thought of
Milos Obili¢, to live their lives split between their agricultural
peasant reality and the chivalrous thought of Obili¢.’ This is, in
Andrié¢’s opinion, the root of Njego§’s drama, and without it it
would be difficult to realize the tragedy of his life. The prototype
of the Kosovo warrior, this poet and ruler (‘the Jeremiah of
Kosovo’) was, at the same time, an active and devoted fighter for
the ‘lifting of the anathema’ and the bringing to life of the memory
of Obili¢ (Andrié, in Puri¢ 1990: 486).

Although one can really only discuss the Kosovo myth in Mon-
tenegro after the appearance of Njegos, it is quite certain that it
was present among the people; it was transmitted and spread in
folk legends, in folk and church feasts of patron saints, and particu-
larly in folk songs (sung to the accompaniment of the gusle, a Bal-
kan musical instrument). Only in the period of the liberation wars
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and the Romantic re-
turn to ‘the old glory and greatness’, was the myth more clearly
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characterized by a number of symbols. Two of them are heroism
on the one side, and betrayal on the other. Milo§ Obili¢ and Vuk
Brankovi¢ represent permanent symbols of these characteristics.
The former is glorified forever and the latter is cursed and damned.
And both of them serve as examples, thus becoming the weapons
of the indomitable force of the people. It was therefore necessary
to incite passion for revenge against the Turks, to organize the
Obili¢-type heroes, and to liberate Montenegro from the Turks
who, at that time, were hated with a vengeance.

The annihilation of the converts to Islam—which took place in
the early eighteenth century (on Christmas Eve)—is considered to
be a direct consequence of the battle of Kosovo. In other words, it
was an attempt to prevent another division, since division, as the
people understood it, was one of the crucial reasons for defeat in
Kosovo. Thus, the annihilation of the converts to Islam is a symbol
of the post-Kosovo oath: not to let national tragedy occur by keep-
ing and cherishing ‘a plague among the sheep’. By accepting the
conquerors and their religion, the converts to Islam had chosen
treachery, and that, according to popular belief, was a road leading
to national destruction and the loss of independence (Cupi¢ 1991:
111).

Heroism as a positive moral category (although it is ‘the lord of
all evil’) was given priority in Montenegro over all other positive
features. The model for all kinds of heroism was the feat of Milo$
Obili¢ in Kosovo. This is why Njegos$, in his Mountain Wreath,
gave such grandeur to Milo§ and made him a model of all chival-
rous traits. ‘He is awarded the first place on the national Olympus,
he is like some godlike creature in the temple of some heroic-
mythical religion’, says Alois Smaus (1970: 317). His name is used
to reprimand degenerates (‘what will you have to show to Milo§
once you appear before him’); his name is called on in the most
difficult hours; dreaming about him is a privilege; and Duke Batri¢
Petrovi¢ swears to the converts to Islam, ‘by the faith of Obili¢’,
that the members of both religions will ‘swim in blood’ if the con-
verts do not return to the religion of their ancestors. This was
something the converts to Islam were not able to understand; they
said that ‘Milo§ makes some people dizzy and some overly exhila-
rated’. The expression ‘by the faith of Obili¢’ is, according to Milo$
Babovic, only conditionally a religious idea, and even less a relig-
ious feeling. It does not accept the kind of forgiveness expressed
in Christ’s symbolic turning of the other cheek (this is the only
motif of the Kosovo myth which is not present in the Mountain
Wreath. Contrary to Gospel ethics, ‘the faith of Obili¢’ not only
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pleads for defence from evil, but also for revenge, which in the
epic is on three levels: personal, tribal and popular (Babovi¢ 1990:
108; Gezeman 1968: 130-131).

Njego$ wanted the everyday life of Montenegrins to be pervaded
by symbols of the Kosovo myth.!l He designed a cap (in fact, he
merely added some elements to the already existing Montenegrin
cap) featuring black silk in mourning for Kosovo, and red fabric to
represent the Serbian soil soaked in blood. One part of the cap, repre-
senting Montenegro, with the coat of arms of the Nemanji¢ dynasty at
its centre, was encircled with five golden threads, symbolizing five
centuries of the Montenegrin struggle against enslavement. He de-
signed the Obili¢ gold medal for courage, the ideal of every Montene-
grin warrior, awarded only to the most courageous among the brave.
For the Montenegrin soul he wrote the Mountain Wreath. ‘In this
way the Montenegrins, both in their minds and hearts, lived with the
Kosovo myth, from their first cap and their first rifle, to the first bat-
tlefield or to old age, reciting the verses by Bishop Rade (i.e. Njego3),
which they knew better than the hymn for the patron saint’s day, and
even better than the Lord’s Prayer’ (Babovi¢ 1990: 111).

