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Diaspora, or the Dangers
of Disunification? Putting

the "Serbian Model"
into Perspective

SUSAN L. WOODWARD

THE 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-rather than

accept their fate as minorities in republics bordering the republic of Ser-
bia caused the collapse of Yugoslavia. The president of Serbia, Slobodan
Milosevic. is said to have planned the breakup and the creation of a
Greater Serbia after his goal of becoming the new dictator of Yugoslavia
was foiled by political leaders in the republics of Slovenia, Croatia, and
Bosnia and Herzegovina. His instrUment was the transborder Serbs. By
reviving and manipulating their memories from World War II,when
Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina were, along with Jews
and Gypsies, the victims of a genocidal campaign by fascist govern-
ments, and by then persuading the Yugloslav People's Army, which
was formed in the antifascist struggle of World War II, to aid the Serbs'
rebellion against the legitimate governments of these two republics,
Milo~vic unleashed an avalanche of aggresslOn and genocide in both

re ublics that lasted from 1991 to 1995.PThe ersuasiveness of this argument, and the essential role in the
. p f d.i ora Serbs was confirmed early on m the Yugoslav col-

VIOlence 0 lasp , f . d
b

'ry of the Slovene war or ill ependence. Lasting on!
lapse by the revt th 68 d d h Y

t
the cost of rio more an eao, t e Slovene secession did

ten days, a 159
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not provoke significant violence, it is said, because there were few Serbs
in Slovenia to give Milosevic both the claim to land and the excuse to
intervene. ill 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
becornmg part of a diaspora outside Serbia. Beginning in 1985, more-
over,. the demand from the Serb minority in the southern Serbian
prov~ce. of Kosovo for protection from Belgrade against alleged dis-
cnmmatIOn by the Albanian-majority provincial government had
propelled MiloSevic to power as the head of the Serbian League of Com-
murusts in 1987 and was said to be the grounds for a new campaign of
violence m 1998-99 against the majority Albanian population there.
. As early as late summer-fall of 1991,during the war in Croatia, pre-

d,clJons 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-
denly found themselves living outside the Russian Federation in new,
nelghbormg states, supported by Moscow, repeat the "Serb model"?'
What of the reach for domestic legitimacy through nationalism by post-
cornmumst governments in Eastern Europe? Was there a harbinger ofmore MIlos . , .
. . evices In statements like that for example of HungarianPrim Mini " ' , I

e ruster Joszef Antall, when he greeted the Brioni Accord of July
1991,.which marked the end of the conflict in Slovenia, with a veiled,
reVISIOnIstallus·o t th 192 . .
" .. I n 0 e a Treaty of Tnanon frontiers: "We gavevo}vodma to Yugosl . If th . .. avra. ere ISno more Yugoslavia then we shouldget It back"?' Alth h '. .. oug the population of Vojvodina an autonomousproVInce in Serbi H' 'H .. ia on ungary s southern border, was only 16.9 percent
C unganan in 1991, that figure was greater than the 12.2 percent of theroatian populati . h
Budapest al on In t at year who were Serbs.' Such rhetoric from
side Hung erted many to the large Hungarian populations living out-
and the po::~ti'::r 7~;ghborIng Serbia, Croatia, Slovakia, and Romania
more efforts to chan the Serb example to move northward, provoking

Although the Serte ~orders-If necessary,. through war.'
Yugoslavia located to [;,ePulatIOn of Macedorua-the federal republic of
census, the model had b:outh ofSerbla-,,:as only 2 percent in the 1991
minds by Dece b COrnesuffICIently lIDplanted In policymakers'm er 1992 th t . .under United Nat· S a mternatIOnal troops were deployed
S . lOns ecur·ty C . ,erblan border to I ouncll mandate to the Macedonian-. prevent these S b f ~War. Like the econo11l' . er s rom becommg another source of
negro in May 1992 (w~c s':ClJons first imposed on Serbia and Monte-
RepUblic of YugoSlavi:;\ e two created a new state called the Federal

o weaken Belgrade's ability to aid Serbs in

~-----
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easternBosnia, the troops remained in Macedonia into 1999 to prevent
aSerbian campaign in Kosovo from provoking spillover into Macedo-
nia.The link in this case would be Albanian diasporas in both Serbia
andnorthwestern Macedonia that might go to war, like Serbs, for a
GreaterAlbania.'
The fears about Russians and Hungarians did not, for the most part,

materialize. Most of the states emerging from communist rule in East-
ernEurope adopted legislation early on that claimed their right to pro-
tecttheir conationals living in other states, but violence did not follow.
Worry over the repeat of the Serb model among Albanians outside
Albania (in Montenegro, Macedonia, and Greece as well as Kosovo)
tooka backseat to the focus on Slobodan Milosevic, and the cause of the
Albanian armed rebellion against Serbia, led by an inchoate Kosovo
Liberation Army in 1996-98, carne to be seen widely as a predictable
andlegitimate response to Serbian repression in the province. Theanal-
ogydrawn between Milosevic and Adolf Hitler, who used protection of
transborder Germans in Sudetenland and Silesia as the excuse to invade
Czechoslovakia and Poland but did not stop there, redirected attention
awayfrom the Serb diaspora and toward Milosevic's guilt.
The German parallel, in fact, underlay most public debate about the

Serbnational question from 1991 to 1999 and motivated policy toward
. .. I·· I tribunal was estab-Ycgoslavia. For example, an internationa cnrruna

lishedduring the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina modeled after the rbia
established at Nuremberg, Germany, after 1945 to try Nazis, and Ser of

. . d t punge the region 0was treated as a panah state In or er 0 ex . .. d "war crrrru-Milosevic, until 1999, an unindicted but widely recogmze tI to
nat."U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright referred frequen y

. . Iff her own ongIns as atheHitler analogy drawmg emotiona orce rom .
J' • J . h mmunlty was par-child in wartime Czechoslovakia, and the ewis co M I· based

. .. h . t d fend Bosman us ims.ticularly prorrunent in t e campaign. 0 e _. . .rment to prevent a reponthe argument that the case fit ItS own comrm d b the slogan
etition of the Nazi Holocaust, a commItment denhote e ~t the use of
" . "6 F II· thi P there was no c OlCnever agam. or a ill s cam , were not at risk,. h t A lean troopsforce-preferably bombing so t a mer h ho criticized the

. . h I Even t ose w .but massive bombing nonet e ess. . I· dom and in pohcy
.. S b . thi onventlOna WISunsympathelJC vIew of er s m s c . th effects on Germany

used the analogy to Nazi Germany. contras~f8 a~d 1945, they argued
ofsharply differing postwar settlements m h t punished Serbia WIth
that an international policy aimed at peace t a MiloSeviC and more

. ·se to anew . teconomic disaster would only gIVe n f the punitive VersaIlles se -
fu ..\ to the effect 0violence in the lure, smu ar 930

tlement on Germany in the 1920s and 1 s.
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By March 24 1999 th H"conventional wisd 'b e itler parallel had won. So rooted hadre
rupr negotiations o~ ec~methat all 19NATO powers agreed tOintff'
lence between Yua Iam ouiilet, France, aimed at stopping thevio
Army and to b igos av security forces and the Kosovo Liberation

egm an aerial bombin . flasted 78 days Havi "tak g campaign 0 Yugoslaviathat
the view that Serbs~ftall en a stand," they also began to succumbro
MilOSevic and th f' a er a ,were collectively responsible for Slobodan

e Our wars in th B Ik .tion to peace in the' e a ans ill the 1990s. The onlysolu·
region was said by s 1999 b th ghprogram of "de-NazI ." ummer to e a orou

Serbs began open! t 1 lcaknbon and the continued denial of aid untl
y 0 ac owledge that guilt.

Is There a Model?
The unexpected and horrifi .
the optimism th t f' c VIOlenceof the Yugoslav wars so shattered

a irst accompanied th d f ththat they had unusuall . e en 0 e Cold War in Europe
tions for the future. It i; t~:::t influen~e on policy thinking and expecta-
of the Serb case right An fore particularly important to get the story
dom should not b . omahes that contradict the conventional W1S-

e swept asids as . .
nenr, as a necessary check . mconsequential but made more promi

The first such check is :;:,:,:t the costs: and the possibility, of error.
more classic sense of f fl what a diaspora population is. In the
th Y ar- ung emigr' th ikie ugoslav story is th es, e stri mg characteristic of
The Croatian diaspora~ cont~ast between Croat and Serb diasporas
Canada, Australia G mem ers of whom live in the United States, ermany ( " . '
1960s), and elsewhere a d ongmatmg as foreign workers in the
po f n were cons . f hra-was unusually act' . ClOUS 0 t eir status as a dies-
Cro ti IVe and influenti I .a Ian independence from Yu . a m promoting and winning
Croats the campaign b . goslavla. Although for many of these
comm . egan urunedIately ft ( .. urust takeover in 1944 . a er and in response to) the
~.the second half of the 1960~an~ mcluded a period of intense activity
It ,::clUded efforts to promote a; early 1970s, in the early to mld-1980s
~g ~s. TUdjman became presider~nJo TUdjman and Croatian national
de~c;~t~~ltiparty elections of A;ri~~;~~ ~roatian federal republic in
whelming orm

d
won only 41.5 percent o/th utlhlsnatiOnalist, indepen·

as a re 1 man ate. This translated' e Deal vote--not an over-
Leagues~f tco:~: election law wri:~ ~~~I~amentary majority only
Was critical ho umsts of Croatia. The rol 9 by an overconfident
tory" witho~t tl:e;8er,for it is difficult to i::'~fthe Croatian diaspora
ian Democratic U . rmllIon sent to TUdjm gme that electoral "vic-

man (HDZ, or "party of a~ ~nd hIS party, the Croat-
roats m the world"), by
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Croatianemigres when no other party in Croatia had any funds.' Alba-
nians in the United States and in Switzerland and Germany (again as
loreignworkers originally) also contributed substantial monies and
volunteersto the independence struggle of Albanians in Kosovo, par-
ticularlyits armed phase.
Incontrast, the Serb diaspora community-largely in the United

Statesbut also in Australia and Canada, and as foreign workers, like
Croats,in Germany and Austria-played a negligible role in the
Yugoslavcollapse and the Serbian cause therein. Few emigres returned
andlittlemoney was sent either to the nationalist effort at home or the
publicrelations campaigns abroad. In a brief period after the Yugoslav
dissolution,several prominent emigre Serbs, including the crown
prince,Alexander Karadjordjevich, a businessman in London with
littleknowledge of the Serbian language, and Milan Panic, a wealthy
pharmaceuticals emigre in California, did become significantly
mvolvedin attempting to influence politics within Serbia, but they were
farmorecircumspect in relations with Serbs outside Serbia in the new
neighboringstates.
If,however, by diaspora is meant transborder minorities in the area,

andin the Yugoslav case, those living within the same state but in dif-
ferentfederal units from those identified with their nation (Slovenes
outsideSlovenia, Croats outside Croatia, and so forth), then the role of
diasporaSerbs historically "in Serbian and Yugoslav politics [has been]
disproportionate to their numbers." Proto-political activity of Serbs
OutsideSerbia, as Serbs, became quite substantial during the 1980s, in
theformof cultural and educational activities to revive a sense of what
itWasto be a Serb. Many of these activities were organized by Serbi~n
mtellectualsfrom Belgrade who were also promoting a national renais-
sance,inmany instances (like Tudjman) as anticommumsm. B~t, If one
COmparesSerbs outside of Serbia to other "internal dlasporas within
YugOSlavia(people living outside the republic of their nahan), they
Were relative latecomers.
Thiswas particularly evident once the political ferment of the 1980s

movedtoward the creation of political parties mdependent of the
communistparty. Of those that formed along ethnonahonallmes, for
example,Franjo Tudjman did initial organizing for his nahonalist par~
amongCroat residents of the Serbian provmce of vorvo~mab:n~v~C
westernHerzegovina in Bosnia and Herzegovma; AlIJa ~etp gt f
likewisebegan campaigning for his n;w :uSl~:a)=:~ ~:sli: ;o~-
DemocraticAction (SDA), u:: an area o~h:rS~~;~ak (who preferred the
ulahon,the Sandzak. MuslIms from. S 'evo politics and business,
labelBosniac by 1994) are promrnent m araJ
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and many Bosniacs (Bosnian Muslims) speak hopefully of eventually
uniting their new country with the Sandiak. Similarly, Croatsfrom
Herzegovina became increasingly dominant in Zagreb businessand
politics after Croatian independence, while Croats in Herzegovinaand
other parts of the western borderlands of Bosnia and Herzegovinawet
supported politically, financially, and militarily by Zagreb andTudjmID
in their war against the Bosnian government and the SDAandeven
after the peace, and they still hoped in 1999 to unite with Croatia.Those
who might be called "diaspora" Serbs, in Croatia and in Bosniaan~
Herzegovina, by contrast, formed their own political party, theSero
Democratic Party, not branches of a Belgrade party. Itwas thedominIDI
Serbian party in these areas during the breakup of the country,buill
was not the largest vote-getter. Serbs in Croatia voted overwhehning1r
not for Serb "ethnic" parties but for the re-formed communislparty,
called the Party for Democratic Change (SDP). In Bosnia andHer"
govina, where 90 percent of the population voted for a national par~W
1990, Serbs voted for ethnic parties, but that vote was spread am""!
many Bosman Serb parties, reflecting differences of political opimon
and Ideology within the community, not a nationalist vote per se.Ordi
after 1991 did Serbian parties become politically involved amongSerbl
ill Croatia and especially in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

In sum, while there is no doubt about the political, military, and~o
nomic support for Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina lrom
political parties and authorities in Belgrade, that relationship between
diaspora and homeland capital was late in coming, when comparedW
other national groups ill the former Yugoslavia. And the reverserel"
tionship, the role of diaspora Serbs in the homeland capital ofBelgrade,
was In~lgnlf~cant compared to that of diaspora Croats and BosniaCSI
respectively, ill Zagreb and Sarajevo.

f violcr facts-that the only relevant Serb" diaspora" for the question
o vlOenceinth f Y .f die ormer ugoslavia was the "internal" diasporaoil
e era system, and that these Serbs were not the only ethnonatio~
~~OgUOPsISthereb to behave as diasporas of their future homelands on~

avia roke ap t ."model " Wh . ar -suggest a second crucial anomaly 01thJl
real iss~e at st:~ ~laspora p~pulations are transborder minoritie. thl
not by choice ofeelsthe location of a political border. They are diaspOr'
which they had no~ratlOn but by virtue of a political decision,ave
them outside the st t u~n~e,.to draw a state border in a way thatleaV~
The creation OfY~:0 t .en national group.

