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Diaspora, or the Dangers
of Disunification? Putting
the “Serbian Model”
into Perspective

SusaN L. WOODWARD

! I YHE CONTEMPORARY view that diasporas can be dangerous OWes
much to the case of the Serbs. According to conventional wisdom,
their desire to live in one state—a Greater Serbia——ratl'\er than

rities in republics bordering the repubhc of Ser-

:dent of Serbia, Slobodan

avia. The prest ¢
d the creation of a

d the breakup an .
new dictator of Yugoslavia

f Slovenia, Croatia, and
e transborder Serbs. By

accept their fate as mino
bia caused the collapse of Yugosl

Milogevi¢, is said to have planned &
al of becoming the

Greater Serbia after his go g
was foiled by political leaders in the republics t?\
Bosnia an¢ HerzegOViiﬂa- Histgsirgrgrenrgr‘i/:sfrom World War II, when
jvi nd manipulating tnet . .
Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina were, al?ar;giglﬂ;vlzﬁ
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was fqrmed n e legitimate governments of these two. repubhcs,
rebellion against the 1¢8 d genocide in both

Milogevi¢ unleashed an valanche Of agression an
1

91 to 1995.
republics that 1a.sted frog; tl?\is argument, and the essential role in the
The persuaswenegs fbs, Was confirmed early onin the Yugoslav col-
violence of di a oer for independence. Lasting only

ne war
brevity © the Slove 68 dead, the Sl i i
lapse by the o more than , ovene secession did
ten days:

e cost O
at th 159




160 Susan L. Woodward

not provoke significant violence, it is said, because there were few Serbs
in Slovenia to give Milogevic both the claim to land and the excuse to
intervene. In contrast, substantial numbers of Serbs in areas of Croatia
and Bosnia and Herzegovina bordering Serbia took up arms and
received Belgrade’s support in order to “unify Serb lands” and avoid
becoming part of a diaspora outside Serbia. Beginning in 1985, more-
over, the demand from the Serb minority in the southern Serbian
province of Kosovo for protection from Belgrade against alleged dis-
Crimination by the Albanian-majority provincial government had
propelled Milogevi¢ to power as the head of the Serbian League of Com-
munists in 1987 and was said to be the grounds for a new campaign of
violence in 1998-99 against the majority Albanian population there.

_ A_s early as late summer—fall of 1991, during the war in Croatia, pre-
dlcflons based on the Serb case sounded alarms throughout the entire
region of dissolving communist regimes. The parallel was particularly
strong with the collapse of the Soviet Union. Would Russians who sud-
de_nly found themselves living outside the Russian Federation in new,
neighboring states, supported by Moscow, repeat the “Serb model”?"
What of t‘he reach for domestic legitimacy through nationalism by post-
communist governments in Eastern Europe? Was there a harbinger of
more Ml_lo_éeviées in statements like that, for example, of Hungarian
f ; me M‘f“Ster Jészef Antall, when he greeted the Brioni Accord of July

9_1/. WI}JCh mar.ked the end of the conflict in Slovenia, with a veiled,

{f‘{lsloplst allusion to the 1920 Treaty of Trianon frontiers: “We gave

ojvodina to Yugoslavia. If there is no more Yugoslavia, then we should
get it bac_k ?2 Although the population of Vojvodina, an autonomous
gsglr;ie in Serbia on Hur}gary’s southern border, was only 16.9 percent
Croa%i ananom 11991, tl'lat figure was greater than the 12.2 percent of the
Bu dapestI; 0 gr‘tleztlon in that year who were Serbs.3 Such rhetoric from
side Hungary in IIII;?H}}I’th ﬂle large. Hungarl:an popula}ﬁons living out-
and the potentia] forgth Cgmbg Serbia, Croatia, Slovakia, and Roma@a
more efforts to chay. : be sr exe}mple to move northward, provoking

Although the g bg orders—if necessary, through war.*

Yugoslavia locateq io tli’lzpsulat;lon of Mgcedonia—the federal r.epublic of
census, the mode] hag becout of Se.rl.na—w.as only 2 percentin the 1991
minds by December 19920:5111e Sl_lfflCIentl.y implanted in policymakers’
under United Nations § hat 1ntern.at1onal troops were deployed,

ecurity Council mandate, to the Macedonian-

rbian border to
: Prevent these Ser] .
the ecq nomic sanet; bs from becommg another source of
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eastern Bosnia, the troops remained in Macedonia into 19?9 to prevent
a Serbian campaign in Kosovo from provoking spillover. into Maced(?-
nia. The link in this case would be Albanian diasporas in both Serbia
and northwestern Macedonia that might go to war, like Serbs, for a
Greater Albania.’

The fears about Russians and Hungarians did not, for the mgst part,
materialize. Most of the states emerging from communist rgle in East-
emn Europe adopted legislation early on that claimed their. right to pro-
tect their conationals living in other states, but violence lei not follgw.
Worry over the repeat of the Serb model among Albanians outside
Albania (in Montenegro, Macedonia, and Greece as well as Kosovo)
took a backseat to the focus on Slobodan Milogevi¢, and the cause of the
Albanian armed rebellion against Serbia, led by an inchoate K.OSOVIO
Liberation Army in 1996-98, came to be seen widely as a prechctab 1e
and legitimate response to Serbian repression in the province. The. ana ;
ogy drawn between Milogevi¢ and Adolf Hitler, who used protection 0
transborder Germans in Sudetenland and Silesia as the excuse to mvgde
Czechoslovakia and Poland but did not stop there, redire;cted attention
away from the Serb diaspora and toward Miloéev1c”§ guilt. bout the

The German paralle], in fact, underlay most pul.ahc debate? a tOu o
Serb national question from 1991 to 1999 and Il}ohva‘fed policy OVSVtab_
Yugoslavia. For example, an international crirpmal ’crlbu:nalfwast }fe ol
lished during the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina modeled' a terc1 e e
established at Nuremberg, Germany, after 1945 to try Nazis, an Serbe
was treated as a pariah state in order to expunge the reg o~
Milogevié, until 1999, an unindicted but widely recogmzecfl warrftl o
nal.” U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright referred req}l‘;n . Zs .
the Hitler analogy, drawing emotional force frpm her own .orlgv ne s
child in wartime Czechoslovakia, and the Jewish community p

. 4 d
i i i i d Bosnian Muslims, base
ticularly prominent in the campaign to defend B T event & rep-

on the argument that the case fit its own commi ted by the slogan
etition of the Nazi Holocaust, a commitment den}(: o o the use of
“never again.”® For all in this camp, there wasno ¢ :were e visk,
force—preferably bombing so that Amerlcar;1 troosv e ticized the
but massive bombing nonetheless. Even t Oif«r o tomm and in policy
unsympathetic view of Serbs in this convennpnathe  focts on Germany
used the analogy to Nazi Germany. Contrasting

A hey argued
. 1918 and 1945, t ater
of sharply differing postwar settlements allcle that punishe 4 Serbia with

that an international policy aimed at pe t0 a new Milogevic and more

economic disaster would only gtlge ef;fsect of the punitive Versailles set
o the

930s.

violence in the future, similar t 1
flement on Germany in the 1920s anv
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By March 2 :
conventional vjilscli?)?ng/bthe Hitler parallel had won. So rooted had s
rupt negotiations at R ecome that all 19 NATO powers agreed toira
lence between Yuao lamboulll.e t, France, aimed at stopping the vie
Army and to be jrg1 slav security forces and the Kosovo Liberatio
lasted 78 days. Hiv; " aerial bombing campaign of Yugoslavia h
the view that Serbs af% taken a stand,” they also began to succumbts
Milogevic and the f,o er all, were collectively responsible for Sloboda
tion to peace in the rur wars in the Balkans in the 1990s. The only sl
program of "de-NaZ?glC(;rt‘ixiil,S said by summer 1999 to be a thorough
Serbs began openly to acknowle?:lrg :Estglﬂt:nued denial of aid us

Is There a Model?

The unexpected .
the opti mI;s o ihainﬁ(i S};OI‘rlflc Violgnce of the Yugoslav wars so shattered
that they had unusuall accompanied the end of the Cold War in Europ
tions for the futuge Iat] Y 8reat influence on policy thinking and e ecf;.
of the Serb case riéht lls;? erefqr e particularly important to get th);psto /
dom should not be sw;ept acs)?(;ahes' that contradict the conventional Wi?'
nent, as a nec €as inconsequential but i
The first ssi;ag ;Iillfgk against the costs, and theup;;fg(ielintyoro(}zmg:
18 Iflcl,1 ask /Wl'.tat a diaspora population,is Irr1r ﬂ{e
e : COnril:fae:n];gr és, the striking characteristic of
e Croatian diaspora—membesrs effW;en Croat and Serb diasporss
of whom live in the United St
ates,

Leélgue of C
L 0 -Ommunist
W, S Of ]
mla';’f ritical, however, for itc'roa?la' The role of the C i
fan DeWIthout the $8 milljo 1s difficult to jmga in roatian diaspora
mocratic Unjon (HD; sent to Tudjman aidehl?gat electoral “vic
party, the Croat-

4 t;
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C‘roatitem émigrés when no other party in Croatia had any funds.” Alba-
nans in the United States and in Switzerland and Germany (again as
freign workers originally) also contributed substantial monies and
vplunteers to the independence struggle of Albanians in Kosovo, par-
ticularly its armed phase.

In contrast, the Serb diaspora community—largely in the United
Sates but also in Australia and Canada, and as foreign workers, like
(roats, in Germany and Austria—played a negligible role in the
Yugqslav collapse and the Serbian cause therein. Few émigrés returned
ad l.1ttle money was sent either to the nationalist effort at home or the
p}lbhc rglanons campaigns abroad. In a brief period after the Yugoslav
d1§solut10n, several prominent émigré Serbs, including the crown
prince, Alexander Karadjordjevich, a businessman in London with
little knowledge of the Serbian language, and Milan Pani¢, a wealthy
pharmaceuticals émigré in California, did become significantly
;nvolved in attempting to influence politics within Serbia, but they were
armore circumspect in relations with Serbs outside Serbia in the new

Teighboring states.
If, however, by diaspora is meant transborder minorities in the area,
hin the same state but in dif-

and in the Yugoslav case, those living wit

ferent federal units from those identified with their nation (Slovenes
wtside Slovenia, Croats outside Croatia, and so forth), then the role of
d%aspora Serbs historically “in Serbian and Yugoslav politics [has been]

dlsProportionate to their numbers.”® Proto-political activity of Serbs

wtside Serbia, as Serbs, became quite substantial during the 1980s, in
Fhe form of cultural and educational activities to revive a sense of what
twas to be a Serb. Many of these activities were organized by Serbian
tellectuals from Belgrade who were also promoting a national renais-
sance, in many instances (like Tudjman) as anticommunism. But, if one
Wmpares Serbs outside of Serbia to other “internal diasporas” within
Yugoslavia (people living outside the republic of their nation), they

Were relative latecomers.

This was particularly evide
Moved toward the creation of political parties ind
Wmmunist party. Of those that formed along ethnonational lines, for

ample, Franjo Tudjman did initial organizing for his n.atior}alist party
imong Croat residents 0 Vo]yodlna and c?f
Western Herzegovina in Bosnia and Herzegovina; Alija Izetbegovic

lkewise began campaigning for his new Muslim party, the I"arty of
in an area of Serbia with a large Muslim pop-

Democratic Action (SDA),
Uation, the SandZak. Muslims from the SandZak (V}lho preferrefi the
kbel Bosniac by 1994) are promir\ent in Sarajevo politics and business,

cal ferment of the 1980s

nt once the politi
ependent of the

f the Serbian province of

_____
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and many Bosniacs (Bosnian Muslims) speak hopefully of eventuly
uniting their new country with the SandZak. Similarly, Croats fron
Herzegovina became increasingly dominant in Zagreb business ad
politics after Croatian independence, while Croats in Herzegovinaad
other parts of the western borderlands of Bosnia and Herzegovirawee
supported politically, financially, and militarily by Zagreb and Tudjnr
in their war against the Bosnian government and the SDA and et
after the peace, and they still hoped in 1999 to unite with Croatia. The
who might be called “diaspora” Serbs, in Croatia and in Bosniaad
Herzegovina, by contrast, formed their own political party, the Set
Democratic Party, not branches of a Belgrade party. It was the dominat!
Serbian party in these areas during the breakup of the country, buti
was not the largest vote-getter. Serbs in Croatia voted overwhelming
not for Serb “ethnic” parties but for the re-formed communist i
called the Party for Democratic Change (SDP). In Bosnia and He
govina, where 90 percent of the population voted for a national paty?
1990, Serbs voted for ethnic parties, but that vote was spread am§
many Bosnian Serb parties, reflecting differences of political optnic?
and ideology within the community, not a nationalist vote per se. Onl
_after 1991 did Serbian parties become politically involved amongS®
in Croatia and especially in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

In sum, while there is no doubt about the political, military, and e
nomic support for Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina o?
Pf)h'flcal parties and authorities in Belgrade, that relationship betw®
diaspora fand homeland capital was late in coming, when compared 0
o_ther r_latlonal groups in the former Yugoslavia. And the reverse
tlonshlp_, thg .role of diaspora Serbs in the homeland capital of Belgradé
was ms‘lgmﬁcant compared to that of diaspora Croats and Bosni®®
respectively, in Zagreb and Sarajevo.

o &?Zi :ZC‘tS-that the only relevant Serb “diaspora” for the quest®
In the former Yugoslavia was the “internal” diasporad’

federal system, and that these Serbs were not the onl thngnatioﬂ
groups thgre to behave as diasporas of their fut Y € ds on®
Yugoslavia broke apart—su ure homelands 7.
ggest a second crucia] anomaly of s

en diaspora populations are transbord

e R
real issue at stake j er minorities
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exception of Bulgarians.® They had lived under different imperial
rgimes (Byzantine, Ottoman, Habsburg [Austria-Hungary after 1867],
and Venetian) and had followed very different political trajectories
toward common citizenship in Yugoslavia, but their distinct national
histories and cultures were joined into one, unitary state. Some
Sovenes and Croats were left outside the country, in Austria and Italy,
while some Macedonians found themselves in Greece, Bulgaria, or
Abania. The new Yugoslav border also created many non-south Slav
dissporas within the country, such as Albanians, Italians, Hungarians,
Turks, and Romanians. After World War II, the new Communist regime
wstructured the country into a federation that recognized the distinct-
ness of these south Slav peoples and drew internal borders along
‘ational” lines that, reflecting the motley pattern of settlement within
te country if ethnicity is considered, added to the number of people
lving outside their home state although still within the same country.
The largest such group was Serbs. By the census of 1991, when these
Dternal borders were transformed into international borders, about 25
percent of the Serb population in Yugoslavia did not live in the Serbian
Tpublic: They numbered at least 2.5 million out of 8.5 million Serbs, not
iduding those who chose the “Yugoslav” identity (700,400 in total in
191) instead.’® The constitutional order of federal Yugoslavia recog-
lized the rights of national self-determination of all of its six con-
situent, south Slav nations, regardless of the divisions imposed by
tise internal borders; but once the country began to head toward dis-
olution into separate nation-states, the burning issues became the fact
fthese borders, where they had been drawn in 1945, and what it might
Tean to be a Serb in a non-Serb state.

