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BREAK-UP OF JUGOSLAVIA: REFLECTIONS ON THE DIVERSE NATION-STATE: WHAT CAN GO WRONG AND WHAT CAN GO RIGHT?

MARC MARUSIC

Although the title of this paper is ‘the break-up of Jugoslavia’, much of this paper will concern the period before the establishment of this country, the period of its existence, and what has happened in the separate new republics since the break-up. As well, I will speculate on what lies ahead for these republics and the region in general. 

The focus will be on ethnic affairs, with attention too on the related issues of religion, culture, nationalism, identity and psychology Political and economic issues will only be looked at in relation to the focus outlined in the previous sentence.

Of the six republics of the former Jugoslavia, the focus will be on Bosnia, Croatia and Serbia. The other three, Slovenia, Macedonia and Montenegro (Crna Gora) will be mentioned only in passing.

I should begin by talking a little about my own background. My father was born and grew up in Jugoslavia, and my mother was born and grew up in Italy
  His home city was Ljubljana, the capital of Slovenia. However, he had Croat ancestry on both sides of the family, as you can see from the name Marusic
. Not long before World War 2 he went to Belgrade, the capital of Serbia and of Jugoslavia, to study at the Military Academy. In 1941 the Germans captured Belgrade, and he was taken with many of his fellows to a German POW camp in Pomerania

When the war was over, he wanted to return to Jugoslavia, but the circumstances were too dangerous – although a believer in communism, there was such a climate of suspicion and repression, that it’s likely he would have been suspected of being a Royalist or perhaps even Ustasha sympathiser, not having the credentials to be accepted as a follower of Tito. So he went to live in Innsbruck, Austria, where he met my future mother. In 1949 they migrated to Australia, and he never returned to Europe
, 

Growing up in Sydney’s western suburbs in the 1960s and 70s, we had many Jugoslav friends of the family. In those days I simply knew them as Jugoslavs – I don’t think I even knew then what part of the country they were from
. It was only by the 90s, after Jugoslavia’s break-up, that I came to realise they were usually Slovenian (sometimes Croatian). The only time in the 70s that I heard about any particular parts of Jugoslavia was in the news about Croat separatists, including the Australian Croats in secret training camps in the outback. My father, who believed in the Yugoslav nation and in Communism, had a right wing Croat nationalist friend - in my youthful naivety, I perhaps believed that all Jugoslavs of such opposite views would just keep happily living together!

My father was not happy about Slovenia succeeding from Jugoslavia in 1990, and was very distressed by the subsequent civil war. 

I must state Jugoslavia has become a topic of great interest to me only in the years since my father died (late 1997), and that during the conflict in the 1990s I followed the events only superficially. For a long time after Slovenia’s independence, when people asked me about my origins I would refer to my father as ‘Jugoslav.’ Eventually I came to say ‘Slovenian’ – but people often confuse this with ‘Slovakian’ – so I often go back to simply saying ‘Jugoslav’ – etymologically this is correct, as ‘Jugoslav’ means ‘southern Slav’ 

I have never felt any elation about Slovenia being independent. In fact, I feel quite bad about it – Slovenia’s action triggered the subsequent successions, bloody disputes and genocides. (unless Croatia would have succeeded anyway, even without Slovenia doing so first). Additionally, I’d always believed that the Jugoslav model of socialism was a good one, and was sad to see it go.
  

When people outside Jugoslavia think about the conflicts there, the two that come to mind are the Serb-Croat conflict, and that between the Serbs and Muslims. People rarely mention the Croat-Muslim conflict, nor the ‘minor’ ones, such as the Macedonian-Albanian one. In the West, the Serbs are still demonised as the worst of the lot. In reality, the Croats were just as bad The Muslims, although for the most part victims, at times resorted to brutal actions (usually reprisals) too. 

Another myth in the West is that all Jugoslavs are mad and will be at each other’s throats for any excuse. This overlooks the fact that there were many mixed marriages, many people lived side by side in mixed communities (such as Sarajevo) and there were long periods of little conflict. 

I shall digress here to outline the historical, geographic and cultural setting of Jugoslavia. It came into existence in 1918, at the end of World war One.
It brought together people who had previously lived apart from each other in two of the great empires that collapsed as a result of World War One – the Ottoman (Turkish) and Hapsburg (Austro-Hungarian) empires. Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia  and Bosnia (although Austria-Hungary took over Bosnia after 1878) had been ruled by the Ottomans; Croatia and Slovenia ruled by the Hapsburgs (although.Croatia was under the Ottomans from      till     , and Slovenia experienced  incursions from the Ottomans for about 100 years as they as they repeatedly tried to capture Vienna) 

In terms of religion, there were three groups – Catholic (Croats and Slovenes), Orthodox (Serbs, Montenegrans and Macedonians) and Muslim  (mainly in Bosnia and Kosovo)