vened at Versailles i; t~~vIa after Wodd War I by the great powersCOO'

In the area of Southeaste~;~thered Into one state most of the people
urope who were south 51 withlheavs,
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exceptionof Bulgarians.' They had lived under different imperial
.gimes(Byzantine, Ottoman, Habsburg [Austria-Hungary after 1867],
andVenetian) and had followed very different political trajectories
lowardcommon citizenship in Yugoslavia, but their distinct national
historiesand cultures were joined into one, unitary state. Some
Slovenesand Croats were left outside the country, in Austria and Italy,
whilesome Macedonians found themselves in Greece, Bulgaria, or
Albania.The new Yugoslav border also created many non-south Slav
dasporaswithin the country, such as Albanians, Italians, Hungarians,
Turks, and Romanians. After World War II, the new Communist regime
,structured the country into a federation that recognized the distinct-
nessof these south Slav peoples and drew internal borders along
"national"lines that, reflecting the motley pattern of settlement within
fuecountry if ethnicity is considered, added to the number of people
livingoutside their home state although still within the same country.
Thelargest such group was Serbs. By the census of 1991, when these
inlernalborders were transformed into international borders, about 25
percentof the Serb population in Yugoslavia did not live in the Serbian
republic:They numbered at least 2.5 million out of 8.5million Serbs, not
inclUdingthose who chose the "Yugoslav" identity (700,400 in total in
1991)instead.!? The constitutional order of federal Yugoslavia recog-
nizedthe rights of national self-determination of all of its six con-
S!iluent,south Slav nations, regardless of the divisions imposed by
fueseinternal borders; but once the country began to head toward dis-
~lutioninto separate nation-states, the burning issues became the fact
ollheseborders, where they had been drawn in 1945, and what it might
meanto be a Serb in a non-Serb state.
Thusthe second check on this model is that the Serb case is not an

~e ofSerbs per se but of the breakup of the country, the political deci-
Sionsmade about where the borders of the new states would be, and the
natureof citizenship rights and national identity in these new states.
In~rnationalnorms and actors playa significant part in this aspect of the
Siory,for it is an international decision to recognize new states and their
borders.Had the internal, federal borders been drawn differently in 1945,
orredrawn in 1991, there would not have been a substantial Serb dias-
paracontiguous to Serbia or any violence contesting those borders. This
~Whythe idea of a diaspora in Eastern Europe 1Sbetter stated as one of
liansborderminorities-people trapped on the other side of a border that
COuldhave been drawn differently, and their status as an ethnic n:'0rIty
in astateclaiming leoitirnacy on the basis of the majority nation.

0- • I . d -that the Serbs are
Thethird check on this conventlOna WIS om '. ist leader

analogousto the Third Reich, where an aggresslVe, expartstoru



166 Susan 1. Woodward

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-:-'s provided by the great variety of behavior among Serbsthem-
selves in this mtema! Yugoslav diaspora. In both the Croatian andthe
Bosman ~ars, th: violence was concentrated for the most part in border
areas and m ethnically mixed communities. More than two-thirdsofthe
Serb population of Croatia remained loyal to Croatia as it was becom-
mg mdependent and remained in place to take out Croatian citizenship.
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 majorityof
those tried to stay but were expelled by Croatian military forcein 1995.
The Serb population of Croatia had been reduced by death, emigration
or expulsion from 12 percent in 1991 to 3 percent in 1995. How many
Serbs in Bosma and Herzegovina out of the 33 percent of the prewar
population remained loyal to the new leadership of Bosnia and Herze-
govma is difficult to assess. We do know that about 17 percent remained
In " S b"non- er areas (controlled by and contested between Bosnian
Muslims and Bosnian Croats) at the time of the Washington Agreement
of March 1994, even though this agreement created a federation
betweenthese two Bosnian nations as an alliance against BosnianSerbs
and denied Serbs their prewar status as a constituent nation in their
own country This S b . . . th. . er mmonty in e federation was equal to thepro-
p~rlIon of the entire prewar Bosnian population who identified them-
se asf as Croats. And although during the war many Serbs fled these
:reas or regions controlled by the Bosnian Serb army or to Serbia itself,
D very large percentage did not leave "federation" territory until the
litaYdtonpeace agreement of November 1995 acknowledged the tripar-
e IVlSlOnof Bosnia and H . .identity." Similarl in M er~egovma according to "ethnonatiorel

split between a IIr aced~ma, the Serb community was internally
much smaller part ~er p~rt: at remained loyal to Macedonia anda
repeatedly to ." arge y rom an area bordering Serbia, that tried

gam atten tion from Iitici .
Milosevic) to come to their aid po 1 icians in Serbia (including

eir ai as an end d dicess. Nearly all chose Macedon: angere iaspora, without sue'ace Oman citiz hiA majority of Serbs outaid S . .ens P. moreover.
mobilized under the nati SI Ie ebrbla,ill other words, did not become

id I ana 1St anner t '. .VI ua or family de . . 0 comrrut VIOlence An indioCISIOnto stay db'
state, to flee to Serbia or abroad an ecome a minority in a non-Serb
~esponseto an enVironment sh 1dO~to fIght, moreover, was made in

Ywhat the govermnent of th ape y others-most important shaped
as a Serb i e new state sign I db'd' n a non-Serb state A Rae a out the prospects

laspora is not dyadic, betw~ens th o~ers Brubaker argues, the roleof
e laspora and its homeland state,
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but triadic, between the diaspora and the nationalizing state in which
its members unwittingly find themselves as new citizens, and between
the diaspora and a homeland state with some interests (whether of state
or nation is not foreseeable) in their fate." Because the issue of minority
rights has been a prominent feature of European security regimes
throughout the twentieth century, beginning with the post-World War I
settlements that created national states out of the dissolving multi-
national empires, this, like the issue of borders, is also subject to outside
influence and policy.

More than 600,000Serbs, furthermore, chose to flee instead to Serbia
or Montenegro. There they were received in private homes rather than
being housed in camps, as were Bosnian Croats in Croatia, for example.
Nonetheless, they were classified as refugees (as citizens from Croatia
or from Bosnia and Herzegovina)." and as economic hardship grew
more severe in Serbia, their hosts increasingly treated them as a burden,
considering them as distant kin, perhaps, but not Serbian Serbs." The
Serbian leaders who claimed the mantle of Serb protectors did little or
nothing to provide for them or make them feel welcome in Serbia. Of
the Serbs expelled from Croatia in 1995, the 150,000 to 200,000 who
went across the river to Bosnia remain stateless, with no prospects of
citizenship in the Serb Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The reason
is that international authorities support the wishes of the govenunent
in Sarajevo, against that of leaders in the Serb entity in Bosnia, to deny
them the rights to Bosnian citizenship that might increase Serb numbers
proportionally. International efforts instead aim (unsuccessfully by late
1999) at persuading Croatia to allow Serbs to return to their homes and
minority status there. Moreover, many hundreds of thousands (the
numbers remain imprecise) of Serbs from Serbia also fled their home-
land during the wars to go abroad rather than be drafted to fight for

. . . H . Most striking of all per-Serbs in CroatIa or Bosma and erzegovma.
K ho are alleged to have

haps is the treatment of Serbs from osovo. w .
started the problem in the first place. When a NATO~mb~foc::e)::re;
against Yugoslavia in March-June 1999, followmg oug S b d. I' sdom regardmg er s an
in policy and rhetoric on the conventIona WI t . Kosovo led to. . . t ational protectora e mMilosevic, and a subsequent in ern , S b these Serbs felt. . f I all of Kosovo s er s,the flight, or expulsion, 0 near Y . S bi proper If discov-id th . presence in er ia .
compelled at the start to hi e. eir a .ob their pension, or residence
ered, they were refused any fIghts to ) t'urn to Kosovo
as a government policy to force them to ~\ xplained by simple and

The case of the Serbs, in sum, canno
h e et World War I Germany.I y WIt pos - ,uncritical reference to an ana og the causes of the country 5

. st focus onInstead, the explanatIOn mu
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breakup, and the reasons why someSerbsoutside of Serbia werewilling
to risk their lives and fight so as not to become a diaspora after thelossof
Yugoslavia. These reasons include the mobilizing role of nationalideol-
ogy, the political struggle over the national question within andbetween
the Yugoslav republics at issue, the characteristics of those whodidfight,
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 collapse15The primary cause was abalance
of-payments and foreign debt crisis that was in turn a result ofdramatic
external shocks to the country's current account and the conditionsfor
financing the trade deficit. The fact that a foreign debt crisis wasgeneral
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 thesocial-
ist system. But while elsewhere socialism in time was replacedby
market economies and parliamentary democracy, its demise inYugo-
slavia brought an end to the country itself. The violence that accom-
panied its dissolution-in contrast, for example, to the breakup01
Czechoslovakia-is easily explained as a contest over where thenew
borders of the successor states would be; but why the country did ds-
solve, and why there was such a contest over borders, requires amuch
deeper understanding of the reform process, the constitutional system
that required change, and the way that the opposing sides of thepoliti·
cal cont~st ov~~reform used cultural idioms in their fight and madethe
contest into a national question."

The remedy proposed by domestic economists and required bythe
International Monetary Fund (IMF) in exchange for credits in 1982was
a harsh austerity program of domestic contraction and export promo-
;IOn, accompamed by a decade-long series of economic and political
eforms. While the critical reform was liberalization of foreign trade
and domestic prices, the creation of institutions necessary to implement
such a pohcy mandated a radical change in the locus of political power
°fvferdomestic and foreign currency. This was not the first IMP-financed
e ort to reform the Y I ..

th . ugos av socialist economy, but in all previouspro-
grams, e adVIcehad bdl' .10' I . een to ecentra ize. In line with a Marxistideo-
gica commllment to th . h .extr ti e WIt enng away of the repressive andac ve state the comm . I d hisively d '1' urust ea ers p had concurred and progresecentra lZed-and . li d ( . b---

ership and SOCIaze movmg from state to socialown'parastatal asso . ti ) d "CIaIOns- eClSlon-making on monetaryl
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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
crisishit, 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-
tionsnecessary 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
inflationthat was adopted by parliament in 1982, triggered three desta-
bilizingpolitical 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
wasa type of way-station in which intervening amendments to the
previous constitution were codified before a new process began. Each
newconstitution had been hotly contested because each one invariably
raisedthe most neuralgic issue of the Yugoslav state since 1919: how to
accommodate, 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
thesethree was the choice not of Serbs but of Slovenes and Croats from
thedefeated Habsburg Empire who saw the new state as their means
ofnational survival over absorption into Italy or Austria. (Serbs had
beenfighting for their own national state.) But the decision by the Ver-
saillespowers to institute a unitary constitution in 1919 under a Ser-
bianking and army was opposed by the Slovene and Croatian political
elite.Repeated administrative reforms to accommodate regional and
cultural differences within a unitary constitution" only led Croatian
leaders,in particular, to push harder for a federal constitution and to
Viewthe government in Belgrade as anti-Croat. The constItutIO~al
fightalso dominated factional politics within the Yugoslav corrrmurust
party,the League of Communists, which ousted a Serb leader ill 1928
andcommitted its revolutionary platform, under Croat and Slovenbe

fi ht . st "Great Serleadership, to a federal constitution and a 19 agam
hegemony."

I
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Croats Wonan exception to the constitution in 1939, in apactbetween
a Serbian prime minister and the leading Croatian party politician,that
gave .themautonomy over territories they claimed historically,but the
AXISinvasions in 1941 splintered the country into separate territories
and competing local armies. The Communist-led Partisan forcescre-
ated a government by 1943, called the Anti-Fascist Council forNational
Liberation 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 thePartisan
f?rces, the ?,ajority of the population in Serbia tended to support the
fighting units of the Royal Army, which called themselves Chetniksand
which rebuffed, under their leader, Colonel Draza Mihailovic, repeated
offers by the Partisan leader, [osip Broz Tito, to form a wartime alliance.
For these average Serbs who did not join the Partisans, the abolitionof
the monarchy in 1943, the execution of Mihailovic in 1945,and the
defeat of the Serbian political parties in communist-controlled elections
in 1947 left a mark, to be exploited only 25 to 35 years later, that the
bittersweet victory in 1918 had been overturned and that the purposeof
the 1943 Communist ("AVNOr) constitution and its federal bound-
anes was a.form of revenge aimed at weakening the Serbs.
As a SOCIalistsystem with a single ruling party, the effectivepolitical

uruts of the second Yugoslavia were not political parties but thegovern-
mental units of this federation-the republics and the local organs of
POwer called " liti Th .. . muruclp~ ties. e republics were said, moreover,to ree-
ogruze the nghts of national self-detemJination of the country's fivecon-
s;ltuent peoples-eroats, Macedonians, Montenegrins, Serbs, and
S ovenes. A SIXthnation-Muslirns-was reCOgnized in 1968 Therefore
;: ~952 all matters of culture and education were assi~ed to th~
r r blics, and the first of the series of trade-oriented decentralizing
u':eo~ :;::;;n:~19~72Bmadeconcrete the fiscal federalism written into
only codified the on. dY 1974 (after the adoption of a constitution that
1967 to 1971) the baamlanenmfents to th

l
e 1963 constitution adopted during

, ce 0 power ay with th bli algovernment had responsibility nI f th e repu cs, and thefeder
setting guidelines on forei tr ~ Y ~r e cOrnmon defense, veterans,
ing standards for wage andgnlba e-olinented mvestment policy, legislat-