Thus the second check on this model is that the Serb case is not an
ue of Serbs per se but of the breakup of the country, the political deci-
Sons made about where the borders of the new states would be, and the
leture of citizenship rights and national identity in these new states.
hemational norms and actors play a significant part in this aspect of the
Yoy, for it is an international decision to recognize new states and their
brders, Had the internal, federal borders been drawn differently in 1945,
redrawn in 1991, there would not have been a substantial Serb dias-
M contiguous to Serbia or any violence contesting those borders. This
Swhy the idea of a diaspora in Eastern Europe is bett'er stated as one of
tansborder minorities—people trapped on the other side of a l?ord'er tl}at

: i s an ethnic minority
Wid have been drawn differently, and their status as e m
Nastate claiming legitimacy on the basis of the majority na}tlog- ‘bs are

The third check on this conventional w1sd(_)m——"hat the .et Jeader
ing], he Third Reich, where an aggressive, expansions

ogous to the
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in the homeland capital links up with, and is even propelled by, dias-
pora Serbs to break up a state and foment war to create a Greater
Serbia—is provided by the great variety of behavior among Serbs them-
selves in this internal Yugoslav diaspora. In both the Croauar} and the
Bosnian wars, the violence was concentrated for the most part.mborder
areas and in ethnically mixed communities. More thzfm twp-thuds of the
Serb population of Croatia remained loyal to Croatia as it was bec?um-
ing independent and remained in place to take out Croatian citizens P.
Of the third who lived in or fled to the contested border areas, many
fled to Serbia rather than remain a minority, yet even the majority of
those tried to stay but were expelled by Croatian military force. in19%.
The Serb population of Croatia had been reduced by death, ermg'rahort
or expulsion from 12 percent in 1991 to 3 percent in 1995. How mafl,
Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina out of the 3:.’, percent Qf the prewar
population remained loyal to the new leadership of Bosnia and He.rz:i
govinais difficult to assess. We do know that about 17 percent remain
in “non-Serb” areas (controlled by and contested between Bosnian
Muslims and Bosnian Croats) at the time of the Washington Agreem.ent
of March 1994, even though this agreement created a fefieratlon
between these two Bosnian nations as an alliance against Bosmap Serbs
and denied Serbs their prewar status as a constituent nation in their
own country. This Serb minority in the federation was equal. to the pro-
portion of the entire prewar Bosnian population who identified them-
selves as Croats. And although during the war many Serbs ﬂgd 'thesle
areas for regions controlled by the Bosnian Serb army or to Serbia 1.tse11,
a very large percentage did not leave “federation” territory untll the
Dayton peace agreement of November 1995 acknowledged the trpar
tite division of Bosnia and Herzegovina according to “ethnonationd
identity.” Similarly in Macedonia, the Serb community was internally
split between a larger part that remained loyal to Macedonia am_i a
much smaller part, largely from an area bordering Serbia, that tried
repeatedly to gain attention from politicians in Serbia (including
Milogevi¢) to come to their aid as an endangered diaspora, without suc
cess. Nearly all chose Macedonian citizenship, moreover.
A majority of Serbs outside Serbia, in other words, did not become

mobilized under the nationalist banner to commit violence. An indr
vidual or family decisio

state, to flee to Serbia
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; izi in which
but triadic, between the diaspora and the nahonab?lng St::\illgetween
its membe;s unwittingly find themselves as new Cltltze(r:;i'[ether ©  ate

i interests
i and a homeland state with some in ( -
t};en(ilt?gﬁzi\ot foreseeable) in their fate.!? Because the 1551:;(t)f Tégim?;
?i hts has been a prominent feature of Eurqpe:\;l SeCS t—\/\?;rld Nar |
th%oughout the twentieth century, beginning Wltfh h egizsolving multi-
settlements that created national stefltbfs g::soistalzo subject to outside
. - : of borders,
national empires, this, like the issue
' licy. i Serbia
mﬂl\l/llf)rr‘z;a:r?éz)% ()CgO Serbs, furthermore, chose to flee mStesai:}?erihan
r Montenegro. There they were received in private hotrir;e for example.
geing housed in camps, as were Bosnianfucroat? chi:i(;aenslfrom Croatia
re classified as refugees (a : R
No?reﬂ\e%;s:;\?al?ngi{erzegOVina),13 and as economic hardsszlg)ugd en,
oror: :elvere in Serbia, their hosts increasingly treatesd tgfa? ZerbS-“ The
::I:)nsidering them as distant b perhalpS, ;b ;etrrl;o}zroitrectors did little or
i ho claimed the mantle o . Serbia, Of
521:;311;? lf:‘;if)sv;;e for them or make them feei ;geé(c)%ntls 121(1)0,3 00 who
1t?he Sergbs expelled from Croatia in 1‘995, the 150, th no prospects of
t across the river to Bosnia remain stateless, wi e Thereason
v\'fteil;e“s}"ip in the Serb Republic of Bosnia and Hifze%f the government
is that international authorities support the gls gs in Bosnia, to deny
in Sarajevo, against that of leaders in the Ser' E? tgrease Serb numbers
& tllle rights to Bosnian citizenship that mightm successfully by late
o tionill International efforts instead aim (un: to their homes and
Prggc’rt ersu};dmg Croatia to allow Serbs to r;tugr; O isands (the
19‘ gét; status there. Moreo2h mafny hlSm briz also fled their home-
min . or _
in i i f Serbs from fight for
numbers.remt?llqm lmfsl‘ etglsgecz aci)broad rather than be dl‘t&;fltgggtoo flagll per-
léaengsdilrllr(l?r%)atiz Vc\),: Bosnia and Herzegovina. ‘I,:,/I}(\)staie alleged to have
T Kosovo, . ign
i t of Serbs from mbing campa
htaI:'tS gtﬁee;:gsﬁr::; t%e first place. Whena NATObo
starte

. h to the letter
M une 1999, following thIOUg. nd
against Yugoslavia in arCh—{)nveeitional wisdom regarding Serbs a

i i sovo led to
in policy and rhetoric on ﬂ;et (1:n rornational prOteFtorafsu:}Iéze Srbe felt
MiloSevic, and 2 supsequtz nearly all of Kosovo's Ss.r ,roper. If discov-
the flight, or et)}ipuismtrlgohide their presence In Serbia p or residence
compelled at the star :

b, their pension,
ights to a job, .
ered, they were refused any rég them to return to Kosovo

: d
X ined by simple an
as a government POhC}{) toii? fsum cannot be ex“,’éaﬁ c\1Na}; 1 Germany-
Serbs, g ith post-Wo try’s
The case of the to an analogy with pthe causes of the country
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breakup, and the reasons why some Serbs outside of Serbia were willing
to risk their lives and fight so as not to become a diaspora after the loss of
Yugoslavia. These reasons include the mobilizing role of national ideol-
ogy, the political struggle over the national question within and between
the Yugoslav republics at issue, the characteristics of those who did fight,
and, not least, the role of international actors and decisions.

The Breakup of Yugoslavia

In the course of the 1980s, the Yugoslav socialist political and economic
system was heading toward collapse.’® The primary cause was a balance-
of-payments and foreign debt crisis that was in turn a result of dramatic
external shocks to the country’s current account and the conditions for
financing the trade deficit. The fact that a foreign debt crisis was generdl
in Eastern Europe and Latin America at the time confirms the existence
of some external causes, but the consequences were domestic. Through-
out Eastern Europe, the final result was the same—the end of the socia-
ist system. But while elsewhere socialism in time was replaced by
market economies and parliamentary democracy, its demise in Yugo-
slavia brought an end to the country itself. The violence that accom-
panied its dissolution—in contrast, for example, to the breakup of
Czechoslovakia—is easily explained as a contest over where the new
borders of the successor states would be; but why the country did dis
solve, and why there was such a contest over borders, requires a much
deeper understanding of the reform process, the constitutional system
that required change, and the way that the opposing sides of the politi
cal contest over reform used cultural idioms in their fight and made the
contest into a “national question.”

The remedy proposed by domestic economists and required by the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) in exchange for credits in 1982 was
a harsh austerity program of domestic contraction and export prom>
tion, accomRaIﬁed by a decade-long series of economic and political
;?1;2; (:/s\/hﬁcllerit?ees ctr}iltical re_form was libgralizaﬁon of for_eign trade
such a policy rrr)landa;te ccle creatl.on of msntt}hons necessary to gnplemem
over damesic sl 1ce a radical chang_e in the locus of polihca} powe!
effort to reform the Yuelgnl v s This was ot the first IMF-fiarc
grams, the advice had %ZZ a‘t’ SZCIahSt ef'onomy,' ou m N previgu§ F
logical commitment e 'ecent.ra ize- In line with a Mandstideo

, nt to the withering a ive and
extractive state, the ) ering away of the repressive an
sively decentraiizedc—o?nlglgzucs-t ll-eacliers}up ‘had concurred and ngres‘
ership and parastata) associ tion: (mOV}n‘g rom state o socl e

atlons)—demsmn-making on monetarh
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fiscal, developmental, and social policy. This entailed repeated consti-
tutional amendment of the relationship between the federal govern-
ment and the republics. The result, by the early 1980s when the debt
aisis hit, was a central government with almost no authority over the
economy and unable to act without the consent of all the republics.
Decentralization had gone too far, the market promoters concluded. A
true central bank had to be created; authority over monetary aggre-
gates, debt repayment, and foreign exchange policy had to be reunified;
barriers to the flow of capital and labor across republics had to be
removed; and a state administration capable of performing the func-
tions necessary to an open, market economy had to be restored.

The resulting reform program, beginning with the long-term stabi-
lization program for debt repayment, restoring growth, and fighting
inflation that was adopted by parliament in 1982, triggered three desta-
bilizing political shocks to the Yugoslav system.

The first shock was the challenge to revise the 1974 constitution, the
fourth constitution for Yugoslavia since 1945. Each new constitution
was a type of way-station in which intervening amendments to the
previous constitution were codified before a new process began. Each
new constitution had been hotly contested because each one invariably
raised the most neuralgic issue of the Yugoslav state since 1919: how to
acommodate, through constitutional mechanisms, the rights and
interests of the separate nations that had come together to form one
country. The first Yugoslavia, created at the Versailles conference, had
aunitary constitution. The legitimating ideology of this new state—
Yugoslavism—was a Croatian idea (that the three south Slav peoples—
Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs—were one, “triune” people). The union of
these three was the choice not of Serbs but of Slovenes and Croats from
the defeated Habsburg Empire who saw the new state as their means
of national survival over absorption into Italy or Austria. (Serbs had
been fighting for their own national state.) But the decision by the Ver-
sailles powers to institute a unitary constitution in 1919 under a &}er—
bian king and army was opposed by the Slovene and Croatian political
dlite. Repeated administrative reforms to accommodate regional a.nd
altural differences within a unitary constitution's only led Croatian
leaders, in particular, to push harder for a federal constitutiqn apd to
View the government in Belgrade as anti-Croat. The constltutloqal
fight also dominated factional politics within the Yugoslav comm1111911258t
party, the League of Communists, which ousted a Serb leader in
ind committed its revolutionary platform, under Croat ‘and Slo;eng
kadership, to a federal constitution and a fight against “Great Ser

hegemony.”
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erats won an exception to the constitution in 1939, in a pactbetween
a Serbian prime minister and the leading Croatian party politician, that
gax.le 'them‘autonomy over territories they claimed historically, but the
Axis invasions in 1941 splintered the country into separate territories
and competing local armies. The Communist-led Partisan forces cre-
afed a government by 1943, called the Anti-Fascist Council for National
legrahon of Yugoslavia (AVNOJ, in Serbo-Croatian), and announced
their commitment to a postwar republic and federal constitution.
Although Serbs—particularly but not only from Croatian and Bosnian
areas—were among the most numerous contingents of the Partisan
fprcgs, the majoriw of the population in Serbia tended to support the
ﬁg}}tlng units of the Royal Army, which called themselves Chetniks and
which rebuffed, under their leader, Colonel Draza Mihailovi¢ repeated
offers by the Partisan leader, Josip Broz Tito, to form a wartim;: alliance.
For these average Serbs who did not join the Partisans, the abolition of
the monarchy in 1943, the execution of Mihailovié i,n 1945, and the
.defeat of the Serbian political parties in communist—controlled/elections
l13ri1tt1947 left a mark', to be exploited only 25 to 35 years later, that the
o elrsweet victory In 1918 had been overturned and that the purpose of
e 943 Communist (“AVNQJ”) constitution and its federal bound-
arlzs was a.fo.rm of revenge aimed at weakening the Serbs.
unitss ;} ;)Clahst system with. a single ruling party, the effective political
pnits 0 unftsec;)?}?i Yugoslav'la were not political parties but the govern-
ontal un ; of this fed'e'ratlon—the republics and the local organs of
power called municipalities. The republics were said, moreover, to rec-

only codified the amend
1967 to 1971), the bal, Tments to the 1963 constitution adopted during

ance of power lay with the republics, and the federal
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of the Yugoslav political system. The reformers insisted that the coun-
try could not perform effectively in foreign markets if market relations
did not also apply at home. Liberalization required the re-creation of a
single market over the entire Yugoslav area, and this in turn required
the reunification of monetary and foreign exchange policy, including
the administrative apparatus necessary to such policy. The level of
decentralization achieved by the mid-1970s, however, meant that the
reform was a direct attack on the economic power of the republican
governments—or fiefdoms, as they were called colloquially. Because
the politics of the socialist system was a contest over money and eco-
nomic assets among the republics (as party-governments), the reform
ould not avoid attacking the key bases of political power in the coun-
try as well. And in sharp contrast to the more centralized systems of
fastern Europe, or to the imperial basis of the Soviet state and Russia’s
nle in it, the Yugoslav federal system was a delicate although fre-
quently shifting balance among its politically equal nations. An attack
o the power of the republics and their mutual relations at the federal
kvel could not escape the “national question.”
The particular reforms required in the 1980s were most threatening
o the wealthier regions. Opposition was strongest from Slovenia but
dso from Vojvodina and Croatia, particularly where local industries
had successful exports to hard-currency markets, earning the foreign
echange necessary to a heavily import-dependent economy and
tpublic-based growth. Although their attack was on the market
rform, their arguments were phrased in the neoliberalism then domi-
nntin the West. The main obstacle to economic growth, they said, was
Totthe chaos of the banking system but the federal policies of redistri-
bution, Thus, a better reform would go the rest of the way toward dis-
nantling the federal government. Those who believed in the re—creatipn
ofasingle market were “unitarists” as well as “federalists,” they said,
®iving memories of interwar constitutional debates to signal that
this was no economic reform but a campaign by those who would
lestroy the federal system, including parliamentary supremacy (where
the republican factions dominated and were not required to fqrm a
“mmon consensus as in the executive branch) and thus “national
tights,” By using the term “unitarism”—referring to the unitary con-
stitution of the interwar kingdom—moreover, they cast the f:enter-
Tpublic fight in ethnonational terms. They implieq tha’cl this r:,e:;
treat from “Belgrade” was from Serbs. (Such obfuscation always e
Possible because Belgrade was the capital of both the fedtla.ratilo;atus
e Serbian republic.) Their alternatives were the decentralize

{0 or confederation.
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For the Serbian government and other “federalists” (including, eg,
many Slovene economists), the historical context of this emerging cofr)i-
test. over economic reform was more immediate: the 1974 constitution,
V.VhICh to them had been disastrous for Yugoslavia. It was the culmine-
tion of a constitutional fight over an earlier market reform, introduced
between 1958 and 1965 to meet the conditions of membership in the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which also pitted pro-
ponents of decentralization and republican rights against proponents of
a single market and liberal economy. In that reform, the decentralizers

won and the market lost, for the 1974 constitution introduced a system
of contractual bargaining among economic (public sector) actors in its
place. Most significantly for Serbia, which was the only republic with
autonomous provinces, this governmental decentralization applied to
all fedc.eral units. Vojvodina and Kosovo were given all the powers of
republics—separate legislatures, executives, and fiscal authority, and
representation as equal partners in federal bodies—except in name. Ser-
bia wag thus, de facto, reduced to “inner Serbia,” without its provinces
Ia(nd without even th.e same right to veto legislation in Vojvodina and
ogovo that provincial authorities had regarding legislation in Serbiz
1171;16O:th tl;e ffederal. leyel. Secqnd, the contest over market reform in the
b Calier glcxlren rise in Croatia tc.> a nationalist movement. In it republi-
o o e :i emanded greater rights for the republic over the propor-
retaim i Crg;lﬁcurrepcy earnings of “their enterprises” that they could
oan, a, using Crf)atlap cultural associations and local party
o mittees of Croatian nationalists in ethnically mixed communities to
ae rftSISJgeféflederal authorities. In later stages of the movement, leaders
o the Um‘tz gsl\a';iemand a separate foreign policy and representation
fact, stoppod she (;ns} on the? model of Ukraine. Slovene authorities, in
1970-71 nipean o rt of pushing republican rights to the maximum in
army and fo ey stazlv the effe‘cts in Croatia, but it was only the federal
threat of fh Crgae; e entre.atltlels to President Tito about the serious
1971 to the very exis?er;feo gfu \lfljt rIllas‘S it e e agpox) of 1967
demands in Decom 1971 %I‘O}f avia that brought an end to Croatian
- Lhe standard Titoist solution was to

Diaspora, or the Dangers of Disunification? 173

Serbs and Croats in mixed communities in Croatia. Within this political
balancing act, Tito actually proceeded with economic reforms favoring
the republics: granting Croatian demands for higher retention quotas of
“its” foreign currency earnings and forcing the resignation of the mar-
ket-oriented Serbian managerial elite, both in Serbia and in other
republics (such as Croatian tourist areas) where market opportunities
for investment had been followed.