Regarding language, the official language of Jugoslavia was Serbo-Croat. Croats now refer to their language as ‘Croatian’, Serbs call it ‘Serbian.’ What differentiated these two was only a few hundred words – although nationalists in both camps are doggedly working at ‘purifying’ their particular strain. The other two Slavic languages in ex- Jugoslavia are Slovenian and Macedonian
. Non-Slavic languages are spoken too – German and Italian in Croatia and Slovenia, Hungarian in some northern areas, Albanian in Kosovo, and Greek in some parts of Macedonia. Turkish was never forced or even encouraged by the Ottomans – it was only taken up by the Muslim elite in Bosnia. The only sign of Turkish today is in some of the adopted words, eg cevapcici (minced meat dish), burek (a savoury pastry), djedzva (long-armed pot for making coffee), and in some of the place names (Sarajevo, from the Turkish ‘field around the palace’, Yenipazzar, ‘new market’, Akhisar (white palace). Words of Turkish origin are most plentiful in Bosnia. 

Regarding alphabet, Latin is used by Croats and Slovenes, Cyrillic by Serbs and Macedonians. The Arabic script was sometimes used in Bosnia.

Geographically, the area covers the western Balkans and is in south-eastern Europe (Slovenia and Croatia could be classed as being in Central Europe too)

   

Ethnically, the Serbs, Croats, Bosnians and Slovenes are the same Slavic people. The original people of the region were not Slavs though –they were Ilyrian (whose descendants are thought to be the Albanians). There are many non-Slavic elements too – scratch a Croat or Slovene and you might find some Austrian, Hungarian or Italian, scratch a Serb and you might find some Hungarian, Albanian, Turkish or (occasionally) Greek.Macedonians are often classed separately, due to the influence of another Slavic group, the Bulgars, as well as a lot of Greek and Albanian (and some Turkish) input.  

There is a theory that Croats originated from Persia (Iran, where the term ‘Aryan’ comes from) – although this theory has been exploited by Croat nationalists to claim they are different from Serbs, there is some evidence to support this – and, ironically, that the Serbs too have such derivation.  

Outsiders (as well as nationalists in the region) often assert that history is the fate of the Balkans. However, the decisive factor in the Balkans is not how the past dictates to the future but how the present manipulates the past. 

Related to this is what Freud called the narcissism of minor difference – the smaller the real differences between two peoples, the larger it figures in their imagination. An inference from this, as Michael Ignatieff 
points out, “must be that enemies need each other to remind themselves of who they really are. A Croat, thus, is someone who is not a Serb. A Serb is someone who is not a Croat. Without hatred of the other, there would be no clearly defined national self to worship and adore.” 

What strikes an outsider though about Serbs and Croats is not their differences, but by how similar they seem to be. They shared the same village way of life for centuries, and urbanisation has reduced the importance of their differences. Nationalist politicians on both sides took the narcissism of minor difference and turned it into a bestial force, portraying their own side as blameless victims, the other side as genocidal killers. 

Paradoxically, the same people who accepted and brutally acted on these myths knew they were lies – they knew these ‘others’ as their neighbours, friends, family members. 

One myth the nationalists peddled was that Serbs and Croats had always been enemies. In reality, before the ethnic warfare during World War Two, this was seldom in evidence. After the war, nearly 50 years of ethnic peace ensued before the conflict that sundered Jugoslavia. 

This peace was achieved by the understanding of Tito (president of Jugoslavia, 1945 to 1980) that the only peaceful way to satisfy the national hopes of each people was to have a federal state. Tito created an intricate ethnic balance in regard to positions of power. However, by 1974 in the new constitution Tito made concessions to nationalism, allowing the six republics in the federation greater autonomy. By the end of his rule, the League of Communists, instead of counterbalancing ethnic favouritism among the elites in the republics, was itself breaking up on ethnic lines.

This breaking apart was inevitable, as Ignatieff points out, given “Tito’s failure to allow the emergence of civic, rather than ethnic-based, multi-party competition. Had he allowed a citizens’ politics in the 1960s or 1970s, a non-ethnic principle of political affiliation might have taken root.”

While Tito’s iron fist did hold the country together, it can also be said that it merely kept the lid on the boiling nationalisms beneath. Although life under Tito was much freer than in other Communist countries
, Titoism “failed to create free individuals capable of critical thought about themselves and their national communities . . created the very opposite – subjects without ideas who were quick to embrace uncritically the nationalisms that had been preserved . . beneath the monolithic structure of communism.
  

Subsequently, the elections held in 1990 in all the republics, the first free and mulit-party elections since World War Two, all resulted in regimes that were primarily nationalistic.

This nationalism, and its subsequent barbarisms, stemmed largely from fear – the systemic fear that arises when a state begins to collapse. As Ignatieff says, “ethnic hatred is the result of the terror which arises when legitimate authority disintegrates.”
 

Fear, more than conviction, made unwilling nationalists of ordinary people.
 If Jugoslavia no longer protected you, perhaps your fellow Croats, Serbs or Slovenes might. And yet, “most people knew . . . that rushing to the protection of their ethnic group would only hasten the disintegration of their common life.”

