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The news of Ivan Djurić's demise in Paris reached us as we were preparing this book. For the small circle of those, whom, like him, the tragedy of this region hurt as their own pain, as a blow to their own beliefs and ideals, his death means an irreparable loss.


In memory of his outstanding personality, scientific opus and selfless social commitment, associated also, especially of late, with Helsinki Committee for Human Rights in Serbia, we dedicate this book to our friend Ivan Djurić.

Our initial idea, when we started preparing this book, was to document the media treatment of the latest electoral campaign. However, the outcome of the parliamentary elections and the trend shown in the ongoing presidential elections, both indicative of a growing radicalisation of the Serbian society, prompted us to broaden the scope of the project. We hope that the contributions and documents, included to illustrate this trend, gravely imperilling Serbia's future, will help to identify and understand the problem better.

I

Increasing radicalisation in Serbia
Radicalization of the political scene in Serbia, clearly manifested by the presidential and parliamentary elections results, is a logical outcome of all developments in the Serbian society in the past decade. The national ‘Greater Serbia’ project articulated and orchestrated in late 80’s, made Serbia initiate the war which subsequently broke up Yugoslavia. That was the response of the Serbian political and intellectual elite to the challenge of transition then sweeping through the Eastern European countries. But due to massive resistance of other Yugoslav peoples and international community the Serbian attempt to forcibly change borders of the former republics (now borders of the newly emerged Balkan states) failed, although the ‘Greater Serbia’ project was not decisively defeated. This failed undertaking resulted in an economic, political and moral devastation of the country, and the mind-set formed in the aftermath of that devastation hindered a catharsis or sobering up process.


The Dayton accord sanctioning the division of Bosnia and Herzegovina into two entities, one of which is Republika Srpska, provided a psychological justification that some of then projected goals in the B&H territory had been attained. This is also due to the fact that the annexation of Republika Srpska to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia is treated as a deferred (until Russia regains its strength,) but certain process. Thus this goal is currently termed as “a patriotic goal” by the ruling regime, while its war partner, the Radical Party pursues this objective through aggressive nationalism. In such a milieu, determined by the red-black coalition, it was not possible to tackle the key issues of the state of Serbia, notably the issue of war and the responsibility for it. It is also questionable whether any relevant political factor in the Serbian political arena was ready to tackle such a delicate issue. Parallel dramatic developments in Republika Srpska and Montenegro helped suppress a host of key issues in the pre-election campaign. To put it more clearly, both Montenegro, as a federal unit of the current Yugoslavia and Republica Srpska, to which the FRY aspires, are still treated as a part of still unresolved national issue, which in its gist was always- a territorial question.


Considering the fact that not a single program offering a vision of Serbia as a truly modern and democratic state was advanced, the pre-election campaign turned into a self-consuming exercise in mutual criticism and internal showdowns. This in turn discouraged the electorate from voting.


The ballot-casting proceeded in a legal way, and only minor, negligible irregularities were observed. However, the legitimacy of the elections was called into question, in view of non-implementation of the Gonzales Commission recommendations. But, in the light of character and level of the political culture in this country, as well as the general climate, the full implementation of the Gonzales recommendation could have easily brought about a major victory of the Radical Party.


Despite all its traditional electoral advantages, notably its monopoly on the major media, the Socialist Party of Serbia failed to ensure the parliamentary majority. As it won even less seats in the republican parliament than in the previous elections (December 1993,) it is obvious that the pro-SPS electorate is dwindling. SPS credibility was not only badly hurt by its last year’s rigging of the local elections and three-month long civil protest and rallies, but also by its renunciation of its proclaimed goals. One could say that the SPS, as the ruling party, lost its identity because of its permanent need to adjust to ever-changing circumstances and ever-increasing pressures. On the one hand it was pressurized by the international community to comply with the Dayton accord commitments, and on the other hand by potential social tensions threatening to produce a total economic collapse.


Yugoslav Associated Left (JUL) continued to eat into SPS prestige, the phenomen which was even more striking in the previous elections. As a major loser of the September 1997 elections, SPS can solve the crisis of its rule either by forming a kind of ad hoc coalition with one of the two largest parliamentary parties or by introducing some emergency measures.


The major winner of these elections was Vojislav Šešelj, who defeated SPS candidate, Zoran Lilić, in the presidential run-off elections. Practically he is the only genuine contender in the forthcoming presidential elections (7 December). With 82 seats in the National Assembly of Serbia, the Serbian Radical Party officially became the second-ranking party in Serbia. These data most convincingly indicate overall radicalization of the society and its ethnic homogenization, as the large majority of the Serbian population opted for an ethnic state concept. What gives rise to particular concern are the Radical Party gains in Sandžak and Vojvodina, and partly in Kosovo, that is, in all ethically mixed areas. Hence the logical response of the minorities in such mixed environments: they gave their votes unanimously to the parties representing their interests. Such a political configuration makes Serbia a complex and unstable society in the long run.


The fact that Šešelj stated immediately after the elections that ”Radical Party shall never renounce its programme objective of making Karlobag-Ogulin-Karlovac-Virovitica Serbia’s borders”, was a warning that he still adhered to his original concept. In addition to having designs on tailoring the ‘Greater Serbia’ borders, the Radical Party programme declaration lays a particular stress on Kosovo. It advocates “implementation of all measures which could quell the Albanian separatist rebellion” plus the ones which would prevent any form of Kosovo-Metohija political and territorial autonomy, help purge 360,000 Albanian emigrants, introduce ban on any state subsidies to the Albanian minority, facilitate proclamation of war and introduction of military rule, help disband local civic authorities. Šešelj clearly outlined his position on Kosovo: “Albanians will surely get a modern, legal state and modern institutions, but all Albanians must be loyal citizens. The disloyal ones, and those whose names are not in the birth registers, should leave the territory of Kosovo.”


In the period preceding the disintegration of Yugoslavia, this programme which was originally articulated and championed by the Serbian intellectual elite, was also an informal programme of the Serbian regime. Serbian Radical Party was established as a radical wing of SPS, and as the ‘most authentic interpreter” of SPS policy. This programme was the linchpin of the ‘Greater Serbia’ project.


In the last parliamentary and presidential elections the Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO) for the first time accepted the rules of the existing political game and plunged into it without its coalition partners. By emerging as a third-ranking party in the post-election period, SPO and Vuk Drašković fully verified its (his) real political strength. It won the largest number of votes in central Serbia, that is, in Šumadija.


The Vojvodina Coalition failed to achieve its announced minimum of 7 seats (it won only 4) in the National Assembly of Serbia. Such a scant result is due to the homogenization of the Serbian electorate, which found Radicals’ offers more attractive. In such an environment the Vojvodina Coalition could not score better. This in turn indicates that the regionalization trend, the most democratic and modern European option, has not caught root in the Serbian society. Added to that the Vojvodina Coalition manifested the same weaknesses of which were possessed other opposition parties in Serbia. It now faces the genuine challenge of self-transformation and self-strengthening. The Sandžak Coalition decided to stay away from the polls, as it had little to hope for, in view of Ugljanin’s electoral clout.


Minority parties in Vojvodina, notably the Hungarian ones, were marginalized, largely because of their own fragmentation. The latter process was largely supported by the regime, which feared that a single, strong minority party would stand better chances of winning a larger number of parliamentary seats. 


The electoral boycott by a part of the opposition, whose most agile and influential representative was Democratic Party and its leader Zoran Đinđić, essentially failed; even without their participation the newly-elected parliament was given legitimacy, alike in previous instances, by the number of the parties who went to the polls and by the total voters’ turnout. However the rift within the Zajedno coalition, which in the final stage morphed into an outright division between the pro-boycott and anti-boycott parties, contributed to the tidying up of the Serbian political scene. A semblance of the democratic potential created in the wake of the 1996 local elections triumph of the Zajedno Coalition, and particularly in the light of massive and months long protests in Belgrade and other Serbian towns against the rigging attempt of the regime, disappeared. Persistent strife between SPO and DP blurred the picture, as it produced an effect that a chance to do something was becoming increasingly elusive only because of this discord. This dilemma has finally been removed, and this is, in its essence, a positive outcome, as it enables a full insight into the mind-set of this society.


Radicalization trend will in all probability continue, and consequently constitute an additional threat to the minorities, particularly in Sandžak and Vojvodina. It will be probably fueled by a humiliating status of refugees, systematically settled in those parts of the country. Judging by recent frequent conflicts between marginal groups, such as Skinheads and the Romany population, and political assassinations of the closest collaborators of Slobodan Milošević, violence is obviously on the rise.


External isolation and self-imposed isolation of the Serbian society, particularly the spiritual one, has distanced Serbia from the world, and that gap will not be bridged easily and swiftly. Younger generations, excluded from international developments and trends, have modeled themselves on examples of extreme and militant nationalism. We are talking about generations which did not have a chance to communicate not only with other youngsters in Europe, but also with their next-door neighbors, young Albanians. Hence, their striking autism. There is also a continuing brain drain, notably of technical faculties’ majors, who see no future in Serbia. Implosion of educational system and growing pauperization will hardly ensure the renewal of human resources in the field of education and schooling, a necessary requisite of the society’s recovery. The fact that Serbia was not defeated in the last war, will additionally slow down the process of de-nazification. Democratic forces in the country are minor and fragile, and there is no strong internal stimulus to provoke owning up of the country’s past misdeeds. As the things stand now, Serbia will have to create by itself a civil society which would bring about the necessary changes. In that process intellectuals will play a major role, but unfortunately they are the strata most reluctant to face up to the near past.


Internal resistance to the process of fascization ought to be linked to international engagement. As internal democratic forces are insignificant and fragile, it is necessary to implement a comprehensive, long-term programme, urging above all the owning up of the past events, and then, the establishment of value system and standards of conduct leading to the full democratization. That is why the absence of international engagement is a negative aspect of internationalization. 

Sonja Biserko

Seška Stanojlović

II

ELECTIONS AND MEDIA

GENUINE TRANSITION AND FIRM LEGAL FRAMEWORK


In a confusing aftermath of the Zajedno coalition breakup, coinciding with the kick off of the electoral campaign (the most acute rift between the former coalition partners was caused by this campaign), the only condition demanded by SPO leader, in a bid to ensure multiparty dimension of the republican parliamentary and presidential elections, was that the newly elected FRY President discontinue the electronic (mainly local) media shutdown campaign initiated early this summer Serbia-wide. Around 170 local radio and TV stations were formally banned by the Transport and Communications Ministry for not being in possession of regular operating licenses. The media crackdown was most acutely felt in municipalities and towns ran by the opposition parties since last year. Slobodan Milošević promptly met Drašković's demand, but with the caveat that the closedown might be resumed in the post-election period.


This 'stop-and-go' situation best illustrates the current media status in Serbia. Firstly it indicates that both the ruling pary and the opposition parties deem the media an all-important tool in the shaping of public opinion and voters' leanings. Secondly it amply proves that both the authorities and the opposition parties consider the media as their services, even as, self-services. Recent administrative changeover in Serbian towns has shown how the local media can quickly turn into a »partisan media« of their new masters. And thirdly, from the standpoint of development of democratic process in Serbia, all media-related developments indicated that the media were not legally protected at all under the prevailing circumstances of arbitrary political decisions. 


Regardless of legal regulations (the existing Press law is a solid and relatively liberal document, and the new one, allegedly, more democratic and better act, was pompously heralded last spring), all the key decisions regarding the media were made in an arbitrary fashion by the regime, and the most recent one, with the blessing of an opposition leader. This primarily applies to the electronic media, as they are probably considered more influential than the print media by the political protagonists. The regime finds it easier to harass an ever-growing number of the print media (in Belgrade there are currently 12 dailies) through para-economic measures (distribution, paper supply etc. – see earlier reports of Helsinki Committee for Human Rights).


Added to the sharp division between tightly controlled press (pro-regime Agency Tanjug, dalies Borba and Politika) and the independent ones, most papers editorial policy vacillates in a confusing manner between an alleged independence (Večernje novosti) and rabid pro-opposition stance (Demokratija, and among the electronic media to a large extent NTV Studio B). But there is a group composed of agencies Beta and FoNet, dailies Naša Borba and, of late, Danas, and weekly Vreme which more or less manages not to bow to pressures and continues its quest to preserve informative and professional standards.


Coverage of the pre-election campaign is unfolding in accordance with the established schemes. The pro-regime media (RTS, Politika, Tanjug) absolutely favour the ruling left coalition: this is done in the usual way, through the so called 'double presentation" – extensive reporting on the state activities of its leaders (and 'simultaneous' election candidates) and subsequent reporting related to their 'classical' pre-electoral activities. The media treatment of the opposition parties was by and large similar to the ones they were accorded in the coverage of the previous campaigns. Their mutual bickering and criticism is given wide exposure, but there is also a novel form of discreditation: the state news agency Tanjug 'tailored' every day a lengthy text (quotations from independent media pasted together by not- so-subtle agency-made fiber) which was then run by Politika. However, a somewhat wider coverage with a neutral sentence or two was given to the Serbian Renewal Movement and the Serbian Radical Party.


Interestingly enough, a member of the regime coalition – JUL – was presented in a much more subdued way than last year. In 1996 JUL was much publicized by the media, often at the expense of the non-influential, minor left coalition member New Democracy, and even the ruling SPS. But, this year JUL was painted in less garish tones, as a discreet member of the associated left coalition ( in addition to marginal pre-election rallies, JUL resorted to independent promotion only through paid propaganda spots). This could lead us to conclude that some circles in SPS assessed that the JUL-led offensive in 1996 (which was then a non-parliamentary party) caused the SPS and coalition partners debacle at the local elections.

MEDIA COVERAGE OF THE ELECTION CAMPAIGN

(JULY-SEPTEMBER 1997)

1.

CALLING THE ELECTIONS

MILOSEVIC - DRASKOVIC AGREEMENT

24 JULY – 2 AUGUST


On Thursday 24 July the former President of Serbia, Slobodan Milošević, was elected the President of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia by the Federal Assembly. This was a finial move in the power-consolidation campaign launched in the aftermath of the students’ and civil protest in Serbia (November 1996–February 1997) which has weakened his overall position. In contrast with this power-consolidating event the opposition parties simultaneously underwent the process of the coalition break-up and further political fragmentation and position-distancing. On the eve of this inauguration there was at least a flimsy consensus, in principle, on the boycott of the republican elections by several major opposition parties, which as such was further boosted by a recent shutdown of a bevy of independent electronic media and the local authorities-controlled media (in the municipalities run by the Zajedno Coalition.)


Highlights of the inaugural speech of Slobodan Milošević were: »Our economy is not functioning fully. Our political scene is still fraught by parties strife, often instigated by foreign powers. Our culture is recovering from a heavy bout of provincialism. Education and health systems are cash-strapped, but still cherishing an illusion that unsubsidized health can be humane, and education progressive. A large number of the print and electronic media are bent on spiritual and particularly moral destruction, and in these destructive efforts are often backed financially, politically and morally by foreign countries«. As regards»many forms of social disintegration and destruction threatening our society« President Milošević is of the opinion that»we should not grieve the consequences, inflicted upon us by a time not very propitious to our part of the world, nor comfort ourselves with the truth that in that part of the world some people live harder lives than we do«. According to S. Milošević the solution could be the following: »We are launching a major project and process of material and spiritual recovery and reform of the entire society, economy, technology, state, education, the media, cities and villages, roads and bridges, hospitals and schools, civil responsibility, human solidarity and national dignity«. Added to that Milosević thinks that our homeland»can successfully cope with all the ills, hardships, and shortcomings, but could not stand the neglect of its very national interest and patriotic feelings«. This too could be seen as the main postulate of the election campaign of the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS) and to the parties affiliated with it.


As aforementioned the opposition parties, by and large, unanimously decided to boycott the forthcoming republican elections due to unsatisfactory election conditions, notably the inequitable treatment of political parties in the state-run media, primarily the Radio–Television of Serbia (RTS), and amendments to the Act on Electoral Constituencies (number of these units was upped from 9 to 25) was hurriedly enacted by the ‘rump’ Assembly of the Republic of Serbia (opposition parties have been boycotting its work for some time now.) Twelve opposition parties, including the large ones, the Democratic Party (DS), the Democratic Party of Serbia (DSS) and the Civic Alliance of Serbia (GSS), have earlier signed an agreement on the minimum conditions for their participation in the elections. Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO) remained on the sidelines, but expressly stated that it would go to the polls only»if an agreement on elections conditions was reached at a roundtable meeting between the ruling party and the opposition ones«. Serbian Liberal Party (SLS), Democratic Center (DC), DS and GSS established on 23 July a Lawyers’ Initiative for Fair and Honest Elections and Legal Council of Democratic Opposition Parties for Anti-Election Campaign (according to Naša Borba, 24 July.) 


Of other opposition parties, Vojvodina Coalition firmly decided to take part in the forthcoming elections. 


The abusive administration of the Serbian Radical Party, notably the conduct of its president, received a lot of coverage, but only some public strata condemned it openly. SRS announced its participation in the republican elections.


The first day after taking office, more precisely on 25 July, President Milošević met with representatives of MP groups in the Federal Assembly, including Vuk Drašković, President of the SPO. According to the press reports»the SPO President demanded a deblockade of the state-run media and of all the local radio and TV stations either threatened with shutdown or previously suppressed by the regime. According to Drašković»President of the FRY promised that he would do his best to ‘free’ the media and protect them from further crackdowns in the pre-election period«. S. Milošević also agreed to invite foreign observers and introduce multiparty control of elections in Kosovo. Vuk Drašković underscored that unless these conditions are met»SPO will boycott the elections and will stage massive, country-wide protests«. Naša Borba of 25 July carried Drašković statement that»all his demands constitute basic elements of round-table discussion, encompassed by the Gonsales report« and»if these demands are met, SPO will take part in the elections«. The same issue of the daily carries the following highlights of Drašković statement: »a large party as SPO finds suitable any number of the constituencies, be they 2, 9, 29, or 250,...and»had the opposition been disciplined and had the round-table taken place, SPO would feel solidarity towards the smaller parties and defend even viewpoints which were not quite in line with its policy«. Večernje Novosti of 25 July carried Drašković statement that»he and President Milošević reached absolute agreement on conditions for fair elections...and President Milošević accepted to comply with all the rulings of the Gonsalez report«.


In the period covered by this report Vojislav Koštunica, President of the DSS, was in an official visit to the United States. Dnevni telegraf of 25 July cites its source that»Washington invited only him /V. Koštunica/ to discuss the electoral situation in Serbia, while the State Department deliberately ignored other collocutors, such as Vuk Drašković, Zoran Lilić and Vesna Pešić«.


Dragan Tomić, President of the National Assembly of Serbia, and Acting Republican President scheduled presidential and parliamentary elections for 21 September 1997. It is indicative that the scheduling was announced only when the consent, in principle, of an opposition party was ensured (in this case of the Serbian Renewal Movement). This, in turn, gives the elections a legitimacy demanded by the international community. The decision on the elections scheduling received a wide coverage in the daily press on 26 July.


On the same date the print media informed of the decision of the Main Committee of the Socialist Party of Serbia that its presidential candidate would be Zoran Lilić, former President of the FRY. The decision was briefly justified»by his successful discharging of the most responsible functions in Serbia and Yugoslavia in a very difficult period«, ...»his vast and long-standing experience in economic life and in international relations«, and»his high sense of responsibility towards the interests of the FRY and its citizens«.


It is worth noting that the Main Committee of the SPS backed Milosević–Drašković agreement on electoral conditions, i.e.»multiparty control of elections, presence of monitors, opening up of all the media for all the parties and candidates and regular operating of all local media, the status of which will be decided in the post-election period«.– Borba (26 July).


Milorad Vučelić, Vice President of the SPS, stated that»SPS accepted all electoral demands of the opposition, but ‘unfortunately’ could not license an act which transitional and final provisions could guarantee a victory to the opposition parties« – Građanin (26 July). The same daily carried the stance of DS on Milošević–Drašković talks that»a single, private, conversation cannot be binding; Drašković was not an empowered representative of the Zajedno Coalition MP Club, and Milošević, as the President of the FRY, was not authorized to negotiate the electoral conditions«.


Demokratija (26 July) cites sources close to JUL (Yugoslav Associated left) that»SPO will participate in the elections motivated solely by Drašković’s wish to crushingly defeat its political rival Zoran Đinđić and DS and thus establish himself as the sole leader of the democratic opposition. In this way SPO would give legitimacy to the forthcoming elections, and in turn V. Šešelj,»would not respond to SPO attacks during the campaign in line with the promise given to Milošević, although not fully backed in this ‘abstention’ by Tomislav Nikolić, the second-in-line strongman of the Radical Party«.


Slobodan Vučetić, a judge of the Constitutional Court of Serbia, stated that the»decision on calling the elections was not in keeping with the Constitution as the»the regular elections should have been held at its earliest in November 1997 since the mandate of the Serbian Assembly MPs expires in January 1998«. According to Vučetić»any earlier elections could only be considered as snap or extraordinary elections, and under the Serbian constitution, ought to be preceded by Assembly dissolving« – quoted by Blic (26 July). Pavle Nikolić, Professor of Constitutional Law, gave a similar statement to Naša Borba (26 July) Thus it is easily deducible that the ruling party urgently needs to adopt several new laws, notably the Public Information (Media) Act and to make hasty appointments of judges and prosecutors. Dnevni Telegraf (29 July) carries Dragan Tomić’s rebuffs of such and similar accusations tantamount to»the Serbian assembly works in a legal way« and will accordingly»probably have a session or two before the elections«.


The parties’ reactions to the elections scheduling: DSS, GSS and DS repeatedly stressed they would carry out its boycott, SRS announced it would»step up its pre-election activities« and SPO, as quoted by Večernje Novosti (26 July)»would wait to see whether Slobodan Milošević would keep his promises given yesterday ... and then decide on its participation in the elections«, and»had no objection as to the date of the elections«. New Democracy (ND) declared that»the forthcoming elections would be the most democratic ones« – Demokratija (26 July). Democratic Center (DC) deems it necessary to»organize a round-table discussion or any akin discussion of a binding and public character« – Danas (26 July). Democratic Alliance of Kosovo (DSK) stated it would not»take part in these ‘Serbian elections’ – Danas (26 July).


On Monday 28 July it was reported that Dragan Tomić, Acting President of Serbia,»invited the OSCE to send the monitors«, and furthermore instructed in writing the Federal Foreign Affairs Ministry to forward his invitation to the Parliaments of those countries, the OSCE–members, which had normalized their relations with the FRY« – Danas (26 July).


As regards the contents of the SPS electoral campaign, the ruling party is focused on criticizing the local authorities in the municipalities run by the Zajedno Coalition. The brunt of its attack is concentrated on the DS municipal officials, while the SPO criticism in the state-run media has lessened. The ruling coalition (SPS, JUL and ND) launched a program of reforms called»Reform 97« and its main slogan is –»Serbia on the move«.


None of the opposition parties have embarked upon electoral campaign, or upon active anti-election campaign as announced earlier. Most of them will decide presently or in mid-August on either their participation or boycott. SPO was unanimously criticized by other opposition parties because of its talks with Milošević, putting trust in him, and abandoning the idea of the election boycott.


Politika (28 July) in its regular column which presents coverage of other Belgrade papers regarding the relations between the opposition parties, notably their mutual accusations, concludes: »Some parties which have previously decided to stay away from the elections, are now continually having meetings ...which indicates possible revision of that boycott decision«.


To ensure the legitimacy of the elections the ruling party would obviously prefer the majority of the opposition parties to go to the polls. It has seemingly persuaded the SPO to do that, but if the other opposition parties stick to their boycott decision, new, snap elections could be called within months. The Socialist Party of Serbia is convinced of its electoral victory, thanks to an increased number of constituencies and the unlikelihood of the opposition parties hammering together a potent SPS-threatening coalition before 21 September. In order to lessen the chances of Vojislav Šešelj against the SPS presidential candidate Zoran Lilić, major time slots were granted to Vuk Drašković on the state-controlled TV. This is also seen as an attempt to split votes between him and Šešelj and in turn garner the majority of votes for Zoran Lilić. It is still unclear whether SPS counts on Lilić’s first round victory or anticipates it would happen in the second round of voting. In case of the second round of voting it is still uncertain whether SPS would prefer Drašković as a counter-candidate to Lilić or Vojislav Šešelj. If Drašković becomes Lilić’s rival he could garner votes of those who had boycotted the first rode, while Šešelj is seen as a less dangerous rival as the poll ratings currently indicate Lilić’s lead and Šešelj trailing behind him. Indubitably SPS will make a timely assessment whether to continue its flexible policy towards SPO or to suddenly orchestrate the SPO-media bashing campaign.


The results of a major poll taken by the agency»Partner« were published by all dailies on 30 July. The poll done before Šešelj’s incident and disclosure of Zoran Lilić’s candidacy gave a 3% lead to Vojislav Šešelj over any other SPS candidate, while predicting a similar SPS parliamentary lead over the Radical Party. The poll also indicated Sešelj’s strong gains in Vojvodina, SPS ones in ‘narrower’ Serbia, and Milan Panić’s in Belgrade. According to the poll findings if SPO and DS were to go to the polls they would garner with some difficulty a 5% census necessary for taking parliamentary seats.


On Monday 28 July Vuk Drašković had a lengthy interview on the First Channel of RTS in a feature program called»Vojvodina in Serbia and Serbia in Vojvodina«. Politika (29 July) carried a TANJUG agency report titled»Drašković on TV: A Perilous Thesis of Pro-Autonomy Vojvodina Leaders«.


Some dailies, notably Građanin (29 July) under the heading»How to Eliminate Đinđić«, speculate on a covert alliance between SPS, SPO and SRS.


The print media issues of 29 July reported on the presidential candidacy of Vuk Obradović, President of the Socialdemocracy.


On 30 July some of Milošević’s promises were fulfilled. Građanin (30 July) reported that: »Association of the private electronic media owners of the FRY was officially informed by the Federal Ministry of Telecommunications that they could resume their operations...Owners of these media were also told they could collect the equipment which had been seized from them in the very Ministry by the end of the week. All criminal charges and offense claims filed against them would be dropped«. Politika (30 July) carries the statement of Goran Matić, Federal Information Secretary, given to BBC that»the status of local TV and radio stations in Yugoslavia, notably in Serbia, would be determined after the elections«.


Opening up of the state-run media pledged by Milošević was evidenced by lengthy featuring of Vuk Drašković first on a RTS program (28 July) and then on TV Politika (29 July). Politika (30 July) carries TANJUG extensive coverage of Drašković statements made in a feature program»Iks« of TV Politika. To put it briefly, Drašković reiterated that his party would not go to the polls unless his conditions presented to Milošević were met. He also stated that SPO was backing the reform fraction of Montenegrin Prime Minister Milo Đukanović. Regarding Kosovo Drašković urged abolishment of police repression but added that»Kosovo must remain in Serbia, for it has been a part of Serbia since the formation of the Serbian state... Albanians must realize that mutual confidence cannot be built on any idea advocating independent Kosovo, confederal Kosovo or secession of Kosovo.»The SPO President was not against»secret and direct ballot at the federal president elections«, but added that»his party did not back any forcible constitutional changes as they would perilously run counter to the wish of a federal unit«.


Daily press carried the contents of the SPO press conference on the electoral boycott-or-participation dilemma highlighting that»the pertinent decision would be shortly made by the Main Committee«. SPO spokesman, Anđelko Trpković told the journalists: »This time our decision does not depend on stances of other opposition parties, but rather on the assessment of our membership«.


Politika (30 July) carried regular TANJUG’s commentary on other dailies coverage of other opposition parties. TANJUG’s commentator concludes that there is a major commotion and perplexity among the opposition ranks when it comes to dilemma whether to take part in the elections or boycott them, and that»a number of them is ready to start piling pressure on SPO to drop out of the contest«.


Dnevni Telegraf (30 July) runs a short interview with»former members of SPO«. Vladimir Gajić, former SPO Secretary General expounds a thesis that»SPO and SPS will steal votes from the Serbian Radical Party, their most serious opponent, and attempt to split power after the elections... this being in all the likelihood the gist of Milošević–Drašković agreement«. Gajić predicts that»SPS would give the green light to SPO to ‘steal SRS’ votes in SPO-run municipalities in which SPO is to organize the elections«.


However some dailies ostensibly voice their discontent with the conduct and actions of SPO and its leader. Danas (30 July) carries the statement of Aleksandar Popov from the Reform–Democratic Party of Vojvodina (RDSV): »Vuk Drašković had paid for his time slots on TV...by sullying and bashing other parties, and notably Vojvodina opposition and its pro-autonomy leanings«. RDSV also criticized Drašković statement on»the so-called Serbian separatist parties in Vojvodina«. 

Mile Isakov, Federal MP of the Vojvodina Coalition, stated that»the majority of the opposition parties would take part in the elections«. This Coalition»would joint the boycott only if basic conditions foreseen by the Gonsalez report are not met and if none of the opposition party took part in the elections«. He added that»Vojvodina« would back any joint presidential candidate of the opposition parties in Serbia – Naša Borba (30 July).


London daily»Independent« ran a story on pre-election Serbia. The story was quoted in full by Dnevni Telegraf and Demokratija (30 July), with the following highlights: »Vuk Drašković belongs to the same authoritarian school which had spawned Milošević. Zoran Đinđić, playing a role of liberal western-type politician displaced its main goal: the ouster of Milošević... Drašković started flirting both with Milošević and Šešelj, and Đinđić and Vesna Pešić are embarking on a futile boycott of the September elections... deemed ‘futile’ as they do not enjoy a massive backing of the electorate«.– Demokratija. 


Politika and Borba (30 July) reported that on 29 July an agreement was reached between Radio Yugoslavia and opposition political parties on their election presentation by the said medium. But, the meeting was not attended by SPO or any other major political party. Naša Borba (30 July) carried an informative note of the Ministry of Information of Serbia that a meeting was to be held on that very day between RTS officials and political parties representatives on the media presentation.


Some dailies (for example, Naša Borba, 30 July) carried the statement of Melissa Fleming, an OSCE spokeswoman, that»the organization has not received an official invitation from Belgrade to send its monitors to 21 September elections«. 

 
Naša Borba discloses on 31 July that»European diplomats do not want to make public their stands on Dragan Tomić’s* invitation ... but unanimously declare that public statements on the invitation should be in the first place made by those to whom this confusing invitation was directed... as it was not extended to the OSCE Presidency or other OSCE bodies, but rather to Parliaments of undefined countries, OSCE–members which had»normalized their relations with the FRY«. According to Naša Borba»Brussels diplomatic circles deem this invitation as ‘utterly unsatisfactory’ or even ‘nonsensical’ for it does not specify which stage of the electoral process should be monitored. Danas (31 July) carries Melissa Fleming statement to the Beta agency that»an electoral monitoring invitation must be extended to the OSCE and not to its specific member–countries«.


According to Naša Borba, Danas and Večernje Novosti (1 August) the European Union tackled the issue of the FRY democratization by calling on the Yugoslav authorities to implement all the Gonsalez report recommendations. In EU’s opinion Yugoslav authorities would cut the first democratic path if they»enabled free and democratic elections under the genuine OSCE supervision«.


All dailies (31 July) reported on the signing of the pre-electoral media coverage agreement between the state-run RTS and parliamentary parties. According to Naša Borba, Dušan Čukić, Deputy Editor-in-Chief of RTS, stated that»the rules applied by RTS should be also applied by other media houses«. Of parliamentary parties the meeting was attended only by SPS, ND, SRS and Democratic Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians (DZVM). SPO justified its absence by»the existence of a similar agreement reached at informal talks with Mirko Marjanović, Prime Minister of Serbia«. DS boycotted the meeting because»it will most likely boycott the elections«, while GSS refused to take part in this meeting in the premises of the Serbian government because»little or nothing was done to meet the electoral conditions required by 12 opposition parties«, and DSS gave similar reasons for its non-participation. According to Radmila Milentijević, this agreement is open for signature until 5 September.


Integral text of the agreement was published by the print media on 1 August.


Republican electoral commission stated that it had appointed all the electoral commissions in Serbia and introduced necessary amendments to the Electoral Instructions and Rules – Politika (31 July.) 


TANJUG’s regular commentary as carried by Politika (31 July) reads: »In view of the lack of more voter-attractive political programs and activities, and out of fear that they would eventually have to take part in the elections, some parties have increasingly been fabricating stories about ‘possible electoral rigging.’ The most outspoken was a leader of a absolutely minor, newly-established Demochristian party, who even urged the staging of the so-called parallel elections«. 


At the press conference of the Vojvodina Coalition, Mile Isakov, Federal MP of this party, accused the SPO leader, Vuk Drašković of»doing dirty work for Milosević’s regime, notably labeling this coalition as the»separatist one«, in order to receive a wide media exposure on the state-controlled TV – Naša Borba (31 July.) 


Srbobran Branković, Director of Polltaking Agency»Medium«, predicted to Dnevni Telegraf (31 July) that»in the second round of the presidential elections Zoran Lilić would defeat Vojislav Šešelj.»Vuk Drašković stands no chance of winning and this acting rashly of his will only result in his ultimate fiasco«, added Branković.


 The same paper (31 July) deals with»struggle among the upper echelons of the leftist coalition over parliamentary seats. It is noted in the same article that»SPS and ND are vexed by JUL’s insistence that the joint electoral list of the leftist parties block should be thus made up: 40% of JUL candidates, 50% of Socialist candidates and 10% of ND candidates«.


Deeming unlawful the recent amendments to the Electoral Constituencies Act, DS and GSS announced they would file a complaint to the Constitutional Court of Serbia – Naša Borba (1 August.) 


According to Dnevni Telegraf (1 August) Tomislav Nikolić, Deputy President of SRS, admitted for the first time that his party might boycott the elections»if the media situation did not change«. Nikolić said: »If we were barred access to all the media, while the other parities were allowed to engage freely in SRS-bashing we would boycott the elections«. Nonetheless Politika (2 August) carried the SRS statement that the»party would go to the polls and sign the media agreement«.


Vuk Obradović, presidential candidate of Socialdemocracy was given wide exposure by the media. The topic of his Demokratija (1 August) interview were the electoral conditions, hence nothing could be learnt about the gist of Obradović’s electoral program. But in his Naša Borba (1 August) interview Obradović urged launching of dialogue with Albanians and as concerned the cooperation with the Hague Tribunal stated that»the country which respects its own constitution, political and moral integrity, cannot so easily extradite its citizens to any foreign institution«. 


Second page of Politika (2 August) carried excerpts from the New York Times article: »Đinđić is not able to improve conditions in Belgrade’s health institutions, nor solve the traffic and telephone service problems. His former followers criticize him for nepotism and claim that he has employed his relatives in the City Assembly«. Politika highlights the following excerpt from the article: »there are other manifest examples of immaturity of the Serbian opposition parties which only make them an unlikely political force to be seriously reckoned upon by the voters in the fall elections«. 

2.

DE-BLOCKING OF MEDIA -

PRECONDITION FOR THE ELECTIONS

4 AUGUST – 9 AUGUST


The election boycott decision of the Democratic Party o Serbia (DSS) marked the beginning of this week. Underscoring an eleven-party consensus on the election conditions, Vojislav Koštunica, DSS President, elucidated: »To have proper and legitimate presidential elections 50% plus one per cent voter’s turnout. Strong civic boycott would result in numerous rounds. Even if the ‘rump’ Parliament is elected it would be impossible to form a government and Serbia would have no President«. – Naša Borba (4 August.)


This coincided with the statement of Zoran Đinđić, President of the Democratic Party that»the party will in all probability boycott the republican elections... due to unmet civic protest demands... and the Gonzalez Report requirements«. – Naša Borba (4 August.) In his interview Dinđić also maintained that»elections are not regular... among other things due to irregularity of the electoral act«. According to Đinđić»only a miraculous development would make his party go to the polls... in other words, »if the current electoral process was halted and replaced by an agreement on electoral conditions by its future participants«. In Đinđić’s opinion»if SPO/ Serbian Renewal Movement/, SRS /Serbian Radical Party/ and SPS /Socialsit Party of Serbia/ go to the polls, the electoral result will be tailored beyond the ballot-boxes«. Similar interviews with Đinđić were run by Blic (4 August) and Dnevni Telegraf (4 August). Đinđić told the second daily that he would not run for President in the September elections.


The Student Movement of Serbia announced the kick-off of its anti-election at various fora staged Serbia-wide – Naša Borba (4 August.)


Parties making up»The Sandžak List – Dr. Sulejman Ugljanin«, also announced its boycott. According to Blic (4 August) this coalition will go to the polls if its three conditions are met: emergency rule in Novi Pazar must be ended, trial against Dr. Sulejman Ugljanin suspended and the OEBS monitors must control elections in Novi Pazar.


On the other hand Politika and Ekspres (4 August) reported that Vuk Drašković, SPO President, stated in RTS (Radio Television Serbia) feature programme ‘Current Affairs Talks’ that: »SPO is the sole target of the opposition parties election boycott« and»their vain leaders will have to explain to their voters why are they boycotting the elections this year, when last year they went to the polls under much worse conditions«. Politika and Ekspres go on to note: »Drašković repeatedly stressed his undisputed opposition leadership and SPO’s opposition leadership... to be emulated by smaller opposition parties. He confirmed his belief in President Milošević’s promise that all electoral conditions would be met and the Gonzalez Report fully implemented. Drašković assessed his talks with Milošević ‘as a kind of round-table on electoral conditions demanded by the opposition.’« In relation to the SPO programme Drašković announced his intention to ‘help harmonize all federal acts with the EU legislation by the end of the year«. In his reply to the present situation in Vojvodina, Drašković stated that»there will be no fragmentation of Vojvodina... and the same applies to Kosovo and Sandžak«. Added to that»Kosovo is Serbian and will remain Serbian... and SPO demands that Albanians be guaranteed all human and national rights in keeping with the highest international standards... but in case of Yugo-Albanian war, SPO expected Kosovo Albanians to side with Yugoslavia«. One of his statements was noteworthy: »SPO did not control the paramilitary formation Serbian Guard, made up of the prominent SPO members, as it was single-handedly set up by the late Đorđe Božović Giška«.


The Serbian Radical Party (SRS) announced it would sign today the Agreement on the RTS Media Presentation of Political Parties – Demokratija (4 August.) 

 
Democratic Party of Vojvodina Hungarians (DZVM) and Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians (SVM) failed to reach an agreement on joint participation in the forthcoming elections, due to their disagreement over future tenures – Naša Borba and Dnevni Telegraf (4 August.)


Zoran Đinđić, DS President, will advise its Main Committee to vote down the election participation at its Saturday’s meeting since»the Presidency assessed that such a participation would be politically damaging«. Đinđić commented an ever-increasing presence of Vuk Drašković on the state-run TV in the following fashion: »Nothing can be gained by exploiting particular privileges« – Naša Borba (5 August.) 


»Vojislav Šešelj, President of the Serbian Radical Party, signed yesterday in Parliament a statement on his candidacy for the President of Serbia on 21 September 1997 elections. He submitted lists with a total of 220,637 signatures backing his candidacy« – Večernje Novosti (5 August.)


In the next couple of days the»Vojvodina Coalition« will take a final decision on the elections, in keeping with interests of its Vojvodina electorate.»We are only surprised by Vuk Drasković’s alignment with the regime... and the fact that having appeared after such a long time on the state-run TV he used his first time-slot to launch his attack on those who allegedly propound secession of Vojvodina« – Naša Borba (5 August.) 


On 5 August Ekspres ran a commentary on Milosević-Drašković meeting: »...by agreeing to accept a dialogue proposed by Milosević to all the parliamentary parties after his inauguration, Drašković has made a step which increases the hopes that ideological differences and party intolerance will be replaced by tolerance and perception that the interest of the country is an untouchable value, not-to-be- sullied by anyone’s political and ideological disagreements. It is really no longer important whether his move was motivated by his personal, political coming of age, or by his recent experiences which had to do with his former, coalition partners«.


Noteworthy is also a prediction voiced in an article run by Večernje Novosti (5 August): »if Albanians cast their ballots this time, Albanian parties would get between 30 and 40 mandates. These mandates would tip the scales in such a way as to have an ultimate bearing on the legislative activity of the republican parliament«. 


Demokratija (6 August) reported that Niels Hellweg Petersen, the OSCE President and Danish Foreign Secretary stated that»Yugoslav authorities set unacceptable restrictions on the OSCE election-monitoring team visit... Their invitation in actual fact impedes the coming of observers from some OSCE member-countries«. Peterson added that»the ODIHR office was not allowed to send to Belgrade its Gonzalez Recommendations Preliminary Assessment Team«.


 Ivan Kovačević, an SPO spokesman, told the press conference that the Main Committee»would soon make up its mind on its (non)participation in the forthcoming republican elections«. Kovačević favourably appraised»recent, opening up policy of RTS« testified by two Vuk Drasković’s time slots on RTS prime time programmes, and added that ‘SPO’s decision depended on the number and quality of international monitors’«. According to him»SPO is not setting a deadline for the arrival of the OSCE monitors, but considers that a timely invitation is very opportune«. Demokratija (6 August.) 


Zoran Đinđić, DS President, said in a TV PLUS broadcast that»SPO and DS could not agree on three things – how to deal with the regime, the past, and public property. In the situation when pensions and child allowances are overdue should Serbia choose between Ravna Gora (Chetniks) and Užička Republika (Partisans), between Chetnik General Draža Mihajlović or the late President Tito?« Đinđić also stated that»at this moment of time it is more important to Serbia to have honest elections that to root for any presidential candidate or bet on future winner« – Naša Borba (6 August)


Dragan Veselinov, President of the National Peasants’ Party said that the Vojvodina Coalition will decide on its (non)participation in the elections on 6 September, since the regime still has not met the election conditions demanded by the coalition: namely, the mandatory international control and public disclosing of»all neatly ordered and up-to-date electoral lists«. Veselinov assessed the boycotting stance of some parties as»a historical failure« since»this year the opposition has for the first time a chance to propose its presidential candidate and profit from Milosević’s non-candidacy«.


Večernje Novosti (6 August) reported that parliamentary parties in Serbia received half of the election funds: SPS got 450,180 dinars, DEPOS 164,700 dinars, SRS 142,740 dinars, DS 106,106 dinars, DSS 25,960 dinars, DZVM 18,300 dinars and GSS 7,320 dinars. The paper also informs: »that the parties boycotting the elections can return their money to the Serbian Finance Ministry«. Blic (9 August) divulged that DSS returned the entire amount (27.440) to the republican coffers.


»The majority of parliamentary opposition parties assessed a recent OSCE statement on improper monitoring conditions as a further proof of the irregularity of the elections and, consequently the regime’s avoidance of genuine election monitoring. SPO urged the authorities to consider Niels Petersen’s warning and invite the OSCE monitors to prove that its promises were not just empty rhetoric«. According to DSS, the OSCE statement amply indicates that»the organization foiled the Serbian regime’s attempt to double-cross it«. Democratic Party thought thought the OSCE statement indicated»the awareness of international community that the elections would be neither honest nor legitimate«. According to Civic Alliance of Serbia (GSS) and Democratic Party the OSCE statement convinced them of the correctness of their boycott decision« – Naša Borba (7 August.)


Democratic Centre (DC) announced it would decide on its (non)participation at the session of the Main Committee scheduled for 12 August. Dragoljub Mićunović, DC President said, inter alia: »We propose the enactment of a new proportionate system electoral law ... when the whole Yugoslavia becomes a single constituency all political parties will show their political weight«. Mićunović added: »I have not backed the boycott idea earlier because it is a difficult decision, but now I deem it necessary« – Naša Borba (7 August.)


In a Los Angeles Times interview, Zoran Đinđić explained»why it was necessary to break-up the Zajedno Coalition« by stressing that»it was a DS conscious decision by DS as it later paved the way for establishing a broad block of democratic forces«. Đinđić also said: »I provoked the crisis when I realized that the Zajedno Coalition would not guarantee reforms...as the Mayor of Belgrade I also realized that our coalition would not let the members of other parties join the Coalition ranks and help me run the city administration« – Naša Borba (7 August.) 


Vesna Pešić, GSS President, explained the boycott idea in the Naša Borba interview (7 August): »Boycott and anti-election camping mark the alternative with which our society is faced. All the strata-intellectual elite, parties, associations, workers and each and every citizen must make up their mind whether they want to live in a society which respects its constituion, laws and democratic institutions or continue to live under a willful and arrogant system...September elections will not bring about any changes but rather put an end to genuine democratic process in Serbia«. Pešić also talked about the goal of the anti-election campaign: »In practice we we would like the campaign to furnish some statistical results... to have a massive boycott which would technically deligitimise the elections. However that is not our topmost priority... although we would like to win over a large number of citizens for our option of an orderly and developing society«.


The same paper (7 August) reports on an anticipated founding of a new political organization named the Šumadija Coalition.»Denizens of Belgrade must open up their mind and see what is happening in Serbia and Vojvodina«, said Ivan Đurić, Leader of Movement for Democratic Freedoms.»Splashes made by the ‘third wave’ represented by Vojvodina pro-autonomy leaders and their friends from the Šumadija Coalition are increasingly felt«, added Đurić.»The crux of the matter is that the ‘third wave’ is a genuine democratic alternative which the world wants to see and international community wants to back...not because we are the best, but because the world wants us, provided that we have answers – which we do have – to unpleasant questions. And we can respond to the issues: what is to be done about Vojvodina, refugees, Sandžak, Bosnia, Croatia, Montenegro?«. 


Nenad Čanak, one of the Vojvodian Coalition leaders, said in a brief Blic interview: »I am convinced that the future of Serbia rests on the activities of the Šumadija Coalition, which is organizationally similar to the Vojvodina Coalition. And the future is – decentralization and strengthening of local-patriotism... SPO and DS failed because of their organizational shortcomings...they seem to be SPS clones«. According to Čanak»a genuine reason for the boycott was the dissolving of the Novi Pazar municipal assembly, but he opposition turned a deaf ear to this illegal act, although it was a clear enough signal that similar actions woutl db esoon taken in their own backyard«.


Naša Borba (8 August) notes that»the EU Presidency rejected ‘a selective approach’ to the OSCE monitors and asked the Sebian authorities to extend a new invitation to the organization»without any restrictions placed on its duties«.


All dailies on 9 August carried Richard Holbrook, Special U.S. Envoy, interview to Radio B 92, that»it would be stupid to boycott September elections«, for»once called, they will be held«...»thus the announced boycott can only be a self-damaging action«.


Vuk Drašković again flew strongly in the face of the boycott idea, according to Večernje Novosti, Ekspres and Politika (9 August), by saying that»the boycotting parties are cowards, who fear the election results«. Danas (9 August) reported that Vuk Drašković stated at an unspecified time and in an unspecified place, that»the boycott’s only target is SPO... and its only motive – undiluted envy«. 


On Saturday, 9 August, Main Committees of DS and GSS officially decided to boycott the September elections, while on Sunday, 10 August SPO’s Main Committee ruled to stay away from the elections if their conditions (the media de-blockade, presence of international monitors) presented to Milošević by their leader Drašković, are not fully met. 


As in the period covered by this report the parties going to the polls have yet to kick off their pre-election campaign, daily press does not give us even a clear hint of their programme concepts. What emerges clearly from the press coverage is that SPO representatives are hell-bent on justifying their participation and criticizing the boycotting parties. On the other hand, the so-called anti-election campaign publicized by the boycotting parties is gathering momentum. This is reflected by the fact that the issues of (ir)regularity of election conditions, (non)existence of electoral conditions and (un)justifiable participation have already become the main topics at this stage of the pre-election campaign. 


The ruling coalition, SPS, the Yugoslav Left and New Democracy, are currently focused on a recently launched project of economic reforms, and on the harsh bashing of local authorities in Zajedno-run municipalities. However, the coalition is yet to kick off its election campaign and interestingly enough to step up the promotion of its announced presidential candidate, Zoran Lilić.

The sketch of the Serbian political scene gleaned by scanning daily press (i.e. the coverage of the main political parties activities) is the following: 

	PARTIES NOT GOING TO THE POLLS

	name
	non-participation

reason
	current contsnts of anti-
election campaign

	Democratic Party
	– Unfair and unjust conditions;
	– Active campaign in independent media with w view to propagating

	Civic Alliance of Serbia
	– Media blockade by the ruling party;
	and explaining the boycott idea;

– A bid to win over students’ and 

	Democratic Party of Serbia
	–On-the-eve-of-election campaign decision to up 
	civic associations;

– Criticism of SPO’s particiapation 

	
	the number of constituencies from 9 to 29, considered detrimental to relatively small parties
	in the elections along with claims that it will not derogate the very idea of boycott and its successful outcome




	PARTIES GOING TO THE POLLS

	name
	participation reason
	contents of election campaign

	Socialist Party of Serbia

Yugoslav Left

New Democracy
	– Ruling parties dictating electoral conditions 
	– Recent launching of reform project ‘Reform 97’ publicized with the slogan ‘Serbia on the Move’;

– Media-bashing of local authorities in ‘Zajedno’-run municipalities (Borba and Politika spearheading the campaign);

– Special target: Zoran Đinđić due to the DS announced election boycott

	Serbian Radical Party
	– Always participates in the elections;

– Claims an increased following among the electorate
	– Flaunting of the results achieved in SRP-run Zemun municipality;

– Criticism of the boycotting parties;

– Renewed and increased use of chauvinistic and xenophobic rhetoric

	Serbian Renewal Movement
	– Deems electoral conditions better than ever;

– Wants to stop adjusting its policy to those of smaller parties;

– Some dailies speculate that SPO and SPS agreed to form a post-election coalition
	– Media-bashing of the boycotting parties;

– Repeatedly stresses that fair conditions must be ensured if SPO is to go to the polls;

– Criticizes ‘separatists’ in Vojvodina, Kosovo and Sandžak.



	Coalition

»Vojvodina«
	– Deems electoral conditions as bad as ever; – Confident that strong electorate backing in Vojvodina will offset poor electoral condition

– Veruje da ima toliko jaku podršku birača u Vojvodini, da joj loši izborni uslovi ne mogu jako naškoditi
	– Focus on Vojvodina and its electorate, underscores ‘Vojvodina’s emancipation from Serbia, that is the atainment of genuine Vojvodina autonomy;

– Urges fully-fledged regionalization of Serbia.



3.

TO VOTE OR TO BOYCOTT ELECTIONS

11 AUGUST – 16 AUGUST


Daily press on 11 August publicized decisions on the elections (non)participation of three parties, former members of the Zajedno Coalition. The Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO) decided to go to the polls but, according to its press release,»would withdraw their electoral lists, unless the state-controlled TV opened up thus allowing for other parties presentation, and the OSCE monitors were invited. But the deadline for such conditions was not mentioned in the press release. SPO’s Main Committee deems»democratic elections to be of supreme state and national interest, for they guarantee economic and political support of international community, as well as fundamental democratic reforms, economic recovery, fast growth of living standard, and internal stability of the country« – Naša Borba (11 August.) Vuk Drašković, SPO President, commented on the elections boycott: »It is a decision of vain leaders, who will have to assume full responsibility for it«. He added: »Anti-election campaign is a ludicrous move, ultimately leading to – a fiasco«. – Borba (11 August)


According to its President Zoran Đinđić, Democratic Party (DS) decided to boycott the elections because»the current electoral conditions open the doors to electoral abuses and rigging«. Added to that»much-needed reforms would not be initiated by the parliament constituted after elections, but rather somewhere else, beyond the established political institutions. The anti-election campaign to be launched by all the pro-boycott parties would start, as announced, on August 15. Zoran Đnđić said that»it would be a carnival-like campaign embracing a large number of public personalities. DS, in addition, will have its own anti-election campaign. In Đinđić’s opinion DS opted for the boycott, because»the minimum electoral conditions were not met and the Gonzalez Report recommendations were not fully implemented«. – Naša Borba (11 August). 


The Civic Alliance of Serbia (GSS) decided to stay away from the elections. This move was explained by GSS president, Vesna Pešić, in the following way: »This boycott marks the beginning of a new stage of our fight for democracy«. She added: »The regime did not show the minimum will to seriously talk with us about the minimum electoral conditions, nor to consider the OSCE Commission recommendations«.


Slobodan Vuksanović, DS Vice President, told Radio-Index that»SPO’s decision to participate in the elections is a sign of the party’s irresponsibility for their voters and those who walked and were beaten together with all of us in subfreezing temperatures«. – Naša Borba (11 August)


President of the Serbian Radical Party (SRS), Vojislav Šešelj, assessed in a programme of»Palma-plus« (Jagodina–based private TV station) that the elections boycott by DS, DSS and GSS»has no relevance«. He added that: »all clever people in Europe root for the Serbian Radicals. Only Serbian enemies are against our victory, because we do not kneel before them«. – Ekspres (11 August)


General Secretary of the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS), Gorica Gajević said in an interview broadcast by the First Programme of Radio Belgrade: »Forthcoming elections are very important, because they will be the first regular republican elections in an environment of greatly changed international, political and economic relations. These are the first elections in the post-war period. They should lay the groundwork for the progress of Serbia and Yugoslavia, and their economic development. As the elections will unfold in a new ambiance its is necessary that SPS be elected as the topmost party and then embark upon the reforms under much more favourable conditions«. According to Gajević,»the SPS programme is realistic and in tune with the current situation in Serbia...it proposes an economic revival, building of infrastructure, equitable development of the entire republic, preservation of national equality, respect for citizens interests and principles of social justice«. – Ekspres (11 August)


Naša Borba (12 August) informs that James Rubin, the State Department Spokesman,»reiterated the concern of US administration over the break-up of the Zajedno Coalition«, and»stressed the need that all the parties take part in the democratic process in Serbia«.


Zoran Đinđić, President of DS, clarified the concept of the anti-election campaign (starting on 21 August): »Main events will be happenings at town squares accompanied by musical groups, pantomime, street theatre performances«. Added to that»parties officials will be interviewed by local TV stations, posters and other propaganda material distributed, and citizens visited in their homes«. – Naša Borba (12 August.) Demokratija (12 August) reported Đinđić’s assessment that»SPO’s participation in the elections will not change anything – the elections will be a genuine farce and their result will be meaningless, with or without SPO. On the other hand SPO’s boycott would be a serious blow to the SPS. They will achieve nothing with this participation...but would achieve much more with non-participation«.


Ivan Markov, President of Information Committee of the Democratic Party of Serbia (DSS) stated that the party has launched its own anti-election campaign»which does not exclude its cooperation with other parties« – Naša Borba (12 August.) Mirko Petrović, DSS Vice President, told Građanin (12 August) that the SPO’s decision to go to the polls»would give legitimacy to allegedly ‘regular’ elections«.


Dnevni Telegraf (12 August) writes that»some members of the left coalition claim that the SPO’s decision on the election participation represents an expected, patriotic act, which can have a positive impact on the very elections«.


Association of industrial branches trade-unions,»Nezavisnost« (UGS).»neither will back, nor criticize electoral intentions of the democratic opposition parties«, said UGS President, Branislav Čanak. He stressed that»‘Nezavisnost will urge its members to vote only if any opposition party, notably SPO an the Vojvodina Coalition, offer in their electoral programmes adequate social colutions and measures«. He added that it is difficult to expect»a shift from monarchy to good social policy« and»none of the opposition parties promoted an economic and social programme, although they had a chance to do that«. – Danas (12 August)


Politika (12 August) carries TANJUG’s story that»Vuk Drašković praised current elections conditions in an interview to a Kruševac-based private TV station...and criticized the pro-boycott opposition parties, calling on their members and followers to vote for SPO, as it had a similar programme«.


Vojislav Živković, SPS President for Kosovo, said that»secession of Kosmet and an independent state on that territory, or return of political model of autonomy as specified under the 1974 Constitution, are just pipe dreams of Albanians separatists,...and... the world has begun to realize that stories about alleged violations of humans rights in Kosmet serve only as a cover in separatists’ struggle for territories« – as reported by Politika (12 August). 


Večernje Novosti (12 August) ran a following pre-election comment: »The majority of opposition parties opted for the boycott autonomously, disregarding stances of both the pro-election parties and their own voters. So be it. But it seems now they have made several miscalculations in the process. Just a short while ago they maintained that the United States would back their boycott...now they are faced with the boycott criticism voiced by top US envoy in the heart of Belgrade... On the other hand, the ruling party generated politically nervous atmosphere by changing electoral conditions just two months before their scheduled date. In stable and democratically mature countries such things do not happen. Under our circumstances, such turnarounds, even promises that ‘the media would be de-blocked’ only raise political temperature and suspicions that major manipulation is in the offing.«... Hence, it seems to us that the authorities should have tackled this election business in a more responsible and subtle way... that is, by offsetting political nervousness and tension and striving to ensure the participation of a large number of relevant political parties and voters«.


Borba (12 August) comments DS boycott decision.»Pretentious Zoran Đinđić first failed in his intention to win over the SPO’s electorate, and consequently become a genuine leader of the Zajedno Coalition. He failed in this what some political analysts would call ‘pragmatic’ intent of his and he himself would call ‘a quest for instant-success prescription,’ because SPO has established as its basic programme orientations – monarchy and rehabilitation of the Chetnik movement –, two orientations which are conspicuously absent from the DS programme«.


In an interview ran by Večernje Novosti (12 August) Vuk Drašković spoke about the future of the boycotting parties: »In addition to the elections, they also boycott the future of this country, their homeland, the need to pull out Serbia from the quick sand and make it resurrect«. Drašković also said: »If democratic forces win in Serbia, I guarantee that the Serbian ‘tricolor’ flag will be soon hoisted on the Knin fortification, without war and with international support«.