The political legacy of the 1974 constitution and the constitutional
amendments of 1967 to 1971 that it codified was resentment in both
Croatia (including a political interpretation, which was factually incor-
rect, of republican investment and employment policy aimed at restor-
ing the injured confidence of the Serb minority in Croatia) and Serbia
(including a political interpretation of the 1974 constitution as an explicit
continuation of the effort to weaken Serbs since 1943). In Croatian polit-
ical life, resentment at the purge of nationalist liberals produced a
“great silence,” but in Serbia resentment at the purge of liberals and
managers who had not been nationalists produced a core of writers,
professors, and economists in Belgrade who increasingly saw federal
policy in nationalist terms, as anti-Serb, and began to say so. Thu§,
when Slovene and Croat politicians began to use anti-Serbian rhetoric
in their campaign against the 1980 reforms aimed at revising the 1974
constitution, Serb intellectuals already were engaged in a campaign to

change the constitution for national reasons. o _
Two events at the time of the global debt crisis, which first hit

a in 1979, were critical to the path of this emerging contest
over economic and political reform in the 1980s. In May 1980 President
Tito died. And in March 1981 a student riot against bad food in the_ca.fe-
teria at the University of Pristina, the capital of the Albanian-majority
Serbian province of Kosovo, escalated unexpectedly into street demon-
strations demanding a separate republic, on the grounds that Albam;mls1
were a majority (77.5 percent in 1981) in the province and deserved fu
rights to national self-determination.
Tito’s death opened the floodgates '
criticism——violating taboos, reassessing history, challenging the SYS':IG;;:
By the mid-1980s substantial discontent with the economic crisis, Sr(i?se re
uemployment, rising inflation, and political stagnation haci glVifel o
explicitly anticommunist criticism from all quarters, from S Oﬁectuzl for
to Serbian intellectuals. Among the angry slogans of this 3/11&? Eorders o
ment in Belgrade was the denunciation of “Tito’s borders,” the Phe inter-
AVNOYJ, that had cut historical Serbia down into a smaﬂ4gepe1icen; ofthe
nally divided with two autonomous provinces, and Wlf?_ - P
Serb population in other republics'® but with no protectio

Yugoslavi

that had checked political

as minorities
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ﬁqﬁx;alent to the autonomy granted to minorities in Serbia. The lons
eld but unsp(l)lken belief that Tito’s Yugoslavia had been created on tlfe
principle that “a weak Serbia means a strong Yugoslavia” began to b
expressed openly. At the same time, the level of decentralization ha
‘flgvoarsui~l 22 ;a; that some 'arbiter for republican competition and dispute
resentatioi . Tge decision-making rqles at the federal level of equal rep
foderm sunﬁ consensus were recipes for stalemate. The one unifiec
saferiand o On—!:he armed fox.‘ces—had a constitutional obligation t¢
lecti%:: . de mtegnt)’/ of the socialist system, but it reported to the col
ooive 523 © SIfency, Wthh.TitO had created to replace him and which wa:
o gd forcgs r%iisslr;:a;?:%s of f}a;lch. of ti'lle eight federal units plus the
form the protective role ilt %:daula o;clityi;ltlg;irmy Co}lld o IQnger e
developments in Croatia revznt};d i N  epiro abou‘g
rep;}?lican leaders from thzlzeatening thf(}: i;l;l ierﬁzg;ii(:;g; 3155 ;:tt:eons °
madelst }::Es:;lcc(;en(c)if authc:rit);1 co(rinmitted to the country as a whol.e alsc

. event—t 1 emonstrations in Kosovo—far
Iy gty i ey seomeo b
d, m , to secede from Serbia—to be “ i i
g:\;l; E(a);lse —raised the question of borders for the(;ir:t1 ?ii;eer Zilu‘:C;h t;lzz
o Oiven}tls of 1967 to 197_1, provoking concern throughout the
. in};[ei e}f bt e status of thg internal borders. The greatest reaction
i “g, oring Macedonia, where one-third of a large Albanianl
oot }Sflovas concentrated territorially and bordered Kosovo. But
e numzma, the demar}d for recognition of national rights on the
ronsouth o1 ers _(t'he Albanians were not south Slavs and none of the
determinatioav citizens of \fugqslavia had a constitutional right to self-
et Yun) 1iev1.ved periodic concern about the fate of the small.

roactod immeg((;.s avia. Moreover, the League of Communists 1eadershie :
imposed marti;?tlely to the demands as “counterrevolutionary” anfiD

aPErove sy ]jaw. Although all republican leaderships voted t,
insidious effectl?p0 ¥ the decision to impose martial law alsohad a m .
internal order andyﬂflalsmg doubts about the use of the army to restone
to order martiy | ergfore about the powers of the federal };vemmore
debate within Se aw. Finally, the protest in Kosovo feq di Sy into the
N rbia proper over the 1974 ¢ oo fed directly info the
. Onstitution, the place of Ser-

4 p r
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The first political shock—that the relation between the federal and
republican governments set out in the 1974 constitution be revised fun-
damentally in the interest of economic reform and debt repayment—
pushed the system toward polarization between factions favoring a
confederal and those a federal concept of the state, with ever more open
innuendos drawn from history about it being a contest between federal-
ist (“unitarist”) Serbs seeking to dominate the country in the absence of
Tito and confederalists standing up for their national rights. The second
political shock made the contest even worse. The decade-long austerity
program and deflationary approach to economic revival mandated by
the IMF forced cuts in public expenditures that placed on the public
agenda the question of what interests the people (and peoples) of
Yugoslavia had in common and wanted to preserve through a common
state. What should federal revenues (and the taxpayers in the republics)
finance, and what should be cut or be handed to the republics?

In the past, major differences on economic policy among the republics
had been overridden and consensus found by compensating financially
those republics that did not agree with the winning decision. But the
banking reform and restrictive policy required by the IMF condition-
ality program eliminated this mechanism of maintaining harmony
among republican leaders. The huge new investments needed in each
republic to reorient its industries toward exports in Western markets,
moreover, put an additional burden on republican coffers. The eco-
nomic differences among them—in what they produced, in 'the size of
the population that needed budgetary assistance (e.g., pensioners, the

unemployed, the farming population), and in their dependence on fed-
ransfers—became an increas-

eral aid for development or budgetary t .
ingly powerful motor of political conflict. While the confederalist camp
protested the drain on members’ incomes for federal taxes by clalmlrt;g
that the poorer republics were “less productive” and should no::l ts
handed money they would only waste, the poorer re'pubhcz? po\l;/ltetem
the federal subsidies to exporters and communications with Wes

mu

markets that favored the wealthier regions and that kept t}'lensllwve:riti?;

In time the rich simply stopped paying fedgral taxes, and lmrmo o ded

pacifist and then a nationalist campaigr} aﬁamst the f;ﬁ:l; tZresZIs S da
iti tion of their econo

a political argument to the assertio e ithits historical echoes of

focus for their larger, confederalist agen
attacks on Serbs.

Serbian authorities, however,
in the 1980s. Tax rates for federal redistr
nomijc indicators of a republic: Were the}{ above O
averages? Serbia was classified, along with Slove

difficult situation
sed on eco-
ywide

faced a particularly
ibution were asses
r below countr
nia and Croatia, as @
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wealﬂﬁer republic that paid taxes accordingly, but by the 1980s i
nomic growth aggregates were all below average. Its investmentsinle
1970s had been oriented more toward Eastern markets and lowervi
added goods (particularly textiles and agricultural products), soafr
damental restructuring of its productive activities was required toadjs
to the new conditions. Unemployment in 1982 was at 17 percentand
Ing, and a new wave of immigration to Belgrade was predicted fromf
rural. and poorer areas of Serbia proper and also from poorer Setba
mumhe§ in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro; Serbia also hadads
proportionately high number of citizens—pensioners, farmers, a
unemployed with rights to welfare or income supplements—dependé!
fpr thglr subsistence on public transfers—the same government budg
(in this case, the republic’s) that had to be cut under the new orthodss
}"he republic was taxed as a “northerner” but had the problems ol
southerr'1er. ” It needed resources from a functioning federal gove®
II::tmt for investment and budgetary supplements, the benefits of a1
o economy, anfi a share of the developmental aid sent to the reput
at went exclusively to the provincial authorities in Kosovo.
198135513“9 t{le purge of the liberal faction of the Serbian party in192
liberalls)arttﬁ ea'dershlp was dominated by what would have been il
ity to m : . e time: pro-fedel"alist economic reformers, who gave prict
ot rket reform and believed that economic growth would redt®
PO dtica conflicts. This leadership also knew that if it confronted
— ﬂfrtoblem dlrectl).f, it would be portrayed as anti-Albanian, 25"
ing the co;s‘:i’oul'd open it up to attack from the federal party for ot
o the const t;ltlonal.pfo bition (Article 170/3) against “incitement?
the silmrllerirlla , O religious hatred and intolerance.” It also would
was ever morg lI)llatlonahsm _Of intellectuals’ discontent in Serbia, Wi
y to toe o miii dlata:ntly ant}communist. The leadership’s choice was?
conflict, but o 1'ee hlne and ignore the nationalist aspects of the K"
more example ofselalnt ;;«’ilisi;z:pro:ndel,.m the eyes of many Serbs, j¢**
under the rug and was re rent ruling party that swept grievat®
' By 1985-8¢, Serba & dslslonswe to o one.
Ing to get attention f:r th ontenegrins in Kosovo, who had been!”
them and proger. Lo eir complaints of discrimination agi®
rule since 1974, decid deave the province, under majority-Alba
onz lt)oc :illzie their grleyances to higher authoriti®
s emonstrations, and delegations 0 ¢
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minority rebellion, responded with repression which appeared to

jistify Serbs” complaints and provoked a new cycle of protest and reac-

fion. For nationalist intellectuals in Serbia who believed that Serbs were

iitimized by the Titoist system, the plight of minority Serbs in

Kisovo was too useful an instance of endangered Serb rights to ignore.

Aademicians—members elected to the Serbian Academy of Sciences

ad Arts (SANU)—had been meeting since early 1982 to analyze the

auses of and remedies for the economic and political crisis in the coun-

. By 1986 those critics of a nationalist persuasion had captured the

goup, and a draft memorandum on the crisis was leaked to newspa-
prsinSeptember, apparently by members of the communist party aim-
g to fight it through public exposure. Yet, in the context of rising
rtionalism in the other republics, the anti-Serb rhetoric of the western
wpublics in the reform debate, the Kosovo turmoil, and growing eco-
mmic troubles in Serbia, their strategy backfired by giving legitimacy
othe strand of Serbian nationalism that included a concern with Serbs
utside Serbia proper. The language of the memorandum is notable for
references to “Serbs at risk”—what a Serbian critic has called an
‘gressive self-pity”—and the problem of borders.?® The memoran-
Qi linked accusations of the damage caused by “Tito’s borders” to
Srbian economic and cultural development to claims of a ”Serb%an
Hoocaust” and “genocide against the Serbs.” Its remedy for reversing
be "injustice” of borders that had put Serbs at risk not only in Kosovo
Mtalsy in Croatia and in Bosnia: Unite all Serbs in one state.

The academicians were locally influential but small in number, and
theyhad no political vehicle; the mass media was, after all, contro}led })y
e state 21 Only through the conjunction of the protests of m}norlty

tsinKosovo and a generational change in the Serbian party did their
¥morandum get any attention at all, and the resulting political link
" created not by a concern for border revision but r'ather. by the eco(;
"omic crisis and the agenda of market reform, beginning W1th the nei !
Mestore monetary control and governing capacity within the r?g‘;t
o Belgrade authorities. Quite by chance, the Se1:b1/an presll 3 e;
banStamboli¢. decided in April 1987 to send his protege, party e; b
Sobodan Miloéevié, to Kosovo in his place, to listen once m(;)r;a th fon

ands for protection of their human rights. Instead of 3 t; :8 po
“Yanting crowd of 15,000 met Milogevi¢; chaos ensue Itin sft)ones.
[ Wevic succeeded in rei mposing the normfﬂ pgl 1m(f::eting in which he
roteSﬁI‘lg Serbs select representat}ves forac oseh also sought o calm

Sregaled with grievances all night long. But tkel 2 Gaying “Nobody

ttowd with an expression of outraged sympatiy-
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must ever again dare to beat this people!” he appeared to accept the
obhgahqn to protect Serb minority rights and their claim to the land,
aba-n‘domng the technocratic language of the party leadership and its
political silence at growing grievances:

You should stay here. This is your land. These are your houses. Your
meac.lows and ga.rdens. Your memories. You shouldn’t abandon your
lgnd just because it's difficult to live, because you are pressured by injus-
tice and degradation. It was never part of the Serbian and Montenegrin
Cha}-acter to give up in the face of obstacles, to demobilize when it's time
to fight. You should stay here for the sake of your ancestors and descen-
dants.. Otherwise your ancestors would be defiled and descendants dis-
:ip;pm.nted. B’ut I don’}‘ suggest that you stay, endure, and tolerate a
tuation you’re not satisfied with. On the contrary, you should change it
with the rest of the progressive people here, in Serbia and in Yugoslavia?

r1;1a01:; a ws'ljlbfr and Alan Little, journalists who have written one of the
Venticm; ; iv }1’ lc‘iead analyses of thfz Yugoslav collapse, shaping the con-
mantle of rst om, argue that, thh this speech, Milogevi¢ “donned the
thought abp otector of all Sgrbs. % There is little evidence for what he
the clarion 0;1 what the nationalists call “Serb lands.” What is clear is
ders—as hecs .:io defend Kosovo as part of Serbia and as an issue of bor
“essenti] uealﬁ In another infamous speech in April 1991, borders are
tated by th% . ;o I?ns oftslt)ate. And, bczlrders, as you know, are always dic-
'id'ion*Es for politiclg’l I;)?er};:ge(v‘geak < pond also his use of Serb culturd
Injustice, struggle, and ancest ors i
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level. The result was to reduce the perceived disparity between Serb
numbers and their institutional power by creating a voting coalition
of four (out of eight) in federal bodies. Then in March 1989, to obtain
parliamentary approval of a new republican constitution, Milogevic
exploited a strike of Albanian miners in Kosovo, who were protesting
the replacement of their provincial leadership, and a burst of Serb out-
rage at Slovene leaders’ accusations at a huge rally in support of the
miners that their strike was a defense of “AVNO] Yugoslavia” and that
Serbia was now the enemy of Slovene democracy. The Serbian parlia-
ment approved a new republican constitution, and the extensive auton-
omy of the two provinces granted by the reviled 1974 constitution came
toan end.