Indeed, many people did not succumb to these nationalisms – in towns and villages spared from the bloody conflict, mixed populations continued to lead a peaceful life together. Sometimes among the victims of nationalist extremists were their own people. For example, in the long-time multicultural city of Sarajevo, most of the Serbs, Croats and Muslims continued to hold together – so the local Serbs too were subjected to the shelling of the Bosnian Serb extremists. Indeed, this shows another dimension to the conflict – it was sometimes more about the divide in the urban and rural mindset than a matter purely of ethnicity

Horrific acts were often perpetrated against ‘renegades’ who refused to go along with the actions of their ethnic fellows – for example, a Bosnian Serb (who might have been an unwilling warrior in the first place, who might have joined for whatever extraneous reasons), when ordered by his commander to rape a Muslim woman refused to do so, had his testicles cut off and he was hung up to bleed to death – to serve as an example to others – so installing yet another layer of fear.    

I will now make one of the most important points in this paper – one I have implied already – that ethnic difference per se was not responsible for the politics of nationalims that emerged in the 1980s. 

As I said above, Titoism both held the nationalities together and sowed the seeds of the collapse of a unified country. Another fault of Tito was that he removed from the top posts the most reform-minded communists – so by his final decade or so there was no longer a vision – “he was unable to think along the lines called for by the new times.”
 Pertinent to this, the sense of Jugoslav patriotism was fading away – the factors it rested on, such as the pride of the anti-Stalinist stand and in founding the non-aligned movement had faded away; and its great achievement after World War Two in restoring Jugoslavia from the ruins of defeat, occupation, secession and partition came to be seen as something from the distant past. He was suspicious of new ideas
, since they could undermine his position – consequently, any hope of a rejuvenated Jugoslav pride was nipped in the bud. 

After Tito’s death in 1980, the Jugoslav state lumbered on for another 10 years. Titoism without Tito was an illusion, for it failed to find new sources of legitimacy, such as ability to reform, effectiveness and popular support
 Even before his death, the cult of Tito had made such a transition to post-Titoism impossible. The system became more and more unstable, racked by divisions.  

So Jugoslavia became highly vulnerable to external factors too. The most crucial was the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. By being neutral, Jugoslavia had earned a good living from the Cold War – but had failed to invest properly for the future. 

Fatally, the political leadership did not accept in time that “ethnic conflicts must be acknowledged and promptly managed with a view to their peaceful resolution based on genuine consideration of the legitimate aspirations of different nations.”

Communism, while being a very fair system in terms of providing equal access to education, health and social systems, has a collectivist nature – which has many flaws. When communism in Jugoslavia was collapsing, people naturally turned to another form of collectivism – nationalism (Serb, Croat, etc) – the only other ‘ism’ thick on the ground. Furthermore, much of communism’s rhetoric, “the formulation of ideological and political life in terms of an existential struggle between friend and foe”
 lent itself the new “ethnonational collectivism”
 

Furthermore, Tito’s suppression of liberal dissent prevented the development of a liberal political climate to come to the fore following communism’s collapse. Needless to say, a liberal political climate would have been far more conducive to the values of pluralism and acceptance of diversity than an ethno-nationalist climate.
 The former views rights at an individual level, regardless of ethnicity, while the latter views rights in terms of identity – hence far greater rights for “us” than for “them.” And crucially, critical thinking (vital in resistance to etnonationalism) is severely sidelined in a non-liberal climate.  

Although the communist state was highly generous in regard to minority rights and accommodating cultural diversity, the lack of a liberal foundation left such values highly endangered by ethnic chauvinists once the protective shell of communism had collapsed. 

In contrast to the lack of social liberalism, economic liberalism did grow apace by the late 1980s – terminology such as “open-market economy” and “competition” made people feel very insecure – all the more reason for seeking solace in the collective identity of nationalism. 

I will now focus on Bosnia,-Herzegovina, a region featuring all of the dichotomies of Jugoslavia – Ottoman Empire/Austro-Hungarian Empire, Catholic/Orthodox, Serb/Croat, Christian/Muslim, multicultural state/ethically ‘pure’ state.

Until the 19th century, Bosnians did not refer to themselves as Serb or Croat – they simply called themselves Bosnians (the name of the medieval state in existence before Ottoman times, and the name of their Ottoman province)(
). The Ottomans classed people not along ethnic lines but along religious ones – Muslims, Orthodox and Catholics. Only by the 19th century, particularly after Austria-Hungary too over in 1878, did nationalism appear. 

Nationalists preached that if one is a Catholic, one is a Croat, if one is Orthodox, one is a Serb. But in regard to the origins of these Catholics and Orthodox, this was inanity, as the population was so greatly mixed. Furthermore, neither the Serbs nor the Croats have any serious historical claims to Bosnia.

Prior to the Ottoman conquest (completed by 1463), the main church in Bosnia was the church of Bosnia, a mixture of Catholic church organisation and neo-Manichean doctrine, but not identical to the Bogomils, as is often claimed.
 This church was regarded by the Catholics and Orthodox as heretical. However, in the years leading to the Ottoman conquest, the Catholic Church grew in influence, as the Catholic West was the only support against the Turks. So the last kings of Bosnia were Catholics. Meanwhile, in the eastern parts of Bosnia, the Orthodox Church continued its ministry. 