. aorpoclesmthe . dmanagmg the federal fund f . I separate republics, an
wealthier northern republics ~~/re~on\ d~veloprnent, which taxed the
. The economic reform require: t~S~~t~tion to the south.
eign credIbilIty in the Yugo I n IMF loans and restore for-d d' s av economy (wh 9epen ed on unports at some stage of rod en a percent of industry

p uctIon) Went for the jugular
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oftheYugoslav political system. The reformers insisted that the c~un-
try couldnot perform effectively in foreign markets if market relations
didnot also apply at horne. Liberalization required the re-creation of a
singlemarket over the entire Yugoslav area, and this in turn requi~ed
thereunification of monetary and foreign exchange policy, including
theadministrative apparatus necessary to such policy. The level of
decentralization achieved by the mid-1970s, however, meant that the
reformwas a direct attack on the economic power of the republican
governments-or fiefdoms, as they were called colloquially. Because
thepolitics of the socialist system was a contest over money and eco-
nomicassets among the republics (as party-govenunents), the reform
couldnot avoid attacking the key bases of political power in the coun-
try aswell. And in sharp contrast to the more centralized systems of
EasternEurope, or to the imperial basis of the Soviet state and Russia's
rolein it, the Yugoslav federal system was a delicate although fre-
quentlyshifting balance among its politically equal nations. An attack
onthepower of the republics and their mutual relations at the federal
levelcould not escape the "national question." .
Theparticular reforms required in the 1980s were most threat~nmg

10 thewealthier regions. Opposition was strongest from Sloverua but
alsofrom Vojvodina and Croatia, particularly where local mdustnes
hadsuccessful exports to hard-currency markets, earning the foreign
exchangenecessary to a heavily import-dependent economy and
republic-based growth. Although their attack .was on the market
reform,their arguments were phrased in the neoliberalism then domi-
nantin the West. The main obstacle to econormc growth, they SaId,.was
notthechaos of the banking system but the federal policies of redistri-
bution.Thus, a better reform would go the rest of the :way toward dIS-
mantlingthe federal government. Those who b~~leved ill the"re-Creall?n
olasinglemarket were "unitarists" as well as federalists, they said,
revivingmemories of interwar constitutional debates to SIgnal that
lhiswas no economic reform but a campaign by those who would
destroythe federal system, including parliamentary supremacy (where
fuerepublican factions dominated and were not required ~o form ~
commonconsensus as in the executive branch) and thus. natIona_
tights"By using the term "uriitarisrn" -referrmg to the urutary con

. th Ycast the center-5titutionof the interwar kingdom-moreover, e d that this new
tepublicfight in ethnonational terms. They I:~he ti Iways was
threatfrom "Belgrade" was from Serbs ..~S~c~~oth ~: I~~:ration and
POssiblebecause Belgrade was the capl a 0 the decentralized status
fueSerbian republic.) Their alternatives were
quoOrconfederation.

rl
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For the Serbian govenunent and other "federalists" (including,e.g.,
many Slovene economists), the historical context of this emergingcon.
test over economic reform was more immediate: the 1974constitution,
which to them had been disastrous for Yugoslavia. Itwas the culmina-
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 pittedpro-
ponents of decentralization and republican rights against proponents01
a single market and liberal economy. In that reform, the decentralize"
won and the market lost, for the 1974constitution 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 govenunental decentralization applied to
all federal 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 was thus, de facto, reduced to "inner Serbia," without its provinces
and without even the same right to veto legislation in Vojvodina and
Kosovo that provincial authorities had regarding legislation in Serbia
and at the federal level. Second, the contest over market reform in the
1960s had given rise in Croatia to a nationalist movement. In it republi·
can leaders demanded greater rights for the republic over the propor·
tion offoreign currency earnings of "their enterprises" that they could
retain m Croatia, using Croatian cultural associations and local party
comnuttees of Croatian nationalists in ethnically mixed communities to
pressure federal authorities. In later stages of the movement, leaders
went so f~r as to demand a separate foreign policy and representation
in the Urnted Nations, on the model of Ukraine. Slovene authorities, in
fact, stopped short of pushing republican rights to the maximum in
1970-71 when they saw the effects in Croatia, but it was only the federal
%my and its repeated entreaties to President Tito about the serious
~97;a:oo~:his Croatian populist "mass movement" (Maspok) of 1967to
d very existence of Yugoslavia that brought an end to Croatian
emands in Decembe 1971 Threqui th C . r . e standard Titoist solution was toIre e roatian re bli Iwith tinaf . pu ican eadership to resign replacing theman atlOnahstcon ti (i '

balance this demand b serva ives mcluding some Serbs), and then to
who were highl re ar~:urgmg the leadership of the Serbian party,
communi t y g d polrtIcallrberals in Serbia as threats to thes system. For Serbs thi d bl r
of their liberal lead d' s ou e loss--of the liberal reform and

ers an manager ddia prominent feature of th C .s-was a mg insult to injury after
attacks, both rhetorical de h roanan events was explicit nationalist

an p YSical,on Serbs and on the coexistence of

7
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Serbsand Croats in mixed communities in Croatia. Within this political
balancing act, Tito actually proceeded with economic reforms favoring
therepublics: 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
forinvestment had been followed.
The political legacy of the 1974 constitution and the constitutional

amendments of 1967 to 1971 that it codified was resentment m both
Croatia (including a political interpretation, which was factually incor-
rect,of republican investment and employment policy aimed at resto:-
ingthe injured confidence of the Serb minority in Croatia) and Serbia
(including a political interpretation of the 1974constitution as an explicit
continuation of the effort to weaken Serbs since 1943). InCroatian 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. Thus,
when Slovene and Croat politicians began to use anti-Serbian rhetonc
intheir campaign against the 1980 reforms aimed at revismg the 19~~
constitution, Serb intellectuals already were engaged in a campaign
change the constitution for national reasons. .' hit
Two events at the time of the global debt crisis, which first

Yugoslavia in 1979 were critical to the path of this emergmg condtest
. '.. . th 1980 I May 1980 Pres! entovereconorruc and political reform m e s. n . f

Iitodied. And in March 1981 a student riot against bad food in the.ca e-
teriaat the University of Pristina, the capital of the Albaman-maJonty

dl into street demon-Serbianprovince of Kosovo, escalated unexpecte Y ds that Albanians
strations demanding a separate republic, on the groun d d full

. ). h . ce and eaervewerea majority (77.Spercent in 1981 in t e provm
rightsto national self-determination. h k d political
Titos death opened the floodgates that had c ec ethe system.

criticism-violating taboos, reassessing history, challengr:'g .sis severe
Bythe mid-1980s substantial discontent with the econo~~ c;ve~ rise to
unemployment, rising inflation, and political stagnatif~:m Slovene youth
explicitlyanticommurust criticism from all quarters'f this intellectual fer-
toSerbian intellectuals. Among the angry sloganbs0 d " the borders of., f "Tiro's or ers.mentin Belgrade was the denunciation 0 i. a small republic, inter-
AVNOJ, that had cut historical Serbia down into d with 40 percent of the
nallydivided with two autonomous provu:>ces,an tection as minorities
Serbpopulation in other republics!8 but With no pro
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equivalent to the autonomy granted to minorities in Serbia.The long
held but unspoken belief that Tiro's Yugoslavia had been createdon th
principle that" a weak Serbia means a strong Yugoslavia" began to b
expressed openly. At the same time, the level of decentralization had
gone so far that some arbiter for republican competition and dispute
was needed. The decision-making rules at the federal levelofequal rep
resentation and consensus were recipes for stalemate. Theone unified
federal institution-the armed forces-had a constitutional obligation tl
safeguard the integrity of the socialist system, but it reported to the col
lective presidency which Titohad created to replace him andwhich was
composed of representatives of each of the eight federal units plus th,
armed forces. Without Tito's authority, the army could no longer per
form the protective role it had played in 1971 when its warnings aboul
developments in Croatia prevented the independence aspirations 01
republican leaders from threatening the very integrity of thestate.

This absence of authority committed to the country as awhole also
made the second event-the demonstrations in Kosovo-far more
threatening to the country's integrity than they seemed on the surface
The demand, in effect, to secede from Serbia-to be "masters in their
own house" -raised the question of borders for the first timesince the
Croatian events of 1967 to 1971, provoking concern throughout the
country over the status of the internal borders. The greatest reaction
was in neighboring Macedonia, where one-third of a largeAlbanian
minority was concentrated territorially and bordered Kosovo. But
even in Slovenia, the demand for recognition of national rights on the
basis of numbers (the Albanians were not south Slavs and none of the
non-south Slav citizens of Yugoslavia had a constitutional right to self-
determination) revived periodic concern about the fate of the smaller
nations in Yugoslavia. Moreover, the League of Communists leadership
reacted immediately to the demands as "counterrevolutionary" and
imposed martial law. Although all republican leaderships voted to
approve such a policy, the decision to impose martial law alsohad a more
insidious effect by raising doubts about the use of the army to restore
internal order and therefore about the powers of the federal government
to order martIal law. Finally, the protest in Kosovo fed directly into the
debate WIthin Serbia proper over the 1974constitution the placeof Ser-
b,a ill the federation, the fragmentation of Serbs by th~ federal borders,
and the forffildable problem of governance that the extensive provincial
~tonomy of Voj~odina and Kosovo presented to republican authorities.

ere were few ISsues more likely to act as a lightning rod of SerbiannatIonalism mo th b
t . I d ' reover, an Kosovo ecause of its central role in the his-onca evelopme t f S b' . I

n 0 er Iannationa consciOusness and identity;19
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The first political shock-that the relation between the federal an~
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 leral-
innuendos drawn from history about it bemg a contest between federa f

. domi th try in the absence 0ist ("unitarist") Serbs seeking to ominate e coun . d
TItoand confederalists standing up for their national nghts. The setcon
political shock made the contest even worse. The decade-long ~u:e~~ty
ro am and deflationary approach to economic revival man a lie
rhe~ forced cuts in public expenditures that placed on the fU~~~
agenda the question of what interests the people (and peop es n
Yugoslavia had in cornmon and wanted to preserve through

e
ar~o=~s)

state.What should federal revenues (and the taxpayers ~b~CS? P
finance,and what should be cut or be handed to.the mon the'republics

In the past major differences on econorruc policy am tg financially
r • f und by compensa mghadbeen overndden and consensus 0 ., decision But the
. h did tree with the wmnmg ' ..those republics t at 1 no ag. . d b the IMF condItIon-

banking reform and restrictive policy reqUlre
f

Y t ining harmony
.. d thi chanism 0 mam aiality program eliminate IS me . tments needed in each

. I d The huge new mvestrnamong republican ea ers, t . Western markets,. . d tri toward expor s inrepublic to reorient ItS in us ies blican coffers. The eco-
moreover put an additional burden on repu 1 d ed in the size of

, h -in what they pro uc ,nomic differences among t ern . t ce (e g pensioners, the
d d b d etary aSSISan .., dthepopulation that nee e u g. nd in their dependence on fe -

unemployed the farming populatIOn), a f became an increas-
, b dgetary trans ers- .eral aid for development or u . Whil the confederalIst camp

f liti al COnflICt. e I' . ginglypowerful motor 0 po "C ,. omes for federal taxes by c amuo
protested the drain on members inc d tive" and should not be
that the poorer republics were "less p: ;~orer republics pointed to
handed money they would only waste, e unications with Western
the federal subsidies to exporters and co".:'d that kept them wealthy.
markets that favored the wealthier r~gIO~~eral taxes, and in Sioveru; ~
In time the rich simply stopped paymg inst the federal army ad de
pacifist and then a nationalist campaI~ 'J::ir economic interests an :r
a political argument to the assertion ~nda with its historical echoes
f f their larger confederalIst ag , .
cellS or, ifficult situation
attacks on Serbs. f ced a particularly d d on eCO-
Serbian authorities, however, a d' tribution were assesse trywide

in the 1980s. Tax rates for ~~er;;e:: t~ey above or belo~ ~r:tia, as a
nomic indicators of a repu .. c'

d
I g with Sioverua an

b· c1asslfie , a onaverages? Ser la was

•
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wealthier republic that paid taxes accordingly, but by the 1980si""
nomic growth aggregates were all below average. Its investmentsiak
1970s had been oriented more toward Eastern markets and lowervalu,
added goods (particularly textiles and agricultural products),soafun·
damental restructuring of its productive activities was requiredtcadi'
to the new conditions. Unemployment in 1982 was at 17percentandi;
mg, and a new wave of inunigration to Belgrade was predictedfrom~
rural and poorer areas of Serbia proper and also from poorerSerbcoo>
munities in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro; Serbia also hadadfr
proportionately high number of citizens-pensioners, farmers,ani
unemployed with rights to welfare or income supplements-sdepers
for their subsistence on public transfers-the same governmentbudglll
(in this case, the republic's) that had to be cut under the neworthori@!.
The republic was taxed as a "northerner" but had the problemsoil
"southerner." It needed resources from a functioning federalgove~
ment for mvestrnent and budgetary supplements, the benefitso!,mar'
ket economy, and a share of the developmental aid sent to therepuoi
that went exclusively to the provincial authorities in Kosovo.