Independent press on 12 August published instructions related to pre-election activities by the state bodies. Instructions, titled»Basic guidelines of the programme of informative-propaganda activities of the state bodies in the pre-election period«, were issued by Radmila Milentijevic, Information Minister of the Republic of Serbia. According to the instructions ‘ the basic ideas and values’ to be disseminated are the following: »reforms, economic development, increase of living standard, democracy, solidarity with Serbs, openness toward the world«. Furthermore: »The opposition leaders deserve the following attributes: light-weight, inexperienced, superficial, demagogic, susceptible to foreign influences, unsuccessful«. Also: »opposition should be criticized for failing to resolve municipal problems, uncritical optimism which gives rise to plentiful pipe dreams amid the populace, and ‘being under the sway of foreign factors’« – Naša Borba (12 August.) 


Brussels correspondent of Naša Borba (13 August) writes that: »the EU will not give its assessments tantamount to favouring or criticizing ‘boycott’ or ‘participation’ decisions. Hence the ambiguous wording of recent EU Presidency declaration on the internal political development in the FRY. On one hand the declaration states that the newly-adopted Serbian Election Act leads to a blind alley rather than to the path of true democratization’, and on the other hand, all the parties are invited to ‘fully engage in the pre-election campaign and assume their share of political responsibility’.»The latter could be ‘translated’ as the following message to the Serbian opposition: ‘You are faced with an extremely bad Election Act, which strongly favours the ruling party, but you must make use of it!’«


The Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO) criticized at its press conference 145,000 dinars compensation to be paid to Marko Milošević, son of President Milošević, by SPO paper»Srpska Reč« under decision by the Belgrade’s First Municipal Court. SPO spokesman thought this decision was a ‘form of pressure’ to be applied in the future against all free media. Its spokesman, Ivan Kovačević, also said that»SPO is still not satisfied with RTS work«, and reiterated that if the party were to go to the polls: »state-run TV had to be de-blocked and the OSCE monitors invited«. – Naša Borba (13 August)


Jovan Veselinov, one of the leaders of the Vojvodina Coalition and President of Popular Peasants’ Party (NSS), stressed that the Coalition would not go to the polls unless the OSCE monitors are invited – Naša Borba (13 August.) Contrary to this decision, Vojislav Šešelj, president of the Serbian Radical Party, was against»the interference of the OSCE, as an institution. We are against the monitors, but SRP will go to the polls even if they come«. – Naša Borba (13 August.)


Vojislav Šešelj stated that the elections were boycotted by minor parties and added»the regime favours SPO on its media. We do not mind such a favourable treatment ot SPO, but want to be treated exactly in the same way«. – Demokratija (13 August.)


Under the heading»Naša Borba learns« the paper (13 August) caries an article on the 11 August meeting of the SPS-JUL-ND Coordinating committee. According to the article SPS member Milomir Minić said that the Belgrade electorate could be won over by disclosing to citizens the abuses of the city administration, notably Zoran Đinđić. 


Zoran Đinđić, DS president, said in an interview to TV Kragujevac, that»going to the polls under the current conditions is ‘a stupid move’...and there is no compromise when it comes to elementary conditions for democratic changes«. Đinđić also stressed that»mechanisms set in motion by SPS to secure the election results well in adance, could be discussed at length« and pointed out that»there was a major shift towards the south... as Kosovo and Metohija, Sandžak and Southern Serbia, the areas in which the electoral control is, to put it mildly, slack, will now give 60 MPs instead of the pre-election 22 MPs«. – Demokratija (13 August.) 


Politika (13 August) reports that the City committee of SPS in Niš adopted a programm of action, thereby assessing»that after losing local elections last year, SPS regained its foothold in Niš, recovered its reputation and emerged anew as the strongest political force in Niš«. The meeting also stated that»Serbia is again at the crossroads...facing the the programme of the Socialist Party of Serbia and the leftist coalition ‘envisaging development and reforms – guarantee better production, employment, social justice, solidarity, preservation of peace, freedom and independence, and the opposition, without any programs, which offers only retrograde ideas of liberal capitalism, monarchy and subjugated status of our country within the international community«.


Dnevni Telegraf and Večernej Novosti (13 August) carry a report on the meeting between Suleiman Ugljanin, President of the Muslim National Council of Sandžak, and Vuk Drašković, President of SPO. According to the story Vuk Drašković, inter alia, stated: »There are no Bosniaks, nor Bosniak language, Bosniak literature, distinct Bosniak tradition. Your are Serbs of Muslim religion. We shall respect your Ramadan, Bayram, Kurban, you will be able to the mosque, – and nothing else«.


Dnevni telegraf (14 August) learns from sources close to SPO that»SPO agreed to go to the republican polls, when Slobodan Milošević promised Vuk Drašković between 40 and 60 MPs in the republican Parliament and a sizable share in lucrative deals to be achieved through privatization, the media promotion and marginalization of dangerous rivals, notably Zoran Đinđić«.


Radmila Milentijević, Information Minister of Serbia, told Večernje Novosti (14 August): »It is true that on 29 July I sent to the members of the Serbian Government a code of conduct titled ‘Basic guidelines of programme of informative-propaganda actions by the state bodies in the pre-election period.’ With this move I did not overstep in the least my prerogatives«. 


Aleksandar Vulin, Vice President of the Yugoslav Left (JUL) told Večernje Novosti (14 August) that»the boycott of the forthcoming elections is a manifestation of the lack of programs and weaknesses of abstaining parties«. He added that»there is no need for electoral control either by the OSCE or any other international organization. But this does not mean that we are against their coming«.


Zoran Đinđić spoke at the anti-election rally of Democratic Party in Kraljevo (13 July).»A group of SPO members tried to obstruct 3,000 strong rally, crying out the name of SPO leader Vuk Drašković and throwing eggs, tomatoes and other stuff at Đinđić« – Naša Borba (14 August.) According to Đinđić this incident was»a minor show programme organized for RTS«. Večernje Novosti (15 August) ran an interesting commentary on this rally: »What the upper echelons of our major parties tend to overlook that the non-participation, abstention, or boycott are also realistic and legitimate forms of political struggle. Boycott is not banned, nor is citizens abstention. Boycott and abstention are as legitimate as the parliamentary obstruction. Why then all this intolerance, political violence and assault on a rival? He should have been allowed to voice this opinion«.


Ivica Dačić, SPS spokesman told the press conference that»no formal invitation was sent to the OSCE mission for SPS thought that the FRY should first normalize its status within the OSCE and then embark on further cooperation. – Večernje Novosti (15 August). However, Naša Borba (15 August) reported that»Milan Milutinović, The FRY Foreign Secretary, invited on 14 August the OSCE to send its monitors to Serbia. According to the Belgrade media the invitation was sent to Niels Petersen, Danish Foreign Secretary and the OSCE President«.


»Joint anti-election campaign of the boycotting parties starts on 21 August in 100 places«, learns Naša Borba (15 August) from Zoran Đinđić, DS President.


Bojana Ristić, member of SPO Presidency, stated that»self-proclaimed student leaders are indulging in politics and in morality lecturing instead of worrying about student standard«, – Naša Borba (15 August.) Ristić said: »They should try to improve student standards instead of meddling in politics« and»unless they discontinue their political activities, SPO presidency will demand from the Executive Committee of the City Assembly to stop financing all the students organizations affiliated with certain parties«.

 
SPO stated in its 15 August press release: »By extending a formal invitation to the OSCE to send in its monitoring team to Serbia, the ruling party met one of the key conditions of SPO. Hence, this invitation has removed the last ‘participation – boycott dilemma’ of the party«. – Borba (16 August.)


The Civic Alliance of Serbia (GSS) stated that»it would not change its principled and firm decision to abstain from the elections just because an invitation was extended to the OSCE. Although it is too late to effect an efficient election control, GSS is pleased with this monitoring possibility, for it is convinced that the OSCE monitors will make an on-the-spot assessment of the electoral irregularity« – Naša Borba (16 August.) 


Democratic Party assessed this invitation as»a cosmetic attempt of SPS to show just a day or two before the elections how regular they are. This invitation will not change DS position. However, DS expects OSCE to make a statement on the Serbian elections«. – Naša Borba (16 August) 


Here are some excerpts from Vuk Drašković’s interview to Duga (16–29 August). On the election boycott: »Albanian boycott is motivated by strategic reasons. They are still waiting for their chance to secede. If they took part in the elections they would give legitimacy to the state they do not recognize. Their political extremists recently decided to vote for Šešelj to prevent the victory of his rival – either an SPO candidate or an SPS one – in the second round. They expect that in the aftermath of his victory Šešelj would start killing US soldiers, that is NATO soldiers, which, in turn would cause an intervention, a bloodshed in Serbia, new sanctions, and an economic, political and territorial carving up of Serbia. In such a scenario they see their last chance. If SPS and SPO candidates make it to the second round, Albanians will once again abstain from voting«. On the monarchy, inter alia: »... We have a monarchical tradition, except for five century-long Turkish rule and 50-year long Communist dictatorship....What I would do, and I will do is to propose to the Parliament to repeal a monstrous edict under which Josip Broz Tito, a Croat, in 1945, stripped Karađorđevic dynasty of their property, citizenship and banned their return to their Serbian homeland«. On the Dayton agreement: »that agreement is neither geared against Croatian nor Serbian people«. Drašković backed the Dayton agreement, underscoring that»it guaranteed the return of each refugee and duty-bound Zagreb, Sarajevo, and Pale to provide for the maximum civic, human and national rights of all the returnees«.


Zoran Đinđić, DS President, also gave an interview to Duga (16–29 August). On Milošević: »How long he will rule?! I think that the situations is getting more condensed, that we are witnessing the last five minutes before the end of the match. There is an acceleration of political developments and, likewise, of the crisis of his rule. On 5 October he will lose one eye – Montenegro will embark upon a different political path. After the presidential elections in Montenegro he will lose a half of his institutional power. As a Federal President he will be faced with a half of federal government with different policy and different president. In a bid to check such developments he will cause an even deeper rift with Montenegro«. One of the questions was: »Adenauer’s Germany got rid of Nazism thanks to the US occupation. Will Serbia share the fate of Germany?«. Dinđinć’s answer was: »It was a different relationship. Here one person embodies both our fascists and our Jews. We must accept a collective therapy, but do it individually, in the sense, that each of us should have a private conversation with his own conscience and spirit...no court can do it, not even a Nurnberg one, nor it can be achieved through de-nazification... – this nation must look deeply into its soul... it will be a tragic act, since it will ultimately prove that the nation has lost several generations of its best intellectual and genetic groups...«. On the war and the Hague Tribunal: »We ought to launch a serious discussion in the media, scientific circles, publishing world and political life about past events and the roles played by various circles and individuals in them. This would help us establish who was guilty for the past events. It is cowardly to entrust a court to do that. It is a craven stance. We personally have to find out what has really happened and then condemn either morally or in some other way the culprits«.
4. 

DANGEROUS AND RELATED GAMES

18 AUGUST–23 AUGUST


 All daily press ran excerpts from USA Today interview of Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate of the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS.) According to Borba (18 August) Lilić said that the»supreme task« of a future President of Serbia»was to help strengthen the stability of the Republic, increase the living standard, and preserve an exceptionally important component of that standard, social benefits. Lilić had a following thought on his candidacy: »my candidacy was motivated by the wish of the party to which I belong, the party which numbers 600,000 members and our need to pursue the current policy...the policy which had visibly contributed to stabilization of Bosnia and Herzegovina, protected the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia from the armed conflicts, and the one which aims to ensure the peace in Serbia and Yugoslavia, by making them a firm guarantor of peace in the Balkans and consequently, Europe«. On national minorities: »Frankly I want all the citizens of the FRY to enjoy the same rights and freedoms, to live the lives of Serbs and Montenegrins. But it is quite amoral to expect from us to make Serbs and Montenegrins live worse than members of other nationalities in Serbia«. On the Hague Tribunal and war crimes: »As regards those charged with alleged war crimes in the territory of Serbia, President of Serbia and the FRY leadership insisted that the Hague Tribunal submit valid documentation on the indictees living in the territory of Serbia, documentation making possible their arrest. Personally I think it is sometimes better to perhaps release 100 guilty persons, than accuse only one innocent person«.


Aleksandar Vučić, General Secretary of the Serbian Radical Party (SRS) told the press conference that his party»was utterly dissatisfied with recent, drastic worsening of the media conditions«. According to Vučić: »If this situation continued, the Central Patriotic Board of the SRS could re-consider its decision to participation in the forthcoming presidential and republican elections«. Vučić also said: »A secret SPS–SPO agreement giving minimum time slots to the local media run by the Zajedno Coalition and the stete-controleld media is evidently at work«. – Večernje Novosti (18 August.) Vučić’s assessment that»the only serious presidential candidates are Zoran Lilić and Šešelj« was quoted by Politika (18 August.)


Politika (18 August) reported that the Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO) accused the state-controlled media of»launching a new offensive against democratic opposition«. The SPO communiqué reads: »SPO assesses that the media controlled by the ruling party are stepping up their pre-election campaign in favour of SPS. This pro-SPS campaign is spearheaded by RTS, ‘Politika’ and ‘Tanjug.’«


Danas (18 August) quotes excerpts from Vuk Drašković’s interview to Beta agency. Upon accusing the boycotting parties of launching an exclusively anti-SPO campaign, Drašković pointed out that the strategy of these parties was to ensure the electoral victory of Socialists and Radicals and prevent the triumph of a more promising, Serbia-saving option of SPO.»Their goal is to subject Serbia to additional international sanctions and further suffering«, said Drašković.

According to Danas (18 August) the Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians (SVM) stated: »that cooperation with Hungarian parties of Vojvodina was not achieved, but instead SVM forged an agreement on joint, electoral presentation with the Vojvodina Coalition and Democratic Alliance of Croats in Vojvodina«.


Naša Borba (18 August) announced that Democratic Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians (DZVM) selected Šandor Pal as its presidential candidate and electoral list frontman.


Main Committee of Sociodemocracy decided on Saturday, 16 August, to go to the polls and put up Vuk Obradović, General-Major, as its presidential candidate. Dušan Janjić, Vice president of Sociodemocracy, said: »We anticipate that Vuk Obradović would emerge victorious in the second round by taking votes of SPS, moderates, and confused voters of Vojislav Šešelj«.»Future president of Serbia, according to Janjić, should tackle constitutional re-composition of Serbia and embark on negotiations with Kosovo Albanians this fall«. – Danas (18 August)


Main Committee of Popular Party (NS), headed by Milan Paroški, decided to go to the polls»as a fraction of Democratic party«, writes Demokratija (18 August.)


Presidency of Democratic Party (DS) asked the Serbian Parliament to repeal electoral act»adopted in a shameful way« – Naša Borba (18 August).»Fair elections must be held by late 1997, and equitable-conditions electoral campaign should last at least 45 days from the day on which the elections were officially called«, reads the press release of Democratic Party. At the press conference, Miodrag Perišić, Vice-president of DS, hinted that Milan Paroški would be suspended from the party due to his announced participation in the elections.


Borislav Pelević, Vice-president of the Serbian Unity Party (SSJ), told»Palma Plus«, Jagodina private TV station, that»his party would back Zoran Lilić’s candidacy, because he was an honest, hard-working, creative and patrotic man«. – Ekspres (18 August.)


The OSCE communiqué read: »the OSCE President, Danish Foreign secretary, Niels Helveg Petersen, responded positively to Yugoslav’s Foreign Secretary invitation to monitor the elections. In his letter to Milutinović, Petersen made it clear that the OSCE should be enabled to monitor all the participating parties during the elections«. – Danas (19 August.)


Politika (19 August) carried excerpts from Vuk Drasković’s interview to»Aktuelnosti« political programme broadcast from RTS’ TV Pristina studio. Drašković assessed that»electoral conditions for the forthcoming parliamentary and presidential elections were better than ever«. He stressed that»President Milošević kept his word that the election conditions would be fair«. On Kosovo and Metohija problem Drašković said: »This and similar issues should be settled in Serbia, in keeping with international standards«. Speaking about the historical heritage and significance of Kosovo as the core of Serbia, he firmly rejected any idea about»independent Kosovo« and said»that all those intending to tear off a single leaf from Serbia’s branch, would be faced with strong resistance«. Drašković added: »At recent New York talks l asked whether it was possible for the Cuban majority in Florida or the black majority in Washington D.C. to secede on national or racial grounds. I was told such a possibility was ruled out. Well then, if it is not possible in America, then it is also not possible in Serbia«. 


Politika (19 August) carried excerpts from V.Drasković’s Priština press conference. Drašković, inter alia, said: »Historical name of Kosovo and Metohija is Old Serbia. As soon as we win the elections, we shall rename that part of Serbia. We, Serbs, are the only people in the world who do not count their time in B.C. and AD terms, but rather in pre-Kosovo battle and post-Kosovo battle terms. In such Old Serbia there will be place for Serbs, Albanians, Turks and others, who will be equal before God and Last Judgment«. On negotiations with Kosovo Albanians Drašković said: »As a future President of Serbia, I shall talk rather then negotiate with the Albanian leaders if necessary three times a month, but if they insist on the status of republic I shall keep on rejecting them until they realize that Serbia is their state«.


Adam Demachi, President of Parliamentary Party, in response to Vuk Drašković’s qualification of Kosovo as»Old Serbia«, said that»SPO leader was playing a dangerous game«. Demachi added: »Drašković confirmed my old suspicion that both he and his allies were more damaging to the Albanian aspirations than Slobodan Milošević’s regime«. – Građanin (20 August.)


On the same day, 20 August, Borba imparted that: »an ever-increasing number of Albanians in Kačanica municipality is joining the ranks of the Socialist Party of Serbia«, and»direct contacts and talks with Albanians indicate that a large number of them want independent Kosovo«.


»National Parliament of Serbia will appoint today its Electoral Supervising Board. The task of this ten-member body would be to oversee the conduct of political parties, candidates and media in the pre-election period. Serbian government proposed the following candidates: Danica Vukičević, Deputy Education Secretary, Milan Đaković, General Director of NIS, Vasilije Kalezić, Assistant Dean of the Belgrade’s Medical Faculty, Ivan Radosavljević, Assistant Dean of the Belgrade’s Political Science Faculty, and Jovan Striković, Director of Belgrade Hospital»Sveti Sava«...The parties put up several candidates for the board: »Milorad Radević, Director of the Archives of Serbia – SPS; Ilija Davidović, Administration Head of»The Official Gazette of the FRY« – SPO; Vesna Zobenica from Zemun Municipal Assembly – SRS; Milenko Ostojić, General Director of»Voćarkop« from Belgrade – New Democracy: Janoš Čeka, Technical Director of the Ada Tools Industry – DZVM – Večernje Novosti (19 August.) 


Šandor Pal, presidential candidate of DZVM, said in Dnevni Telegraf (19 August) that he knew that he could not win, but added that»Mile Isakov, would also lose, if he stood in the presidential elections«. On the electorate: »We count on Hungarians, Rumanians, Rusins, Slovaks, large strata in Belgrade, Eastern Serbia, Raška, and even on ‘loyal’ Albanians«. Pal also stressed: »If the candidates of the so-called democratic opposition make it to the second round, barring Lilić and Šešelj, we could convince our voters to back the opposition candidate. Our vates count to a certain extent«.


President of Novi Pazar Party of Democratic Action (SDA) Rasim Ljajić said that his party was getting ready for the forthcoming elections in Serbia, but would make a final decision on its (non)participation in due course. Rasim Ljajić said that SDA was currently having negotiations on a joint presidential candidate with the coalitions»Vojvodina« and»Šumadija«. – Građanin (19 August.)


Melissa Fleming, the OSCE spokeswoman, informed the media that a preparatory OSCE team was slated to arrive in Belgrade, on Thursday, 21 August. to familiarize with the field situation and susequently draw up a report recommending the number of the electoral monitors. – Naša Borba (20 August) 


Naša Borba (20 August) quoted Zoran Đinđić, DS President, that»DS is would not go to the polls under the present conditions«. The same paper (20 August) carried communiqué by Ivan Kovačević, SPO spokesman, that»SPO considered all its conditions met, in view of the OSCE’s acceptance to monitor the elections«. According to Politika (20 August) Kovačević also said»Yellow press is having a field day by publishing untruths and SPO is bearing the brunt of their attacks. In this way they are either hoping to up their circulation or to carry out their higher-ups’ orders«. Kovačević however pointed out that he was referring only to Dnevni Telegraf.


Daily press ran a story on the 19 August session of the Serbian Parliament at which the proposal on the Supervising Board set-up was adopted. Ratomir Vico, Minister without portfolio, said in his introductory speech: »Government of Serbia has ensured full electoral control, allocated the first installment of the pre-election funds to parties and successfully completed its most delicate part of the job – an equitable media presentation of different parties«. – Naša Borba (20 August.)


Đorđe Subotić, RDSV (Reform Democratic Party of Vojvodina) spokesman, stated that the Federal MP, Miodrag Isakov, member of the Vojvodina Coalition, would run for president. Subotić confirmed that this candidacy was agreed with other members of the coalition. The said coalition was hammered out by the League of Sociodemocrats of Vojvodina (LSDV) headed by Nenad Čanak, Popular Peasants’ Party (NSS) led by Dragan Veselinov, and RDSV. – Naša Borba (20 August.)


Naša Borba (20 August) writes that»Democratic Alternative, Sociodemocratic Party, Peasants Party of Serbia and Party of Pensioners of Serbia signed a coalition-forming agreement and adopted a Declaration on Joint Political Goals«, According to Nebojša Čović,»the goal of the coalition is to create a democratic bloc of political centre, which would bring closer the extreme left and the extreme right orientations in the political arena of Serbia«. This coalition would decide on 4 September if it would go to the polls.


»According to democratic principles championed by Milan Paroški, President

of the Peasants’ Party, Democratic Party’s electoral boycott is nothing but a kind of ideological blackmail, and as such strongly condemned and rejected by his party«, wrote Večernje Novosti on 21 August. Paroški said: »My estimate that half of our members will join the pre-election campaign, as will a good number of DS members, disaffected with their leader’s boycott decision«.


According to Gordana Matijašević and Zoran Šami, members of the Main Committee of DSS,»the party is convinced that the elections herald a period of major political crisis, expect approximately 50% turnout, and deem the boycott the right decision as then new elections would have to be called soon«, – according to Večernje Novosti (21 August.)


Danas (21 August) reported that Vuk Draškovi, SPO President,»asked his membership and MP groups in municipal and city assemblies to immediately stop all their run-ins and conflicts«. 


»In view of the OSCE annoucement that its monitoring team would control the elections, the Vojvodina Coalition decided to stand in the elections. As our principal request was met, we would now like to show that we are an integrating and patriotic force in Serbia, in addition to being a pro-autonomy Vojvodina party«, said Dragan Veselinov, President of NSS, and one of the leaders of the Vojvodina Coalition. Announcing Mile Isakov’s presidential candidacy, Nenad Čanak stressed that»the namesake Coalition decided to back this candidate as he was deemed to be equally acceptable to people in Vojvodina, Šumadija, Sandžak«. – Danas (21 August.)


Politika (21 August) carried excerpts from TV Vranje interview of Vojislav Šešelj, presidential candidate and President of SRS.»Focusing on the elections, Šešelj stressed that SRS would have parliamentary majority if it gets 126 seats, and said that he expected the frist round victory in the presidential elections«. Šešelj underscored: »If I win I shall not impose a dictatorship, as I am not a dictator but a democrat. Nonetheless I was sentenced to eight years in prison because of alleged political crimes«.


Radmila Milentijević, Information Minister of Serbia stated in Smederevska Palanka, that»as the forthcoming elections are the most difficult elections Serbia was ever faced with, they require serious approach to problem-solving and truthful communication with people«. She said: »it is true that life in Serbia is not easy, but it would be even harder if we did not have Slobodan Milošević as our leader. If Milošević had not foreseen the worst-case scenario, that is managed to foil planned Yugoslavia’s disintegration in Kosovo on three occasions, we would have perished, and everything would have been destroyed here«. – Politika (21 August.)


Pal Šandor, DZVM presidential candidate explained his candidacy in a brief interview to Građanin (21 August): »DZVM estimated that one third of electorate were minorities who would not vote for lilić, Drašković and Šešelj. Hence DZVM’s candidate could win a relatively large number of votes...We are planning to have talks with second round presidential candidates to see what they are offering to the minority population, that is those who have voted for me in the first round«.


Naša Borba (22 August) informs that»a preliminary OSCE team upon its arrival in Belgrade had talks with members of the Republican Electoral Commission in the Assembly of Serbia«. Anthony Walsh, the OSCE-member, stated that: »this delegation ought to establish what is needed for monitoring September elections...We shall submit our findings to the OSCE President next week and thereupon a decision on the character and scope of monitoring form will be made«.


Ivica Dačić, SPS spokesman, told the press conference that»coalition SPS–JUL–ND would score a runaway victory at the elections and win an overwhelming majority in the republican Parliament... a contrary result remains in science-fiction realm« – Blic (22 August.)


Civic Alliance of Serbia (GSS)»accused non-boycotting parties of trying to con the Serbian citizens...as this anti-democratic block wants incidents, boycotting parties will carry out their anti-election campaign through the media, wherever possible, instead of staging rallies«, – Naša Borba (22 August.) According to GSS»parties who go to the polls, satisfied with unlimited possibilities of a future rip off, intend to divide the election spoils-power, privileges, money – in the post-election period and continue with their thieving in the next four years«.


Dnevni Telegraf (22 August) writes that»a DS poster-placing team was attacked the other night by what was believed to be a group of SPO followers, according to Srđa Popović, DS City Committee Spokesman«.


According to Večernje Novosti (22 August)»Vuk Drašković, SPO President, told TV Kraljevo that in case of his most probable victory, he would cooperate with Slobodan Milošević, the FRY president«. Drašković also said: »People voted for Milošević, and I have to respect people’s will, as it is God’s will«.


Žarko Jokanović, Head of New Democracy’s MP club in the republican Parliament said yesterday that»his party was happy that the stongest opposition and position parties were standing in the elections and was hoping for a large turnout«. Jokanović added at a press conference: »the election boycott of some lesser parties is not so important...as the boycott was organized by five ‘fractions’ of Democratic Party, the break-ranks parties, namely, – Democratic Party, Democratic Centre, Democratic Party of Serbia, Serbian Liberal Party and Demochristian Party« – Politika (22 August.)


Politika (23 August) reported on the SPO pre-election rally in Prokuplje. According to the daily, Vuk Drašković said: »After my TV Priština interview Adem Demachi said I would be a far more intransigent President of Serbia than Slobodan Milošević. If he thought this would hurt me, he was wrong. There will be no dialogue whatsoever on Serbia’s borders«. Drašković added that»a reconciliation of Serbs-antifascist fighters, Serbs-partisans and Serbs-chetniks, Ravna Gora and Kadinjača must come about«. SPO leader concluded: »If I were elected president of Serbia, I would immediately resign as a SPO President in order to take care of all the citizens of Serbia«.


Miodrag Perišić, DS Vice-president, voiced his concern at yesterday’s press conference»over an increasingly aggressive conduct of anti-democratic, election-participating block, which is trying to push Serbia into another adventure«. – according to Naša Borba (23 August.)


»Relocation of electoral commissions headquarters from the municipalities run by the Zajedno-coalition to the institutions controlled by the ruling party, is another move of the ruling clique taken over from the arsenal of Kremlin and Siberian communists«, read the SPO press release ran by Naša Borba (23 August.)


Vuk Drašković, presidential candidate and SPO president, said in a Večernje Novosti interview (23 August): »At this moment of time the Serbian Renewal Movement and I personally represent the most serious and the strongest political force of Serbia, to which all the doors of economic and political support are open, from Moscow, Rome, London, Paris to Washington and New York... Our goal should be to make the Balkan America her in the Balkans, in a political, military and any other aspect«. One of the questions was: »Your are mentioning America and American conditions, but they have staked their prerequisite for the lifting of the out wall of sanctions – they want Kosvo and Metohija to get back their 1974 status. Would you agree to that?« Drašković responded: »United States have never imposed such a prerequisite...So then, Albanians must respect Serbian flag, Serbian army, just as in America their flag and army are respected. I was asked how would I make Albanians accept Serbia as their homeland? My answer was – how would you make Serbs renounce Kosovo, for Kosovo is Serbian, part of Serbia«. Another question was: »Would you hand over Karadžić to the Hague Tribunal?« Drašković’s answer was: »as concerns the Hague Tribunal, every crime is an individual one, hence the responsibility for it must also be individual. The Hague Tribunal must institute two criminal proceedings: one against individual war crimes, regardless of ethnicity of their perpetrators, be they Serbs, Croats or Muslims, and the second must be against the genocidal ideas in the Balkans. They must locate the cancer in order to cure it«.


In Danas interview (23 August) Mile Isakov, presidential candidate of the Vojvodina Coalition said: »Coalition Vojvodina assessed that profiles of presidential candidates could not meet the needs of a large strata of pro-civic voters. On one hand, the left’s, national-socialist candidate is standing for a disastrous policy which has put us in this pickle, and on the other hand, on the right we have Šešelj who stands for an even worse option. Plus we have Vuk Drašković, who is advocating a monarchy based on a sort of a chetnic ideology unacceptable for the majority of civic-minded people«. 

5.

THERE IS NO REGIONAL POLICY

25 AUGUST – 30 AUGUST


Borba (25 August) ran excerpts from the speech of Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate of the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS) held on Letenka, Fruška Gora: »With a lot of effort, hard work and persistence, Serbia, as a part of Yugoslavia, will become an exemplary European country, a reliable partner of foreign businessmen and a reputable interlocutor of international community..«. Speaking before several thousand people gathered to mark 55 years of a big German and ustashi offensive against Fruška Gora partisan units, Lilić said that»conditions for the above were created primarily through persistent and principled policy of Slobodan Milošević«. Lilić then mentioned several results of a decade-long SPS rule: »We were faced with difficult tasks. We had to protect our country from the war devastation, to guard the lives of our citizens, to help our brothers, accommodate all those who we forced to leave their ancestral homes and preserve Serbia and the FRY. Today we can frankly state that we have been successful in all what we set out to do«. Warning people against dangers of all kinds of extreme nationalisms, separatism and pro-autonomy strivings, Lilić stressed that in Serbia»there will be no small dukedoms for even lesser dukes«.


Vojislav Živković, President of the Provincial Committee of SPS for Kosovo and Metohija, gave an interview to Borba (25 August.) He said, inter alia: »Many are now probably aware that our party was and is the driving force in Serbia, the one which shouldered the burden of international sanctions and political turmoil and conflicts in the wake of the former Yugoslavia break-up. We are optimistic because we know that SPS policy championed by Slobodan Milošević experienced together with its people all the vicissitudes of the past seven years«. Živković said the following about the Kosovo Albanians: »Separatist are wrong when they think they can accomplish their imaginary goals by enclosing their fellow-nationals in a ghetto. That is a dangerous testing of Albanians which can boomerang on separatists. Even now a large number of Albanians refuse to pay taxes to illegal Albanian organizations, for they know that this money is pocketed by a tight-knit clique... On the other hand a number of radical separatists, running out of patience, increasingly turns to terrorist means and intimidation of both Serbs and Montenegrins, and Albanians loyal to Serbia. Our state will use all the legally sanctioned means to uproot this evil«.


»Today the New Democracy (ND) kick-starts its pre-election campaign named»New Democracy in All Towns« read the party’s press release. ND also stated that it has explored all the developmental advantages of Kosmet and made a high-quality and detailed programme of its cultural, economic and democratic recovery«. – Politika (25 August) 

Vojislav Šešelj, President of the Serbian Radical Party (SRS) and presidential candidate told RTS Serbia feature programme»Current Affairs: Topical Issue« that»tensions have eased, and a more tolerant and normal atmosphere was created in the political arena of Serbia«, as reported by Politika (25 August.) Šešelj assessed that this year’s electoral conditions were much better than the ones in 1995 or 1993«. However, SRS leader warned that»we are currently witnessing the emergence of a sort of axis ‘Milo Đukanović-Biljana Plavšić-Zoran Đinđić’«.


Zoran Đinđić, President of Democratic Party (DS) told private TV station»Palma Plus« in Jagodina that»Drašković’ DS-bashing campaign on the electronic media is based on a poor script«, said Đinđić,»for he broke up the coalition and not I... ’Srpska reč’ declared that the coalition was dead while we were still having our protest walks«.-»Politika« (25 August.) 

Goran Perčević, member of the Executive Committee of SPS, in a brief interview to Blic (25 August) explained why the number of MPs to be elected in Kosovo was increased: »Number of MPs depends on the number of voters. Kosovo is not exception in that respect. Is SPS to be blamed for having the largest influence on the Kosovo Serbs? We surely do not want the law prohibiting Albanians to vote!«


Demokratija (25 August) writes that»Popular Party, Democratic Alternative, Sociodemocracy and Demochristian Party of Serbia are considering joint participation in the forthcoming elections«, but»Vice president of Sociodemocracy, Slobodan Orlić, said he was not aware of any such negotiations«.


Mile Isakov, presidential candidate of the Vojvodina Coalition, in an interview ran by Demokratija (25 August) when asked about polarization between pro-autonomy fraction and radicals: »I think that this strengthened position of Radicals in Vojvodina is artificial, while the entrenchment of the pro-autonomy idea is a natural process. The regime has hyped the role and position of Radicals in Vojvodina in a conscious and deliberate way«. On his first moves as the President of Serbia: »First I would reduce the presidential prerogatives, which I consider excessive. His powers should be more reasonable. Then I would call new, honest elections, and empower the Parliament to specify and define new presidential authority«.


Both the left coalition parties and the boycotting parties assess that»the OSCE presence will not give legitimacy to the elections«, writes Dnevni telegraf (26 August.) Uroš Šuvaković (SPS) said that the»OSCE task is to check whether the electoral conditions have been met, instead of just sitting in polling stations«. Aleksandra Joksimović (DS) underscored that»the elections’ legitimacy is manifested by good election conditions, rather than by the presence of monitors«, and Dragor Hiber (Civic Alliance of Serbia) and Vladeta Janković (Democratic Party of Serbia) agreed with her opinion.


Večernje Novosti (26 August) disclosed that a meeting was held between Vuk Drašković, SPO President and Nebojša Čović, President of Democratic Alternative (DA), on 25 August in the SPO headquarters. The paper ran an unofficial« information that the talks focused on a new coalition to be set up by Nebojša Čović, on a possible presidential candidacy of Nebojša Čović and his possible backing of Drašković in the second round of presidential elections«.


Blic (26 August) carried the statement of Vladan Batić, President of Demochristian Party (DHS) that»meetings between leaders of Democratic Alternative, Popular’ Party, the Recovery Coalition (headed by Miroslav Šolević) and his party were under way«. However, he stressed that»no agreement either on coalition-forming or putting up a joint presidential candidacy has been reached as yet«. Milan Paroški, President of Popular Party, confirmed that the plan was afoot to»hammer out a new coalition which together with SPO would form the majority government«. 



The Civic Alliance of Serbia (GSS) and Democratic Party (DS) submitted to Constitutional Court a motion on»the assessment of constitutionality of the Act on Constituencies«, as the Act was»adopted in an improper way, that is by flagrant breach of The Rules of Procedure of the Assembly of Serbia«. – Blic (26 August.)


In its press release SPO threatened that after the elections» it would file suits against all editorial boards which lies-laden stories damaged SPO during the election campaign«. –according to Blic (26 August.)


Vojislav Šešelj, SRS President and presidential candidate, told Radio Babušnica, that»Đinđić, Pešić, Drašković and Koštunica were serving US and German interests...then Đinđić found himself in a jam because Americans, and not Germans gained an upper hand in Europe«. When asked about the Bulgarian minority in the areas of Dimitrovgard and Bosilegrad, Šešelj said that»we are close to our brotherly people of Bulgaria...we have similar origins and language, both Bulgarians and Serbs were sucked into the maelstrom of four bloody, European wars because of others ...Bulgarian minority is loyal to Serbia and all problems are solved in a mutually satisfying way«. – Politika (26 August.)


SPO Presidency decided»to stop all polemics and public discussions with parties boycotting the elections«, – said Ivan Kovačević, SPO spokesman. Kovačević stressed that instructions to that effect were forwarded to all SPO municipal committees and that there would be no more discussions even if such a decision was damaging to SPO«. – Naša Borba (27 August.)


Dragan Veselinov, President of the National Peasants’ Party (NSS) and one of the leaders of the Vojvodina Coalition said: »As our popularity grows so do our expectations. During our visits to Vojvodina towns and villages we realized that a very large number of voters will go to the polls«. Veselinov stressed that the Coalition was pleased that»all Belgrade parties rallied around anti-Vojvodina platform, showing once again the extent of their centralist and authoritarian positions«.-according to Naša Borba (27 August.)


During his visit to Kragujevac Dragan Veselinov said: »Serbia has no regional policy. It only has a regional rip off, or grab-what you-can policy. We think that the best way to dilute absolutely authoritarian power of Belgrade is to split that power territorially. When we say Belgrade, we refer to the political power linked to the city«. – Naša Borba (27 August) »Dr. Dragan Veselinov last night in Kragujevac promoted the idea of Vojvodina and Šumadija as parliamentary regions with legislative powers within a system (state)«. 

Democratic Action Party (SDA), headed by Rasim Ljajić, »still has not decided whether to participate or not in the elections«, writes Građanin (27 August.) »This decision will depend on the election position taken by SDA Sandžak (Suleiman Ugljanin). Zevđa Hurić said that»the party might boycott the elections because of compulsory administration rule in Novi Pazar, division of the Muslim electorate in two fractions, and unjust electoral conditions«.


Politika (27 August) reported that Vojislav Šešelj, President of SRS, during his tour of the Northern Banat area said that the rights of all national minorities are not only guaranteed by most supreme legal acts, but absolutely respected by state bodies«. According to the SRS press release Šešelj said the following to Subotica radio: »SRS will not allow any separatist activity in the territory of the Republic of Serbia«.


The Republican Electoral Commission stated: »Political parties which are boycotting the elections have every right to refuse to put up their electoral lists and candidates, but the activity influencing the citizens to stay away from the elections and abstain from voting is contrary to the Constitution and Electoral Act. By extension this activity is contrary to the performance of the basic constitutional right of the citizens to vote and consequently elect and constitute the government. This latter must remain a sovereign, democratic and free right, which even the political parties’ activities cannot restrict«. – Naša Borba (28 August)


Slobodan Vuksanović, DS Vice president, stated»on Tuesday, 26 August, prime time RTS programme was entirely devoted to a twenty-minute sharp attack on the Democratic Party. This attack was similar to the Stalinist persecution of the unlike-minded«. He added»SPS plans to broadcast several such programmes, which proves that normal electoral conditions do not exist and that the decision to boycott the elections was a right and far-reaching political decision«. – Naša Borba (28 August)


Naša Borba (28 August) writes: »Joint press conference of the presidents of the coalition of Democratic Alternative, Sociodemocratic Party, Peasants Party and Pensioners Party will be made at the electoral conference on Saturday«. Goran Opačić from Democratic Alternative stressed that»neither DA nor any other member of the coalition had negotiations on possible coalition membership with Popular Party and Demochristian Party«.


»At its session held on 27 August the Main Committee of the Socialist Party of Serbia presided by Slobodan Milošević unanimously elected candidates for the Serbian parliament in all 29 electoral constituencies. All the candidates will represent the list of ‘Socialist Party of Serbia, the Yugoslav Left, New Democracy, Slobodan Milošević«. – Politika (28 August.)


Vuk Drašković told local TV station»Sunce« in Aranđelovac that»the external wall of sanctions would be lifted within next six months«. When asked what his first presidential moves would be Drašković responded: »I would bring to a fruitful end negotiations with the London and the Paris Club on the deferment of a US $ 9 billion worth debt or negotiate its writing-off on the grounds of war effects, difficult economic situation and the fact that the country hosts nearly 1 million refugees.»SPO President also stated that he would settle the issue of inheritance of the former Yugoslavia within six months. Drašković added that»Yugoslavia would simultaneously get from the World Bank and other international organizations US$ 2 billion of fresh capital, that is, a favourable long-term loan for the economic recovery, settlement of social problems and YU dinar stabilization«. – Politika (28 August.) 


»DSS will continue to engage in the election boycott activities and furthermore intends to promote and step them up. The goal of this anti-election campaign are not only equitable election conditions, but also democratic changes in Serbia. The boycott is designed to bring about the latter«, said Vojislav Koštunica at the DSS press conference. He added that»the election system was turned into a political tool of an attempted socialist survival«. – Danas (28 August)


Dragoljub Mićunović, President of Democratic Centre (DC) told the press conference: »All those who could not be bribed, are now being hushed up. That is the gist of the electoral platform of those advocating ‘democratic elections’« – Danas (28 August)


SPO submitted complete electoral lists of its candidates for the forthcoming elections, read the SPO press release – Blic (28 August)


Večernje Novosti (28 August) write: »Illegal»Muslim National Council of Sandžak, headed by Sulejman Ugljanin, will decide whether the Raška Muslims will go to the polls. As officially announced this decision will be taken today at a session in Novi Pazar!«


It is interesting to note that »Novosti« Company adopted »a code« establishing principles of editorial policy. The said code, published by Večernje Novosti (29 August), establishes inter alia, that its journalists»cannot a priori disqualify, or favour any relevant opinion and any legitimate political option«, but does not define either! Also»the Company’s media will not publish texts inciting racial, religious, national and ideological intolerance and bias, nor texts which deliberately disqualify any person, and its privacy, and obstruct ethics of public word and culture of dialogue«. But»all the media are duty-bound to honour fundamental state and national interests of FR Yugoslavia, to safeguard lawfully established state, military, economic and business secrets, and respect embargo, when its is justified«.


»Gorica Gajević, General Secretary of the Socialist Party of Serbia, presenting a unified electoral list»SPS, Yugoslav Left, New Democracy – Slobodan Milošević« said: »this list will win at the forthcoming parliamentary elections, for it is in interest of Serbia, Yugoslavia and its citizens. That victory will ensure a continued economic development, implementation of economic and social reforms and improvement of living standard«. Gajević also said: »...in the post electoral period we expect to turn to the improvement of living standard of all our citizens«. – Večernje Novosti (29 August)


In response to the Republican Electoral Commission (RIK) statement on the unconstitutionality of the boycotting parties appeal to Serbian citizens, DS stated yesterday that RIK»is not authorized to interpret the Yugoslav constitution, but rather to control the elections and prevent the rigging. It is obvious that RIK is acting as a party body of SPS...and campaigning against Democratic Party«.»Participation in the elections is not mandatory either for parties or citizens, hence such threats are futile«, reads the DS press release, as run by Večernje Novosti (29 August.)


In relation to the RIK communiqué, Građanin (29 August) asked RIK to clarify the paragraph stating that»the goal of the communiqué is not to sentence the boycotting parties, but rather to warn them of possible consequences, in conformity with Article 114. of the Act on MP election«. The paper also reported that the boycotting parties unanimously criticized this communiqué.


The OSCE announced that it would send around 200 monitors to Serbia. The forty – strong team will control the preparations for the elections and the entire electoral process, while 150 monitors will control the elections at various polling stations Serbia-wide on the very election day. – Danas (29 August)


Vojislav Živković, President of the Regional SPS Committee for Kosovo, said yesterday that his party»is committed to the idea of a centralized and unitary Serbia without provinces«, announced Radio Priština.»If SPS wins enough seats at the forthcoming parliamentary elections, it will urge the suspension of provinces«, said Živković at a pre-election rally in Vučitrn. – Danas (29 August)


According to Danas (29 August)»SPO Vice president, Federal MP and SPO Presidency member, Milan Komnenić, Member of SPO Presidential Council, Dr. Đorđe Trpković and Member of the Main Committee, Dragoje Luković held a press conference in SPO headquarters in Priština«. Komnenić said: »SPO views the Kosovo question as a Serbian and democratic issue to be resolved within the Republic of Serbia. SPO guarantees the equality of the Albanian people before all the legal and political institutions, equitable possibilities for cultural affirmation, economic progress, their civic affirmation, for we are striving to turn Serbia into a modern civil state«.


Vojislav Šešelj, SRS President, said in TV Studio B programme»Viewers’ interview’ that»the opposition parties should not boycott elections as if they were taken by the whim, but rather give a rational explanation for this action«, reported Politika (29 August.) Asked if SRS would honour the Dayton Accord if it won the elections, Šešelj answered that for SRS that agreement was ‘a factual state,’ that is, that radicals would not endeavour to implement but would rather do their utmost to help Republika Srpska«. 


Vuk Obradović, Presidential candidate of Sociodemocraccy, gave an interview to Danas (29 August.) He said, inter alia,: »Sociodemocracy is in principle for decentralization of Serbia. It is evident that under conditions of continual absolutization of republican bodies power and factual infringement of local self-rule rights, Serbia cannot become either sufficiently democratic or sufficiently efficient country. Our slogan from the outset of our campaign was: »Vojvodina up to Preševo, Sociodemocracy up to Horgoš. We are absolutely in favour of a higher – degree of autonomy in Vojvodina. Along these lines a solution of the Kosovo issue should be sought, and we insist upon an immediate dialogue with Albanians«. When asked if Sociodemocracy, due to its ideologically close affiliation with the left would cooperate with SPS and JUL, but despite its sharp criticism of both parties, Obradović retorted that his party would cooperate even with the devil himself if it were in the interest of Serbia and its citizens«. Another question was: »Leader of the other sociodemocratic party (SDU), Žarko Korać, claims that you are a poor promoter of seociodemocratic ideas as you yourself urged that the war in Slovenia be ended by the maximum engagement of the Yugoslav Peoples’ Army?« And Obradović’s answer was: »There are in our political arena even people of sociodemocratic leanings who continue to live in their imaginary world. They are political underachievers because for them sociodemocracy is just a textbook model. They are no realistic, but nonetheless think that they have a deed on what is called sociodemocracy. They think it is their hunting ground into which nobody else can venture«.


According to Naša Borba (30 August) DS announced that it would file charges against the Republican Electoral Commission because of its accusation that»the anti-election campaign was unconstitutional«. GSS sent a note of protest to the OSCE»hoping that the organization would take into account RIK’s unfair accusation when drawing up its final election report«. – Naša Borba (30 August)


Vojislav Šešelj, SRS president and presidential candidate, told Radio Vranje that»SRS urges a democratic reconstruction of the entire society, modern legal system, republican order, civic liberties and equality of all the people irrespective of their religion and nationality...barring Shiptari separatists in Kosmet and Muslims in Raška area«, writes Politika (30 August)


Ivan Radosavljević, President of Supervising Committee for Election Control, told Građanin (30 August): »All those who are going to the polls, be they parties or voters, are actively engaged in the campaign. Those who have opted for the boycott however do not have any right to impose their will onto other citizens and parties. Therefore, if the boycotting parties continue their campaign which insults those who are willing to go to the polls, it is punishable in keeping with legal measures specified by the Republican Electoral Commission«.


After a lengthy and stormy debate between representatives of the Muslim parties in Sandžak, rallied by the so-called Muslim National council, it wa decided that the coalition»List for Sandžak-Dr. Suleiman Ugljanin« would take part in the forthcoming elections...The coalition’s presidential candidate would be Dr. Suleiam Uglajnin«.-writes Politika (30 August) 
6.

STEALING THE PROGRAMMES

1 SEPTEMBER – 18 SEPTEMBER 1997


Dušan Matković, Vice president of the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS) told Borba (1 September), inter alia: »After all the stormy years, for us these elections are very important, for this voting will ensure stability and completion of the processes initiated long time ago... Firstly, they will enable us to bring to fruition all our goals, implement a comprehensive economic development, increase production and exports, to launch an uncompromising anti-crime campaign...I think that our coalition is the most trusted political force, particularly in the light of recent developments, notably the Zajedno coalition breakup, which signaled its political immaturity to handle Serbia’s pressing problems.«


According to Politika (1 September) Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate of SPS (Socialist Party of Serbia)–Yugoslav Left–New Democracy–Slobodan Milošević told a rally in Bački Petrovac: »People in Vojvodina have always lived in harmony, as it truly befits friends and peoples who recognize the enduring value of mutual respect.«


President of Yugoslav Left (JUL), Ljubiša Ristić, told RTS (Radio Television Serbia) that »SPS was a party which practically shaped this country, and would consequently determine its transition modus.« He added that »Since its inception Yugoslav Left contented it was no classical political party, but rather a leftist movement disinterested in direct struggle for power and preservation of power.« Regarding Kosovo, Ristić stated that »it was our duty and obligation to launch dialogue with our fellow-countrymen of Albanian ethnicity with a view to finding a solution to their status and their participation in the political life of the country. Obviously such a dialogue cannot be initiated with those who stubbornly insist upon separation of Kosovo, its independence and separatism... Hence the left coalition will not talk about Kosovo as a state or republic within the FRY.« – Politika (1 September).


Politika (1 September) reported that Vuk Drašković, President of the Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO) and its presidential candidate told a Čačak rally that »we would not prop and whitewash a derelict communist construction, but rather lay the groundwork for a new Serbia.« He added: »My presidential and parliamentary victory would turn Serbia into a big building site. In short period of time citizens would feel the effects of such work. I would immediately introduce new rules stripping the first person in the state, that is me, of all the privileges.«


Demokratija (1 September) carried a report on pro-Drašković rally in Kragujevac: »If I were elected the Serbian president, in six months the outer wall of sanctions would be removed. $ 9 billion external debt would be written off in consequence of difficult economic and social situation caused by the sanctions. In a very short period of time the issue of former the Yugoslavia’s inheritance would be resolved, our membership in the IMF would be renewed, and new credit lines totaling $ 2 billion would be extended to us by the World and European banks (negotiations are in progress) for the recovery of the Serbian economy, protection of retirees, refugees, social cases... By January or February 1998 Yugoslav legislation would be fine-tuned to the EU legislation.« Drašković also stated that »Police must become more professional, and well paid and discharge its duties namely protect the property and safety of citizens, instead of protecting the regime from the citizens. Only law and God would be above the judges. We must have a professional and well paid army. The current one-year long military service will be practically abolished, as 80% of the Yugoslav army would be made up of professionals...and it is a well-known fact that young people need only several months of training to acquire skills necessary for the defence of the country, were they ever to face such a duty.«


»General Council of DA (Democratic Alternative) decided that its President Nebojša Čović, would be its presidential candidate. The first electoral conference of the party held last Saturday also ruled that the coalition formed by the DA, Peasants’ Party of Serbia, Sociodemcoratic Party and Retirees’ Party of Serbia would go to the polls.« – Naša Borba (1 September).


»Lawyer Strahinja Kastratović, legal councilor of President of Democratic Party, filed a suit against Balša Govedarica, President of Republican Electoral Commission (RIK) and other 6 RIK members, on behalf of 12 boycotting opposition parties. Govedarica and the others are accused of breaching the ‘citizens’ equality clause’ by publishing and disclosing a communiqué directly threatening all the boycotting parties for ‘ contravening and abusing the Constitution by appealing to the citizens to abstain from voting.« According to written justification of Kastratović »the suit was filed because the Commission (RIK), contrary to its proclaimed legal issues involvement, was in fact campaigning for the ruling party and its affiliates.« – Građanin (2 September).


Večernje Novosti (2 September) reported that Vojislav Šešelj, President of the Serbian Radical Party (SRS) pointed out: »Last year the United States tried to topple Milošević through the Zajedno Coalition, and now they are sacrificing Pešić and Đinđić, and reaching compromise with the Serbian authorities through Drašković.«


While presenting candidates of the SPS–JUL–ND–SM coalition for constituency 16 in Kragujevac, Vukoman Marković, President of SPS District Committee said: »These are elections for peace, Kragujevac, Šumadija and Yugoslavia, which will disappear if SPS does not win.« He also said that »the September elections should mark an entry to Europe, which is by and large ruled by Socialists.« – Građanin (2 September).


Radmila Milentijević, the Serbian Information Secretary, told a promotional gathering of the SPS–JUL–ND–SM in Smederevska Palanka that »citizens of Serbia were faced with ‘historic and crucial elections’ which would show both to domestic and international community that Serbs were people with long tradition and history, capable of making decisions attuned to situations and reality and of acting in a responsible and dignified way.« She stressed that »Serbia was firmly committed to peace, and stability in the Balkans. Such interests of Serbia and President Slobodan Milošević fully concide with US interests.« – Politika (2 September).


In RTS feature programme »Topical talks«, Zoran Lilić, SPS–JUL–ND–SM presidential candidate, stressed that »Serbia is on the go, in the true sense of the word, as 300 facilities are under construction, 1,000 km of roads are upgraded, and major investments are being made in infrastructure.« In relation to privatization Lilić said: »We must avoid the fate of some East European countries...which underwent what could be bluntly called ‘privatization of the nomenclature list,« for the state property was seized by selected companies.« – Politika (2 September).


»The OSCE accepted FRY’s invitation to send it monitoring team to the forthcoming presidential and parliamentary elections in Serbia and Montenegro, reads the OSCE statement.« – Politika (3 September).


Belgrade centre ‘Sava’ was the scene of SPS–JUL–ND–SM candidates presentation. The gathering was first addressed by Gorica Gajević, SPS General Secretary: »Good day, creative, enterprising and proud Serbia!...We have activated Serbia. Today Serbia is a big building site. There are new roads, new schools, telephone lines, waterpipes, sports fields, health centers, factories, research projects, that is the picture of Serbia ensuring a better life to all its citizens.« Ljubiša Ristić, President of JUL: »Our presidential candidate, Zoran Lilić, is the best candidates, because he personally stands for firmness, seriousness, consistence typical of the left block parties...together with him we shall implement our political plan, bring to fruition our economic concept, social programmes, cultural vision and consequently take Serbia into the next millennium as a peaceful, prosperous country, as a republic which will protect and defend its independent, free and equitable Yugoslavia, in which all its citizens, regardless of their nationality, language, religion and political leanings, will be equally free and equitable.« Dušan Mihajlović, ND President: »We are happy that the victory of our coalition, of our presidential candidate, will be the victory of all those who wish prosperity to Serbia, who accept it as its homeland, as a nice and roomy house accommodating all its citizens...That will be the victory of Serbia’s ascent...!« Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate: »We should remember that on the eve of the new millennium Serbia cut the path of peace, normal life, work. We know the cause of decreased living standard. But we have preserved Serbia, its people, and freedom, its wealth. By respecting the others, we defended what is ours – that is our policy, Slobodan Milošević’s policy... We did not fell out with the whole world , we know that political interest is the first letter of the political alphabet. Unfortunately we stood in the way of the most powerful tailors of the world order, but we managed to defend the interest of our state, nation, and our citizens.« – Politika (3 September).


According to Naša Borba (3 September), Vuk Drašković told the SPO electoral convention in Vranje: »To achieve a total recovery of Serbia it is necessary to lift he external wall of sanctions, to have our external debt written off, to renew our IMF membership, to settle in the correct way the inheritance of the former Yugoslavia, to get credit lines from the international, financial institutions. The only guarantor of the above goals is SPO, who has good contacts world-wide, from Moscow to Washington.« – Naša Borba (3 September).


Vuk Drašković, SPO President, gave a lengthy interview to Politika (3 September). The interview was thoroughly dominated by well-known Drašković’s rhetorics saturated with the Serbian historical traditions, (»My political idol is Stefan Nemanja«), propagation of monarchy and Ravna Gora chetnik movement (»I insisted that Serbia returned to its pre-communist roots.«) Drašković urged again reconciliation of chetniks and partisans (»I asked for public reconciliation, before God and Serbia, of former partisans and former Ravna Gora member, to reconcile Ravna gora and Kadinjača, and consequently allow the Parliament to proclaim declaration of national reconciliation.«) Drašković also criticized Zoran Đinđić, President of DS: »Mr. Đinđić is in charge of street shops stands, while my obligations towards this country and this people are of loftier nature.« Drašković also criticized the Serbian Radical Party for NATO-mongering and its extremism«.