The Ottomans, while holding that Islam was superior, did not, unlike the European Christians, try to bring the other religions under their control. Conversion to Islam was much more common among the neo-Manicheans than among the Catholics and Orthodox. 

Many Catholics fled to neighbouring Catholic lands (ruled by Austria-Hungary or Venice), while many Orthodox Serbs (though in far less than numbers than from Serbia) resettled on the edges of the Hapsburg territory – special zones in which the Hapsburgs allowed Serbs to live, on the condition that they would serve as a vojna krajina (border army) against the Ottomans. Today, these areas are the Serb enclaves in Croatia, which were ‘ethnically cleansed’ of Serbs by the Croats in the 1990s war. 

Meanwhile in Bosnia, many Catholics who stayed there switched to Orthodoxy – due to the Ottomans viewing Orthodoxy more favourably than Catholicism, whose pope frequently initiated anti-Ottoman crusades. 

After the late 1600s, when the Ottomans were driven out by the Hapsburgs of lands they had held for a 100 years (Croatia and parts of Hungary), the Muslim percentage in Bosnia became the dominant one. The Muslim proportion rose further after Serbia achieved autonomy from the Ottomans in the early 19th century. However, it steadily decrease4d in three waves of migration (mainly to Turkey) following the Hapsburg occupation of Bosnia (1878), the establishment of Jugoslavia (1918) and the Communist takeover (1945).

The Turks never conducted a campaign of massive Turkification in Bosnia. As noted above, there was no forcing or even encouraging Bosnians to learn Turkish.

Bosnian Muslims identified with the Ottoman state but were always aware they were not Anatolians. They called themselves either Turci, in distinction to Turkuse (Anatolian Turks)or Bosnjaci (Bosnians). 

From the nineteenth century on, Bosnian Muslims became more secularised. This grew steadily during the Communist era (as it did with all religions). This opened up the Muslims to being contested over as the Serb-Croat rivalry grew – they were told that they did not make up a separate national group, and so it was “progressive” to choose between the Serba nd Croat identities. In contrast to this attitude, during the recent war in Bosnia, ultra-nationalistic Serbs castigated the Muslims as being ‘Turks’ – a shift from assimilation to branding as ‘other.’ Bosnian Muslims however have always been overwhelmingly Slavic – just about as much as Catholics and Orthodox. 

The only difference between the three so-called ethnic groups is religious background. The word ‘background’ should be stressed – after fifty years of secularisation in a communist state, few Bosnians are deeply religious. Their ways of life have long been the same. The only thing that often indicates a person’s identity is their name. 

By the nineteenth century independence movements were coming to the fore in the Balkans. These were predominantly based on ethnicity, and harkened back to a previous state before colonisation, and so could be a basis for the creation of a national culture, literature, and state.  For the Bosnian Muslims though, such a national image could not be so, as medieval Bosnia was Christian. Coming under Hapsburg rule after 1878, Bosnian Muslims were divided on the question of whether Islam allowed them to live under Christian rule. Many of those who believed not migrated to Turkey. Although Slav in ethnicity and in many cultural respects, the Muslims were not in general interested in becoming part of any of the new Slavic states. The main difference they felt with the Austrians and Hungarians was religion, not ethnicity. The ending of Ottoman rule presented the need for self-definition – and the consequent problems such a process brings. 

A major implication for Bosnian Muslims of the switch from Ottoman to Hapsburg rule was that they no longer had the advantage of being co-religionists of the ruling power. This was cause for several concerns. The first was conversion – viewed by Islam as an act of apostasy. A second issue was the law– the supreme secular authorities would no longer automatically support Muslim judges or courts. So it came to be perceived that the survival of Islam was at stake. The Austrian administration wanted to treat the Muslims as equals of the other religious groups, but the Muslims, having long enjoyed a higher standing under Ottoman rule, resented this. 

Another concern for Muslims was the introduction of military conscription. As Austria-Hungary was only running Bosnia as a protectorate (before annexation in 1908), many Muslims objected to conscription into a ‘foreign” army, some furthermore objected that it was service in an infidel army. It wasn’t only Muslims who objected – many Serbs did too.
  

Bosnian Muslims weren’t entirely unhappy about most of the Ottoman officials departing Bosnia after the Austrian annexation. The local Muslim lords had for some time preferred to run things themselves – resulting in the Ottoman government’s  military interventions in the mid 19th century to reassert control. Ottoman officials on the other hand were not too keen to serve there, as they viewed it as a dull backwater and weren’t interested in wrangling with local power brokers.
 Following Austrian annexation, pro-Ottoman attitudes sometimes appeared – eg. , retention of Ottoman officials or other links with Istanbul – though this could have been due rather to attempts to defend their Islamic identity. In the main, the Ottomans did little to intervene on the behalf of Bosnian Muslims – for strategic reasons. 

Due to Islam being a state religion, many Muslims felt that the Austrians, by depriving Islam of its dominant standing in social and political life, were undermining it.