Despite the purge of the liberal faction of the Serbian partyin 19n
1980s party leadership was dominated by what would have beencall~
liberals at the time: pro-federalist economic reformers, who gavepri&'
ity to market reform and believed that economic growth wouldreduIT
polilIcal conflicts. This leadership also knew that if it confrontedml
Kosovo problem directly, it would be portrayed as anti-Albanian,a,il'
uanon that ,,:ould open it up to attack from the federal party forviol,I'
mg the constitutIonal prohibition (Article 170/3) against "inciternentd
:;:'lIonal, racial, or religious hatred and intolerance." It also wouldfueO
e SInunermg nationalism of intellectuals' discontent in Serbia,wlU~

;;as ever more blatantly anticommunist. The leadership's choicewasl
c ~ to~ a middle line and ignore the nationalist aspects of theKoSO'l
o ICt, ut the result was to provide, in the eyes of many Serbsyeto~
more example f . di 'under the 0 an In ifferenr ruling party that swept grievanC~

B rug and was responSlve to no one
y 1985-86 5 b d . . .ing to ' er san Montenegnns In Kosovo, who had beentr)·

them agedtattenlIon for their complaints of discrimination agai~1
n presSure to I th . ',0rule since 1974 d' eave e provlI~ce, under majority-Albaw,'

In a series of ' /Clded to take their gnevances to higher authorih6
republican paPI~ IlIons, local demonstrations, and delegations tothl

r lament· BId h 0reaction. Federal aut In. e g~a e, t ey set off a spiral of protest'"
and ordered a honlIes first called their petition a provocationrrests' Serb t d . .authorities in Koso~o s coun ere wIth new protests; andAlbaW~

, who ImagIned they were f' . urgenlacmg anms

z
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minorityrebellion, responded with repression which appeared to
i~IifySerbs'complaints and provoked a new cycle of protest and reac-
tion.Fornationalist intellectuals in Serbia who believed that Serbs were
victimizedby the Titoist system, the plight of minority Serbs in
Kl\lovowas too useful an instance of endangered Serb rights to ignore.
Academicians-members elected to the Serbian Academy of Sciences
andArts(SANU)-had been meeting since early 1982 to analyze the
ousesofand remedies for the economic and political crisis in the coun-
try. By1986those critics of a nationalist persuasion had captured the
~oup,and a draft memorandum on the crisis was leaked to newspa-
p'ISinSeptember, apparently by members of the communist 'par'tv aim-
ingtofight it through public exposure. Yet, in the context of nsing
nationalismin the other republics, the anti-Serb rhetonc of the western
~publicsin the reform debate, the Kosovo turmoil, and growing eco-
nomictroubles in Serbia, their strategy backfired by giving legitimacy
10thestrand of Serbian nationalism that included a concern with Serbs
oUlsideSerbia proper. The language of the memorandum is notable for
ilsreferencesto "Serbs at risk"-what a Serbian critic has called an
"aggressiveself-pity" -and the problem of borders." The memo~an-
dumlinkedaccusations of the damage caused by "Titos borders ~to
~rbianeconomic and cultural development to claims of a "Serbian
HOlocaust"and "genocide against the Serbs." Its remedy forreversIn~
~e"injustice"of borders that had put Serbs at ri~k not only In Kosov
but,Isoin Croatia and in Bosnia: Unite all Serbs In one state. d
Theacademicians were locally influential but small in number, ;~
~eyhadno political vehicle; the mass media was, after alt controlle . y
thestate."Only through the conjunction of the protests of mIn:~!r
~bsinKosovoand a generational change in the SerbIan party didI I' k

. d h Iting polrlIca Inmemorandumget any attention at all, an t e resu _
w~creatednot by a concern for border revision but rather b

h
yhtheeceodf b inning WIt t e nenOmiccrisisand the agenda of market re orm, egI .' h b-

•. d' paclty WIthin t e repu-~storemonetary control an governIng ca . .dent
Ilie10Belgrade authorities. Q,:ite by chan~hthe r~~~~e~;!r:~s;eade;
VanStambolicdecided in Apnl 1987 to sen ISp to SerbSl' . . I t listen once more
obodanMiloSevic, to Kosovo In his p a~e, 0 In tead of a delegation,
demandsfor protection of theIr human nghts. s d the police
h M'I" . '. chaos ensue ,°c antingcrowd of 15,000 met 10sevlc, t db pelting stones.
~pondedwith their batons, and the crowd rlea~~ticJ rite, having the
"01" . .' pOSIng the norma P hi h he

O"'VIC succeeded ill relffi. losed meeting in w c
protestingSerbs select representatives for a ~ut he also sought to calm',s regaledwith grievances all mght long. m athy.22Saying "Nobody
~ecrowdwith an expression of outraged sy P

«



178 Susan L. Woodward

must ever again dare to beat this people!" he appeared to acceptthe
obhgation to protect Serb minority rights and their claim to the land,
abandorung the technocratic language of the party leadership and its
polincal silence at growing grievances:

You should stay he Thia i 1 dreo S IS your an . These are your houses. Your
mea~owsand gardens. Your memories. You shouldn't abandonyour
land Just be it' diffi I 'ti cause 1 5 1 ell t to live, because you are pressured by inius-

ce and degradation. It was never part of the Serbian and Montenegrin
~h~racterto give up in the face of obstacles, to demobilize when it's time
o ght. You should stay here for the sake of your ancestors and descen-

dants: Otherwise your ancestors would be defiled and descendants dis-
appointed. But I don't suggest that you stay endure and toleratea
situation you're not ti fi d ith 0 ' ,wit sa 15 e WI . n the contrary, you should change it

h the rest of the progressive people here, in Serbia and in Yugoslavia."

Laura Silber and Ala Little.j I', n 1 e, journa IStSwho have written one of the
venti widI ely read analyses of the Yugoslav collapse shaping the can.
en iona WIsdom argu th t ith hi 'I ,e a ,WIt t ISspeech, Milosevic "donned the
~:tg~tOf trotecthor of all Serbs."" There is little evidence for what he
th I ,a out W at the nationalists call "Serb lands" What is clearis
e c anon call to defend Ko '

ders-as he said' sovo as part of Serbia and as an issue ofbor-
"essential quesn in anfother mfamous speech in April 1991, borders are

ons 0 state And borders kn ditated by the stron n b' '" ,as you ow, are always !c.
idioms for polif gj ot y the weak -and also his use of Serb cultural
injustice StruggliCa Pdurpose (witness his references to land, memory,

, e, an ancestors in the h
Apparently emboldened b ~peec quoted above).

crowd MiloSe '" y the reactIOn to his speech to the Kosovo
, VlLwent on by Septemb 1987

coup against the old uard' , er, to engineer an inner-party
purge the mass mediagin Ser~:c~udmg his mentor, Stambolic). then to
presIdent of the Serb' f his opponents, By December hewas
his OWnmass rallies ~:,;:arty, and he began exploiting or mobilizing
the country. During 1988 ;e':::t",~ of breaking the political deadlock in
Kosovo Serbs in Belgrade and y meetmgs of truth" were organized by
h~essure for the resignation Of~ N~v~Sad: the capital of Vojvodina,to
e~ ,so unportant a la er in e oJvodma government, which had

fOlIcies preferred byPth~ lead th~ antrfederalist coalition and in vetoing
e~sc:~~heir "antibureaucratic ~:vofu~o B;,lgrade. What Milosevic carne
teneg (mmers threatened with u nl used protests by steel work·

ro Where b nemp oym t J ,follow his a out 50 percent of the en ill neighbonng Mon-
replace it ;~~mIPle in 1989: force the res;opulatron Identify as Serbs)to

eaders more in I' ,gnahon of the govenunent and
me WIth Serbian positions at the federal

p
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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
offour (out of eight) in federal bodies, Then in March 1989, to obtain
parliamentary approval of a new republican constitution, Milosevic
exploiteda strike of Albardan miners in Kosovo, who were protesting
thereplacement of their provincial leadership, and a burst of Serb out-
rageat Slovene leaders' accusations at a huge rally in support of the
minersthat their strike was a defense of" AVNOJYugoslavia" and that
Serbiawas now the enemy of Slovene democracy, The Serbian parlia-
mentapproved a new republican constitution, and the extensive auton-
omyof the two provinces granted by the reviled 1974constitution came
toan end,
While some saw Milosevics actions as a juggernaut of populist
fevermobilized in support of Serbian domination of Yugoslavia or its
destruction in favor of a Greater Serbia, the actual results were fully
withinthe constitutional order. They were remarkably similar in many
aspectsto the way that Croatian authorities, in 1968 to 1971, had used
masssupport to pressure the federal authorities for republican inter-
ests,defined nationally. Moreover, in this traditional battle of republi-
canpoliticians over federal policy, Milosevic's goals faced a formidable
obstacleon the other size of the polarized divide, in the form of Slovene
intransigence in defense of its perceived republican rights, also increas-
inglydefined nationally, Until 1987 this intransigence had amounted
Simplyto Slovene noncompliance with federal rules and regulations it
consideredcontrary to Slovene interests, such as the lifting of limits on
landholding, the wage controls of the stabilization package, the educa-
tionalreform aimed at facilitating labor mobility and a countrywide
corecurriculum, and changes in financing the defense budget. But in
October1987, when Milosevic was beginning his purge of the Serbian
party,Slovenia voted to reject the IMF program; and in Novembe~ its
delegatesleft the federal parliament in opposition to the 29 constitu-
tiona!amendments for economic reform, stopped paying into the spe-
cialfund for Kosovo, and used the veto to defeat the IMF proposal for
majorityrule in federal decisions and a strengthened executive branch,
arguing instead for continuing the rule of consensus and for parlia-
mentarysupremacy. By November 1988 Slovene authorities also used
theexcuse of popular protests in Slovenia to veto a countrywIde referen-
dumon the new federal constitution. In response to a more radical IMF
program in 1988, it adopted a new republican constitution that effec-
tivelymade the republic fully sovereign, By May 1989 (when MilOSeVIC
lVas becoming president of Serbia), the Slovene leadership made clear

O b this was formulated m anthatits goal was independence, By cto er

.~
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Interim proposal, which the Croats also joined, that the country should
become 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-
ical 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 third destabilizing political shock to the system was the effectof
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
reduced the means available to republican governments to finance
social welfare and new investment. During the 1970s republican
authorities were allowed to borrow abroad In capital markets; they also
resorted 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 had to achieve solvency in other ways. The primary alter-
native 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 first time In postwar Yugoslavia that" downsizing" of the
SOCIalIst commitment had been required by the needs of foreign trade
and balance-of-payments deficits and debt as translated into the bor-
rowing terms of IMF conditionality In the past the federal government
~ways had mad: this adjustment by decreasing the number of people
. ho remamed m the protected public sector of employment and
mcreasmg those who were shunted, even if temporarily, to the private
sector (pnvate agriculture, crafts, household economies and dependen-
cies, and unemployment)." The economic reform program of 1982
repeated this approach b t dun h .. ' u unng t e 1980s republics also began to
make th~lfOwn specific rationalizing decisions.

The first and for a I ti h .I '. ong irne t e only, republic to confront the
emp ;y':,'ent/mcomes trade-off of the anti-Inflationary cuts was Siove-
rna. s t e only republic with full employment, it faced a political deci-
sron qutte different fr th f .
was ho t . . om at acing all other five republics: The issue

w 0 maIntaIn or I·n bl· .. crease pu IC expendItures and Slovenemcomes under austerity; h .
on Slovene pia b ,not ow to aVOId more unemployment. Early

nners egan t b .o e concerned about the econonuc and
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socialcosts of the labor they had imported from other republics, partie-
u1Mlyfrom Bosnia and Herzegovina and from Kosovo, and about the
exodusabroad of Slovene professionals and skilled laborers, who were
attractedby higher wages, particularly to Austria in factories set up
iongthe border for the purpose. Their solution was to send the Bosni-
ans and Kosovo Albanians home, on the grounds that Slovene cultural
distinctivenesswas at risk from non-Slovene speakers with high birth
rotes,and to ignore the federal wage controls so as to attract Slovenes
backhome. This "athnicization" of the labor force in one republic never
hada planned equivalent elsewhere, but the economic crisis triggered
by thebalance-of-payments deficit and foreign debt crisis did gIVe nse
inother republics to more spontaneous equivalents: for example,
<apegoatingand a growing sentiment, particularly among nationah~t
youth,that jobs should be reserved for certain groups, such as ethm-
callyCroatian males In Croatia, where nationalist gangs were particu-
l~lyvociferous against minorities and women. The fright caused by the
Albaniandemands In Kosovo led to restrictions on Albaman civil nghts
inMacedonia and In Bosnia and Herzegovina political dissidents often
werecharged with nationalist tendencies, leading many to flee to
oilierrepublics, particularly to Serbia. . . .

Thecritical moment In this differentiation of CItizens' rights accord-
ingtonational identity, In a system that had prided itself on formal guar-
anteesof equality among citizens (includmg as members of national
groups),carne with the revisions of the republican constitutions m 1989,
~~sionsthat all republics were required to make to bring their consti-
~tionsinto agreement with the proposed changes to the federal consti-
~tion.The changes In the Serbian and Slovene constitutions have been
mentionedalready In Croatia and Macedonia the changes were also
profound:Both changed their pre~mbles, as did Slovenia, to declare
iliatthe sovereignty of their republics resided in the majority natlO~ s
fueCroatian Macedonian, or Slovene people. This implied second-c ;s
dlizenshipfor residents from other constituent nations, no matt~r ~:-
howmany generations they had been there; their national rights o. se ._
determination were demoted to the status of cultural nghts ofSffiill

l
on

. d . did was to estabhsh the ovene
ties.What Croatia and Mace orua i . eit did not exist.
modelwhere Slovene conditions of ethnic ~om~genh : In fact the bor-
BYimplyingthat each republic was a nationath':e' :ti~nal distribution
dersof the republics were not congruent wi tin intemal diaspo-
I fur liaments were crea g

o thepopulation, the ee par i h the diasporas formed a ter-
rasAn d· so m places were h.. d they were omg. . d could make the same claim as t e
ntotiallyconcentrated mmonty an . ht and politicaJ freedoms
Slovenegovernment, namely that human ng s
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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; ltalians 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 1990in 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
m Bosma and Herzegovina during 1990.Inmid-1990 the Bosnian popu-
lation "pronounced itself 74 per cent in favour of a ban on nationally or
confessl.onally based parties," but "six months later, vote[d] in the same
proportion for precisely such parties."26Pan-Bosnian parties represent-
mg econonuc interests (e.g., SOCialdemocrats or liberals) and the Yugo-
slavpolitical 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 composinon was a multinational Yugoslavia. The
vast majority of Bosnian voters had clearly chosen not only to express
their national idennrv politically but to see the protection of that iden-
llty and access to goods and services in national leaders and ti t

ti l.reoubli par es.nonorma rona 1 repu hean or Yugoslav ones.
For Serbs outside Serbia, the election campaign of Frenio Tudiman in

Croatia was particularly influential, for he waged an a J t' J . tcam' . . n lcommurus
. patgn usmg anti-Serb slogans. He asserted that a vote f him d

his party was a vote for" decommunization " which he or an
removal of Serbs from all official and poli;ical posts ;Keclfied atysth~
Serbs in Croatia actually voted for the reformed co~ . etmaJ~1 ;:
new name Party for Democratic Chan e, not for S uru~ s, un er. e
as later assertions about Serb ti 19 erb national parties,na ona Ism would h dia party to represent Serbs as S b f . ave pre icted. Such

er s was ormed in the areas of ethnically
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mixedpopulation along the border, but its fortunes rose only after the
electionsas 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
forcesin border areas, and had to pay special taxes on homes in Croatia
iItheir primary residence was elsewhere. (The Adriatic coast was a
favoriteplace for vacation homes of many, including Serbs.)
During the 1980s the three destabilizing political shocks that were

triggeredby the economic crisis and particular market reforms required
by two IMF conditionality packages led to increasing polarization on
thevery fundamentals of the political system, in a system still formally
ruledby consensus; increasing nationalism in the political conflicts
amongand within republics; and increasing ethnicization of labor poli-
des,citizenship rights, and political and partisan identities. The out-
comeof these developments was interrupted by a preemptive move in
Slovenia.The manner in which the country dissolved, including the
violence,cannot be understood, however, outside of the particular con-
textinwhich it occurred.