Zoran Lilić, the left coalition presidential candidate, »kicked off his electoral campaign with Negotin visit«, reports Borba (4 September). He said that: »the famous Negotin Krajina always loved its freedom and Serbia«, and »it is no accident that the campaign designed to bring victory to Serbia started in this region.« Lilić hinted at all the past difficulties, but stressed that better times were ahead of us. He elaborated that »the war effects, imposed sanctions, unemployment, shutdown industrial facilities, low living standard and hard life were now behind us, thanks to the policy pursued by SPS and Slobodan Milošević.«


Vojislav Šešelj, President of the Serbian Radical Party, (SRS) and its presidential candidate, gave an interview to Večernje Novosti (4 September). He stressed that »nobody, even minorities should fear the Radicals.« When a journalist said that many feared that the Radical victory would be like the installment of the Fascist party, Šešelj retorted: »I do not want to respond to such charges. They tagged me as ‘gay,’ they tagged me as ‘Croat’ and I did not react. Why would I then react to the ‘fascist’ tag!« When asked if he were a chauvinist, he replied: »Yes, we are chauvinists, we hate Croats, but it does not have anything to do with fascism!«


Tomislav Nikolić, SRS Vice president, when interviewed by Demokratija (4 September), said that »Šešelj’s victory would not be tantamount to further isolation of Serbia...such isolation depends on the so called international community and that isolation would be continued regardless of the electoral winner...if international community insisted upon such enormous demands. I see no serious, winning party, which could meet at least one of the American conditions, that is their demand that, as they say, Kosovo be democratized, or Kosovo Shiptars demands be met.«


Borba (5 September) writes: »Analyzing the political scene of Vojvodina, Živko Šokolovački, Member of YUL political board and coordinator for Vojvodina, stressed that ‘Vojvodina Coalition is now openly urging separatism and that the main advocates of this policy are former pro-autonomy leaders, which were bluntly rejected by a Vojvodina majority in 1988.’ According to Šokolovački: ‘Alliance between Vojvodina Coalition and Sandžak League, Šumadija pro-autonomy leaders and similar organizations, is an anti-state alliance, punishable both morally and legally in all the world.’ He furthermore characterized relationship between Vojvodina Coalition and Vojvodina Hungarians Alliance, Democratic Alliance of Vojvodina Croats (DZHV) and Ugljanin loyalists in Sandžak as an unnatural political alliance of political leaders who could only agree on the issue of separatism. He called upon Bela Tonković, DZHV leader,and Mile Isakov, to head the movement of Serbs expelled from Croatia, to lead them back to Croatia and fight for the reinstatement of their rights in Croatia.«


At a Niš rally, SPO leader, Vuk Drašković, said: »I am here to undo all the communist wrongs. When I become President of Serbia, the country will become a major building site and our living standard will quickly improve«, reported Naša Borba (5 September). The paper also noted that »Drašković did not mention Slobodan Milošević, President of Yugoslavia, at all.«


At Požarevac pre-electoral rally of coalition SPS–JUL–ND–SM, Zoran Lilić said: »I greet all those who do not share our views – for they also represent Serbia,« reported Politika (6 September). He added: »There is more work and activity in Serbia now. We are earning more and spending more, for we have subsidized companies, enabling the return of 200,000 workers to their workplaces, and at the very beginning of our recovery program created 17,000 new jobs.«


According to Naša Borba (6 September) Vuk Drašković stated at a pre-electoral rally in Pirot: »Serbia is not like a Pirot tapestry that you can trample on indefinitely. Here I am, and we can together prevent further treading upon of Serbia, its destruction and defeat...Serbia cannot permit more defeats, it cannot remain immobile. Hence the key question on 21 September will be: to be or not to be? These elections will be decided by Kolubara and Cer, and SPO with democratic citizens of Serbia represents today General Mišić’s and General’s Stepa armies.«


In a lengthy interview to Politika (6 September), Vojislav Šešelj stated inter alia: »The Serbian Radical Party is against any territorial autonomy. If we win the elections and gain the parliamentary majority, we shall introduce constitutional changes in that direction...We are for a unitary state which will be called Serbia, although we would be happier with – Greater Serbia.« Šešelj’s ideas on Kosovo were the following: »If the Serbian Radicals win, Albanians would surely get a modern legal state and all modern institutions...All citizens must be loyal citizens. Those who are not citizens, those whose names were not registered in birth registries, should leave our territory.« Šešelj said that his Radicals »have never been intolerant towards other nations. We have a friendly relationship with all national minorities living in Serbia...But, when it comes to Croats, we are at war with them...which does not mean that we hate every Croat, individually.«


Mirko Marjanović, Seriban Prime Minister, told Borba (8 September) that »Serbian opposition parties behave like servants who are pleased with getting crumbs from their foreign masters.« Regarding earlier accusations of his illegal wheat dealings, Marjanović said that »Đinđić then experienced a moral downfall ...and is now facing a political downfall.« When asked what he disliked mostly in the past years, Marjanović said that he was particularly irritated with a hyped role of Mr. Avramović in the implementation of economic program. »Seventy top experts were involved in the drawing up of the recovery program of country... they did their work silently, our government implemented it, and Mr. Avramović only publicly interpreted, appropriating both the programme and its results...finally thanks to an exaggerated media promotion, he lost totally his bearings and started having delusions that he could handle anything in the areas of both domestic and foreign policy.«


Vuk Obradović, Presidential candidate of Sociodemocracy told a Ruma rally: »We are favoring a federalist order, but also decentralization and wider contents of autonomy and regionalism, and broader and stronger local self-rule.« Politika (8 September.)


Radovan Pankov, Vice president of the SPS provincial committee, told a gathering in Futog, that »SPS did its utmost to create good electoral conditions...and the boycott was the only option of the parties fearing total defeat.« Politika (8 September).


Vojislav Šešelj, SRS Presidential candidate, said in Kragujevac that »if SRS won the majority seats in the Serbian Parliament, it would strive to prevent any attempt at secession, and supress any other terrorist and separatist activity of some Novi Pazar strongmen.« – writes Politika (8 September). The paper also stressed that »Šešelj pointed out that an-equal-citizen status had to be accorded to all the law – and Constitution-abiding citizens of this country...but also promised that the Serbian radicals would strongly oppose all those threatening the territorial integrity of Serbia and the FR Yugoslavia.«


In an interview to Danas (8 September) Vesna Pešić, President of the Civic Alliance of serbia (GSS) stated that »in case of his electoral defeat, Vuk Drašković should not blame others...« .She added that »the parties boycotting the elections do no represent a nucleus of a future coalition...as they are of diverse profiles, and only concur that the elections were not fair.«


Vuk Drašković, SPO leader and presidential candidate, charged at a Bor rally that »Radio-television Serbia was resorting anew to biased coverage of SPO rallies and warned that ‘he had run out of patience.’« He said: »We want to promote democratic, economic, political, military, cultural, spiritual, moral and other values and capabilities of this nation of ours, which had experienced terrible degradation in the past fifty years.« – Naša Borba (8 September).


According to Dnevni Telegraf (8 September) Dragan Veselinov, one of the leaders of the Vojvodina Coalition stated: »Vojvodina has so far given oil, wheat, sugar, bacon and even blood to the others – now is we voted for ourselves and what is ours.« Mile Isakov, Presidential candidate of this coalition, said that »He was developing a new task... convocation of all the pro-autonomy politicians, for the autonomy idea was well-received in Kolubara, Šumadija and other regions.«


In a TV Užice broadcast Vojislav Šešelj stated that »he expected victory at the forthcoming republican and presidential elections«, reported Borba (8 September.) »SRS leader stressed that while his party urged a peaceful solution of problems in Serbia, some ‘ fascist’ political parties were ready to resort to bloodshed in their grab for power.«


Zoran Lilić, the left parties presidential candidate, told a rally in Sremska Mitrovica, that »Serbia was committed to peace, freedom and security of its citizens..which some parties are threatening to disrupt. We have achieved all that, but will have to fend off the attacks of those who would like to spoil it. There are such people in Vojvodina, Kosovo and Metohija, in Raska and beyond our borders. If we cannot prevent the intentions of our foreign enemies, we can neutralize the intents of those who live within our borders...I am referring to those who are seeking territorial autonomy, a state within a state. That will not happen in Serbia.« – Večernje Novosti (8 September).


Vuk Drašković, SPO President addressed a Zrenjanin rally with the following words: »There is a growing and vociferous perception that somebody is ripping off Vojvodina. Serbia is not doing that. Political power is divided in two offices, and once they are stripped of their powers, all towns and regions in Serbia will not be economically abused any more.« – Politika (9 September.) According to Drašković »demands for the Vojvodina state would not be met... Local autonomy yes, but carving up of Yugoslavia – no...We remember the years when Vojvodina was a state in an non-existing Serbia. Vojvodina wheat then used to go first to Albania, and later, all the income generated by Vojvodina was invested in the construction of the Croatian coast. Say no to all those who would like to divide citizens between Serbians (central Serbia local population) and the others.«


Politika (9 September) reported: »Radmilo Bogdanović, Vice president of Chamber of Republics of the FRY Parliament, together with republican and provincial MPs and heads of municipal committees of SPS and JUL, visited Vršac and a neighboring village Zagajica to present the programme of the left parties coalition.« Bodanović said »The heavy burden of sanctions, arrival of 700,000 refugees and sluggish economy are behind us, but we are now faced with a difficult task of overall recovery...We need the victory of left parties in order to make a successful comeback in Europe and worldwide«, said Bogdanović. »Those who are boycotting the elections are doing this because they have no lists and people behind them...how would you interpret Đinđić’s gesture of avoiding to visit the FRY Embassy in Moscow during his recent visit there, ...he acted as if he did not represent his country and two million Belgrade citizens ... we must definitely solve the issue of Kosovo and Metohija, and accord the rights to all Albanians who are recognizing Serbia, and by extension, have a political showdown with Albanian secessionists, and Ugljanin in Sandžak...As regards Montenegro we would be happy to see soon a denouement there, and get a steady coalition partner in the interest of Yugoslavia.«


»The boycotting parties have committed a political suicide, and those advocating monarchy are outdated, for monarchy in Serbia cannot win,« assessed Vojislav Šešelj, leader of the Serbian Radical Party and its presidential candidate, in his interview to Radio Požarevac, reported Politika (9 September). Šešelj promised that »the Radicals would protect Serbian national interests, rid the country of crime and create a unitary and central state of the Serbian people.«


Zoran Lilić, left coalition presidential candidate, said in Pirot: »Citizens recognize us as the force guaranteeing peace and security«, and stressed that »Our republic is today a big building site...a state undergoing life-enhancing reforms.« –according to Politika (9 September).


When asked to interpret a pre-electoral message of 220 priests from Šabac-Valjevo region calling upon people to give their voice to the king, Milorad Ilic, Head of Electoral Commission of SPS-JUL-ND (in Valjevo) said: »This message came as a surprise, particularly in the light of the fact that SPS and Valjevo Municipal Assembly had excellent relations with the Serbian Orthodox Church in Valjevo and Mr. Lavrentije, Head of Šabac and Valjevo Episcopate,« wrote Politika (10 September)


Mile Isakov, Presidential Candidate of the Vojvodian Coalition, told a Zrenjanin rally: »My candidacy is a proof that the Vojvodina Coalition cares about Serbia and that it wants to take responsibility for its development. This is obviously contrary to the much-publicized allegations that we favour the secession. First they accused us of pro-autonomy leanings, but upon realizing how realistic that idea was, they started criticizing us for separatism.« He then criticized Vuk Drašković for »imputing that the Vojvodina Coalition wanted to create a state within a state«, reported Politika (10 September).


»We are full of energy, wisdom, knowledge, honesty. We are committed to ideals of peace, freedom and equality. We have policy which has overcome terrible tribulations and created conditions for an accelerated economic and social development, to which we are striving,« said Gorica Gajević, SPS General secretary, first candidate on the MP list of »SPS–JUL–ND–Slobodan Milošević.« At the promotional rally of electoral constituency 3 – New Belgrade, held yesterday in Zemun, Gajević stressed that »the leftist political forces, their policy and President Slobodan Milošević put up the candidacy of Zoran Lilić.« She added that »throughout centuries Zemun has respected religious, cultural and ethnic differences, and affirmed friendship and co-habitation, until last year in November, when Zemun citizens suddenly opted for a change of heart.« According to Gajević that »change of heart was a ‘painful experience, after which Zemun would go back to Serbia and vote for old, beloved Zemun and Serbia on 21 September« – according to Borba (10 September).


Mile Isakov, Presidential candidate of the Vojvodina coalition, said in Sombor that »his coalition was not favouring a creation of a northern state within a state, nor any kind of secession, for it would be an expensive move for Vojvodina, and would not be exactly feasible as 70% of Serbs lived there.« Isakov added: »We just want a clear-cut policy, we want Vojvodina, instead of Belgrade, to do whatever it wants to do with its own money.« He also stressed that he »did not expect to win at presidential elections, but if it happened he would immediately do two things – would call new parliamentary elections in Serbia and trim extremely broad prerogatives of the Serbian President« – Večernje Novosti (10 September).


Dr. Mirjana Marković, President of JUL, told yesterday’s Academy of Students’ Left that: »Belgrade university is threatened by conservatism and defeatism, for the rightist forces are bent on suspending science and replacing it with religion and politics.« She added: »Such forces are wholeheartedly trying to turn Serbia into a semi-colonial region. They will fail in their intents, but we have to force them to do that. Progressive and creative ideas of the leftist movement will take their place, for the time of political parties is elapsing« – Večernje Novosti (10 September).

Vuk Drašković, SPO President, told a Vrbas rally that »God had chosen Vojvodina as its bread-bin, but owing to willfullnes of the nationally irresponsible people and ideologically blinded leaders it was turned into a collective refugee center«. »He said that»every village in Vojvodina and every village in Serbia must become a source of popular and state power, and a peasant must become a well-respected Sir.« Drašković also suggested that peasants be »extended long-term and no-interest credits for equipment procurement, the poorest households be exempted from taxes and others be granted tax reliefs« – Danas (10 September).


Vojislav Šešelj, SRS President, told Radio Požarevac, that: »Our extremely low birth rate can be increased only through adequate state subsidies. If we win, we shall pass legal regulation specifying granting of two years of service to mothers for each child...We would also introduce highest state recognition for mothers having at least three children« – Demokratija (11 September).


»Pre-electoral SPO rally in Novi Sad was initially well-attended, but the crowd started dissipating during Drašković’s address«, reported Demokratija (11 September). Vuk Drašković stressed that »the time was ripe for Serbia to turn its back on thieves and ideological blindness...on the regime which created 1 million unemployed, 1 million refugees, 1 million retirees barely subsisting on their overdue and small pensions«. Vuk Drašković also condemned »the power divided in two or three offices«. Naša Borba (11 September) reported that Drašković said »Vojvodina had to be a region, it had to make deals with tourist regions of Greece, Italy, Spain, but not with Sandžak. Vojvodina was once a state within a non-existing Serbia, but not a single motorway or irrigation channel was built then, and money from Vojvodina was invested in Albania and in Croatia.«


»'Students’ Left will not allow Belgrade students to take part in manifestations against their own country and to carry foreign flags', said Slobodan Čerović, President of Belgrade JUL in an attempt to explain goals of newly-established youth movement of JUL«, reported Demokratija (11 September).


Borba (11 September) reported that Zoran Lilić, left coalition candidate, stated in Prizren that »Serbia and Yugoslavia, thanks to its citizens, will move forward.« He stressed that »those who caused self-isolation of their own people, notably Shiptar separatists, who prevented their education, their normal life, their medic aid, should wake up from the dream called ‘Kosovo republic’...Serbs and Montenegrins will not be a national minority in their own country. SPS policy is the policy of continuity.« Lilić rejected thesis that »Kosmet is next on the agenda,« for »dialogue on kosovo is not compatible with sovereignty of Serbia... we can only talk about better life.«


»Helsinki Commission of US Congress...stated that US observers would not take part in the forthcoming presidential and parliamentary elections in Serbia, due to only ’marginal meeting’ of conditions specified by the OSCE commission headed by Felipe Gonzalez«, wrote Naša Borba (12 September).


Mirko Marjanović, Prime Minister of Serbia, visited Niš together with SPS Vice President Dušan Matković and PTT Director Aleksa Jokić. On that occasion he said: »We are ending our four-year term in a situation promising an even faster growth and prosperity. We have fulfilled our promises and that is why we enjoy the backing of citizens... All our activities focused on the betterment of living standard, and people live better than those in the neighboring countries... and if we continue our policy, and there is no impediment to that, our citizens will get the standard they deserve,« reported Danas (12 September).


President of Sandžak-based Party of Democratic Action (SDA) Rasim Ljajić, stated yesterday that »Peć electoral commission rejected electoral list submitted in the constituency by Coalition of Democratic Reform Party of Muslims (DRSM) and SDA-Rasim Ljajić«, – according to Danas (12 September).


»'Had we walked and blown whistles, we would have blown Serbia straight into the arms of our enemy. Hence, Serbia will most surely win at the elections...', said at central Čačak rally Zoran Lilić, Vice president of SPS and presidential candidate of SPS–JUL–ND–Slobodan Milošević. He added: »They are telling us that Europe, allegedly does not want us, but the truth is that we have bilateral relations with 170 countries, in Belgrade there are about one hundred diplomatic offices, and as many Yugoslav diplomatic offices in the world, and in the past seven months our trade with EU increased by 53%.« Zoran Lilić told Užice rally: »People of Užice always knew how to choose the best candidates, and this time they will be also guided by their unfailing instinct – they will vote for a single list SPS–JUL–ND–Slobodan Milošević« – Ekspres (12 September).


»Presidential candidate and former Yugoslav People’s Army General, Vuk Obradović, said that he was convinced that the Army would not interfere in any political conflicts, nor act as a political arbiter,« wrote Demokratija (12 September). President of Sociodemocracy thought that owing to major democratization of Serbia and Montenegro it was very unlikely that Slobodan Milošević (as a FRY President) would be able to concentrate all power in his hands.


Naša Borba (15 September) reported that »Slobodan Milošević, President of the FRY Yugoslavia inaugurated yesterday a 55 km-long section of trans-Yugoslav motorway connecting Feketić with Subotica.« The paper mentioned that »President spent 15 minutes at the inauguration...immediately after delivering his speech and cutting the ribbon, he went to agricultural complex ‘Panonija’ near Bačka Topola, in company of prominent SPS officials, and Zoran Lilić, the left coalition presidential candidate. For this occasion the road to ‘Panonija’ was also upgraded.«


Milorad Vučelić, SPS Vice president, in an interview given to Blic (15 September) said: »It is perfectly clear that the boycotting parties, were they to take part in the elections, would lose...I deplore their non-participation for their loss would make our victory sweeter and it would be good if all interests were represented in the Parliament.« He added: »All the parties which competed with SPS, in the long run scored well, that was the case with the Serbian Radical Party and Democratic Party. Vuk Drašković is now trying his hand...«.


SPO Presidential candidate, Vuk Drašković, addressed a rally in Užice: »My pre-electoral programme is advocating a rich, strong and democratic Serbia which will have many friends in the world,« reported Politika (15 September). In case of electoral victory he promised that »thanks to his international connections he would remove the outer wall of sanctions«. Drašković also tressed that »Serbia was a rich country with educated people...already attracting foreign capital ready to invest in our mines, and road and railway network.«


Vuk Obradović answered Blic’s (15 September) question on his potential presidency in the following manner: »I would focus on the improvement of the living standard, and in that way end the manipulation of people. I would measure everything by living standard of Serbian citizens. First I would schedule new parliamentary elections in Serbia, honest and fair elections.« Obradović’s answer to the question whether he still had contacts with Bogoljub Karić and received his financial assistance, was: »Bogoljub Karić is a person with clear-cut socio-democratic leanings ...both he and Momičilo Trajković’s SDP helped us hold the electoral assembly and provided us with offices, which we shall leave immediately after the elections... He decided to withdraw from the political life, but he still helps many parties...I know that he has helped Democratic Centre, and he is ready to financially assist all those parties which are bent on introducing genuine democratic changes.«


Demokratija (16 September) also ran an interview with Vuk Obradović, President of Sociodemocracy. When asked whether the de-politization process within the army was being slowed down, Obradović replied: »I know that military leaders were keen on depolitization. But you need money to reorganize the army....and as we know army is cash-strapped...hence reforms are slowed down. There were attempts to involve the army in the political developments, but they were all rejected. Recently Chief of Staff issued several communiqués. Allegations about coup d’ etait are unfounded. I know that General Perišić has learnt a painful lesson from the former Yugoslavia’s breakup, and that he is not likely to commit the errors of his predecessors.«


Vuk Drašković, SPO President told Blic (16 September) that »he and the candidate of the left coalition would be contending in the second round of presidential elections.« He said that the »monarchy was the safest way out for Serbia...and the best way to be rid of communism and penury...We want to ensure the right of the Serbian people to decide whether they want a republic or monarchy.«


Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate of the left coalition, told Večernje Novosti (16 September): »Advantages of the ruling party are its experience, governance skills, qualified followers in economic and political institutions.« He also posed a question: »How long would it take the opposition parties to train their people to ‘govern’?« He added that »there were no programme differences between the Socialist Party and the Radical Party... During the electoral campaign all opposition parties took over the programme of the left block! It is not so bad for Serbia! There is a grain of truth in the slogan ‘to a certain extent we are all socialists.’« He also said that »Albanians were boycotting the elections because it would help establish their exact number, ...and there are not as many Albanians as it is presented to the world.«


Vuk Drašković, SPO presidential candidate, told Užice rally that »at the end of 20th century Serbs would not be expellees, but rather returnees, whom he personally would take home, to Knin, Topusko, Jasenovac, Mostar, Sarajevo«. »Drašković announced that party funds in budgets woudl be abolished, villages would be extended no-interest rate credits and tax relief, and old and poor households will be exempted from taxation.« – Večernje Novosti (16 September).


In response to the booing of several Drašković’s followers, Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate of the left coalition, told a rally in Kraljevo: »So far we have maintained unity and integrity of Serbia, boosted economy and foreign trade, and through credit lines revived 164 facilities...but some do not like our deeds.« He added: »Europe does not function thanks to whistles, but thanks to work and order and those who keep their word.. That is a charted path to Europe, and if we fail in such endeavours, our recently increased exports will unfortunately plummet once again.« – Ekspres (16 September).


Demokratija (17 September) reported »Last night the Niš police beat several citizens protesting during the SPS-JUL-ND rally. Lilić told the jeering crowd, cordoned off by the police, that 'there were good reasons for their discontent....This is the 54th town on my campaign trail, and there is a certain nervousness in the air...there is a good reason for that, for we shall win again. Let us wave at them, let them learn from us.' His words were met with even louder jeers.«


According to Politika (17 September) Lilić addressed Priština rally with these words: »We shall accelerate denouement of Kosovo and Metohija problems. There is no Kosovo and Metohija problems, there is only one problem in Kosovo and Metohija. We shall check the deeds register to see who owns pastures and farms, to see who runs them.« President of Regional Committee of SPS, and the first candidate on the list of the 28th constituency – Priština, Vojislav Živković, spoke about the strength of SPS in Kosovo and Slobodan Milošević’s policy towards Kosmet: »In the past several months Kosmet socialists have toured almost all places in the province...we have come to the conclusion that Serbia should be reorganized. When we become SPS MPs in the future Parliament we shall advocate a unitary, centralized, and strong Serbia without provinces,« stressed Živković. His speech was highly acclaimed. Duško Matković, SPS Vice president, announced that »gray economy and illegal Albanian business would be curbed and disallowed to flourish as all those wheelers and dealers would be forced to abide by the laws and pay their taxes like all other citizens.«


»Dr. Vojislav Šešelj commented in this way the message of 220 priests from Šabac and Valjevo region calling for the renewal of the Serbian monarchy: 'That is a scandalous move by a disreputable group of peopel, wo do not deserve to be priests.' He gave this statement during live broadcast in TV Valjevo studio.« – Politika (17 September).


Mile Isakov, presidential candidate of the Vojvodina Coalition, at yesterday’s press conference denied that »the slogan ‘let’s put an end to rip off« was tantamount to a secessionist call...as claimed by SPS Vice president, Milorad Vučelić.« – reported Naša Borba (17 September). »High official of Vojvodina reformists Aleksandar Popov accused the regime and its allies of ‘systematically obstructing the pre-election campaign of the ‘ Vojvodina Coalition’.« He said that »activist of the left parties and Šešelj’s radicals ‘launched well orchestrated attacks on the followers of the Vojvodina Coalition in Bačka Palanka, Bač and Vrbas.«


Zoran Lilić, SPS Vice president was asked by Naša Borba (17 September) if he was bothered by the impression of a large part of the public opinion that he would be overshadowed by Milošević. He answered: »I do not mind anybody’s opinion...Great shadow cast by Milošević’s authority seems to bother more those who are not under it.«


In his interview to Demokratija (18 September) Lilić said that he believed that »the turnout would be, as usual, over 50%.« He also stated that: »The Dayton accord was the key to peace and stability in the Balkans and Europe... It is both in our interest and in the interest of our people to remain committed to its implementation.« Once elected president, Lilić would first tackle »reforms and criminality.«


Vuk Drašković gave an interview to Danas (18 september): »For SPO bigger problem is the biased coverage of SPO election campaign by the so called independent media, than the scant coverage by the state-controlled media. Compared to independent media misinformation-saturated coverage, the state-run media behaved correctly.«
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	Miroslav Županjevac

	7.
	MAGYAR SZÓ (na mađarskom)
	Novi Sad
	1944.
	Assembly of Vojvodina
	Šandor Balint

	8.
	SPORT
	Beograd
	1945.
	NIP Sport
	Zoran Milović

	9.
	VEČERNJE NOVOSTI
	Beograd
	1953.
	Novosti Company
	Radisav Rade Brajović

	10.
	POLITIKA EKSPRES
	Beograd
	1964.
	Politika Company
	Mile Kordić

	11.
	SPORTSKI ŽURNAL
	Beograd
	1990.
	Politika Company
	Momčilo Jokić

	12.
	BUJKU (na albanskom)
	Priština 
	1991.
	Democratic League of Kosova
	Avni Spahiju

	13.
	DEMOKRATIJA
	Beograd
	1991.
	NIP DeMeR Ltd.
	Ljubinka Milinčić

	14.
	NAŠA BORBA
	Beograd
	1995.
	Dušan Mijić, MA
	Miomir Brkić

	15.
	BLIC
	Beograd
	1996.
	Blic Press Company
	Manojlo Manjo Vukotić

	16.
	DNEVNI TELEGRAF
	Beograd
	1996.
	DeTe Press Ltd.
	Slavko Ćuruvija

	17.
	DNEVNIK GRAĐANIN
	Beograd
	1997.
	End Ltd.
	Aleksandar Tijanić

	18.
	24 ČASA
	Beograd
	1997.
	Impress ltd.
	Zlatko Stević

	19.
	DANAS
	Beograd
	1997.
	Dan Graf Ltd.
	Grujica Spasović

	20.
	LID
	Kragujevac
	1997.
	»Globus« Company
	Danilo Vukotić

	21.
	PULS
	Niš
	1997.
	R. Spasić, S. Nikolič-Čorbić
	Miroslav Ćosić


PERIODICALS IN SERBIA

	No.
	Magazine
	Seat
	Founded
	Owner/founder
	Editor-in-chief

	1.
	PANČEVAC
	Pančevo
	1869.
	Pančevo Municipality
	Vojo Krkobabić

	2.
	ČAČANSKI GLAS
	Čačak
	1932.
	IIJP »Čačanski glas«
	Jelena Petrović

	3.
	NIN
	Beograd
	1935.
	NIN Ltd
	vd Milivoje Glišić

	4.
	OŠIŠANI JEŽ
	Beograd
	1935.
	Assoc. of Writers of Serbia
	Radivoje Bojičić

	5.
	STUDENT
	Beograd
	1937.
	University of Belgrade
	Miljkan Karličić

	6.
	HLAS LJUDU (na slovačkom)
	Novi Sad
	1944.
	Assembly of Vojvodina
	Oto Filip

	7.
	LIBERTATEA (na rumunskom)
	Novi Sad
	1945.
	Assembly of Vojvodina
	Joca Bulik

	8.
	RUSKE SLOVO (na rusinskom)
	Novi Sad
	1945.
	Assembly of Vojvodina
	Julijan Kamenicki

	9.
	BRATSTVO (na bugarskom)
	Niš
	1945.
	Assembly of Serbia
	Venko Dimitrov

	10.
	DUGA
	Beograd
	1945.
	BIGZ Ltd.
	Ilija Rapajić

	11.
	EKONOMSKA POLITIKA
	Beograd
	1952.
	NIP Ekonomska politika Co.
	Miloš Marković

	12.
	ŽENA
	Beograd
	1956.
	BIGZ Ltd.
	Ljiljana Stojanović-Popin

	13.
	POLJOPRIVREDNIK
	Novi Sad
	1956.
	Assembly of Vojvodina
	Obrad Lučić

	14.
	ILUSTROVANA POLITIKA
	Beograd
	1958.
	Politika Company
	Jevrem Damjanović

	15.
	BAZAR
	Beograd
	1964.
	Politika Company
	Milica Šibalić

	16.
	TAN (na turskom)
	Priština
	1969.
	Assembly of Serbia
	Raif Vrmnica

	17.
	POSLOVNA POLITIKA
	Zemun
	1971.
	Poslovna politika Company
	Vladimir Trajković

	18.
	TEMPO
	Beograd
	1974.
	Politika Company
	Jovan Despić

	19.
	INTERVJU
	Beograd
	1982.
	Intervju Ltd.
	Zdenka Aćin

	20.
	REVIJA 92
	Beograd
	1989.
	TV Novosti Company
	Nino Milenković

	21.
	VREME
	Beograd
	1990.
	Vreme Company
	Dragoljub Žarković

	22.
	LUDUS
	Beograd
	1993.
	Actors Association of Serbia
	Feliks Pašić

	23.
	ARGUMENT
	Beograd
	1993.
	Ralon Interpom Ltd.
	Radomir Dmitrović

	24.
	SRPSKA REČ
	Beograd
	1993.
	Srpska reč Company
	Bogoljub Pejčić

	25.
	KOHA (na albanskom)
	Priština
	1994.
	Koha Ltd.
	Veton Suroi

	26.
	NOVI KOMUNIST
	Beograd
	1995.
	YU New Communist Movement
	Aleksandar Jovanović

	27.
	SVEDOK
	Beograd
	1996.
	Melon Ltd.
	Vladan Dinić

	28.
	SVET
	Novi Sad
	1996.
	Svet Pres Company
	Robert Čoban

	29.
	NEDELJNI DNEVNIK
	Novi Sad
	1996.
	Dnevnik Company
	Dragan Radević

	30.
	SANDŽAČKE NOVINE
	N. Pazar
	1996.
	Bedrudin Bašić
	Esad Džudžević

	31.
	NEDELJNI TELEGRAF
	Beograd
	1996.
	M. Đorgović
	Momčilo Đorgović

	32.
	NOVOSADSKI NEDELJNIK
	Novi Sad
	1997.
	G. Karadžić i S. Jovanović
	Goran Karadžić

	33.
	DAMA
	Beograd
	1997.
	NIP Profil Ltd.
	Vesna Radusinović

	34.
	DT PEČAT
	Beograd
	1997.
	DeTe Press Ltd.
	Milena Dražić

	35.
	STOP
	Beograd
	1997.
	Media Sistem Ltd.
	Olga Stojanović

	36.
	ROMANO NEVIPE (na romskom)
	Prizren
	1997.
	Feder. of Romany Societies 
	Ljuan Koka


NEWS AGENCIES IN SERBIA

	No..
	Agency
	Seat
	Founded
	Owner/founder
	Editor-in-chief

	1.
	TANJUG
	Beograd
	1943.
	Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
	VD Zoran Jevđević

	2.
	TIKER
	Beograd
	1990.
	Nebojša Vuković
	Nebojša Vuković

	3.
	BINA
	Beograd
	1991.
	BINA Company
	Goran Ilić

	4.
	BETA 
	Beograd
	1994.
	RTV Studio B and Beta Press Ltd
	Radomir Diklić

	5.
	FONET
	Beograd
	1994.
	Zoran Sekulić
	Zoran Sekulić


REGISTERED TV STATIONS IN SERBIA

	No.
	TV Station
	Frequency
	Seat
	Foun-ded
	Founder
	Editor-in-chief

	
	
	Channel
	MHz
	
	
	
	

	1.
	Radio-televizija Srbije

TV Beograd

– I programme

– II programme

– III programme

TV Novi Sad

TV Priština
	6

22

28

41

44
	182,25

479,25

527,25

631,25

655,25
	Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Novi Sad

Priština
	1958.

1958.

1971.

1989.

1973.

1975.
	Assembly of Serbia

Public Company RTV of Serbia
	Dragoljub Milanović, direktor

– Milorad Komrakov

– Časlav Radović

– Stefan Grubač

– Milan Todorov

– Jugoslav Radenović

	2.
	STUDIO B
	53
	727,25
	Beograd
	1990.
	Belgrade City Assembly
	Lila Radonjić

	3.
	TV Politika
	43
	652,75
	Beograd
	1990.
	Politika Company
	Goran Kozić

	4.
	TV Kruševac
	53
	727,25
	Kruševac
	1993.
	Kruševac Municipality
	Slavoljub Milošević

	5.
	TV Kraljevo
	29
	735,25
	Kraljevo
	1993.
	Kraljevo Municipality
	Radiša Đorđević

	6.
	TV program JP Štampa, radio i film
	57
	750,25
	Bor
	1993.
	Bor Municipality
	Dragan Marjanović

	7.
	Televizija Kragujevac
	31
	556,75
	Kragujevac
	1993.
	PC for RTV and NiD Kragujevac 
	Vladimir Paunović

	8.
	TV Leskovac
	43
	647,25
	Leskovac
	1993.
	PC Radio-Leskovac
	Živko Ljubisavljević

	9.
	TV BK
	46

12
	671,25

229,75
	N. Beograd
	1994.
	BK Telecom
	Vera Radojčić Potparić

	10.
	TV Studio Spektrum
	40
	628,75
	Čačak
	1994.
	TV Studio Spectrum Ltd.
	Dragiša Gavrilović

	11.
	Kanal 9
	9
	203,25
	Kragujevac
	1994.
	»Soni and son« Trade Firm
	Sonja Radošević

	12.
	TV Pink
	57
	750,25
	N. Beograd
	1995.
	Pink International Co. Ltd.
	Željko Mitrović

	13.
	TV Trstenik
	37

12
	224,25

229,75
	Trstenik
	1996.
	Trstenik Municipality
	Jovan Marinković

	14.
	TV ART–Kanal kulture
	54
	735,25
	Beograd
	1996.
	Art television–Culture Channel Ltd.
	Milan Atanasković


REGISTERED RADIO STATIONS IN SERBIA

	No.
	Radio
	Frequency
	Seat
	Foun-ded
	Founder
	Editor-in-chief

	
	
	Chan-nel
	MHz
	
	
	
	

	1.
	Public Company Radio-television of Serbia

Radio-Beograd


– I programme


– II programme


– III programme


– Program 202


– Radio 101

Radio Priština

Radio Novi Sad

Radio Niš
	439

1008

202

202

..

549

1269

..
	95,3

97,6

104

104

98,5

97,7

87,7

99,5
	Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Beograd

Priština

Novi Sad

Niš
	1924.

1929.

1929.

1958.

1965.

1969.

1989.

1945.

1949.
	Assembly of Serbia

Public Company RTV of Serbia


	Dragoljub Milanović, direktor

Dušan Đorđević

Dragan Babić

Slobodan Divjak

Dragoslav Mičić

Žarko Obradović

Milivoje Mihajlović

Dušanka Radmilović

Radivoje Milisavljević

	2.
	Studio B
	1350
	94,9
	Beograd
	1974.
	Belgrade City Assembly
	Lila Radonjić

	3.
	Radio Bor
	981
	91,7
	Bor
	1974.
	»Print, radio and film« Co.
	Dušanka Trujić

	4.
	Radio Šumadija
	792
	98,9
	Aranđelovac
	1974.
	Aranđelovac Municipality
	Ljiljana Spiridonov

	5.
	Radio Novi Pazar
	1062
	90,0
	Novi Pazar
	1975.
	Novi Pazar Municipality
	Zuhra Mumdžić

	6.
	Radio Zaječar
	1341
	98,1
	Zaječar
	1974.
	Zaječar Municipality
	Snežana Bogdanović

	7.
	Radio Polimlje
	1584
	100,1
	Prijepolje
	1974.
	Prijepolje Municipality
	Slađana Marković

	8.
	Radio Majdanpek
	1206
	96,7
	Majdanpek
	1974.
	Municipality Information Community
	Milomir Lončar

	9.
	Radio Podrinje
	1296
	95,0
	Loznica
	1974.
	Loznica Municipality
	Miroslav Jugović

	10.
	Radio Jasenica
	1179
	88,3
	Smederevska Palanka
	1974.
	Smederevska Palanka Municipality
	Dragoslav Travica

	11.
	Radio Šabac
	702
	99,3
	Šabac
	1975.
	Šabac Municipality
	Milojko Trifunović

	12.
	Radio Valjevo
	1368
	95,8
	Valjevo
	1976.
	Valjevo Municipality
	Živorad Janković

	13.
	Radio Jagodina
	1062
	97,3
	Jagodina
	1962.
	Jagodina Municipality
	Borislav Radosavljević

	14.
	Radio Vrnjačka Banja
	1170
	93,2
	Vrnjačka Banja
	1976.
	Vrnjačka Banja Municipality
	Milan Nikodijević

	15.
	Radio Kragujevac
	1026
	94,7
	Kragujevac
	1976.
	Public Company RTV and NiD Kragujevac 
	Vladimir Paunović

	16.
	Radio Leskovac
	1602
	99,0
	Leskovac
	1977.
	Leskovac Municipality
	Rodoljub Stojković

	17.
	Radio Jugoslavija
	..
	100,4
	Beograd
	1978.
	Federal Assembly
	Ivan Marković

	18.
	Radio Pirot
	1485
	95,8
	Pirot
	1979.
	Pirot Municipality
	Slobodan Ilić

	19.
	Radio Priboj
	1485
	88,7
	Priboj
	1979.
	Priboj Municipality
	Branka Žarković

	20.
	Radio Sokobanja
	639
	90,5
	Sokobanja 
	1979.
	Sokobanja Municipality
	Momčilo Simić

	21.
	Radio Krajina
	1602
	97,5
	Negotin
	1981.
	Negotin Municipality
	Jovanka Stanojević

	22.
	Radio Vranje
	531
	96,5
	Vranje
	1984.
	Vranje Municipality
	Zorica Stojanović

	23.
	Radio Lazarevac
	648
	89,3
	Lazarevac
	1985.
	Lazarevac Municipality
	Dobrila Simić

	24.
	Radio Požarevac
	990
	90,1
	Požarevac
	1985.
	Požarevac Municipality
	Milorad Antonijević

	25.
	Radio Đerdap
	1485
	89,9
	Kladovo
	1985.
	Kladovo Municipality
	Zoran Jevtović

	26.
	Radio Kraljevo
	1242
	95,0
	Kraljevo
	1987.
	Kraljevo Municipality
	Slavko Daišević

	27.
	Radio Smederevo
	945
	96,1
	Smederevo
	1987.
	Smederevo Municipality
	Milan Petrović

	28.
	Radio Kruševac
	738
	92,2
	Kruševac
	1987
	Kruševac Municipality
	Nadežda Budimović

	29.
	Radio Čačak
	981
	92,8
	Čačak
	1987
	Čačak Municipality
	Predrag Marković

	30.
	Radio Užice 
	531
	92,0
	Užice
	1988.
	Užice Municipality
	Slobodan Murić

	31.
	Radio B92
	..
	92,5
	Beograd
	1990.
	Radio B92 Co.
	Veran Matić

	32.
	YU Radio
	..
	100,4
	Beograd
	1996.
	PC Radio – Jugoslavija
	Milena Jokić

	33.
	Radio Obrenovac
	..
	102,3
	Obrenovac
	1991.
	Obrenovac Municipality
	Pavle Nikolić

	34.
	Radio Politika
	..
	105,2
	Beograd
	1991.
	Politika Company
	Radmila Višić

	35.
	Radio Knjaževac
	..
	94,5
	Knjaževac
	1993.
	Knjaževac Municipality
	Slobodan Božić

	36.
	Radio Resava
	..
	101,9
	Svilajnac
	1993.
	UTP Stankomerc
	Miško Starinac

	37.
	Radio 016
	..
	101,6
	Leskovac
	1993.
	Radio 016 Co.
	Jugoslav Tomić

	38.
	Radio Belle Amie
	..
	95,6
	Niš
	1994.
	»Belle Amie« Co.
	Miroljub Jovanović

	39.
	Radio 34
	..
	88,9
	Kragujevac
	1993.
	Radio 34 Ltd.
	Blagoje Antonijević

	40.
	Radio Pingvin
	..
	90,9
	Novi Beograd
	1993.
	»Pingvin« Co.
	Zoran Petrović

	41.
	Studio M
	..
	98,3
	Čačak
	1993.
	»Jugohol« Co.
	Branko Milovanović

	42.
	Radio Lastavica
	..
	107,2
	Kruševac
	1994.
	»Lastavica« Co.
	Saša Remović

	43.
	Radio Patak
	..
	93,9
	Valjevo
	1994.
	PP IP Centar
	Viktor Jocić

	44.
	Radio Jagodina,II program
	..
	91,9
	Jagodina
	1994
	PC Novi put
	Ljiljana Nešković

	45.
	Radio Ćuprija
	..
	107,8
	Ćuprija
	1994.
	PC RTV Ćuprija
	Slobodan Pavlović 

Nedeljko Popović

	46.
	Radio Caribrod
	..
	98,0
	Dimitrov-grad
	1994.
	Dimitrovgrad Municipality
	Zorica Milev

	47.
	Radio Bubamara
	..
	93,5
	Svrljig
	1994.
	»Bubamara« Co.
	Jovica Miladinović

	48.
	Radio Luna
	..
	91,2
	Karan
	1994.
	»Luna« Co.
	Slađana Tešić

	49.
	Radio S
	..
	104,7
	Beograd
	1994.
	»Genes-S« Co.
	Zoran Anđelković

	50.
	Radio Ivanjica
	..
	92,4
	Ivanjica
	1995.
	Cultural Centre Ivanjica
	Uroš Ćurčić

	51.
	Radio Plana
	..
	90,4
	Velika Plana 
	1995.
	Velika Plana Municipality
	Mira Lakićević

	52.
	Radio Pink
	..
	90,3
	Novi Beograd
	1995.
	Pink International Co.
	Željko Mitrović

	53.
	Radio Trstenik
	..
	99,1
	Trstenik
	1996.
	Trstenik Municipality
	Jovan Marinković

	54.
	Radio Herc
	..
	107,3
	Petrovac na Mlavi
	1996.
	»Ankom« Co.
	Aleksandar Antić

	55.
	YU ECO Radio
	..
	101,1
	Subotica
	1996.
	YU ECO Co.
	Toni Bedalov

	56.
	Radio Košava
	..
	102,1
	Beograd
	1996.
	Company for marketing, publishing, radio and TV Košava
	Marija Milošević

	57.
	Radio M
	..
	91,9
	Sremska Mitrovica
	1991.
	DP Radio M
	Ivan Rakić

	58.
	Radio Kikinda
	..
	98,3
	Kikinda
	1991.
	NIP Komuna Ltd. 
	v. d. Božidar Đuran

	59.
	Radio Pančevo
	1584
	92,1
	Pančevo
	1992.
	Radio Pančevo Co.
	Mirjana Ćurčin

	60.
	Univerzitetski radio
	..
	92,2
	Novi Sad
	1993.
	University in Novi Sad
	Ljubomir Mančev

	61.
	Pan radio El-Bi
	..
	100,6
	Novi Sad
	1994.
	Firm for the Protection of Disabled Persons Luj Braj
	Miodrag Vučinić

	62.
	Radio Dunav
	..
	98,8
	Novi Sad
	1994.
	Vojvodina Lottery
	Srđan Đukić

	63.
	Radio Bač i Bačka Palanka
	1575
	99,1
	Bač
	1967.
	PC Bač
	Radoslav Babić

	64.
	Radio Beočin
	1431
	..
	Beočin
	1967.
	Beočin Municipality
	Nikola Ćirilović

	65.
	Radio Bački Petrovac
	1224
	91,4
	Bački Petrovac
	1967.
	Bački Petrovac Municipality
	Katarin Melegova-Melihova

	66.
	Radio Bačka Topola
	1170
	97,8
	Bačka Topola
	1981.
	Bačka Topola Municipality
	Slobodan Traparić

	67.
	Radio Vrbas
	1359
	95,5
	Vrbas
	1968.
	Vrbas Municipality
	Vladimir Radanović

	68.
	Radio Zrenjanin
	1467
	94,8
	Zrenjanin
	1979.
	Zrenjanin Municipality
	Boško Damjanović

	69.
	Radio Inđija
	1593
	96,0
	Inđija
	1973.
	PC Radio Inđija
	Mira Marić

	70.
	Radio Kovin
	1161
	88,5
	Kovin
	1971.
	Kovin Municipality
	Radojko Stefanović

	71.
	Radio Kovačica
	1395
	93,2
	Kovačica
	1971.
	Kovačica Municipality
	Martin Širka

	72.
	Radio Odžaci
	1539
	89,7
	Odžaci
	1972.
	Odžaci Municipality
	Stevan Bešlić

	73.
	Radio Srem
	936
	102,7
	Ruma
	1971.
	PC Radio Srem – Ruma
	Željko Stojanović

	74.
	Radio Subotica
	1089
	91,5
	Subotica
	1968.
	PC Radio Subotica
	Čedomir Kilibarda, ur. prog. na srpskom i Marija Nađ, ur. prog. na mađarskom

	75.
	Radio Sombor
	666
	90,9
	Sombor
	1972.
	Sombor Municipality
	Jelisaveta Prelčec

	76.
	Radio Srbobran
	1449
	102,6
	Srbobran
	1968.
	Srbobran Municipality
	Janoš Vekaš

	77.
	Radio Stara Pazova
	1548
	91,5
	Stara Pazova
	1967.
	Stara Pazova Municipality
	Vesna Miletić

	78.
	Radio Temerin
	1044
	93,5
	Temerin
	1971.
	Temerin Municipality
	Miloje Milojević

	79.
	Radio Šid
	1323
	89,1
	Šid
	1969.
	Šid Municipality
	Danica Živković

	80.
	Glas Komune - Apatin
	1494
	98,7
	Apatin
	1971.
	Apatin Municipality
	Pera Tankosić

	81.
	Radio Bečej - komercijalni radio
	..
	105,4
	Bečej
	1991.
	Radio Company
	Vladan Filipčev

	82.
	Radio Kosovska Mitrovica
	1035
	91,1
	Kosovska Mitrovica
	1982.
	Kosovska Mitrovica Municipality
	Desanka Milosavljević

	83.
	Radio Uroševac
	1584
	92,7
	Uroševac
	1967.
	Uroševac Municipality
	Krunislav Midović

	84.
	Radio Peć
	1539
	94,1
	Peć
	1981.
	Peć Municipality
	Dragana Zečević

	85.
	Radio Đakovica
	936
	92,0
	Đakovica
	1978.
	Đakovica Municipality
	Svetlana Obradović

	86.
	Radio Prizren
	1377
	90,7
	Prizren
	1978.
	Prizren Municipality
	Jordan Marković


III

ELECTIONS IN THE STATISTICAL PERSPECTIVE

Excerpts from the Publication

»Elections ‘97: Selected Statistical Data about the Republic of Serbia to Based 

on the Election Units«

Issued by the Republic Centre for Statistics of the Republic of Serbia

National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia, on the session held on July 18th 1997, brought the Law on Election Units for Election of Deputies (»Official Herald of the Republic of Serbia«, No. 32/97), and according to this, the territory of the Republic of Serbia was divided into 29 election units. According to the Law for Election Deputies (»Official Herald of the Republic of Serbia«, No. 79/92) National Assembly of Serbia has 250 deputies, who are elected by the citizens by secret voting. The election of deputies is announced for September 21st 1997, when the election of the president of the Republic of Serbia will also take place (»Official Herald of the Republic of Serbia«, No. 33/97). 

(...) According to the results of the 1991 Census, in the Republic of Serbia live 9,778,991 inhabitamts. The population density is 111 inhabitants per square kilometre. Inhabitants are multinational. Serbs comprise 66.0% of the population, Montenegrins 1.4%. From national minority the most numerous are Albanians (17.1%), Hungarians (3.5%) etc.

On the occasion of taking election of deputies for the Council of citizens of the Federal Assembly on the November 1996 in the Republic of Serbia was registered 7,138,309 electors in the electoral lists. At that time in Serbia in the 29 election units was noted down 10,078 polling places, where the voting for election of federal deputies was done.

AREA, SETTLEMENTS, POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS BY ELECTION UNITS

	Election units
	Area, 

1997
	Settlements, 

1997
	Population, 

census 1991
	Households, census 1991

	
	km2
	%
	total
	%
	total
	%
	per km2
	total
	%

	Republic of Serbia
	88361
	100.0
	6150
	100.0
	9778991
	100.0
	111
	2707402
	100.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Palilula
	471
	0.5
	8
	0.1
	344740
	3.5
	732
	123520
	4.6

	2. Voždovac
	809
	0.9
	41
	0.7
	427696
	4.4
	529
	135094
	5.0

	3. Novi Beograd
	480
	0.5
	8
	0.1
	406116
	4.1
	846
	126087
	4.7

	4. Čukarica
	1464
	1.7
	100
	1.6
	423674
	4.3
	289
	130339
	4.8

	5. Subotica
	1784
	2.0
	45
	0.7
	205401
	2.1
	115
	76518
	2.8

	6. Zrenjanin
	6071
	6.9
	110
	1.8
	443821
	4.5
	73
	157085
	5.8

	7. Pančevo
	4245
	4.8
	94
	1.5
	328428
	3.4
	77
	105564
	3.9

	8. Sombor
	2420
	2.7
	37
	0.6
	215916
	2.2
	89
	73961
	2.7

	9. Novi Sad
	1094
	1.2
	28
	0.5
	303508
	3.1
	277
	105234
	3.9

	10. Vrbas
	2436
	2.8
	43
	0.7
	206834
	2.1
	85
	68069
	2.5

	11. S. Mitrovica
	3486
	3.9
	109
	1.8
	309981
	3.2
	89
	98825
	3.6

	12. Valjevo
	3172
	3.6
	268
	4.4
	240830
	2.5
	76
	72068
	2.6

	13. Šabac
	2570
	2.9
	178
	2.9
	299374
	3.1
	116
	89031
	3.3

	14. Smederevo
	1248
	1.4
	58
	1.0
	226589
	2.3
	182
	64535
	2.4

	15. Požarevac
	3865
	4.4
	189
	3.1
	253492
	2.6
	66
	67083
	2.5

	16. Kragujevac
	2387
	2.7
	174
	2.8
	312160
	3.2
	131
	93345
	3.5

	17. Jagodina
	2614
	3.0
	191
	3.1
	264108
	2.7
	101
	75529
	2.8

	18. Zaječar
	7130
	8.1
	263
	4.3
	336849
	3.4
	47
	101312
	3.7

	19. Užice
	6140
	7.0
	438
	7.1
	335826
	3.4
	55
	96877
	3.6

	20. Čačak
	3016
	3.4
	205
	3.3
	230748
	2.4
	77
	71777
	2.6

	21. Kraljevo
	3918
	4.4
	359
	5.8
	300274
	3.1
	77
	81198
	3.0

	22. Kruševac
	2668
	3.0
	296
	4.8
	283108
	2.9
	106
	77967
	2.9

	23. Niš
	4180
	4.7
	358
	5.8
	398742
	4.1
	95
	129204
	4.8

	24. Prokuplje
	3541
	4.0
	405
	6.6
	226040
	2.3
	64
	66583
	2.5

	25. Leskovac
	2769
	3.1
	336
	5.5
	255011
	2.6
	92
	70763
	2.6

	26. Vranje
	4932
	5.6
	547
	8.9
	461257
	4.7
	94
	94430
	3.5

	27. K. Mitrovica
	2683
	3.0
	413
	6.7
	368850
	3.8
	137
	57664
	2.1

	28. Priština
	2484
	2.8
	315
	5.1
	579346
	5.9
	233
	91218
	3.4

	29. Peć
	4360
	4.9
	537
	8.7
	790272
	8.1
	181
	106439
	3.9


DEPUTIES, VOTERS, POLLING PLACES, COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES BY ELECTION UNIT

	Election units
	No. of de-pu-ties
	Number of voters
	Number of polling places
	Number of commu-nities1
	Number of local communities

	
	
	total
	%
	total
	%
	
	total
	%

	Republic of Serbia
	250
	7138309
	100.0
	10078
	100.0
	189
	4355
	100.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Palilula
	10
	282086
	4.0
	272
	2.7
	4
	53
	1.2

	2. Voždovac
	11
	327542
	4.6
	239
	2.4
	4
	78
	1.8

	3. Novi Beograd
	12
	327909
	4.6
	236
	2.3
	2
	49
	1.1

	4. Čukarica
	12
	345646
	4.8
	307
	3.1
	6
	134
	3.1

	5. Subotica
	6
	165617
	2.3
	184
	1.8
	3
	53
	1.2

	6. Zrenjanin
	11
	335352
	4.7
	449
	4.5
	12
	109
	2.5

	7. Pančevo
	9
	261325
	3.7
	336
	3.3
	8
	99
	2.3

	8. Sombor
	6
	166076
	2.3
	207
	2.1
	4
	37
	0.9

	9. Novi Sad
	9
	262808
	3.7
	225
	2.2
	4
	62
	1.4

	10. Vrbas
	6
	158753
	2.2
	221
	2.2
	7
	48
	1.1

	11. S. Mitrovica
	8
	232031
	3.3
	277
	2.7
	7
	119
	2.7

	12. Valjevo
	7
	185790
	2.6
	394
	3.9
	8
	207
	4.8

	13. Šabac
	8
	234725
	3.3
	334
	3.3
	6
	187
	4.3

	14. Smederevo
	6
	178606
	2.5
	181
	1.8
	3
	75
	1.7

	15. Požarevac
	7
	198718
	2.8
	325
	3.2
	8
	192
	4.4

	16. Kragujevac
	8
	236784
	3.3
	367
	3.6
	7
	184
	4.2

	17. Jagodina
	7
	204474
	2.9
	308
	3.1
	6
	203
	4.7

	18. Zaječar
	9
	263779
	3.7
	473
	4.7
	8
	266
	6.1

	19. Užice
	9
	251615
	3.5
	577
	5.7
	10
	215
	4.9

	20. Čačak
	7
	185401
	2.6
	305
	3.0
	4
	167
	3.8

	21. Kraljevo
	8
	226418
	3.2
	429
	4.3
	5
	144
	3.3

	22. Kruševac
	8
	219855
	3.1
	413
	4.1
	6
	191
	4.4

	23. Niš
	11
	320806
	4.5
	567
	5.6
	7
	293
	6.7

	24. Prokuplje
	6
	171637
	2.4
	509
	5.1
	8
	317
	7.3

	25. Leskovac
	7
	195636
	2.7
	423
	4.2
	6
	299
	6.9

	26. Vranje
	10
	288139
	4.0
	583
	5.8
	11
	258
	5.9

	27. K. Mitrovica
	7
	201000
	2.8
	249
	2.5
	7
	46
	1.1

	28. Priština
	11
	316814
	4.4
	297
	2.9
	9
	92
	2.1

	29. Peć
	14
	392967
	5.5
	391
	3.9
	9
	178
	4.1


1) Included four cities – Kragujevac, Niš, Novi Sad and Priština.
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The presidential and parliamentary elections in Serbia will take place in 29 constituencies at 9,827 polling stations in Serbia on 21 September. On Sunday, after the polling stations open at 7 a.m. and until their closure at 8 p.m., 7,208,555 registered voters in Serbia will be able to cast their ballots for one of the electoral lists, submitted by political parties or groups of citizens.


There are 2,547 candidates, running for 250 seats in the National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia: 91 political parties and groups of citizens have proposed 348 electoral lists. People can vote for one of 17 presidential candidates at the same time. Meanwhile, 15,137,964 ballot, that is control papers have been prepared and printed.


The president of the republic shall be elected under the rules of the majority election system, and the members of parliament under the proportional system. If no presidential candidate wins the necessary number of votes in the first round, the election will be repeated within 15 days, that is not later than October 6th. The electoral silence begins at midnight on Thursday, September 18th and remains in force for the next 48 hours.

The composition of the Republican Electoral Commission


One of the most important electoral agencies is the Republican Electoral Commission, headed by Balša Govedarica, acting president of the Supreme Court of Serbia. The commission consists also of the deputy president Žarko Latinović, judge in the Supreme Court of Serbia and six members: Vukašin Stanišić, Vera Marković, Borisav Čolić, Bogoje Marjanović, Ljubomir Vučković, all judges of the Supreme Court of Serbia, and Andrija Simić, president of the District Court in Šabac.


All members of the commission have their proxies who are also judges. They are Branislav Blagojević, Marija Milosavljević, Dragomir Zeković - judges of the Supreme Court of Serbia, Miloš Ignjatović, High Economic Court, Žikica Dronjak, president of the District Court in Novi Sad, and Veroljub Raketić, president of the District Court in Čačak. The commission has its secretary, Nebojša Rodić, currently the secretary of the National Assembly of Serbia and his deputy. The commission comprises also representatives of each of the parties which have submitted electoral lists in not less than two thirds of the constituencies in the republic, and a representative of the republican organisation responsible for the statistics.