While some saw Milogevi¢’s actions as a juggernaut of populist
fever mobilized in support of Serbian domination of Yugoslavia or its
destruction in favor of a Greater Serbia, the actual results were fully
within the constitutional order. They were remarkably similar in many
aspects to the way that Croatian authorities, in 1968 to 1971, had used
mass support to pressure the federal authorities for republican inter-
ests, defined nationally. Moreover, in this traditional battle of republi-
can politicians over federal policy, Milogevi¢’s goals faced a formidable
obstacle on the other size of the polarized divide, in the form of Slovene
infransigence in defense of its perceived republican rights, also increas-
ingly defined nationally. Until 1987 this intransigence had amounted
simply to Slovene noncompliance with federal rules and regulations it
considered contrary to Slovene interests, such as the lifting of limits on
landholding, the wage controls of the stabilization package, the educa-
fional reform aimed at facilitating labor mobility and a countrywide
core curriculum, and changes in financing the defense budget. But in
October 1987, when Milogevi¢ was beginning his purge of the Serbian
party, Slovenia voted to reject the IMF program; and in November its
delegates left the federal parliament in opposition to the 29 constitu-
tional amendments for economic reform, stopped paying into the spe-
tal fund for Kosovo, and used the veto to defeat the IMF proposal for

majority rule in federal decisions and a strengthened executive branch,

arguing instead for continuing the rule of consensus and for parlia-
1988 Slovene authorities also used

mentary supremacy. By November ‘
the excuse of popular protests in Slovenia tovetoa countryw1de.referen-
dum on the new federal constitution. In response to a more radical IMF
program in 1988, it adopted a new republican constitution tha.t1 evffe.cé
tively made the republic fully sovereign. By May 1989 (when Mc; oicla;f;r
was becoming president of Serbia), the Slovene leadership ina de.n ar
that its goal was independence. By October this was formu ated i
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interim proposal, which the Croats also joined, that the country should
bec.ome a confederation of independent states, linked only by a customs
union but without a common defense, until such time as Slovenia was
a member of the European Community (EC). Equally, if not more, rad-
lca}l were the reforms required by a 1988 IMF loan and a new federal
prime minister committed to market reform: to reorganize the federal
administration on the functional rather than the territorial principle and
to adopt enterprise and labor legislation ending the socialist system.
The md destabilizing political shock to the system was the effect of
the austerity program and the banking reform on republican finances.
On top of the challenge to revise the 1974 constitution and its particular
balance between republican and federal powers—and to do so in the
context of an economic policy (federal budget cuts and export orienta-
tion westward) that raised intense conflicts of economic interest among
the republics about those federal powers—the economic reform also
red}lced the means available to republican governments to finance
social .V\‘zelfare and new investment. During the 1970s republican
authorities were allowed to borrow abroad in capital markets; they also
resc‘)r.ted to enterprise and banking debt to finance what was in effect
deficit sPending. Under the 1982 stabilization reforms, the resulting
economic recession, and severe fiscal pressures, republican and local
governments hgd to achieve solvency in other ways. The primary alter-
r;lahve to inflation and debt was to cut public employment and reduce
the number of beneficiaries of social welfare and public programs. This
was not the f1r§t time in postwar Yugoslavia that “downsizing” of the
socc:ilzglst commitment had been required by the needs of foreign trade
racr)lv\,inalzt:mce-of-payments f:lfeﬁcits and debt, as translated into the bor-
o § hzréns 0; IMF conditionality. In the past the federal government
2 );'emai Iing e this adjustment by decreasing the number of people
s T the in the protected public sector of employment and
coctor ri,atose V\.zho were shunted, even if temporarily, to the private
-~ anlz:l v e agll'lculture, crafts, household economies and dependen-
repe:ated ﬂielanp oyment).% Thg economic reform program of 1982
ke thaie OwnPs}>r0§Ch, but during the 1980s republics also began to
The £ pecific rationalizing decisions.

e first, and for a long time the onl bli
employment/incomes oot o ly, republic to confront the
nia. As the opl trad of the anti-inflationary cuts was Slove-
sion quite di y republic with full employment, it faced itical deci-

quite different from that facin Il other fi ropuih POhhca 'dea

was how to maintajn or e g a gt er five I:epubhcs: The issue
Incomes under austerity, not h e publ.lc SXpenditures and Slovene
on Slovene planners be’ a o 0 avoid more unemp loyment. Early
gan to be concerned about the economic and
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wial costs of the labor they had imported from other republics, partic-
darly from Bosnia and Herzegovina and from Kosovo, and about the
eodus abroad of Slovene professionals and skilled laborers, who were
itracted by higher wages, particularly to Austria in factories set up
dong the border for the purpose. Their solution was to send the Bosni-
msand Kosovo Albanians home, on the grounds that Slovene cultural
fitinctiveness was at risk from non-Slovene speakers with high birth
ates, and to ignore the federal wage controls so as to attract Slovenes
back home. This “ethnicization” of the labor force in one republic never
hd a planned equivalent elsewhere, but the economic crisis triggered
bythe balance-of-payments deficit and foreign debt crisis did give rise
h other republics to more spontaneous equivalents: for example,
sapegoating and a growing sentiment, particularly among nationalist
jouth, that jobs should be reserved for certain groups, such as ethni-
ally Croatian males in Croatia, where nationalist gangs were particu-
laly vociferous against minorities and women. The fright caused by the
Abanian demands in Kosovo led to restrictions on Albanian civil rights
nMacedonia, and in Bosnia and Herzegovina political dissidents often
Were charged with nationalist tendencies, leading many to flee to
oher republics, particularly to Serbia.

The critical moment in this differentiation of citizens’ rights accord-
gt national identity, in a system that had prided itself on formal guar-
intees of equality among citizens (including as members of national
Boups), came with the revisions of the republican constitutions in 1989,
Tisions that all republics were required to make to bring their consti-
litions into agreement with the proposed changes to the federal consti-
ion. The changes in the Serbian and Slovene constitutions have been
Tentioned already. In Croatia and Macedonia the changes were also
mfound: Both changed their preambles, as did Slovenia, to dgclare
fat the sovereignty of their republics resided in the majority nation—
teCroatian, Macedonian, or Slovene people. This implied second-class
dtizen'Ship for residents from other constituent nations, no matter for
hoy many generations they had been there; their national rights of self-
dermination were demoted to the status of cultural rights of minori-
ties. What Croatia and Macedonia did was to estab?ish t.he Slovgne
Node] where Slovene conditions of ethnic homogeneity did not exist.
by implying that each republic was a national unit, whgn in fgct t.he bpr-
ders of the republics were not congruent with the ngtanal d1str(1il?uhor}
tthe population, the three parliaments were creating mtimal c;aasfe(;-
. And they were doing s0 in places where the diasporas OEI;;\ 2
rit()rially concentrated minority and could make the same ¢

lovene government, namely that human rights and political freedoms
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for a nation could be guaranteed only by territorial sovereignty. The
reaction followed logically: A series of demands for territorial autonomy
(by groups of towns, areas of cities, regions, provinces) within republics
began to unfold during 1990 and early 1991, from Serbs in different parts
of Croatia; Hungarians in Vojvodina; Serbs, Croats, and Muslims each in
different areas of Bosnia and Herzegovina; Italians and others in Istria
(Croatia); Albanians in Macedonia and Kosovo; and so on.

This shift occurred prior to the democratic (multiparty) elections that
took place between April 1990 in Slovenia and Croatia and November-
December 1990 in the other four republics. By then political parties had
formed in every republic appealing for votes on the basis of national
identity. The Yugoslav League of Communists, which had stood for the
equality of citizens, regardless of national identity or republican resi-
dence, had dissolved, and the federal reform legislation abolishing the
system of individual security and social insurance of the socialist
regime had been introduced.

The trigger destabilizing an equilibrium based on individuals’ expec-
tations about the political system in which they live, its protections, and
their own survival is strikingly illustrated by the shift of public opinion
in Bosnia and Herzegovina during 1990. In mid-1990 the Bosnian popu-
lation “pronounced itself 74 per cent in favour of a ban on nationally or
confessionally based parties,” but “six months later, vote[d] in the same
proportion for precisely such parties.”” Pan-Bosnian parties represent-
ing economic interests (e.g., social democrats or liberals) and the Yugo-
slav political system (e.g., as the reform party of the prime minister)
received less than 20 percent of the vote and parliamentary seats. These
election results were a shock to many in Bosnia, who saw their republic
as the most pro-Yugoslav of all, in part because the only sure guarantee
of its multinational composition was a multinational Yugoslavia. The

vast majority of Bosnian voters had clearly chosen not only to express
their national identity politically but to see the protection of that iden-
tity and access to goods and services in national leaders and parties, not
nonnational, republican or Yugoslav ones.

For Serbs outside Serbia, the election campaign of Franjo Tudjman in
Croatia was particularly influential, for he waged an anticommunist
campaign using anti-Serb slogans. He asserted that a vote for him and
his partir was a vote for ”deco_n}munization,” which he specified as the
;errtl)zg (;foi:irabz ftlfrlrl\ all ofgcflal and political posts. The majority of
new name Party fCor Eil) g’ njl/c())ctf for the reformed communists, under the

' atic Change, not for Serb national parties,
as later assertions about Serb nationalism would have predicted. Such
a party to represent Serbs as Serbs was formed in the areas of ethnically
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mixed population along the border, but its fortunes rose only after the
dections as a direct result of President Tudjman’s policies toward Serbs,
such as his decision that all Serbs in Croatia had to prove their loyalty
by signing loyalty oaths, could no longer serve as members of police
forces in border areas, and had to pay special taxes on homes in Croatia
i their primary residence was elsewhere. (The Adriatic coast was a
favorite place for vacation homes of many, including Serbs.)

During the 1980s the three destabilizing political shocks that were
triggered by the economic crisis and particular market reforms required
by two IMF conditionality packages led to increasing polarization on
the very fundamentals of the political system, in a system still formglly
niled by consensus; increasing nationalism in the political confhct_s
among and within republics; and increasing ethnicization of labor poli-
des, citizenship rights, and political and partisan identities. The out-
come of these developments was interrupted by a preemptive move in
Sovenia. The manner in which the country dissolved, including the
violence, cannot be understood, however, outside of the particular con-

fext in which it occurred.

Violence

The Slovenes followed through on their nationalist objective, despite

the late-hour misgivings of many, and declared independence on June

%5,1991. Croatia followed—indeed rushed its actual parliamentary dec-

lration so as to be first. As argued earlier, the collapse (?f Yugoglawa

that this represented, and its particular form of colle.tpsve—jmto national-

ist states—was not solely the work of a Slobodan M.110se.v16 ora Qreater
Serbia agenda. The shift from socialism to nationalism is not un1q1f1e }tlo
Yugoslavia in the east European transitions,?” ar'md the causes odt e
Yugoslav collapse are far more complex, be;gin earlier .than 1987, ariitia:;c.;
more political, in the sense of an interactive dynamic among 'Itaot'onal
players in a serious contest over economic re:form and consti 1;1) rl na
thange, than could be produced by the actions of one r;:ancene e
nation. Nonetheless, external mediators who rpshed t](E) Ct (e: (funcil o
May and June 1991, particularly those representing thf: Eu,ro e
Europe, and Conference on Security and Cooperation mtr e 5 d, e
litle of these developments and assumed that the f:otun a){ o et
apart without undue trauma along the seams _of its in fmnal o o Ger-
“national states.” Until April 1992 the dominant exter o idepen-

i trv could survive

many, actually believed that the country nto three ind ependent
dence of these two republics, breakmgl ) ia of the remaining four
states—Slovenia, Croatia, and a rump Yugosiavi
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republics. The American view, which took precedence after Germany
won its campaign to recognize Croatian independence in December
1991 and was shared by many Europeans, was that the country should
break into six states, divided along the borders of the federal republics.
(The American view was embodied in a declaration of the European
parliament in March 1991, the EC peace plan of October 1992 for a com-
prehensive settlement of the dissolution, and the invitation to the
remaining four republics to request recognition in December.) In either
view, there was no reason for violence.

Conventional wisdom therefore blames the violence on the Serbs in
Croatia during 1991 and the Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina beginning
in March or April 1992 who refused to accept this fait accompli. Like the
Serbs who found themselves an ever smaller and harassed minority
under Albanian majority rule in Kosovo during the 1980s, these truly
diaspora Serbs sought and received protection from Milogevi¢’s regime
in Belgrade. (The term “diaspora” only applies once the borders of
Croatia and of Bosnia and Herzegovina were internationally recog-
nized and Serbs found themselves minorities there rather than in one
state with other Serbs.) In these two cases, it led to war.

A complete history of the violence requires a more complex picture.
For example, Slovene and Croatian preparations for independence
included preparations for war. Slovenes and Croats secretly built up
independent armies with both domestic and foreign arms and devel-
oped a public relations campaign in foreign capitals to promote the
legitimacy of their cause. The prime minister and parliament? ordered
the Yugoslav army to retake control of border posts on the international
border (including the Ljubljana airport) after the Slovene national

guard had replaced Yugoslav signs and flags with those of an indepen-
dent Slovene state; most states would consider deploying the army a
legitimate move against a rebel region. From all accounts, moreover,
Slovenes were the first to fire—shooting down a federal army helicopter
carrying food supplies and killing its crew.” Likewise in Croatia, the
incidents of violence in the border region, in the Dalmatian hinterland
around and north of Knin and in eastern Slavonia near Croatia’s border
with Serbia, preceded independence. It can be attributed as easily to the
initiative of marauding Croatian youth against Serb families and busi-
nesses, to Croatian authorities who demanded that all Serbs in police
forces be fired and dispossessed of their weapons (and sent militia to
enforce its demand), and to the actions of right-wing Croatian paramil-
ltaries aiming to accelerate the momentum for independence as it can
be to the Serb citizens and paramilitaries who took up arms.* During
the war, even the horror of the battle over the town of Vukovar, which
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the federal army finally leveled with artillery, had its beginnings in a
deliberate and violent instigation by the Croatian minister of c%efense.31
Who first began to arm in Bosnia and Herzegovina will remain a mat-
ter of bitter dispute for generations. The decision of Bogm’an Serb lead-
ers to go to war against Bosnian independence and to join a st'ruggle for
“uniting all Serb lands” followed a genuine effort at negogatlon, u'nc':ler
European sponsorship, which was interrupted by an American dec.1§1on
that recognition should occur immediately, despite Serb opposition.
The Serb cause célébre in Bosnia, a murderous attack on a Serbian wed-
ding party in the heart of Sarajevo by a still-unknown a-ssailant., had,
like events in Croatia, been preceded by serious local violence in the
west, north, and east of the country by paramilitary gangs from Serbia
and from Croatia, by Bosnian Croat and Bosnian Muslim militia, and by
the federal army as well as by Bosnian Serbs. o
The point of these examples is not to absolve Serbs of respon51b11'1ty
but to seek understanding that will support the design of better f(?relgn
policy toward such cases in the future. Three variables are cru.c1al for
explaining the role of diaspora Serbs in the violence surfounc‘hpg the
breakup of Yugoslavia: the role of ideology, the role of §9c1al origin and
of politics, and the role of foreign powers. To act Pohtlcally as a.Serti
diaspora required, as does any collective action, an 1d.eology. A nationa
ideology is an ideology of statehood and citizenship, 1dent1fy,1ng V_vhom
one would fight for, what state one would defend or §end one’s ch1l.dre}r1
todefend, and why. A Serbian national ideology, which explains to 1fnc}111—
viduals who identify as Serbs why they should act as members of the
Serb nation, does exist. But not all Serbs chose to follow }eaders who
sought to mobilize their support behind that ideology; 1ns‘teaddthey
chose their citizenship and state on other principles. A; mentione }Tar-
lier, fewer than one-third of all Serbs in Croatia were in the area w en;
violence occurred; and no studies have been dong on how mans}{ 0_
those were simply trapped and how many chc?se to fight, as Seri‘t;sa. ;;nd
ilarly, at least 20 percent of all Serbs in Bosma' and Herzegc);vChO,Se °
surely many, many more (again, studies remain tq be doge , o
remain behind Bosnian government lines, to fight in thg tosrslerb-%eld
emment army, or were expelled by forF:e by non-Serbs in Othe Thoice
areas. And in both Croatia and in Bosnia and Herzego;/maé Svas rarely
of citizenship; loyalty to region, nation, or state; and violenc ¢ fro-
individual i made in a political context,
an individual choice algne but one tside porson's control. At the
quently by others or by cucumstancgs ou L corb nation, between
same time this political dynamic was 1t t?ff nt factions of Serbs,
different strands of national ideology a}nd di eI:untry (Yugoslavia) o
between Serbs who found themselves withouta ¢
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gvhich they could live as one nation and the leaders of the new states

ellupg formed ?\{here they lived, it also was shaped by foreign powers,

iv:'l ) hch made cr1ft1;al decisions on borders and rights to self-determination
e course of the Yugoslav break imi i i