Violence
TheSlovenes followed through on their nationalist objective, despite
thelate-hour misgivings of many, and declared independence on June
25,1991.Croatia followed-indeed rushed its actual parliamentary dec-
larationso as to be first. As argued earlier, the collapse of Yugoslavia
thatthis represented, and its particular form of collapse-into national-
ststares-i-was not solely the work of a Slobodan Milosevic or a Greater
Serbiaagenda. The shift from socialism to nationalism is not unique to
Yugoslaviain the east European transitions," and the causes of the
Yugoslavcollapse are far more complex, begin earlier than 1987, and are
morepolitical, in the sense of an interactive dynamic among pohllcal
playersin a serious contest over economic reform and conshtutlOnal
Change,than could be produced by the actions of one man or one
nation.Nonetheless, external mediators who rushed to the scene In

Mayand June 1991, particularly those representing the EC, Council of
E d C ti in Europe knewurope and Conference on Security an oopera on ,
littleofthese developments and assumed that the country could break
apartwithout undue trauma along the seams of its internal borders ;.~~
"national states." Until April 1992 the dominant ext~rna~acto~epen_
many,actually believed that the country co,:,ld s~~~~:e :n~;endent
dence of these two republics, breakmg into f h ining four
states-Slovenia, Croatia, and a rump Yugoslavia 0 t e rema
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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 ECpeace 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 1991and the Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina beginning
in March or April 1992who 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 Milosevic'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-
rtanes annmg t~~ccelerate the momentum for independence as it can
be to the Serb citizens and paramilitaries who took up arms.w During
the war, even the horror of the battle over the town of Vukovar, which
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thefederal army finally leveled with artillery, had its beginnings in a
deliberateand violent instigation by the Croatian minister of defense."
Whofirst began to arm in Bosnia and Herzegovina will remain a mat-
terofbitter dispute for generations. The decision of Bosnian Serb lead-
ers togo to war against Bosnian independence and to join a struggle for
"unitingall Serb lands" followed a genuine effort at negotiation, under
Europeansponsorship, which was interrupted by an Amencan decision
thatrecognition should occur immediately, despite Serb opposition.
TheSerbcause celebre in Bosnia, a murderous attack on a Serbian wed-
dingparty in the heart of Sarajevo by a still-unknown assailant: had,
likeevents in Croatia, been preceded by serious local violence in the
west,north, and east of the country by paramilitary gangs from Serbia
andfrom Croatia, by Bosnian Croat and Bosnian Muslim militia, and by
thefederal army as well as by Bosnian Serbs. . ..
Thepoint of these examples is not to absolve Serbs of responsibility

butto seek understanding that will support the design of better foreign
policytoward such cases in the future. Three variables are crucial for
explaining the role of diaspora Serbs in the violence surroundmg the
breakupof Yugoslavia: the role of ideology, the role of social ongm and
ofpolitics, and the role of foreign powers. To act politically as a Serb
diasporarequired, as does any collective action, an ideology. A national
ideologyis an ideology of statehood and citizenship, identifying whom
onewould fight for, what state one would defend or send one: s children
10defend, and why. A Serbian national ideology, which explains to indi-
vidualswho identify as Serbs why they should act as members of the
Serbnation, does exist. But not all Serbs chose to follow leaders who
sought to mobilize their support behind that ideology; instead they
chosetheir citizenship and state on other principles. As mentioned ear-
lierfewer than one-third of all Serbs in Croatia were in the area where
, di h b d ne on how many ofviolence occurred; and no stu ies ave een 0 .

thosewere simply trapped and how many chose to fight, as Serbs. slmci
ilarlv at least 20 percent of all Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovma, an

J' • di . to be done) chose tosurelymany many more (again, stu ies remam , .
remainbem.:.d Bosnian government lines, to fight in the BosSman

b
gholvd-

II d b f b non-Serbs into er - eernment army, or were expe e y orce y . the choice
areas And in both Croatia and in Bosma and Herzegovma, I

. . t te: d violence was rare y
ofcitizenship; loyalty to region, nation, or s a e: an olitical context, fre-
an individual choice alone but one made map r trol. At the

. t S outside a person s conquentlyby others or by circums ance 1t th Serb nation, between
. Ii . aI d arruc was mterna a e bsametime this po tic yn . nd different factions of Ser s,

different strands of nahonalldeology a try (Yugoslavia) m
betweenSerbs who found themselves without a coun
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which they could live as one nation and the leaders of the new states
being formed where they lived, it also was shaped by foreign powers,
which made criticaldecisions on borders and rights to self-determination
in the course of the Yugoslav breakup that limited the choices available
to many Serbs.

SERBIANNATIONALIDEOLOGY

What did it mean for Serbs to have their state collapse such that, unlike
most Russians after 1991 or Hungarians after 1920,and Czechs or Slo-
vaks in 1992,for example, some would go to war? Those who did fight
fought behind a nineteenth-century banner of four Ss ("SarnoSloga Srb
Spasava [only unity can save the Serbs],"usually appearing as four Cs,
in the Cyrillic alphabet) and to create a state that would "unite all Serb
lands." This nationalist goal had found one solution in Yugoslavism
after 1918: that all Serbs and Serb lands could be united in one state
called Yugoslavia. The end of Yugoslavia raised the question anew:
What would replace it?
Historians trace the formation of a modern Serbian nation to the

defeat of the medieval Serbian state by Turkish armies, over a series of
battles between 1389and 1459.Without a state to preserve Serbian cul-
ture and religion, and living as subjects (raja) under the millet system of
Ottoman rule, which defined social status and political rights according
to religion (each forming one millet) and granted substantial autonomy
to these subject, non-Muslim millets, the leadership of the Serbian com-
munity passed to the church. The governance structure of the Orthodox
Church, in contrast to Roman Catholicism, was national, and Serbs
already had won recognition of an independent patriarchate in Con-
stantinople by 1219.After the Ottoman conquest, church leaders began
topromote a national Ideology that sought redemption-nationalliber-
ation from the occupying Turks, preservation of the Christian faith, and
status reversal (back to ruler from raja)-through the reestablishment of
an mdependent Serbian state. Memory of the lost glories of medieval
statehood was propagated by the church hierarchy and by an oral tra-
dition of epic poetry and its traveling (secular) practitioners (guslari,
named after the one-strmged musical instrument, the gusle, with which
~hey accompamed their poems) who glorified Serbian battles and
eroes and remamed active into the 1930s32
Political independen b . . .. ce ecame possible agam when the Ottoman

reempIrebegafn tdoweaken in the late eighteenth century. The increasing
pression 0 a ecIining im . 1

traders and hi her ta perra center,which imposed limits on local
g xes that were enforced by the garrisoned Janissary
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troopswho had asserted increasing autonomy from Istanbul over their
commands, led to a series of revolts by wealthy pig traders and peas-
antsin central Serbia in 1804to 1813 and in 1815to 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,
aboveall in the Great Migration of 1690when 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-bUlldmg

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-
siverulers with advice and aid from Polish and Czechnationalists who
hoped tha~ Serbia would lead the liberation of all Slavs, to maximize
security against renewed invasion, and to make Serbia as large and fill:
itarily defensible as possible in the vise between Turkey and Austna
Hungary. The revolutionary ideology provided by these Habsburg
Serbs (called precani, meaning those on the other side of the border),
however was based on ethnicity-defined by religion (accordmg to ~e
church-based autonomy granted by the emperor) and language (t ~
"national awakening" of Serbs occurred here, in southe,;, Hunga~:e·
included linguistic reformers such as Vuk KaradZlc and nd
Obradovi c in Novi Sad and Vienna)-to defend rights to rehgIOudsCa_

ffi . I H ganan an ercultural autonomy that were losing out to a icra un bound-
man expansion. The goal of these Habsburg Serbs, and the st~t~ned by
. th t goal implied, was the unification of all Serbs, as e

anes a . tate
Orthodoxy and the Serbian language, 111to one s ~i ty in 1878from
The Serbian rulers won full recogmtIOn of saver gn ina including

lin b th I t Bosma and Herzegov r
theCongress of Ber ,ut ey as I h hi h they claimed on
access to Bosnia's substantial mineral wea t I W at owers made it a
demographic as well as historical grounds. The gre etting Serbia from
protectorate of Austria, which was intent onnr~: countering its abil-
becoming a serious rival and Balkan powert~ Slavs in the empire [pri-

~ya:;~:::~~~~;":~~~:~:il~~:I~~~o~a~~~s ~~~:~~:~~

~~r:~~:u~:~os~:;~~~e:~a:~~i:;:~~~:n~~Ie~~;~~:~

I d territories that remame bi the two strands 0
prop e an ) In the case of Ser ia,
Habsburg or Ottoman .
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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,
Slovenes) but also imperial peoples, such as the YoungTurks and a
Hungarian mdependence movement. While the consolidation of Ser-
bian statehood shifted the balance of revolutionary leadership away
from the Habsburg "diaspora" to Belgrade, therefore, a new division
emerged within the ideology-between those who favored a Greater
Serbia and those who aimed at broader south Slav liberation and some
?olitical arrangement unifying Serbs, Croats, Slovenes,and Bulgarians,
~tse antr-lmpenal actIv~tIes also interacted with broader European

p ttics, m which the ambitions and alliances of the greatpowers in the
Balkans were undergoing major shifts-with the exception of Austria,
W~lch remained consistently anti-Serbian.> Initiating a customs war
WIth S bi '190 "er ia m 6, which It lost, and then railway construction that
provoked the opposition of the great powers, Austria responded to the
growmg revolutionary activity of youth in Bosnia and Herzegovina by
annexmg th ' , 90e provmce m 1 8 and setting the stage for a truly bloodycontest by 1914,
The complex revolutionary activities in the Balkans in the first

decades of the twenti th tu d, ie cen ry emonstrate the danger of any simple
readmg of national ideol F ' "
B ' ogy, or example, the young revolutionanes In
osrua and Herzegovina h - h '" ', ,w 0SWltCed tacticsm this penod from upris-

mgs to assassinations and terror, came from all national groups in the
provmce not just Serbs Th inedety in Bid "ey game support from a secretmilitary soci-
S b be gra ,~,Union or Death, whose goals included the union of all
er s, ut officialBelgrad bi
and pIa ed no hand ~was am Ivalent about these Bosnian groups
aCtiviti!s of th BI k(~sPIte Austrian accusations) in the conspiratorial
ology is in t ed ac and (formally, Union or Death)." Anational ide-

, s ea ,a reposItory of m th izhted b hievents but available for . any ernes, weighte y storical
tion in Sarajevo f th ,selection, Nevertheless, although the assassina-
a Serb rebel youthOG e v~lsltmgHabsburg archduke, Franz Ferdinand, by

, avn oPrmclp w I fwar, it did much to ' I ' ,as mere y the spark 0 agreat power
gerous and violentS:~sa~~ m the minds of Europeans an image of dan-
bloody Balkanwars of 1912-1~~~e year after the relatrvelysuccessful but
Ottoman succession' th BIer the statehood and boundaries of the
tenegro, Serbia36_Ser::' ' e ~ kans-Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Mon-
and suffered casUaltl'eslomfe the World war on the side of the Allies

] s- rom exp .near y half their male pIt' OSure, dIsease, or battle-amongopu a IOn.

n _
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Thewars reinforced the dominant element of the church's ideology
of nearly500 years, whichhad been corrunemorated in 1889,when the
;QOth anniversary of thebattleofKosovo Plain on [une 28was declared
an official day of remembrance," and contributed to what sociologist
VeljkoVujacic calls a "specialpsychology" of the nation: a "sense ofhis-
loricalmission, the emphasison military valor and their special role in
thestate-building process,as well as in any situation of grave state cri-
sis". [and aJ sense ofmartyrdom at the hands of empires," The "costly
roadto independence" in the wars of 1912 to 1913and 1914 to 1918,in
whichevery Serbian family lost someone, made the "cult of strong
statehood,"the sense of a "common political destiny," and the martyr-
domwon by a "righteous struggle against tyranny" essential elements
inSerbianpolitical culture,"
Thecreation of the Yugoslavstate at the end of WorldWar I was the

culminationof this state-creating and liberating national ideology and
experience,It was a solution to the many conflicts over territory with
othernational movements in the area, which also were trying to create
independentstates, and the victory of the south Slavmovement and the
ideologyof Yugoslav ism-first developed by Croats inAustria-Hungary
butchampioned as well by Serbs in Austria-Hungary-m the struggle
againstthe Habsburgs, The creation of a south Slav state was also the
preferredchoice of the great powers at Versailles, who were thinking
llOtofnational liberation but of regional stability on the baSISof balance
of power, when they decided the borders of the new state." The ,new
statewas also, however, the denial of more than 500years of political
struggleto realize (by reestablishing) a Serbian state, It gathered mto
estate all Serbs, as was the goal of nineteenth-century natIonalists

l
,

, , h h .te in a multinationebutit did so only on the condition t at t ey uru , I
, is r-reated e a 70-year "natronastate,not a SerbIan state, This create ,some argu ,

ij' ' is" for Serbs.'?
enThtr~enstrwar state-the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes,
em e " 9 f ample was gov-

renamedthe Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 192 - or ehxK 'd'ordJ'evic
S bi I houses t e ara Jened by one of the two er Ian roya , ies of shiftin alliances

dtm,0ty,and by the Serbian political elite, ill a sen. 51 ~enes and
J'~ , icul I t dIfferent rimes, a
,ith elites in other areas, partrc ar y, a f '1 and economic issues
,--,-- Muslims, It faced a wide range 0 sloClal conomic transport,"U>man , f d'if rent ega, e , ,
!elated to the integration 0 very 1 e I b I crisis: the agranan
and litical systems and the prolonged g 0 ~ financial and indus-
dep po, n and foreign debt crisis in the 1920s,t et and war in Europe
resSIO d h armamen ,.mal d ssion of the 1930s, an t e re the constitutional ISsue,

• epre I 't ld ever escape stovenesaft",1937, Nonethe ess, 1 cou n, constitution among
iledisputed legitimacy of the 1919urutary
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and Croats, who wanted a federal state, and the continuing and some-
times violent 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
different 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 independert
Serbian state. When Prince Regent Paul signed a pact with Hitler in
1941, It was Serbian air force officers who staged a coup d'etat against
hun, provoking German occupation. The Germans set up a puppet gov-
ernment in Belgrade under Aleksandar Nedic, The government itself
set up an all-Yugoslav government-in-exile in London, while a colonel
in the royal army, Draza Mihailovic, took to the hills to organize a resis-
tance force----<:alledthe Chetniks-with the goal of restoring not Yugo-
slav but Serbian state institutions: the army, the king, and the ruling
party. At t~~ same time, a large proportion of the Serb popula-
han played ,,~n Important role in the reintegration of Yugoslavia"-
parhcularly lNestern' Serbs from Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegov-
rna [who] parhclpate~, en masse in Tito's partisan movement."4l Among
the leadership of this antifascist struggle for national liberation" orga-
nized by the Yugoslav communist party and other patriotic forces were
prornment figures from Serbia and Montenegro.