Despite these tensions, 2 years after the Austrian annexation the Muslims officially accepted it and swore allegiance to the Hapsburgs. Negotiations for cultural autonomy often yielded satisfying results for the Muslims. Establishment of a Muslim political party gave them clout in the balancing game (Serbian and Croatian parties were also founded at the time). As noted above, the rival Serbs and Croats tried to co-opt the Muslims into their camp. However, most Muslims avoided taking sides – feeling that to do so would undermine Muslim unity. 

The Austro-Hungarians, although Catholic, did not embark on any ‘religious cleansing’ against the Muslims or Orthodox Christians. Muslims would have fared far worse had the Serbian insurgent Karadjordje extended his uprising into Bosnia after 1804 – there would likely be no Bosnian Muslims today. Nor would there be any if the Austro-Hungarians had captured Bosnia in the late 17th century – after capturing Croatia and the Ottoman parts of Hungary at that time, all mosques were destroyed. 

By the late 19th century, the Serbs were still conducting ‘religious cleansing’ when Serbia expanded its state southwards
 by 1912 however, when they took Kosovo, they no longer pursued the aim of a pure Orthodox Christian state. Likewise, when the Bulgars achieved their national state in 1912, there was little persecution of Muslims, and to this day there is a Muslim minority in Bulgaria.
So the 1990s ‘ethnic cleansing’ in Bosnia was certainly a reversion to pre-Enlightenment attitudes.

The Hapsburgs were wary of two growing movements – pan Serbia (Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia joining with the existing Serbian state to form a greater Serbia) and pan Jugoslavia (all Southern Slavs joining together). The Hapsburgs discouraged Bosnians from forming links with Hapsburg Croatia, and so encouraged a separate Bosnian national sentiment (bosnjastvo).

Moving on now to the Jugoslavia era, the original name of this state

was conscipuous in omitting reference to Bosnia (and Macedonia) – the kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes..King Aleksandar came from the Serb royal family, and although the state appeared on the surface to be unitarist, in practice it was Serbianising.
 All the “confessional’ or “tribal” parties, including the JMO (Jugoslav Muslim Organisation) were banned and dispersed (although more ‘co-operative non-Serbs were included in his cabinet). In 1929, Bosnia was partitioned out of existence – in establishing nine new administrative units (banates), four of these banates
 included parts of Bosnia, but always in combination with neighbouring Croatian, Serbian and Montenegrin districts, and in all bar one a Serb majority was achieved. 

Furthermore, under the Sporazum (agreement) of 1939, Prince Pavle conducted a deal with the Croat opposition that established an autonomous Croatia (Banovina Hrvatska) which included parts of historical Bosnia. The remaining parts were reserved for the projected Serb portion of Jugo – so encouraging the Serbs to  view most of Bosnia as legitimately Serbian. The Muslims were totally left out of this division. 

During WW2 Bosnia became part of the Nazi-aligned Ustasa independent state of Croatia. Bosnian Muslims were viewed by the Ustasa as simply Croats of Islamic confession. Ante Pavelic, the president of the Ustasa state, wanting to have the Muslims on their side, courted them with a show of respect for their religion, symbols and décor. For example, for the circular Art Pavilion of Ivan Mestrovic in Zagreb, he ordered that it be adorned with three minarets and be turned into a mosque, which was named the Poglavnik’s mosque.

However, Pavelic never really shared power with the Muslims – all those in the highest positions were Croats of Catholic background, with some Muslims in minor positions of power. 

The Ustasa state exacted cruel repression of Serbs – in Croatia and in Bosnia. Its policy for the Serbs was to murder one third, imprison one third in concentration camps, and convert one third to Catholicism. 

The Ustasa often attempted to blame Muslims for the massacres of Serbs, claiming they were squaring accounts with the Orthodox Serbs. The Muslims charged that the Ustasa, in order to cast the Muslims in such a light, masqueraded as Muslims. Massacres and terror were often carried out by Serbs (especially Chetniks – Serbs nationalists who were anti communist and anti-Nazi). These Ustasa ploys would further inflame Serb passions against the Muslims. 

Meanwhile, the Muslim approach was to pursue good relations with both the Serbs and Croats. Some Muslims though did join with the Ustasa in fighting the Serbs  - there were many reasons for this, including of course reprisals against the Serbs. For some Muslims of a strong religious leaning, a further motivation may have been that some of their enemies were Communist
 – the Jugoslav partisans, as well as the ally of the partisans, the Soviet Union. The fight against Communism was also a reason for many Catholics in different European countries siding with the Fascists and Nazis. 

More Jugoslavs died in this brutal civil war than at the hands of the Germans. One exception to this violent sectarianism was the Partisans – people from all parts of Jugoslavia banding together. 

Following the victory of the Partisans, and the establishment of the Communist state, some degree of persecution against the Muslims persisted until the early 1960s (a time of Serb predominance in Bosnia).