to many Sorbe g akup that limited the choices available

SERBIAN NATIONAL IDEOLOGY

What did it mean for Serbs to have their state collapse such that, unlike
most 'Russmns after 1991 or Hungarians after 1920, and Czechs, or Slo-
;fakshm 1992, for e'xample, some would go to war? Those who did fight
soug t behind a qmeteenth—century banner of four Ss (“Samo Sloga Srb
: paSava [gn;y unity can save the Serbs],” usually appearing as four Cs
;n tge ”Cyrlulc al}')habe.t) and to create a state that would “unite all Serb,
aaf?ersigl"l"sl}lshnanonahst goal had found one solution in Yugoslavism
e it 1at cjdl Serbs and Serb lands could be united in one state
oo X ﬁgsr:;:é;fg end of Yugoslavia raised the question anew:
Historians trace the formation of a modern Serbian nation to the
S:tfﬁ:;; (t),f the medieval Serbian state by Turkish armies, over a series of
batt andigegn 1389 a1.1d. 1459. Without a state to preserve Serbian cul-
e and mﬁgmn},}fr;)d hv‘mg as sgbjects (raja) under the millet system of
o religion (ea, ‘}A:f d fieﬁned so.c1al status and political rights according
ol Sub_ect orming one mllllet) and granted substantial autonomy
ity as] ; ; nto}?-Mushm millets, the leadership of the Serbian com-
ity pin sce0 t0 e church. The governance structure of the Orthodox
already,had wn rast to Roman Cathplicism, was national, and Serbs
By had ;);1;ecogmtlon of an independent patriarchate in Con-
o prom gte . y - . A.fter the Ottoman conquest, church leaders began
promot th:a onal {deology that sought redemption—national liber-
i rom the occulI:ymg Turks, preservation of the Christian faith, and
o e revers (tb;c to ruler from raja)—through the reestablishment of
o fd e aesn erbian state. Memory of the lost glories of medieval
dition ot o protpagateq by the church hierarchy and by an oral tra-
naon, aﬂg th1(::oe Ty apd 1ts traveling (secular) practitioners (guslari,
they accompan ;rée;imnged musical instrument, the gusle, with which
heroes and romatod elr poems) who glorified Serbian battles and
Political i dactlve into the 1930s.%2
empire began tolzv: kenc&'? became possible again when the Ottoman
repression of a do hr&:inen.m thg late eighteenth century. The increasing
traders and hivhe & Imperial center, which imposed limits on local
gher taxes that were enforced by the garrisoned Janissary
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troops who had asserted increasing autonomy from Istanbul over their
commands, led to a series of revolts by wealthy pig traders and peas-
ants in central Serbia in 1804 to 1813 and in 1815 to 1829. Ideological
leadership for these insurrections, however, came from the educated
middle class across the imperial border in Habsburg Vojvodina. These
diaspora Serbs had migrated in many great waves, fleeing Ottoman
rule throughout the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries,
above all in the Great Migration of 1690 when the Serbian patriarch led
his entire community north into southern Hungary, fleeing reprisals for
Habsburg-instigated Christian uprisings. There he received, in com-
pensation, church autonomy, privileges, and authority over Serbs.®
This difference between state-building rebels and nation-building
ideologists created a significant tension between state and national
interests that lasts to this day. The borders of the Serbian state that
emerged in the course of the nineteenth century were drawn by succes-
sive rulers, with advice and aid from Polish and Czech nationalists who
hoped that Serbia would lead the liberation of all Slavs, to maximize

security against renewed invasion, and to make Serbia as large and mil-

itarily defensible as possible in the vise between Turkey and Austria-

Hungary. The revolutionary ideology provided
Serbs (called precani, meaning those on the other
however, was based on ethnicity—defined by relig
church-based autonomy granted by the emperor
“national awakening” of Serbs occurred here, in southern Hungary, and
included linguistic reformers such as Vuk KaradZi¢ and. Dositej
Obradovié in Novi Sad and Vienna)—to defend rights to religious and
cultural autonomy that were losing out to official Hungarian and Ger-
man expansion. The goal of these Habsburg Serbs, and the state 'boun};i-
aries that goal implied, was the unification of all Serbs, as defined by

Orthodoxy and the Serbian language, into one state. e from

The Serbian rulers won full recognition of sovereignty In 1.8 l (;n
the Congress of Berlin, osnia and Her.zegovma,llr.\:.;1 l::dloﬁ
access to Bosnia’s subs 1 wealth, which thjv); rcS ?111 e ta
demographic as well as : ade it 2
proteégtror};te of Austria, which was intent on preventl?ltgersiirgblifs o
becoming a serious rival and Balkan power and on cou

. in the empire (pri-
ity to aid emancipation movements of south Slavsl. ts throughout the
marily Croats and Slovenes). The failure of‘natlona ;15 b mineteen th
Balka};l eninsula to complete the revolutions of t eew Catesand the
century Iljed to a new stagein the relationvbe'tw_erin (tel:iea?control (whether
people and territories that remained within imp! ands 0 ¢ Serbian
Habs

burg Or Ottoman). In the case of Serbia, the two

by these Habsburg
side of the border),
jon (according to the

) and language (the
and

but they lost B

tantial minera
historical grounds. The great po

‘
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national ideology merged into a program for a Greater Serbia, trans-
posed to Belgrade.

At the same time, however, the Serbian national movement was part
of a larger arena of liberation movements, such as not only other
Balkan peoples (Bulgarians, Greeks, Macedonians, Albanians, Croats,
Slovene;s) b}1t also imperial peoples, such as the Young Turks and a
Eungarlan mdepgndence movement. While the consolidation of Ser-
frlsl; st’lt;'iteﬁogd shlftlcled. the bal,ance of revolutionary leadership away
o 16 s wf'it hslguf ‘dlaspora " to Belgrade, therefore, a new division
S b'g 1 the lde.:ology-—between those who favored a Greater

11'_ ia and those who aimed at broader south Slav liberation and some
%)1 itical a1‘rr'angerr'1ent unifying Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, and Bulgarians.

lgsg ar}tl-lmperlal activities also interacted with broader European
I];;)ul:ms, in which the ambitions and alliances of the great powers in the
whic?ievr\;e;? ugdergqmg major ;hifts—with the exception of Austria,
with Seome 1.ne19(c)on51st_entl‘y anti-Serbian.* Initiating a customs war
provoked thm 6,. Whlch it lost, and then railway construction that
Browin revelo;t{posmon of t.he great powers, Austria responded to the
B lng o : utionary activity of youth in Bosnia and Herzegovina by
Pl bgy 191};mv1nce in 1908 and setting the stage for a truly bloody
de;}éee scgfntllﬁ)éet);, rext/iolutlonary activities in the Balkans in the first
reading of nas eln CIeth century demonstrate the danger of any simple
Bosttin ol L rona i 'eology. For example, the young revolutionaries in
inge to assassmzigovma, who switched tactics in this period from upris-
Provitee. st 'uat Sonli and terror, came from all national groups in the
oty in Beigra (;e SU erbs. They gained support from a secret military soci-
Serbs, bugt Ofﬁci’a | l?el;m ocll' Death, wh.ose goals included the union of all
and played no hand (%ir :speitz\’zsuasrtnblvalent abput these Bosnian groups

. Tlan accusations) in the conspiratorial

4

ﬁon i j . e,

a Ser?rgsle.?];ggﬂ(if gle V}lslhng Habsburg archduke, Franz Ferdinand, by

war, it did much to ‘avr; 0 Princip, was merely the spark of a great power

8erous and violent slénf ant in the minds of Europeans an image of dan-

bloody Balkan wars ; 15- Only one year after the relatively successful but
0t1912-13 over the statehood and boundaries of the

Ottoman . X
tenegro, S:;ll;;e;igzr;; ?E;Bglkam*Albania' Bulgaria, Greece, Mon-
and suffered casualties]_ ed the world war on the side of the Allies

. rom !
nearly half thejr male populati(,nexposure, disease, or battle—among

dpression and foreign debt crisis in the
' 7al depres
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The wars reinforced the dominant element of the church’s ideology
ofnearly 500 years, which had been commemorated in 1889, when the
Mth anniversary of the battle of Kosovo Plain on June 28 was declared
o official day of remembrance,”” and contributed to what sociologist
Veliko Vujacic calls a “special psychology” of the nation: a “sense of his-
torical mission, the emphasis on military valor and their special role in
the state-building process, as well as in any situation of grave state cri-
ss... [and a] sense of martyrdom at the hands of empires.” The “costly
rad to independence” in the wars of 1912 to 1913 and 1914 to 1918, in
which every Serbian family lost someone, made the “cult of strong
satthood,” the sense of a “common political destiny,” and the martyr-
dom won by a “righteous struggle against tyranny” essential elements
inSerbian political culture.®

The creation of the Yugoslav state at the end of World War I was the
almination of this state-creating and liberating national ideology and
aperience. It was a solution to the many conflicts over territory with
other national movements in the area, which also were trying to create
ndependent states, and the victory of the south Slav movement and the
deology of Yugoslavism—first developed by Croats in Austria-Hungary
but championed as well by Serbs in Austria-Hungary—in the struggle
against the Habsburgs. The creation of a south Slav state was also the
meferred choice of the great powers at Versailles, who were thinking
utof national liberation but of regional stability on the basis of balance
of power, when they decided the borders of the new state.® The new
sate was also, however, the denial of more than 500 years of poh’flcal
dfruggle to realize (by reestablishing) a Serbian state. It gathgred 1'nt0
e state all Serbs, as was the goal of nineteenth-century nat.lona.hstsl
hit it did so only on the condition that they unite in a mult}1lnat1.ona1
sate, not a Serbian state. This created, some argue, 70-year “national
dentity crisis” for Serbs.®

The interwar state—the Kingdom of t
rnamed the Kingdom of Yugoslavia inl .
ne of the two Serbian royal houses, ~ax ;
?;:sdt;};;d by the Serbian political elite, in a series of shlféllr;% :rlllézl;ffg
ith elites in other areas, particularly, at dlffer.er{t tlIéllesc,onomic issues
Yosmian Muslims. It faced a wide range of sociat am e transport,
. . ; t legal, economic, P¢

vlated to the integration of very d1ffel‘€fl1 I%bal crisis: the agrarian
ad political systems and the prolongtlénggs the financial and indus-
ar,nent and war in Europe
the constitutional issue:
fitution among Slovenes

he Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes,
1929—for example, was gov-
the Karadjordjevi¢

i of the 1930s, and the rearm
Sion 1d never escape

3N , t
“er 1937. Nonetheless, it cou e eens

*edisputed legitimacy of the 1919
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gnd Crgats, who wanted a federal state, and the continuing and some-
times v1.olent challenge to the state from Croatian (and later Macedon-
ian) nationalists, aided by Benito Mussolini (including the assassination
of 'Yugoslav King Alexander in Marseilles in 1934). The label “uni-
tarism,” applied to this state by its critics, also hides a reality of disunity
among Serbs. Now joined in one state, they nonetheless brought to it
dlfferen.t political experiences and interests, formed a variety of politi-
cal parties, and had ongoing disagreements, particularly between Serbs
from the former Habsburg territories and those from the independent
Serbla}n state. When Prince Regent Paul signed a pact with Hitler in
1?41, 1t was Serbian air force officers who staged a coup d’état against
him, prov‘oking German occupation. The Germans set up a puppet gov-
ernment in Belgrade under Aleksandar Nedié. The government i(ct;sehc
set up an all-Yugoslav government-in-exile in London, while a colonel
;n the royal army, Draza Mihailovi¢, took to the hills to organize a resis-
ance force—called the Chetniks—with the goal of restoring not Yugo-
slav but Serbian state institutions: the army, the king, and the ruligng
Eg;ty.lAt c’;hf same time, a lal.'ge proportion of the Serb popula-
Playe an important role in the reintegration of Yugoslavia”—
ip;laar’c[lallllalrly Western’ Serbs from Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegov-
e 1::1 dc;l fizrtlc;pat‘eclll en masse in Tito’s partisan movement.”4! Among
o, ﬂi p of this ant1fasc1§t struggle for national liberation” orga-

Dy the Yugoslav communist party and other patriotic forces w
pr%nun?nt figures from Serbia and Montenegro. -
shvi:?éﬁiﬁ Saptgred by t‘he idea that the 1991 to 1999 wars in Yugo-
o el Wanlc(;e‘x;; ethnic hatreds” read back to the elements of civil
b ofgth orld War IT and wrongly see an ethnic struggle, in part
tor o 8 : racist elgments of .fiascist ideology and practice. No bet-
among Serte rizlnnst ;h1sh Proposition can be found than the divisions
e oS, y of whom fought each other in the civil war that the
lons provoked between the nationalist Chetniks and the
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ssembly for a postwar state in 1943, Winston Churchill shifted Allied
sipport from the Chetniks to the Partisans.

The Serb population in the new federal Yugoslavia was still the

largest national group (41.5 percent of the population in the first post-
war census of 1948, when the second largest group, Croats, was 24 per-
xnt?), but the internal borders of this federation cut across Serb
sflements, scattering them among different federal units. The new
Srbian republic also was subdivided by the creation of two
atonomous units—Vojvodina and Kosovo-Metohija**—while Serb
rquests for an autonomous province in border areas of Croatia, where
Srbs were either the majority or half of most communities, were
rected. The creation of a separate republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
where 44.4 percent were Serbs in 1953, instead of the long-sought divi-
sion between Croatia and Serbia, was also interpreted by some Serbs as
afurther effort to punish Serbs. Nearly 40 percent of the Serb popula-
tion would be citizens of non-Serb republics or share power with
minorities in autonomous regions. At the same time, one of the primary
rasons that many Serbs joined the communist party during or after the
war was its fight against nationalist extremists and its program of
nitional equality. For many, Yugoslavism was, before World War I and
even more so after World War I, a solution to the Serbian national ques-
on—a state Serbs could embrace “as the Serbian homeland.”*

ltis for this reason that the economic reforms and constitutional con-

fict in the 1980s created a national problem for Serbs. The Yugoslav
ommunist party leadership had rejected the idea of a Yugoslav nation
n1928; occasional efforts to implant Yugoslavism as a national ideol-
ogy and identity in the federal era were all fought successfully, particu-
Iarly by Croats, as “unitarist” violations of national freedom. It was as
if “Great Serbianism” (and, by implication, Serbs) remained the pri-
mary threat to the country rather than an insufﬁcie1:1tl¥ deygloped com-
mon Yugoslav identity. One could choose to identify 1.nd1v1.dua11y asa
Yugoslav on census and other official forms, but the identity was not
onalized in the sense that the six constituent nations were——t:n
‘ i he republics and the official quota requiring representa-
| ftl'}:)enrt)%:h;zcolf i1:'1atior1i)al group. The more decentralized the ffe(_:leratlc?n
! itorial lines of the republics, the more citizenship
became, along the territo P o the Yugoslay iden-
became effectively a matter of one’s republic, despite the Xugos )

; d. The greater the decentralization, the mpre the
lity one had abroad. 1€ § deration, between its orga-
nherent contradictionin the s tructt.n.'e of Fhe fl')e i;ae ri;ﬁciple of national
Nization into republics and its legitimation Yt' spwere ot congruent
. . ation when the borders of the nation
self-determina . d a serious problem for Serbs.

with those of the repubhcs, create

: instituti

—
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Itis not surprising that the major intellectual debates over decentral-
ization were between Slovenes and Serbs, not between Croats and
Serbs, whom many see as the primary source of conflict in Yugoslavia
because they shared a language® and a territorial border. As historian
Audrey Helfant Bunting nicely shows in the debate between Slovene
literary critic Dugan Pirjevec and Serbian novelist Dobrica Cosié in
1961-62—which had a disastrous Slovene-Serbian reprise in 1989%—
there was a “structurally-determined difference of perspective between
Slovenes (the only Yugoslav nation whose republic approximated a
homogeneous nation-state) and Serbs (who were furthest from that
ideal of modern nationalism).”# For Slovenes, the republics were
“clearly formed national organisms . . . decentralisation and increased
republican powers [were] the logical expression of national self-deter-
mination,” while for Serbs, republican centrism was a constant
reminder that their nation was divided. As Bunting writes, “Ultimately,
the Slovene assumption that national and republican rights were iden-
tical would provide a ‘simple’ model of secession that was workable for

Slovenia, but disastrous for the rest of Yugoslavia.”48

At the same time, the communist party’s idea that socialism and its
commitment to national equality would, over time, make particularis-
tic (usually called “chauvinist”) nationalism obsolete gave an ideologi-
cal content to Yugoslav identity that had its own internal time bomb.
What did Yugoslav identity mean independent of socialism? If the con-
test was between socialism and particularistic nationalism, what iden-
tity would bind people to Yugoslavia and protect the option of Yugoslav
identity for non-nationalists if the West won the Cold War and social-
ism went? Alternatively, would pressures for democratization be
resisted as a threat to the very idea of Yugoslavia? Intellectual debates
raised the issue already by the early 1960s, when market reforms were
leading to similar debates on economic policy, decentralization, and the

role of the party similar to those in the 1980s. If socialism was interna-
tionalism, as some claimed, it ¢