Outsiders ~aptured by the idea that the 1991 to 1999 wars in Yugo-
slavia reflect ancient ethnic hatreds" read back to the elements of civil
war dunng World War II and wrongly see an ethnic struggle in part
~ecause of the racist elements of fascist ideology and practice. 'No bet-
er evidenro agamst this proposition can be found than the divisions
~~ong Serbs, many of whom fought each other in the civil war that the
~ invasions provoked between the nationalist Chetniks and the

ManI~SClstParhsans. These Serbs thus also fought together with Croats
us ims, and many other P ti. ,

(Ustashe) and M Ii f . ar sans agamst the Croatian fascist forces
BOSniaHe us '~ ascist uruts (Handzar units) in Croatia and in
which -emerrZgeegdovvmat·. e Plfatform of the Yugoslav communist party.

rc orrous rom tho h .
instead in the interwa . d' se wars, owever, had been set
nationalityquestionanl penotb in part by Comintern policy on the
stitutional question. As e::;I~:s 1~2~ninner party struggle over the con-
throw of "Great Se b· h ,It defined ItS struggle as the over-r Ian egemony" d h .republic that Would prot t th an t e creatIOn of a federal
bian dOmination and "ur::~ris e s,?laller nahons of Yugoslavia from Ser-

m_ Not long after the Partisans' founding
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assemblyfor a postwar state in 1943, Winston Churchill shifted Allied
supportfrom the Chetniks to the Partisans.
TheSerb population in the new federal Yugoslavia was still the

largestnational group (41.5percent of the population in the first post-
warcensus of 1948,when the second largest group, Croats, was 24 per-
cen!"),but the internal borders of this federation cut across Serb
settlements,scattering them among different federal units. The new
Serbianrepublic also was subdivided by the creation of two
autonomous units-Vojvodina and Kosovo-Metohijav'<--while Serb
requestsfor an autonomous province in border areas of Croatia, where
Serbswere either the majority or half of most communities, were
rejected.The creation of a separate republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
where44.4 percent were Serbs in 1953, instead of the long-sought divi-
sionbetween Croatia and Serbia, was also interpreted by some Serbs as
afurthereffort to punish Serbs. Nearly 40 percent of the Serb popula-
tionwould be citizens of non-Serb republics or share power with
minoritiesin autonomous regions. At the same time, one of the primary
reasonsthat many Serbs joined the communist party during or after the
warwas its fight against nationalist extremists and its program of
nationalequality. For many, Yugoslavism was, before World War I and
evenmore so after World War II, a solution to the Serbian national ques-
tion-a state Serbs could embrace "as the Serbian homeland."44

It is for this reason that the economic reforms and constitutional con-
llict in the 1980s created a national problem for Serbs. The Yugoslav
communist party leadership had rejected the idea of a Yugoslav nation
in 1928;occasional efforts to implant Yugoslavism as a rtational ideol-
ogy and identity in the federal era were all fought successfully, particu-
lar] b Croats, as "unitarist" violations of national freedom. Itwas as
if"~r:at Serbianism" (and, by implication, Serbs) remamed the pn-
mary threat to the country rather than an insufficiently developed corn-

Y I Identity One could choose to identify individually as amon ugos av· .. t
Yugoslavon census and other official forms, but the Id~ntity was n~
institu . lized in the sense that the six constituent nations were-
Ih . ~~n~f the republics and the official quota requiring representa-
.e ng s . I rou The more decentralized the federahon
tionof each natrona g . PII·· of the republics the more citizenshipc -- al the terntona mes , id
-ecame, ong f' blic despite the Yugoslav I en-. 1 matter 0 one s repu , hbecameeffectrve ya th decentralization, the more t e
ti!yone had abroad- Ththegreateturr ef the federation, between its orga-

di ti nm estruc eo f . alinherentcontra co. I itimation by the principle a natiOn
nization into republics and '~ e~ f the nations were not congruent
self-cletennination whbe~c~:r::te;;: ~erious problem for Serbs.
Withthose of the repu I ,
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It is 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 Dusan Pirjevec and Serbian novelist Dobrica Cosie in
1961-62-which had a disastrous Slovene-Serbian reprise in 198946-
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."'"
At the same time, the communist party's idea that socialism and its

comnutrnent 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-
t~st was between socialism and particularistic nationalism, what iden-
tity would bind people to Yugoslavia and protectthe option of Yugoslav
Identity fOJ non-nationalists if the West won the Cold War and social-
Ism went. Alternatively, would pressures for democratization be
resisted asa threat to the very idea of Yugoslavia? Intellectual debates
raised the ISsuealready by the early 1960s,when market reforms were
leadmg to smular 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 could not give a national content to
Yugoslavtsm. Even before the end of the socialist regime itself in
1989-90, the Serbs faced an unresolved dilemma-a tum' . t .
1r.:i~~~~;iew-With the way that the purge in 1966 of v:Sl~:d~~
. Rankovic from the party leadership was justified Alth h

:~~i~~~~~ :a;e~o:'~::~~a~~~~~~~v~:o~~ fo~the propo~ent~ of d~~~-

~::~~:e~~~~~~e~U;ity services, d~fense;ol~:;'I~I:C~~~~:~~:::
Serbian chauVinis';;''' an~J:,thetSerbian party leadership49-with "Great-
Budding writes, "When thunrsar~m, n

J
ationalism, and centralism." As

e er Ian Party denounced Rankovic as
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botha Serbian chauvinistand Yugoslav unitarist, it made the 'Yugoslav
option'all but unusable for Serbs.:"? The 1918alternative to a Gre~ter
Serbialooked ever less like an alternative, and the result, Buddmg

fillargues,was the emergenceof two competing Serbian programs to
thevacuum. .
Serbian liberals supported the radical decentralization to .the republics

butgave priority to economicmodernization and political liberalization.
They focused Serbiannational interests on the republic of Serbia, argu-
ingthat the "location ofstate borders mattered far less than the nature of
thestate they enclosed" and rejecting "the idea that Serbia could or
shouldact as the protectorof Serbs in other republic~;~'Given the struc-
ture of Yugoslav federalism, they even argued that identifying ~erbla
withYugoslavia" had led to economic neglect ("because Serbia s eco-
nomicinterests were wrongly assumed to be Identical WIth the federa-
tion's")and to politicalinterference ("because the federation assumed in

Serbia,and especially in Belgrade, the right to intervene in affairs that m
all other republics were considered internal"). "The prerruse that politi-
cal centralism worked to Serbia's advantage was false,"?'

On the other sidewere Serbian cultural nationalists, who defined the
nationas Serbdom rather than the republic of Serbia. Focusing more nd
cultural and literary aspects of national Identity, they responded inkin
tothe Croatian language declaration in 1967by accepting ItSprerruses.
Each nation had the right to develop its own cultural aSSOCiations,use Its
ownlanguage and alphabet (Cyrillic in the case of Serbs, in contrast to
thepreference forLatinby the liberals who were moderruzers and West-
ernizers). and protect its historical heritage. Opposed to decentralization
because of its further fragmentation of the Serb nation into separate
political universes, this historicist program focused increasingly after
1971,when the decentralizing amendments were adopted, on the prob-
lematic role of Serbia in the federation, attacking the mternal bo:er~ as
th dr wn and adopting a stance of ressentiment-the Idea that e er-
en a I ity an "endangered species" and its nationalbian natlona commuru was 1 "52
id tity was formed on "the enmity of other Yugoslav peop es. .
I en d th se of the rune-
The similarities between these two programs ani' to h d focused

hich decentra iza Ion ateenth century reveal the extent to w Y I space' not. d dimi hedacommon ugos av ,
politics on the republics an Im7s. Serbia the amendments of 1967
onlyin Croatia and Slovenia but ae~~: the acluevements of unification
to1971 and the 1974constitution Tit ' 1972 purge of theb ilding process. 1 0 s
and revived a pre-1918 state- U1 . d the first program not only of
liberal leadership in Serbia also defPnve ter weight by default to the

f I iti lvmg ar grealeaders but 0 egl irnacy. g . 10 But most serious of all was
ethnic elements of Serb national Ideo gy.



194 Susan L. Woodward

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 1974until 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 PeMeidentifies 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. There is a conspiracy against the Serbs by outsiders, from the
Comintern in interwar Yugoslavia, to the League of Communists
and Tito.53

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.""

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

7. 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
the Serbian republic, not among Serbs outside Serbia or between them
and Belgrade. Many liberal commentators tried to protect the alternative
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legacyby emphasizing that the origins of this new Serbian political and
intellectualleadership still appeared to be disproportionately from
diasporaSerbs who had moved from Croatia, Montenegro, Herzegov-
ina, or Bosnia to Belgrade.The legacy of migration-in reverse direction
after1945 from that of the Ottoman period-still haunted an unre-
solveddebate: Who was a proper Serb, who would become the leader
of Serbia,or Serbs, and with what platform and borders?

Thedeadlock 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 Milosevic to
kill two birds with one rhetorical stone: to end the imposed silence on
theconstitutional order of the Serbian republic and to preempt, for the
mlingparty, the growing challenge to the socialist system from nation-
alistanticommunists in the Serbian Academy, writers' and cultural
associations, and tmiversities. His irmovation was not his challenge to
thefederal system or to the communist party, as his opponents allege,
buthis skillful combination of elements of socialist and Serbian nation-
alistideology to channel growing social discontent toward his rivals:
both within the party and outside it. The theme, as Jasminka Udovicki
(a member of the true Serbian diaspora, in the United States) has ana-
lyzedso 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, Milosevic addressed ,some-
thing much less abstract and closer to heart: his people's sense of fairness.
He drew on their real grievances and then conjured up others that began
toappear real only afterendless repetition. His.f~cus:however, ~adnever
been on ethnicity, but on national injury and injustice. The point .was to
awaken among the Serbsa sense of being, through no fault of t~errown,

. Iy wronged by others endangered wherever they lived as amaSSIve , ., Th .
. iry outside of Serbiaitself-in Kosova, Croatia,or Bosma.. e VOice

was shrfll warning of thepossibility of physicalperil and drawing paral-:~St~the'genocide of World War II. The appeal wa~not to ethnic hatred
d nge but to the innate need for elementary fairness: the Serbsha~e

an reve ed this The appeal was also for righting the painful wrongs y
notdeserv '.. bl . ht f the Serbs as a people-no more.
daimin~ back the ffidalhimslenalfeasrth,gei:o°nlytrue friend:of all Serbian po1it~.
Mil ,- C portraye e .. the r

O:::ocV1 itt d to assisting the Serbs in regammg 1
dans, he alone :,asfcommf. ttte This approach worked infinitely better

. d fighting or airness. ld h vepnde an fi f tious ancient accounts wou a
than the appeal to square so~e C.l S talking to the Serbs in Serbia
done, particularly because ~l1oSeVl<:;a rievances but about someone
not about their own expenenfchie~andi!nce had little contact-the Serbs
else's: those with whom most 0 s au
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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
MiloseviC's claims could not be challenged without an uncomfortable
sense of betrayal of one's Own kin.56

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 Milosevic'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
forrn.v The program of the Serbian National Renewal Party, the first
radically anticommunist Serbian political party, was, in the words of
its chief ideologist, writer Vuk Draskovic, "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 1l."59ln
the party's printed program, it was more specific: incorporation into
Serbia" of our people in Bosnia, Hercegovina, Lika, Kordun, Baranja
and Kninska Krajina."60 Prohibited one week later for being too "pro-
Chetrrik," it split into three nationalist parties, whose leaders remain
promInent today. Within a month the Serbian liberal tradition also
~ound partisan form, in the Democratic Party, which emphasized that
the natio~al problem is a problem of democracy." But their "Letter of
IntentIons revealed how far the pendulum had swung from the liber-
als of 1971: for it added that "the future independent ex-Yugoslav states
c~nnot claun their right Over territories populated mainly by members
o another Yugoslav nation. "61 Only a few associations of liberal orsocial democratic tin ti I.. ..

' an a ona 1Stmtellectuals refused to take a position
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onthe national question; among them were the Association for a
YugoslavDemocraticInitiative, formed in February 1989 and operating
throughoutthe country,and the Civic Alliance. .

On january 23,1990,the Slovene party walked out of the extraordi-
naryparty congress called, at the urging of the army, to confront the
politicalcrisisand disunity.Although Milosevic called for continuation,
!hepartycommitteesfrom Croatia, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina,and thearmy voted to adjourn, thus ending the Yugoslav League of
Communists.By April the first of six multiparty elections for new
republicanparliaments and governments was held in Slovenia. Fifteen
monthsearlier, in january 1989, the federal prime minister, Ante
Markovic,had introduced legislation that ended the property rights of
thesocialistsystem, including job security, local solidarity wage funds,
limits on landholdings, managers' rights to hire and fire without con-
sultingthe workers' council, and party supervision of managenal
appointments. The time bomb that had equated Yugoslavism With
socialismby the 1960sexploded, and now it is clear that the days of
Yugoslaviaitself were numbered. The 70-year-Iong "national identity
crisis"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
nulingmyth, choosing one or another strand of nationalism and its con-
ceptof the Serb nation and its borders.