	Constituency
	No. of polling stations
	No. of depu-ties
	No. of voters

	1.
	PALILULA
	(Vračar, Palilula, Savski Venac, Stari Grad)
	272
	10
	283.854

	2.
	VOŽDOVAC
	(Voždovac, Grocka, Zvezdara, Mladenovac)
	239
	11
	332.159

	3.
	N. BEOGRAD
	(Novi Beograd, Zemun)
	236
	12
	331.633

	4.
	ČUKARICA
	(Barajevo, Lazarevac, Obrenovac, Rakovica, Sopot, Čukarica)
	307
	12
	347.454

	5.
	SUBOTICA
	(Bačka Topola, Mali Iđoš, Subotica)
	184
	6
	165.066

	6.
	ZRENJANIN
	(Ada, Bečej, Žitište, Zrenjanin, Kanjiža, Kikinda, Nova Crnja, Novi Bečej, N. Kneževac, Senta, Sečanj, Čoka)
	449
	11
	338.929

	7.
	PANČEVO
	(Alibunar, Bela Crkva, Vršac, Kovačica, Kovin, Opovo, Pančevo, Plandište)
	336
	9
	260.703

	8.
	SOMBOR
	(Apatin, Kula, Odžaci, Sombor)
	207
	6
	167.915

	9.
	NOVI SAD
	(Bački Petrovac, Beočin, Novi Sad, Sremski Karlovci)
	225
	9
	164.821

	10.
	VRBAS
	(Bač, Bačka Palanka, Vrbas, Žabalj, Srbobran, Temerin, Titel)
	221
	6
	159.336

	11.
	S.MITROVICA
	(Inđija, Irig, Ruma, Pećinci, S. Mitrovica, Stara Pazova, Šid)
	277
	8
	233.172

	12.
	VALJEVO
	(Valjevo, Krupanj, Lajkovac, Ljig, Ljubovija, Mionica, Osečina, Ub)
	394
	7
	186.233

	13.
	ŠABAC
	(Bogatić, Vladimirci, Koceljeva, Loznica, Mali Zvornik, Šabac)
	334
	8
	240.476

	14.
	SMEDEREVO
	(Smederevo, Velika Plana, Smederevska Palanka)
	181
	6
	181.600

	15.
	POŽAREVAC
	(Veliko Gradište, Golubac, Žabari, Žagubica, Kučevo, Malo Crniće, Petrovac, Požarevac)
	325
	7
	198.654

	16.
	KRAGUJEVAC
	(Aranđelovac, Batočina, Knić, Kragujevac, Lapovo, Rača, Topola)
	367
	8
	239.299

	17.
	JAGODINA
	(Despotovac, Jagodina, Paraćin, Rekovac, Svolajnac, Ćuprija)
	308
	7
	206.114

	18.
	ZAJEČAR
	(Boljevac, Bor, Zaječar, Kladovo, Knjaževac, Majdanpek, Negotin, Sokobanja)
	473
	9
	265.974

	19.
	UŽICE
	(Arilje, Bajina Bašta, Kosjerić, Nova Varoš, Priboj, Prijepolje, Požega, Sjenica, Čajetina, Užice)
	577
	9
	255.861

	20.
	ČAČAK
	(Gornji Milanovac, Ivanjica, Lučani, Čačak)
	305
	7
	185.891

	21.
	KRALJEVO
	(Vrnjačka Banja, Kraljevo, Novi Pazar, Raška, Tutin)
	429
	8
	230.998

	22.
	KRUŠEVAC
	(Aleksandrovac, Brus, Varvarin, Kruševac, Trstenik, Ćićevac)
	413
	8
	220.686

	23.
	NIŠ
	(Babušnica, B. Palanka, Gadžin han, Dimitrovgrad, Niš, Pirot, Svrljig)
	567
	11
	324.684

	24.
	PROKUPLJE
	(Aleksinac, Blace, Doljevac, Žitorađa, Kuršumlija, Merošina, Prokuplje, Ražanj)
	509
	6
	172.530

	25.
	LESKOVAC
	(Bojnik, Vlasotince, Lebane, Leskovac, Medveđa, Crna Trava)
	423
	7
	197.852

	26.
	VRANJE
	(Bosilegrad, Bujanovac, V. Han, Vranje, Gnjilane, K. Kamenica, N. Brdo, Preševo, Surdulica, Trgovište)
	583
	10
	294.853

	27.
	K.MITROVICA
	(Vučitrn, Zvečan, Zubin Potok, Kosovska Mitrovica, Leposavić, Podujevo, Srbica)
	249
	7
	205.207

	28.
	PRIŠTINA
	(Glogovac, Kosovo Polje, Kačanik, Lipljan, Obilić, Priština, Uroševac, Štimlje, Štrpce)
	297
	11
	313.525

	29.
	PEĆ
	(Gora, Dečani, Đakovica, Istok, Klina, Orahovac, Peć, Prizren, Suva Reka)
	391
	14
	403.076


Elections run by 91 parties and groups of citizens

CASSANDRA, SUPERMAN, WHITE ROSE, ARMOURERS RUNNING

1. Serb Radical Party (SRS) - Dr Vojislav Šešelj

2. Serb Renewal Movement (SPO) - Vuk Drašković

3. Radical Party Nikola Pašić - Siniša Vučinić

4. League of Communists of Yugoslavia in Serbia - Stevan Mirković

5. United list Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS)-Yugoslav Left (JUL)-New Democracy (ND) - Slobodan Milošević

6. Social Democracy (SD) - Vuk Obradović

7. New Communist Party of Yugoslavia - Branislav-Branko Kitanović

8. National Party - Milan Paroški

9. Renaissance Coalition - Miroslav Šolević

10. Nationals of Serbia Party - Dragan Djordjević

11. Association of Foreign Currency and Dinar Savings Holders of Yugoslavia - 
Group of Citizens - Ivan B. Nedeljković

12. Party of Foreign Currency Savings Deposit Holders

13. Universalist Movement

14. Democratic Alternative (DA)- Farmer Party of Serbia - Pensioner Party of 
Serbia - Nebojša Čović

15. Association of Harmed Foreign Savings Holders of Serbia

16. Natural Law Party

17. Group of citizens

18. Radoslav Popović - Group of Citizens

19. Workers Party of Yugoslavia

20. For Zemun Alliance of Independent Citizens - Group of Citizens

21. Association of Sub-Tenants of Yugoslavia - Group of Citizens

22. Serbia - Group of Citizens -

23. White Rose - Group of Citizens - Radomir Smiljanić

24. League of Communists of Yugoslavia in Serbia - Branko Lozo

25. Democratic Party of Vojvodina Hungarians - Andras Agoston

26. Alliance of Subotica Citizens - Mirko Bajić

27. League of Communists of Yugoslavia - Olajos Nagy Miklosz

28. Christian Democratic Movement of Vojvodina Hungarians - Pap Ferenc

29. Democratic Alliance of Croats in Vojvodina - Bela Tonković

30. Vojvodina Party - Prof. Dr Nikola Tomašev

31. Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians - Jozsef Kasza

32. Vojvodina Coalition - Nenad Čanak, Dragan Veselinov

33. Democratic Community of Vojvodina Hungarians - Sandor Pal

34. Christian Democratic Union - Ferenc Kelmendi

35. Braško Gabrić - Group of Citizens, businessmen from Subotica, Bačka Topola 
and Mali Idjoš

36. Northern Bačka - Group of Citizens

37. Green Party of Vojvodina - Djordje Meznerić

38. Peasants - Group of Citizens

39. Civil Movement of Vojvodina Hungarians - Ferenc Joszef

40. For Vojvodina Agriculture - Group of Citizens - Palatinusz

41. Group of citizens - Simo Rebić

42. Novi Sad Bloc and Association of 1990 War Veterans of Novi Sad - Group of Citizens

43. Pensioner Democratic Party of Serbia - Prof. Dr Milan Runić

44. Miodrag Miša Milošević - Group of Citizens

45. For Vojvodina and Fruška Gora - Group of Citizens

46. Group of Citizens - Siniša Filipović

47. Return to Country and Nature - Group of Citizens

48. Liberal-Democratic Party

49. Serbian Farmer Party

50. Movement for the Protection of Human Rights - Mile Dimitrijević

51. For Cassandra - Group of Citizens - Dragan Milić

52. Vojvoda Vuk Movement - Šumadija Fatherland Assembly - United Opposition of Šumadija
53. Green Party

54. New Radical Party - People' s Party

55. Party of Serb Unity

56. List for Sandžak - Dr Sulejman Ugljanin

57. Sandžak Coalition - Rasim Ljajić

58. Radovan Sekulić - Group of Citizens in the Ivanjica Municipality

59. Group of Citizens - Petar Azanjac

60. Group of Citizens - Radovan Radević

61. Social Democratic Party of Sandžak Workers

62. Group of citizens - Velibor-Libo Joković 

63. Josip Broz Tito Yugoslav Working Class

64. Group of Citizens - Aleksandar Čizmić

65. Independent Radical Party - Saša Nikolić

66. Superman - Group of Citizens

67. Dobrič i Toplica - Group of Citizens - Tomislav Milenković-Toma

68. Aleksandar I. Stevanović, Sanda Glavša Bobovište - Group of Citizens

69. Stevan Nemanja - Group of Citizens

70. Group of citizens - Radivoje Panić-Rajče, teacher

71. Group of Citizens - Miodrag Jakovljević-Purko

72. Solidarity

73 . Velibor Stojković-Velja - Group of Citizens

74. Gojko Veličković - Group of Citizens

75. Group of Citizens - Dr Mile Stojanović

76. Democratic Coalition Preševo-Bujanovac

77. Milivoje Miljković-Mice - Group of Citizens

78. Miroslav Mirković-Puškić - Group of Citizens

79. Group of citizens from Gornje Dobrevo, Kosovo Polje - Matija Stevanović

80. Communist Party of Yugoslavia, Movement of the Yugoslav Perspective and 
Workers Party of Yugoslavia - Vlajko Čukić and Branko B ošković

81. Serb Resistance Movement

82. Armourers - Group of Citizens

Note: A number of parties have common electoral lists

ONLY THE LEFT, SPO AND RADICALS IN ALL CONSTITUENCIES


Ninety one parties and groups of citizens will take part in the forthcoming elections. All 29 electoral lists have been submitted by the Socialist Party of Serbia - Yugoslav Left - New Democracy, the Serb Renewal Movement and the Serb Radical Party. They are followed by the Social Democracy, with 28 submitted lists: the party does not have its committee in Constituency 19 Užice and will not run there. As the secretary of the party's Executive Committee Meho Omerović told us, they had difficulties with gathering the necessary documentation for their parliamentary candidates. The coalition, comprising the Democratic Alternative, Farmer Party of Serbia and Pensioner Party of Serbia, have submitted its lists in 12 constituencies: C1 Palilula, C2 Voždovac, C3 New B Belgrade, C4 Čukarica, C5 Subotica, C11 Sremska Mitrovica, C14 Smederevo, C15 Požarevac, C18 Zaječar, C19 Užice, C 20 Čačak and C23 Niš. Vojvodina Coalition runs in seven constituencies C5 Subotica, C7 Pančevo, C8 Sombor, C9 Novi Sad, C10 Vrbas, C11 Sremska Mitrovica.

SLOGANS

SPS: "What's true, is true, the SPS is best for you", "For better life, Serbia's future"

JUL: "The unity of differences"

ND: "Serbia in the black", "Serbia in the West", "Serbia for Serbians", "Farmers without taxes until the end of the century"

DA: "Are there worthier men in Serbia?", "One alternative - Democratic Alternative"

SPO: "Love, Faith, Hope", "All for Serbia", "Serbia - Come out""

SRS: "We are coming!"

Vuk Drašković, presidential candidate of the Serb Renewal Movement

KING OF SQUARES AND STREETS

BORN: 29 November 1946, village of Medja, Banat, where his family moved on the wave of the "eighth offensive". After a short while, returned to Slivlje, near Gacko, East Herzegovina: of father Vidak and mother Sojka.

ZODIAC SIGN: Sagittarius

EDUCATION: Secondary school at Gacko, Faculty of Law in Belgrade

JOBS: Tanjug journalist and correspondent, head of office of Mika Špiljak, published several books, all editions sold out

CAREER: The political career of Vuk Drašković went through a metamorphosis: from communism to ultra-rightist nationalism to civil-reformist-pacifist option. He was one of the leaders of student demonstrations in 1968, and met there his future wife Danica, much more radically-minded than Vuk, believed to be under her sway. Says Vuk: "The only thing Dana is afraid of are mice". Their best man was Vojislav Šešelj, with whom in the 1980s he founded the SPO. They parted company shortly afterwards because of divergent views on the party's political programme, and Vuk kept the name SPO for his party. He headed the protest of 9 March 1991 and was one of the pillars, around which rallied all major opposition coalitions, and one of the leaders of civil protests last year. His coalition partners grudge him his flirting with Milošević, and he says they "stabbed him in the back".

FAMILY: Wife Danica

BOOKS: Sudija (Judge), Nož (Knife), Odgovori (Answers), "Koekude Srbijo (Where, Serbia), Molitva I i II (Prayer I and II), Ruski konzul (Russian Consul), Noć djenerala (General's Night). All appeared in a large number of copies and are sold out.

Zoran Lilić, presidential candidate of the Socialist Party of Serbia - JUL - ND

BORN: 27 August 1953, Brza Palanka near Kladovo. The locality submerged during the construction of the Djerdap II HPP. His father was a craftsman, mother housewife.

ZODIAC SIGN: Virgo

EDUCATION: Secondary school in Kladovo. Faculty of Applied Chemistry and Metallurgy in Belgrade. Some sources say he was the student of the generation, and other that he knew how to make the best of the student life.

JOBS: Like American show biz stars: as a student, he earned his livelihood as a fashion model, assembler of curtain-bars, bus conductor, milk-man and peach-picker. For 12 years, he was a blue-collar worker in the Rekord Factory and in 1983 became its general manager. In 1990, he was elected to the Serbian parliament, and in June 1993 became the president of FRY.

CAREER: There is a paradox in Lilić's career: to become the general manager of Rekord, the rubber manufacturing plant in Rakovica, he needed 12 years on the shop-floor, and only three years to become the head of state. He was a member of the Presidency of the Chamber of Commerce of Belgrade and sat on the Council of his former faculty. In the parliamentary elections of 1990 he was elected as the SPS deputy from Rakovica. In no time he replaced Radoman Božović as the head of the SPS deputy club. In the elections of 1992, he was elected the people's deputy in Belgrade, and in January 1993, the president of the Assembly of Serbia. He was a member of the SPS Executive and Steering Committees, and as of June 1993, the president of FRY, the youngest president in Europe. When his term of office expired in June this year, he became the Serbian presidential SPS candidate in the forthcoming elections.

FAMILY: Wife Ljubica and son Darko.

Vojislav Šešelj, presidential candidate of the Serb Radical Party

CLEVER MACHIAVELLIAN

BORN: 1954 in Sarajevo, of father Nikola, railwayman, and mother Danica, housewife.

ZODIAC SIGN: Libra

EDUCATION: In the secondary school, he "fell out" with the principal after stating that "as an anti-socialist element, she violated the proclaimed principles of the school self-rule". He completed the legal studies in Sarajevo in two and a half years, earned his master's degree when he was 23 (The Notion of the Armed People in the Works of the Classics of Marxism) and defended his doctoral thesis when he was 25.

JOBS: Assistant professor, teaching theory of war at the Department for All People's Defence and Social Self-Protection. Subsequently supported himself by writing and selling his books.

CAREER: Member of the League of Communists as of the age of 17, youth leader, commander of youth work brigades, secretary of the faculty party organisation, dean's student deputy. Went after "bad Communists" and people shied away from him. Attacks on him began when he spoke against the participation of some Bosnian intellectuals at a meeting in Madrid, devoted to Ghadaffi's Green Book. Fired from the university for reading epic poetry. In 1984, charged with the undermining of the state and convicted to 8 years of imprisonment. Having served the term in Zenica, he moved to Belgrade and with Vuk Drašković founded the Serb Renewal Movement. When they fell apart, founded the Serb Chetnik Movement, subsequently renamed the Serb Radical Party. He organised the departure of volunteer units for the war in Krajina and B and H, and paid visits to the front-line.

FAMILY: Wife Jadranka, son Nikola from the first marriage, and Aleksandar from the second marriage. Family saint: St Luke.

BOOKS: Over ten volumes of collected works, including Bal vampira (Vampire Ball, Debrozovizacija društvene svesti (De-Brozovisation of the Social Mind), Horvatove ustaške fantazmagorije (Horvat's Ustashi Fantasies)... Šešelj claims to have written more books than he has ever read

Other candidates

Dr Vuk Obradović - Social Democracy

Dr Milan Mladenović - Renaissance Coalition

Dr Sulejman Ugljanin - List for Sandžak

Miodrag Mile Isakov - Vojvodina Coalition

Nebojša Čović, Msc - Democratic Alternative

Milan Paroški - National Party

Branko Čičić - Natural Law Party

Dragan Djordjević - Nationals of Serbia Party

Gvozden Sakić - Group of citizens

Milisav Banković - Workers Party of Yugoslavia

Miodrag Vidojković - Group of citizens

Djordje Drljačić - Group of citizens

Radomir Tukmanović - Progressive Party

Predrag Vuletić - Liberal-Democratic Party

190 OSCE OBSERVERS MONITOR THE ELECTIONS


At the request of the opposition and at the invitation of the republican authorities, the presidential and parliamentary elections in Serbia will be monitored by some 190 OSCE observers.


The first group of 40 observers arrived in early September. They are the so-called long-term observers, monitoring the preparatory stage of the elections. The main body of the observer team, some 150 of them, will arrive on 18 September and stay until 24 September, when the pronouncement of the results is expected. Some observers will stay in Serbia in case of the second round of the presidential elections. The mission will cover all constituencies, and one team shall supervise 10 to 12 polling stations on the average. The observers count with an element of surprise and will not be announcing in advance what polling stations they intend to supervise. The mission is expected to issue a general and brief communication about the electoral process a day after the elections, and a very detailed communication will be issued two or three weeks after the completion of the whole procedure. The OSCE observer mission will cost about USD 250,000, and the funds are provided by the states, whose nationals will monitor the elections.

NO VOTING SUPERVISORS FROM THE US


Towards the end of the last week the US Congress announced that American observers would not attend the presidential and parliamentary elections on 21 September because the Belgrade authorities had "only marginally fulfilled" the conditions set forth in the Gonsalez Report.


The communication states that the authorities failed to establish a genuine dialogue with the opposition, continued to apply restrictive measures to independent media, whilst the state-controlled media persisted in their pro-regime propaganda. Likewise, the Congress pointed out that the electoral law favoured the ruling party and that the legal system continued to enable to regime to tamper with the electoral results if "the SPS fails to preserve the power by other means". Washington stated that, under the circumstances, even partly free and fair elections could not be held in Serbia.



While we do not quite agree with the OSCE decision to observe the elections with such serious shortcomings, we hope nevertheless that the international observers will be sincere in their reports about the electoral process, including the period of the election campaign. Otherwise, the standards laid down by the OSCE for free and fair elections will be compromised, and the special recommendations, issued to this effect by the Gonsalez Commission, will also be disregarded, concludes the communication of the American Congress Helsinki Committee.


The Congress, likewise, invited the President of FRY Slobodan Milošević to ensure the respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms of the entire population of Serbia rather than trample these rights in an effort to preserve the power, and warned that Serbia and Yugoslavia would remain isolated from the international community until these concrete steps towards the democratisation were made.

IV

WHENCE THE RISE OF POLITICAL RADICALISM
1.

YUGOSLAVIA SPLIT UP BEFORE ITS FORMAL DISOLUTION

Latinka Perović, PhD

Činjenica da je srpski narod imao odlučujuću ulogu u stvaranju jugoslovenske države, da je u Drugom svetskom ratu stao uz program njene obnove, i da je u njoj bio većinski narod, daje srpskom faktoru poseban značaj u istoriji jugoslovenske države

In the days following the fall of the Berlin Wall, the collapse of the state socialism in Eastern Europe and the disintegration of the USSR, it seemed that all former socialist countries would embark on an identical process: relinquishment of the state ownership model and single-party dictatorship. It was naively thought that all the countries concerned would wholeheartedly embrace the effects of the radical break-away from these two fundamental components of the system and that they would rapidly come close to West European countries.

The preceding totalitarian system in East European countries disguised the differences which existed between them, but, when the general euphoria subsided, they surfaced in no time at all. Each of these countries turned back to its foundations, laid down before the establishment of the communist rule. It was precisely these historical foundations which widely differed from one country to the other; another difference was the manner, in which the rule of the communist parties was established and their ideology implemented.

In some East European countries (Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary) the state socialism was the result of the expanding influence of the Soviet Union after the Second World War. By definition, this meant the forcible imposition of social and political values arising from the Bolshevik version of communism, that is the power policy of the Soviet Union. Various forms of resistance to the system during its fifty-year long rule, which sometimes grew into all-national revolts (Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia), were brutally quelled and the Soviet Union did not flinch even before outright military intervention. The permanent resistance preserved the memory of old values and a parallel society, governed by them, was organised. The end of the state socialist system, therefore, did not create a vacuum in these countries. The system has never been embraced from within. All that was needed was for the external source of its energy and power, epitomised by the Soviet Union, to crumble and the road to radical changes could spread wide open.

In other East European countries, the state socialism was not imposed and foreign, regardless of whether it had been established by the Soviet military force (Rumania, Bulgaria) or by their own revolutions (Yugoslavia, Albania). At the outset of the Second World War these countries were economically backword, with the prevalent rural population, from which nationalistic movements were recruited. Regardless of their differences, they had all gone through a period of dictatorship.

To the latter group of countries, the state socialism brought accelerated industrialisation, large-scale education, health and social care. This largely determined the wide-spread and intensive support to economic and social changes; at the same time, it dictated the substance and rhythm of political changes and affected the overall scope and prospects of their reforms. It needs to be borne in mind that, in contrast with the first group of East European countries, cases of more massive resistance in these countries over the past fifty years, were due to upsets in the communist orthodoxy and attempts to introduce elements of market economy (Yugoslavia, 1948, 1968).

The past plays a very active role in the option embraced by each of the East European countries after the collapse of the communist ideology, that is the system governed by it. Basically, after the break-away from the totalitarian fetters, all East European countries turn back to their history. Their histories and civilisational circles they belong to are, however, quite different.

II

The overall crisis of the state socialism produced a particular effect in Yugoslavia - it took the drastic form of the state collapse and a brutal war. The fact that the Serb people played a decisive role in the creation of the Yugoslav state, that in the Second World War they supported the programme of its renewal and that they were a majority people in it, accords the Serbian factor a special importance in the history of the Yugoslav state. Serbia, however, merits particular attention because of the way in which it responded to the challenge posed by the crisis of the state socialism and the substance of its response. Its response was a highly specific anticipation, that is foretaste of the events yet to take place in Eastern Europe and it divided Yugoslavia even before its formal disintegration.

Revolutions do not happen when a society goes through hardest times, but when reforms start. For a whole decade after Josip Broz Titos death, Yugoslavia lived in deep inertia, rooted in the fear of uncertainty. The first incentive for change came from Slovenia. It proposed three types of reforms: economic, political and party. In Serbia, these proposals were branded as an attempt to undermine the unity of the ruling communist party and, by the same token, the unity of the state; that is, as separatism. Its response was the anti-bureaucratic revolution.

With slogans about social justice and equality, monolithic unity of the party and the state, in search for new Tito, the leadership of the League of Communists of Serbia, after an internal settling of scores at the 8th session of the Central Committee, won very massive support. Since Tito’s death Serbia has seen nothing like the rallies of the anti-bureaucratic revolution. The rallies were attended by hundreds of thousands of people, reaching a million in Belgrade, and not less than two million at Gazimestan (on the occasion of the 600th anniversary of the Kosovo battle, an event which has sustained the myth about the national glory and greatness for centuries, and become the basis of the national ideology). These mass assemblies were accompanied by forceful propaganda, especially on television, the only force, apart from party organisations, reaching into every corner. The propaganda campaign belittled and eroded federal institutions, suggested slogans and created an atmosphere which was totalitarian in spirit and threatening in effect: menacing equally other peoples in Yugoslavia and people with different views in Serbia. It involved all institutions of scientific, cultural and spiritual life. Their active role vested anti-bureaucratic revolution rallies with authority. An alliance was struck between the elite and the masses. The physical, mental and spiritual space of the Serbian society was completely filled, leaving no free margins. This also predetermined the character and possibilities of opposition parties, admitted in Serbia after all the other East European countries. On a totalitarian basis, without an alternative programme, these parties principally became rivals in the struggle for power and, consciously or not, a confusing ornament of totalitarianism with a national prefix. To all this one needs to add the Yugoslav Peoples Army. As Serbs constituted a majority both among its men and the superior ranks, it began to side ever more openly with the Serbian leadership. Neither should one neglect the fact that during the period between Titos death and Yugoslavia’s collapse, the Serbian state leadership was headed by two generals. As an ideological army in a party state, the JNA was cast, even in Titos time, not only in the role of the guardian of national borders, but also in the role of the arbiter in internal social and ethnic conflicts.

In Serbia, therefore, the complete ruling structure: party, state, police, judicial, media, was strengthened before the fall of the Berlin Wall. The party only changed its name, and its steering bodies were rejuvenated with cadres emerged during the anti-bureaucratic nationalistic revolution. This phenomenon is not found in any other former Yugoslav republic or any East European country. Not even in Russia. Even if for no other reason, this makes the Serbian case worthy of attention. 

After the velvet and other revolutions in Eastern Europe, and especially after the disintegration of the USSR, the ruling structure in Serbia, strengthened and renewed along the lines of state socialism which had perished everywhere else, had to look for a new source of energy and legitimacy. It was found in nationalism. The symbiosis of Stalinist socialism and Serbhood, by no means new, had a two-fold effect on Yugoslavia: it prompted the crystallisation of the alternative (»Europe now«) and conduced to the radicalisation of nationalism among all Yugoslav peoples.

Conceptual differences regarding the state model, which overlapped with ethnic differences and which, needless to say, had a major effect on the nature of the federation, emerged at the beginning of the Yugoslav states disintegration. Slovenia and Serbia are two different answers to the general crisis of the system based on one-party dictatorship and state socialism. They are two opposed, but equally clear cases. Therein lies the explanation of the vehemence of the anti-Slovenian campaign in Serbia which has never had any conflict with Slovenia before, the declaration of an economic war on Slovenia and aspirations to Slovenia without Slovenes: if they dont like it in Yugoslavia, they can go to Philadelphia.

When the proposals to set up a confederation or asymmetrical federation as a way of remaining in one state without renouncing economic and political reforms were rejected, Slovenia embarked on disassociation, that is separation from Yugoslavia. Serbia, remaining loyal to state socialism and a centralist federal formula, immanent in every multiethnic party state, continued its anti-bureaucratic revolution with the use of arms. At that time, the amputation of Slovenia began to suit it.

III

If Serbia constitutes a special case in Eastern Europe, the logical question is why is that so. The explanation is usually found in the type of its leader. After the reckoning typical of closed communist parties, he grew from a party apparatchik into a national leader. The rise took place during the anti-bureaucratic revolution. His legitimacy was also confirmed by multi-party elections. The attempt to reduce the explanation to the leader, neglects the essence: an analysis of the programme which enabled the emergence of a leader and a system which, evidently, cannot do without him. The ideology, that is the synthesis of state socialism and Serbhood, in the name of which he became a leader, has a broad basis to this day. Can it be explained only by the period of one-party dictatorship and state socialism? What does this period mean in relation to the past: the destruction of the Serbian civil society or continuation of an ideology, meant to prevent the evolution of the civil society in Serbia?

IV

The ten years between 1878 and 1888, that is since Serbia gained its independence and territorial expansion at the Berlin Congress until its first liberal constitution, were the crucial period in Serbias modern history. It was the turning point in its social history: the road to be followed by the independent state had to be chosen, programmes needed to be formulated and political forces organised. Basically, two historical tendencies were at play. According to one, Serbia should follow suit of small West European states; according to the other – it should remain the guardian of patriarchal values of the Slavic civilisation.

The first drew inspiration from Europe, that is Austria-Hungary and was articulated by the Liberal and Progressive parties. These small parties, made of educated individuals, largely civil servants, had supporters in undeveloped towns. They had good press, but poor organisation and were favoured by the monarch.

The protagonists of the second tendency turned to Russia, as the crystallisation point of the Slavic civilisation. They embraced an ideology theoretically rooted in Russian revolutionary populism and created a political organisation without precedent in the Serbian history. The National Radical Party was supported by the peasantry, constituting 90 % of the population and, for the most part, holding small plots of land. As the most powerful opposition in Serbia ever, the National Radical Party, once it came to power, left hardly any room for any new opposition. It identified itself with the people and, to all intents and purposes, created a party state, curbed the social stratification of the population and with its attacks on the bureaucracy, resisted the much-needed state modernisation. Its ultimate goal from the outset was the completion of the liberation and unification of the Serb people. Between 1876 and 1914 Serbia waged six wars, one war every six years. The poor peasant society was biologically depleted. Constant preparations for war resulted in specific priorities, values and frame of mind.

V

Within the new state framework, after the First World War, Serbia played the central part and perceived the Yugoslav state as its own expansion. The Serb people, which had lived in different states, found itself in one state for the first time. However, the static, basically still peasant, society of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, did not allow the spiritual and cultural integration of the Serb people even within a single state. At the same time, with their rigidly centralist policy and the ideology of Yugoslav unitarianism, the Serb dynasty and the ruling circles strengthened the defensive reflexes of other Yugoslav peoples and expedited their integration. Different interpretations of the Yugoslav state were built into its foundations and could not but generate permanent conflict.

The collapse of the Yugoslav state, the state with which the Serb people identified themselves, during the Second World War and the genocide over the Serb people in the fascist Independent State of Croatia, motivated them to put up resistance and wage struggle for the renewal of the Yugoslav state.

In the second Yugoslavia, renewed on the federal basis, the state centralism, emerging from the ideology and the nature of the Communist Party power, suited the Serb people. In their minds, the order was indivisible from the state unity.

This is the key idea of the anti-bureaucratic revolution.

VI

The confederate formula for the Yugoslav state was rejected in the name of the Serb peoples unity. The latest war, however, has ended in the further disintegration of the Serb ethnic body. The Serb people has disappeared from territories where they had lived for centuries, sharing the fate of other peoples. In the upshot, Serbia has become the only state where all Serbs can live together.

The result of the war, waged for territories, is perceived as the loss of territories. In addition to the frustration over this fact, the low birth-rate in Serbia gives rise to a feeling that even the biological survival of the people is imperilled. Today, Serbs liken themselves only to Russians: the collapse of the empire, a large number of Russians outside Russia, high share of other peoples in Russia, low birth-rate among Russians. Openly distrustful, even hostile towards the West as never before, Serbs once again pin their hopes on Russia, its recovery and return to the position of a big power. For the majority of Serbs, who do not have a true grasp of the developments there, Russia has become a kind of a mirage. 

The rejection of any other solution apart from the economic and political system of a centralised and serbified Yugoslavia, means a longer and deeper conflict with historical processes, that is the real interests of the Serb people.

Needless to say, Yugoslavia has become a part of history. A rational analysis of its collapse, which coincided in time with the end of the cold war and the collapse of state socialism, is a conditio sine qua non if the heavenly people, a people with a mission, is to learn to live in the world of real categories. Closely related to this is the preservation or rejection, regardless of appearances, of the state socialism, that is the totalitarian basis of a society which reproduces this model. An alternative is inconceivable without a radical divorce from an archaic national programme. The opposition is still a more or less a radical version of this programme. This sustains the ruling party which was the first to proclaim that programme and, with it, the state socialist model. The circle closes. The ferment of disintegration is still there. It affects even the rump Yugoslavia, which is also a complex and multi-ethnic state, and it affects Serbia itself, in which minorities account for 36% of the population, and parts of which look for their identity in opposition to rigid centralism. The question of the integration of the Serb people remains open even in Serbia. If the logic of an ethnically pure Serb state continues to prevail, with a view to its becoming a first-class military power in the Balkans so that the Serb question could be raised from that position, the integration will come into question once and for all. Notwithstanding this fact, the masterminds and immediate vehicles in the creation of an ethnically pure state still think the contrary.

2.

ROOTS OF THE SERB »EXCEPTION« –

REASONS BEHIND THE POLITICAL DOMINANCE

OF THE SOCIALIST PARTY OF SERBIA

Ognjen Pribićević, PhD

The transition from real socialism to a new post–communist society in Serbia differs from this process in other East and Central European countries, embarked on this road in the late Eighties. Serbia’s chief political specificity is that, it is, alongside Montenegro, the only country of the region where the republican elections, held thrice during the observed period of time – in 1990, 1992 and 1993 – were won by the Socialist Party of Serbia, that is the renamed Communist Party. The same party won the federal elections twice: in 1992 and 1996.

The return of the reformed communists to power in Lithuania, Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria might seem to indicate that Serbia and Montenegro are not an exception after all. Such a conclusion would, however, be erroneous as in Poland the people concerned are new, and in the Lithuanian and Hungarian case, these are parties which resemble social democratic and socialist parties of Western Europe more than their communist parties of yore. A comparison with Russia, Bulgaria or Rumania, which would be, unquestionably, more grounded, will not »stick« either. Namely, unlike the present leaders of Russia, Rumania or Bulgaria, who spent some time in the opposition after coming down from power and, Milošević and his group have never been out of power, ever since they seized it in 1987.

In the attempt to corroborate the contrary thesis: that there are similarities, after all, one could argue that both in Serbia and in Russia, and especially in Bulgaria and Rumania, the power hierarchy are headed by individuals like Yeltsin or Iliescu, who were, regardless of their subsequent dissident position, members of the top leadership of the former communist parties. But, here we come to yet another significant difference: in Serbia, not only isolated individuals, but an overwhelming majority of the former ruling structure have kept their positions of dominance. Our analysis was conceived as a contribution to the better understanding of the origins of this Serbia’s »deviation« from the tendencies in other post–communist countries.

In the republican elections of December 1993, the SPS won the support of 38% of the citizens who had turned out at the polling stations (as much as 10% more than in the preceding elections), and was thus reconfirmed manifestly as the strongest political party in Serbia (see Table 1)

Table 1 – THE RESULTS OF THE REPUBLICAN ELECTIONS AND VOTES WON BY THE MAJOR POLITICAL PARTIES IN SERBIA

	Party
	1990
	1992
	1993


	SPS
	46%
	194
	29%
	101
	38%
	123

	SPO/DEPOS
	16%
	18
	17%
	50
	18%
	45

	DS
	7%
	7
	4%
	6
	12%
	29

	SRS
	–
	–
	23%
	73
	16%
	39


In 1990, the majority system was enforced, and in 1992 and 1993 the proportional system of election. Explanation of Table 1: The first column shows the percentage of votes, and the second the number of parliamentary seats won by individual parties. Explanation of acronyms: SPS (Socialist Party of Serbia), SPO (Serb Renewal Movement), DEPOS (Democratic Movement of Serbia), DS (Democratic Party), SRS (Serb Radical Party).

Source: V. Goati, Z. Slavujević, O. Pribićević, Izborne borbe u Jugoslaviji 1990–1992 (Electoral Battles in Yugoslavia 1990–1992), Radnička štampa and IDN, 1993.

In spite of its major electoral success, the SPS did not have a majority in the Assembly: 123 of the total of 250 seats. The SPS did not have the absolute majority in the preceding parliament either, but it managed to win support for all its important political initiatives and views because of an informal, even if very active, alliance with the extreme rightist and nationalist Serb Radical Party. At that time the SPS and the SRS together had 174 seats.

The 1993 SPS electoral victory came as a great surprise to many observers and analysts, in particular because the elections were held at a time which was highly unfavourable for the ruling party for a number of reasons. At the time the country was in a disastrous situation. Towards the end of 1993, the inflation rate reached the world’s highest level ever: over 200,000,000% per month! Average wages/salaries were below DEM 10. A large segment of the population found it very hard to ensure subsistence. The international isolation of the country was total. In spite of all that, the SPS won 38% of votes.

After these elections, as after those before them, explanations of the SPS electoral success were sought in various manipulations and abuses of power. They did exist, but on no account are they the correct answer to the question we face here. There is no doubt that the real reasons are more complex and go deeper. Here we shall present the reasons we believe explain best Serbia’s deviation from the general trend in the development of the countries of the region after 1989.

The first and the most important reason of the SPS electoral successes rests with the fact that , as early as 1987, this party, unlike other East European communist parties, discovered the force of nationalism and used it successfully as a means to perpetuate its power. Milošević won over a large segment of the people and the party apparatus by promising to stop the emigration of Serbs from Kosovo and re-unify Serbia. Having overthrown the provincial leadership in Kosovo and Vojvodina in 1988 and established full Belgrade authority in the whole territory of the Republic of Serbia, S. Milošević secured for himself the position of the indisputable leader of the Serb people. At the same time, Milošević’s new policy was decisive in breaking Yugoslavia apart and provoking the civil war.

With the collapse of the second Yugoslavia and the outbreak of the civil war, the national question acquired an even greater importance in Serbia’s political life. Under such circumstances, the SPS instrumentalised the national question to the maximum possible extent, posing as the only true and consistent partisan of the interests of the Serb people, a party which had done most to redress various »historical injustices« done onto the Serb people in the second Yugoslavia. The new Serbian leadership laid a particular emphasis on the fact that two autonomous provinces – Vojvodina and Kosovo – had been formed only in Serbia and that this, for instance, had not been done in Croatia although there were indisputable reasons for it. By practically abolishing the former autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina and lending direct assistance to Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina in their attempts to separate from these two former Yugoslav republics and form their separate states, the SPS won the support of a large number of voters, including a significant number of those who have always professed nationalistic leanings.

In this sense, of particular importance was the support of a large number of influential intellectuals from the University in Belgrade and the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, the Association of Writers of Serbia, and the Serb Orthodox Church as it vested S. Milošević’s policy with legitimacy and contributed to his prestige among the people. In the eyes of most of these intellectuals S. Milošević was a politician who had »restored the dignity of the underprivileged Serb people«, a man who had even announced the possibility of a century–old dream coming true: the life of all Serbs in one, Serb, state.
 

Having obtained the national legitimacy in time, the SPS played this card much more cleverly than the opposition, accused in the republican elections of 1993 that, on the one hand, because of its radicalism (Serb Radical Party), it could undo all that had been done in this field to that day, and on the other, that the strongest democratically–oriented opposition force: DEPOS, had betrayed the »national interests« and was »serving the interests of the West«. As shown by the electoral results, this SPS policy managed to win a broad support among the Serb people.

The second important reason for the SPS electoral successes needs to be sought in the fact that this party managed to preserve and win new important strongholds in some social groupings, whose size alone could sway the electoral outcome. A number of polls show that the most important SPS strongholds need to be looked for among manual workers, pensioners and elderly population in general, farmers, less educated strata, civil servants, the military. A poll, conducted on the eve of the 1993 republican elections, for instance, showed that the SPS was supported by 41% of interviewed workers, 30% pensioners, 28% farmers, 26% housewives, 15% clerks.
 Some later polls (Institute of Social Sciences, December 1995) show that the majority of SPS supporters are pensioners (24%), workers (27%), peasants (15%) and housewives (13%). It is evident at the first glance that the social groupings from which the SPS recruits the majority of its supporters constitute a very large portion of the electorate. According to the last census, they account for more than one half of the body of voters in Serbia.
 The electoral results largely confirmed the findings of these polls. As a rule, the SPS scored best in rural environments and towns with the highest concentration of blue–collar workers.

Public opinion polls confirm likewise that less educated groups (accounting for a predominant part of the population) grant much bigger support to the SPS than to opposition parties. (The following table corroborates this.)

Table 2 – SUPPORTERS OF LEADING PARTIES AS PER LEVEL OF EDUCATION (%)

	Party
	No education
	Elementary
	Secondary
	High

	SPS
	33
	35
	23
	14

	DEPOS
	10
	13
	21
	29

	DS
	10
	15
	14
	8

	SRS
	4
	5
	10
	15


Source: Javno mnjenje Srbije o nekim aktuelnim političkim pitanjima (Public Opinion in Serbia on Topical Political Issues), Institute for Political Studies, Belgrade, 4 December 1992.

It is particularly noteworthy that the polls showed that within the SPS–supporting strata the authoritarian and non–democratic culture prevailed. According to the poll, conducted in the summer of 1992, for instance, the authoritarian frame of mind was manifested by non–skilled and semi–skilled workers (36.8%), skilled or high–skilled workers (19.4%), house-wives (43%), pensioners (29.6%), farmers (26.9%).

In its electoral campaigns of 1990 and 1992, the SPS regularly placed the emphasis on the questions it believed would bring it the largest number of votes from precisely this segment of the electorate. In its programmes of the time priority was accorded to the »defence of the interests of the Serb people«, the struggle against »foreign and domestic enemies« and the like. The »black–and–white« view of the most important internal and external problems dominated its public presentations. The SPS glorified itself as the only party protecting the interests of the Serb people and the opposition was demonised as a traitor of the Serb people. A simple and readily understandable policy of »order and labour« was advocated. »Evil religious and political forces« (like Germany and Vatican) were discovered everywhere, and according to the reports of the powerful propaganda machinery, they spent their time almost exclusively »plotting« against the Serb people. Towards the end of 1993 a significant change occurred in the SPS policy, especially in the field of foreign affairs.

In addition to the above mentioned reasons (defence of national interests, struggle against »foreign and domestic enemies«, the policy of »order and labour«, the pro–SPS option of the above social strata was unquestionably due also to the fact that these groupings, notably the elderly, blue–collar workers and the employed of state agencies are less ready, as a rule, to endorse any policy, presuming greater risk and changes likely to conduce to upheavals and bigger unemployment. Their status is, by and large, associated with the present state, and by this token, the current regime. In a society where there are economic and political competition, they stand to lose their acquired rights and positions and their massive adherence to the SPS is, therefore, easy to comprehend.

The third important reason of the continuing SPS power is the willingness of its leadership to resolutely, »at all cost« if need be, defend and sustain the existing »legal order«, that is defend and sustain its government. This is another marked difference between the SPS and almost all other ruling parties in the former socialist countries, with the exception of Rumania, whose leadership also tried to preserve its power »at all cost«. In the late Eighties, the communist party leadership of most East European countries lost completely their self–confidence and willingness to more resolutely and »at all cost« defend their authority. The conviction prevailed among their leading structures that socialism, and therefore their regimes, were doomed. The predominant characteristics of these regimes were fatigue, apathy and lack of confidence in their own ability to maintain their rule. Such mood was largely contributed to by the realisation that the »first country of socialism« was no longer ready to protect their regimes directly.

In those critical times, the »mood« in the SPS leadership was quite different. It resulted from the denouement of the major conflict within the party in 1987. After a prolonged strife, at the Eighth Session of the League of Communists of Serbia, the »hard line« led by S. Milošević won at last. In the wake of this session a thorough purge took place in the ruling structures in Serbia. New people, devoted body and soul to the new leader, were brought to all positions of note. In consequence, the new ruling structure in Serbia was very optimistic regarding the strength and stability of its positions. In lieu of apathy and fatigue, found in other communist leaderships in Eastern Europe, the sense of strength and lust for power prevailed. It was based on the conviction, obviously not without grounds, that the new government, owing to its Kosovo policy in the first place, enjoyed a strong support among the Serb people.

The above mentioned willingness of the SPS leadership to resolutely defend their power was largely helped by the fact that the former Yugoslavia had existed as an independent state, that its government was not contingent on the support of a foreign sponsor – the Soviet Union. This is also one of the reasons why the change in the Soviet policy, brought about by Gorbachev, could not dishearten the Serbian leadership as was the case in all the other East European countries.

At the time, the remarkable self–confidence of Serbia’s new leadership was overwhelmingly due to the indisputable authority of the SPS leader S. Milošević. After the famous sentence he addressed to the Serbs in Kosovo: »No one may beat you«, subsequent Kosovo Albanian policy and the war in the former Yugoslav republics of Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, S. Milošević managed to establish himself as the indisputable leader.
 The strength of his position is testified to by the results of Serbia’s presidential and parliamentary elections (1990 and 1992), showing that Milošević won a much larger number of votes than the SPS. In the elections of 1990, for instance, Milošević won 65.4% and the SPS 46% of votes, and in 1992 he won 53.2% and the SPS 28.8% of votes.
 Strong Miloševć’s position was confirmed by a public opinion poll conducted by the Institute for Social Sciences: Serbia’s citizens placed more trust in Milošević than all the other institutions and agencies taken together, from the government to the Parliament.
 Milošević’s strong position was also manifested by the fact that in 1990–1995 electoral campaigns most opposition parties decided to criticise the SPS, but not Milošević himself. They thought that a harsher criticism of S. Milošević might backfire, in view of his tremendous popularity and indisputable position of the »father of the nation«.
 His image owes a great deal also to the century-old propensity of the Serb people to follow authoritarian leaders.
 Basically, in the Serb political culture, which one could define as neo-traditional and patriarchal, an individual is not treated as an active citizen, but rather as a non-autonomous subject, as a part of a larger collective: class, nation, state.

The Serbian leadership has manifested its readiness and resolve to defend the order and its own power in several ways. In recent years, for instance, considerable funds have been invested in the development and modernisation of the chief levers of repression: the Police Academy was founded, military ranks were introduced in the police, and the number of police has almost reached the number of military service recruits. Even more important is the fact that the Serbian leadership has repeatedly shown, and very clearly, that it was ready to defend its power by force.
 The self-confidence and determination of the regime to defend its positions were particularly manifest in Belgrade, where on several occasions, by way of large-scale demonstrations, the opposition tried to force it to major concessions, including the withdrawal of the SPS from power. The regime flatly rejected all these opposition requests, and in a clash with the protesters the government in March 1991, used not only the riot police, but the army too. In other words, this example shows another difference between Serbia and the majority of the former communist countries in Eastern Europe. Namely, in the former Czechoslovakia it was enough for some fifty thousand people to come out and the regime fell. In Belgrade, during the so-called Vidovdan Rally in the summer of 1992, more than 200,000 people came out into the streets, demanding Milošević’s resignation, yet nothing happened. This example is only one indication more that the »roots« of S. Milošević’s regime are much deeper than originally thought by opposition leaders.

One of the most important »roots« of the existing regime, and the fourth reason for such a long SPS stay in power, is the pragmatic nature of Milošević s policy. Contrary to the rather wide-spread opinion (especially among Western analysts) about the »hard« Marxist nature of the Serbian regime,
 Milošević has given demonstration of an enviable skill to adjust to new situations and the popular mood. Before we argue in favour of this affirmation, it needs to be said that the above misjudgement is largely encouraged by the policy of President Milošević’ s wife Mirjana Marković. Namely, the party, actually led by Mirjana Marković (Yugoslav United Left) advocates openly pro-Yugoslav and pro-Communist ideas.
 Although it can be affirmed with a high degree of certainty that S. Milošević himself is closer to the ideas of this party than the ideas of his own party (if for no other reason than because of the major sway of Mirjana Marković, as a better educated and stronger personality, over her husband), after the fall of communism in Eastern Europe, he abandoned Marxist ideas and renamed the LCS into the SPS for purely pragmatic reasons. Be that as it may, S. Milošević’s policy so far has shown that he does not follow any particularly ideology, but only and exclusively his interests in preserving his own power.

In S. Milošević’s policy so far one can clearly distinguish three stages. At the first stage (1984–1988) he laid a strong emphasis on his revolutionary, pro-Yugoslav and Marxist orientation.
 In March 1988, for instance, Milošević »lectured« Gorbachev during his visit in Yugoslavia as an »orthodox Marxist«: »In spite of all the difficulties which it faces day in day out, socialism is the most progressive society of our time. It is certain that it represents the legitimate future of the humanity... The young generations of the two countries should be bonded by the belief that socialism is an idea which will come true the world over in the near future«.
 At that time socialism and the interests of the working class were the focus of the SPS policy. Even when it comes to the problem of Kosovo, one sees that at the time Milošević invariably perceived its solution within Yugoslavia.

Some reasons for this orientation derive from the genuine conviction of Milošević–Marković couple, notably M. Marković, about the worthiness of these ideas. At that time, S. Milošević did not even give a thought to Greater Serbia; he envisioned Yugoslavia, in which Serbia, that is he, would play the crucial role. Other reasons should be sought in S. Milošević’s desire to attract as many as possible of the old party cadres and JNA generals (pro-Communist and pro-Yugoslav) who still had a major say in Yugoslavia’s political life.
 From that perspective this Milošević’s policy made a lot of sense as it was precisely these cadres who contributed decisively to his coming to power in Serbia and did all they could to help him »conquer« Yugoslavia as well.
 This was, however, the ultimate reach of this strategy. It needs to be said that at the time when this strategy was conceived, it never occurred to Milošević himself to think about a war, but there is no doubt that it contributed to the disintegration of the second Yugoslavia.

The second stage of Milošević’s strategy commenced after the fall of communism in Eastern Europe and the outbreak of the war in the former Yugoslavia. Pro-Communist ideas were ever more suppressed and even »forgotten«. The struggle for »national interests« succeeded the struggle for the »interests of the working class«. Equally quickly and easily, did Milošević relinquish the Yugoslav idea which was previously the second (after socialism) pillar of his ideology. The time of the struggle for the creation of the common state of all Serbs was ripe.

The third stage in S. Milošević’s policy started with the acceptance of Vance-Owen plan for Bosnia and Herzegovina in mid-1993. Advocacy of peace throughout former Yugoslavia (»There is no alternative to peace« – Milošević will say) became the basis of his new policy. The first political »victim« of Milošević’s third phase was his former ally and friend, the Serb Radical Party, accused, on the eve of the elections in December 1993, of extremism and fascism. The new turn in the SPS policy, practically overnight swept from the state television screen a whole team of journalists and intellectuals who had identified themselves with the former »patriotic policy«. One of those who evidently did not, or did not want to, realise in time that the SPS policy was changing and continued to walk the hitherto straight path of the »patriotic course«, was Professor Mihajlo Marković, one of the most prominent SPS members. M. Milošević’s wife M. Marković in her, by that time famous, diary in the weekly Duga, accused him of »nationalistic consistency and anti-Yugoslavism«.
 The question, which in the same debate Mirjana Marković put to academician Mihajlo Marković, resounds with unparalleled cynicism: »Can a man, who found time to be both a partisan and a communist, a Praxis follower, a socialist, and finally a nationalist, count on a serious attitude to himself in political matters?« This question was put by the wife of a man who, in the course of his political career found time to be a communist and a Yugoslav, then a Serb, a nationalist and war lord, then socialist and ultimately a great peace-maker. This was, however, not the only surprise which M. Marković had in store for her recent comrades-in-arms and party comrades. That a major change was taking place in the SPS policy, was confirmed by the involvement of M. Marković’s close associate Zoran Čičak in the debate with Mihajlo Marković. In an article carried by Borba, he accused, in addition to Mihajlo Marković, the SPS vice-president Borisav Jović, and the head of the MP club in the Assembly of Serbia Milorad Vučelić to be the chief instigators of war in the former Yugoslavia.
 Čičak’s statement shows that the couple Milošević–Marković has firmly decided to play the peace card and that it was ready to sacrifice, if necessary, even several prominent SPS members to make the change look more convincing. A year later, it transpired that Čičak was very well informed about the future SPS policy. In September 1995, M. Vučelić lost the post of the general director of Radio Television Serbia. Marković and Jović were removed from the political stage shortly after that. The question still to be answered is: how is it possible that the instigators of war are almost all leading members of the SPS, whereas the man who, to all intents and purposes, decided on all fundamental political issues in Serbia alone, is innocent? Needless to say, in politics, and in Serbian politics too, the sky is the limit. Nevertheless, one must say that the couple Milošević–Marković do give proof of enviable skill when it comes to sudden political turns and changes – and the disguise of such changes.

The most important change as against the former SPS politics, were a complete break of all relations with the Bosnian Serb leadership after their rejection, in mid-1994, of the peace plan devised by the Contact Group, and the economic and political sanctions, imposed on the Republika Srpska by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. S. Milošević accused the RS leadership of the war policy, imperilling the survival of the Serb people at large.

As on previous occasions, this political about-turn of S. Milošević was prompted by pragmatic considerations only. Having grasped that the people in Serbia had got tired of the war and the sanctions, and that the international pressure was growing and becoming more and more unbearable,
 the Serbian president decided to make yet another major shift in his policy.

It goes without saying that, once again, the SPS did not recognise that anything had changed in their policy. Goran Perčević, SPS vice-president, said that »the slogan ‘All Serbs in one state’ has never been given in any electoral SPS promise«.
 SPS leaders often emphasise that their policy has not changed since 1990 and that the SPS has always been a party, consistently pursuing peace and democracy. Our analysis so far has shown that these affirmations are not true.

Good electoral results of the SPS have been significantly contributed by the fact that throughout this period it had kept and abused the position of a party in power. This is also the fifth reason why the SPS still holds the power in Serbia. Namely, the SPS has used the powers, vested in a ruling party, to an extent far exceeding all that could be termed as normal privileges of a ruling party in a democratic system. Here, we mean primarily the fact that it is natural that the prime minister and his ministers have the chance of appearing in the media more often (various affairs of the state, state visits and meetings) and the possibility that certain interests or social strata become privileged owing to a specific economic policy. The misuse of office of the ruling party is particularly manifest in the SPS economic policy and its attitude to the media. As far as the former is concerned, it needs to be said that on various occasions the SPS hampered the enforcement of some economic reforms, notably those intended to provide for a more rapid privatisation and more radical acceptance of the market economy logic. The SPS promoted a more »moderate« course because it estimated – and estimated correctly – that more radical measures of this kind would seriously affect the interests of an important segment of its voters, notably the industrial workers. One can quote, by way of example, the fact that for several years the SPS has been »sustaining in life« a large number of industrial businesses, the survival of which is economically unreasonable. A non-negligible number of companies have not closed down although they have practically not been working for a whole year. Likewise, the SPS has managed to ensure the minimum income for a large number of employed on so-called forced holidays. As a rule, these are companies located in places, where their workers can play an important role in strikes »dangerous for the regime« or already affected by serious workers’ revolts.

The electoral successes of the SPS have been considerably due also to its full control over the most relevant media (Radio Television Serbia and Politika News Publishing Company). It is particularly important to stress the role of RT Serbia and its news programmes since the grave economic crisis has cut down the circulation of the printed press which thus wields a much lesser influence on the electorate. How big is the political sway of the Radio Television Serbia is best seen from the fact that the TV Belgrade Prime Time News are daily watched by some 3 million people, that is much more than one-half of the electorate, on the territory of Serbia.

The ruling party, overtly and particularly, misused the television during the electoral campaign for the republican parliament in 1993. Between 3 and 16 December, for instance, the prime time news programme of RT Serbia (19:30) broadcast 93 news items about the SPS (4 hours altogether). They were all positive, needless to say. The United Left (the party of President Milošević’s wife) also enjoyed a special treatment and was covered in 30 items, lasting 1 hour altogether, even if they had no seats in the parliament.

On the other hand, DEPOS, the biggest opposition party, was also ad-dressed in 30 news items, lasting 43 minutes altogether. Seventeen news items (38 minutes) were devoted to the Democratic Party. The former SPS ally, and currently a big opponent of the ruling party, the ultra-nationalistic Serb Radical Party, was addressed only twice (not more than 3 minutes altogether).

Moreover, during the same electoral campaign, RT Serbia broadcast several special programmes on opposition parties, referring to them as non-patriotic and dependent on the Western financial help.

All the above amply confirms the name given by V. Drašković, DEPOS leader, to the state television: »TV Bastille«. Although, as we have already said, the media were not a decisive factor in the elections, they are, nonetheless, important and there is reason to believe that the opposition will hardly be able to come to power if it does not ensure a more or less equitable treatment on the state television beforehand. In 1996 and 1997, the abuse of the media was even more marked. 

In conclusion, it needs to be said that the electoral successes of the SPS have been considerably contributed by the electoral system, devised so as to suit the ruling party best.
 In the course of the republican elections in December 1993, for instance, Serbia was divided into 9 constituencies, enabling the SPS to win as many as 123 (of the total of 250) seats with only 38% of votes. How unfair is the system is convincingly demonstrated by the fact that the opposition (except the parties representing national minorities) with 2,019,383 ballots in its favour, won 120, and the SPS, with 1,568,040, 123 seats in the assembly.

The chief shortcoming of this electoral system is the division of Serbia into 9 constituencies. Owing to it, in relatively small constituencies, Leskovac and Priština, where it has a very solid stronghold due to its Kosovo Albanian policy, the SPS won as many as 38 parliamentary seats. In the Priština constituency, where the Albanians boycotted the elections, the SPS won 21 seats with only 60,000 votes! For the sake of comparison, the same number of votes in Belgrade would bring the SPS, or any other party, not more than 4 seats. On other hand, the electoral system, cut to the SPS measure, partitioned some territorial entities, especially in Vojvodina, where the opposition had their strongholds. It does not come as a surprise, therefore, that the opposition emphasises the need to adopt a law which would convert Serbia into one constituency as one of its primary tasks, in addition to the change of the RTS editorial policy.

The next important moment (the sixth reason) in the attempt to explain Serbia’s deviation from the developments in other post-communist countries are different assessments of the former system. The fast and »easy« removal of the communists from power in the latter countries was greatly helped by the highly adverse view of the system as represented by the ruling communist parties.
 The first free elections showed that an overwhelming majority of the population in those countries were ready to support anyone who condemned and rejected the former order. It was much less important what kind of an alternative was offered. Under such circumstances, the legacy of the previous system became too big a burden not only for the parties succeeding former communist parties, but also for the leftist political forces at large.

In Serbia, this burden was incomparably lighter for the ruling party.
 The attempt to explain this phenomenon must bear in mind the following: first, that the second Yugoslavia was established as a result of an authentic revolution. Unlike most other communist parties in this part of Europe, the Yugoslav communists seized the power by themselves. They did not need the help of a »leading party«. Secondly, as early as 1948, the Yugoslav communists broke away from the control of the Soviet Union and for four decades decided on their fate alone. Thirdly, the Yugoslav communists formulated and applied a socialist model, which differed significantly from the Soviet model. Yugoslavia was, for instance, the only socialist country with almost completely open borders. Even economically, people in this country were much better off than in other socialist countries. It is therefore understandable why, after the economic collapse and a major social stratification, many view the past with nostalgia and continue to place their trust in the party and individuals who still symbolise these »bygone times« to a certain extent, without realising that it was this selfsame power which inflicted the present situation upon them. This nostalgia and, in comparison with other former communist countries, a different evaluation of the former system, is also indicated by a poll of the Institute for Political Studies, conducted in October 1990, that is precisely when the anti-Communist mood throughout Eastern Europe was at its peak. According to that poll, as many as 30% of the respondents advocated the communist concept of the social equity (»the state should see to it that all have an equal share in the society«), and 40% explicitly opted for socialism (»I should gladly support someone who offers true socialism«). Five years later, a poll conducted by the Institute of Social Sciences in Belgrade (December 1995), showed that a significant number of respondents still thought rather well of the previous system. Twenty nine per cent of the respondents, for instance, thought that socialism had its good points, but that they had been exhausted, and 15% thought that there was future for socialism. On the other hand, 26% believed that it would have been better for our country if the communists had never had power.