Yugoslavism. Even before the end of the

1989-90, the Serbs faced an unresolved dilemma—a turning point, in
Budding’s view—with the way that the purge in 1966 of Vice President
Al.eksandar Rankovié from the party leadership was justified. Although
this purge sealed a critical political victory for the proponents of decen-
tralization in a complex factional fight ov

zatior ' er foreign policy, the organi-
zation Of internal security services, defense policy, and economic reform,

ty leadership®—with “Great-
onalism, and centralism.” As
arty denounced Rankovic as

. ' and “unitarism, nati
Budding writes, “When the [Serbian] P
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i inist and Yugoslav unitarist, it made the “Yugoslav
Egtt}ilo;’s :ib:)ali Cu}rss::ﬁ: for Serb%.”“’ The 1918 alternative to % Gcrliiaitfr
Serbia looked ever less like an alternativ‘e, and the result, mus < ﬁlgl
agues, was the emergence of two competing Serbian progra
theS\eIijlfiuallllI?iberals supported the radical dgcentralizat}gn tlo1 .tk})\e riii?;f
but gave priority to economic modernization and poht.lca fls er;xia argu_.
They focused Serbian national interests on the republic o ﬁr na,tu e
ing that the “location of state borders mattereq far less than lt) e e
the state they enclosed” and rejecting “the idea fcha:c’ ?‘;r ia t;(; e or
should act as the protector of Serbs in other repubhci.. 1v.<;nin e
tre of Yugoslav federalism, they even argued tk}/at 1der1t1‘S y biga’s e
with Yugoslavia” had led to economi; r:egSec:i ( r})ﬁecc;uvs;eithetrh e o
ic interests were wrongly assumed to be 1ae / :
It}((;;:}lsc”)lnax'td to political inte%erence (”b(?cause t.he federa‘gon f?sisrtgrgfi 1]11:
Serbia, and especially in Belgrade, the right tf) u}tervene ina ztihat an
dl other republics were considereddintei'nal ). a;['geiszrirlmse P
i erbia’s advantage w . .
Cﬂ(;ingzlﬁtrlr\le‘:,:ifiieize%erbian cultural national%sts, who‘ defme;:letgre1
nation as Serbdom rather than the reput.>lic of Serbia. Focusu;g (;nl;)1 e o
altural and literary aspects of nationél identity, they re:'sporilts i ind
o the Croatian language declaration in 1967 by accepnngaﬁois e
Fach nation had theright to develop its own cultural assl;)ain Con,tr sseits
own language and alphabet (Cyrillic in the case of ‘zer s,Z et
the preference for Latin by the liberals.who were moc1 tenzllecentralizaﬁon
emizers), and protect its historical heritage. Oppose tg e eeparate
because of its further fragmentation of the Serb n; }gcreasmgly e
olitical universes, this historicist program focused i e prob.
5)971 when the decentralizing amendments were ;dqptin—llal s the pro>
lema,t—ic role of Serbia in the federati?nésastet;fiﬁgi t_ fhlgidea it the Set
tl}en dra.W n ?iﬂgﬁ jvztsa;l;e”znfiangered species” and its ”r;zzaﬁonal
blan ljlahona f(C)rmed on “the enmity of other Yugoslav peoplefs.t o ine
1de]r"ll't:c?.,s:ivr\;fliiari’cies between these two Programir aar;;dZ ;ﬁg;e }?ad fce)cused
teenth century reveal the extent to W}?;(Ci}; cf)(;ﬁ?n e ugorlay space;not
politics o1 the repubics and dlmlrlllS in Serbia, the amendments of 1?67
i ‘ ma i ification
only in Croatiaand Slove i b'ut g S(()ied the aciuevements of unifica
t01971 and the 1974 constitution €1 e Tito's 1972 purge o ¢ the
and revived a pre-1918 state-building pe b first program not only of
liberal leadership in Serbia a.ls.o defg?‘éreater weight by default to the
leaders but of legitimacy, g_lvmlg_1 deology. But most serious of all was
ethnic elements of Serb nationa
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the silencing of any political debate on the costs and benefits of decen-
tralization independent of the national question and the historical bag-
gage and emotion it evoked. The serious problem of governance
created for Serbia by the extensive autonomy granted its two provinces
by 1974 could not be discussed without inviting charges of unitarist
nationalism, Serbian hegemony, and the threat posed by Serbs to other
Yugoslav nations, as the persistent but unsuccessful efforts by Serbia’s
leadership from 1974 until 1987 to find a way around this trap demon-
strate so tragically. When the core issues of economic and political
reform in the 1980s, as in the 1960s, polarized into a debate between
federalists and antifederalists, the liberal leadership in Serbia was
deprived of acceptable language to argue in support of either reform,
restoration of federal powers, or republican nationalism. The result
was an intellectual renaissance of Serbian cultural and ethnic national-
ism—the second program—and its critical reassessment of postwar
history, including Titoism.

Vesna Pei¢ identifies seven key themes of Serbian nationalist intel-
lectuals’ ressentiment, as portrayed in the media in the late 1980s and
in the infamous 1986 draft Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of
Sciences and Arts:

1. Yugoslavia is a Serbian delusion, into which Serbs were duped
while other Yugoslav nations continued to build their national
states.

2. Thereisa conspiracy against the Serbs by outsiders, from the
Comintern in interwar Yugoslavia, to the League of Communists
and Tito.8

3. Serbian economic backwardness is due to economic exploitation
by Croatia and Slovenia.

4. Serbs are the losers because they “are the only ones who do not
have a proper state. They win at war, but lose in peace.”>

Serbs are exposed to hatred from all other Yugoslavs.
Serbs are exposed to genocide.

The goal of a national state for all Serbs is to be rid of these
hatreds from others and of Serbophobia 55

In' contrast to the period of Serbian state-building and liberation, ide-
ological debate and leadership on these questions now were centered in

!
I
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iegacy by emphasizing that the origins of this new Serbiag political and
inellectual leadership still appeared to be disproportionately from
diazspora Serbs who had moved from Croatia, Montenegro, Herzegpv-
nz, or Bosnia to Belgrade. The legacy of migration—in reverse direction
after 1945 from that of the Ottoman period—still haunted an unre-
solved debate: Who was a proper Serb, who would become the leader
of Serbia, or Serbs, and with what platform and borders?

The deadlock in the Serbian political system was broken as a result
of Serbs and Montenegrins not within Serbia, but in the province of
Kosovo. Their appeals for protection—as if they had already become a
diaspora—gave an opportunity to party leader Slobodan M1lp§ev1c‘ to
ill two birds with one rhetorical stone: to end the imposed silence on
the constitutional order of the Serbian republic and to preempt, for the
nling party, the growing challenge to the socialist system from nation-
dist anticommunists in the Serbian Academy, writers’ and cultural
ssociations, and universities. His innovation was not his challenge to
the federal system or to the communist party, as his opponents allgge,
but his skillful combination of elements of socialist and Serblar} nation-
dist ideology to channel growing social discontent toward his rlvglli{
both within the party and outside it. The theme, as Jasminka Udovicki
(xmember of the true Serbian diaspora, in the United States) has ana-
lyzed so well, was an appeal not to Serbs as an ethnonational group, as
his critics charge, but to the theme of injustice:

Rather than addressing ethnicity directly, Miloéevic” address;z;l 'sor:sz—
thing much less abstract and closer to heart: his people’s sense oh atull;rel =
He drew on their real grievances and then cqn]ured up others thad negv "
toappear real only after endless repetition. Hls'fc?cus., however, ' at never
been on ethnicity, but on national inju.ry and injustice. Thle pfotllr:eir as i
awaken among the Serbs a sense ofcll)emg, th;c:]l{glle\rzs ef;ni }fec; thelr ow ;
massively wronged by others, endangere : ¢ they lived as 2
inority outside of Serbia itself—in Kosova, .Croaha', or Bosnia. " e
:’tallrs!(;rl:rtﬁl, warning of the possibiligf f;; thS1Zaall€\zlsl ggtdtgzatx}:rlﬁlcg }E)aaéii
i . Thea
Klsto the g: Il;?lctlietﬁi gﬁgltcelz nwe:-i for elemre)rfxtary faimessf: the Serbs ha;/e
nd revenged this. The appeal was also for righting the painful wrongs ey
nOf d?ser;ack the inalienable rights of the Serbs as a people—.no mc1>irﬁ_.
v ) rtrayed himself as their only true friend: of all Serbian p:)h ol
Mﬂose;: ;CaFl’cc)’ne was committed to assisting the Serl;(s gl':\ef?:iltt;r}\rgbetter
oride nd fighting for faimess. ThlS ?pprgii}ilexoarcceouxl\ts would have
than the appeal to square some fictitious

. 1 ] ] . .z l] : ] ] . S ] :
ar ticular y ecause MllOéeVlC was ta Ilg to the SeI s in Serbia
done, p

pride a

ir own . ittle contact—the Serbs
not about their { his audience had little

ith whom most of hi
else’s: those Wi
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in Kosova, Croatia, and Bosnia. Their grievances were not verifiable
through direct personal perceptions of the Serbian Serbs; the truth of
Milo$evi¢’s claims could not be challenged without an uncomfortable
sense of betrayal of one’s own kin.%

The purpose of this appeal mirrored precisely that of its primary
rival within Yugoslavia—the leadership of Slovenia—namely, the
development of a mass-based ideology to maximize support for a polit-
ical contest increasingly defined in terms of national rights, within
Yugoslavia. But the actors in this contest were still governmental—the
republican and federal government and party leaders—and Milogevi¢’s
synthesis was to exploit Serbian ethnic themes for a republican agenda.
Its transformation during 1990 cannot be explained apart from its con-
text: the interaction between republican leaders, each using national
arguments in the constitutional and reform contests; emerging anti-
communist politicians who had no reason to remain confined by repub-
lican borders and who used national arguments against the regime
itself; and the emerging collapse of Yugoslavia.

In the case of Serbia, the contest for leadership ratcheted up by Janu-
ary 6, 1990, when the Oppositional nationalist activities of writers,
clergy, and historians emerged from their camouflage in cultural asso-
ciations, both in Serbia and outside it (and therefore in response in part
to the nationalist politics of other republics) and took on partisan
form.%8 The program of the Serbian National Renewal Party, the first
radically anticommunist Serbian political party, was, in the words of
its chief ideologist, writer Viuk Draskovi¢, “to create a democratic and
multiparty Serbian state within her historical and ethnic borders,
according to the ethnic map dated April 6, 1941, thereby preventing
contemporary or any future Croatian state from benefitting from the
genocide committed under Croatian banners during World War I1.”% In
the party’s printed program, it was more specific: incorporation into
Serbia “of our people in Bosnia, Hercegovina, Lika, Kordun, Baranja
and K.ru'nska Krajina.”s0 Prohibited one week later for being too “pro-
Chetrllk,” it split into three nationalist parties, whose leaders remain
promment' today. Within a month the Serbian liberal tradition also
’f’(t)ll::d partisan form, in the Democratic Party, which emphasized that
Intenrtliiizl}al proinlem is a problem of democracy.” But their ”Lettgr of
als of 197, fl(‘)(er\fttea sg how faf the pendulum had swung from the liber-
cannot Clalm : ﬁe? 'e}ci that “the lfutu‘re independent e>.<-YugoslaV states
of another Yuga srl right over ,tlflrntorles populated _mallnly by r.nembers
social democra% > :V .natlon. ' iny a few associations of hbere.al' or

» antinationalist intellectuals refused to take a position
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on the national question; among them were the Association to'r a
Yugoslav Democratic Initiative, formed in February 1989 and operating
tiroughout the country, and the Civic Alliance. _

On January 23, 1990, the Slovene party walked out of the extraordi-
nary party congress called, at the urging of the army, to confront the
political crisis and disunity. Although Milogevi¢ called for continuation,
the party committees from Croatia, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegov-
2, and the army voted to adjourn, thus ending the Yugoslav League of
Communists. By April the first of six multiparty elections for new
rpublican parliaments and governments was held in Slovenia. Fifteen
months earlier, in January 1989, the federal prime minister, Ante
Markovi¢, had introduced legislation that ended the property rights of
the socialist system, including job security, local solidarity wage funds,
limits on landholdings, managers’ rights to hire and fire without con-
sulting the workers’ council, and party supervision of managerial
appointments. The time bomb that had equated Yugoslavism with
socialism by the 1960s exploded, and now it is clear that the dayS_Of
Yugoslavia itself were numbered. The 70-year-long “national identity
aisis” for Serbs no longer had a solution in Yugoslavism, socialism, or
antifascism. Thus Serbs had no choice but to begin a search for a new
rling myth, choosing one or another strand of nationalism and its con-
tept of the Serb nation and its borders.

POLITICS AND SOCIOLOGY

While Serbian national ideology contained sufficient elements to ]us-tlfy
going to war to create a national state out of the collapsing Yugo.slawa‘—
the “righteous struggle” to recapture lost statehood, “regaining with
the sword what was lost with the sword,” the glorification and martyr-

dom of those who avenge the “traitors of the land,” “a people chosen by

God”62—they were not sufficient to make these particglar ideolqglcal
appeals, as opposed to alternative elements in the national trad11tlc?n,
tredible to individual Serbs. A second element—the factors of politics

' within and between the republics and of social origin that influences

" individual choice—is necessary to explain the violence. No study has

been done on the relative numbers of Serbs in Serbia who reffus?fileiog;
scription, hiding from the police with support from their arrn lies or
leaving the country; of those who joined Pararruhtary gangi1 ?n gl e
bv criminals such as Zeljko Raznatovi¢® interested as n’m«; In looing
as in national goals or who became “weekend warncl)rs P(:: " 13,7'5 ey
ag; and of those who fought as members of the Yugostiv desfr e's Army
Ougtl of the conviction they were fighting to prevent the
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their country, in hopes of keeping as much of it together as possible,
because they were paid in necessities such as heating fuel they could no
longer afford for their families, or felt duty-bound as professional sol-
diers. The smallest numbers of all were those who joined paramilitary
gangs formed by right-wing nationalist political parties claiming to be
heirs of the Chetniks (e.g., the Serbian Radical Party of Vojislav Segelj or
the Serbian Renewal Movement of Vuk Dragkovi¢) and committed to
uniting all Serbs into one state. Much of the brutal campaign of terror
against civilians in eastern Bosnia, across the Drina River from Serbia,
in the spring and summer of 1992 appears to have been the work of
“outsiders”—not Serbs threatened with becoming a diaspora but Serbs
from Serbia—as was some of the fighting in eastern Croatia, across the
Danube River from Serbia. But Serbs outside Serbia, particularly in
Croatia or in Bosnia and Herzegovina, had to make a choice—to
become a minority in a new state, finding some accommodation with
the new rulers, or to fight to unify with Serbia.