This romantic tradition had been developing intensively particu-
larly since 1878, when Montenegrin poets frequently chose Kosovo
as the motif of their poems. These poems called for the final ‘revenge
of Kosovo’l2, preparing the Montenegrins in this way for a new his-
torical act. Particularly outstanding among them was the Montene-
grin ruler Nikola Petrovi¢ Njegos, whose poems, although inspired
by the Kosovo tragedy, had a clear political message and reflected his
political programme. His cult was growing, and Montenegro itself
was frequently referred to as the ‘Piedmont of Serbdom’. Prominent
Serbs from different regions looked up to Prince Nikola, and his
ambitions were thus strengthened. His aspirations to the ‘first place’
among the Serbs were clearly seen in his poem ‘O’er there, o’er
there’ (written in 1867), in which he described the Emperor Dusan’s
medieval capital, Prizren. The people accepted this poem as their
battle song, as a call to liberate those Serbian people still under
Turkish occupation, as a great national duty which had to be accom-
plished. The explanation given on the occasion of Prince Nikola’s
crowning as king (1910) showed that the Kosovo cult was one of
the constitutive elements in the people’s consciousness.

Literary works by numerous poets were inspired by the Kosovo
myth and contributed significantly to the preparation of the Mon-
tenegrins for the ‘final hour’. And this hour came in 1912, when
the Balkan states made an alliance against the Turks, with the in-
tention of driving the Turks out of the Balkans.
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The cult of St. Vitus

Who exactly was St. Vitus, whose cult has continued to develop
right up to the present day, in parallel with the Kosovo myth?

According to Veselin Cajkanovi¢, Vitus or Saint Vitus (‘the strong
Vid) is a well-known Slav god of war. Vitus is the name of the su-
preme god, and possibly also of the oldest Greek chthonian god
Avides. It is not impossible that one name, or one hypostasis, of the
great chthonian god was also Vitus. In Kosovo, on the eve of St.
Vitus’s day, the head of the household would give every member of
his household, as they left to participate in the square dancing, a
peony, saying: ‘I want you to be as red and strong as this flower’. In
reply, the recipient would say ‘I shall be as those who shed their
blood on the Field of Kosovo .

There were some tiny flowers growing on the field of Kosovo,
bleeding tiny drops which, according to folk legend, were ‘the tears
of the wounded in the Battle of Kosovo who mourn for their lost
kingdom’. The very name of this saint—Vid or Vitus!3 (Vid meaning
sight)—determined, for the most part, the nature of the ritual per-
formed on the day devoted to him. For example, what one saw on
that day was of particular importance. One could see one’s future on
St. Vitus’s Day, and so, even to the present time, St. Vitus’s Day has
been considered as a day for predictions and fortune-telling, done
mostly with the aid of certain kinds of plants the names of which
contain the name Vid (vid, vidac, vidovcica, vidova trava). The
plant known as vidovcica is used for curing eye diseases, as are ‘Vid’s
waters’, where certain cultic acts are performed.!4 Finally, on St.
Vitus’s Day the cuckoo stops mourning for the slain Kosovo heroes.

It is possible that, due to the homonymous names of the ancient
Slavic god Svetovit or Svetovid and a lesser known Christian martyr
from the third century (Vitus Vit), who died on the same day as
Prince Lazar was slain, the older cult was replaced by a new one
(Nodilo 1885: 77-78; Kulii¢ 1979: 185). It is possible that the
Church tried to push aside the pagan saint Svetovit and replace
him with St.Vitus (Sveti Vid).

Prior to the battle of Kosovo, in the Orthodox church the 15
June (or the 28 June, according to the new calendar) was dedi-
cated to the Old Testament prophet Amos. However, after the bat-
tle this date wa