POLffiCSAND SOCIOLOGY

WhileSerbian national ideology contained sufficient elements to justify
goingto war to create a national state out of the collapsing Yugoslavia-e-
the"righteous struggle" to recapture lost statehood, ':regainmga;lt~
thesword what was lost with the sword," the glonficatIon and m t
domof those who avenge the "traitors of the land," "a people chosen ~
GOd"62-they were not sufficient to make these particular ideologlc~
appeals as opposed to alternative elements in the national t~adl~~ '
credible'to individual Serbs. A second element-the factors.o po ICS

. I .. that influences"thin and between the republics and of SOCIaongm d h
.., . th . I ce No stu y as. divid I choice-is necessary to explam e VIO en .
U1 VI ua . b. h efused con-been done on the relative numbers of Serbs m Ser ia w 0 r f miIies or
. tr· n hiding from the police with support from their a . d

SCflp0 , .. d amilit ry gangs orgaruzeleaving the country; of those who lome, par a ch in looting
bycrimin. als such as Zeljko Raznatovic 63 mterested as ~uon a youthful

h b "ekend warnorsas in national goals or w 0 ecame we eYu oslav People's Army
jag; and of those who fought as m;:m::s o:o~rev!nt the destruction of
out of the conviction they were g g
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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 c1ai.m0g to be
heirs of the Chelniks (e.g., the Serbian Radical Party of VojislavSeselj or
the Serbian Renewal Movement of Vuk Draskovic) and conunitted 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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llag, shield,and currency) that had la t been used durin lh warnm
fasciststate.Serbsalso had to tolerate neofa ist an ,uruJ rm , and
songs,which like the symbolsstruck vi ible terror int th wh h d
!o5tfamilyin theWorldWarITpogrom. Th ignals bein nt a ut rb
rights and salety as citizensofCroatia were worri me, t the 1 a t.
Theconcept of citizenship also influ nee what a m mb r of a

r.tionalminority can expect. The differ nc betw n I v ni. and
Croatia,for example,was less the size of th Serb min rity and imputed
interest or disinterest of Belgrade politicians in i fate than it wa th
differentconcepts ofa nation and definition of citizens between th two
republics.The concept of a nation can vary, from ethnic and clusi n-
"y definitions to civicand inelusionary on . Before th founding of
Yugoslavia, Sloveniabelonged to the Austrian crownlands, which had a
multiethnic,incorporative concept of citizenship that did not require
<rleloabandonone's ethnic identity to serve in tate office or be viewed
asloyal;similarly, in border areas of Croatia (Krajina) wh re Serb t-
!led atthe invitation of the Habsburg rulers in the fifteenth and ixteenth
<l!lluries,and that alsowere under direct Au trian rule (by th war min-
. ),Serbswere allowed to retain their religious and linguistic identity
'ilileserving as border guards and members of the army. As a result,
""'s in Krajina were among the most loyal subjects of the empire.
>lorenenationalists jealously guarded what they considered their cui-
~a1distinctiveness, above all the language that differentiated them
lrom other south Slav nations. In the first years after independence,
'enia was sufficiently inhospitable to non-Slovenes that persons

willi Serbian or Croatian surnames who could find another family
name, such as that of a German relative, sought safety against discrirni-
Galion in a name change. Nonetheless, Slovene citizenship was avail-
,,'" to all those who met the residence requirements. The recogruzed
'iafus of a minority, with cultural rights, was granted only to so-called
iUlochthonouspopulations, specifically Italians and Hungarians whOS~
governments had agreed to reciprocal guarantees for the rights 0

~enes living in Italy and Hungary. By contrast, the core area of Craa,:
1<before the founding of Yugoslavia, that is, "civil Croatia-Slavoruta, f

. . t alist concep abeen under Hungarian rule. There an orgaruc, ill egr . . t te
~nation had defined entrance into the political elite. serving ill s ted

and the top ranks of the military was possible only if one idtx lit-
ffi .all guage an po 1'5national background and adopted the 0 0. an both the Craa-

nationality of the Hungarian state.65 Whereas ill 1989 titutians to
. and the Macedonian parliaments amended their cons(Croats and

. [ority nation. e their republics the state of their majon d 111' 1990 did
. mments electe~onians, respectively), the two gave
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not adopt the same policies because their concepts of citizenship were
not the same. Incontemporary 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 repubhc.»

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.
The latter focus on the right to equal treatment before the law and
agamst discrimination as well 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 Slav nationalities such as Croats and Montenegrins,
m territorial concentrations. The choice in Croatia between Croatian cit-
izenship 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 ofmistreatment because
they were Serbs led them to move from Croatian cities to the Krajina
area, or those who found themselves literally trapped in that area when
the fightin b h d . .f g egan, a no way to cross the confrontation lines, and were
Be used Croatian documents and their pensions if they did. Similarly in
tos

m
a ~nd Herzegovina, where the circumstances of Serbs differ sub-

s antial y ill many respects from the situation in Croatia, fighting wasmost mtense in b d .
M tor er areas-along the border with Serbia, Croatia, andon enegro and th. .
thr . ' near e new, mternal borders being drawn by theee constituent nati f B . ili
real" t h d ons 0 osrua and Herzegovina-where a rru tary

I y a some hop f b . . h b dchang B e 0 emg recognized eventually WIt or eres. ut even within th . .
of violen b ese areas, there was a difference in the kind

C€- etwee 'I· .
n nu itary operations of armies in strategic areas
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and the atrocities against neighbors and individualized expulsions of
peopleby 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
mixedin 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
fromanother.

In fact, what had been an urban intellectual and political movement
forrepublican 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.68 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 violence
intensified over time. In other words, violence was not an automa~lC
response or a universal one. Serbs who found themselves minorities ill

the new nationalizing states attempted at first to negotIate political
lights, including territorial autonomy; only upon being repeatedly
'ebuHed did they pick up the gun. This was particularly graphIC in

Croatia, where the Croatian leadership refused the,man~ efforts in the
ford areas by Serb leaders, particularly Jovan Raskovic, begmnmg ill

l!a: e;990, to find a political solution for Serbs within Croatia." ~~
~ Serb leaders negotiated the future of the repubhc through

d into the spring of 1992.Second, violence was not natural. Once
1!I91an Se b wartime leader Radovan Karadzic led his party to war, on
• -,-- r h I of Bosrua~, d -to justify separate statehood-that t e peop esIegroun s
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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
war, 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
breakup 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,
mcludmg enforcement of those rights, would have provided these new
mmontres 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-
lowed. Foreign' I' .. " mvo vement in the breakup of Yugoslavia was exten-
srve, competitive and de .. . .. f .. I1· . , cistve, as It was in prevIOUSmoments 0 critica
f~4~~~ai::;mtion in the Balkans, such as 1878, 1908, 1918, 1941, and

The lack of sup t f y. .of d . por or ugoslavia completed the domestic processecentrahzation a d 1" I .. .strand f S. n po rtica purge that delegitimized the two
lenc~t~ l'~rbIan national ideology that could have prevented vio-
emph . ed eral strand that accepted Serbia's republican borders and

aSlze political de d
slav strand that vi mocracyan a market economy and the Yugo-
preferable ait lewed a south Slav state as an alternative, even a
state On! ethmatIve,to a Greater Serbia for uniting all Serbs in one

. yWI theendofth Y I .new state and' e ugos av state did Serbs have to seek a
The Eur an Ideology that would legitimize it.

opean decision to . SI' ..pendent states d . recogmze overua and Croatia as inde-
encourage sec~az: ill some cases such as Austria and Germany even to

SSlOn,was based on the Slovene and Croat claims to the
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rightof national self-determination. Not only did the EC members
ilierebyviolate the territorialintegrity of Yugoslavia, they also declared
ilieinternal borders of the republics as inviolable. Referendums for
independencein Sloveniaand Croatia, and then by Croats and Muslims
inBosniaand Herzegovina,were recognized as legitimate; as with the
Serb boycott of the Bosnianreferendum of February 28-March 1,1992,
iliereferendums amongSerbs within those two states for their own
autonomy or statehood were declared illegitimate. Yet because the
nationalpopulations werenot contiguous with republican borders, the
necognitionof national statesout of multinational Yugoslavia on the basis
01 the right to self-determination would seem to have required a will-
ingnessto redraw borders.The Dutch proposed just that to EC member
statesin July 1991when the Netherlands took over the EC presidency
butwere refused.
Moreover, as a result of skillful public relations campaigns for inde-

pendence and of historical preferences among Western states, inter-
nationalactors differentiated among good nationalist assertiveness and
bad,putting the Serbs and their leaders in the latter category, even
beforethere was violence.With each new condemnation and punish-
ment,making Serbia into a pariah state, the Serbs who wanted to argue
lor a liberal nationalist position or against all nationalisms had a more
difficulttask of persuasion. Thus the decision on the location of borders
not only ignored Serb rights, but the rhetoric justifying decisions on the
locationof borders gave credibility to the arguments made by Slobodan
MiloSevicand nationalists to his right: that Serbs needed a Serbian state,
leaders,and army to defend them. Providing no international support
01 protection to Serbs, the major powers did not oppose but strength-
"'ed those elements of the third, historicist strand of Serbian national
ideology that was becoming dominant in the 1980s, such as Serbs' his-
ioricalwillingness to fight against injustice to their people at the hands
oloutsiders and to fight for their land.

In areas of the world historically subject to imperial contest, border
~ will be nationally mixed. When a state is allowed or even encour-
agedto disintegrate and new states are formed, the defense of those
n.w borders will be a priority for new leaders. Nationalizing states ar:
likelyto view the nationalloyaity of those border populatIOns as.
strategic inlperative. Had the international community allowed nego~:
ilionabout the ex-Yugoslav borders, or had it insisted that e;;ch :~),~s"
,. king independence" zive demonstrable proof of nuno ty g."'see O' d . tims of IDJUS-.. its Serbs the claim that Serbs were vulnerable an VIC f tate
II) I / . . d Y to avor 5;. uld not have been sustained. GIVen his ten enc lai d a
,.,;eco . ilos . ~ . ht even have c aunetrtterests over national interests, M OseV1Cnug
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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 (EO)and the United States. Sim-
ilarly, the EU decision that recognition ofBosnia and Herzegovina must
follow an intemal 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
Toapply the model of the Third Reichand Hitler to Serbia and Milosevic
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. Tofight 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 ofSerbian nationalideology 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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"'" were not given, and that eachYugoslav nation has an ideology
CJmanvelements that alsogot selected in a complex political inter-
::>il, among Serbs and between some Serbs and non-Serbs in the
':torry. The Brubaker triad also ignores the influence of foreign pow-
, in the case of the Serbs tended to reinforce repeatedly the
.o:dof5erb history and ideologythat would lead some to fight, view-
~~ves victims of injusticeand forces outside their control that
:,:~. could right.

~-ord
::Schapter was written before the NATO bombing campaign against

"-ana in March-June 1999,which was based on and publicly JUs-
~ bv the model it intended to refute. For the first time in the
~'conflicts, one part of the international community did go to
"ahhough no declaration ofwar occurred. The cause was said to be
lddense of Albanian human rights in Kosovo and of uruversal
~ principles, although the issue between Kosovo Albaruans
~meSerbiangovernment was one of borders. And although the sub-
f6lt exodus of most of the Serb minority from Kosovo, in the sum-
<of 1999 appears at this writing to have created, de facto, a new
~ the ~ternational military and civilian presence deployed after
, ithdrawal of Yugoslav security forces from Kosovo-the ~ter-
~ security force called KFORand the UN. transitional admiIUs-

. U N S rity Council· called UNMlK-were authonzed by a . . ecu .
• ..' ial i t ity of YugoslaVIa,~ declaring the continumg ternton in egn h it

S b di a althoug I s,. Kosovo The exodus of this newer iaspora. h
. d ed largely throug, as a diaspora was not yet recogmze ,occurr th final. 'ty Whatever e

· means or threats from the Albanian majort . ti al ques-
't&ai status of Kosovo and resolution of the Albani~hna h': not yet
·~ role of foreign powers thus had not changed. ey, se minor-

. d .' borders or to supervian adequate regune to etenmne d of Serb history and
: 'j;; and they continued to reinforce the stran ld b the last in a
~ which stood accused, Whether this ~o;"rbs ~r that strand
is of historical reversals for Kosovo and fo
'IJld find new defenders, it was too soon to say,

Notes (N w Haven' Yale
,f Russian power e as the, en Chechnya: Tombstone 0) li Ioward Chechnya '"

t __ s-.-I Liev I • n po cy . r secnc' ....
.-......un 1998) analyzes RUSSIa e by majo
t ' 'ty Press, I • n": "themov

nrs-ersa h ails the "Serbian optIo .Iail:ure of what e c
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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.

2. "11 Could Do the Most Harm to Vojvodina Hungarians," Nepszabadsag,
July 9, 1991, cited in Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), Daily
Report: East Europe, July 11, 1991, p. 40.

3. 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. fI 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.

4. For the Hungarian story, see chapter 1.

5. For the Albanian story, see chapter 4.

6. For the ironic position this created for Serbian Jews, see the illuminating
essay by Marko Zivkovic, "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.

7. 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--<17.

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

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

10. In the 1991 census, 6.8 percent of the Serb population in Yugoslavia lived
m Croatia; another 16 percent lived in Bosnia and Herzegovina; 13.4 per-
cent (about 1,200,000) lived inVojvodina (an autonomous provincewithin
Serbia), 2.3 percent (around 200,000) in Kosovo (the other autono-
mou~ province in Serbia), and 0.5 percent (about 12,000) inMacedonia-
totalmg 39 ~ercent 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,
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1 Vladimir Gligorov, a Belgrade political scientist of Macedonian orig~,
summed up the conflicts that led to violence with the coUapse of Yugoslavta
into "national states" with the aphorism, now widely quoted, that represen
this contingent character of borders, subject to a different outcome: "Why
should I be a minority in your state when you could be a minority in mine?"

1 Rogers Brubaker, "National Minorities, Nationalizing States, and External
National Homelands in the New Europe," in Brubaker, ed., Nationalism
Reftamed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe ( ew
York:Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 55-76.

1 According to the Office of the United ations High Commissioner lor
Refugees (UNHCR) register in September 1997, there were 617,728 refugees
and other victims of theBosnianwar 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:
BETAViews Status of Refugees," BETA, September 4, 1997, transcribed by
the Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS-EEU-97-247).

I 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 UNHCR1 in the tran-
scriptof the biweekly press conference in Sarajevo, November 24, 1998,
Coalition Press InformationCenter, Tito Barracks: "one of the things that
has been highlighted, perhaps paradoxically, by the Kosovo crisis, is the
fact that the largest numberof 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 hand, and
all the emphasis on Dayton implementation that's Bosnia-centric on ~e
other. But, some of thesepeople are starting their seventh year in collec~ve
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."