In other republics of the former Yugoslavia the communists failed to make use of these advantages, mostly for two reasons. First, because of the forceful aspiration of the majority to create autonomous national states, which was taken over by middle class parties. Secondly, the identification of the previous regime with Milošević’s policy produced aversion, notably among people in Croatia and Slovenia.

It needs to be added here that some polls, conducted under socialism, showed that even at that time the population of Serbia and Montenegro had a much more positive attitude to socialism than in Croatia or Slovenia.

The preservation of the strong SPS position (the seventh reason) was also considerably helped by the opposition parties themselves.

At the end of this analysis, a question arises: how stable is the SPS reign? Which are Milošević’s weak points and what are his future prospects? The chief shortcoming of his policy is that he never had any long-term strategy. Neither the introduction of the parliamentary democracy in Serbia, nor the creation of »Greater Serbia«, nor the war in Yugoslavia, nor the conflict with Karadžić were his ideas. Milošević simply »let himself in« on them, or was forced by the circumstances to accept them. However, for the time being at least, new circumstances have invariably offered him new options, and a clever tactician in the domestic political field that he is, Milošević used them skilfully. In the longer run, however, the absence of a long-term strategy will return to Milošević as a boomerang. His chief »mistake« so far was the headlong rush into a war which Serbia, in view of the new international setting after the fall of communism in Eastern Europe, could not win as was evident from the start. Let alone that even now, when the war is over, it has become clear that it was purposeless from the beginning and that, even if Serbia had won it, it would have brought nothing new to the Serb people. Without a vision or ability to grasp broad international circumstances, Milošević entered the war with the weakest trumps: Serbia was the only republic of the former Yugoslavia to advocate the defence of the old regime and resist political and economic reforms. There could be no dilemma as to on whose side the Western sympathies would lie, not to mention the USA, the only remaining world power. When Milošević realised all this, it was too late and the Serbs lost this war. Another major strategic mistake he made concerns the evaluation of the possible effects of the UN embargo on Serbia’s economy. When the sanctions were introduced, the regime representatives insisted that they could not seriously endanger Serbia’s economy. Only two years later, they had it almost completely paralysed. Confronted with the effect of the sanctions, Milošević decided to change the policy, hoping that the West would immediately take his »peace-making policy« for granted and lift all the sanctions. Milošević naively believed that the West, like most Serbs, had forgotten what had happened over the preceding five years. Needless to say, this was not so and Serbia, even after the Dayton agreement on Bosnia and formal suspension of the embargo, still faces the so-called outer wall of the sanctions.

Domestically, Milošević has demonstrated more skill. Neither the above mentioned conflicts with the RS leadership nor the discontent of the »patriotic intellectuals« with his new policy, nor occasional conflicts between the JUL and the SPS have posed a serious threat to his rule. At the same time, the republican elections of 1993 clearly showed that in the heated Balkan setting economic circumstances are not likely to decisively affect the electoral results. Namely, it is difficult to imagine a worse economic crisis than the one in the late 1993 and yet the SPS, as the ruling party, that is a party responsible for that state of affairs, won even 10% more votes than on the previous occasion.

Insofar as occasional JUL–SPS conflicts are concerned, it needs to be said that so far the JUL policy has confirmed that this party did not come about to compete with the SPS. Quite the reverse: it was founded to support S. Milošević, and also meet the urge of M. Marković for political activity. It is curious that, its leftist proclamations notwithstanding, this party looks more like a party of upstart businessmen and war profiteers than like a workers’ party. Generally speaking, the JUL phenomenon in Serbia’s political life warrants special attention as it is a party whose sway, although it enjoys no support among the electorate, is steadily on the rise.

Not even the discontent of »patriotic intellectuals« with Milošević’s new course
 could seriously imperil the regime, primarily because the national question had lost much of its significance, but also because the ruling party controls all the relevant media. The discontent of the so-called patriotic intellectuals thus does not go beyond »quiet grumbling«.

After the Bosnian peace accords and evident people’s weariness with nationalism and sanctions,
 the Serbian policy left behind its »heroic« age and moved towards the »realistic« policy period, when Milošević was no longer in need of the support of these intellectuals. Such conclusion is, among other things, prompted by the weak reaction of the government of FR Yugoslavia to the Croatian offensive against Serbs in West Slavonia and Knin, which provoked new wrath of so-called patriotic intellectuals, but did not result in serious political upheavals within the Serb people. As it is reasonable to expect that in the forthcoming period the domestic and foreign Serbian politics will mostly focus on the economic reconstruction, succession to the property of the former Yugoslavia and mutual recognition of the former Yugoslav republics, that is, that it will do what it is supposed to do: mutual concessions, compromises and agreements, there will be nothing in it for poets and writers any more.

Whatever the case, in the years to come, it will be much better for these intellectuals to do what they know how to do: write books and deliver lectures, and leave the politics to professional politicians. Only when Serb writers and artists leave the politics once and for all, will Serbia acquire an important prerequisite for a stable democracy. It will mean, namely, that in Serbia, politics has also become a »boring« and dull activity, engaging in »trifling« and »unimportant« things, such as the politicians usually handle and do in stable Western democracies.

The most serious problem for Slobodan Milošević’s regime was the conflict with the RS leadership, all the more so as the FRY–RS conflict was not motivated by differences concerning the peace plan of the Contact Group alone, but also by major differences concerning the domestic policy. Unlike the official socialist ideology in Serbia, the ruling Serb Democratic Party in the RS advocates basically chetnik ideology, capitalism and is closely associated with the Serb Orthodox Church.
 In the light of precisely these major differences of the two ideologies, some observers concluded that it was they, rather than the different interpretations of the peace plan of the Contact Group, which provoked such a vehement Milošević’s attack on the RS leadership. We believe that these two factors played an almost equitable role in the breaking of the relations with the Bosnian Serb leadership and the economic sanctions against the RS. However, as is common knowledge, in spite of this harsh attack, the RS leadership managed to »stay on its feet«. Moreover, this was the first Serb leadership to survive a conflict with Milošević: Stambolić supporters in Serbia in 1987, leaderships in Kosovo, Vojvodina and Montenegro in 1988 and 1989, Milan Babić in Krajina in 1992, Milan Panić and Dobrica Ćosić in 1993 all perished. This was the first time that the »victorious« nature of Milošević’s regime, which affected so significantly the Serbian voters, was brought into question. So far, the political history of the Serb people shows that, as a rule, this people has been opting for rulers and politicians believed to have power and charisma.

Nonetheless, in 1995, Milošević eventually managed to cause a split between the military and the political RS leadership. In December 1995, Milošević, to all intents and purposes, forced the Bosnian Serb leadership to accept the Dayton Agreement, and towards the end of 1996, at long last, under the tremendous pressure of the international community, Karadžić was compelled to relinquish the presidency of the Republika Srpska. The departure of Radovan Karadžić, however, should not be interpreted as Milošević’s victory, as all the other Serb Democratic Party at long last, under the tremendous pressure of the international community, whose political views are almost identical with Karadžić’s, are still in power.

Many observers and analysts of the political developments in Serbia thought that Milošević would face real problems when the final solution of the Yugoslav crisis, notably the Kosovo problem was raised. It has transpired, however, that neither the fall of the Serb Krajina and the exodus of over 100,000 people can seriously threaten the Belgrade regime. It accused Karadžić and Mladićof the Krajina Serb tragedy. In his speech to the officials, involved in organising the help for the refugees, Milošević said that »at this hour the most important thing is to help the people to suffer as little as possible the consequences of the decisions taken by the Pale leadership: the rejection of peace plans«.
 However absurd this thesis may sound, because neither Karadžić nor Mladić were those (never mind all their political errors) who in 1988 and 1989 roused the Serb people with highly irresponsible and dangerous slogans about »all Serbs in one state«, »Greater Serbia« and the like, the majority of Serbian Serbs showed faith in their president once again, that is forgot all that had happened only a few years before. Desirous of peace and abolition of the sanctions, the people likewise »swallowed« the slogan of the state media about the conclusion of the peace agreement in Dayton as a great victory of the »consistent peace policy of President Milošević«. It has transpired once again that S. Milošević knows much better the mood of his people, and how to create it, than the opposition leaders. The »only« problem is that this selfsame man has inflicted upon his people one of the greatest plights in its history.

3.

NATIONALISM IN LATE AND NEGLECTED SOCIETIES

Sonja Biserko

A few introductory comments are called for to shed some light on the beginnings of the civil society in Serbia, if this topic is to addressed adequately. At the beginning of the industralization process Serbia was a peripheral, or semi-peripheral, country. A difficult and uneven industrialisation began in 1900, but the real and full industrialisation with all the associated phenomena, such as foreign debts, dependence, direct investments and domestic distortions and extreme situations started in 1945. Serbia is a country with the prevalent rural population at an early stage of industrialisation, with a low literacy level and predominantly traditional mental structure, typical of rural, patriarchal societies (only temporarily superseded by the forcible development, or perhaps even conserved by a collectivist and egalitarian, utopian model).

The rapid industrialisation of the second Yugoslavia brought about a dramatic social and educational change in Serbia. In barely thirty years (1945-1981) six million inhabitants (Yugoslavia as a whole) moved from rural areas to cities and towns. Throughout that period of time, the predominant social coalition was that between the political elite and blue-collar workers. At present, the working class is in coalition with the nationalistic political elite, owing to the system of traditional values of the local social and cultural environment, that is, first and foremost, egalitarianism, authoritarianism, self-containment and inertia.

Because of its rapid pace, the socialist industrialisation contributed to the erosion of the patriarchal morals and solidarity. In view of the former rural character of Serbia, new half-workers/peasants commuted between village and town, that is monetary and barter economy.

In Serbia, there is no middle-class in the European sense of the word. The absence of a developmental policy, which would also include education, precluded the evolution of the middle-class. The society in Serbia was more characteristic of some social strata, such as the military, civil servants and the like. It is linked exclusively with the state apparatus. It is not independent economically and, by and large, serves the state and state ideas. For the past two centuries, in Serbia’s case the latter has meant the national question, perceived exclusively as a territorial question, that is the state expansion. Modern Serbia, emerged in 1878, began its life with the Kosovo myth and it has encumbered and obstructed its modernisation ever since. Serbia and its middle class have pursued the same task ever since the emergence of the modern Serbian state. Numerous wars which mark its modern history, and their objectives clearly illustrate this thesis. In each one of these wars, Serbian elite disappeared and then rose again, but invariably from the same matrix – the Kosovo myth.

This also determined the chief features of the Serbian middle class. It never accorded priority to the economic development. The yardstick to measure the state’s evolution and prosperity was the size of its territory. The achievement of this primary task necessitated the militarisation of the society.

Serbian nationalism has always been elitist and it never served the emancipation of citizens, but always and invariably its new political and cultural elites. Ethno-nationalism pursues collective, rather than individual freedom. In his letter to the Congress of Serb Intellectuals (26 March 1992) Dobrica Ćosić says: »respectful of the historical experience and the present situation between us, we must conduct the fairest possible division and demarcation with the Muslims and Croats”. Ćosić then goes on: »The disintegration of Yugoslavia compels the Serbs to devise a state-political form of the solution of their national question. Now I see it in the federation of Serb lands. This federation should be joined not by “all Serbs», but by all Serb ethnic areas” (quoted from PROMENE, 1992).

Intellectuals (humanistic intelligentsia) turned the public debate towards the national problem and the national question. They all participated in the conception and dissemination of the teaching about the national salvation. Serbia is characteristic of the Memorandum and the like. Myths about victims received unprecedented promotion (even after the last war: e.g. Declaration on the Genocide over Serbs). All Serb stories about victims end with the fear of genocide. The message is clear: victims have the right to defend themselves (and even retaliate) without qualms of conscience. Fear of genocide, when systematically encouraged, cannot but result eventually in the readiness to commit a genocide, in which redemption, liberation and happiness will merge together.

The Serb Orthodox Church was the first to resuscitate the myth about victimised Serbs. In 1982, it became very active in Kosovo and then this activity spread to the territories of Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, where the Church began excavating the World War Two mass graves. It culminated with the transfer of Prince Lazar’s, participated by prominent academicians, writers and the entire Serb intellectual elite. 

All these activities of the Church and celebrations of various other events in the Serb history, insinuated fears and myths about victims, and encouraged decisively the spread of nationalism in Serbia. A particularly significant fact is that it was always directly associated with a clear picture of the enemy: Albanians, Slovenians, Croats and Muslims.

The collapse of socialism, the fall of the USSR and the fear of transition confused the population, used to the egalitarian distribution (distributive function of the state) in the society. Hence the reluctance to embark on a substantive change of the society, which always generates new fears. Obviously, the social changes in the Serbian society were too sudden and the pre-industrial psychology still prevails in the society. Hence the inability to adjust to new social roles.

The change ideologues were mostly intellectuals of peasant origin. Their close links with the state are also characteristic. Under the previous regime, they were, by and large, a privileged group. Unwilling to risk the loss of their privileges, they turned to the nation. The majority of intellectuals invested a tremendous effort to represent the Serb people as a victim. Dozens of books, scientific works, plays and the like have been written to this effect. Their reasons for the change were of a political, rather than economic nature. In an interview for Književne Novine (1987) philosopher Ljuba Tadić says that »some kind of national negotiatory economy is better suited to Serbia than the market economy”.

The climate, created by the intellectual elite for years, was propitious for the emergence of a leader in the person of Slobodan Milošević. Rather than turn to political and economic reforms, the Serbian society fervently turned to historical injustices and their redress. Recourse was made to populist methods (rallies) and Serbia’s predominance in the federation, that is the army. Milošević says »Rallies are a democratic, honest and expected reaction. If causes which make people assemble, are solved, they will fade out of their own.” (S. Djukić, Kako nam se dogodio vodja, p. 104). Milošević cleverly manipulates the frustrations of the Serb people and says: »We in Serbia have no complex any more that we have to sit in a mouse hole, because we are the most numerous in Yugoslavia, and to agree with what is not in our interests so as not to feel frustrated by those who are fewer...” »As you know, borders are always dictated by the strong, never by the weak. Therefore, the chief thing is to be strong. Quite simply, we believe that it is the legitimate right and interest of the Serb people to live in one state.”

It is particularly important to mention the Serb perception of Yugoslavia. Both Yugoslavias were encumbered by the Serb national question, and especially by the Serbo-Croatian relations. The first Yugoslavia missed a federal system, and the second democracy. Both were torn apart by different interpretations of its character. By and large, the Serbs treated Yugoslavia as an enlarged Serbia, showing no sympathy for the legitimate aspirations of other peoples.

To all intents and purposes, Serbia’s elite has never made a proper evaluation of the idea of the common state, because, on the one hand, it has never understood its basically modern and liberal spirit (tolerance and respect for the other), and on the other, it has not realised that the Yugoslav community was the only framework, within which the Serbs could solve their »national question” . Yugoslavia existed as a state for 70 years. The chief responsibility for its collapse rests with Serbs, not only because they were the largest ethnic community in it, but primarily because at the end of the twentieth century the intellectual elite (most responsible for the indoctrination of a large number of common people), the political and military elite tried to put through the anachronistic project of an integral Serb state, the so-called Greater Serbia. The Serb response to the challenge of the transition and democratisation of the Nineties was the war.

The Serbs had mixed feelings about the first Yugoslavia, wrestling with two complexes: (1) superiority complex – through an interplay of historical events, they had »provoked” the First World War, emerging from it as victors (at a very high cost) and »liberators” of all Balkan peoples and makers of »their state” and (2) inferiority complex, because they had failed to carry out their own project and create the Serb national state in more or less the same territory.

During 70 years of common life in Yugoslavia, the Serb elite failed to cure either of these complexes and when the communist system began to break down, tried to operationalise the Greater Serbian project. At that moment the influential political (Slobodan Milošević) and very powerful military elite upheld the failed socio-economic project in Serbia: Slobodan Milošević consolidated his power with the Army’s help and full support of the intellectual elite, which greeted him enthusiastically as the ideal »operator” in bringing about the Serb national state. Incidentally, the intellectual elite reckoned that it would use Milošević, who had unquestionably produced general euphoria, as a national leader of »all Serbs” who would deploy the Army along the borders of the future Serb state, and then get rid of him as a communist. Milošević »embraced” the nationalistic project served him on a platter by the Serb elite, strengthened his power and continues to be the most powerful political figure in Serbia.

The Dayton Agreement definitively put an end to the Greater Serbian idea, but not to the way of thinking behind it. The Serb militant nationalism has rearranged its ranks and lowered its voice. The elite has not come to terms with the loss of territories. The present Serbia, as a state, is still in the making. The territorial question still predominates the political life. The Republika Srpska and Montenegro mobilise all political factors on that basis. The Kosovo question additionally frustrates both the government and the opposition. The request for autonomy is contrary to the nature of the »anti-bureaucratic revolution” as it is based on a highly centralist state concept. Such perception of the state speeds up the emancipatory processes among other peoples, conducing to their ever greater autonomy. The ethnic concept, promoted through the media for a long time, has finally taken root among rank and file people. Hence the growing hostility and intolerance towards minorities, which account for some 36% of the Serbian population. The murder of a Romany boy a few weeks ago is only the most dramatic manifestation of this problem. Quiet ethnic cleansing of minorities has been going on for the past ten years or so, without anyone raising this question seriously. The chief target groups are Croats, Bosniaks and Albanians.

A huge number of refugees, accorded a special role in the national project, from »we cannot live together” to their becoming a tool used for the »ethnic consolidation of territories”, are the most under-privileged population category today. The dream about »all Serbs in one state” seems to be coming true, but on a much smaller territory and under unbearable living conditions. The refugees are left to their own devices and their frustration produces tension among the local population. Upon their arrival, they were systematically sent to largely mixed environments, with prevalent non-Serb population (Hungarians, Croats, Muslims), with a view to changing the demographic structure. The plan to settle them in Kosovo was thwarted, because refugees fled from there. Of the total of 600,000 refugees, only some 15,000 are in Kosovo.

Isolation and self-isolation of the Serbian society, notably the spiritual one, has created a chasm between Serbia and other countries and it will not be bridged quickly and easily. Young generations are brought up in the spirit of extreme and militant nationalism, without any noteworthy links with the world. These generations, not to mention young Albanians, do not have the opportunity to communicate with their peers, even in the neighbouring countries, let alone in Europe. Hence pronounced autism among the young. There is brain drain of professionals who do not see any future in Serbia. The educational system which is caving in, and the ever growing poverty will hardly allow to renew the ranks of educators, indispensable if there is to be social renaissance, and all the more so as Serbia was not defeated in the war and its de-nazification, if any, will, therefore, take longer. Democratic forces are few and fragile and one can hardly expect that the confrontation with the past will be provoked from the inside. As things stand now, Serbia will have to create its middle class, as a vehicle of changes, by itself. Intellectuals should play a major role in this process. Unfortunately, the confrontation with the recent past is the most difficult precisely in their circles.

Today, Serbia is a society, in which the remains of the middle class are under the attack of pre-modern fascist forces. The dominance of fascism threatens Serbia. This troublesome phenomenon has resulted from the historical obsession with state, economic and social crisis, belated evolution, major frustration after the collapse of communism, major frustration over the lost wars of 1991-1995, greater state ideology, which accords legitimacy to the elite and ultra-nationalism.

The »anti-bureaucratic revolutionary” pattern is still at work. High homogenisation of the nation achieved through persistent talk about the threat to the Serb people goes on to this day. This has inevitably produced a specific kind of autism and rejection of all that is West-oriented. The never-ending obsession with the Kosovo myth and inability to turn to the future, along with the moral, political and economic devastation of the society have brought the Serbian society to the brink of chaos and anarchy. Self-isolation is prolonged, moreover, by the constant rejection and criticism of the international mediation.

Political radicalisation is a logical result of the frame of mind of the Serbian society as clearly demonstrated by the results of the recent parliamentary and presidential elections. The electoral campaign was marked by mutual criticisms and internal settling of scores. There was no programme to show that somebody had a vision of Serbia as a modern and truly democratic state. From the latest elections Šešelj and his Serb Radical Party emerged as victors. This shows best the social radicalisation of the society, since a large part of the population opted for the ethnic state. Particular concern is caused by the fact that the Radicals won in mixed environments, such as Sandžak and Vojvodina and, to a certain extent, Kosovo. Šešelj’s statement that »we shall never renounce our programme which puts Serbia’s boundaries on the Karlobag-Ogulin-Karlovac-Virovitica line” is merely a warning that the original concept has not been relinquished yet. The SRS programme, in addition to the Greater Serbian frontiers, lays a special emphasis on Kosovo. It advocates the »suppression of the Albanian separatist mutiny by all means”, with the enforcement of measures such as the prevention of any form of territorial autonomy for Kosovo and Metohija, expulsion of 360,000 Albanian immigrants, abolition of state subsidies for the national minority, proclamation of the state of war and introduction of military administration, dissolution of the local civil authorities and the like. This programme was the unofficial programme of the current Serbian regime as the SRS came into being as the radical wing of the SPS. It was according to this programme that the Greater Serbian scenario was rounded off. In the latest electoral campaign Šešelj made clear his position on Kosovo: »The Albanians shall certainly get a modern state, governed by the rule of law, and modern institutions. But all Albanians must be loyal citizens. However, those who are not, and whose names are not in the birth records, will have to leave the territory.”

Radicalisation has continued after the elections, making minorities ever more vulnerable, especially in Vojvodina and Sandžak. This will be further contributed to by the appalling status of refugees, systematically settled in these parts of the country. If one is to judge by ever-more frequent incidents between marginal groups, such as skinheads, and the Romany, or political assassinations of Slobodan Milošević’s closest associates, the violence is are spiralling up.

The internal resistance to the society’s fascisation needs to be supported by international efforts. Domestic democratic forces are small and fragile. A comprehensive and long-term programme is needed and it should insist, in the first place, on the confrontation with the recent past, and aspire to the institution of a system of values and behavioural standards which are indispensable for the democratisation. The absence of internationalisation is, therefore, a negative form of internationalisation.

For the time being, the only tool which the international community is using as the pressure against both the regime and the opposition in Serbia is the Hague Tribunal.

In view of the circumstances, preventive measures are needed to offset a possible disaster. The international community has an important role to play in this. There can be no democratisation if the de-nazification is Serbia is not given encouragement. Therefore:

a) OCSE observer missions in Vojvodina, Sandžak and Kosovo are needed to prevent any further disruption of Serbia’s ethnic structure;

b) The Tribunal needs to prosecute and punish war criminals more vigorously. The role of the International Criminal Tribunal is Serbia’s only chance in this regard. The transfer of individuals accused of war crimes would inevitably open the question of responsibility. Unfortunately, the readiness to face one’s responsibility does not seem to exist at present, especially among the intellectuals. Even now when 10 Croats have been delivered in a go, there are still theses advanced that the Tribunal is »anti-Serb”, that the Constitution does not allow the extradition of our nationals to third countries, that there is a world conspiracy against Serbia and Orthodoxy;

c) Return of refugees needs to be efficiently ensured for all those desirous of going back in order to prevent, among other things, further aggravation of the national minority situation.

d) That international community more clearly and decisevely signals to all sides that the territorial issue is resolved with the Daytom Agreement.

4.

(CH)ET(H)NISATION OF THE POLITICAL SPACE IN SERBIA

Dr Slobodan Inić

The chetnik movement in Serbia of the Nineties resurged in the wake of the Eighth Session of the Central Committee of the former League of Communists of Serbia, when, as is common knowledge, the leading communists split into two factions, following which, in matters concerning ethnic relations, the Serbian political and state leadership took the nationalistic course in the still existing, second, Yugoslavia.

The participants in the Eighth Session who found themselves on the vanquished side, tell how telegrams of support, with predominantly chetnik content and messages, began to arrive to the side, whose victory was anticipated, while the session was still in progress. Their publication was prevented only thanks to the intervention of some of the session participants.

So, telegrams were stopped then, but it did not apply to a chetnik policy later, when a torrent of the awakened Serb nationalism started and swelled into Serbia’s state platform for the tearing apart of the second Yugoslavia and the war waged by Slobodan Milošević and the new leadership around him. It remains effective to this day.

In addition to the Eighth Session, which prompted this historically retrograde process, I shall take as evidence of the (ch)et(h)nisation of the Serb(ian) political space some major components, of which the public scene has been characteristic for more than a decade. I have in mind Veselin Djuretić, a writer of historical books, otherwise the ideologue of the resuscitated chetnik movement in Serbia and Montenegro, and the programmes of the first three political parties of the organised chetnik movement (SNO/SPO/SRS), whose political activity is based directly on the Greater Serbian plans and leading personalities of the chetnik movement of DM.1
The Djuretić Case

Various attempts at the rehabilitation of the chetnik movement and its leader Dragoljub-Draža Mihailović, the writing of a new and »objective history« and the advocacy of so-called national reconciliation of the Serb people, however, were made now and again, even before the Eighth Session, in historical supplements, books , texts, drama and other productions.

In this regard, a representative example of such climate – there are more, but the limited length of this text does not allow me to address them – was the appearance on the public stage of historian Veselin Djuretić: this long-standing member of the League of Communists of B and H, and then the LC of Serbia after he moved to Belgrade, with the reputation of a brave dissident at the time of the ever more manifest Yugoslav crisis, played a crucial role.2
As early as the Seventies, Djuretić was called to party responsibility because some of his lectures smacked of the chetnik movement rehabilitation, but the scandal was hushed up somehow and, aside from the party punishment, he got away more or less unscathed. It is curious that such individuals were gladly received in Belgrade, and given jobs, flats and privileged professional posts.

In other words, even before the Eighth Session, which set the course for the renewal of the chetnik movement and its ideas on the public stage, Djuretić had attracted attention with his two-volume book Saveznici i jugoslovenska drama (Allies and the Yugoslav Drama), which was partly subjected to criticism by the official political circles of the second Yugoslavia. Even then, however, he did not suffer any major consequences, and even benefited officially in a way, as he moved from the Institute for Modern History, considered as the »ideological« home of the more recent political history, to the Institute of Balkanology of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts.3
Primitive egocentricity

Today, in his curricula vitae, Djuretić brags about his »courage« and the cardinal role he played in the Serbian history with respect to the rehabilitation of the chetnik movement. Here is what this Greater Serbian egocentric4 writes about himself, planting it on us as a selection from his biography, made by the editorial board of the publisher of his latest book (!?): 

»Two books under the common title, Saveznici i jugoslovenska ratna drama, were the focus of the biggest party and political campaign of the previous state, to then, after the people entered the stage (he means the so-called anti-bureaucratic revolution of the Nineties), be judged as the breaking point, scientifically and socially alike (»they broke the Serb history in two«)« (underlined by S.I.)!5
Ever aspiring to reassert the chetnik movement of 1941–1945, Djuretić did not flinch from asserting himself not only as an absolute authority on our modern political history, but also as a would-be political and national martyr of the Serb people.6
»Djuretić also gave vent to his scientific and creative restlessness by advocating the operationalisation of the lessons and messages of the history he was writing (sic!) and because of that, during the age of mental uniformity, Titoist and post-Titoist he was the target of ideologised criticisms on more than one occasion,... As early as 1987, feeling the conspiratorial anti-Serb policy planning in the land of the key to Serbhood – Montenegro – when many people separated Njegoš from Serbhood and celebrated AVNOJ frontiers, the author communicated the paper Anti-Serb Manipulations in Montenegro at a public forum of the »establishment«(underlined by S.I.)«!

There is no doubt that this man is more than the ideologue of an historically aborted movement, such as the chetnik movement, no matter how much various chauvinistic spectres might be trying to bring it back to life, or that a non-negligible number of people rally around it (»people entering the stage«), invariably with the same consequences which this people will existentially bear as they are already bearing them now; he also belongs to that species of our »historical« writers who, in fact, even when they write about themselves, do not know what they are writing.7
Until I read Djuretić’s self-aggrandising curriculum vitae, I have always thought that historians were there to transmit »lessons and messages« of the history they study, but as far as I can gather from Djuretić, he engages in transmitting the »lessons and messages« of the history »he was writing«!? To make things worse, Djuretić falls into his own traps regarding elementary decency towards himself. The above quotation consists of not more than two longish sentences, yet in the second one Djuretić manages to deny what he said in the first sentence.

Namely, while affirming in the first sentence that »he was the target of ideologised criticisms on more than one occasion, during the age of mental uniformity, Titoist and post-Titoist«, in the latter he brings all this into question, as he says in it that such an »ideologised target« had the opportunity to »communicate the paper Anti-Serb Manipulations in Montenegro at a public forum of the establishment«!

Somebody might think after reading the first sentence, why, this poor thing barely saved his neck, and then, lo and behold, learn from the second sentence that he had participated in official events with such a provocative topic as the paper Anti-Serb Mamipulations in Montenegro! In other words, events organised by those selfsame people who chose as the target of their »ideologising criticisms« the »courageous« and manly Veselin Djuretić!8
The first chetnik parties : SNO/SPO

Neither then, after the Eighth Session, nor later, did Milošević draw explicitly on the chetnik movement or its national programmes or seek identification with them, but all that he did promote, politically and nationally, at that time and later, throughout this decade, has reflected the spirit of a nationalistic policy, the traditional expression of which was, and is, the Serbian chetnik movement.9
In this regard, a distnisction needs to be made between two stages of this policy: the first stage, when he aspired to the establishment of, that is return to, the inter-ethnic relations we had in the country once,10 which means the greater Serbian arrangement of Yugoslavia, and the second, when, having failed to change the character of the second Yugoslavia, he set out to break it and create so-called Greater Serbia, and suffered another failure.

This is a proper place to mention that the Greater Serbian nationalism is a much broader notion that the chetnik movement and its nationalistic programmes in the past and the present, but there is no programme or movement of the Serb people, which reflects the nature, plans and ambitions of the greater Serbian nationalism more fully and directly than the chetnik movement in Serbia.

Two things favoured further renewal of the chetnik movement in Serbia. As it has been already said, the first was the nationalistic policy pursued after the Eighth Session by former communists, and the second had to do with the subsequent political opening in the country and the restitution of political pluralism and a multi-party system.

As a result, Milošević and his »red chetniks« got genuine political rivals when the vestiges of the chetnik forces, vanquished in the Second World War and dormant until then, raised their head, alongside new forces: hether their descendants or authentic »chetnik« beginners.

The Serb Renewal Movement of Vuk Drašković was one of the first political parties, emerged in the Nineties, to ideologically draw on the tradition of the chetnik movement in Serbia, and at the same time a party of modern chetnik movement. This movement emerged from the split with the Serb People’s Defence of Mirko Jović, whose other faction followed Vojislav Šešelj and founded the Serb Radical Party. The chetnik ideology prevails in the programmes of all these three political organisms.

This is best seen in the first SPO programme, which interprets Yugoslavia as a Serb entity, independent of other Yugoslav republics of that time. The notion of »secessionism«, which the programme introduces, sets out to show that Yugoslavia is a direct Serb product: »territories which on 1 December 1918, on the day when Yugoslavia was created, made part of the Kingdom of Serbia or areas where the Serbs, prior to the ustashi genocide, were the majority, may not secede from the present Yugoslavia or create a confederation at the expense of the Serb people – these territories are the inalienable, historical and ethnic property of the Serb people...«11

The programme includes the request that until »Baranja, parts of Slavonija, Kordun, Lika, Banija and north Dalmatia are made into an autonomous province of Serb krajina, and until the autonomy of Istria and Dubrovnik is guaranteed«, Croatia may not go on within its »AVNOJ« borders. »... in case of Croatia’s secession from Yugoslavia, the autonomous province of Serb krajina would be integrated in the Serbian state«.12
The Serb People’s Defence, a party which existed at the time, but seems to have vanished from the public scene meanwhile, developed its »frontier« programme in even greater detail: in certain respects, it reminded one most of Moljević’s programme of 1941.13
This party advocated the »reinstatement of borders of the former Kingdom of Serbia and, within that framework, the establishment of an autonomous Kingdom of Serbia, seceded from Yugoslavia. After the unification of all Serbs, Serbia would be divided into three duchies: Montenegrian (the present-day Montenegro, Herzegovina up to Ljubuški including Mostar, south-eastern Bosnia with Sarajevo up to Han Pijesak and Višegrad, Metohija, southern Dalmatia from Zaostrog to Dubrovnik, including Konavle and the islands of Korčula, Lastovo, Mljet and the peninsula of Pelješac, with the seat in Cetinje; Bosnian (central and western Bosnia, western Herzegovina, Slavonia, Baranja, Lika, Gorski Kotar up to Rijeka, including Rijeka) with its seat in Ključ; and Šumadija (Vojvodina, Kosovo, the rest of the present-day Serbia and Macedonia) with its seat in Belgrade«!?14
SRS: Fascism with reference to the chetnik movement

From the beginning to this day the SRS has built its programme and political image on a combination of chetnik ideology and Serbian fascism. It draws on the tradition of Mihailović’s chetniks, but in its political practice it applies methods reminiscent of Ljotić and his Zbor. This can best be seen from a programme which this party composed to solve the Kosovo question, with the overt view to expelling 400,000 (!?) Albanians and prohibiting 300,000 Albanian migrant workers to return to the country!15
To achieve this goal, the Radicals have thought up a whole set of counter-measures to make the Albanians disgusted with the life in Kosovo and see their gradual departure from it as their only option. These measures include the construction of highways with »deliberately separated lanes up to 1 km because of the land configuration (!) and sweeping of a broad belt around the road through the most densely populated Shiptar rural environments, and other facilities, such as barracks, training-grounds, warehouses..., along with which lots and areas for settler colonies are given, the Shiptar ethnic space is fragmented, whereby they lose the »depth« of the territory, which is an important element of their feeling of security (underlined by S.I.)«.

Furthermore, »by changing the business conditions«, say the Serb Radicals in their Kosovo programme, since private supply is now largely in Albanian, and the state supply in Serbian hands, »through private companies artificial shortages can be provoked which will not affect state companies, provoking the feeling of torment and insecurity« (underlined by S.I.) !?

This organic fascism, which underlies Radical measures in the solution of the Kosovo problem culminates in the blatantly shameless concept – how to make life »unbearable« for the Albanians. Deliberate power cuts with real sabotage on parts of the grid (underlined by S.I.) and water supply cuts »should be properly used«, say the Serb Radicals, to make »the life unbearable« for the Albanians!

This is not the end of the arsenal of inhuman measures to be applied against the Albanians, which these fascists in the shape of Serb Radicals envisage in their programme. Frequent raids of the financial police would be applied regularly, for instance. Therefore, while the Serbs could plunder their own state, from Kosovo to Belgrade, which they do already, the spirit of »honesty« of this state would be guarded by the Albanians and frequent raids of the Serb financial police!?

If the Serb Radicals took over power in Serbia, the Albanians would be deliberately subjected to unheard of red-tape troubles. The issue of all sorts of documents is the field in which the Radicals build their administrative fascism. Namely, the procedure would be consciously complicated on the one hand, and on the other, the penalties for the non-possession of these documents would be exemplary harsh. The Serb Radicals go so far into detail that in their programme they envisage the following: »even a licence for a cow needs to be applied for«!

Woe to the Albanian who might need to travel abroad. For, however routine his trip may look, he could not come back, in view of the intricate procedure the Serb Radicals have come up with when it comes to entering the country. For Serbs, the procedure would be »shortened«, whereas in the case of the Albanians it would be »complete«.

One cannot imagine a more monstrous measure than the one about the infiltration of the State Security Service in various Albanian organisations, from the informal to the terrorist ones, and their proposal by the SSS (!?) so as to influence their »activity, if not lead them (underlined by S.I.)«

»Such farce«, say the Serb Radicals, calling their monstrous scheme a »farce«, »can include even the conduct of actions, which contributes to the collective satisfaction among the Shiptar masses, and relaxation of the tension, and the state uses it as a reason for an even harsher approach to all other organisations, which, taken together, conduces to inter-ethnic tensions and further deepening of the parallel life (underlined by S.I.)«!

AIDS as a means of struggle against the »Shiptars«!

This Serb Radical Party’s programme of simulation of the Albanian terrorism, with the SSS playing the crucial role, would practically mean the same Serb patriotism at work, of which I have spoken earlier: Serbs would kill Serbs so that it would look as if the Albanians were doing it!? According to the Serb Radical programme, »accidents« would also be reserved for the Albanians. »Traffic accidents, crimes of passion, infection with the AIDS virus during sojourn abroad... of those known for their propensity for love affairs...« notes down pedantically the Serb Radical programme »for the solution of the question of Kosovo and Metohija«– all these would be sufficient reasons for the enforcement of »isolation in the quarantine«.

But – all this must look as a wide–spread disease among the Albanian people, say the Serb Radicals. »An appropriate media processing of such an event can create a climate, which will give rise to the examination of a population sample, in which it will be possible to artificially establish an impermissibly high incidence, specially among the Shiptars, from which can result the isolation of larger groups, and creation of a public impression about Shiptars as an contaminated nation« (underlined by S. I. – poor Serbian grammar: translated as literally as possible – trans. M.J.)!?!

This critical analysis has addressed only a minor portion of the programme of the Serb Radicals and their »solution of the question of Kosovo and Metohija« if they win the elections. The fact that in their Kosovo programme, after all these monstrous proposals, which must arouse deep shame in any relatively normal man, the Serb Radicals hold that Serbia »needs to be defined as a national and democratic state«, may represent the best evidence about their interpretation of the nation, democracy and state.

5.

THE LOGICAL END OF THE EPOCH OF DISINTEGRATION OF THE »AUTOCHTONOUS COMMUNISM«

Aleksandar Fatić

Political radicalism won the elections. The Radicals’ increase in popularity and electorate support is by far the highest.

In New Belgrade, the municipality which has almost as many inhabitants as Montenegro, and is the largest municipality in FRY, the majority of votes went to the Radicals. In other words, rather than calm down, the political atmosphere in the country becomes more radical and intransigent. After the disintegration of the Zajedno Coalition, »democratic« opposition parties which had won the local elections last year, have lost their credibility and political face. The attack of Vuk Drašković and SPO on Zoran Djindjić as the Mayor of Belgrade, which came in the wake of the lost elections, is an ugly manifestation of that party’s total lack of political maturity and the inability of the former Zajedno Coalition members to cooperate and conduct serious political activity.

For a while, depending on whether it will form a coalition with SPS or SRS, SPO may survive as a »position« party, perhaps by participating in the government, until it is eventually absorbed by SPS or SRS. If they do not form a coalition in the near future and do not join the cabinet, and they say they will not, Vuk Drašković and his party will vegetate for a while on the fringe of the political life, settling scores with other opposition parties and then the party will eventually wither away.

In terms of political power, the future, until the end of this century, belongs to the Radicals. Their status has completely changed now and this will seriously exacerbate the political life in Serbia. It will be contributed to by the radicalised electorate body, yearning for a firm hand, and feeling that the parties which have dominated so far, have let them down.

The unavoidable answer to the question as to why have the voters turned to radicalism is- poverty. The disastrous economic situation, such as Serbia’ s is at present, has invariably and everywhere led to the rise of radicalism. High unemployment which amounts to about 25 per cent in Serbia without Kosovo, and 50 per cent in Kosovo, unrealistically low incomes, collapse of public institutions such as judiciary, administration, banking, customs etc., public security crisis due to the crime surge - all these are phenomena which induce people the world over, and not only in Serbia, to opt for radical political solutions.

It is not quite clear what these solutions mean in a specific, »our« case, but one can expect the same thing that characterised the rise of radicalism elsewhere in the world: more conflicts in the public sphere and in all walks of social life, from conflicts between individuals to those between ethnic groups; violent settling of accounts with those holding different political opinions; national homogenisation and establishment of »genuine nationalism«. As a matter of fact, the last one is the least bad, because, in the long run, it will help to clarify the interpretation of the national identity. This interpretation was incredibly muddled over the past ten years or so.

The »genuine« or original nationalism means to define one’s identity through the identity of a nation as a biological, rather than ideological, category. Such nationalism is cultivated by many peoples today. It is something that springs up under certain circumstances and amongst people prevented by something to develop to the full their personal identity through personal freedom, freedom of thought, conscience, love, individual human responsibility, and who then make up for the »shortage« of such human identity by relying on an, existentially speaking, »fictitious« identity. This fictitious identity is the collective identity.

Nikolai Berdyayev wrote that, in existential terms, the collective was a fictitious identity as it lacked its »existential centre«: collectives are incapable of suffering and being unhappy in the existential sense. A »nation« cannot be unhappy and suffer in the original sense: only individuals, members of that collective , can suffer, be cold, hungry, fear and die, and the »suffering« of a nation is a statistical survey of these individual sufferings. Individuals, a large number of them, who are prevented by something to existentially relate to each other as free personalities, and to define their identity by exercising their personal freedom of conscience in relation to other individuals, resort to the interpretation of themselves as mere epiphenomena of the general collective they happen to belong to. Such is the nationalism of Americans, French people and Australians. It grows in situations in which political radicalism prevails, but it can gradually survive political radicalism and somehow maintain some lasting definition of a kind of the national identity, without too much uncertainty.

The »hybrid« nationalism means to define one’s identity by mixing the nation with political ideology. Within the context of hybrid nationalism, the acceptance or continued acceptance of an ideology is linked with a nation headed, through an interplay of events, by an oligarchy enforcing such ideology. Hence the identification of the nation with the ideology, or rather with the ideological »elite«, epitomising this ideology. This is a mixture whose effect on the social fabric of many states and nations in modern history could be likened to Molotov’s cocktail.

The »hybrid« nationalism is probably the most destructive social phenomenon, historically, conceptually and morally. In this light the political radicalisation may also be viewed as a step which exacerbates personal, personnel and procedural conflicts and thereby conduces to the solution of accumulated contradictions.

What is to be expected from the radicalisation? Politically, radicalisation will contribute to the further division of the state and society, in two planes: the Serbian-Montenegrin conflict will grow more acute, and Serbia’s population will split in two groups.

These two groups will engage in a conflict, the outcome of which will, in the long run, determine the identity of the Serbian society and state.

Economically, the radicalisation will proletarise the urban population in favour of peasantry, and the macroeconomic effects will be adverse due to the increased international isolation of the country. It will conduce to the exacerbation of social contradictions and problems in urban environments.

Who needs radicalism? Radicalism is a logical end of an epoch when the so-called »autochtonous communism« fell apart in Yugoslavia. All economically vulnerable, confused individuals need radicalism as a temporary psychological stabiliser. The results of the last elections clearly indicate their number.

The author is an associate

of the Institute for International 

Political and Economic Affairs

The text has been published in

Naša Borba, 6 October 1997)

6.

New Presidential and Parliamentary Elections

– The Only Way Out of the Crisis

Ognjen Pribićević, PhD

The belief that the massive protests in November 1996, after the rigging of the local election results by the Socialists, marked the beginning of the end of the government of Slobodan Milošević, found its confirmation in the outcome of the last elections. For the first time since the inauguration of the pluralistic system in Serbia, Milošević does not have an absolute majority in the parliament and cannot rule alone. True, in 1992 the SPS (Socialist Party of Serbia) did not have the absolute majority either, but there was an informal coalition with the SRS (Serb Radical Party), and the latter was hardly an opposition party at the time.

In spite of the successful boycott, the democratic opposition in Serbia has little to be particularly happy about. The low turn–out was more the result of the sweeping apathy and disappointment with the results of the Socialist rule than an indication of a broad popular support to the democratic opposition. The latest conflicts between the democratic opposition parties will only encourage the doubts regarding their ability to offer a noteworthy alternative to the SPS and the SRS.

Another reason for concern rests with the fact that the most to benefit from the SPS defeat was the SRS, as it »fed« on former socialist votes. If more than dubious votes from Kosovo are disregarded, the SRS is already stronger than the SPS. Milošević has failed to understand, and this was his biggest mistake in these elections, that the major threat to his regime was posed by the SRS, rather than the parties which boycotted the elections. In point of fact, the SPS and the SRS count with same voters, crossing over between the two parties from one election to the other. The voters of these parties are pauperised workers and pensioners, people who live on the fringes of large towns and ignore themselves if they are peasants or workers.

In the forthcoming showdown with the Radicals, the Socialists’ prospects are rather bleak, not because the SRS holds more extremist views on the national question, as the Socialists erroneously believe, but because the Radicals are more primitive and brutal, and this is what attracts their common voters most. It is the Radicals, not the Socialists, who advocate order and labour, equal salaries and pensions and the view that the international community should be clearly told that its alleged dictate will be suffered no longer. The Socialists appear half–hearted and irresolute: they are for peace – and Serbhood too, for reforms and to keep things as they are.

The last elections have already shown that those who live in misery and poverty as well as those who are surrounded by corruption and crime, can only be led by someone who is even more primitive and brutal than they are. The larger the number of the poor and desperate the more votes for the Radicals. The Socialists cannot beat the Radicals at this game.

May the Serbian democratic opposition watch this conflict quiet and aloof? We think that it may not, not in order to save the SPS, whose collapse can hardly be stopped, but to prevent Šešelj’s victory, as it would take Serbia headlong to economic and political disaster.

The transition theory says that the solution should be an understanding between the opposition elite and the ruling elite. Are the negotiations between the SPO and the SPS, much talked and written about, what this theory recommends? Even if at first glance it seems that it is, this is not really so, because an important prerequisite for the achievement of what the theory presumes, is missing. Namely, if an agreement between the outgoing and the incoming elite is to function, they must be the genuine representatives of their political groupings, and Vuk Drašković is simply not vested with legitimacy to speak on behalf of the democratic grouping. It seems even that the democratic grouping which refused to accept Milošević’s game, is more numerous and influential.

In view of big internal problems, which the SPO has also come to face after the lost elections, it would appear that some other democratic solution to our crisis needs to be devised. It would be best if the democratic opposition parties which boycotted these elections – the DS (Democratic Party), DSS (Democratic Party of Serbia) and GSS (Civil Alliance of Serbia) – managed to snatch at least some of the SPS and SRS voters. It can be done only through an adequate social programme as these voters are manifestly not interested in any economic programmes, privatisation or reforms, but only and exclusively in the preservation of social security, however meagre. They do not even think about anything better any more and do not believe those who make them such offers.

Secondly, the results of the recent elections have confirmed once again that it is a no–go for democratic changes here unless they are strongly nationally coloured.

For these voters to understand that the Germans and Americans do not spend their time plotting against the Serb people, that Slobodan Milošević is not the pet of the world diplomacy, that the Poles and Hungarians, after the changes, do not live worse than our citizens, that Serbia is not one vast construction site where high–spped railways and roads are built, it is indispensable to change the editorial policy of the Radio Television Serbia’s news programmes, notably the part, addressing foreign affairs and economy. All the rest is of no consequence. The part of the prime–time News, devoted to parties, may be pro–SPS 100% , but the first part of the prime–time News, conditionally speaking, must offer at least the minimum of objectivity. This must be the first condition for the participation of the democratic opposition parties in the elections. The second is the simultaneous parliamentary and presidential elections, with Serbia organised as one constituency for the former. Without these two conditions the parties which boycotted the previous elections, should not take part in the forthcoming elections either.

The successful boycott of the second round of the presidential elections is but the second victory of the democratic opposition in the last seven years. The results of the first victory won at the local elections in November 1996, have, by and large, already been used up because the Zajedno Coalition fell apart. If it takes part in the presidential elections only, the democratic opposition risks to completely lose its credibility and cheaply sell the assets it earned in such a hard way. This democratic opposition will hardly be given a third chance.

It is curious that this time the interests of the democratic opposition and Milošević seem to overlap. The sooner Milošević understands that the fulfilment of these electoral conditions is also in his interests the better for him. Equitable conditions, acceptable to the DS and the DSS, automatically mean less voters for the SRS and their presidential candidate. At the same time, if these parties of the centre should win seats in the parliament, it would naturally conduce to the stabilisation and relaxation of the political situation in Serbia. Such a sharp polarisation, as exists now between Milošević and Šešelj, would be evaded.

Any perpetuation of the present state of affairs plays into Šešelj’s hands only. He will continue to eat the SPS and grow. The economy will continue to decline, and when Šešelj places himself at the head of a mass of desperate people, the demonstrations will not look like those in November 1996.

V

PROGRAMMES OF RELEVANT

OPPOSITION PARTIES
1.

PROGRAMME OF THE SERB RENEWAL MOVEMENT

– Excerpts –

The fact that Yugoslavia twisted Serbian victories in the 20th century into Serb defeats, that the unitarian Yugoslavia brings only misfortune to the Serb people and that Croatia and Slovenia are resolved to confederalise Yugoslavia and possibly secede from it, demands from the Serb Renewal Movement to proclaim as follows:

· territories, which made a part of the Kingdom of Serbia on 1 December 1918, the day of the creation of Yugoslavia, and territories in which the Serbs, prior to the ustashi genocide, constituted the majority, may not secede from the present Yugoslavia or set up as a confederation at the expense of the Serb people – these territories are an inalienable, historical and ethnic property of the Serb people:

· Croatia may not be confederalised within its present borders until Baranja, parts of Slavonia, Kordun, Lika, Banija and northern Dalmatia are set up as an autonomous province of Serb krajina (frontier belt) and until the autonomy of Istria and Dubrovnik is guaranteed;

· if Croatia nonetheless secedes from Yugoslavia, the autonomous province of Serb krajina would be integrated in the Serbian state;

· only under the conditions indicated above can we agree to a confederate Yugoslavia as a treaty alliance of Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia;

· every one of these three members shall have the sovereign right to choose its internal order and shall be free to leave Yugoslavia, pursuant to the confederation treaty. Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia would have their own army and police forces. At the confederate level there would be the joint supreme command of the armed forces, and such agencies of power and institutions as shall be agreed upon by the members.

Evidently, the Serb people has nothing left to sacrifice to the ideal of the Yugoslav unity nor is it willing to continue with fatal crippling. Nevertheless, we emphasize our readiness to steer clear of the misfortune of divisions, if the Slovenes, and in particular the Croats, behave reasonably and make up their mind about the future - in that case the SPO agrees that Yugoslavia be organised as a federation, even at the cost of preserving the present internal borders between the republics. In that case, however, the SPO demands: a) to create the autonomous province of Serb krajina and autonomous Istria in the territory of the present Croatia; b) in the present B-H, to establish four autonomous regions, pursuant to the principle of the majority religion – western Herzegovina and adjacent Bosnian territories, where Roman Catholics prevail; eastern Herzegovina, eastern Bosnia and western Bosnia, with the prevalent Orthodox population; and central Bosnia, inhabited predominantly by Muslims.

With regard to the state system and borders of Serbia, the SPO shall aspire to convert Serbia into a pluralistic parliamentary state, defending the civil, national, religious and spiritual rights and dignity of all members of the Serb people, irrespective of their place of residence;

· we consider illegitimate the present form of the state system in Serbia, as it was imposed by force; it is our objective to remove the fifty-year-old dictatorship and enable the citizens of Serbia to choose the form of the state system in a free referendum, supervised by all political parties; irrespective of the outcome of this referendum, the crown prince Aleksandar II Karadjordjević and all members of this and Petrović dynasties need to be returned the Serb nationality and seized property. Incidentally, the SPO considers as outdated any monarchy except a passive constitutional monarchy as a supra-party “roof” of the parliamentary democracy;

· we advocate the annulment of all laws and decrees of the post-war government, which forced Serbs to leave their homes or forbid them to return to their homeland, as well as all laws, judgements and decisions of the post-war communist power, bearing on the confiscation and other forms of seizure of citizens’ property, that is restitution of that property to its owners;

· the SPO holds that the Serb language and Cyrillic alphabet should be in official use in Serbia, and that ekavski and ijekavski pronunciation should be equal;

· the five-pointed star should be removed from the present Serbian flag without delay, and any future ideological markings on the national flag, coat-of-arms and other symbols should be prohibited by the constitution; the anthem, the coat-of-arms and other insignia need to be in the spirit of the Serb tradition.

With regard to the economic system, the SPO holds that private property and private entrepreneurship need to become the prime economic movers. State, share-holding, mixed and all other forms of property shall be equal before the law and the so-called socially-owned property, as a violent and non-legal category, must be abolished, and all that makes part of the would-be socially-owned property is to become the property of the state, share-holders, private persons, or be transformed into public property. The SPO advocates the renewal of the property system of the Kingdom of Serbia and the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, improved through modern solutions, devised by advanced world economies.

The introduction of optional religious instruction, enabling the Church to engage in charitable activities, abolition of the museum status of all houses of worship and reinstatement of their original purpose - religious service, celebration of Christmas, Saint Sava, Easter and Vidovdan, and abolition of holidays introduced for ideological reasons (such as 7 July, 29 November and 25 May) should ensure that the Serbs live in keeping with the morals of those 11 centuries of Christianity, which are a part of their tradition.

The “Albanian state” created in Kosovo and Metohija cannot be abolished and the genocide over the Serbs there cannot be terminated, believes the SPO, unless the legal and political effects of the occupation of this Serb cradle are removed: it has lasted, as far as the Serbs are concerned, ever since April 1941 to this day. The SPO proposes to solve this question by introducing the following measures:

· to return to legal owners, without delay, the real property of Kosovo-Metohija Serbs, seized from them during the Second World War by the Italian-German-Albanian occupier;

· to return to Serbs, under the same conditions, the houses and land seized from them by the post-war government;

· to pull down immediately the walls-embrasures around Kosovo houses and resolutely take away arms;

· to set up a fund to finance the settlement of Kosovo and Metohija with Serbs, with a view to establishing the Serb-Shiptar ratio as it was on the last day of freedom, on 6 April 1941;

· all Shiptars who settled arbitrarily in Kosovo and Metohija or anywhere in Serbia, since that date to this day, are to be returned to Albania as foreign nationals;

· all Shiptars who were, in any way whatsoever, involved in Tirana’s occupying plan about “Greater Albania”, stretching to Skopje, Nikšić, Kopaonik and Morava, are to be expelled; there is no international law or a convention, binding Serbia to suffer, feed and educate soldiers of a hostile state in its territory;

· in the case of Yugoslavia’s confederation or its disintegration, to abolish the autonomous status of Kosovo and Metohija, and to abolish, in any case, the Albanian as the official language anywhere in Serbia, the Shiptar right to the Albanian flag, and anti-Serb schools, police, hospitals, post offices, courts of law and the like.

In the field of foreign affairs, the SPO programme overlaps with the programme of the Serb People’s Renewal. It is pointed out only that the so-called Macedonian question was solved in the Balkan Wars and may not be the cause of strife among the Serbs, Bulgarians and Greeks. The militant Islamic fundamentalism and intolerant papal caesarism impose on these Orthodox neighbours problems of quite a different nature.

A particular programme objective of the SPO is indubitably the termination of the civil war in the Serb people, begun on 7 July 1941. National reconciliation presumes the redress of the injustice, inflicted on all Serbs and their descendants who, defeated in the civil war or because of the post-war terror of the single-party state, fled the country. The SPO demands to put on record and publish all victims of the civil war in the Serb people as well as all victims of the ustashi genocide. We demand that all pits throughout the former Independent State of Croatia and in other areas be opened, the victims counted and given a Christian burial. The state needs to mark all places of execution and massacre of the Serb people in this century in a manner worthy of them, with the names of all victims inscribed in Cyrillic, and to indicate what people the executioners belonged to, and what religion and what army they served.

2.

PROGRAMME DECLARATION

OF THE SERB RADICAL PARTY

– Excerpts –

Pursuant to the Programme and the Statute, adopted at the founding convention in Kragujevac on 23 February 1991, and in line with the traditions of the Serb Radicals and our great ideological founding father Nikola Pašić as well as the best freedom-loving and patriotic aspirations of the people it belongs to, the Serb Radical Party, acting as an expressly democratic political organisation under the conditions of the pluralistic system and opting exclusively for peaceful methods of the political struggle, announces to the entire Serbhood and the world at large that our fundamental political goals are as follows: 

1. The restoration of the free, independent and democratic Serb State in the Balkans, to enfold the integral Serbhood, all Serb lands, which means that within its boundaries it shall have, in addition to the present granted (octroyee)Serbian federal unit, the Serb Macedonia, the Serb Montenegro, the Serb Bosnia, the Serb Herzegovina, the Serb Dubrovnik, the Serb Dalmatia, the Serb Lika, the Serb Kordun, the Serb Banija, the Serb Slavonia, and the Serb Baranja.

(...)

5. The achievement of the full national, spiritual, cultural, economic and political unity of the Serb people, as well as mutual understanding and solidarity of the Orthodox Serbs, the Muslim Serbs, the Catholic Serbs and the Protestant Serbs. This also presumes the final termination of the civil war, which the communists imposed on Serbia half a century ago.

6. The reassertion of the traditional role of the Serb Orthodox Church in the Serb people; the restitution of all property seized from the Church, and its strengthening as an all-Serb institution, which is above all the parties and does not interfere in the relations between the parties.

7. The final demolition of the personality cult of Josip Broz Tito as the greatest miscreant and tyrant in our history, and elimination of all effects of the fifty-year-old communist dictatorship, which presumes full rehabilitation of the communist persecution victims, their moral and material compensation, and the cognition of the full historical truth about our recent past. Twenty biggest traitors of the Serb people among the living communists need to be brought to people’s justice, and all that was usurped or snatched unlawfully by other Titoist dignitaries, who enriched themselves by plundering and embezzling the people’s property, needs to be confiscated.