The central question, in other words, was one of citizenship. It was
therefore a choice determined in no small part by others—the signals
sent by non-Serbs and by the authorities of the nationalizing state in
which they lived about their status, rights, and welcome as citizens. As
Rogers Brubaker attempts to explain in his emphasis on a triadic field
of struggle—among national minorities, nationalizing states, and
national homelands—the claims that Serbs outside Serbia were endan-
gered and in need of protection by Belgrade were credible because they
“resonated” with experience in the recent past—the genocidal policies
against Serbs in Croatia and the parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina incor-
porated into the “murderous wartime Independent State of Croatia” in
1941 to 1945. In addition, the policies and rhetoric of the Croatian pres-
ident, Tudjman, in his campaign after the election of April 1990 to cre-
ate a Croatian national state and gain independence generated genuine
“grievances and fears” of a “repeat performance” that had “their own
destabilizing logic; they were not orchestrated from Belgrade.”®

Serbs in Croatia already had been victims of physical attacks
by nationalist gangs before the election campaign of April 1990, but
Tudjman’s campaign was run on a theme of “decommunization,”
which he defined as “de-Serbianization” and that he proceeded to exe-
cute after being elected. In addition to losing their jobs because they
were Serbs, Serbs in Croatia found they had no choice but to identify
ethnically because they were labeled as Serbs by their fellow citizens,
were required to sign loyalty oaths by the new government as if their
loyalty were in question, and had to endure a Croatian nationalist
euphoria that included the restoration of key national symbols (e.g., the
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iag, shield, and currency) that had last been used during the wartime
iscist state. Serbs also had to tolerate neofascist gangs, uniforms, and
sgs, which like the symbols struck visible terror into those who had
4stfamily in the World War I pogrom. The signals being sent about Serb
Tghts and safety as citizens of Croatia were worrisome, to say the least.
The concept of citizenship also influences what a member of a
rational minority can expect. The difference between Slovenia and
(uatia, for example, was less the size of the Serb minority and imputed
lljiem@stor disinterest of Belgrade politicians in its fate than it was the
liferent concepts of a nation and definition of citizens between the two
wpublics. The concept of a nation can vary, from ethnic and exclusion-
afydeﬁniﬁms to divic and inclusionary ones. Before the founding of
goslavia, Slovenia belonged to the Austrian crownlands, which had a
| tuitiethnic, incorporative concept of citizenship that did not require
®e o abandon one’s ethnic identity to serve in state office or be viewed
Sloyal; similarly, in border areas of Croatia (Krajina) where Serbs set-
ted at the invitation of the Habsburg rulers in the fifteenth and sixteenth
™turies, and that also were under direct Austrian rule (by the war min-
sty), Serbs were allowed to retain their religious and linguistic identity
vhile serving as border guards and members of the army. As a result,
{ tbs in Krajina were among the most loyal subjects of the empire.
Yovene nationalists jealously guarded what they considered their cul-
wal distinctiveness, above all the language that differentiated them
®m other south Slav nations. In the first years after independence,
Yovenia was sufficiently inhospitable to non-Slovenes that persons
¥ith Serbian or Croatian surnames who could find another family

{ me, such as that of a German relative, sought safety against discrimi-

“ion in a name change. Nonetheless, Slovene citizenship was a\"ail‘
Ble to all those who met the residence requirements. The recognized
atus of a minority, with cultural rights, was granted only to so-called
Uochthonous populations, specifically Italians and Hungarians whose
vernments had agreed to reciprocal guarantees for the rights of
living in Italy and Hungary. By contrast, the core area of Croa-

 @before the founding of Yugoslavia, that is, “civil Croat.ia-Slavonia,';
“dbeen under Hungarian rule. There an organic, integralist concept fe
femation had defined entrance into the political elite. Serving in sta

#ice and the top ranks of the military was possible only if one rejected

. it-
‘W3 national background and adopted the official language at?xd g:(l)la_
: QAlmationality of the Hungarian state.®> Whereas in 1989 both the

5 : . i onstitut’ions to
@and the Macedonian parliaments amended their ¢ e roats and

dare their republics the state of their majority nationd X000 did
facedonians, respectively), the two governments elected i
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not adopt the same policies because their concepts of citizenship were
not the same. In contemporary Croatia, Tudjman’s regime institutional-
ized an exclusionary, jus sanguinis, ethnic concept of the Croatian
nation, and made it clear that Serbs, in particular, were no longer wel-
come, even in their ancestral homes. The government coalition formed
under President Kiro Gligorov after the elections in Macedonia in
December 1990 chose instead to work toward a civic concept of Mace-
donian nationality and to make welcome all those with citizenship in
the republic.%

In addition to the political decisions made by new nationalizing gov-
ernments about whether Serbs were welcome, the choice to accept
minority status or to fight to join Serbia was influenced by social back-
ground and community context. A second difference between Slovenia
and Croatia, and between Serbs in different areas of Croatia and of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, is that Serbs faced different kinds of choices
depending on where they lived. Where populations are territorially
concentrated, they can more easily imagine succeeding at autonomy or
even secession, whereas populations that are in urban areas and dis-
bursed as individuals or households in multiethnic environments must
think in terms of minority or individual rights rather than sovereignty.
Thg latter focus on the right to equal treatment before the law and
against discrimination as wel] as social rights and cultural rights of free-
dom of expression, including in protecting one’s language, religious
practices, and traditions. Nowhere in Slovenia were Serbs, and for that
Matter other south Slay nationalities such as Croats and Montenegrins,
in terri.torial concentrations. The choice in Croatia between Croatian cit-
1zenship and fighting to unify with Serbia differentiated those tellingly
called “urban Serbs” from the landowning or land-serving rural popu-
lation of the border areas. The exceptions were those urban Serbs whose
anger or fear at losing their jobs and other forms of mistreatment because
they were Serbg led them to move from Croatian cities to the Krajina
?}:eaf" or ’fhose who found themselves literally trapped in that area when
refi slgghé% :tli?gar(l:i had no way to cross the confrontation %ines., ar.ld were
Bosnia and 11 :rl;e Ocuments and their‘pensions if they did. Supﬂarly in
stantially in ma.. govina, where the circumstances of S.erb:.s dlffer sub-
most intense in boy Cll”eSPeCtS from the situation in Croatia, fighting was
Montenegro andr er areas—alor}g the border with S?rbla, Croatia, and
three COnStitllxent n:;ar the New, internal borders being drawn by the
reality had some y ons of quma and Herzegovina—-where. a military
chan Ope of being recognized eventually with border

1ges. But even within these 5 £ in the kind
of Vldence‘between mili reas, t_here was a c.h erence in the
Uitary Operations of armies in strategic areas
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and the atrocities against neighbors and individualized expulsions of
people by their ethnicity, which came to be called “ethnic cleansing” by
foreign observers. In both Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, ethnic
cleansing occurred primarily in communities that were ethnically
mixed in more or less even proportion®’ so that the political fate of that
community was uncertain, the national stake in the land had to be
established demographically in order to affect external decisions about
whose territory it was, and conditions existed that are necessary to
make credible a nationalist argument—that one’s community is at risk
from another.

In fact, what had been an urban intellectual and political movement
for republican or national sovereignty within Yugoslavia became, once
war began, a conflict among rural populations—not because they are
more inclined to violence, but because the wars were about territory,
which, in concrete terms, meant people’s homes and farms.*® Rural pop-
ulations in the Balkans have a tradition of territorial defense and gun
ownership, tend to retain a patriarchal culture of male heroism, are the

bearers of national memory and consciousness, tend to be more reli-

gious and elderly, and as a rule are less educated and more vulnerable

to the media terror and propaganda that were emanating from both the

nationalizing states and the Serbian capital. Primarily individual
householders in the private sector, they were second-class citizens in
the socialist system, while they also suffered more than any group,
other than pensioners, in the collapse of the protective policies that had
included domestic agriculture. Although this was true of all groups
who fought, Serbs in border areas of Croatia and in Bosnia and Herze-
govina—the new diaspora—were disproportionately farmers and rural
dwellers.®

Finally, the fact that violence occurred more in ethnically mixed areas

points to another characteristic of the Yugoslav wars: The violenge
intensified over time. In other words, violence was not an automatic
- nse or a universal one. Serbs who found themselves minorities in
;he new nationalizing states attempted at first to negotiate political
rights, including territorial autonomy; only upon being repeatgd!y
ebuffed did they pick up the gun. This was particularly graphic t}lln
‘roatia, where the Croatian leadership refused the many effo'rts in the
: as by Serb leaders, particularly Jovan Raskovié, beginning in
T e i litical solution for Serbs within Croatia.” The
fay 1990, to find a po itical solution fo 1 Croatia.” The
lbenian Serb leaders negotiated the future of the republic lgOnce
; d into the spring of 1992. Second, violence was not natural. e
m Serb wartime leader Radovan KaradZi¢ led his parlty tofV]\;?)rs,nja
e grounds’—to justify separate statehood—that the peoples o
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could no longer live together, he faced a defiant reality. Violence would
not have been necessary, had people already lived in relatively homo-
geneous national communities, as in Slovenia, or if people had wanted
to separate voluntarily. To separate people with generations of common
life, violence was necessary. And then, as was true of all communities at
watr, the more tired populations became of war and thus the more will-
ing they were to criticize their leaders and question the purpose of the
destruction and fear, the more loyalties had to be renewed and rein-
forced with violence.

THE ROLE OF FOREIGN POWERS

Violence in the former Yugoslavia, from whatever party, was aimed at
changing borders. Because the borders of states are a matter of inter-
national recognition, any explanation of that violence must include the
decisions taken by the major powers. External commitment to the terri-
torial integrity of Yugoslavia would have preempted early attempts at
creating new states and the serious violence that followed in Croatia,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Kosovo. Diplomatic management of the
breaku.p and recognition of new borders for the successor states could
have aimed at minimizing violence. Assertive support for the rights of
people who found themselves in a minority in new nationalizing states,
ln'clud_il.ig enforcement of those rights, would have provided these new
minorities a necessary measure of protection and reduced the credibil-
ity of the nationalist argument that only in a state of their own nation
would they be safe and fully citizens. None of these policies was fol-
lqwed. Foreign involvement in the breakup of Yugoslavia was exten-
SIVe, competitive, and decisive, as it was in previous moments of critical
political definition in the Balkans, such as 1878, 1908, 1918, 1941, and
1943 to 1945,

of 31: ;;:11; ;)if S‘:'PPOI't for Yl{gpslavia completed the domestic process
strands of Sefg' ion an'd po{lhcal purge that delegitimized the two
lence—the liber:;n t;latlonal ideology that f:ould have; prevented vio-
emphasizeq politis la(rild that accepted Serbia’s republican borders and
slav strand tha VCiZ e(;nocracy and a market economy anfi the Yugo-
preferable alternaﬁvwe a south Slav state as an ‘alternatlve, even a
state. Only wi € to a Greater Serbia for uniting all Serbs in one
Y with the end of the Yy oslav state did Serbs have to seek a

hew state and an ideolo 8 e e

8y that would legiti
The EUrOpean decisi d legitimize it.

=CIsion to recognize Slovenia and Croatia as inde-
Some cases such as Austria and Germany even to
T Was based on the Slovene and Croat claims to the

pendent states, and in
encourage secessio
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night of national self-determination. Not only did the EC members
trereby violate the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia, they also declared
the internal borders of the republics as inviolable. Referendums‘for
ndependence in Slovenia and Croatia, and then by Croats and Muslims
inBosnia and Herzegovina, were recognized as legitimate; as with the
Serb boycott of the Bosnian referendum of February 28-March 1, 1992,
the referendums among Serbs within those two states for their own
atonomy or statehood were declared illegitimate. Yet because the
national populations were not contiguous with republican borders, thg
rcognition of national states out of multinational Yugoslavia on the basis
tfthe right to self-determination would seem to have required a will-
ngness to redraw borders. The Dutch proposed just that to EC member
states in July 1991 when the Netherlands took over the EC presidency
but were refused.

Moreover, as a result of skillful public relations campaigns for inde-
pendence and of historical preferences among Western states, inter-
rational actors differentiated among good nationalist assertiveness and
bad, putting the Serbs and their leaders in the latter category, even
before there was violence. With each new condemnation and punish-
nent, making Serbia into a pariah state, the Serbs who wanted to argue
fora liberal nationalist position or against all nationalisms had a more
lifficult task of persuasion. Thus the decision on the location of borders
notonly ignored Serb rights, but the rhetoric justifying decisions on the
beation of borders gave credibility to the arguments made by Slobodan
Milogevi¢ and nationalists to his right: that Serbs needed a Serbian state,
kaders, and army to defend them. Providing no international support
ot protection to Serbs, the major powers did not oppose but strer}gth-
med those elements of the third, historicist strand of Serbian natllor}al
deology that was becoming dominant in the 1980s, such as Serbs” his-
frical willingness to fight against injustice to their people at the hands
foutsiders and to fight for their land.

In areas of the world historically subject to imperial contest, border
reas will be nationally mixed. When a state is allowed or even efnc}i)uré
ged to disintegrate and new states are formed, the defgnse o tt <2)$e
%ew borders will be a priority for new leaders. Na'aonahzlr{gt.?ﬁ;1 :Sas ¢
lkely to view the national loyalty O.f those border. pOIﬁU aelgnegoti—
trategic imperative. Had the international cgmmpmty allow b

on ot -Yugoslav borders, or had it insisted that each repub-
ion about the ex-Yugoslav borders, ¢ minority rights
iseeking independence “give demonstrable proof of mirx o of imjus-
i bs, the claim that Serbs were vulnerable and victin: e
f its Sexte, t have been sustained. Given his tendency t0 favqr
e could no . . Jogevic might even have claimed a
Merests over national interests, MiloSevi g
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political victory within the republican borders of an independent Ser-
bian state. Instead, the decisions of the Arbitration (Badinter) Commis-
sion in January 1992 that Croatia did not yet meet this condition for
recognition were ignored by Germany, the Vatican, Ukraine, and, as a
result, the rest of the European Union (EU) and the United States. Sim-
ilarly, the EU decision that recognition of Bosnia and Herzegovina must
follow an internal agreement among the three national communities on
its constitutional order was overruled by American insistence on (and
EU acceptance of) immediate recognition.

The role of foreign powers in the Yugoslav tragedy says as much or
more about the inadequacy of international regimes for borders and for
international supervision of minority rights than about any “Serb
model” or the role of diaspora in the postcommunist era of Eastern
Europe. Inflexibility on borders without a willingness to go to war to
defend international decisions or to be zealously assertive about pro-
tections for minorities within new states, as the Croatian case particu-
larly illustrates, is a simple recipe for violence and forced migration.

Conclusion

To apply the model of the Third Reich and Hitler to Serbia and Milogevi¢
is to assume that national states already existed in the space of the for-
mer Yugoslavia. The violence of its breakup must direct attention to the
process of creating new national states in a multinational and supra-
national environment. To fight for a particular set of borders requires an
ideology that takes a position on borders and evokes an obligation to
take up arms. The fact that a minority of Serbs did fight demonstrates
that decisions on the location of borders did matter and that the histori-
cal, ethnic strand of Serbian national ideology had to be credible to those
individuals, who had to choose between the uncertain fate of citizenship
in the new states or resistance against becoming an “endangered” mem-
ber of a diaspora so close to their homeland. The Brubaker triad is use-
ful in the Serb case as it calls attention to the fact that fears and choices
are not historically given but occur in a political context, one in which
leaders and their interactions send, reinforce, or counteract signals
about security and citizenship. The Serb model cannot be understood
without reference to the actions of leaders in the other republics of the
former Yugoslavia, particularly of Croatia, which set the tone for dias-
pora Serbs, and the poisonous interaction among three distinct groups:
the “homeland state,” the national minority, and the “nationalizing
state.” But the Brubaker triad also takes much for granted that should
not be: that there were multiple possible outcomes in the 1980s, that the
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=irs were not given, and that each Yugoslav nation has an ideology
= many elements that also got selected in a complex political inter-
-, among Serbs and between some Serbs and non-Serbs in the
=1v. The Brubaker triad also ignores the influence of foreign pow-
= which in the case of the Serbs tended to reinforce repeatedly the
=d of Serb history and ideology that would lead some to fight, view-
:2emselves victims of injustice and forces outside their control that
ey could right.

Terword

'+ Japter was written before the NATO bombing campaign against
rxiavia in March-June 1999, which was based on and publicly jus-

#bv the model it intended to refute. For the first time in the
:sizv conflicts, one part of the international community difi go to

« sthough no declaration of war occurred. The cause was salq to be

: ziense of Albanian human rights in Kosovo and of umve'rsal

Zznitarian principles, although the issue between Kosovo Albanians

‘e Serbian government was one of borders. And although the sub-

-t exodus of most of the Serb minority from Kosovo, in the sum-
371999, appears at this writing to have created, de facto, a new
“& the international military and civilian presence deployed. after
‘withdrawal of Yugoslav security forces from Kospyo——the inter-
¢ma] security force called KFOR and the U.N. tran51t10n.al admmls.—1
“n called UNMIK—were authorized by a U.N. Security Colunsall

iztion declaring the continuing territorial integrity of Yugos aV_t/
i i Serb diaspora, although its
wiing Kosovo. The exodus of this new v through
“=on as a diaspora was not yet recognized, occurred large?y e fooa]
‘=t means or threats from the Albanian majority. Whate\;iernal ques
‘=-al status of Kosovo and resolution of the Albanian natio

t yet

5 role of foreign powers thus had not change,?' :&‘;zrs;i rrfjn}cl)r_
= _ ! o

¢ an adequate regime to determine borders ot 0 Pt history an d

“sts and they continued to reinforce the gtrand 1d be the last in a
z\ which stood accused. Whether this WOSu be or that strand
:Sr historical reversals for Kosovo and for Ser

c ind new defenders, it was too soon t0 say.
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of the Communist ruling elite to radical nationalist positions in an effort to
preserve their own power, with resulting attempts by state forces to whip
up national fear and terror, especially among members of a given nation-
ality living beyond the state borders; the mobilisation of local ethnic
groups, above all from such diasporas, partly as a result of ‘manipulation’
and partly on the basis of real historically based fears and hatreds and
local fighting traditions; and the exploitation of the resulting conflicts by
criminal gangs and warlords posing more or less sincerely as nationalist
militias” (p. 219). See chapters 6 and 7, pages 219-68.