From the early 60s (until the break-up of Jugoslavia) Bosnia’s leadership was evenly apportioned among the three communities. Tito designated the Muslims as one of Jugoslavia’ national (narodnost) groups (until then, they could only identify as Serbs or Croats). This increasingly raised their standing – but at the price of compliance. Muslims became the dominant community in Bosnia – due largely to their strong embrace of orthodox Titoism.
 With increasing religious freedom, Islam experienced a revival in the 1970s and 1980s – though not diminishing the secular character of Bosnia. 

Jugoslavia was indeed the only country ever where a person’s religion could be designated as ones nationality
 one could be a Muslim by nationality, while being by religion a Muslim, Christian, Buddhist, or any other religion, or none. 

In the elections following the collapse of the Communist Party, three new parties prevailed – all three organised along national lines. From this, a ruling coalition emerged – with the parliament the electing head of the Muslim party, Alija Izetbegovic, as the president of Bosnia.   

Following Slovenia and Croatia, Bosnia declared independence in late 1992.

Izetbegovic was often accused by the Serbian leadership (and later by the Croatian) of “Islamic fundamentalism.” In reality though, he always espoused a secular, multinational Bosnian state, in which the rights of the three communities would be guaranteed and protected. 

However, as Serbia and Croatia acted to support the respective Serb and Croat separatist movements, many Muslims felt it necessary for their survival to establish a Muslim state. This of course never looked like eventuating, but there has been a rise in more conservative expressions of Islam as a response to the dreadful persecutions of Muslims in the 1990s. 

Returning now to Jugoslavia in general, it is clear that there were already strong tensions in its formative years – it was closely identified with the Serb nationalist movement – and all the more so as the king was from the Serb royal family and the capital was Belgrade. A point of tension was that Croats wanted a more federal system (which did come though 30 years later, with Tito), while Serbs wanted stronger centralisation based on Belgrade. Being ‘Bosnian’ was not allowed (for any of its three communities)  Slovenia, although dwarfed by Serbia and Croatia, managed to maintain its unique language and culture. 

As I’ve noted at various points in this paper, traditions among the different communities were allowed to some extent to continue during the Communist era. However, people still felt, sometimes wrongly, sometimes rightly, that their traditions were being quashed. So, after Tito’s death, many people saw their chance and began asserting more strongly their differences and traditions. Even for people who were not religious or even strongly nationalist, their identity began to grow in accordance with their ‘tradition.’ And so today, when people are asked “what does it mean to you to be a Serb/Croat/Moslem?”, the answer is not usually religion or nationality, but ‘tradition,’ ethnos in the sense of ‘community.’
 “Traditions we hardly remember the beginnings of any more.”

When people are asked what ‘tradition’ means, they are often unclear in their response , so what comes across more is a feeling’ that people have. A feeling that people have been prepared to kill and die for.
Pertinent to point I made on page 3, people seem far clearer about who they are not, than about who they are.
 

An example of this is nationalist Serbs who look down upon Bosnian Muslims as ‘Turks’ – ironically, the former often look darker, more ‘Turkish’ than the latter. People (of all nationalities)often claim to be able to determine ethnicity at a glance. When asked how, the answer once again is vague: “we just do.”

A related factor is falsification of history. An example is the mythologising of the granicri – frontiersmen of the Krajina in Croatia, commissioned by the Hapsburgs (see Page 6 ) to defend its borders from the Ottomans. the granicri were largely Orthodox Vlachs, a people from the mountains of Dalmatia and Bosnia. Nationalistic Serbs came to identify with the Orthodox Vlachs, and so claimed that it was the Serbs who stood alone as the border guards of Christianity for centuries. The Vlachs only came to identify as Serbs due to the nationalist movements of the 19th century, when ‘Orthodox’ and ‘Serb’ became a united concept for political purposes. The population remained 90% Serb throughout the Jugoslavia era, and when Croatia declared its independence, the Serbs saw this region as “Serbia within a foreign country.”

 A similar phenomenon can be seen in the Serb romanticising of Kosovo. During the Jugoslavia era, there was no sentimental attachment to Kosovo – most trips there by Serbs were to gymnasiums (they preferred holidays on the Dalmatian coast). From the 1980s on, the Serbs in Kosovo were declining in number. But this was due to moving to areas of greater economic opportunity – not, as alleged, due to persecution from the ‘Shiptars’ (derogatory word for Albanians).
 Hatred for the ‘Shiptars’ was motivated by anxiety about worsening economic conditions, such as hyperinflation and high unemployment.

Much of the nationalism, with its irrational attitudes and behaviour, can be ttributed to economic conditions. Using the Krajina as an example again – a region with little economic development and high unemployment. Until 1991, Krajina Serbs didn’t care about a Greater Serbia. But then in stepped Milosevic’s men, whipping up their passions. They felt like they were being given hope – even if it meant war. 

In case I’m seen to be only pointing fingers at the Serbs regarding Krajina, Croatia shares much blame – if Tudjman had supported the moderate Serb politicians who wanted a peaceful solution, war in Krajina could have been averted. 