8. The provision of systematic, economic, international law and political conditions for the resettlement of all members of the Serb national minority from the territories of Albania, Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria and Greece in Serbia; from the territories west of the Karlobag–Ogulin–Karlovac– Virovitica line, and the return of all Serb emigrants from European and overseas countries, desirous of such return.

(...)

10. The refusal to return the foreign debts of the Communist regime as these debtor–creditor relations were established in an illegitimate way. Instead of repaying the debts, we shall offer Western creditors full ownership over the misplaced investments, the factories built with those loans, and let them organise production in them. In this manner, we shall make them import in our country fresh capital, state-of-the-art technologies and Western methods of work and business organisation, whereby they will substantively contribute to the solution of Serbia’s economic crisis, without shutting down factories and creating a new army of the unemployed.

(...)

13. The establishment of a civilised legal order, which ensures the legitimacy of power and the legitimacy of its decisions, and builds the state of citizens, presuming full civil equality of all national minorities, which do not call into question the Serbian state sovereignty and territorial integrity.

(...)

16. Raising the question of the responsibility for the genocide and war damages of the people (sic!– trans.), whose members massively participated in the attempt to exterminate the Serbs during the second world war (sic! – trans.). This necessitates a detailed and comprehensive record of the victims and the identification of the criminals, especially under the conditions, under which the “Independent State of Croatia” was restored and the new ustashi poglavnik (head) emerged, as well as an all-embracing protection of the Serb population, at the moment facing the threat of the new genodical policy.

(...)

21. The transformation of the system of education and upbringing in keeping with the highest world achievements in this field and intentions of the Serb national renaissance, state, economic, political, moral and spiritual renewal.

(...)

24. The restoration of the Serb national spirituality, based on Saint Savism, by ensuring all religious freedoms and rights, the principle of religious tolerance and prevention of the state control over the Church activities. In line with this, we are pledged to an immediate elimination of all effects of the communist demolition of the Serb Orthodox Church, revival of its spiritual and organisational unity, return of its Macedonian wing, artificially torn away, and overcoming of the overseas schism.

25. The suppression of the Albanian separatist insurgence in Kosovo and Metohija by all available means, and in order to the relapse of that insurgence impossible, we are pledged to an immediate implementation of the following measures: 

– to efficiently preclude the establishment of any form of the Kosovo-Metohija political territorial autonomy,

– to expel without delay all 360 thousand Albanian emigrants and their descendants,

– to prevent any state financial subsidies of the Albanian national minority, and to divert the funds formerly allotted for the purpose, to the exclusive financing of the Serb return to Kosovo and Metohija,

– to proclaim the state of war in Kosovo and Metohija and institute military government for not less than ten years,

– to immediately disband the local agencies of civilian authority and institutions financed from the state budget, which operate in the Albanian language, such as the University, The Academy of Sciences and Arts, book and newspaper publishers and the like,

– to immediately shut down and conserve all factories and other production units, which operate uneconomically because of the systematic sabotage of employed Shiptars,

– to issue emigration passports to all Shiptars, who express such wish,

– as it has transpired that Albania is a state lastingly hostile to Serbia, a belt 20 to 50 km wide as the crow flies along the Albanian border is to be proclaimed an area of strategic importance for our country, and all members of the Shiptar national minority are to be moved from it, with a fair financial compensation,

– all Shiptars, who hold Serbian citizenship and reside abroad, acting from separatist positions there, must be immediately deprived of the Serbian citizenship and forbidden to return,

– all Shiptar social benefits, notably those stimulating an excessive birth rate, must be abolished immediately,

– forcible collection of outstanding communal dues must be undertaken without delay, and tenants, defaulting on their rent, while living in flats owned by the state, must be evicted, 

– the real property of Kosovo-Metohija Serbs, which was seized from them by the fascist occupier or the Titoist communist regime, is to be returned immediately to its legitimate owners or their heirs,

– to hold no parliamentary elections in that territory until the ethnic structure of the population is restored to the ratio which existed on 6 April 1941,

– all military and police academies and all military institutions which are not directly connected with the command of individual military districts, as well as a whole series of other state institutions, need to be relocated to the territory of Kosovo and Metohija, whereby we shall provide the conditions for the resettlement of dozens of thousands of officers, non-commissioned officers, policemen, civil servants, their family members and the overall accompanying infrastructure. All Serbs, desirous of living in that territory, need to be given, free of charge, ownership rights over agricultural land and lots to build their family houses and industrial facilities. To all those who move their business headquarters and production units to these lands of ours, and employ there not less than ten workers, we shall offer as a crucial benefit, the exemption from all taxes for not less than ten years,

– to all workers who get jobs in Kosovo and Metohija are to be guaranteed average salaries, twice as high as the average salary in other parts of Serbia,

– retired officers, non-commissioned officers, policemen and civil servants are to be offered as well-furnished and spacious flats as possible in the territory of Kosovo and Metohija, as the lasting solution of their housing problems,

– the conditions of the studies in the Serb language at the Priština university are to be made as favourable as possible.

In our struggle for an efficient and comprehensive operationalisation of this programme declaration, we advocate the co-operation and unity of all Serb national democratic organisations, and we support in particular the political efforts of the Serb Democratic Party in the territory of the present-day Croatia, the Serb Democratic Party of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the National Party of Montenegro, considering them true and worthy champions of the interests of the Serb people in the territories in which they operate. We wholeheartedly support the efforts of the Serb Krajina and the Serb National Council to take the local Serb people out of the control and tyranny of the newly-established ustashi authority.

In Belgrade, 3 March 1991

Steering Committee

Serb Radical Party

3.

THE PROGRAMME OF THE SERB RADICAL PARTY

– Excerpts –

Unification of the Serb lands

At the end of the twentieth century the Serb people finds itself in a catastrophic historical situation. The Serbs met the disintegration of the Yugoslav state, conditioned by the secession of communist federal units, in a foreign-political environment which was less favourable than at the beginning of the century, when they entered a common state with the Croats and the Slovenes rashly and hastily.

Today, the Serb people is broken into three internationally non-recognised states. Two of them, the Republika Srpska and the Republic Serb Krajina carry the additional burden of the unsettled question of their borders and territorial pretensions of their neighbours and foreign powers, that is occupation of large parts of the territory, carried out by the Croats and Muslims under the sponsorship of traditional Serb enemies. The third, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, in which Serbia and Montenegro are loosely linked, bears the burden of grave and dangerous social-historical diseases – Yugoslavism and communism.

The objective of the Serb Radical Party is the unification of the entire Serb people and the establishment of a state community across the Serb national territory, encompassing Serbia, Montenegro, the Republika Srpska and the Republic Serb Krajina. The Serb Radicals wish that this united Serb state be called Greater Serbia, that it has a democratic system, with a liberal market economy and advanced social care.

If the Macedonians decide, of they own volition, to live in a common state with their ethnic next of kin: the Serbs, we could accept that our common state be organised as a modern federation.

To arrive at the international recognition of the Serb lands and their unification, we shall use all legitimate democratic and political means. In this manner we shall show the whole world that we are a European people of ancient culture, that we do not have a traditional propensity for communism and that we have been cured of that disease, that we entered this war because our survival was threatened, because we do not know how to be slaves or surrender without a fight. The Serbs are the main national and political force in the Balkans, and a people to negotiate with, which may not be blackmailed.

The unification of the Serb lands needs to be represented in the world in a manner which the world understands or so logically that the world may not pretend not to understand it. This needs to be done without ideological or parochial deference to the big powers.

The unity of Serbhood

The unity of Serbhood, so that the national objectives could be realised as completely and well as possible, is best achieved by the definition of an integral Serb national programme, which must bring together the best intellectual forces of the Serb people, under the state sponsorship. The stronger the Serb state and the healthier its economy the more possibilities for the return of the expelled and emigrant Serbs, and the development of the means of transportation and communication brings us to a situation, in which the territorial distance between the mother-country and the Diaspora need not be an insurmountable barrier in the aspiration that the Serbs adopt a uniform attitude to the whole world, on crucial issues of their national and state-forming ethistence (sic! – trans.). Moreover, the final national reconciliation of the Serbs is indispensable, and all tragic consequences of the civil war and ideological animosities, encouraged by the half-century communist dictatorship need to be removed.

Promotion of national conscience and patriotism

The Serb Radicals are pledged to an all-embracing promotion of the Serb national conscience and patriotism, which shall serve the strengthening of the democratic world-view, and incompatible with any pressure, misinformation or naive glorification. The Serb Radical Party holds that the truthful representation of the events of the past and the present is a moral duty and method suited to the objectives, which watch over the dignity of the people and personal pride.

The members of the Serb Radical Party shall give personal example to prove the necessity of preserving and further promoting the patriotic spirit and love for the Fatherland , and we identify sincere, passionate and exalted love for the Fatherland with love for freedom. We shall endeavour to bring up new generations which will take pride in their affiliation with the Serb people and loyal to the country of their birth, that is the homeland of their forefathers.

Preservation of the national tradition

The Serb people has a rich history, replete with shining examples of manliness and valour, cultural and spiritual achievements, owing to which our tradition ranks among the most complex and developed. The preservation of the national tradition must be the utmost concern of the state, educational and cultural, scientific and artistic institutions, and financed from the state budget. Without endangering and insulting anyone, without belittling any people or its history, we shall promote our national tradition on the ancient foundations of the Serb perception of justice, morals, spirituality, valour and freedom.

We shall also give evidence of our devotion to the Serb national tradition by reinstating old state symbols, the three-coloured Serbian flag, the anthem “Lord, Justice”, the two-headed white eagle with the imperial Nemanjić crown, the cross with four steels and the regional coats-of arms of individual Serb historical states.

The attitude to the Serb Orthodox Church

The Serb Orthodox Church came out of the second world war (sic! – trans.) well-nigh destroyed, with the clergy halved, with demolished temples, on the defensive before communism and internationalism, terrorised daily by pretentious regime officials, exposed to orchestrated trials, in which priests were sentenced to death or long imprisonment terms. It suffered more under communists, and more priests lost their lives under the communist regime, than during the whole Turkish occupation.

Weakened through marginalisation, disparagement, latent prohibition of work, impossibility to finance its activities as its property had been nationalised, schisms, inspired by the communist power and carried out (sic!)with its generous and diverse assistance, the Church struggled to survive. Its access was barred not only to political developments, but also to the public life at large. By tendentiously separating it from the people, prohibiting it to mark religious holidays and celebrations, through belittlement and harassment of the believers, the communist regime did its best to eliminate the Serb Orthodox Church from the Serb life. Nationalisation was particularly ruthless in the case of Serb holy places in Kosovo and Metohija, where hundreds of hectares of monastery land were seized from the church and allotted to Albanian emigrants.

Even though robbed and pauperised to the limit, the Serb Orthodox Church has kept its traditional place and role, and preserved the Orthodox Christian spirit in the people. Its temples are full again, with young people mostly, manifestly showing that a regime which has no respect for moral and spiritual values of its people is bound to be short-lived.

After the collapse of Yugoslavia and secession of individual republics, a large number of Serb churches and monasteries remained outside the boundaries of the Serb-controlled territory. Almost all these temples have been demolished, and several eparchies have been completely destroyed, while the clergy, sharing the lot of their people, were killed or sought refuge across the Serb lands. In the destructive raid of frenzied religious fanatics, enemies of the Orthodoxy, century-old vestiges of the Serb culture and faith disappeared, and the most impressive evidence of the existence of the Serb national being and authenticity was destroyed.

The Serb Radical Party is a political party of believers, who have a special attitude of respect and appreciation for the Serb Orthodox Church, but at the same time, they are markedly tolerant to all other religions and religious communities.

(...)

The Serb state, under the Radical leadership, shall cooperate with the Serb Orthodox Church in the joint cultivation of the Serb national tradition and patriotism, and upbringing of the youth in the Serb Orthodox spirit. The state holidays of our country shall also be the great religious holidays of the Serb people, notably Christmas, St Sava’s Day, Easter and Vidovdan, and the Serb state shall be built on the highest ethical principles, in the spirit of St Savism. The views of the Serb Orthodox Church shall be particularly respected as views, springing from the source of the biggest river of wisdom of the entire Serbhood.

Organisation of the state

As the chief objective of the Serb Radicals is the restoration of the free, independent and democratic Serb state, which will enfold all Serb lands, we have supported the constitution of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia as a transitional solution in that direction, allowing us to avoid the need of seeking the international recognition of the sovereignty and independence of the Serb state, the result of which would the reduction of Serbia to the borders cut by the communist regime, and the ultimatum, demanding the separation of Kosovo and Metohija, Raška and Vojvodina, which the Western powers aspire to, so as to reduce Serbia to the borders of the once Belgrade Pashalik.

We are pledged to a unitarian state with the republican form of government and we insist on the completion of the unification of Serbia and Montenegro, as well as on the provision of conditions for the union with the Republika Srpska and the Republic Serb Krajina, and if possible and if the local population voices a wish to this effect, expressing its volition democratically, we shall accept the union with Macedonia in a status to be agreed with the Macedonians.

A unitarian state is much more economical, efficient and cheaper than a federal one. Political processes in it are simplified and the original democratic principle: one man, one voice, is implemented consistently.

The Serb Radical Party is pledged to the abolition of the autonomy of Vojvodina and Kosovo and Metohija and we are against any territorial special status, except if the Macedonians decide to live in a common state with the Serbs, if they find that this is in their existential and vital interest.

The territorial organisation of the state

(...) The territorial partition thanks to the majority system and denial of national, historical, geographical and real demographic facts, acceptance of the state of affairs, caused by the genocide over the Serb people, resettlements as the final solution and the opportunity given to the incompetent, non-qualified and unfit to make decisions, have inflicted on the Serb people in the territory of the former Yugoslavia a situation, in which it had no national rights in areas where it had had the majority before, and oftentimes even after the second world war (sic! – trans.). These territories, owing to arbitrarily drawn internal borders between artificially created federal units, were turned over to other peoples and their complete control.

Owing to the current status of the members of the Serb people in these lands, the hair-raising extermination, persecution and massive flight of the Serbs, the western Serb territories are practically deserted, while Serbia and Montenegro are full to the brim with Serb refugees. At the same time, foreign powers incite separatist movements in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, with the intent of forcing the Serbs into an even smaller ethnic space. To make such tendencies legally unenforceable, the Serb Radical Party shall insist on the abolition of the autonomous provinces and federal units, and we shall also reject any attempt at the regionalisation of our country.

(...)

The right of national minorities

The Serb Radical Party holds that the national minority question and the protection of their rights and freedoms are among the indicators of the true respect for the principle of the equitable status and equality of citizens, and also an important indicator of the level of development of democratic relations in a country. Minorities are groups of inhabitants of a state, differing from numerically predominant groups by some features, such as religious, ethnic, or linguistic, and desiring to preserve these features. Bearing in mind that the rights of a minority, as a collective, are nothing but an integral part of the body of human rights, the Serb Radical Party holds that they, like the individual rights of every individual, must be protected in keeping with the highest democratic standards. We hold that it is legal and fair, and after all, reasonable that the persons mutually associated, who in some way (religion, nation, ethnic origin) differ from the majority of the population, be ensured the right to preserve their specificity.

In our country the question of the protection of the national minority rights is particularly topical. Unfortunately, owing to the communist system and the single-party totalitarian state during the past 50 years, the representatives of the majority people were imperilled, and the national minority members, in particular those who participated in the power, or were close to it thanks to family or clan relations, were privileged and favoured. The Serb Radical Party, as a party of an expressly democratic orientation, will do all within its power to guarantee the national minority rights by the highest legal acts, and to ensure that the proclaimed right to specificity be truly protected.

To begin with, the members of minorities cannot and may not be deprived of the right to their own cultural life, free use of their mother tongue and alphabet, including the right to schooling and education, and the right to truthful and impartial information. In line with this, and respectful of the principle of private initiative, we would allow completely free construction of schools, universities and news houses for the members of national minorities, but funds would not be forthcoming from the state treasury; instead, they would have to embark, according to their possibilities, on the construction, establishment and opening of the above mentioned institutions themselves.

The Serb Radical Party recognises the right of the minority members to be represented, if elected, in the state agencies and agencies of the local self-government.

Adopted on 18 May 1996

VI. THREE POLITICAL PORTRAITS

Dr Slobodan Inić

1.

Vojislav Šešelj:

A DEMON COMES OF AGE

The guiding idea of the following lines could well be a recent Korax’s caricature in Naša Borba: Slobodan Milošević, the master of a monstrous beast in the shape of Vojislav Šešelj, unleashes it and sets it – when necessary – on his political opponents.

In all these caricatured outlines – the sharp claws, the thick paws, the gaping jaws, multiple poisonous horns – I cannot but see the symbolic presence of all those intellectual and political forces and individuals who had a share in its emergence ever since the Eighties. For, there is hardly an intellectual in Belgrade who, in one way or the other, did not lend a hand in the engineering of this demon, which now wreaks havoc on the country’s secret and public political stage.

And it all started quite innocently. Vojislav Šešelj , a young Sarajevo docent at the time, discovered that the master’s thesis of one of the favourites of the Bosnian-Herzegovinian leadership in »Branko’s and Hamdija’s age« was plagiarised! Everything seems to indicate that the lust for power, today unquestionable, was already at that time the driving force of this fatal and future leader of the Serb people.

All this would not have gained such a scandalous momentum, perhaps, had Hamdija Pozderac, the then president of the CC LC B–H, the reviewer of the plagiarised text, refrained from defending his protégé, who was – let there be no ethnic misunderstanding – a Serb. Afterwards, incidentally, this Serb was to become a relatively high-placed diplomatic official of the then Secretariat of Foreign Affairs and the present Ministry of Foreign Affairs, who put all his »mental and political powers« at the disposal of Slobodan Milošević’s government.

The New Principle

No compromise solution was in sight between Šešelj and Pozderac. The latter was embroiled in all this somewhat through his own carelessness, since he had no time, nor, it would seem, the intellectual strength for »learned« theses and dissertations, and was therefore quite willing to make a deal, but Šešelj kept refusing it stubbornly while his hurt and sick vanity became more manifest with every day.

The Belgrade press of the time brimmed with titles, addressing this Sarajevo scandal. Šešelj was ever more open in his attitude towards the then Bosnian-Herzegovinian leadership. His chief motivation was no longer the fact that the highest political dignitary was defending a plagiarised master’s thesis and even more so its author, but the dignitary himself – and his accusations extended to encompass the whole republican leadership!

In Belgrade, this met not only with acceptance, but also with genuine approval, particularly among the »dissident« public, not so much so because of Šešelj, but because the already unsettled inter-republican relations began to feed on the scandals and troubles of others with a view to winning some political points. No, not even Šešelj spoke as a chauvinist at the outset, or, at least, not openly. This was to come later as the scandal continued to grow.

It seems that he was looking for a new »confirmation« of his pig-headed and unrelenting behaviour. And he got it when his application to serve the military term in the School of Reserve Officers, was turned down. There is no doubt that the politics played a fatal role once again, because at that time, to send a politically »suspicious« person to this type of military schools, where one simultaneously did the military service and was trained as a future reserve JNA officer, was tantamount to a political suicide.

Those who thought that regular troops would cool Šešelj off, could never dream that they were engendering thereby the future leader of all chetnik detachments in Serbia, who would return to Bosnia, with malice, as their head, in the early Nineties and the years of war, not to mention the fact that this red (ch)ethnic had defended a thesis about the Marxist, Leninist and Titoist interpretation of the all-national defence!?

Afterwards, Šešelj received new blows, and they strengthened further his resolve in the struggle against the leadership of »Branko and Hamdija«. In Belgrade, it met with the whole-hearted support of nationalistic circles. »Hey! Voja! Hey! Eagle!«, the hum went from Slavija to Kalemegdan. Every Šešelj’s visit in the capital turned into a sort of a festival. At long last, Serbia has discovered its Princip in Bosnia. People simply vied to receive him, treat him as a dear guest, feed him richly.

DM as the ideological inspiration

All that was needed, was for the Bosnian leadership to retire, and those two last fatal moves, to appease this »shaitan«, whom evidently no one knew how to come to grips with. Šešelj was, first, removed from the teaching staff and given the job at a faculty institute, where he received the salary doing nothing, with plenty of time to develop his, by that time already nationalistic, activity. Following that, as a sign of real impotence, the ultimate measure was applied: he was arrested and sentenced to 8 years of strict imprisonment, which he began to serve in the penitentiary in Zenica.

Until that time Šešelj was a true national hero. He socialised with Dobrica (Ćosić), became Lule’s chum, took a crush DM course with Vesa Djuretić, at the Writers’ Club, which had meanwhile gained more fame as a good restaurant, he was received with standing ovations whenever he appeared on the doorstep. All Serbs the world over welcomed this »hero« of Serbhood, clamouring encore.

Some claim that on these »Serb« voyages, Šešelj cashed 300,000 American $!? During his imprisonment term, Ćosić looked after Voja’s wife and their infant child. Years later, he repaid the patriarch of the Serb nationalism by kicking him out of the Federal Assembly and the post of the president of the third Yugoslavia, at a mere sign from Slobodan Milošević.

Perhaps the first major work of Vojislav Šešelj about the Serb national question is the one he prepared for a project of the late journalist Dušan Bogavac, entitled Kako iz beznadja (What Way Out of Hopelessness). Šešelj was bent on getting onto that project, in which Bogavac interviewed a number of eminent Belgrade intellectuals about the Yugoslav crisis, well under way already.

Even though Bogavac refused to cooperate with Šešelj, this did not save him from the summons for Šešelj’s trial in Sarajevo and the risk to be accused of co-operating with the future chetnik vojvoda. Bogavac somehow wrested free of this dangerous situation, and subsequently affirmed that in his work, which he had read and refused to print, Šešelj had laid down the ideological foundations of a nationalist Serbian war in Bosnia and Croatia, in which, as is common knowledge, he was later to lead his para-military, chetnik, formations.

Subsequent Šešelj-related events are more or less well known. He left the prison when his sentence was commuted to a half, and then that half was again halved, including the time he had already spent at the Zenica Penitentiary. Two facts had a hand in this. Because of the physical violence he was subjected to in the penitentiary, Šešelj went on a hunger strike, resorting to the ultimate means of self-defence, and provoking thereby non-negligible curiosity of the Amnesty International, which wrote to the SFRY Presidency and the Presidency of SR B and H and, upholding the freedom of speech of every citizen, recommended his release.

Šešelj’s release was equally helped by the Committee for the Defence of Freedom of Thought and Expression, better known as Dobrica’s Committee, founded in 1984 and dominated by a group of notorious Greater Serbian nationalists: Ćosić, Bećković, Čavoški, Mihailo Marković, Dragoslav Mihailović, Nikola Milošević, Tanasije Mladenović, Radovan Samardžić, Tadić, Koštunica, Mihailović-Mihiz, Mića Popović, Mladen Srbinović.

Šešelj repaid the good offices of the international organisation, which was concerned about his freedom of thought and speech, with the freedom to call to war against Croats and Muslims and his direct participation in it. He was also not only in political, but also personal, impassioned conflict, with a majority of the members of the Committee for the Defence of the Freedom of Thought and Expression, the most characteristic being the one he had with Dobrica Ćosić. There is, undoubtedly, certain justice in this: those who set Šešelj on non-Serb peoples, became his victims themselves.

A profoundly popular phenomenon

With the liberation of the country’s political life after four and a half decades, Šešelj passionately set about forming his own party, called now the Serb Radical Party (SRS). On one occasion he said: »We are a party, which sprang from the people, like the party of Nikola Pašić. The party pursues the policy, endorsed by the majority of the people today, and it is inseparable from them«. However angry with Šešelj may be those who deny him this right, meaning that Voja only denigrates the name of the »greatest Serbian politician«, there is a lot of truth in this.

For, when one strips bare the national policy of Nikola Pašić and his Radical Party, which had a monopoly over the Serb nationalism for its duration, one gets either Dragiša Cvetković or Vojislav Šešelj, so let those, who still think that Pašić was the »greatest Serb politician«, choose between two forms of semi-fascism as to the substance, but at different times – the former when the fascists were Germans, and the latter, when they are no longer so!

As for the support of the »majority of the people«, even in that regard Šešelj is not far from the truth. In all the elections, with the exception of the first parliamentary elections in which his party did not take part, and the first presidential election, in which he won 1.9 per cent of votes, Šešelj and his Radicals scored enviable results.

He scored a frightening success in December 1992, when his party came second after the SPS, with 1,066,765 votes, that is 22.6% of the total, and 73 parliamentary seats. The same holds true of the federal elections in December 1992, when the Radicals scored more than all the opposition parties taken together, winning 1,024,983 votes, that is 21.8% of the total, and 30 seats in the Chamber of Citizens of the Federal Assembly!?

In the elections for the National Assembly of Serbia, Šešelj’s Radicals ranked immediately after DEPOS, with 595,467 votes, i.e. 13.84% and 39 seats. Similar results Šešelj continued to score in subsequent elections, including the latest, and some forecasts say that at the forthcoming elections one should expect his double success: his party’s and his own as a presidential candidate.

It is difficult to explain all that underlies Šešelj’s electoral successes so far. Be that as it may, in view of his electoral results, indicated above, one should definitely discard the explanation which sees both the Serb Radicals and Šešelj himself as »incidental«. Šešelj has shown that he and his Radical party-fellows are a sort of a profound popular phenomenon and that such impressive electoral results are due to that, although some people are still puzzled and simply refuse to believe them.

One of the most common explanations of Šešelj’s vertiginous political success refers to the emergence, or rather revival and ascent, of Greater Serbian nationalism, and it is perhaps the closest to the truth. Both Šešelj and his Radicals have been promising the Serbs such a spacious state that some cynics were prompted to remark – »there’s never been a larger state or smaller people«.

»The restoration of the free, independent and democratic Serb State in the Balkans, to enfold the integral Serbhood, all Serb lands, which means that within its boundaries it shall have, in addition to the present granted (octroyee) Serbian federal unit, the Serb Macedonia, the Serb Montenegro, the Serb Bosnia, the Serb Herzegovina, the Serb Dubrovnik, the Serb Dalmatia, the Serb Lika, the Serb Kordun, the Serb Banija, the Serb Slavonia, and the Serb Baranja (ital. – S.I.)»!? – says the original programme of Šešelj’s Serb Chetnik Movement (U potrazi za demokratijom – In Pursuit of Democracy, D. Radulovic and N. Spajić Dosije, Belgrade, 1991, p. 191).

Fascism – electoral way

Whilst one can understand, up to a point, how Šešelj won the hearts of average Serb voters, promising them a state, much larger than the one between the Drina and the Timok, it is completely befogging why these selfsame voters continue to vote for Šešelj when it has turned out that nothing can come true of the promised Great Fatherland, and moreover that the existing principal Serbian product needs to be rearranged, following the requests of the international community, in a manner of a very complex community – if it is to continue within its present borders at all.

The thing is all the more curious since all that Šešelj himself is left with, after all those major territorial »conquests« on the maps, is to try and devise a way to turn Zemun, over which he holds a sway being its municipal mayor, into Greater Zemun, by daily provoking fascist scandals among the ethnically mixed population. This phenomenon cannot be explained otherwise, but as the result of a totally twisted mind of the Serb people, who continues to believe in some fictitious national goals, even when it loses everything, including itself, for their sake.

Believing that Šešelj can make them a »Greater State«, reduced to yellowing maps, the Serbs fall prey to another error, thinking, wrongly again, that only he can ensure some order on the social and economic ruins, as the fruit of the idea about the »Greater State«. In other words, one of those who were responsible for this general misfortune, unheard of in Europe ever since 1945, is now to remedy that situation!? And, feeling no remorse whatsoever, he offers himself to do it! His is an memorable statement: »I can barely wait to come to power...« so as to »put things in order in Serbia within four months« (Naša Borba, 23 October 1996)!

One thing which raises no doubt where Šešelj is concerned, is how he plans to come to power. An outsider, not quite initiated in our political affairs, would think that a man like Šešelj can come to power only by overthrowing it, and would be quite surprised to hear the second part of the statement of the Serb loudmouth who plans to do it »in the elections not by force»!?

The electoral conquest of the Zemun municipality is perhaps only a stage on Šešelj’s way to the democratic conquest of Serbia, further corroborated by the fact that recently he was the first presidential candidate to submit his application to the Republican Electoral Commission, endorsed by 220,000 signatures!

This figure alone shows that the phenomenon of Serbia’s political disgrace is completely serbified. Needless to say, it largely confirms what I wish to particularly point out here – that today Serbia is a country, in which a creature like Šešelj can play one of the most significant political roles, and even gain the power in the electoral way! Of course, after all that happened, this brings us less face to face with Šešelj, and much more with the phenomenon of a people which interiorises the superficiality, stupidity and violence as a way of its national and social existence!

»You are the first man who drew a gun in a television programme«, observed a journalist talking to Šešelj.

»And why not?« he replied. »It was an entertainment programme. (...) What media effect did it have? Well, it had a good media effect. After that, I won the election in Rakovica!«

»You mean, people like those who carry arms?«

»Why, Serbs have always been fond of arms, there’s a weapon in almost every Serb home. It is our tradition, I guess«, Šešelj replies.

The future with political fools

The phenomenon of political men who survive on the public stage in spite of their and our all-defeats, will have to be explained not only by our, but also by future generations. Šešelj is but the most striking example of a political class, which on its way to the destruction of its own people, met with his full masochistic support! This, indubitably, confirms again the afore said, that the emergence of Šešelj cannot be separated from the frame of mind of the present-day Serbs, who seek in him, and are returned, the whole failure of their national existence.

However, in spite of manifestations of forceful banditism, which accompany Šešelj’s national policy and every concrete political step, for which the Serbs themselves lack strength, Šešelj is basically a kind of a national trickster, especially in those cases, when he turned out to be an »empty gun«.

According to Reuters, Šešelj said that in the case of a Western intervention, he would personally head the attack on Sarajevo and that no Croat or Muslim, or member of the UNPROFOR itself would then get away from the Serbs. On that occasion, Šešelj raved about sending some volunteers from the ranks of Russian Afghanistan war veterans, and dozens of thousands of volunteers from Serbia and Montenegro.

None of what Šešelj threatened with, subsequently proved true, nor did his boastful »courage« ever manifest itself, although the Bosnian Serb positions were directly bombed to force them to accept the Dayton Agreement. Šešelj was not to be heard after that, thus denying in the best possible manner one of his electoral slogans, which had won him votes, that the »Serb Radicals are wherever the Serb lands are»!

He will bridge this in his own inimitable manner, admitting on one occasion the big secret of his political popularity: »As long as there are fools in Serbia, I don’t have to worry about my political career« (S. Djukić, Izmedju slave i anateme (Between and Betwixt the Glory and the Anathema), The Political Biography of Slobodan Milošević, Filip Višnjić, Belgrade 1994, p. 276).

Just as he is inseparable from the Serb urge to be the object of fraud and eventually defrauded, if only the fraud satisfies for a moment their pseudo- aggrandising national perceptions of themselves, so is Šešelj inseparable from that part of the Serbian opposition, which is shameless enough to participate in a would-be campaign against him.

If we have to agree that the Serbs are paying today a social price for their national madness, then we would have to agree even more with te fact that Šešelj could never be distinguished from all those political parties in Serbia which, unlike him, promoted the same national goals as Šešelj himself, under some »democratic« misnomer, or by misrepresenting themselves.

The only difference between them was, indubitably, that Šešelj promoted their joint and planned rounding-off of all-Serb lands as a national programme openly and publicly, set its exact target and convincingly explained that in that case some ethnic groups would have to be destroyed in every possible way and without choosing the means even if, giving vent to pathological pleasure, with a »rusty spoon«.

The Hague Tribunal in some trials of the accused of war crimes, tries to establish what Mazowiecki in his report to the UN pointed out a long time ago – that the ethnic cleansing in B–H and Croatia was the objective, rather than an effect, of the war.

About our responsibility

Since the beginning of his political career Šešelj did not conceal his true intentions. Neither the political nor the violent ones as, with him, they go together. As early as 1990, with a group of people sharing his views, he broke into Prohor Pčinjski Monastery and removed the plaques marking a meeting of 2 August 1944, when representatives of the Macedonian anti-fascist movement laid down the foundations of the Macedonian statehood within the common Yugoslav state (See, Borba, 3 August 1990).

This was followed by a whole series of violent outbursts of Šešelj and his supporters, which have not stopped to this day. At a meeting of Ante Marković’s Reformists, a photographic camera hit Mirko Kovač in the head! Subsequently, Šešelj pulled the gun on Belgrade taxi drivers, and on teachers too, during one of their protest rallies. One should not forget that Šešelj compiled lists of nationally unsuitable radio and television journalists, and that many of them then lost their jobs .

We all remember Šešelj’s violent behaviour in the Federal Parliament when he tore the wiring of the in-house television, and his conflict with the security of the highest representative house. Anybody who thought that these were but incidents, could not be more wrong. The most dangerous thing of all is that, owing to such »patriotic« scandals, Šešelj has grown into a sovereign arbiter of the Serb national interests, with ambitions to be the judge of treason and patriotism, and today he lords over the life and death of a large number of people.

The latest instance, when his bodyguard battered the Belgrade lawyer Nikola Barović is but one in a series of notorious characteristics of Vojislav Šešeljs violent conduct, and probably the one which will draw the attention to the fact that the demon has finally come of age. Now all the Serbs have to do is enthrone him as the head of state. There could be some justice in it. After these ten years of its nationalist fury, Serbia perhaps deserves to get a Šešelj as the president of the republic!

Still, it would not be fair not to mention those who clearly, loudly and timely warned that this Serb demon was growing up. As early as 1990, Milena Petrović, a reader of Borba, sent a letter to its editor, saying:

»There was something hair-raising in the way in which this man, outwardly civilised, spoke (TV promotion of V. Šešelj as a presidential candidate – S.I.). With icy calm, he presented the genocidal programme of the gradual destruction of the Albanians in Kosovo, spoke how he would take their land, expel them, and drown the rest like rats in smoke and mines. In the most composed of manners, he spoke about the »recovery of Serb lands« over such a territory (Dubrovnik, Rijeka etc.) that it inevitably presumes a bloody civil war. (...)

Šešelj’s performance was shocking precisely because in almost every, formally polished, sentence, he talked nonsense and sowed hatred in the coolest manner possible, with not a trace of any visible excitement. »Although I am not an Albanian... nor someone who would perhaps have to take a part in the war for Serbia’s expansion, I felt really, genuinely, frightened by such a man«. (Borba, 15 December 1990).

It remains to others, and all those who did not, or did not want to see that, to admit, if nothing else, their feeling of responsibility when it comes to Šešelj, like a former colonel of the former JNA Ljubodrag Stojadinović:

»Of course, I am partly to blame for not taking Šešelj seriously, even when he threatened to bomb civilians in Italy, and thus reinforced the ghetto for all Serbs in Yugoslavia, and place all those outside it under strict police supervision. I accept my share of responsibility for the fact that today Šešelj ever more openly and successfully plays the role of the chief anti-Serb inquisitor... but I am afraid that the great writer was right – when there is chaos, only the worst win.« (Borba, 10–11 July 1993).

There is no doubt that the former colonel was very outspoken about his share of the responsibility, and this could be said of many other people, even more important in terms of their roles and posts they held, or hold, and therefore bearing even bigger responsibility in this regard.

However true were his words about a flippant treatment of Vojislav Šešelj, and this can also apply to others, however true was the underestimation of various spectres on the public stage, manifesting a behaviour which calls for hospitalisation, the problem with Šešelj and the likes of him arose, above all, because of the national (self)overestimation of the Serb people.

2.

Vuk Drašković:

THE MAN WHO »NEVER LIED«

»We always told the truth, 

warned of stray paths 

and shown the way«.
Vuk Drašković, »All for Serbia«, 

Srpska Reč, Special Edition, 

Elections ‘97

There is no party leader on Serbia’s political stage at present who self-aggrandises himself so and promotes himself and his party in such an ugly and aggressive way as Vuk Drašković. At times it makes one wonder about elementary civil taste, let alone pride.

Two constants in the political conduct of Vuk Drašković have been observed and confirmed so far. The first one is that, whichever the cause Drašković happened to take up in his political career, he invariably did it in an »overbearing« way, and then, when he changed his mind for whatever reason – a lucrative one more often than not – to pounce upon it for all he is worth, as if its protagonist has been somebody else and not Vuk Drašković himself!

If we go back to his student and subsequent years, when he joined, after the graduation, the communist nomenclature (Tanjug, federal Trade Unions, Mika Špiljak’s office), we see how Drašković gave manifestations of his dedication to the Cause and then, when it would become more profitable, even if no less contrary to his earlier political option, how this cunning Herzegovinian fervently embraced a new option and, of course, new political roles going with it.

The second constant in Vuk Drašković’s political behaviour is manifested not only in the betrayal of his former political view and wholehearted acceptance of a new one, but also in his devastating criticism of that previous political option, presumably so as to make the acceptance of the new option look more convincing to our public who are anyway only too apt to forget what happened the day before. 

On »morals and staunch character«

The purpose of the latter constant in Drašković’s political behaviour is to divert the attention from his dual political personality to less important things. In this territory, ideologies, systems and states went through various changes, but this Herzegovinian »fox« has always found in them a role for himself, from minor ones to those ever bigger and weightier.

With the exception of participants in the legendary student demonstrations in 1968, for instance, who else remembers Vuk Drašković, the current leader of phantom chetniks, who was, after the famous Tito’s address to students, among the first to join in the Kozara reel.

Or, hasn’t a thick layer of dust already covered Drašković’s journalistic career in Tanjug which hired only those whose loyalty and devotion struck the eye, not to mention other services to »Fatherland« as Vuk Drašković would say today in his new discourse, especially when appointed as foreign correspondents, as the public commented almost openly.

The dust of oblivion has covered just as thickly his service in the federal trade union cabinet of Mika Špiljak – a Croat and one of leading communists – this needs to be emphasised in the spirit of Drašković s nationalist-anti-communist Newspeak – where the present leader of Serbian chetniks came, as he himself admits, only to solve his housing problem with no more and no less but a four-room flat!?

This is perhaps the best illustration of the corruptible nature of Vuk Drašković in politics. Not only did he get a job in the above mentioned cabinet in order to cheat – and get away with it – one of the highest ranking communists in the country by fawning on him politically: he also marked himself as a political swindler and therefore a real threat to all those subsequent political workers whom he came to head, as is the case of SPO.

Much later, Drašković will explain in a TV show that he had to work in the institutions of the then government, because at the time nobody could get a job unless he was a member of the League of Communists and had good moral and political characteristics – this is not far from the truth, but he glossed over the kind and level of his job.

Even if everything was as Drašković says it was, especially in the case of top political and state agencies and organisations, it is curious why Vuk Drašković did not begin his career in an agricultural co-operative, rather than at the top of the former state, where political loyalty to the communist party, which today he considers as the greatest evil imposed on the Serbian people, was indeed a requirement. In a co-operative, presumabl,y nobody would ask proof of his »moral and political suitability«.

This would also be in line with his latest programme (All for Serbia, Srpska Reč, Special Edition, Elections ‘97), presented to the public in the recent election campaign, which, among other things, says: »The recovery of our people begins in rural areas... In its programme, SPO accords major importance to the village and its lasting values... morals, staunch character and concern for common good (ital. S.I ). Correct, no personal concern for some measly flat, even a four-room one.

And they, the old and the new chetniks would trust Drašković more: to be led by someone who is theirs from beard to knife, rather than by a former adviser of one of the highest-ranking communist nomenclature members and on top of that – a real Croat!? Those modern chetniks must be also relaxing their standards when led by this Vuk Drašković, but they should remember that, before he wrote Noc djenerala (General’s Night), a novel about Draža Mihailovic, during that »night« he also dealt a blow to the general in his anti-chetnik serial, addressing precisely the same topic!

The spiritus movens of the war

Such Drašković was ready and, as the saying goes, on his feet, when the time came for the war and when the war started. He first brandished the sabre around Sandjak, threatening Muslims that he would cut their hands off if they were disloyal to the state of Serbia (!?), then set out to dig trenches around Kruševac to defend Kosovo there!? (For more detail, see NIN, 9 October 1997).

With Mirko Jović and Vojislav Šešelj, whose child he christened, he set off, head over heels, to form a Serb ultra-nationalist party called Serb People’s Renewal, in which Šešelj and Vuk became vice-presidents and the afore mentioned Jović the president. However, as there were too many »wise Serb heads« in one place, the party could not endure all those »brains« and so Drašković split away and formed the Serb Renewal Movement, having borrowed from Jović both the word »Serb« and the word »renewal«.

Subsequently, Drašković went so far as to deny the evident fact that he had formed a party with Jović and Šešelj, pretending that he was something else and better than the other two: »Throughout all these years of eviltime, I was never tempted to shed a tear because we were not dancing in the yard of some Šešelj, Jović, or whoever (ital. S.I.) (Srpska Reč, 71/10 May 1993)!?

Today, Vuk thinks Šešelj is a fascist, forgetting how much he worked towards this fascism, which is not Šešelj’s alone. In those days, as today, Vuk’s national aspirations were unexcelled. Only – at that time, his natiologemes led directly to war, killing and blood. That must be why he has become such a fervent »pacifist«: so that people would forget what he advocated and with what means. On the eve of the war, he requested from the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, Serb Orthodox Church and Mother Organisation of Emigrants of Serbia to urgently and without delay undertake the drafting of the national programme (Borba, 1991).

According to Vuk Drašković the basic items of that programme would be as follows:

1. We are going to tell jihad, which has already dug up arms, what will happen to those who associate with Arnaouts and ustasha to carry out a Serb-devouring programme«.

2. We are not afraid of Tudjman and Izetbegović... they are a cobweb we could easily blow away hadn’t the domestic evil in the shape of the ruling party, gagged our mouths«. Who prepared a »...devouring« programme for whom, can be deduced from Drašković’s words, and even more than that, what a war it would have been, had not Milošević’s ruling party »gagged« Vuk’s mouth, one can only guess from the ensuing items of the national programme of Vuk Drašković:

»We are not afraid of the devil’s litter which is not of our blood, no matter how many there are of them... (ital. S.I.)«. Further items of Vuk’s national programme follow:

3. »And, as for Ante Marković, who was given the offices of the paper Communist, there are woods on Kozara, let him look for them there«!?

4. »And, as for congressmen who »knock about« around Kosovo and Metohija, SPO demands that a parliamentary multi-party delegation be sent from here to America to investigate the status of Cubans, Mexicans and Indians (ital. S.I.)«.

On the eve of the recent elections, this Vuk assumes the moral right to say, all in »line« with that »knocking about« of congressmen and the »investigation of the status of Cubans, Mexicans and Indians« in the USA, the following: »We cannot be reconciled with the world by those who sowed strife between us and the world. Serbia cannot be taken uphill by those same people who took it downhill. (...) The Serb Renewal Movement and I have never cheated you. We have always told the truth, warned of stray paths and shown the way (ital. S.I.)«.

Or, for instance, this: »SPO will do its utmost to make Europe come to Serbia and make Serbia go to Europe. We shall use the high prestige the party has earned in the world because of its struggle for democracy (sic!) to reconcile Serbia with the world, pull it out of isolation and blockade, restore its old friendship with France, England, America, Russia and other democratic countries« (Srpska Reč, Special Edition, Elections ‘97)«? What happened with the status of Cubans, Mexicans and Indians, is not known. It seems that Vuk has stopped worrying about their problems.

The unification of »all Serb lands« has been one of central ideas in the political and party activity of Vuk Drašković. Vuk Drašković accuses Milošević for the war, but at the same time promotes his idea that the Serb nation has the right to unify all its »lands« which was why Milošević waged that war:

»If somebody wants to feel sorry that we did not follow the national interpretation of Slobodan Milošević which ended in the way it ended, than it is his problem (ital. S.I.)« (Srpska Reč, 71/10 May 1997)!? It just may be true that Vuk Drašković and his SPO did not »follow« Milošević as, in point of fact, they preceded Milošević s »national interpretation«.

Kumanovo customs house still stands

»One people in five states – that cannot be and, therefore, the democratic Serbia will be the pivot of the unification of all Serb lands – Vardar Macedonia, B and H, without its Western part and those that exist now. Trust me, if Depos wins, I shall personally pull down the customs house in Kumanovo« (ital. S.I.) (Borba, 19 November 1993) – Vuk Drašković »steps on his« national programme which has already got Milošević stuck in Bosnia and Croatia, so that it never crossed his mind to entangle himself in a war adventure in Macedonia as well. Yet, despite those words, Drašković continued to assure the public that there would have been no war, had his SPO won in 1990!

»The trouble is that SPO did not win in 1990. For, there would have been no war and maybe even the state would not have fallen apart. And – even if there were a divorce – we wouldn’t have divorced in blood and today the Drina would not have been Serbia’s border, but a river flowing through the middle of the Serb ethnic space, bounded by Knin Krajina in the west and Negotin Krajina in the east, but I am positive that even Yugoslavia would not have fallen apart, but that it would have been reorganised, re-done from inside (ital. S.I.)« (For more detail, see Borba, 23 March 1993).

When one reads it today, it is difficult to say if Vuk Drašković is a total ignoramus when it comes to the national question, or an unprecedented political scoundrel who says one thing, talks of another and does the third. Or is he indeed a man meriting observation. For, it was precisely this greater national concept about the »Serb ethnic space bounded by Knin Krajina in the west and Negotin Krajina in the east« that eventually conduced to a situation when the Drina became an uncrossable border of the Serb territory, just as it conduced to the war and – not the falling apart as Drašković says – but the fracturation of the state by the Serb side!

How Drašković would have succeeded, with the same greater national programme, for the sake of which Milošević caused the war and the break-down of the country, to save the state without war and blood, he can tell to himself and his closest associates in SPO, in which he cultivates such »criticism« and »freedom« of thought that, according to one of the articles in its statute, the boss, that is Drašković, can expel people from his party at will.

On one occasion, this hypocrisy in the national policy – advocacy of the greater national project and simultaneous pretence at »pacifism«, was directly brought to Drašković’s attention. Journalist Ljubinka Milinčić observed in an interview with Drašković: »You were the first to refer to the borders of the Serb lands – from Papuk to the Kupa to the Una to the area above Šibenik. Šešelj later took over from you the idea of the Greater Serbia, and you are content with its cultural, economic greatness...«

»Your question demonstrates complete ignorance of the SPO in 1990 and today« replied Drašković without any qualms, as if nobody else had eyes and brains of their own.

»From the very beginning SPO’s starting point has been that we must not destroy Yugoslavia as the cost of that destruction would be more fatal than the cost of construction, and secondly, if negotiations and peaceful argumentation cannot prevail upon Zagreb to preserve the common state, then Croatia cannot keep in its possession those areas were Serbs were a majority on 6 April 1941, before the ustasha genocide was committed. Therefore, SPO has been insisting on those western boundaries from the very beginning, but only in the case of the state’s collapse (ital. S.I.)« (Ibid.)

Still living in 1918–1941

The only thing Drašković forgot, was that the »preservation of the common state« by calling for »negotiations« and »other peaceful argumentation« could not be achieved with the previous peace-less »anti-bureaucratic revolution« and argument of force in the adoption of the Constitution of the Republic of Serbia in disregard of the federal Constitution, and the abolition of provinces in Serbia, since these were the foundations on which the common state rested.

And even if Milošević had not adopted that constitution by bloody means and contrary to the federal constitution – Croatia, and every other former Yugoslav republic had an inalienable right to self-determination without making its »possessions« contingent on the Serb majority and some »western boundaries«.

»Conditions« could be different and of a different nature and could concern, in one case, if the matter at stake was the survival of the common state, a new and democratic agreement about its internal organisation, or in the other case, that is its peaceful disassociation, the regulation of all those inter-republican commitments arising from it, including a mutual agreement on the status of the Serb people across the Drina and the Kupa, and other peoples in Serbia.

It was precisely that approach which was demonstrated by Drašković then, that »Croatia could not keep in its possession those areas where Serbs were a majority on 6 April 1941...« unless it agreed to preserve the common state, which caused the war in which the Serbs concerned lost everything. To begin with, those were not Serb »areas«, regardless of their number, as they had never been in Serbia, or part of Serbia.

If, on the other hand, Drašković thought that the Serb right to them derived from the unification of 1918 (first, unify what belongs to others and then, if need be, pluck it as your own!), then this only shows that the Serb political thought with regard to the national question is still at the level of 1918–1941, and this is, to all intents and purposes, what brought about the collapse of that first Yugoslavia and all the evils of the Second World War, including the genocide over the Serb people.

Then, as now, almost half a century later, the Serb people paid in blood for the imperial ambitions of their politicians, who built their »glory« and »greatness« on their suffering. Once they were called Pašić, Vukićević, Uzunović, Stojadinović... today their names are Milošević, Drašković, Koštunica, Djindjic and all the rest of their Greater Serbian chums.

Incidentally, in 1918, which Drašković deems crucial for his greater nationalism, bypassing the second Yugoslavia as if it has never existed (!), it was not the Serb people and their alleged territories in Croatia and Bosnia which were unified with Serbia, but two separate states: the State of Slovenes, Croats and Serbs, as a country of the former Austria-Hungary, and the Kingdom of Serbia. This implicitly meant that the Serb people across the Drina and the Kupa did not belong to Serbia, as the decision on the unification was taken, among others, by Serb representatives in the People’ s Council of Slovenes, Croats and Serbs.

Even pursuant to the Constitution of 1921, known as the Vidovdan Constitution, B and H kept its borders in the first Yugoslavia. Article 135 of that constitution says: »Pursuant to the law on the regional boundaries, Bosnia and Herzegovina shall be divided into regions within its present borders. (...) Some municipalities or districts may be taken out of their regions and annexed to other regions within the present borders of Bosnia and Herzegovina or outside them, if so decided by 3/5 of the members of their self-governed representative offices, which decision shall be subject to the approval by the National Assembly (ital. S.I.)« (See, Constitutions and Governments of the Principality of Serbia, Kingdom of Serbia and Kingdom of Yugoslavia (1835–1941), Nova knjiga, Belgrade 1988, p. 229).

It is another matter that the greater Serbian cliques in the new state, owing to its centralist organisation and Serb hegemony, invariably responded to Croat demands for a democratic system with threats about the amputation of »Serb areas« in Croatia and did that all along that state’s life, as a method of preserving the Greater Serbian hegemonist component by way of its internal set-up and subsequently, the ill-famed attempt by Draža Mihailović during the Second World War to create Greater Serbia within Greater Yugoslavia – and, as we see, this has not changed and the idea is still embraced byVuk Drašković.

Sent the guard to Bosnia

How Vuk Drašković was planning to save Yugoslavia, one can see not only from the Greater Serbian programme he promoted, but also from his advocacy of the national, purely Serb, army which was allegedly to save Yugoslavia: »I advocated the Serb army while Yugoslavia still existed, with a view to saving Yugoslavia... (ital. S.I.)« (Borba, 23 March 1993). How these two fit – Yugoslavia and the Serb army – only he can tell.

 As he himself admits, in this regard Drašković modelled his views on Draža Mihailović who, with precisely such Serb army under the false name of the Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland, otherwise known as chetniks, committed unprecedented crimes in Bosnia and Serbia in 1941–1945, drawing on the same greater nationalistic programme which inspired Vuk Drašković five decades later.

Having failed to prevail upon Milošević to create a Serb army and become its Supreme Commander, Drašković created his own party and paramilitary army so as to wage war in Bosnia and Croatia.

This doublyfalse position of Vuk Drašković, the designer of the Greater Serbian product from Negotin to Knin Krajina and its executor with a party army on the one hand, and the fervent »pacifist« on the other, repeating as a parrot that had he and his party won in 1990, there would have been no war, was perhaps best unmasked, and publicly at that, at a session of the SPO Steering Committee, by a member of the SPO leadership, and Danica Drašković, Vuk’s wife, published that comment:

»It is with pain that I note that Mr. President had an ambivalent attitude to the Serb Guard. We deny its existence officially and yet send young people to Bosnia. Will they die there unknown and nameless (ital. S.I.)« (Srpska Reč, 71/10 May 1993).

Never has Vuk Drašković given any sign of self-criticism and responsibility for his political actions which, irrespective of the fact that he and his party spent the whole pre-war and war-time period in the opposition, contributed a great deal to the nationalistic pro-war public opinion in Serbia and Montenegro and the two Serb products in B and H and Croatia – RS and RSK, born as a result of that war. On one occasion only he said something to this effect, when talking to the delegation of the Serb Civil Council from Sarajevo, but even that was indirect and again with a view to accusing others for our and other people’s disaster.

On that occasion Drašković told his guests about »his personal trouble he went to bed with«, that he was responsible for many sufferings in this war, but immediately re-directed the responsibility to the SDS in B and H because, allegedly, he had not realised where that party was taking the people to!? According to Drašković, he did not believe that »ethnic cleansing could be performed under the Serb standard«, or that Serbs from Sarajevo »could climb the hills to fire at the city...«! What hurt him most, he said, was to have supported the SDS rather than set up his SPO in Bosnia because then »there would have been no war«!

One could come to believe this only if Drašković’s SPO were at the time something different from the abovementioned party of Bosnian Serbs. At that time SDS was a true war party, ideologically, politically and otherwise encouraged from Belgrade, equally by the authorities and the opposition, and Vuk Drašković, as we have already said, was unexcelled in this with his nationalistic views about Serbian borders from »Papuk to the Kupa to the Una to the area above Šibenik«.

It is ridiculous that, at the time, this leader of the Serb people from the mother-country did not see what a Bosnian party, whose national and political principles were based on his programme objectives regarding the Serb lands between Knin and Negotin Krajinas, through the middle of which peacefully flows »the Serb river Drina«, was up to!? Ethnic cleansing and all those mountaineering Serbs who fired at their own city, which Drašković could not believe, were only the ultimate consequence of a disastrous, shameless and inhuman national policy of Belgrade, contributed to by Vuk Drašković in person.

Self-appointed »One for All«!

Today Vuk Drašković is a political, national and literary figure highly praised by those who live off him and are »given food and drink« by him. »It is immoral to reproach, not only Mr. Drašković, but many writers who, at the time when history lied to us (! – historians presumably? – S.I.), where the first to offer, through their literary works, grains of cognition, truth, criticism and opened the mental eyes of this people« said Ljiljana Šop one of these days at a literary evening in Kragujevac (Nova Svetlost, 25 September 1997).

Drašković himself does not lag behind in his self-praise. An electoral leaflet contained his letter to voters, saying that it would be better if they voted for those, that is for him (!) »to whom all doors in the world are wide open...« Talking of the »world«, one fails to understand what happened to that parliamentary commission for the investigation of the status of Cubans, Mexicans and Indians in the USA that Vuk Drašković talked about, and whether he will finally do something about it.

The saddest part of that leaflet for the Serbian voters was the bit about the »personal sacrifice« of Vuk Drašković for the »well-being of his Fatherland« if he wins the elections! I think the voters got scared stiff knowing what Drašković could do when he promised something: he »never lies« and always »tells the truth«, and perhaps he might indeed sacrifice himself and who would entertain them then? And so, they decided not to vote for him to save him somehow from himself!

Thus the man who called himself »one for all« (!) and who on the eve of the elections said that »it is not the right, but the duty of Serbs to be happy«, lost the elections and was personally saved (ital. S.I.) (Nova Svetlost, 11 September 1997)!?! But, as things stand now, everything seems to indicate that, even among the Serb people, this is a no go.

3.

Zoran Djindjić:

THE POLITICIAN WITH A MERCANTILE MIND

Today, when from Belgrade rallies, from its squares and streets, Zoran Djindjić tells the government of Slobodan Milošević and Milošević himself that »if they were men of integrity, they would not even turn up for the elections and would ask the people instead to forgive them the evil they’ve inflicted on it«, I cannot but remember the beginnings of this small Belgrade-Frankfurt »swindler« in the spirit of one of his former electoral messages – »INTEGRITY«!

»What mark do we give them in national policy?« Zoran Djindjić asks the crowd, and half-starved Serbs shout back from below: »Ace!« »What do they deserve for their economic policy?« continues the Novi Sad professor of »philosophy«, and a thunder, as if from a crater: »Zero!«

»Everybody must draw his statement of accounts as the fate of his family and his country is at stake. The reckoning must be ruthless and impartial. Draw the line under it, and think who made the grossest mistake in these four years«, shouts the impassioned leader of Serbian »Democrats«.

Djindjić disseminated »democratic« principles not only within the country, but on the European scale as well. In his address to European MPs, he (pre)conditions the solution of the Kosovo problem with the »existence of a credible state, ruled by law, which will be able to guarantee to people their human, minority and political rights and freedoms. Without the rule of law, all declarations about the autonomy of Kosovo and respect of freedoms shall remain a dead letter only, not only in Kosovo but across Serbia as well, as there state is not governed by law and nobody, not only the Kosovo Albanians, has any guarantees that his rights and freedoms will be respected« (Naša Borba, 9 October 1996).

The true »democratic lesson« was as yet to come for the highest European representatives, when Djindjić accused them of supporting Slobodan Milošević. »By supporting non-democratic regimes and war lords, metamorphosed in peace-makers, the West can secure a short-lived stability, pending a new eruption of violence«!

Thus speaks Djindjić today. An outsider, not particularly conversant with domestic political and national affairs and all those horrible effects of Slobodan Milošević’s regime, gains, from all these Djindjić’s statements, the impression that this is a democratically-minded politician from the Balkans, which cannot often boast of such a straightforward discourse in the past or in the present.

Milošević as the answer to the crisis

That Zoran Djidjić is not politically either honest or ready to ask the people for forgiveness for what he inflicted on it himself, and that, practically until yesterday, he said things that were opposite to what he says today, and supported the ill-famed Slobodan Milošević’s policy (nationalism less »bolshevism«) is demonstrated, among other things, by this portrait of our »democratic man of integrity«, in the spirit of his invitation that everybody must draw, ruthlessly and impartially, a statement of accounts of »who made the grosses mistake in these four years«.