“It Could Do the Most Harm to Vojvodina Hungarians,” Népszabadsdg,
July 9, 1991, cited in Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), Daily
Report: East Europe, July 11, 1991, p. 40.

That is, who registered as Serbs in the 1991 census. National identity in
socialist Yugoslavia was an individual choice, expressed in the decennial
censuses, which also included the choice “Yugoslav” and “nationally
undetermined.” The census figures themselves do not give much clue
about the salience of that chosen identity for an individual nor the extent
to which it reflects a nationally mixed background, which in many areas
of the country could be as high as half the population, if several genera-
tions are taken into account.

For the Hungarian story, see chapter 1.
For the Albanian story, see chapter 4.

For the ironic position this created for Serbian Jews, see the illuminating
essay by Marko Zivkovi¢, “The Wish to Be a Jew: Or the Struggle Over
Appropriating the Symbolic Power of ‘Being a Jew” in the Yugoslav Con-
flict,” ms., March 1994.

For more on the relationship during the election campaign, see Laura
Silber and Alan Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation (New York: Penguin,
1997, rev. and updated), pp. 85-87.

Veljko Vujadi¢, “Historical Legacies, Nationalist Mobilization, and Politi-
cal Outcomes in Russia and Serbia: A Weberian View,” Theory and Society
25, no. 6 (1996): 780.

See Ivo J. Lederer, Yugoslavia at the Paris Peace Conference: A Study in
Frontiermaking (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1963).

In the 1991 census, 6.8 percent of the Serb population in Yugoslavia lived
in Croatia; another 16 percent lived in Bosnia and Herzegovina; 13.4 per-
cent (about 1,200,000) lived in Vojvodina (an autonomous province within
Serbia), 2.3 percent (around 200,000) in Kosovo (the other autono-
mous province in Serbia), and 0.5 percent (about 12,000) in Macedonia—
totaling 39 percent of Serbs outside Serbia proper. This does not include
the proportion of the population in Montenegro, generally considered
about 50 percent who identify ethnonationally as Serbs.

E ; he new state, in 1945; thi
: At the time of t : : :
o esult of migration to Serbia and natio i
ates of increase (Serbs having nearly zero rep

time) to about 25 percent by 1991.
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. Viadimir Gligorov, a Belgrade political scientist of Macedonian origin,

summed up the conflicts that led to violence with the collapse of Yugoslavia
into “national states” with the aphorism, now widely quoted, that represents
this contingent character of borders, subject to a different outcome: "Wh,v'
should I be a minority in your state when you could be a minority in mine?’

- Rogers Brubaker, “National Minorities, Nationalizing States, and External

National Homelands in the New Europe,” in Brubaker, ed., Nationalism
Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 55-76.

* According to the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for

Refugees (UNHCR) register in September 1997, there were 617,728 refugees
and other victims of the Bosnian war who had found haven in Yugoslavia,
of which 60 percent said they wished to remain in Yugoslavia and only 10
percent said they wished to return home. “Federal Republic of Yugoslavia:
BETA Views Status of Refugees,” BETA, September 4, 1997, transcribed by
the Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS-EEU-97-247).

* Bylate 1998, UNHCR officials were speaking openly of these Serb refugees

in Yugoslavia as “the forgotten group of refugees.” See, for example, the
statement of Nicholas Morris, regional director for UNHCR, in the tran-
script of the biweekly press conference in Sarajevo, November 24, 1998,
Coalition Press Information Center, Tito Barracks: “one of the things that
has been highlighted, perhaps paradoxically, by the Kosovo crisis, is the
fact that the largest number of refugees, by far, remain those in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia—over half a million—and they have tended to be
neglected, between the focus, this year, on Kosovo on the one h;nd, and
all the emphasis on Dayton implementation that's Bosnia-centric on t.he
other. But, some of these people are starting their seventh year in collective
centers . . . a breakthrough in minority return would be key, but not just
that; many of them may decide to stay in the FRY . . . this forgotten group

of refugees.”

. The following analysis draws heavily on the author’s Balkan Tragedy: Chaos

and Dissolution after the Cold War (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution
Press, 1995), particularly chapters 2-5.

"\ See Lenard Cohen and Paul Warwick, Political Cohesion in a F ragile Mosaic:

The Yugoslav Experience (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1983).
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19. See Thomas A. Emmert, Serbian Golgotha: Kosovo, 1389 (New York: East
European Monographs, distributed by Columbia University Press, 1990),
and Robert Elsie, comp. and ed., Kosovo: In the Heart of the Powder Keg
(Boulder, Colo.: East European Monographs, distributed by Columbia
University Press, 1997).

20. Vesna Pesi¢, Serbian Nationalism and the Origins of the Yugoslav Crisis
(Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace, Peaceworks no. 8§,
April 1996).

21. This phenomenon, whereby intellectuals’ arguments precede politi-
cal change and provide the rhetoric and argumentation for politi-
cians when the moment is ripe, is not limited to former Yugoslavia.
Many who lived through the 1980s in Yugoslavia are surprised that
the draft memorandum has received so much attention—one might
say vituperative accusation—as the source of the collapse of
Yugoslavia and Serbian violence after 1990; at the time, it passed
almost unnoticed.

22. A fascinating eyewitness account is in Slavko éuruvija and Ivan
Torov, “The March to War (1980-1990),” in Jasminka Udovi¢ki and
James Ridgeway, eds., Yugoslavia’s Ethnic Nightmare: The Inside Story
of Europe’s Unfolding Ordeal (New York: Lawrence Hill Books, 1995),
PP- 81-83; see pp. 75-90 for an excellent short analysis of the Kosovo
issue. Videotapes of the public face of these events are part of the five-
part BBC documentary The Death of Yugoslavia (Brian Lapping Associ-
taltes) and are discussed in Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, pp. 3740, and
in Branka Maga3, The Destruction of Yugoslavia: Tracking the Break-Up
1980-92 (London: Verso, 1993), pp. 179-217.

23. Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, p. 38.
24. Ibid,, p. 37.

25. See Susan L. Woodward, Socialist Unemployment: The Political Econ-

omy of Yugoslavia, 1945-1990 (Princet . Pri e
Press, 1995). ( eton, N.J.: Princeton University

26. Xayier Pc.)ugarel, “Bosnia and Hercegovina—State and Communitari-
ansrz in Da.vid A. Dykgr and Ivan Vejvoda, eds., Yugoslavia and

! 59%, p.SQtlgz‘dy in Fragmentation, Despair and Rebirth (London: Longman,

27. 311; ;ﬁilﬁ; example is the anfllysis of Katherine Verdery, based on
ism? And W’:;tCage but generahzelible beyond it. See What Was Social-
Press, 1997), espe ‘fmﬁ—’s Next? (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
ety,” pp. 59:135) 81: tl): Part II, “Identities: Gender, Nation, Civil Soci-
forms of expreséio ¢ powerful dyr.xamic pulling toward nationalist
the Itrian c n, see Par.nela Balhnger’s analysis of the failure of
Ovement to avoid nationalism through a focus on region-
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alism, in “*Authentic’ Hybrids in the Balkan Borderlands: The Istrian
Regionalist Movement,” ms.

Their legal authority to do so was questionable, since the constitu-
tional authority lay with the state presidency, but it was temporanly
without a chair because of a Serb refusal to accept the Croatian candi-
date, Stipe Mesi¢, by normal order the next in line, because he. had
declared that his task as Yugoslav president was to ensure the inde-
pendence of Croatia and the end of Yugoslavia.

See Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, p. 158, and the video footage in the
BBC documentary The Death of Yugoslavia.

See, especially, Misha Glenny, The Fall of Yugoslavia: The Third Balkan
War (London: Penguin, 1994).

See Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, pp. 14044, particularly on the. murder
of the regional police chief, Josip Reihl-Kir, who tried to stop it.

The centerpiece of this tradition and of the oral poetry was the legend
of the battle of Kosovo in 1389; see Emmert, Serbian Golgotha. The gusle
and oral poetry were studied by Harvard linguists Milman Parry and
Albert Bates Lord; see, for example, Lord’s The Singer of Tales (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960).

As Ivo Banac writes, “Serbian homesteads in the SandZak o‘f Novi
Pazar, Metohia, and Kosovo, which the subsequent ggneratlons qf
Serbs named Old Serbia, as well as in northern Macef:l‘oma and Serpla
proper, were literally uprooted. . . . Srijen}ski Karlovci in the Slavlc;truan.
Military Frontier became the see of Serbian Orthodox metropo 'ans;
and Novi Sad, the principal Serb cultural center.” Banac, The Natzom«;1
Question in Yugoslavia: Origins, History, Politics (Ithaca, N.Y.: Corne
University Press, 1983), p. 38. .
Dimitrije Djordjevi¢ and Stephen Fischer-Galati discuss the i;\teaaeztﬁzz
among the changing Balker Pl o ane n this periodn
ires, and the national liberation _ € :
(;‘;zhgz;:;z Revolutionary Tradition (New York: Columbéazlljorll;/:rsuy
Press, 1981), chapter 6, especially pp- 182-89, 19499, an .
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spect with a New Introduction and Reflections on the Present Conflict by
George F. Kennan (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace, 1993).

See Emmert, Serbian Golgotha, pp. 126-31, and on the efforts by Austrian
and Hungarian authorities to prevent the celebrations from spilling
over Serbian borders, such as in neighboring Croatia. This “invention
of tradition,” as Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger record, in which
national myths are “modified, institutionalized, and ritualized” for
nhew purposes, was taking place at the same time—the 1870s and
1880s—throughout Europe and North America. See Hobsbawm and
Ranger, eds., The Invention of Tradition (New York: Cambridge Univer
sity Press, 1983).

Vujadi¢, “Historical Legacies,” pp. 774, 781.
See Lederer, Yugoslavia at the Paris Peace Conference.

A “national identity crisis is a crisis of self-understanding by the mem-
bers of a nation . . . in the case of the Serbian nation, . .. based ona
degree of confusion of Serbian identity with a broader Yugoslav iden-
tity.” Vojin Rakié, “Politics, Culture and Hegemony: The Failure of
Democratic Transition in Serbia,” Ph.D. diss., Rutgers University,
Department of Political Science, April 1998, p. 40.

Vujadi¢, “Historical Legacies,” p. 780. On the role of Serbs in the partisan
movement, see Ivo Banac, With Stalin Against Tito: Cominformist Splits in
Yugoslav Communism (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1988).

Geor'ge W. Hoffman and Fred W. Neal, Yugoslavia and the New Con-
munism (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1962), p. 29. The num-
bers in 1921, when the first Yugoslav census occurred, according to

Banac’s reanalysis, were 38.83 percent for Serbs; see The National Ques-
tion, pp. 49-58.

Between 1945 and 1965 this area of mixed Serb, Albanian, Turkish,
Gypsy (Roma), and other population had the status of an autonomous
region, not a full province, and was called Kosovo-Metohija, after the
battlefield of Ottoman fame—Kosovo—and the church territories—
Metohija—where most of the Byzantine Orthodox churches and
mon{asterifes were to be found; when its status was promoted to 2
provmfe, 1t was renamed Kosovo; Serbs restored the name Kosovo-
II\(/Iestohlja when they denuded its autonomy in 1990; Albanians call it
osova.

Pesié, Serbian Natz'onalism, p.7

4.
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that the Novi Sad declaration of 1954 was wrong. The statement in tho.:
text is not intended as a political position but only to indicate tbatt'th;
two variants, or languages, are so similar as to ma‘ke comn"\u.mcallo _
nearly effortless. In contrast, Slovene and Macedonian are dxstxlnct zmd
guages, although part of the south Slav family, and Albanian an
Hungarian are not even Slavic.

See the discussion of the Slovene-Serb exchange emanating from Taras
Kermanauer’s “Letters to a Serbian Friend,” in Ivo Banac, “The Feaxrf\lil
Asymmetry of War: The Causes and Consequences of Yugoslavia’s
Demise,” Daedalus 121 (Spring 1992): 160.

Audrey Helfant Budding, “Yugoslavs into Serbs: Serbian National

Identity, 1961-1971,” Nationalities Papers 25, no. 3 (1997): 405.

Ibid., p. 409.

One aspect of Yugoslav federalism is that the party was also fede:)al}:
and chains of responsibility and accountability required th’at republi

can parties enforce democratic centralism and execute disciplinary

actions. Hence the Serbian party had to remove Rankovi¢, even
though it was a federal level decision.

Budding, “Yugoslavs into Serbs,” p- 410.
Ibid., p. 412.
Pesié, Serbian Nationglism, p- 18.

And by the 1990s, pride of place in this conspiracy was held by Ger-
many.

This slogan, revived from Serbian historians of the early twennetf;::g;
tury by Dobrica Cosi¢ in the 1970s, reemerged during the w
Yugoslav succession after 1991.

Pesic, Serbian Nationalism, pp. 18-20.

e . v .éki
James Ridgeway and Jasminka Udoviki, “Introduction, ig Udovi
and Ridgeway, eds.,Yugoslavia’s Ethnic Nightmare, pp. 12-13.

In terms of the elements of Serbian national idgology regari‘g{% Esge
ders, the transformation begins in 1990 when Mlloéev1é Wlalr‘r;\sist on a
and Croatian leaders that if they choose secession, he th als well: but
redrawing of republican borders to give Serbs a nation-sta i fadyh sI,)eak
as for the elements in support of his policies in the 1990s, one o interests; if
definitively of a transformation from state interests to nation oot what
that had occurred, Milogevi¢ would not have Survlv.ed t}: Hoerzegovina
nationalists call “Serb lands” in Croatia and in Bosrl\lla a:r of this second
(and eventually Kosovo) if he had become a true follow

strand of the ideology.
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attack destroyed the first Yugoslavia. See Robert Lee Wolff, The Balkans in
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Twentieth Century Fund, 1996), pp. 81-105, Victor Friedman shows hqw
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ethnic composition of border communities, in The Future of 9rloa 1; 2s
Border Regions,” RFE/RL Report on Eastern Europe, November 29,1991 p. 2
and Xavier Bougarel offers an explanation, by data on the ethnic compois;
tion of communities in Bosnia-Herzegovina, for why Muslims Yve;e \; <
tims far more frequently of ethnic cleansing than Serbs or Croats, in Bosnie:
Anatomie d’un Conflit (Paris: La Découverte, 1996), p. 144.

See Woodward, Balkan Tragedy, pp. 236-46.

. . e . din
The overrepresentation of Serbs in farming activities in Croatia an:

i istori igins in the policies of the impe-
ija and Herzegovina has historical origins in .
B'ZJSI;:aglm' es, both Habsburg and Ottoman, which were remfc;);cec;;ifeilrﬁ
o c i i ialist Yugoslavia and by
licies of economic development in socl R g
i ieration, in which the more educated and amb& S
oi gitsljr?l?:\fgnégrmmwﬁties left for urban areas and thoseC w1t1:'fewe2 cg)faogro
holn " i i i ained. On Croatia, se
-ties outside subsistence farming rem (Croati .
R kl.:la;sdié Srbi u Hroatskoj (Serbs in Croatia) (Zagreb: Vjesnik, 1991)
o s

See, for examp nd Little, Yu, 1 ~ dency
i i lavia, pp. 94 104. On the ten

f le, Silber a ittle, Yugos e

£ v\;ard radicalization in general, see Woodward, Balkan Trageay

(o)

PP- 352-63.