Religion has been seized upon as a marker of identity, even by those who profess atheism. An example is looking upon Bosnian Muslims as traitors to Christianity – even by some non-religious Serbs and Croats. Catholicism, Orthodoxy and Islam all descend from Abraham, and there are certainly more similarities than differences. However, this realisation is lost when there is too much emphasis on the outer forms of religion.in the post-Communist era, people have moved towards religions which “represent national ideologies and idealised histories, rewriting events to suit the political moment.”
 

As I noted in the section on Bosnia (see Page 6), it is only since the 18th century that there has been a sense of “the other” in Bosnia. This has been compounded by the rise in sentimentalism and moralism (outward aspects of religion) and a decline in the spiritual aspects of religion.
 Whereas previously, “central to the idea of Bosnia was the recognition and protection of the rights of others”
, by the 1990s it was “how can I protect myself from my brother?”

Many people, inside and outside the former Jugoslavia , fondly recall Sarajevo  as an exemplifier of multicultualism. However, this could be contested by the view that it was “simply a osmopolitan place where people of different faiths and traditions went about their business undisturbed by each other.”
.indeed, different parts of the city were dominated  by different groups

In the years of rebuilding since the 1990s war, there is a claim from all sides that “everything can be divided.”However, isn’t the need now to understand that “everything can be joined?” Many of those who took the latter view, but despaired that this could ever happen, have left for a new life abroad. 

Another negative attitude in the era of rebuilding has been, “we get nothing and the Muslims/Serbs/Croats get everything (in regard to internat aid).

And of course there is still the refrain,”that lot started it.” But does this attitude help? Even if it’s true, surely it only prolongs things? In peace and reconciliation talks, people are reminded that everyone needs to look for similarities with the other groups, not differences. And because of that, to work together. Unfortunately, people still tend not to listen to this.

As an end piece, I will now bring together some of the key ideas I have examined above. I will do so using a framework of key themes. Finally, I’ll look at prospects for the future of what was once Jugoslavia. 

An obvious theme is misconceptions – from those both outside and inside the region. From outside (especially the West), we have the following misconceptions:

· “They’re always at each other.” Abundant evidence in this paper shows how fallacious this view is. 

· A highly arrogant attitude still common in the West today is “they’re less cultured than us.”  Sure, the western world has been free of such barbaric civil war for a long time – but many of these countries have outsourced their brutality – supporting brutal regimes in the developing world, practising neo-colonialism, and many human rights abuses in the name of “the war on terror.” 

· “it’s just about religion”, is another common refrain. However, my paper clearly shows that religion has been an excuse rather a cause. Furthermore, the recent revival of religion is of a superficial form (see pp12-13)

· “The past dictates the present.” In reality, it is the present that uses the past (see P3) 

· “Without a strong leader anymore to hold them together, of course they’ll start fighting again.” Sure, Tito did hold the country together, but he also sewed the seeds of its collapse (see P4, para 4, P5, para 3, and P         ).

These are not just misconceptions for the sake of it – a big reason is convenience. It is convenient to find excuses for the failure of the post-1945 rhetoric “never again”
 These excuses can assuage the feelings of guilt, shock and disbelief. 

Misconceptions have of course been rife in the region itself:

· “If we don’t stop them, they’ll destroy us”

· “They get more (help, support, etc) than us”

· “They started it” (in some cases true, but hardly helpful in any conflict resolution)

· “we are more different to each other than similar”(see P3, para 6) 

· “we cannot live together”

Such misconceptions, even among those who hold them, are often tempered by moments of lucid thinking, and any urges to act on them are restrained by some sense of humanity underneath (and knowing that the consequences could be too harmful). However, during times of war and tension, such temperances are all too easily lost. 

These misconceptions tie in strongly with sense of identity. Identity can be a very flimsy construct (“I am not a Serb, therefore I am not a Croat”, and vice-versa, see P 3, para 4). Identity can also be marked by romanticism and falsifications. An example of romanticising is the perception of Kosovo among many Serbs.
 History is often romanticised and falsified – eg. the lauding of the granicari as noble heroes (see P12, para 2). The other side of self-identity is perception of the other – often also a flimsy construct. An example is the perception of Bosnian Muslims – in some contexts assimilationist (“they are really Serbs/Croats underneath”), in some contexts demonising (“they are Turks”) (see P7, para 5). 

Related to identity is ‘tradition’ – again unclear, and expressed more as a ‘feeling’ that people have acquired (see pp 11-12). A very deadly feeling at times. This sense of ‘tradition’ was stronger in rural than in urban areas – so conflict was at times more about a divide in the urban and rural mindset than a matter purely of ethnicity (see P5, para 3)

Tied in with such ideas of identity is the need to have an enemy, in order to remind oneself of who one really is (see “narcissism of minor differences, P4, para 1). The whole world over (Rwanda, Kashmir and Northern Ireland, for example), we find people with far more hatred for their slightly different neighbours than they feel for people much more different from them who live much further away.