1 The followmg analysis draws heavily on the author's Bat/am Tragedy: Chaos
and Dissolution after the Cold War (Washington, D.c.: Brookings Institution
Press, 1995), particularly chapters 2-5.

See Lenard Cohen and PaulWarwick, Political Cohesion in a Fragile Mosaic:
The Yugoslav Experience (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1983).

. . tituti which it was not,
Despite the consensus that this was a Stalinist cons on, So . t

. T ty d pted in the VIethe parallel between this aspect and the Uruon rea a 0 .
d ted. utsch 15 clear,Lnion in August 1991 and that provoke an attemp p

. b t .de Serbia had
At the time of the new state, in 1945; thi.s num er ,ou :; differences in
d..eclined as a result of migration to Serbia and nation oduction
dem. aphic rates of increase (Serbs having nearly zero repr

°fgr a long time) to about 25 percent by 1991.rates or
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19.

22.

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

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

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 19805 in Yugoslavia are surprised that
the draft memorandum has received so much attention-c-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.

A fascinating eyewitness account is in Slavko Curuvija and Ivan
Torov, "The March to War (1980-1990)," in [asrrunka Udovicki 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-
ates) and are discussed in Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, pp. 37-40, and
in Branka Magag, The Destruction of Yugoslavia: Tracking the Break-Up
1980-92 (London: Verso, 1993), pp. 179-217.

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

See Susan L. Woodward, Socialist Unemployment: The Political Econ-
omy of Yugoslavia, 1945-1990 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1995).

Xavier Bougarel, "Bosnia and Hercegovina-State and Commurutari-
anisrn." in D~Vid A. Dyker and Ivan Vejvoda, eds., Yugoslavia and
After: A Study zn Fragmentation, Despair and Rebirth (London: Longman,
1996), p. 99.

An excelIer:t example is the analysis of Katherine Verdery. based on
~he Romaruan case but generalizable beyond it. See What Was Social-
ISm? And What Co N t? (P . '. .mes ex. nnceton, N.J.: Pnnceton UruversIty
:re~:, 1997), especially Part II, "Identities: Gender, Nation, Civil Soci~

f ty, pp. 59-130. On the powerful dynamic pulling toward nationalist
orms of expression P lB'
the It· ,see arne a allmger's analysis of the failure of

s nan movement to avo· d t' I'
1 na IOna 15m through a focus on region-

20.

21.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
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34_

alism, in "<Authentic' Hybrids in the Balkan Borderlands: The Istrian
Regionalist Movement," ms,

28. Their legal authority to do so was questionable, ~ince the constit.u-
tional authority lay with the state presidency, but It was te~poranl?,
without a chair because of a Serb refusal to accept the Croatian candi-
date, Stipe Mesic, by normal order the next in line, because h~ 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. 140-44, particu!arly 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.fNOv~
Pazar, Metohia, and Kosovo, which the subsequent g~nerah~nsb~a
Serbs named Old Serbia as well as in northern Macedonia and er.

, d 5 .' kiKarlovci in the Slavonianproper were literally uproote .... rtjems lit .
Mill·tar'y Frontier became the see of Serbian Orthodox metroPNo I.ans'l

ltural cent '<Banac The ationaand Novi Sad, the principal Serb cu tura ce,n,er. "mell
Question in Yugoslavia: Origins, History, Poiiiice (Ithaca, N.Y.. Co
University Press, 1983), p. 38. . .

. dl the mteractionDiIni-trije Djordjevic and Stephen Fischer-Galati ISCUSS the decline
among the changing Balk~ poli~ies o~o~:~v:a;~~:;r:luS period in
of the empires, and the nationa,l ~Iberati York Columbia University
The Balkan Revolutionary Tradition (N~~-89 194-99, and 210-14.
p ess 1981), chapter 6, espeCtally pp. ,
r , . T officers operating from 1911 to

A secret society of Serb ian mI.ltary D th) was led by men from the
1917 Black Hand (formally, Urrion or e\ t s through the militaryrat interior who had achiev~d their s :s~inate the Serbian king in
ruforms of 1897-1900, had c.onsplred to assserbian state from western
re 03 d sought the creation of a Great
19 ,an Md'
Bosnia to southern ace orua. d the resident of the Carnegie

tragic parallels with the 19905 I~ t! Abramowitz, to decide to
T:h~ wment for International P~ace,. ~r ~o those wars 80 yea.rs later,
En 0 the endowment's 1913 I.I\qUlry u: E dowment Inquiry m Retro~
reissue Other Balkan Wars: A 1913 CarnegIe n
See The
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spect with a New Introduction and Reflections on the Present Conflictby
George F. Kennan (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace, 1993).

37. 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
new purposes, was taking place at the same time-the 18705and
1880s-throughout Europe and North America. See Hobsbawm and
Ranger, eds., The Invention afTradition (New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1983).

38. Vujacic, "Historical Legacies," pp. 774, 781.

39. SeeLederer,Yugoslavia at the Paris PeaceConference.

40. 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 on a
degree of confusion of Serbian identity with a broader Yugoslav iden-
tity." Vojin Rakid, "Politics, Culture and Hegemony: The Failure of
Democratic Transition in Serbia," Ph.D. diss., Rutgers University,
Department of Political Science, April 1998, p. 40.

41. Vujaac, "Historical Legacies," p. 780.On the role of Serbs in the partisan
movement, see Ivo Banac, With Stalin Against Tito: Cominformist Splitsin
Yugoslav Communism (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1988).

42. George W. Hoffman and Fred W. Neal, Yugoslavia and the New Com-
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.

43. Between 1945 and 1965 this area of mixed Serb, Albanian, Turkish,
Gypsy (Rorna), and other population had the status of an autonomous
region, not a full province, and was called Kosovo-Metohfja, after the
battlefield of Ottoman fame-Kosovo--and the church territories-
Metohija-where most of the Byzantine Orthodox churches and
monasteries were to be found; when its status was promoted to a
province, it Was renamed Kosovo, Serbs restored the name Kosovo-
Metohija when they denuded its autonomy in 1990; Albanians call itKosova.

44. Peste, Serbian Nationalism, p. 7.

45. For.most of the Yugoslav period, Serbo-Croatian was considered two
vat-rants of the same language. Croatian nationalist revivals always
began, ~erefore, with fights against this assumption, such as the 1967
declaratIon on the Croatian language by politically interested linguists

Diaspore, or the Dangers of Disu"ifiCJltion? 211

t i thethat theNoviSaddeclaration of 1954 was wrong. The stat.ementh"'t th
.. b t nly to indica Ie a etext is not intended as a political position u 0 . ti

twovariants or languages, are so similar as to make c0m.n:~ca Ion
nearlyeffortless.In contrast Slovene and Macedonian are dis~ct an

d
-

, h SI f if and Albaruan anguages, although part of the sout av am y,
Hungarian are not even Slavic.

46. See thediscussionof the Slovene-Serb exchange emanating from earful
. F' d." I Banac "The FearKermanauer's "Letters to a Serbian nen , m vo , . ,

C of YugoslaVia sAsymmetry of War: The Causes and onsequences
Demise,"Daedalus 121(Spring 1992): 160.

47. Audrey Helfant Budding, "Yugoslavs into Serbs: Serbian National
Identity, 1961-1971,"Nationalities Papers 25, no. 3 (1997): 405.

48. Ibid., p. 409.

49. One aspect of Yugoslav federalism is that th.e party .was also fede~~:
and chains of responsibility and accountability required that :epu
can parties enforce democratic centralism and execute di5ciplmary
actions. Hence the Serbian party had to remove Rankovic, even
though it was a federal level decision.

;0. Budding, "Yugoslavs into Serbs," p. 410.
51. Ibid., p. 412.

52. Pesic, Serbian Nationalism, p. 18.
.. . as held by Ger-;So And by the 1990s,pride of place in this conspiracy w

many.

54. This slogan revived from Serbian historians of the early twentieth cent
tury by Dobrica Cosic in the 19705, reemerged during the wars 0

Yugoslav succession after 1991.

is. Pesic, Serbian Nationalism, pp. 1&-20. . .
-56. . ." d tion" inUdOVICkiJames Ridgeway and [asminka Udovicki, Intro uc '13

and Ridgeway, eds.,Yugoslavia's Ethnic Nightmare, pp. 12- ..
. I .d logy regardmg bor-57. In terms of the elements of Serbian nationa I ~o .C s Slovene

ders, the transformation begins in 1990 when ~lo~:; ;~~nsist on a
and Croatian leaders that if they choose secesslO~, well' but

. Se bs a nation-state as ,redrawing of republican borders to gwe r 0 cannot speak
. fhi licl in the 199 s, oneas for the elements in support 0 s po cIe~ tional interests; if

definitively of a transformation from state interests t? ed the loss of what
that had occurred, Milosevic would not hav~ survlv.e nd Herzegovina
nationalists call "Serb lands" in Croatia and 10 ~~~r;;;:er of this second
(and eventually Kosovo) II he had become a tru

strand of the ideology. . .ronments
., . authoritanan enVI58. The political role of cultural as~oclatiOns. in be inning under the Habs-

has a legacy on which to draw In the regIon, g



212 Susan L. Woodward

burgs, and not only among Serbs. Like the repetition of experiences that
reinforced elements in Serb national ideology, organizations such as
Zadruga, Matica Srpska, Zora, and Prosveta helped to keep alive a
national consciousness during periods of statelessness or political repres-
sion. For that reason, the organizations were treated with suspicion by
overlords, including most recently their abolition in the immediate
post-World War II period inCroatia and the Croatian government's views
toward their revival in the 1980s.

59. April 6, 1941,was the day that Germany began the bombing of Belgrade
and the start of occupation and dismemberment of Yugoslavia by Axis
forces. In response to the Serbian officers' coup against Prince Paul, which
also restored political party government to Yugoslavia in a cabinet repre-
sentative of all regions and replaced Paul with the young King Peter, the
attack destroyed the first Yugoslavia. SeeRobert LeeWolff, The Balkans in
Our Time (New York: Norton, 1967),pp. 198-201.

60. Rakic, "Politics, Culture, and Hegemony," p. 154.
61. lbid., p. 158.
62. See Emmert, Serbian Golgotha.

63. Wanted by Interpol for the assassination of a Yugoslav diplomat in
Sweden in the 1980s, Razriatovic, under the nom de guerre Arkan,
formed the Serbian Volunteer Guard (also known as the Tigers) to
fight in eastern Croatia and eastern Bosnia, using terror to force non-
Serbs to leave and rewarding his men with permission to loot. How
much Slobodan Milosevic explicitly used Arkan, simply allowed him to
act, or had influence on him is the subject of much debate, including that
on the factual grounds for Mtlosevic's indictment for war crimes at the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. The fact that
the indictment in May 1999was for actions in Kosovo and not in Croatia
or in Bosniaand Herzegovina was due to the difficulty of proving chains
of command in the latter two cases. Arkan's accumulated wealth, local
popularity, engagement in criminal economic underlife, and elected rep-
resentation in the Serbian parliament heading a political party of Serbs in
Kosovo are also the subject of much journalistic attention.

64. Brubaker, "NationalMinorities, NationalizingStates,and External National
Homelands in the New Europe," pp. 69-73. For a particularly parsimo-
nious and elegant construction of the argument that Serbs in Croatia
acted as they did out of fear, that the nationalist appeal by MiloSevic to
provide them protection had to be credible in order to succeed, and that
this credibility came from the rhetoric and actions of Tudjrnan in his elec-
toral campaign for president and his subsequent actions once in power,
see Rui deFigueiredo and Barry R. Weingast, "The Rationality of Fear;
Political Opportunism and Ethnic Conflict," in Barbara F.Walter and Jack
Snyder, cds., Civil Wars, Insecurity, and Intervention (New York Columbia
University Press, 1999), pp. 261-302.

Diaspora, or the Dangers of Disuniftcation? 213

~_ See Robert W. Seton-Watson,The Southern Slav Question and the Habsburg
Monarchy (New York: H. Fertig, 1969, reprint of 1911ed.).

n In his fascinating analysis of the 1994internationally financed and mo~-
tored census in Macedonia,"Observing the Observers: Language, Ethnic-

d'" B ttRity and Power in the 1994Macedonian Census and Beyon , marne .
Rubin" ed., Toward Comprehensive Peace in Southeast Europe: Conflict preve~~
lion in the South Balkans, Report of the South Balkans Working Group of t
Council on Foreign RelationsCenter for Preventive Action (New York:
Twentieth Century Fund, 1996),pp. 81-105, Victor Friedman shows h~:;:
far this ideal had deteriorated in only three years and how much of the
ficulty came from outsiders, despite their apparent preference for the same
id al He writes "By attempting to impose aWestern European construct
1 eating langu'age with nationality (and nationality with statehood),
eqlcuOM [the International Census Observation Mission] helped force on

nfli t" ( 97-99)people the kind of choicesthat have led to the current co c p~. .
fl. Paul Shoup provides an analysis of the fighting inCroatia accordmg to .t~e

iti . "The Future of Croatia sethnic composition of border commuru res, m
Bo d R etons." RFE/RLReport on Eastern Europe,November 29, 1991,P:32,

r er eo~ , b d t th thnic composi-and Xavier Bougarel offersan explanation, y a a on e e . . _
. of communities in Bosnia-Herzegovina, for why Mushms were Vl~=far more frequently ofethnic cleansing than Serbs or Croats, inBosme:
Anatomic d'un Conflit (Paris: La Decouverte, 1996),p. 144.

58. See Woodward, Balkan Tragedy, pp. 236-46. .
~. The overrepresentation of Serbs in farm~~g a~tivities i~ .cro~t~ea:p~~

Bo nia and Herzegovina has historical origins ~ the pohc~esf0 d by the
s . 5 both Habsburg and Ottoman, which were rem orce

rial regune '. . socialist Yugoslavia and by patterns
POlicies of econonuc development in d t d and ambitious members

1 . ti n inwhich the more e uea e
of inte~~ rrugra 10 ', ti 1 ft for urban areas and those with fewer oppor-
of decJ.jning commuru. es e . ined. On Croatia, see Drago

"ties outside subslstence far~lng ren:a b: V'esnik, 1991).
tunl d" 5rbi u Hrvatskoj (Serbs inCroatia) (Zagreb: )
Roksan ic, I' 94-104 On the tendency
See for example, Silber and Little, Yugos aVl0~~dward, . Balkan Tragedy,

, d radicalizahon In general, seetowar
pp. 352-{i3.

--_..