As early as 1989, Djindjić supported Milošević in his decomposition of the SFR Yugoslavia, with his well-known »philosophical« text under a characteristic title: Čekajući pravi sukob (In Anticipation of the Real Conflict)!

In this text Djindjić writes: »Our epoch, which has lost trust in its foundations (sic!)«, quoting for the occasion Chesterton’s essay On Ideals, does not need an able practitioner to rehabilitate it, but a great ideologue. »A practitioner know how things work. However, when things stop working, than one needs a thinker, a man who has something like a doctrine as to why things work at all«. It seems that Milošević was the answer to precisely such »crisis of the foundations«. (...) And, if things are carried to their extreme, in the attempt to rehabilitate Yugoslavia, suddenly, the topical question becomes: why does it exist at all, rather that its concrete functioning. (Stav, 43/10 October 1989, Novi Sad).

At the time, therefore, Milošević was, in Djindjić’s eyes, the answer to the Yugoslav »crisis of foundations« who will ask, rather than raise the problem of »its concrete functioning«, the question »why does it exist at all«!? Djindjić’s support of Milošević will continue until almost as late as the mid-1994. One of his statements is typical in this regard: »Everybody knows who is the most important politician in Yugoslavia at the moment, so let him be the president« (Politika, 30 May 1994).

In contrast with that period of time, today Djindjić calls Milošević and his government an »ill-mannered brat who has been messing about this country for fifty years and needs to be punished« (Naša Borba, 23 October 1996). Instead of Milošević, Djindjić discovers now a new idol: »Whenever the Serb people was at one with the king , with the patriarch, it was strong and victorious«.

When he calls Milošević to account, one senses there a considerable influence of Dobrica Ćosić, both in the wording and in conclusions, such as the one voiced at a rally in Novi Sad: »Are we descendants of a great people, do we deserve to be led by cowards... No, in these few years of the SPS and Slobodan Milošević’s rule, all ideals have been destroyed and trampled upon. (...) All the rest has been thrown away into the abyss: patriotism and national pride, work, sweat and knowledge« (Naša Borba, 22 April 1996).

For Greater Serbia

Djindjić was on »Milošević’s« positions when the »real conflicts« started and took part in them. When the first opportunity presented itself to stop the war, raging in B–H, with the Vance-Owen plan in 1992, Djindjić was one its most radical opponents in Serbia.

»The most important thing is... that there is no link between the Serb provinces, and with the FR Yugoslavia. That principle has been relinquished and concessions took place. A link between the Serb provinces and the FR Yugoslavia has a symbolic meaning also, as Lord Owen thus rectified his earlier statement that the plan was meant to separate the Serbs in Bosnia from the Serbs in Serbia. We think that the concept of opposition to the Greater Serbia has, therefore, also been relinquished, and that opposition was in the form of prevention of links among the Serb territories (Borba, 1992).

»The evil«, which he attributes only to Milošević today, Djindjić had also, perhaps to an even greater degree, inflicted himself on the Serb people then, resisting the acceptance of the Vance-Owen Plan and the conclusion of peace »We approached this plan with considerable reservations because we saw two intentions in it: one, to establish peace, and the second, to prevent, for a considerable period of time, if not forever, the territorial linkage of large parts of the Serb people, living in the territory of the former Yugoslavia«. (Ibidem)

Djindjić, however, did not stop at considering Milošević the »answer« to the Yugoslav »crisis of the foundations« and »Miloševićian« question »why does it exist at all«. He was already knee-deep in co-operation with Čosić’s government, which he will openly admit himself! »We agree«, Djindjić boasts, »with the positions of the Yugoslav State which are roughly the position of the Democratic Party as I explained it. We participated daily in conversations with people from the Yugoslav Government, the President of Yugoslavia...«. (Ibidem)

Supporting Radovan Karadžić

That more than just talk, Djindjić was also politically active in the indicated sense, is shown by the fact that at the meeting of the DS Steering Committee that year, held in the Ambasador Cinema Hall in Niš, he supported the view that »the DS supports the Bosnian Serbs in line with the party’s national programme, which sets forth the right to self-determination for the Serb people, who remained outside the borders of the present Yugoslavia«.

Likewise, the »DS lends support to Radovan Karadžić’s policy as it conduces to the fulfilment of our national goals, peace in which the people will be able to freely say what state they wish to live in, without having it imposed by other peoples and foreign powers«. Foreign powers? Aren’t they those selfsame foreign powers, under whose flags Zoran Djindjić »walks« the Belgrade streets and squares today?! And, is not Radovan Karadžić himself that very person who should be delivered to The Hague Tribunal as he is charged with the commission of war crimes?!

Even then, as we see, Zoran Djindjić’s policy was no different from the policy, pursued by Slobodan Milošević himself. On one occasion, Djindjić will confirm this, declaring that it is »good that the president of Serbia Slobodan Milošević told international negotiators that he could not take decisions on behalf of the Serbs in Bosnia and that the negotiations should be directed at the RS«.

It was only last year that Djindjić began reluctantly to »turn the coat«, having realised at long last that nothing would come out of the RS as a separate state and that any further insistence on the unification of all Serb territories would bring him no political gain. And even that change of attitude was not quite clear-cut, as seen from the advice Djindjić gave Karadžić, with whom he will roast that famous ox at Pale.

»The RS priority concern is to have its sovereignty guaranteed over the territory, which enables it to live a normal life«, Djindjić said on that occasion, and also that »while respecting the fact that Bosnia and Herzegovina is a member of the United Nations, a solution for a sovereign RS can be found«!

»War communism«

Regardless of the unquestionable fact that Djindjić supported Milošević’s destruction of Yugoslavia and his militaristic policy – himself and as a vehicle of Dobrica Ćosić – the leader of the Serbian »Democrats«, invariably »electorally« promised that if his DS won the elections, »the people... would see their purses fatten in no time...«, in spite of the fact that Serbia was financing that war!?

Along the lines of his previous attitude to Milošević (nationalism less »bolshevism«, Djindjić criticised Milošević domestically throughout the war, applying the formula – sanctions plus better organisation!

He was never ready to fight the sanctions and their destructive effect by personally denouncing nationalism and war, not only because this Frankfurt student failed to realise their causal relationship, but precisely because he was for nationalism and war, and so he kept up his critique of Milošević’s government by saying that it could prepare better for »life under the sanctions«!? (NIN, 19 November 1993).

From that point of view, he was a kind of a partisan of »war communism« in domestic affairs, with nationalism as its external and imperial dimension. According to Djindjić, a Serb was supposed to wage war and live worse that in a sovhoz. Incidentally, he was the first to propose the introduction of social cards for the population!

»The theme of our political activity is the question how to organise the society in this situation better, how to divide better what we do have so as to reduce the suffering. (...) We would do it on the basis of special social cards, not randomly, with a much better organisation than the socialists«.

The Serbs, whom Zoran Djindjić leads to »democracy« today, should know that, among others, they ought to thank Zoran Djindjić for their hard life, too, as, simultaneously with proposing the measures of »war communism« for them, he advocated the idea which was responsible for their tragically hard life in 1993 and is as hard today – »we think that our global aim at this stage is that all Serbs live in their own states«.

Asked by a NIN journalist if Croatia would let go of Krajina without a war, our great »democrat« proved himself also an »important« strategist, foreseeing future events: »It (Croatia) lost Krajina in a war, and to get it, it has to go to a new war«.

Is it realistic that Croatia will move its troops on Krajina? the journalist then asked.

»I think not«, said our »strategist«. »This war would grow into an all-out Balkan war in no time. I don’t believe that the Croatian superiors, the Germans and the Austrians, would endorse it«!?

Such theses met with echo and response. Slobodan Vučković, a member of the DS Steering Committee publicly reacted to these and similar theses of Zoran Djindjić.

»Eulogies of Socialists also struck the eye«, Vučković said, »as a party which, unlike the opposition, has capable people and a way to carry out its programme. A shift towards nationalism also caused perplexity – it brings votes, allegedly. It was even pointed out that President Milošević conducted the national policy very well, an this has never been the party view (...) And now, when the new government is about to be elected, one simply cannot understand why Zoran Djindjić says that he will vote for the election of this government (NIN, 18 March 1994).

For the election of this government which Djindjić thinks today has inflicted »evil on the people« and should ask it for forgiveness!

Centralised Serbia

How would Zoran Djindjić arrange Serbia if, perchance, he came to power? It would undoubtedly be opposite to what he advocated in the case of the »right« of Croatian and Bosnian Serbs to an independent state. And hardly anything would change with regard to the solution of the Kosovo and Vojvodina status either. Djindjić’s adverse attitude to granting these two former provinces the status of federal units within FRY makes him no different from Milošević (Naša Borba, 9 October 1996).

It seems that there would be much more trouble with Montenegro, if one is to judge by what Djindjić thinks about its status in FRY and what would happen if Djindjić had a major say in the federal relations. Two years ago, in a statement for Radio Jagodina, Djindjić said that »Yugoslavia’s future rested with a higher centralism, with the maximum influence of its part which contributes most to that state, and that is Serbia. It is not logical that one half of the federal government comes from Montenegro. It is realistic that Montenegro has less primary interests, as it is smaller« (Politika, 30 May 1994).

He perceives the relations in the federation of Serbia and Montenegro as market relations! »Montenegro will be equitable in so far as it will not be discriminated against, but the reality is that the one who gives ten times less, gets as many times less«, he says, demonstrating a lack of understanding of the relations between Serbia and Montenegro and their two peoples. »It is the market reasoning we are pledged to, and all that has existed so far, or exists now, is communist egalitarianism«!?

And while, on the one hand, he advocates the principles of »war communism« in Serbia, on the other, he champions market relations in the relations between the Yugoslav federal units! Everything upside down and thereby all wrong, needless to say. It manifests not only the incomprehension of the interests in the federation, but also the ignorance of the market as the general arbiter of values. In Djindjić’s Yugoslavia, the federation would have »extensive powers, and its federal units small«.

This and such Djindjić with his idea of »Yugoslavia’s future in higher centralism« of 1994, will not hesitate to appear before European deputies in October this year, with a speech on the need for a state governed by the rule of law as a guarantor of »human, minority and political rights and freedoms«. If politics does have something of a mercantile spirit, then with Zoran Djindjić, in our setting it acquires all properties of cheap contraband.

Repetition of Milošević

There is no doubt that Zoran Djindjić is not only a Serb nationalist, but also a peddler of nationalistic »ideals« in the Serb people. This is perhaps best testified by his campaign on the eve of the latest elections.

That this conclusion is really suited to the contents of the above mentioned campaign leaflet of Zoran Djindjić and the DS, is best seen from the messages he addresses to the voters.

What does it mean, for instance, that during the SPS rule, the Serb people »lost Serb Krajina, West Slavonia, East Slavonia, and the Republika Srpska is in a difficult situation and still fights for its independence«? Nothing but precisely that old Milošević’s THAT’S THE WAY!

When were Serb Krajina, West Slavonia and East Slavonia, or the Republika Srpska, in their history or in the present, the Serb territorial property, except that as a result of military conquests they were proclaimed as such during this, barely finished, war. That is why they were »lost«, not as Serb territories, but for the life of the Serb people, who lived there for centuries.

And, if the Republika Srpska »is in a difficult situation«, as the Serbian »Democrats« »compassionately« tell the voters, then it is precisely because it fought and »still fights for its independence«.

For that reason, the very title of the campaign leaflet of Djindjić’s DS, »IS THAT THE WAY?«, is completely, politically and nationally, wrong as it suggests, in view of all that the »Democrats« mean by the »territorially Serb« in Croatia and B–H, and all that was thereby lost as such, a kind of Milošević’s once THAT’S THE WAY only raised to the square – THAT’S THE WAY, THAT’S THE WAY!

Hence all the other mistakes of this Djindjić’s »democratic« leaflet. Because, this is the only reason why the Serb people »suffered tremendous losses; dozens of thousands of people were killed or wounded, and several hundred thousand people became refugees«, as the leaflet continues. Ergo, not because these territories were »lost«, but because those who led those people, and, unfortunately, still lead them today, like the Serbian »Democrats«, proclaimed them »Serb territories«, depriving them thereby of the right to live in them, too.

It is true, as Djindjić’s leaflet goes on to say, that »never in its history has the Serb people suffered such a defeat and such national humiliation«. But, this defeat and that humiliation were the result precisely of the catastrophic idea, which some people still seem to uphold, as if Dayton never was, and which is demonstrated by Zoran Djindjić and the DS: that the Serb people had, before the SPS »rule«, the Serb Krajina, West and East Slavonia, the Republika Srpska!?

For the sake of historical truth, and that is the recent period, which we could not have forgotten yet, it needs to be said that the Serb people never before »had« those territories, and »got« them precisely during the »SPS rule«! »Having got« them as« belonging« to it, it lost them precisely because they were not its! Hence its greatest historical defeat and such national humiliation.

Because of such war policy which ended in a defeat, the Serb people not only »lost« the above mentioned territories, which, as a matter of fact, it never had in the strict national state sense, but also »remained unprotected«, about which we are »painfully instructed« in Zoran Djindjić’s and DS leaflet. Only, this »unprotectedness« does not derive from the fact that this people is »without a state«, as Djindjić and the »Democrats« continue to add fuel to the fire, even after Dayton, but because it coveted two more states across the Drina and the Sava, or, more accurately, because it coveted a Greater State.

Yet another saviour of Serbia

That is why the Serbs »do not have an ally in the international politics«. People who still think, like Djindjić and his »Democrats«, that they would have allies if they »had a state«, substitute the theses consciously. Namely, they do not have an »ally in the international politics« because of the aspiration that all Serbs should have the states, all the way to the »western boundaries«, and not because they »do not have« a state!

Had the campaign leaflet of Zoran Djindjić and the DS, Only TOGETHER – We Shall Save Serbia!« not gone beyond a general message that the »SPS national policy is fatal«, it would have been a good leaflet – media-wise and national policy-wise successful – as the SPS national policy has indeed been fatal.

But, as at the same time this Djindjić’s leaflet asks the potential voters to support the DS in »its effort to prevent the further ruin of Serbia and the Serb people«, in a manner which we have shown above: by aspiring to rectify Milošević in an unrectifed matter and offering as a cure the same thing which has already caused our overall national and political misfortune, one needs to be extremely wary, as it warns us in advance that the present misfortune could only be prolonged with such »saviours«.

I fear that in the end it just might be – how to get away from the saviours, or, perhaps, the other way round: who, and how, will save the saviours themselves one day?

VII. SERB NATIONALISM,

PAST AND PRESENT

1.

Research:

THE SERBIAN CULTURAL ELITE AFTER THE ROUT

OF OUR MILITARISTIC POLICY

Vladimir Ilić

The study of the subject-matter involves certain risks. For a long time, our social scientists, studying nationalism or generation and dissemination of national ideas, had to compete with the official single–party ideology. The communist ideology promoted a simplified version of the theory of modernisation and covered practically the whole field of the social thought on nationalism. Little room was left for empirical research. Another reason why it was difficult to conduct a serious research into the subject of nationalism, rests with the fact that this is, subjectively speaking, a very delicate topic. Namely, it is difficult to address the national question without emotion and when there is emotion, there can be no differentiation or sense of nuance, which are a sine qua non of scientific description and a prerequisite for impartial analysis. The wide–spread parochial frame of mind of the majority of our social scientists has been due, above all, to their inability to take a detached look at politics in earlier times, while today it derives from their inability to view with detachment the intellectual experience on the other, notably Western, side. The study of nationalism is thus often politically–coloured or characteristic of a provincial and selective reception of solutions, applied in scientifically more advanced countries.

A study of the cultural elite members and their attitude to the Serbian national policy is the focus of this whole research project. The realisation that it was important to observe the attitudes and ideas of the cultural elite, resulted in the gathering of relevant information from its members. Needless to say, the available material does not suffice for more ambitious, such as statistical, analyses, but it does permit to apply other analytical and interpretative procedures.

The theoretical framework was taken over from the research of national cultural elites in Vojvodina, a project recently conducted by Slobodan Cvejić and myself (Ilić, Cvejić, 1997). Its starting postulate is that, as a rule, the cultural elite of an ethnic community means a circle of people, who generate and disseminate the most important ideas, determining the ethnic conscience and articulating the political will of the nation. On the whole, members of the cultural elite do not make a separate social stratum, but rather the ‘spiritual layer’ (Mannheim), which articulates the practical attitude (Weltwollen) of their ethnic groups members to political, economic and ideological issues (Mannheim, 1964: 381–382). The role of the cultural elite should by no means be taken as an absolute as the shaping and propagation of ethnic (and social ) ideas follow, as a rule, a two-way course; it would wrong to observe these processes only from the perspective of the seat of the ideological authority of individual groups. (Cf. Ilić, Cvejić, 1997). There is no doubt that their course and outcome are affected by a greater or lesser readiness of the broader population strata within every ethnic group to suit their views and group behaviour to instructions ‘emanating’ from cultural elites. In the study of nationalism, it is particularly important to be aware of the basically two–way course of the dissemination of ideas, as the question of responsibility is one of the most important ones in this kind of research. In this regard, to attach the absolute causal significance to the cultural elite members, would mean to significantly reduce the cognitive power of the analysis, as the question of nationalism would be reduced to the question of the responsibility of the national intellectual elite. Day–to–day politics are not foreign to such approach, but in science it is considered unacceptable as it tends to disregard the most important structural and cultural components of the ethnic awareness, which do not lend themselves to explanation by the elitist theory. It is, therefore, necessary, to point out that members of the middle and lower social strata, even though they evidently do not rank among the creators of dominant political ideas, are not exclusively their receptors either. Members of these strata play an important part in disseminating various political and cultural messages among the broader strata of less educated workers and peasants. Members of the latter groups often tend to be more susceptible to the influence of better–skilled and more appreciated fellow–workers or neighbours from the same lower strata group than to influences coming through other channels (Ilić, Cvejić, 1993).

Individual segments of the cultural elite itself need not represent isolated and tight groups, and significant social and cultural differences can be observed within their narrower circles. There are a certain hierarchy, and even invisible censorship of a kind, within groups (and within nations), that is a mechanism to filtre ideas and views considered of consequence for a narrower cultural elite or the ethnic group at large. As a rule, members of the cultural elite hold prominent posts in educational, information and cultural institutions and thus can avail themselves of obvious cultural communication channels to promote their ideas. However, within all ethnic groups there is also quite an efficient informal communication network and its role in the shaping of the ethnic conscience should not be ignored. In this sense, one can refer to ‘invisible national colleges’ as specific analogues of Solla Price’s (Solla Price, 1965) global ‘invisible college’. 

The above comments indicate the risk involved in according an absolute value to the import of the national cultural elites (‘opinion leaders’) in the study of the dissemination of ideas and contents, shaping the ethnic conscience. On the other hand, the influence of the creative national intelligentsia should not be underestimated. The new situation resulted in the need to change the national self–understanding. The rising temperature of nationalism (Gellner, 1983) in the years preceding the country’s disintegration, put before the Serbian national cultural elite new tasks: the articulation of ethnic self–consciousness and orientation in the new circumstances. In the face of a fundamentally new situation, marked by the dissolution of socialism and the disintegration of the country, all ethnic groups, were in urgent need of a specific ‘separateness’ of intellectual groupings, their aptitude for ‘empathy’, ‘observation from the other side’ (Mannheim, 1980; cf. Mannheim, 1977). Within the cultural elites, among the opinion leaders themselves, new divisions occurred, prestigious and usable positions were lost or taken.

At times, modern authors stress the importance of opinion leaders in articulating the ethnic conscience as an ‘open’ or ‘closed’, that is ‘civil’ or ‘ethnic’ nationalism (Roesel, 1995; Horowitz, 1985). The importance of the national cultural elites is seen in the provision of guidance for the national education through the development of historical knowledge, political competence and linguistic aptitudes for the civil society (Roesel) or , in the case of ‘ethnic nationalism’, through historical reinterpretations and reconstructions of the ethnic identity by the science of culture (Horowitz, 1985: 70–71).

It is particularly important not to lose from one’s sight, when observing the attitudes and views of intellectuals, composing cultural elites, the social and economic circumstances, in which diverse (including national) ideas originate and spread. When Mannheim writes that an intellectual can better perceive complex social problems owing to his detachment, he also warns that members of the ‘intelligentsia’ can easily lose touch with the reality and consider the social problems only from the perspective of their study or the view–point formed in conversations with fellow–intellectuals (Mannheim, 1980: 168–169). This should be added the well–known thesis that intellectuals are eager and fervent promoters of various ideologies, precisely because of their ‘detachment’ and insecurity regarding their own group identity. Information received from members of the cultural elite needs, therefore, to be taken with a measure of criticism and subjected to verification through complementary sources. Whatever the case, the interpretation should not be reduced to sheer ‘hermeneutics’ (Ilić, Cvejić, 1997).

It is proper to mention here that conspicuous changes in the self–interpretation of our national cultural elite can be assumed. A considerable part of our nationalistic intelligentsia supported Milošević’s regime in the late Eighties and then disowned it in the early Nineties: with the stabilisation of the regime after 1992, many members of our national cultural elite revealed inclination to come to terms with his government once again, and during the street protests in the winter of 1996/1997, they once again manifested distance from the present power. This suggestibility of our cultural elite is a fact worth noting even though it should not be accorded too much attention. This trait is far from uncommon among intellectuals in almost all East European countries: nor is it new as it was described already in M. Krleža’s works, written several decades ago. This short-term-political suggestibility needs to be distinguished from the much more serious susceptibility to conversion in stricto senso. The latter presumes a radical change of stable and well–considered beliefs. It is up to empirical research to establish and investigate the existence of such beliefs among some members of our cultural elite.

This project is specifically coloured by the fact that it was undertaken at a time when our Serb militarism has suffered a fall. The attempt to achieve national goals (in different and often even mutually exclusive ways, but mostly by military force) was routed with the fall of the Republic Serb Krajina, Dayton–Paris Peace Accords, and most importantly maybe, the fact that the fall of Banja Luka, as a centre of ‘Western Serbhood’ in September 1995 was prevented by the decision of Western powers. The above events made it possible to separate - in the self–interpretation of the master minds of our national policy - the short-term political contents of a national (or nationalistic) nature from those, which are more lasting and which can be reasonably assumed to remain topical even in the years to come. The project was embarked upon without prejudice, with a view to investigating the subject–matter in the greatest detail possible, so that different readers could organise their practical activity as rationally and responsibly as possible on the basis of provided empirical results and analyses1.

The project framework

In the elaboration of the basic subject, a distinction needs to be made between more durable components of the Serb national idea and those which are bounded by short-term politics or other temporal considerations. (On methodological aspects of this problem, see Kuljić, 1997). Two crucial analytical notions appear to be the vision of a desirable solution to the national question (and, with it, the perception of one’s own national group) and the idea of the enemy in the way of its achievement. The application of these two concepts makes order in the seemingly chaotic mass of national ideas, offered by various authors and promoters, and makes it possible to interpret their substance (See, Ilić, 1995).

The subject necessitated the application of targeted sampling, covering sub–groups of authors of our national ideas, and intellectuals, committed to their popularisation and dissemination rather than to their generation. The former includes, by and large, the most eminent scientists in the field of humanities and social sciences as well as a number of leading philosophers and secular and ecclesiastical authors, and the latter mostly prominent journalists in printed and electronic media, who have gained fame of late by promoting our national policy, pursued, until recently, by military means. This two–member typology of respondents is somewhat simplified: even among the authors of the ideas themselves, it is difficult to single out genuinely original thinkers from those who suit former (often quite obsolete) national ideas to the requirements of the present political moment. In a more sophisticated typology, a distinction should be made between the authors of ideas and their colleagues, whose primary task is the conversion of intricate and developed nationalistic ideas into more comprehensible national slogans, closer to the political market and by the same token, one would have to single out, as a sub–group unto itself, various vulgarisers of the Serb nationalistic ideology, in whose interpretations this ideology is sometimes coloured by singular and purely personal eccentricity. Ideal sampling would also have to emphasize unquestionable, yet barely discernible, differences which exist within the group of promoters of nationalistic ideas in no lesser degree than in the group of their authors. Among numerous eminent journalists who promoted our nationalism and militarism over the past ten years or so, there were, in addition to ordinary engineers of human souls and mercenaries, also those whose sincere option added a personal colour to nationalistic messages they interpreted and distributed.

The application of such a targeted sample would allow to break the seemingly homogenous group of authors and disseminators of our nationalistic ideology into fractions which, during the last ten years, cooperated in the fulfillment of a broad strategic task: the operationalisation of the Serb national programme. Such fractions came into being, maintained, broke and (sometimes) established again the relations of coexistence, non–coordination, rivalry, and even conflict. In other words, such sampling would allow to glean cracks in the apparent unity, and extend thereby the explanatory scope of the analysis. It needs to be said right away that the research based on thus stratified target sample would take much more time than was available to us during the last ten days of October and the first two days of November 1997, when the information was collected. Under the given conditions and within the prescribed time–limit, the researcher and the team of his associates planned to interview 150 leading creators and distributors of our national ideas, largely from institutions such as the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, The University in Belgrade, The Association of Writers of Serbia, The Serb Orthodox Church, various national associations and leading newspaper publishers and radio and television stations. Experts were consulted before the targeted sample was decided upon, and the persons whose suggestions proved most helpful are specifically mentioned in the text. As the tool for the collection of the empirical material, we used a specially devised basis for the interviews, made of open questions, suited to highly-educated respondents, with maximum competence regarding the subject–matter. The nature of the elite, targeted, sample necessitated, as is usually the case in such situations (cf. Ilić, Cvejić, 1997) a combination of different forms and types of application of the basic research procedure. As this text is written, 83% of the sample have been completed, but the material is coming in still. There is an overwhelming preponderance of the male sex (about 90%) in the sample, which should not come as a surprise in view of the structure, properties and activities of the target group. With regard to other important characteristics, it needs to be said that some 55% of the respondents work for state and public institutions; of them, the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, the University and so-called state media account roughly for one third each. Thirteen per cent of the respondents work for so–called non–state media, and 16% are ‘free lancers’ (an overwhelming majority of them are eminent writers); the remaining 15% are pensioners, but still very active today, or until 1995, when they retired from public life. Most problems occurred, as could be expected judging from the previous experience, in interviews with journalists, working for state media. With respect to the educational structure, it needs to me pointed out that all respondents are university graduates, and over 50% have various academic degrees. The Serbian cultural elite is markedly non–parochial in so far as the education is concerned: as many as 69% of our respondents were, at some point in time, beneficiaries of foreign grants, went on study tours or, in the case of active and retired university professors and eminent scientists and writers, were invited lecturers in other countries. The question about foreign languages was not asked, but the above allows to reasonably assume that almost all respondents are quite proficient in one foreign language at least. The educational level of the respondents allowed to use the concrete form of the applied research procedure and reduced considerably the danger of so–called expert error in conceiving the written part of the interview.

The fact that this analysis is written while the information is still coming in and being processed, in a way determines its conduct. This needs to be borne in mind when it comes to the publication of the final results, as, after the completion of the last unit of the sample, they can be expected to vary, even if slightly, from those presented on this occasion. The analysis itself, using the descriptive statistics to the least possible extent, is not determined by the finished share of the sample, the available material being quite sufficient for statistical observation, but rather by a major homogeneity of the non–stratified target group. Namely, when the material was accordingly processed in SPSS programme, it was found that there were no statistically important differences with regard to any of the relevant variables. The statistical analysis procedures, therefore, had to give way to interpretation methods, analysis and interpretation of the material, already tested in earlier cases.

Since we are discussing the project framework, this is an opportunity to clarify the most important terminological issue and indicate a research problem which could be very important in the future. First of all, it needs to be borne in mind that the basic notion – ‘nationalism’ – is used in its neutral meaning, in a manner applied in the recent research of national cultural elites in Vojvodina (Ilić, Cvejić, 1997). The scope and non–specificity of its substance blur the focus of the analysis somewhat, but, on the other hand, significantly reduce the ever-present risk of ideologisation of the whole project or – and this would make things even worse- its fitting into one of recognisable practical attitudes of the short-term political nature. But, since the subject of the study is nationalism, more or less irrespective of its definition, it is important that any future research relates the investigation of this subject to the analyses of roots of individual nationalistic phenomena and their different versions in broader theoretical matrices, such as socialist, liberal and conservative ideologies. The practical political attitude sees nationalism, whether when it upholds it or condemns it, as a uniform phenomenon. A sociological analysis sees in it a more or less developed set of ideas, related to the practically (in the long run) more important and scientifically more interesting sets of ideas, expressed by the three above mentioned big modern ideologies.

The perception of the Serb people

It is easy to see why the qualitative analysis of the results begins with the interpretation of our respondents’ fundamental perception of the Serb people as an ethnicity onto itself. In the phenomenal plane, the Serb people is perceived as freedom–loving, hospitable, open to the world, with literary and painting talent and, last but not least, courageous. It is also perceived as warm–hearted, open, gifted, but insufficiently prudent, reckless, prone to strike friendships easily and trust traditional friends, ‘which is why it has suffered many disappointments and trials’. On the other hand, the Serb people is likewise perceived as a people with ‘shortcomings in the organisation of the internal life in the society’, as a ‘free people, without the idea and without the leader’, and as an ‘anarchic people, without sense of organisation’. Our respondents see their ethnic group also as a ‘people which in its collective self–conscience overrated its objective historical possibilities’, that is as a ‘people which did not add up rationally its spiritual energies in its modern history’.

The respondents, inclined to define their nation primarily in the political sense, perceive the Serb people as the ‘largest people between Vienna and Istanbul – tragic due to its geo–political position, rather run-down, politically and culturally’, and the ‘most state–forming people in the Yugoslav hornet’s nest, which protected the Christian civilisation in the past, belligerent, valiant, yet torn by political parties and foreign ideologies, headless without the King’. The vision of the ‘tragic’ people is corroborated by its perception as a ‘as yet non–constituted nation which does not know how to define its national interests (and which) is unable to found a community (as it) suffers from claustrophobia and narcissism’ (remarks in brackets V.I.). In their fundamental perception of the Serb people, some interviewed representatives of our cultural elite also see it as ‘accursed’, ‘susceptible to manipulation by all sorts of demagogues’, and as a people which is ‘schizophrenic, self–centred, yet capable of self–abnegation, destroyed yet with the energy to renew itself, cosmopolitan and xenophobic’, all at one and the same time. The respondents note, and this is by no means insignificant, that ‘unfortunately, the Serb people is scattered over a wide territory, with a large Diaspora’. They point out that ‘in history, our nation preserved its identity under delicate and frequently tragic circumstances, and made a specific and highly convincing contribution to the civilisation, but is disoriented today’. Contrary to our expectations, there were also responses, even if very few and far between, defining the Serbs as ‘good owners with a bad political system, who live in an hostile environment, with no continuity and with the fatal legacy of Yugoslavism and communism and absence of democratic institutions’. The interpretation shows that the majority of the respondents view their people as a cultural, rather than a political, fact. This was to be expected. In the world there are two fundamental practical views of the nation, one of which is embraced by French–speaking and Anglo–Saxon countries, which see it primarily as a political community of citizens; the German (and Germanic in general) interpretation is closer to us, and views the nation as a community of culture, if not the blood kinship outright. It needs to be said that the biological interpretation of the nation was not upheld by our respondents, and its interpretation as a cultural community was largely due to the real state of affairs, in which the attempts at the self–definition of very similar South–Slavic ethnic groups need to be deduced from the positions held by the respondents.

The question about the Serb national identity pursued a more succinct reaction to the same issue. The respondents predominantly offered a common answer, as ‘awareness of my historical origin’, ‘preservation of religion and language’ (noting that ‘the most important representatives of the national identity are clergymen and writers’ and that the ‘Serb language is beautiful’. The language is perceived as the ‘mother of languages of all Sorabi (Indo–Europeans), but, alongside the language, other basic determinants of our national identity, are, in their view, the Eastern Orthodox faith, Cyrillic alphabet and tradition as well as territorial entity, culture, Slavophily of the Orthodox type, family saint (krsna slava), high ethical standards, history, that is ‘proud affiliation with the Saint Sava linguistic and cultural and historically dominant ethnic circle’. A more modern approach to national identity is found in its definition as a ‘blend of the Kosovo legend, Eastern Orthodox tradition and European values of nationalism and liberalism’, and within this context, only as an exception, there is mention of the Serbian state, meaning the politically-organised people. Almost all respondents lay the emphasis on the specific Serb culture, defined by the above mentioned components.

The image of one’s own ethnic group is further concretised in the perception of the Serb national idea as a more rationalised and sophisticated articulation of the identity and being of one’s own group. Almost all interviewees believe that such an idea exists and that its fundamental components are the survival of the people at all cost (best expressed by monks), the idea of the liberation and unification, which has never come true and which is substituted today by the need to preserve Serbhood, to be ‘one’s own master on one’s own land’, within a national state (and it is curious that the slogan ‘All Serbs in one state’ is found, in its original form, in a couple of answers only). This shows that this idea has been discredited through its promotion by the current powers that be. The respondents preferred to talk about the struggle for the national and state unity. National unification is frequently associated with the need for the democratisation of the society and ‘return to Europe’, but it was also noted that there were no credible national programmes, along the lines of the Temisoara one of 1790, Garašanin’s, or linked either with the Memorandum or D. Ćosić’s name in the Eighties.

The question about the centres of the spiritual authority in our people was asked to get more concrete and condensed reactions to the national idea. The answers were so dispersed – this could be expected, to a degree, in view of the wording used – that it would serve no purpose to list them in the order of frequency. However, the notion of the spiritual authority itself is the translation into life of what can be termed as the national idea, and the same question was asked on the previous occasion (Ilić, Cvejić, 1997). The respondents mentioned either institutions, such as the Serb Orthodox Church and the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts (much less frequently The University in Belgrade, Matica Srpska or The Association of Writers of Serbia) or historical urban centres of the Serb culture, such as Chilandar, Belgrade, Novi Sad, Banja Luka, Cetinje, Trebinje, and even Pale. It is somewhat symptomatic that Sremski Karlovci does not figure on this list, as it indicates that the perception of Serb cultural centres is associated with a recognisable cultural–political attitude. On the other hand, the institutions, identified by the respondents as centres of spiritual authority in the Serb people, confirm that our targeted sampling was justified.

Perception of the desirable solution of the national question

The project aimed at identifying the desired solution of the national question through concrete questions about personal, institutional and event preferences, in the manner applied in the qualitative analysis of the national elites in Vojvodina (Ilić, Cvejić, 1997). The respondents were asked first to list the most important representatives of the Serb people throughout our history: the most frequent responses were Sveti Sava (only exceptionally referred to as Rastko Nemanjić), Karadjordje, Njegoš and Vuk Karadžić. Medieval rulers, like Tsar Dušan and (never prince, invariably) Tsar Lazar were the choice of every tenth respondent only, and even more seldom the respondents quoted army leaders, such as Ž. Mišić, or politicians, such as N. Pašić, otherwise often mentioned among the public. It is noteworthy that Dositej Obradović, as a symbol of modern, West-oriented Serbia, was a relatively frequent answer, and perhaps even more so that Radovan Karadžić was quoted by only one respondent within this context.

The matter, however, looks quite differently when personal preferences related to the present are observed. The respondents were asked to list three persons they thought to be the most important representatives of the Serb people of our time. The results were very interesting: as many as 15% opted for D. Ćosić, almost as many for Radovan Karadžić, followed by the Patriarch, late Ivo Andrić, Vojislav Šešelj and Matija Bećković. The choice of Radovan Karadžić by some 14% of the respondents is a highly discriminating indicator and, as such, much more significant than the personal preference for Vojislav Šešelj. In recent years, R. Karadžić has come to epitomise not only our nationalism and chauvinism, but also the view that it is impossible to co–habitate in one and the same state with members of other (even if kindred) ethnic groups. This choice reflects, therefore, a very direct relationship with the whole ideology of ethnic nationalism in Horowitz–Roesel’s sense of the word: scientific significance of this option derives from there. On a more practical plane, the choice of Karadžić as one of the most significant contemporary representatives of our people testifies to a forceful acceptance of a very dangerous idea about nationally homogenous states in the Balkans. In view of the ethnic mixture of the population, the idea is not only highly reactionary, but also highly hazardous. The attitude towards Karadžić and, after all, the attitude to the Tribunal in The Hague (to be addressed later) can be taken as the most relevant indicators that the militaristic and highly retrograde version of our nationalism is still very much alive.

Cultural institutions are stabilised and crystallised centres and channels, creating and disseminating socially (hence also nationally) relevant ideas. As the most prestigious national institutions of culture, the respondents singled out the Serbian Academy (almost 50%) and far behind it lag The Serb Orthodox Church, the Association of Writers, The University in Belgrade, Srpska Književna Zadruga, Prosveta and other institutions. When asked about the effective importance of these institutions, however, the respondents accorded by far the largest preference to The University in Belgrade (19%) over the Academy (12%), demonstrating a clear awareness of the difference between the symbolical contribution to the Serb culture and effective scientific achievements.

FIGURE 1 – The most prestigious institutions
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Almost 90% of the respondents see the most important contribution of the above mentioned institutions to the preservation and development of the national culture in the preservation of the spiritual continuity, development and promotion of traditional cultural and other values and a critical approach to the national politics and national interests, and only 11% opt for their educational activity, ‘production’ of the cultural elite and dissemination of literacy, culture and science among the people.

FIGURE 2 (The most effective institutions)

[image: image5.png]FIGURE 2: The most effective institutions

40 35

35

30

25

20 15 17
15

10

13

Serhian
Belgrad Tati '
Serb Academy of U;i%r;siety Matica Srpska  Other cult. Other

Orthodox Sciences and
Church Arts

inst.




The respondents list as major problems of these institutions, without any conspicuous clustering, their financial problems, lack of organisation, lack of understanding by the politicians, influence of the short-term politics, influence of the ‘old nomenclature’, and even ‘a–national saboteurs’ and ‘State Security Service control’. It is curious that the answers do not indicate divisions within the Serb elite (apart from the mention of ‘a-national saboteurs’, more as an afterthought). As the conformism of this kind was expected in the planning and preparation of interviews, the respondents were openly asked what division within the Serbian cultural elite would they single out as the most important. The answers could be clustered (about 40% each) around a distinction between a close-to-the-authorities and an opposition sub–group and ‘patriots’ and ‘universalists’. The answers to the question about the roots of such divisions were, as expected, diverse: about two–fifths were inclined to lay the emphasis on the absence of a common idea of Serbhood and spiritual disorientation, and about 20% blamed the ‘legacy of communism and Yugoslavism’.

It needs to be noted that the respondents were rather realistic about the absence of the common idea of Serbhood, as the Serb national idea, whatever it is supposed to cover, is defined in different ways, and this holds true both of members of the culture elite and broader population groups. It is easy to understand if one bears in mind that in the real social life national ideas are, as a rule, integrated in broader components of the social conscience, with group-specific and economic dimensions of their own, and that they are mutually competitive, conducing to plurality and rivalry of national ideas, which make a part of these broader ideological orientations. Only a naive national conscience of cultural workers can think that a lasting conflict-less consensus of a society about the national idea is possible; independently of the concrete contents of a national programme, different groups within an ethnic community bear an unequal burden in its pursuit, and sooner or later this conduces to a more realistic perception of one’s group interests and weakening of the force, definition and level of acceptance of the national idea itself.

In a certain sense, one–fifth of the respondents, who indicated the fatal influence of the legacy of communism and Yugoslavism, were not totally wrong. Communism was a fundamentally internationalist ideology, and the socialist power, drawing on it for decades, suppressed, by education and violence, both the effect of national ideas in our territory and the institutional prerequisites for their effective emergence and propagation. Of course, Yugoslavism existed even before the communist regime, but it was the communists who, with their authoritarian internationalism, suppressed reactionary Balkan nationalisms and separatisms with the longest historical effect so far. (Cf. Ilić, 1996).

Figure 3 – The most important historical events
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1 = No answer;

2 = Serbia’s resistance in World War I; 

3 = Yugoslavia’s collapse in 1991; 

4 = Insurgence of 1804; 

5 = Kosovo Battle; 

6 = creation of Yugoslavia; 

7 = landmark cultural events; 

8 = creation of Republika Srpska; 

9 = introduction of democracy in Serbia by the upheaval of May 1903; 

10 = other.

The majority of the respondents chose the resurrection of the Serbian state in 1804 as the most important event. The interviewees were asked to choose three most important events in the history of the Serb people and indicate reasons for their choice. Karadjordje’s uprising was chosen by 23% , and the majority of them said that it marked the beginning of the struggle for freedom and a modern state and, at the same time, the return of Serbia to its European environment. The next on the list was the Kosovo Battle (17%) which, according to the respondents, marked the loss of national freedom and Serbia’s forcible separation from its then European environment. These events are followed by the creation of the common state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (exclusively in the negative context: as a failure to re-institute the national Serb state), with a surprisingly low frequency (13%); publication of Vuk’s Riječnik (Dictionary) and conversion of Serbs to Christianity, associated, as is important to note, not with Cyril, Methodius and their disciples, but with Saint Sava (8% each). Other important events (5–6%) are Serbia’s resistance in the First World War, the collapse of Yugoslavia in 1991–1992, the creation of the Republika Srpska and the ‘introduction of democracy in Serbia’ (4%) ‘in the upheaval of May 1903’.

The choice of the most important events in our national past and even more so the explanations offered, reveal a rational, modern and open mental dimension of the respondents. If the answers to this question were observed in isolation, one would gain the impression that the chauvinistic attitude and commitment of a large part of the cultural elite were basically conditioned by the situation as they were not based, by and large, on irrational interpretations of the legacy. It is very interesting that in the mind of the respondents the apology of a political and national personality such as Radovan Karadžić can co–exist with the interpretation of the past of one’s people from a view–point which lays the emphasis on the possibility of real social progress, and the obstacles history raised before the Serb people prior to its successful integration with Europe. Certainly, the importance of this dimension of the national awareness of our cultural elite should not be overestimated. It would be just as wrong, however, to overemphasize the above empirical findings. The chauvinistic leanings of an important part of our cultural elite could be a product of a historically much deteriorated position, in which our people has found itself after the weakening (since 1985) and disappearance (since 1989) of the bi–polar division of the world and Yugoslavia’s collapse, rather than a logical resultant of an irrational and mythomaniac perception of the national past which does not prevail in the empirical material.

The vision of the desirable state of one’s own nation would not be complete unless it comprised the idea about the vehicles of collective activity, groupings or institutions, which the respondents believe could be trusted in the solution of strategic national questions. Few answers were received about this sub–topic, and they did not show a tendency for a more marked clustering, evidencing pessimism and resignation of the leading representatives of our cultural elite at present. Within this context, circles around SANU and the University are mentioned, then the Church, and even ‘village’, but such answers are few and far between and do not exceed more than a few percentage points. ‘Trans–Drina Serbs’ or the non–communist and non–Titoist elite, or parts of the national democratic intelligentsia, not involved with political parties, are also mentioned very seldom.

A specific disorientation is demonstrated by members of the Serbian cultural elite also in relation to the question about the merits of their own group. Over three–quarters of them could not answer this question, and those who tried to single out a merit, mentioned modernisation in the above indicated sense, Europeisation, contribution to the democratisation, and successes in the field of preservation of the national identity. It needs to be said that the inadequately articulated social conscience of the representatives of the Serbian cultural elite was evident also in the highly dispersed answers to the question about the merits of other population groups: citizenry, peasantry and the Church were quoted here, even if very seldom.

Perception of the enemy

The survey of the perception of the national identity and the role of individual vehicles of collective activity, geared to its preservation and development, needs to be followed by the interpretation and analysis of the obstacles to the solution of the so–called Serb national question. Here the analysis addresses the problem of the enemies of the nation, interpreted in the sense of hostis. 

Most respondents hold that the main impediment to the desirable solution of the Serb national question is the domestic factor (69%), presuming either the lack of political unity, immaturity and absence of democracy among the political elite, or the absence of common national effort and ideas, or intra–national divisions due to current defeats, or discord among the Serbian intelligentsia with respect to the fulfillment of the national programme, or, last but not least, general poverty of the people and the state. Some 25% , on the other hand, lay the emphasis on the foreign factor as decisive, and stress that the major obstacle are foreign pressures and the ‘new world order’, reflected in inequitable criteria laid down for the Serb people and violation of our national interests for the sake of global interests of the world powers.

Figure 4 – Obstacles to the solution of the national question
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When it comes to the influence of the domestic factor impeding the fulfillment of the ‘Serb national idea’, the respondents, opting for this factor in 61% of the cases, single out ideological and political divisions (‘communists and anti–communists’; ‘the Left and the Right, partisans and chetniks, war–mongers and peace–makers’, ‘divisions within power–lusting and egoistic political elites’ and the like). It is curious that only 6% indicate the division into ‘patriotic forces’ and ‘minions of the new world order’, which shows that, at least in this observation plane, the former aggressive xenophobia has largely faded out.

However, if the analysis of the perception of the public national enemy includes also the perception of the obstacles raised before the preservation and promotion of our national culture, the picture become more substantive and livelier. The most frequently quoted obstacles are the New World Order, destruction due to defeatism, the absence of unity, harmony and understanding, lack of unity in the people, absence of a breakaway from the communist past and the like.

Within this sub–topic, attention should also be paid to answers (although few substantive ones) to the question about the shortcomings and failures of the Serbian cultural elite. They include, for instance, its political involvement (‘politicking engagement’, ‘fascination with the leader, whether from Belgrade or Washington, doesn’t matter’) and the absence of unity, insufficiently strong and persistent struggle for the national identity as well as parochialism and latent communism and inability of the new elite to anticipate the objective effects of their efforts.

These views are far from uninteresting. In them, one sees manifest unwillingness to look for ‘domestic traitors’. Extreme chauvinists are characteristic precisely of references to one’s own ‘a-national’ or ‘cosmopolitan’ intelligentsia as the more important enemy than rival national groups and their elites. Extreme chauvinism is always more watchful for ‘domestic traitors’ than ethnic rivals. (Ilić, 1995). In this regard, the emphasis on the lack of organisation and unity as the chief obstacles on the way to the fulfillment of the Serb national idea demonstrates not only a specific disorientation of most members of our cultural elite, but also that their nationalism does not have a major chauvinistic stronghold at present. The fact that only about 25% quote the foreign factor as the major obstacle to the fulfillment of the Serb national programme does not testify only to the unrealistic belittlement of its real import, but also to the relatively weak xenophobia in the national conscience of the respondents. It can be assumed that a poll among the national cultural sub–elite, that is ‘lower–ranking intellectuals’ would yield different results. However, as regards our sample, it needs to be pointed out that a prevalent part of the Serbian cultural elite does not manifest xenophobia.

The question about enemies or objective obstacles to the fulfillment of the Serb national idea was expanded and included the request to indicate other, non–elite groups of our population, acting in the indicated sense. The answer was provided by barely 25% of the respondents; the answers are dispersed and show no tendency to clustering. The culprits are sought in inert workers, without a sense to revolt, peasantry is said ‘to have never played a significant role in this regard – they minded their own business’, and there are also accusations of opposition parties and sweeping charges such as ‘all failed in the conduct of the birth promotion campaign’.

The perception of the relationship between our and foreign cultures produces again a picture which is far from xenophobic. Here it needs to be borne in mind that barely 24% of the respondents answered the question about the chief failures in the establishment of a desirable relationship between our and foreign cultures. Among the major failures the respondents quoted tightness, narrowness, provinciality, a parochial frame of mind, a messy, disorganized approach, declining number of translations of foreign authors, non–extant competition with the loftiest values, and even the entire state concept of the desirable cultural creativity. The picture changes somewhat when these answers are related to the answers about concrete obstacles in the way of the desirable association with foreign cultures. Among the few received answers predominate reasons such as ‘existing discrimination due to the demonisation of the Serbs’, ‘anti-Serb and anti–Orthodox resistance’, but also ‘our collective feeling of cultural inferiority’. Be that as it may, a small number of answers to the last two questions indicate that the representatives of the Serb cultural elite have not given much thought to the place of our culture in the world culture, and confirm, once again, that they are not particularly bent on locking the latter out.

Regional association and chauvinism

A special and just as interesting is the attitude of our respondents to the closer association with the neighbouring Balkan countries, including the newly–emerged South Slavic states, with which we were in a state of civil war until recently. The association which means better transportation links is acceptable to almost 100% of the respondents and the same holds true of commercial relations. An impressive 92% look favourably upon the cultural cooperation and exchange, and a more significant tendency to lock others out is observed only in answers about closer political cooperation among the countries of the region, acceptable to 62% . This markedly open orientation of the majority of our respondents may not be viewed in isolation. It does not signify a radical breakaway from some crucial determinants of the recent hard-line national policy. In this sense, the analysis introduces two very solid indicators of persistent nationalism. The first is the readiness to accept cooperation with the Tribunal in The Hague; its manifestation would indicate a radical relinquishment of our recent national policy. As regards the attitude to the Tribunal, it is curious that during the collection of information which, let me repeat, lasted a few weeks only, it changed from one day to the other, with a tendency to softening. Day-to-day fluctuations in the attitude to this strategic question cannot be explained by research reasons as the relevant properties of the respondents, who answered the questions on individual days of the field work, were basically identical. At this moment, as more questionnaires are arriving, less than one–fifth of the respondents accept the cooperation with the Tribunal under minimum terms or unconditionally; approximately every sixth respondent accepts the ‘cooperation within the limits of equity’, whilst others reject any idea of such cooperation, wording it as calls to defiant public resistance, non–recognition of the Tribunal or, at least, a ‘reserved attitude, without idolatry’. A highly critical attitude is manifested in affirmations, such as ‘this is no court from the legal point of view (that is why it is called a Tribunal). These are amateurs for the disturbance of peoples, notably innocent ones, such as the Serb. An all-out discreditation of the Orthodox integrity.’

Figure 5 – Attitude to The Hague Tribunal
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Another, already mentioned, discriminating indicator of a still hard chauvinistic option of a significant number of members of our cultural elite is the choice of Radovan Karadžić as one of the most significant Serb contemporaries. It needs to be reminded that Karadžić ranked the second on the list of personal preferences, and that one–seventh of the respondents opted for him. What is unquestionable, however, is the pronounced chauvinistic component of his idea and political practice, which can be theoretically viewed, it deserves to be repeated, as a belated Balkan form of ethnic nationalism in Horowitz–Roesel’s sense, a vital dimension of which is the idea on the impossibility of co–habitation of members of different, but otherwise very close, ethnic groups. This idea, and the practical behaviour deriving from it, conduced to phenomena, euphemistically called ‘ethnic cleansing’. Three more questions seem to be particularly interesting from the point of view of a more detailed consideration of our subject. They concern the attitude to the problems of Kosovo and Metohija, Republika Srpska and Montenegro. The information gathered on the first of them, speaks of a rather moderate attitude of most representatives of our cultural elite. They mostly suggest negotiations and a broad autonomy within Serbia as a solution for the Kosovo problem, but this attitude is sometimes psychologically reinforced with the request that the autonomy be granted ‘explicitly within Serbia’. Suggestions to divide the province, establish military government and expel ‘asylum beneficiaries’ are so few that indicating their frequency would serve no purpose.

It is curious that more than one half of the respondents did not wish or could not express their view on the solution of the problem of the Republika Srpska. Those who did, largely insisted on its unification with Serbia or at least close ties in all fields, and only exceptionally there were views such as ‘expanded Republika Srpska within Serbia’, or ‘one king, one people’. Answers about Montenegro are so homogenous that there is no need to list them separately. They testify to the confidence of the representatives of our cultural elite regarding the option of the Montenegrian population, and federalist ideas prevail by far over the unitarian ones.

The above answers speak of expected and rather moderate views on the possibility of regional association and solution of vital state problems, such as the question of Kosovo and relations with the Serb republic in Bosnia. It is curious that the same moderation runs parallel with the persisting and manifest unwillingness to renounce chauvinism and militaristic forms of our national policy as shown by the attitude to R. Karadžić and the Tribunal in The Hague. The key research problem in this regard continues to be the distinction between more durable and further–reaching ideas of Serb nationalism and those which were, and are, due to real and current developments. An attempt to resolve it will be presented in the closing part of the report. It presumed an investigation of the ideological and historical originality of the predominant components of our modern nationalistic mind.

Originality of the substance of our modern nationalistic mind

Modern Serb nationalism, and this, incidentally, holds true of many other sets of ideas in modern political and cultural political use, rarely draws on original theses and reasons. Here it needs to be mentioned that the re–interpreters of non–original ideas are not, as a rule, aware of their lack of originality and obsolescence of the views they uphold. In this regard it is interesting to juxtapose the interpretation of the crucial ideas of the pre–war (1937–1941) Serb Cultural Club, presented by Lj. Dimić, and the observed views of the members of our national cultural elite.

SCC members thought, namely, that ‘after the establishment of the common state the awareness prevailed among the Serb people that the Serb national question had been solved, the concern for the Serbian national development ended, the so–called ‘national demobilisation’ performed, the idea embraced of national unity in the shape of a tri–named people, subsequently integral Yugoslavism, the concern for the Serb people in the south and the north–west of the newly–emerged state was missing, nothing was done for the Serb national, economic, cultural and spiritual rapprochement, there was a lack of understanding for the state which the Serbs had created, and in which there were a number of religions, customs, mentalities, traditions, dialects, ways of life.’ (Dimić, 1996:506). Within this context, Bosnian Krajina was called the ‘advance-guard of Belgrade’, as the ‘protagonist of the state and national idea’. (Ibidem, 513). In the same sense, the ‘Serb people in Bosnia and Herzegovina was indicated as the ‘alert guardian of the Serb national conscience’ ‘(Ibidem: 515) On the eve of the Second World War, our nationalistic intelligentsia believed, with regard to the ‘western Serbhood’, that ‘at this end it is necessary to maintain, reinforce this live wall, it is necessary to rally these Serbs who have been under arms in a forlorn hope for more than a century, it is necessary to maintain, lift and build Vrbas Banovina, and equip Banja Luka to be a strong cultural centre, to paralyse the influence of Zagreb and Sarajevo’. (Ibidem: 513) These views, which a modern reader easily recognises, can be added another one, which, in the well–known xenophobic style, emphasises that the ‘Serb people have produced enough evidence of their cultural ability – and, which is particularly important, they do not blindly follow alien models: a creative force and aspiration to original is sensed in them.’ (Ibidem: 511)

The above sounds very familiar to a modern reader - and quite topical, too. What distinguishes this from the leading ideas of our modern national mind is, above all, a much more moderate criticism of Yugoslavism and the absence of a direct criticism of communism. Much harsher modern criticism of Yugoslavism than before the war is understandable for at least three reasons. First, the Serb Cultural Club acted within the Yugoslav state and came after the assertion of the idea of integral Yugoslavism. By this token, its protagonists saw the idea of a common Yugoslav state as less used up historically (even if they treated it as erroneous from the national point of view) than in the case of our contemporaries. Secondly, the representatives of the pre–war Serb nationalistic intelligentsia had no experience of ustashi genocide or two disintegrations of Yugoslavia. Thirdly, and maybe just as important: the restitution of Yugoslavia after the Second World War took place under the wing of the communist authoritarian internationalism. The criticism of Yugoslavism and the criticism of communism are for our contemporary nationalists usually two closely linked elements within the same civil–nationalistic ideological syndrome. In other words, behind the Yugo–nostalgia a nationalist glimpses the shadow of supranational class–based integration within an authoritarian political framework. In this sense, our national intelligentsia sees the Yugoslav idea consciously as contrary to the interests of our people, and subconsciously or semi–subconsciopusly as its particular class enemy.

The pre–war nationalism embraced a perception of the national enemy, which did not flinch from the solution of the so–called minority question by radical measures, incredibly like the ‘ethnic cleansing’ policy, recently practiced in the Republika Srpska. Here, one needs to be historically–minded. The ideas, emerged in circles round S. Jovanović and V. Čubrilović, were developed at an intolerant period of time, when the tone of the European political stage was set by Berlin and Moscow as centres of highly exclusive racist, that is class ideas. The modern Serb nationalism operates under conditions, in which there is a world-wide consensus that it is necessary to upgrade the tolerance between cultures and peoples. The above mentioned objective conditions need to affect, in the longer run at least, the substance of our nationalism and its intensity as well as the articulation of the manner, in which the fulfillment of the national programme is pursued.

Closing remarks

Unquestionably, nationalism in Serbia is not without future. The social situation, marked by the degradation of the socialist social and economic system, the collapse of our militaristic policy, very pronounced inter–ethnic distance and in particular social panic caused by the pauperisation of the population and unavoidable imminent massive loss of jobs, augurs well for the continuing subsistence of overt and latent nationalism. With respect to the role of the foreign, political and economic, factor, it needs to be noted that today’s prevalent neo–liberalism is a relatively strong, but historically limited, guarantee that our nationalistic militarism will be kept on a leash. The pacifying and cosmopolitising role of the multinational capital and its state political and ideological protagonists should not be viewed without the historical perspective in mind. One should not lose from one’s sight the fact that in the not too distant past the protagonists of liberal capitalism tolerated and even supported Hitler’s ultranationalistic and racist programme, and that in the somewhat more distant past not only militarism, but also Negro servitude and slave trade, were built into the foundations of liberal democracies. The present credible anti–militaristic policy of the so–called advanced world is not due only to subjective and unquestionably sincere humane motives of its protagonists, but also to the overlapping interests of the multinational capital and the promotion of values, such as peace, tolerance, openness and equality. If the national or regional capital homogenisation were to take place once again, the room for the propagation of nationalistic ideas and the militaristic policy would significantly grow. The experience with the historically limited but unquestionable Western support to Hitler, Salazar, Franco and Pinochet should indicate a degree of prudence in all long–term forecasts. (Cf. Mansilla, 1995; see also Huntington, 1993).