A necessary part of identity is symbols. When divisive symbols of the past are revived for the identity of nationalism, insensitivity can be conveyed towards its former victims. Pertinent here is the choice of the Sahovnica (the flag of the Ustasa regime) for the newly independent Croatia in 1991 – Serbs in Croatia quite understandably were alarmed at such a sight, bringing back memories of persecution in World War 2. These legitimate concerns were then of course whipped up into deadly action by Serb nationalists. 

Such  misconceptions regarding identity, tradition, history, and relations with others can be found in any society in the world – but far more so in a political climate lacking in liberalism (see P6, paras 4-7). 

I will leave you now with a few observations and matters to ponder over:

· “Jugoslav” means “southern Slav. No other country in Europe has had a name created from ethnicity plus direction in which one part of that ethnicity lives.

· No language called Jugoslav. Compare this to Germany (German), Italy (Italian), etc.

· Like Jugoslavia, many other European nations have a national language plus various dialects. In those countries the national language eventually came to dominate. In Jugoslavia, although Serbo-Croat was the main language, others, such as Slovenian and Macedonian were accorded equal status (not always in reality though). Question: in today’s postmodern world, is it far harder for one national language to be universally accepted than it was in the nineteenth century when Germany and Italy were formed?

· If the capital city had been multicultural Sarajevo (which is neither in Serbia nor Croatia), would people have felt a stronger sense of all being Jugoslav?  

· Would it have been possible in Jugoslavia for the forces of unity and consolidation to hold out against the forces of division and disintegration?

· Is national consciousness a natural phenomenon, or is it essentially constructed by elites?

· What are the “legitimate aspirations” of nations, and how can conflicting aspirations be reconciled in a multiethnic setting?

· What lessons can be learned from this conflict for places of conflict outside the Balkans?

� Northern Italy, near the Austrian border


�  the Croatian town of Marusici, on the Slovenian border, bears the family name. His ancestors were pirates who preyed on Venetian merchnat shipsin the Adriatic 


� at the time in Germany, now in Poland


� he was set to go with my mother in 1980, but panicked out due to fear of flying, so my mother went alone, goiing to Jugoslavia and meeting her husband’s rellies for the first time in her life


�  Ditto my school friend in primary school, Zoltan Varga – only many years later did I work out, from the name, that his origins would likely be in Vojvodina (northern Serbia)


�  Subsequent study of Titossm, howerver, has shown me the many flaws and injusticiees in the syestem. I’d now call it a mix of good and bad


�  the year my father was born


� Bulgarian spoken in some parts of Macedonia


�  ‘balkan’ comes from the Turkish word for mountain


�  Today it is occassionally used in religious contexts


� The Warrior’s Honour: Ethnic war and the Modern Consceience, P14


�  Ibid, P16


�  Citizens were allowed to travel to the West, indeed to work in countries such as Germany as Gastarbeiter, private enterprsise  was allowed, a flourishing  tourism industury existed (so citizens got to meet people from the West), a form of self-management existed in workplaces, Jugoslavia even took part in the Eurovision song contest! 


� P108, source unknown (to be followed up)


�  op.cit P 16


�  Ibid, P16


� Ibid P16





� P99, source unknown (to be followed up)


� However, he “was quick to see the ‘public relations’ advantage of some of them, and knew how to make use of it (Ibid, P 101)


� Ibid, P100


� or they  used more local regional names


� the only time the Croatians administered Bosnia was the Ustasha state during World War Two


� Pinson, Mark (ed(, The Muslims of Bosnia-Herzegovina, 1993, Harvard  College, USA


� Some of the Serbs in Mostar signed a petition re-affirming the sultan’s authority.  Ibid P 121


� Ibid p 123


� Into Nis, Pirot, Toplica and Vranje


� Both Bulgar (Pomak) and Turkish.


� Ibid P 134


� Ibid, P 138


� Vrbas, Drina, Littoral, Zeta


�  Poglavnik was Pavelic’s title, meaning Fuhrer





� Communists often professed atheism, and when in power often set out to quash religious expression


� Pinson, P145


� not applying though to other religious groups


� Bran, Zoe, After Jugoslavia, Lonely Planet Publications, Footscray, 2001, pp 8, 209, 210


� Ibid, P8


� Ibid, P 262


� Ibid, P 263


� Ibid, P 202


� Ibid, pp 202-203


� Ibid, P202


� Ibid, P 203


� ibid, P 212


�  Ibid, P 215





� (Akhavan, P and Howse, R Yugoslavia: the former and future: Reflections by scholars from the region, 19993, P xiii


� � Puhovski, Z, in Ibid, P 123


� Ibid, P123


� Howse, in Ibid, Chapter 1


� Another reason for the declining proportion of Serbs was the influx from Albania – again , due to economic factors (Jugoslavia being a far more prosperous country), as well as Tito’s policy to lessen the domination of Serbia (tying in with autonomous status being granted to Kosovo (as well as Vojvodina), within the the republic of Serbia)


� In reality the concern was often limited to Europe.


� A moot point now, as Kosovo has declared independence – a move I do not support: a potential basket-case state, needing the teat of the EU, etc; the fact that through most of its history it had a Serb majority; a repossession effort could be a rallying cry for any future extremist government in Serbia.
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