Modern Serb nationalism perseveres in the above outlined international political context. As is usually the case, it both resists and adjusts itself to these foreign influences. The views of the representatives of our modern national cultural elite tend to see the Serb people primarily as a cultural historical community, while largely neglecting the state and political dimension of the Serb national question. In the light of the very recent war experience, this does not come as a surprise. The past of the Serb people is re–interpreted in a basically rational, modern and open way, laying the emphasis on those moments in history, which took our people further away from, or brought nearer to, the mainstream of the development of advanced European countries. On the other hand, the perception of one’s own people shows a lack of realisation of real and deep divisions between individual smaller and larger groups within the Serb people. This un–differentiated vision of one’s nation is presumably determined, in part at least, by its perception as a largely cultural historical fact. It needs to be mentioned at that, that the disregard for real (especially interest) intra–national divisions is a common place phenomenon in the nationalistic mind. Such perception of one’s own people basically determines the poverty and content of personal preferences. Otherwise it would be impossible to explain how the most significant modern Serb is His Holiness, as it is at variance with the secularised social being of the Serb people and their cultural elite. It is more than evident that our modern intelligentsia lacks a secular leader who could satisfy its expectations under new historical and national circumstances. The influence of the environment and (perhaps this is not too daring an assumption) the influence of one’s own status in the internationalist, albeit authoritarian, socialist Yugoslavia, have resulted in a state of affairs, characteristic of the absence of wide–spread xenophobia in the minds of the leading creators and distributors of our national programme. The Serbian national cultural elite is willing to continue perceiving itself as a part of the world cultural community; moreover, it is inclined to accept inevitable ties in the Balkan territory in all fields, with a more pronounced reservation towards the raison d’ętre of more intensive political relations and integrations. Many of its members, however – according to the information gathered and processed so far, they account for approximately one seventh of the targeted sample - persevere in advocating chauvinism as an inveterate and markedly intolerant form of the nationalistic mind and political practice. This solid chauvinistic core is not mechanically woven into the body of our national cultural elite as such: it is its integral part, which interpenetrates with its other parts and exchanges influences with them. The share of the solid chauvinistic core in our national cultural elite, equally as the future impact of chauvinistic ideas on the broader social conscience of the creators and distributors of the Serb national idea, shall depend on a number of circumstances, among which the foreign political factor is by no means insignificant. The effect of the above mentioned circumstances was touched upon in this text: the project, which is still in progress, will help to explain the influence of some other factors, and there is hardly any need to affirm that a comprehensive consideration of the topic presumes a long–term ramified research programme.
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2.

Declaration

to stop genocode against the Serbian people

The horrors of genocide and of exodus, as one of its most dangerous forms, irrespective of the people who are afflicted, affects all of humanitarian mankind and everyone with integrity and a sense of responsibility for the fate of humankind.

Genocide and exodus are, unfortunately, global problems. It is absolutely clear that genocide constitutes the systematic, organized and planned extermination of an entire nation. But, a global evil cannot be eradicated by the efforts of a single country. It requires the concordance and action of all nations. With these humane ideas in mind, and considering the sufferings of the Serbian people, we are initiating the first steps of action against genocide and exodus. In its broadest sense, genocide is, indeed, discernible in the inhuman treatment of Jews, Armenians and others. However, in this instance, we shall devote ourselves to the genocide that is being exerted against the Serbs. The preservation of one’s individuality, and of material conditions for its existence and to defend one’s own tradition cannot be considered as genocide. Meanwhile, the Serbian people have of late, in spite of this fact, been stigmatized as a disrupting factor of progress, of humanity and of aspirations for freedom. As parts of the Balkans and of Europe, the history of the Serbian nation abounds in examples of genocide against the Serbs and of exodus to which they have been exposed. The extermination of Serbs in the cruelest of ways has been a continuous process. Throughout their history they have faced the most brutal forms of genocide and exodus that have threatened their survival, and, so, have always had to defend their existence, their tradition, culture and democratic convictions on their own.

The examples of physical extermination and psychological torture suffered by the Serbs have left a lasting imprint on the memory of all their contemporaries. Throughout these events, the Serbs have been champions of humanity, preserving not merely their own existence, but standing as a barrier to aggression and the extermination of other peoples. Since the early Middle Ages, the Serbs with their rulers and religious dignitaries, were the last bulwark in the defense of Europe against Turkish invasion and the penetration of Islam. They played a particularly significant role in attempts at preventing expansionist aspirations whose roots gave sprouted current–day fundamentalism. In World War I, the Serbs selflessly fought on the side on the side of the Entente for the democratic and human values of mankind. In the war against the Axis powers, during the retreat of the Serbian army and civilians across Albania and during the breach of the Salonika front, little Serbia laid at the altar of freedom the lives of a quarter of its population. In World War II, it was the Serbian people again who in the struggle against fascism in the Balkans sustained the greatest casualties in the concentration camps of fascist and puppet Nazi states (Jasenovac and others).

The exodus of the Serbian people continues even at the end of the 20th century. In the process of SFR Yugoslavia’s dismantling, the Serbs experienced the greatest suffering and expulsion from their ancient homesteads in Croatia and Bosnia–Herzegovina. Serbs are currently being exposed to physical extermination and spiritual genocide. The history of the Serbian people testifies to, and will convince every unprejudiced person, now and in the future, the greatness of its tradition. Serbs have ever been a transient and wandering tribe in the regions they are presently being expelled from by the promoters of genocide. There are authentic testimonies to their presence in these areas for centuries. Serbian monasteries were built in the 14th century at Krupa (1317), Krka (1350), Dragović (1397) – all in Dalmatia; the monasteries of Pakra, St. Ann and Dejanovac in Western Slavonia are of the 14th and 16th century; Gomirje, Komogovina, Lepavina and Marča in Upper Slavonia; Orahovica in the region of Podravina, once the seat of the Požega metropolitan, are among the many other places of worship of the Serbian people. Unfortunately, most of the mentioned Serbian monasteries and churches are now in ruins, and priceless spiritual and cultural treasures of the Serbian people have been looted and destroyed. Thus physical and spiritual genocide against the Serbian people continues before the eyes and conscience of the whole of mankind. Where Adolf Hitler and his puppet Ante Pavelić had failed, Franjo Tuđman and Alija Izetbegović have succeeded. By the end of 1995, every Serb has been expelled from the ancient homogenous Serbian lands in Croatia – in Lika, Banija, Kordun, Dalmatia, Western Slavonia. A similar fate has befallen the Serbs of western Bosnia. The phantom of exile is threatening those remaining Serbs in Croatia, in the Slavonia–Baranya region.

This is the undeserving fate of the Serbs, who have historic merits in the struggle for humanness, for a community of justice, freedom, equality among peoples and democracy in general.

We call for the condemnation of genocide and appeal to the conscience of mankind, reminding it of the horrifying examples of genocide against the Serbs and their exodus in the recent war. Many other examples could be cited of physical and spiritual extermination and persecution of the Serbian people, well–known worldwide, but any greater explication and presentation of evidence would be stabbing the wounds of the Serbian soul.

This Declaration is an invitation to bring all these horrible instances of genocide and exodus, not only to the judgment of history, but also before qualified impartial judges of the world. To be impartial, all these trials must not neglect the justified testimonies of the suffering Serbian people.

The aim of this Declaration is greater and much more serious. The Declaration appeals to the conscience of statesmen, intellectuals, scholars, artists, workers and peasants all over the world to raise their voice against the menace of genocide and exodus.

The appeal in this Declaration is, therefore, addressed to all the states of the world. International institutions – the UN General Assembly, UN Security Council, the Council of Europe, European Parliament, OSCE and others – not only can, but have the power to act against all genocidal actions and exodus, wherever and whenever they occur.

It is with this in view that we write and sign this Declaration.

We remain in the hope that this Declaration will be a step towards the suppression of genocide against the Serbian people.

Signatories

This Declaration has been blessed and signed by His Holiness the Serbian Patriarch Pavle

1. Marko Radulović, Ph.D.

2. Slavenko Terzić, Ph.D.

3. Slobodan Mileusnić, M.A.

4. Academician Ivan Maksimović

5. Academician Nikša Stipčević

6. Academician Pavle Ivić

7. Academician Dragoslav Mihailović

8. Academician Mihailo Marković

9. Prof. Smilja Avramov

10. Academician Nikola Milošević

11. Academician Vojislav Korać

12. Slobodan Rakitić, writer

13. Academician Miodrag Jovičić

14. Academician Mihailo Đurić

15. Danko Popović, writer

16. Prof. Dragan Nedeljković

17. Academician Slavko Gavrilović

18. Academician Vasilije Krestić

19. Prof. Kosta Bradić, artist

20. Prof. Dinko Davidov

21. Cadik Danon, Chief Rabbi of FRJ

22. Bishop of Bačka, Prof. Irinej

23. Academician Nikola R. Čobelić

24. Academician Vlado Strugar

25. Prof. Kosta Čavoški

26. Prof. Novica Petković

27. Prim. Bogdan Jamedžija

28. Prof. Nada Miloš. Đorđević

29. Prof. Mihailo Pavlović

30. Milan Vujin, attorney

31. Prof. Zoran Stanojević

32. Academician Čedomir Popov

33. Prof. Zoran Đinđić

34. Prof. Miloš Blagojević

35. Predrag R. Dragić Kijuk, writer

36. Bishop Irinej of Niš

37. Prof. Rade Mihaljčić

38. Ljubivoje Prvulović M.A.

39. Tadija Ivanović Ph.D.

40. Academician Milorad Ekmečić

41. Academician Kosta Mihailović

42. Prof. Dragan Kuburović

43. Academician Boško Petrović

44. Prof. Dragoljub Simonović

45. Nikola Božinović, student

46. Bishop Sava of Šumadija

47. Academician Miroslav Pantić

48. Academician Dejan Medaković

49. Vladan Batić Ph.D.

50. Prof. Vladimir Grečić

51. Nebojša M. Krstić, non–fiction writer

52. Academician Ljubomir Tadić

53. Bishop Longin of Dalmatia

54. Vladimir Umeljić Ph.D.

55. Academician Enriko Josif

56. Zoran Živković

57. Miodrag Perišić

58. Prof. M. Vartabedijan, artist

59. Prof. Radoš Ljušić

60. Academician Zoran Konstantinović

On the occasion of Easter 1997

Belgrade
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DECLARATION

DEMANDING THAT THE HAGUE TRIBUNAL CRIMINAL CHARGES BROUGHT AGAINST DR. RADOVAN KARADŽIĆ BE REPEALED

Recalling:

the Declaration Demanding that the Hague Tribunal Criminal Charges Brought Against Dr. Radovan Karadžić be Repealed, issued in June 1996, its response in public and many other reactions;

that more than a year has passed since its publication and that the International Criminal Tribunal in The Hague in the meantime acted solely as an instrument for persecution of Serbs;

that the Hague Tribunal since its unlawful establishment until the present day acted in biased fashion, blaming only the Serbs for war in the territory of ex-Yugoslavia;

that recent maneuvres of the Hague Tribunal cannot conceal abominable crimes committed by the Muslims and and Croats against the Serbs;

that the main aim of the Hague Tribunal is obviously to discredit, demonize and humiliate the Serbs, while pronouncing Dr. Radovan Karadžić before the trial the main culprit for war that was conducted with involvment of three parties;

that renewing pressures on the eve of elections in Republika Srpska, changing the SFOR manadate and transforming a peace mission into occupation force, compiling secret lists and organizing manhunt for Serbs sentenced before the trial, the Hague Tribunal has violated international law and the Charter of the United Nations,

we, the undersigned Serbian intellectuals, issue

The Second Declaration

Demanding that the Hague Tribunal Criminal Charges Brought Against Dr. Radovan Karadžić Be Repealed

I

It is already quite clear that pressure exerted by international community on Dr. Radovan Karadžić is legally unfounded and has in fact nothing in common with international law and with functioning of judiciary institutions in the world.

The pressure on Dr. Radovan Karadžić is in fact the pressure on the entire Serbian people. The world’s power mongers are trying to paralyze any political and social activity of Serbian people by attempting to completely isolte Dr. Karadžić and continuously threatening with his arrest.

It is absurd that those who increase this pressure every day, represent themselves as defenders of human rights and protectors of democracy and freedom. Serbian people is jeopardized, and its development without perspective in the ufollowing several decades.

One cannot help wondering what is the source of such intense hatred against Dr. Radovan Karadžić. This unprecedented pressure witnesses that Serbian enemies have noticed Dr. Radovan Karadžić’s outstanding qualities and authority as uncompromising defender of his own people.

Dr. Karadžić’s association with the interest and fate of Serbian people is a compelling argument that the road he has chosen is the right one. Serbian enemies particularly object close ties between Dr. Karadžić and Serbian people, especially his connections with outstanding Serbian intellectuals and their friends worldwide. Dr. Karadžić has managed to focus all his efforts against chauvinism, local-patriotism and false defenders of Serbs and other citizens who live here.

Dr. Karadžić has thus became a thorn in the side of all enemies of the Serbian people and all instigators of unlawful charges against him. It suffices to remind that Alija Izetbegović and Franjo Tuđman, on behalf of the world power centers, started the war in ex-Yugoslavia. This is corroborated by ample evidence carefully kept by Serbian enemies in their secret archives.

It is hard to describe all the unscrupulousness of those whose attacks aim at destroying Dr. Radovan Karadžić and ultimately punishing the Serbian people. However, the number of those who recognize and expose the intentions of Serbian enemies is continuously increasing. An ever growing number of people intend to help reveal the truth and unfounded allegations against Dr. Radovan Karadžić.

II

The campaign against Dr. Radovan Karadžić and pressures which continuously increase have no footing in true facts. Falsifications are used as documents to impress the public, to distort the truth and to replace it with fabricated lies. Both the local and international public have been informed post festum that neither the Serbs nor Dr. Radovan Karadžić were responsible for the Markale marketplace event. The engineers of these lies – Izetbegović and his companions – have been exposed.

We wonder why the warning was insufficient to take steps not only towards rehabilitation of those who were unjustly accused of crimes committed by someone else, but to pay tribute to Dr. Karadžić and the entire Serbian people for stoic suffering and persistence.

Promises that tomorrow the situation will be better, easier and more livable for the Serbian people in the territories occupied by Croatian warriors and Izetbegović’s Islamic fanatics are nothing but a farce.

The aim of our Declaration Demanding that the Hague Tribunal Criminal Charges Brought Against Dr. Radovan Karadžić be Repealed is to let the domestic and international public know the truth, to safeguard the international legal and help Serbian people be recognized as the equitable member of the international community.

In early 1996 more than one million Serb refugees from the Republic of Serb Krajina and from Bosnia and Herzegovina wandered about homeless; Croat and Muslim warriors killed tens of thousands Serb civilians, including a large number of women and children, while the international community did not label this ethnic cleansing. Accusations of ethnic cleansing seem to be solely reserved for the Serbs.

Sanctions have been partially lifted, but the Serbs’s tragic position improved in no way. On the contrary, in post-sanctions period pressures continued to mount, expressed in a variety of ways – as economic pressures, manipulation with legal acts, etc.

With outer wall of sanctions still in place, it is not only the citizens of the Republika Srpska who suffer, but of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia as well, who host over 600,000 refugees. The odds that the situation will change are very small and do not give hope to the suffering people that they will be better off.

The fate of Dr. Radovan Karadžić is now the fate of the entire Serbian people. We stress this now before it becomes too late. It is high time that representatives of the international community become concerned at unprecedented media campaign against Dr. Karadžić and Serbian people. What follows unless untruths and injustices tendentiously launched against Dr. Karadžić and Serbian people have been corrected may strike back at those who feel today untouchable and inviolable.

This is the reason which prompted us to raise our voice against inhumanity on the eve of the new millenium.

Signatories

This declaration has been blessed and signed by His Holiness the Serbian patriarch Pavle

1. Miodrag Jovičić, SANU* member

2. Vasilije Krestić, SANU* member

3. Slobodan Rakitić, književnik

4. Nikša Stipčević, SANU* member

5. Prof. Dragoljub Petrović

6. Prof. Dragan Nedeljković
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8. Prof. Žarko Ružić

9. Prof. Vera Bojić

10. Prof. Miodrag Vartabedijan

11. Dragiša Savić, conductor

12. Marko Radulović, Ph.D.

13. Prof. Kosta Čavoški

14. Vojislav Korać, SANU* member

15. Danilo Tomić, Ph.D.

16. Prof. Rade Mihaljčić

17. Ljubomir Tadić, SANU* member

18. Miodrag Ekmečić, SANU* member

19. Prof. Radovan Pejanović

20. Dragoslav Mihailović, SANU* 

 member

21. Vojislav Lubarda, writer

22. Prof. Zorka Zakić

23. Boško Petrović, SANU* member

24. Slavko Gavrilović, SANU* member

25. Milan Vujin, lawyer

26. Slavenko Terzić, Ph.D.

27. Prim. Bogdan Jamedžija, M.D.

28. Vlado Strugar, SANU* member

29. Prof. Miloš Blagojević

30. Prof. Branko Pleša

31. Miša Milošević

32. Danilo Pešić, M.A.

33. Prof. Smilja Avramov

34. Predrag Dragić Kijuk, writer

35. Prof. Mihailo Pavlović

36. Čedomir Popov, SANU* member

37. Prof. Jovan Bukelić

38. Ljubivoje Prvulović, M.A.

39. Prof. Božidar Kovaček

40. Prof. Sava Živanov

41. Nenad Grujičić, writer

42. Tadija Ivanović, Ph.D.

43. Vuk Milatović, Ph.D.

44. Prof. Miroljub Jevtić

45. Dobrivoje Blagojević, Ph.D.

46. Prof. Miroslav Egerić

47. Prof. Dragoljub Simonović

48. Prof. Miodrag Radović

49. Borivoje B. Lavica, Pharm.

50. Zoran Đerković, Ph.D.

51. Slavko Leovac, SANU* member

52. Prof. Novica Petković

53. Danko Popović, writer

54. Prof. Predrag Kaličanin

55. Enriko Josif, SANU* member

56. Boško Bojović, Ph.D.

57. Tanasije Mladenović, writer

58. Dragoljub Kojčić

59. Đorđe Vuković, writer

60. Žarko Komanin, writer

Beograd, Holy Cross Day 1997
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THE HISTORIC APPEAL OF PARTICULAR VALUE

The address of Branko Pleša, actor and professor, on the occasion of the adoption of the Second Declaration and Appeal to the International Public to Terminate the Proceedings of the Hague Tribunal against Radovan Karadžić, at Matica Srpska

There could hardly be a more solemn setting for our talks about the Second Declaration, where one could mention the right of the Serb people to self-determination and, associated with it, the name of Dr Radovan Karadžić at this difficult hour for the Republika Srpska.

Our appeal to the international public (to terminate the proceedings of the Hague Tribunal against the Serb national leader and protector of the entire Serbhood Radovan Karadžić) from Matica Srpska, the people’s and national, morally never smeared historical and cultural institution in Novi Sad, and your word from this place, can become a historic appeal of particular value because with the Declaration, and owing to your efforts, the historical mission of Matica Srpska will continue. Ever since its inception in Vojvodina’s multiethnic environment, Matica Srpska has been, and is to this day, a lofty spiritual wall, protecting and developing the Serb national being, respecting its national option, never impinging on, or offending, the options of other peoples or its neighbours.

Let us tell the world from this patriotic long-term (sic!) institution of the Serb spirituality that the work of Dr Radovan Karadžić has become historically related to the destiny of the people which sired him. It was at the time of secessionist armed movements in the former communist Yugoslavia, when the Vatican and Genscher, when Germany and America embarked on a Serbo-phobic and genocidal policy, lethal for the Serb people, and together with Tudjman and Izetbegović, with the help of the murderers of our fledgling recruits in Kučan’s statelet, prepared and started ethnic cleansing, demonising the Serbs the world over, and accusing of all misdeeds and crimes the Serbs and Serbs only.

Having inherited the defence movement, the movement of holding on to age-old Serb hearths, in their, once multiethnic, state in a false and communist, Cominformist »brotherhood and unity«, Dr Radovan Karadžić inherited and took upon himself the Serb Democratic Party and the fundamentals of the policy, whereby the late party leader Dr Rašković had rallied terrified Serb peasants and workers, who are old men and women now, or their middle-aged sons, most of whom in the Second World War survived pogroms on Kozara, massacres in the church at Glina, the concentration camp at Jasenovac, pits, mass killings by black and green Croat ustashi and handjar divisions – and, as a doctor and a poet, a writer and a politician, with tremendous effort took hold over the big revolt and the new historical disappointment of his Serb people, headed the defence of his people and managed largely to mitigate the uncontrolled reactions of the Serbs to the ustashi and jihad crime. Owing to the unscrupulous and criminal role of the world media from America and Germany, NATO, unprofor (sic!), subsequently Sfor, the United Nations and the Security Council, the mind of the world has irrevocably recorded – genocidal aggressors and butchers. It was done in such a perfidious and cynical way that a whole century will pass by before these lies and insinuations are rectified. These criminal passions are still running high, even after Dayton. These passions still clamour for the head of the popular leader of the Serb people in the Republika Srpska, irrespective of whether the Serbs are demonised by an insignificant Italian free mason Gianni de Michelis (at present in an Italian prison, serving his term) or the American lady, like iron, Mistress Madeline Albright, present on this stage today.

Today, even some of our party leaders vie in the service of the policy of the CIA, NATO, Washington or Bonn, ready, if they even come to power, to first extradite and sacrifice Karadžić, and with Karadžićć the Republika Srpska, to throw at America’s and the world’s feet the integrity of the country and the dignity of the people. The declaration rightfully and justly points out: »The fate of Dr Karadžić is the fate of the entire Serb people.«

Only now, having realised that they had trampled upon the fundamental principles of their democracy and having heard the reproaches of the world, which does not think American only, at the twelfth hour, do the judges in The Hague declare that without a trial, Dr Karadžić can be neither a culprit nor a criminal.

What cynicism! Not only towards Dr Karadžić, but towards a whole people, whose right to self-defence they would have to recognise if there were any justice at all!

Lamentably, among the Serb intelligentsia, there are some who would have us apologise to Croats for Jasenovac, find our Brandt, kneel down and beg forgiveness from the ustashi! Precious political colleagues now advise Dr Karadžić to go to The Hague on his own! Would it change anything in The Hague, would the CIA and NATO renounce the unprecedented attrition and ever new demands. Would then the ustashi and the jihad, as they have done so far, and after the notorious Dayton, stop to persecute the Serb refugees, kill without witnesses dozens of thousands of Serb civilians, women and children, and it is not only our press which writes about it.

Dr Karadžić may not be called to account because of crimes committed in revenge, exceeding the defence in this territorial partitioning of nations, religions and cultures, in these genocidal and sick misdeeds.

Dr Karadžić sided with the people against those same Pavelić’s or Tudjman’s ustashi and Izetbegović’s domestic and imported handjar divisions – against fascism, which in the Second World War cost the humanity dozens and dozens of millions of human lives. That the attrition as a threat to the entire world, and in particular to Iraq, Libya and the Serbs and all the small peoples which are punished and worn out with impunity and without precedent by the American policy, and NATO and SFOR and others, that the rule continues to be ensured through blackmail, Dr Cassese, the president of the Hague Tribunal, announces nothing less than four new years of trial in The Hague (sic!)! Presumably as a comfort for Karadžić, they say that they will bring before the Tribunal the topmost heads and statesmen from the former Yugoslav territory in the newly-emerged banana-states (sic!).

In Yugoslavia we have our Constitution and our Law. Whatever we may think about President Milošević and his fatal policy – in particular with regard to the Republika Srpska, Krajina, Slavonia – he did not extradite Karadžić. But, will it remain so? On the other hand, can one trust a politician, or politicians, promising full protection to both Karadžić and Mladić? Can one trust them? Unfortunately, the Hague court is still so powerful and so one-sided. We ought to believe that our little effort can contribute to the truth and contribute to the peace of one of the most deserving Serbs in this century. And it is certain that that is why The Hague persists with its threats – which, who knows, can become operational one day.

To demonise the Serbs, as early as 1972, the Croats from Yugoslavia, the communists, in America and the world, started an anti-Serb campaign, paying large quantities of dollars for lies they disseminated, about Serbs as a people of killers, endangering Europe and the mankind.

Yet, in spite of all, the Serb people have their pure military, spiritually spotless national Orthodox past. And so, while hoping that our Declaration might affect the consciousness and conscience of the humanistic part of the humanity, let us recall what was bequeathed to us by a great Serb, born German and Swiss, the famous scientist and criminal scientist RODOLFO ARCHIBALD REISS, who conveyed the truth about Serbia during the First World War. His posthumous address »Hear Ye Serbs« points at the virtues and faults of the Serbs. Because of the bitter truth, he wanted this booklet to see the light of the day when he was no longer among the living, as he was afraid that the reproaches he made, concerning mostly the character deformities of those who, in wartime conditions, won his heart. And so as to never part company with his Serbs again, he asked that his dead heart be buried on the top of Kajmakčalan, where the Liberation commenced.

But a man who has gone through four years of hell in the genocidal German campaign against Serbia, noted down also praises of Serbs, and we, thinking of Dr Karadžić, should remember only some of those, addressed by Reiss to the Serbs and Serbia, his third and final homeland.

»I have grown fond of you as I saw men of your people in action, in battles, in those moments when one recognises the true character of a nation.«

»(...) Your people are valiant and their valour often equal heroism.«

»(...) I saw your wounded in infirmaries and on operating tables. Seldom could one hear a wail, not even a moan escaping their mouths.«

»(...) Your people are patriotic. And you have a magnificent gift to draw such inspiration from the memory of those (your) heroes that your own life means nothing to you.«

»(...) You have turned religion into the church of the people, better say, tradition of the people.«

»Your God wears the cap of a warrior from Cer and Jadar, Kajmakčalan and Dobro Polje.«

»(...) Your people are democratically-minded and truly so, not half-way only. Among you, a man feels how much of a man he is.«

»(..) Your people know compassion.«

»Your people are proud.«

»You are a clever people, one of the cleverest I have seen in my lifetime.«

»(...) With your intelligence and the natural wealth of the soil you should play one of the main roles in Europe. Your faults, and specially the faults of those you call your ‘intelligentsia’, prevent you from attaining it«.

This is the people that Dr Karadžić stood side by side with in the war evil, he recognised the pure and creative nationalism of his comrades-at-arms. From Dr Rašković to the last combatant to children and women, who died protecting their homes and their graves to recent neighbours.

The Hague Tribunal is a perfidious product. It calls for the trial of those who participated in the consequences. Even when they did bloody their hands with innocent blood. However, with the date it set, as of which the reckoning of war crimes begins, it sets free in advance all the brain fathers, initiators, secessionists, equipped with ideas and weapons of the big powers of both the West and the Muslim East, before which America puts up an act of its oil democracy.

If we started from 1990, the first to appear before the judges should be America, ustashi and Shiptar lobbies, secret societies, CIA policy, and then the leading actors of the secession: the Vatican, Genscher, Eagleburger, Van den Broek, Kohl, Yeltsin, Kozyrev, Gianni de Michelis, members of the secret club 300 (Badinter, Carrington, Owen), NATO, Christopher, Kinkel, Baker, Boutros Ghali, Galbright... and many others, and many more, if we also add to them ours and ex-ours Mamula, Manolić, Tus, Brovet, Kadijević, Adžić, Kostić, Jović, Špegelj, Ganić, Silajdžić, Bobetko, Šušak, Šeparević, and, needless to say, Tudjman and Izetbegović (they have written books also, and Špegelj’s plans of attack on the JNA we could also see on TV screens), and then Milošević and Mladić and Martić – and Dr Radovan Karadžić – could appear as witnesses.

Who will try Croat ustashi airmen who shelled dozens of thousands of Serb mothers, children and old men, who fled in columns from ustashi storms in Slavonia, Knin and Krajina, who will awaken the conscience of American pilots and troops on the aircraft carrier in the Mediterranean, from which they fired the most advanced and the most lethal guided missiles, which the Americans failed to test even in the dirtiest war of them all, in the Gulf, video-games for the TV American public, missiles with poisons, leaving long-term effects of their possible destruction of everything, including men, with delayed effect.

No truth-loving man should abstain from condemning the Hague Tribunal and its sponsors. We hope that there are an increasing number of people in the world, who realise who, and why, uses the Hague Tribunal to continue demonising the Serbs and Dr Karadžić, and the aim of the Second Declaration is to terminate the proceedings against this national leader.

Dr Karadžić, as it has already been said, not only in the Declaration but in the voice of the Serb people, belongs to the history of the national liberation.

Our writers, artists, react to the untruth and inequity, they raise their voice because of the present history, because of the future.

We all think about the destiny of the Serb people, we think about Dr Radovan Karadžić, we think – before it is too late.

5.

CHETNIK NATIONAL PROGRAMME:

STEVAN MOLJEVIĆ,

»For a Great Homogenous Serbia«, 1941

Borders

The chief mistake of our state system was that Serbia’s borders were not set in 1918. This mistake needs to be rectified, now or never. These borders must be set today, and they must encompass the whole ethnic area, inhabited by Serbs, with free access to the sea for all Serb territories, which are near the sea.

1) In the east and south-east (Serbia and South Serbia) Serb borders are marked by the outcome of liberation wars and they only need to be reinforced with Vidin and Ćustendil.

2) In the south (Montenegro and Herzegovina), the South-Western Serb Region needs to include, in addition to Zeta Banovina, the following: 

a) the whole of east Herzegovina with the railroad from Konjic to Ploče, including a belt to protect the railroad, so that it would encompass the Konjic District, whole; of the Mostar District, the municipalities: City of Mostar, Bijelo Polje, Blagaj and Žitomislići; the Stolac District, whole; and of the Metković District, Ploče and the entire area south of Ploče; and Dubrovnik, which is to be granted special status.

b) northern part of Albania, unless Albania is granted autonomy.

3) In the west, the Western Serb Region needs to embrace, in addition to Vrbas Banovina, Northern Dalmatia, the Serb part of Lika, Kordun, Banija and part of Slavonia, so that the region comprises the Lika rly from Plaški to Šibenik, and the northern rly from Okučani to Kostajnica via Sunja. This region would encompass on one side, the Bugojno District, except Gor. Vakuf, and of the Livno District, the municipalities Lijevno and Donje Polje, and on the other side, of the Šibenik District, the municipalities Šibenik and Skradin; of the Knin District, the municipality of Knin and the Serb part of the Drniš municipality, with the whole territory transversed by the rly Knin-Šibenik, and possibly the Serb part of the municiaplity of Vrlika in the Sinj District; the Benkovac District, whole; the Biograd District, whole; the Preko District, whole; so that the border of the Western Serb Region follows the Velebit Channel and embraces Zadar with all islands in front of it; of the Gospić District, the municipalities Gospić, Lički Osik and Medak; in the Perušić District, the eastern part, transversed by the railway; of the Otočac District, the municipalities Dabar, Škare and Vrhovine; in the Ogulin District, municipalities Drežnica, Gomirje, Gor. Dubrava and Plaški; the Vojnik District, except the Barilović municipality; the Vrginmost District, whole; Glina /District/, whole, except the municipalities of Bučice and Stankovac; of the Petrinja District, the municipalities Blinja, Graduša, Jabukovac and Sunja; the Kostajnica District, except the municipality of Bobovac; of the Novska District, the municipalities Jasenovac and Vanjska Novska, but these municipalities need to be demolished so that the rly remains in the territory of these two municipalities; the Okučani District, whole; the Pakrac District, except the municipalities Antunovac, Gaj and Poljana; of the Požega District, the municipality of Velić Selo; the districts of Daruvar, Grubišno Polje and Slatina; then Bosnian districts Derventa and Gradačac. It goes without saying that this region includes also all other districts within the indicated borders.

In this western Serb region, which would have 46 districts with close to a milion and a half inhabitants, and comprise the whole Šipad Company, and the big iron ore mine at Ljubija, through which runs the Adriatic Railroad Valjevo-Banja Luka-Šibenik, Zadar with the surroundings and islands in front of it need to be safeguarded so as to protect its access to the sea.

4) The Northern Serb Region needs to be given, along with the territory of the Danube Banovina, the Serb districts of Vukovar, Šid and Ilok, which were taken away from it, and in the Vinkovci District, the municipalities Vinkovci, Laze, Mirkovci and Novi Jankovci, the whole of the district and city of Osijek;

For this region, Baranja with Pecs and east Banat with Temisoara and Rešice need to be safeguarded.

5) The Central Serb Region - the Drina Banovina - is to be returned the Bosnian districts of Brčko, Travnik and Fojnica which were taken away from it.

DALMATIA

which would encompass the Adriatic coast from Ploče up to Šibenik, and of the Bos-Herz. districts, Prozor, Ljubuški, Duvno; western parts of the districts of Mostar and Livno and part of the districts of Knin and Šibenik in the north are to be integrated in Serbia and granted special autonomous status. The Roman Catholic Church in Dalmatia shall be recognised by the state and receive assistance from it, but the activity of the Church and the Roman Catholic clergy among the people must be to the benefit of the state and under its control.

The attitude to other Yugoslav and Balkan states

True to its past and its mission in the Balkans, Serbia is to continue as the protagonist of the Yugoslav idea and the first champion of the Balkan solidarity and Gladstone’s principle “Balkan to the Balkan peoples”. The time makes it necessarz for small states to form larger units, alliances and blocs, and friends will also ask that of Serbia. The Serbs shall be happy to meet these requests as it is in the spirit of their historical idea in the Balkans. The Serbs embarked on that road already when they created Yugoslavia and they will not go back from that road. Only, as the first step on that road was wrong as they gave everything and immediately blended Serbia, Montenegro and the Serbs into Yugoslavia, whereas others – Croats and Slovenes and Muslims – went in the opposite direction – to take everything from Yugoslavia, and not give it anything, this mistake needs to be rectified now, and will be rectified only if, in the wake of Yugoslavia’s resurrection, the Serbs, straight away and without asking anyone, create a homogenous Serbia within borders as indicated above, and only then, from that basis, that accomplished fact, undertake the regulation of all other questions both with the Croats and the Slovenes.

Yugoslavia would, therefore, have to be made on a federal basis, with three federal units: Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian (Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia). And only after this is taken care of, when all the Serb territories are brought together in one homogenous Serbia and learn to live together, will it be possible to think about a closer rapprochement with Bulgarians.

(...)

The Serbs, who were the first in the Balkans to resist the onslaught of the Germans from the west to the east, have thereby acquired the right to leadership in the Balkans, and they will not , and cannot, renounce that leadership, for their own sake and for the sake of the Balkans and its fate. They must fulfil their historical mission, and they will be able to do that only if they are all together in a homogenous Serbia and within Yugoslavia, upon which they will breathe their spirit and impress their mark. The Serbs must have the hegemony in the Balkans, and if they are to have the hegemony in the Balkans, they must have the hegemony in Yugoslavia first. Only, this hegemony needs to be in the greatness of spirit, the breadth of outlook and distance of sight, the boldness of the political idea, the determination of the political action, of which the Serbs have given enough evidence and proof at all turning points in their history so far. And just as the present is but the ultimate point of the past, so is their future to be an extended line of the past.

Social order

In turbulent post-war years, the social order in Yugoslavia, based on unrestricted liberalism, was abused and used by the stronger to the detriment of the weaker, and by individuals to the detriment of the community.

(...)

Capital is to be the means whereby the Serb people will exercise their historical mission in the field of national defence, national economy and national culture, and ensure its national survival, but the vehicle of capital and capitalism is to be primarily the state.

Private capital is the property of the people, too, and it is to be protected as well as supervised by the state so that it can also serve to the benefit of the people and the community.

The state is to create for each one of its citizens the possibility to work and earn, and to ensure everyone in case of the disease, old age and disability.

The freedom of personality, personal initiative and personal property is to be safeguarded by law; however, this freedom may not be abused and used to the detriment of another, or to the detriment of the community.

The freedom of thought, freedom of religion and freedom of press are also to be ensured, but may not be abused.


The Church, as an organisation, may be recognised and may receive assistance in Serbia only if it is completely independent of foreign countries, and if it has its supreme head in Serbia.

Political parties may not be formed on a religious basis.

The press is to serve the people and the state and the upgrading of public morals.

� For more detail, see: N. Popov, Serbian Populism and the Fall of Yugoslavia, Uncaptive Minds, Vol. 8, 1996, Washington, p.83.


� At the time, the statement by Dobrica ]osi} that Slobodan Milo{evi} had »managed to revive the Serb state, destroyed in Yugoslavia and Titoism and win the prestige and import as no one has enjoyed among the Serb people since Pa{i}« met with a resounding echo. Dobrica ]osi}, Promene (Changes), texts selected by Milorad Vu~eli}, Dnevnik, Novi Sad, 1992, p. 141. A similar statement came from academician Mihajlo Markovi}: »It seems to the Serbs that at long last a leader has emerged who is not ashamed of his people, who has no responsibility complex and who is, it seems, resolved to rectify some obvious injustices, heedless of whether he has been given light by self–appointed foreign tutors«. Duga, 28 May – 19 June, p. 17.


� Istra`ivanje javnog mnjenja u Srbiji (Public Opinion Poll), Institute of Social Sciences, November 1993.


� According to the 1991 census, there were 2,297,000 employed in the socially–owned sector, and over 1,000,000 pensioners in Serbia.


� Quoted from: Slobodan Brankovi}, O paradoksalnosti izbornih rezultata (Paradoxical Electoral Results), Gledi{ta, Belgrade, No. 1–6, 1992, p. 64.


� For more, see: Ognjen Pribi}evi}, The Serbian Exception, Why Communists Never Lost Power, Uncaptive Minds, Vol. 8, No. 3–4, 1996, Washington, p. 119.


� See: Challenges of Parliamentarism, Institute of Social Sciences, Belgrade, 1996, pp. 267–275.


� According to the poll of the Institute of Social Sciences in May 1993, 34% citizens trusted most the Federal Assembly and 32% the republican assembly. At the same time, Milo{evi} enjoyed the trust of 36% of citizens.


� Highly indicative in this regard is the following statement by Zoran Djindji}, president of the Democratic Party: »I still think that Slobodan Milo{evi} is an outstanding personality. We were all wrong when we repeated time and time again that he was a communist, an old Bolshevik...today, I admit that, regardless of the party he belongs to, his abilities are remarkable... This is not disputable any more, it was said by international mediators and many others. I note with pleasure that in the elections last December almost everybody gave up this obsession with Milo{evi}, except the Radicals, and I think they made a mistake... I think that Milo{evi} is among abler politicians in Europe.« Vreme, Belgrade, 14 November 1994.


� One of the leaders of Croatian Serbs put it as follows: »If a family has a father, pater familias, then the whole ethnos must have one too. I don't want Slobodan Milo{evi} to be a Messiah, or Moses. But I do want him to be the patriarchal dad of the Serb state, never mind his party membership.« Borba, 7 March 1990.


� For more on the level of development of the political culture in Serbia, see the study by Ognjen Pribi}evi}, Politicka kultura i demokratska stabilnost (Political Culture and Democratic Stability) in Izborne borbe u Jugoslaviji 1990-1992 by V. Goati, Z. Slavujevi}, O. Pribi}evi}.


� In his analysis of the use of violence for political purposes Samuel Huntington points out that the strength of an authoritarian regime is not measured by the force of its arms but the »will to use these arms to defend the regime«, S. Huntington, The Third Wave, Democratization in the Last Twentieth Century, University of Oklahoma Press, 1991, p. 198.


� See, e.g. the text by Charles Gati, Central and Eastern Europe, How Is Democracy Doing in Problems of Post Communism, Premier Issue, fall 1994, p. 44.


� Mirjana Markovi}, for instance, says: »As Marx noted, the socialist revolution is possible only in a very wealthy and culturally highly developed society. Only in such a society there can be self-management and thereby true , that is immediate, rather than parliamentary democracy. This is not possible in a poor society such as ours.« NIN, 16 September 1994. Her words about the prospects for a new Yugoslavia also gained attention: »Personally, I hope that Yugoslavia will find itself in a form of a community, whether it will be a union, or if they will associate in some other way, is of no consequence. The necessity of ties is quite certain«. Borba, 17 November 1994.


� For more, see S. Antoni}, M. Jovanovi} and D. Marinkovi}, Srbija izmedju populizma i demokratije (Serbia Between Populism and Democracy), Institute for Political Studies, Belgrade 1993, p. 169.


� S. Milo{evi}, Godine raspleta (The Years of Denouement), BIGZ, Belgrade, 1989, p. 198.


� A very illustrative example of the then conservative attitude of the JNA top brass towards the crucial questions in Yugoslavia in the early Nineties is found in the thoughts of the then secretary for national defence General Veljko Kadijevi}. He affirms that the reformers who had power in socialist countries were part of the US strategy, bent on routing communism. These »reformers« were being prepared for a long run »so that it seemed that the overthrow of the system in the guise of reforms was led by the internal party forces«. Veljko Kadijevi}, Moje vidjenje raspada , Vojska bez dr`ave (My View of the Collapse - An Army without a State), Belgrade, 1993, p. 13.


� For more on this, see Borisav Jovi}, Poslednji dani SFRJ (The Last Days of SFRY), Kompanija Politika, 1995.


� Quoted from Vreme, 10 October 1994.


� Borba, 16 November 1994.


� Within not more than two months, three eminent SPS leaders - Mihajlo Markovi}, Goran Per~evi} and Radmilo Bogdanovi} - made completely contradictory statements about the national policy. Markovi} was the first to say that the SPS, for the time being at least, had renounced the goal of all Serbs in one state (NIN, 25 November 1994).


� This conclusion is indicated also by the statement of the former SPS vice-president and ideologue Mihajlo Markovi}: »It is true that at the outset we thought that all the Serbs should stay and live in one state. When the international community resisted it vigorously, we realised that we could not accomplish this goal now and that we had to protect the Serb people in Bosnia and Krajina.« Borba, 19 September 1994.


� NIN, 7 October 994.


� Plav{i}, Mavri}, Odnos stanovnika Srbije prema Programima RTB (Attitude of the population of Serbia to RTB Programmes), Centre for the Study of RTB Programmes and Audiences, No. 1, Belgrade, 1991, p. 19.


� S. Milivojevi}, Ekranska torcida, (The Screen Stampede), Borba, 6-7 January 1994.


� For more on this, see Vladimir Goati, Stabilizacija demokratije ili povratak monisma (Stabilisation of Democracy or the Return of Monism), Unireks, Podgorica 1996, pp. 164-174.


� We deliberately say »greatly helped« because we believe that, in their rejection of the communist regimes, the voters in the majority of East European countries, wanted to get rid of the Russian occupation, first and foremost.


� This factor, going in favour of the SPS and against the opposition, was indicated by the DSS leader V. Ko{tunica: »The fact that we once lived better than the East European countries is now an aggravating circumstance.« NIN, 8 April 1994.


� For more,, see V. Goati, Politi~ka anatomija jugoslovenskog dru{tva (Political Anatomy of the Yugoslav Society), Naprijed, Zagreb, 1989, pp. 97 and 98.


� Ljuba Tadi}, for instance, says: »I am dumbfounded. I cannot understand that one part of the people introduces sanctions against another part of its people. Milo{evi} wants the Serbs in the RS and the RSK to obey orders from Serbia without dispute. It is an authoritarian relationship...« NIN, 12 August 1994. His disappointment is shared by Brana Crn~evi}: »I am very unhappy about the present situation, and in particular with the breaking of the relations with the RS and Yugoslav sanctions against the RS. I shiver with shame that the relations with the RS were spoiled by poor rhetoric. Today, one does not write letters or give interviews as thirty years ago«. NIN, 14 October 1994.


� A good instance of this »quiet grumbling« is a statement by academician Milorad Ekme~i}, in which he even does not dare mention the »chief culprit«, and says very vaguely instead: »that it is not humane to leave such large national complexes, as several million Serbs in the former Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, high and dry, and abandon them to ravens on the battle-field« NIN, 9 September 1994.


� This apathy and »fatigue« of the people was indicated by V. Ko{tunica, DSS leader: »In the course of all these months, one could expect the articulation of the dissatisfaction caused by the breaking of the relations between the regime in Belgrade and the Republika Srpska. But it did not happen.« NIN, 3 March 1995).


� Serious ideological disagreements between Milo{evi} and the RS leadership are confirmed by Mom~ilo Kraji{nik, president of the Assembly of the Republika Srpska: »Personally, I had an embarrassing clash about a statement made to this effect after a meeting with members of the initiative committee of a chetnik organisation. On that occasion I said that we wanted national reconciliation and overcoming of the strife between chetniks and partisans, and received from the political leadership of Serbia an answer, saying there would be no forgiveness, no reconciliation.« Borba, 20 September 1994.


� Politika, 10 August 1995.


1 The retrograde nature of the chetnik movement in Serbia, the character of Nedi}'s state, Ljoti}'s Zbor or Pe}anac chetniks in the south, all during the Second World War, are also covered by a general assessment of Stjepan G. Me{trovi}: «Serbia was not only occupied by the nazis, it actively collaborated with them (underlined by S.I.)«, Philip J. Cohen, Serbia's Secret War, Texas A&M University Press, College Station, 1996, p. XV.


2 It was not by chance that even six years after the Eighth Session, when it was already abundantly clear that the country was on the brink of a national and social disaster, Veselin Djureti} continued to praise its direct effects: «The government which entered the stage in 1987 was an expression... of the popular mood. I should say that at the beginning it articulated this mood in a manner, which did not go beyond the framework of the given system, with ideological vestiges of Titoism, to then increasingly radicalise its national concept, following the mood of the people...«, NIN, Belgrade, 12 February 1993.


3 Subsequently Djureti} openly accused Tito of «anti-Serbism«, with old and well-known chetnik theses as shown by an interview he gave: «The crux of the problem lies in the fact that he arbitrarily divided the Serb lands, that he proclaimed new nations, on the basis of the historically emerged regionalism, without asking the people (underlined by S.I.)...« (Pogledi, Kragujevac, 15 March 1990). 


What people? The Serb? To ask the Serbs if they agree that he «divide« territories which belong to others?! Like Nikola Pa{i} who squabbled with the Allies over the ownership of Croatia and Macedonia, without asking either the Croats or the Macedonians what they might have to say about it! The Serb lands? When were they Serb lands only? Or, to ask the Serbs whether to recognise the nationality status of the Muslims, Macedonians and Montenegrians who feel that way anyway. 


Why did they not tell him then that they were not what he thought they were, but the Serbs, and then nobody could force them to be something else than what they felt they were. If Tito had imposed it on them by force and fear, all these three people could announce, after his death, that they were neither Muslims nor Montenegrians nor Macedonians, but Serbs, just as Veselin Djureti} and the Greater Serbian company in Belgrade think. Not to mention that, when Yugoslavia collapsed, all these three peoples could have returned to the «true faith« and preserved the union with Serbia, rather than decide to the contrary, opting for an independent life and, if need be, a war to win it as the Muslims did, for instance; Montenegro was an exception, but now it also aspires to greater autonomy and self-determination.


4 «Personally, I was flattered when an American magazine wrote that the national dimension of the Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts was based on ideas drawn from my book, forbidden at the time«... Ibidem.


5 Excerpt from the biography of V.Dj., selected by the editorial board of Nauka (photocopy).


6 «The author was close to centres of events, preceding the collapse of SFRY. He was one of those who warned, timely and publicly, about a new emergence of old separatist coalitions, weaned on clericalism, in the face of a deranged and calculating world: he warned in a situation in which the neo-Serb and neo-Yugoslav policy had gone astray.«


«Not even when the fait accompli happened, did Djureti} throw in the towel. Feeling the pulse of history at the level of the process, he put out the motto: After the first (!?) Kosovo we lost freedom, now, venal circles and the manipulated part of the world threaten us as a nation, and we could lose both the country and the freedom«. Under the banner of this motto, he strode without pomp, silently, often ignoring party-political reasons of both the position and the opposition« (underlined by S.I.). Ibidem.


As Bogoboj Atanackovi} would say in our somewhat changed and free interpretation: « I shall list all your properties... You are a Serb, in that river«! (J. Skerli}, Pisci i knjige (Writers and Books), VIIII, Izdava~ka knji`arnica Gece Kona, Belgrade, 1926, p. 48.


7 But, Djureti} is not the only one to praise himself in this regard. His reviewers go even further: «Djureti}’s approach can disturb only ideologisers, those in whose heads the Second World War has not ended yet, who do not recognise Titoist-Croat destructive projections and impositions in Yugoslavia's tragic collapse,...«.


«The book will make many Serbs re–examine themselves and adopt a radically different behaviour, and some international factors too« (underlined by S.I.). (From the review of Prof. Dr Du{an Luka~). Ibidem.


I should dearly like to know if, after this review, Du{an Luka~ disowned his own works of some 30 years ago, when he wrote something else. For instance,: «But, communists and progressive forces sometimes failed to prevent outbursts against the Muslim and Croat population. Chetnik groups thus managed to commit a massacre of some 1100 Muslims in Kulen Vakuf in the autumn of 1941, whereas chetnik-minded units, mostly arrived from Serbia, committed a series of mass massacres of Muslims in eastern Bosnia«. Prilog izu~avanju nacionalnog pitanja u BiH u periodu NOR-a (Contribution to the Study of the National Question in B and H during the NLW), Prilozi, IV/ 1968, Institute for the History of the Workers’ Movement, Sarajevo.


«It is an unquestionable merit of the historian and historical philosopher Djureti} who, with Promethean fire, lit and synthesized the substance of the Serb historical existence in the 20th century and laid down infallible parameters for the certification and definition of our historical errors, illusions, mistakes and failures. With force, ardour and persuasiveness of a messianic discoverer (sic!) of all relevant mechanisms, levers and complex instrumentation of the world and domestic Yugoslav policy, Djureti} created a work of inestimable historiographic, political scientific and philosophical-historical value. This is, in fact, the beacon of knowledge and historical penetrativeness, which sheds light on the past and the present, forestalling the repetition of the once acted in the future. One needs to be blind or a cloned traitor to repeat the same mistakes after this book (underlined by S.I.)« (From the review by writer Zoran Glu{~evi}). Ibidem.


8 Let some facts from the biography he wrote himself for the public benefit, be the judge of the moral character of this «rehabilitator« of the chetnik movement and his elementary literacy. In the «previous state«, as he is in the habit of saying, whilst I would say the state of «brotherhood and unity«, at the proposal of the Institute for History in Sarajevo, Veselin Djureti} was decorated with the Order of Labour. After the disintegration of the «previous state«, when the «people entered the stage«, Djureti} received the Order of Njego{ of the 1st degree of the Republika Srpska!


But, this is not all, and serves merely to reveal a new and even greater absurdity, surpassing even Djureti} himself. Belgrade Politika, whose weekly magazine NIN used to award Dimitrije Tucovi} Prize for science and non-fiction, abolished this prize at a given moment and introduced instead the Slobodan Jovanovi} Prize: the very first such prize was awarded to Veselin Djureti}! Our bearer of the Order of Labour of the «previous state«, however, does not end there his campaign for lofty busts. Whenever a state rises and falls, he pinches some tribute. He has finally become a senator of the Republika Srpska!


When it comes to «decorations«, he does not hesitate to receive tribute even from some Western countries, which he calls in his biography «a deranged and calculating world« or «venal circles and the manipulated part of the world«. This year he was awarded the Charter of the Personality (underlined by S.I.) of the American Biographical Institute for 1997! As far as I know, it comes from a country which is called the USA. Doesn’t it make part of that Djureti}’s «deranged and calculating, venal and manipulated part of the world«?


And yet, he is also known to have stopped before some «fat chance«. He says himself that he «refused the appanage offered him by the project on Vojvodina Encyclopaedia«; while the work was in progress, preparation was perfidiously going on to issue a separate anti-Serb definition of this Serb entity too (underlined by S.I.)«. Djureti} thus anticipated his «patriotism« but did not, it would seem, demonstrate his literacy. How can a project offer someone an appanage, in the Serbian language, we do not know, or how can a «separate anti-Serb definition of this Serb entity too« be prepared - this is difficult to fathom if one tries to read it having the spirit of the Serbian language in mind.


Djureti}'s sense of (il)literacy is also demonstrated by the following «pearl«, which deserves to be committed to memory: «Afterwards, during the war drama of 1991-1995, he «began calling« the truth about Serbs both from domestic and international stages... (underlined by S.I.)«!?


9 Milo{evi} criticised harshly the Serb nationalism even in his closing address at the Eighth Session. Needless to say, he did it with the tongue in his cheek and it belongs in the category of double thought and talk. «And as regards the Serb nationalism, I think it is politically unacceptable that the leadership of the League of Communists of Serbia be threatened with accusations of Serb nationalism. The Serbian communists and the Serb people have never been indulgent to their nationalists. Condemnation did not bypass them - neither criminal nor political and moral (...). Today, the Serb nationalism does not mean mere intolerance and hatred for another people or other peoples, it is a genuine snake in the bosom of the Serb people which have always and throughout their history, aspired to unification with all South Slavic peoples...


«... by what they are offering the Serbs, as allegedly the best: to practically isolate themselves with intolerance and suspicion of others, the Serb nationalists would inflict the worst damage on the Serb people today. Economically, politically, socially, culturally - how can it live alone yet be itself and free, this small Serb people, when even bigger peoples cannot live alone, yet be themselves and free - in this world, in which all peoples and all men are increasingly inter-related and increasingly inter-reliant.


«I think that there is no doubt that no one leadership in Serbia, which failed to see that danger, could take us out of the difficulties we face at present (underlined by S.I.)«... The Eighth Session of the Central Committee of the League of communists of Serbia, Documents, Komunist, Belgrade, 1987, pp. 460-461.


How right were those who then «threatened« the Serbian leadership with «accusations« for the Serb nationalism, and how right was Milo{evi} himself, rebuffing such «threats« and «accusations«, is best testified by this last decade: disintegration of Yugoslavia and war between Yugoslav peoples, of which he was the chief executor. That «snake« of Serb nationalism «in the bosom of the Serb people« was none other than he - Slobodan Milo{evi} himself.


And - as for the «isolation« from the world - it resulted precisely from Milo{evi}’s policy so that never in its history has Serbia been so isolated from the civilised and progressive world. How he led us and «took us out« of the difficulties we faced at the time, is best testified by the difficulties we are facing now, after ten years of his power.


10 «I mean, the struggle for inter-ethnic relations we once had in our country«, Zoran Sokolovi}, Introductory presentation on the Proposal of the Presidency of the CC LC Serbia for the dismissal of Dragi{a Pavlovi} from the membership of the Presidency of the CC LC Serbia, Ibidem, p. 157.


We had once? When? During Aleksandar «Knightly« Karadjordjevi}? Or, perhaps, that communist Aleksandar - Aleksandar Rankovi}, on whose grave the Serb police, whose minister, until a few days ago, was the selfsame Sokolovi} , lay flowers every year?


11 U potrazi za demokratijom (The Quest for Democracy), D. Radulovi} and N. Spaji}, Dosije, Belgrade, 1991, p. 187.


12 »...SPO requests: a) to found an autonomous province of Serb krajina and autonomous Istria in the territory of the present Croatia. Dubrovnik is to be granted a special status, based on century-old tradition; b) four autonomous regions to be founded in the present Bosnia, governed by the principle of majority religious membership – western Herzegovina and neighbouring parts of Bosnia with the prevalence of Roman Catholics; eastern Herzegovina, eastern Bosnia and western Bosnia, with the prevalence of Eastern Orthodox, and central Bosnia, inhabited mostly by Muslims«... Ibidem, p.188.


13 For more detail about the Serb national programme of Stevan Moljevi} (Za veliku homogenu Srbiju (For a Great Homogenous Serbia), see: Etni}ko }i{~enje. Povijesni dokumenti o jednoj srpskoj ideologiji (Ethnic Cleansing. Historical Documents on a Serb Ideology), edited by Mirko Grmek, Mare Gjidara and Neven [timac, Nakladni zavod Globus, Zagreb, 1993, pp. 124-133.


14 Ibidem, p. 201.


It seems that the only more ambitious plan was the one drawn up by Milan Gavrilovi}, member of the Yugoslav Royal Government in London during the Second World War «as a way of Serbia’s integration with Czechoslovakia«!? Letter of G. Rendall, British Ambassador with the Yugoslav Royal Government of 12 April 1943 to H. Douglas, on the position regarding Hudson's reports. Archives VII, P.R.O., F.O., k.4 70-371/37583.


15 Kako bi srpski radikali razre{ili kosovsko-metohijsko pitanje (How the Serb Radicals Would Solve the Question of Kosovo and Metohija), Velika Srbija, Belgrade, 54/November 1995.


1 1 The project was carried out with the help of Helsinki Committee for Human Rights in Belgrade. All its stages were actively participated by my fellow-sociologist Vladimir Vuleti}. Very helpful suggestions as to the tools and the analytical-interprative frameework were made by Todor Kulji}, and Olivera Milosavljevi} unselfisdhly helped to draw up the sample plan. Field work was organised by post-graduate student Jovo Baki}. The project technical secretary was Danijela Vu~kovi}, and the indispensable logistic support came from Suzana Simi}. Without their assistance and the dedicated effort of a number of interviewers, the project wpould not haveen possible, especially within the very short time-limit we had at our disposal.





