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Testing the Ground - The Emergence of Nationalism among Serbian Intellectuals in the Last Years of Titoism
Is what is involved here an individual phenomenon or are the nationalists testing the ground in order to begin dancing their dangerous dances?

Slobodan Vujica, Nationalism does not ride on a broom

A nationalist, almost by rule, as a social being and individual, is a negative figure – a nothingness. That is, by definition, he is a cipher. Actually, he has neglected his home and family, his job (usually he is a bureaucrat), his literature (if he is a writer at all), his community service and public responsibilities, because all these things are insignificant in comparison to his messianism.

Danilo Kiš, On Nationalism

1. Introduction
The recent war in former Yugoslavia has so far received extensive coverage by scholarly and not-so-serious works. Most of these analyses begin their narrative with the migration of the Slavs to Southeastern Europe in attempting to place the war in the early 1990s into a larger context. Others limit the historical background and chose the rise of Slobodan Milo_evic as the starting point for the crisis in Yugoslavia. While both approaches doubtlessly have their merits, they tend to neglect a crucial period in the understanding of the war. The last years of Tito’s rule and the first ones after his death in 1980 give important clues in understanding what will follow a few years later. 

The paper will trace the role of intellectuals in the rise of Serbian nationalism. It has to be borne in mind that Serbia, just like all of Yugoslavia, due to its freedoms, which exceeded other communist societies, had a lively intellectual scene. All shades of political thought, from radical Marxism to extreme nationalism, could be found among intellectuals. While many joined the chorus of nationalism in the 1980s, others have kept their democratic ideals and fought for them throughout the hostile times, which unfortunately still continue. Also the term intellectual shall in no way be weighed be the author. It merely describes people who are considered by their society as such. Mostly they are academics, writers or artists.
 

Tracing the development of Serbian nationalism in the 1980s serves several purposes. It enables first of all to enhance the understanding of the predominant cause of the war, which ensued in Croatia and Bosnia after 1991. Serbian nationalism can also be seen as the most accentuated case of the transformation from communist to nationalist ideology. The exchange of one collective ideology for another by many leading intellectuals and politicians can be observed in several other Post-Communist countries. Thus the analysis of Serbian case, though unique in its excess, can underline comparable developments in the region. 

The topic of this thesis will help refute the assumption that the conflict was based on ancient hatreds.
 The opposite point of view sees the rise of nationalism as a construction from above
 While it will be clear from the thesis that the reemergence of nationalism into Serbian mainstream society was aided by political manipulation, it had its roots within society: »Ambitious or cynical politicians and publicists may attempt to exploit ethnic grievances to advance their own careers, but unless they respond to genuine grievances and aspirations they find no following.»
 

Not only will be demonstrated that the resurgence of nationalism was not merely an elite manipulation, but also the frequently formulated assumption that nationalism was »frozen» under Communist rule will be refuted. Throughout Communist rule, and in particular in the period of time under consideration here, nationalism was a major driving force. 

2. Dissatisfaction with the 1974 constitution
Yugoslavia as a communist country underwent a number of changes in policy throughout the forty years following World War II. This development since 1948 reflects the attempts by the Yugoslav LC to legitimize itself as an alternative to the predominant Soviet model. While the first years after the Yugoslav-Soviet split, the Yugoslav leadership attempted to be better Stalinists, than Stalin, they soon pursued their own policy which encompassed self-management in the economy, non-alignment in foreign relations and decentralizations in the interior. Within less than thirty years Yugoslavia had four different constitutions and numerous substantive constitutional reforms increasingly enshrining the above-mentioned principle. After the constitution of 1946, which resembled the Soviet constitution of 1936, the constitutions of 1953 and 1963 attempted to enable Yugoslavia to pursue its own path. After 1966 the main development in the institutional framework of the state was increasing decentralization towards the republics.
 The constitutional reforms, instituted in the climate of the national movement in Croatia, known as the Croatian spring, and the height of power of liberals throughout the country, particularly in Serbia, lead to «strengthening of the party leadership in the republics and their transformation into semi-independent feuds of the republican Communist elite.»
 While the crackdown against the Croatian spring and liberals throughout the country eliminated strong supporters of this decentralization, it continued with the constitution of 1974.

One of the key elements of the new Yugoslav constitution of 1974 was the far-reaching autonomy granted to Vojvodina and Kosovo.
 Although they remained formally part of the Serbian republic, for all practical matters, they were separate. In the presidency of the country and the League of Communists and all other bodies they sent their own representatives, independently from Serbia.
 Nowhere else in Yugoslavia the control of the party was as oppressive as in Kosovo. The party and state organs also were closer then elsewhere tied together with the security forces. Until the demise of Rankoviç in 1966 this control remained in the hands of the Serb minority of the province, while afterwards Albanians gained increasing control over the institutions of the province.
 

The only difference between provinces and republics in the late 1970s and early 1980s was that the provinces did not have their own citizenship, unlike republic which offered republican citizenship to the inhabitants of their republic, and no legal claim to secession.
 Also both provinces were allowed to build external relations within the fields of their competence. Kosovo maintained contacts with Albania, especially by exchanging faculty and cultural groups with Tirana. These were severely reduced after the riots of 1981.
 

The 1974 constitution, in particular its provisions establishing the de-facto republics of Vojvodina and Kosovo, soon attracted criticism and calls for a constitutional reform from the Serbian side. As long as Tito was still alive, the official critique of the Serbian League of Communists was cautious. Nevertheless, the Serbian party attempted to publish a »blue book,» calling for increased control of Serbia over its autonomous provinces, but this critique was quickly suppressed. Although the blue book was banned, it continued to circulate in a few copies as Samizdat.

Only in December 1981 at a plenum of the Central Committee of the Serbian League of Communists, after the outbreak of the so-called counterrevolution in Kosovo could the Serbian president Dragoslav Markoviç
 exclaim: »After all, Serbia’s Communists cannot eternally be considered responsible for the sins of the Greater Serbia hegemonic bourgeoisie!»
 Markoviç nevertheless ruled out the possibility of Kosovo ever becoming a republic already in 1977.
 In the same year the presidium of the Serbian LC, in response to the nationalism mentioned below, already established a working group to reevaluate the constitution and the autonomy of the two provinces in particular.

Much more vocal was the Serbian writers union. In 1977 the literary fortnightly KnjiÏevne novine published the nationalist poem Triptych by Tanasije Mladenoviç, a writer and former Partisan, in which he lamented the »unhappy fate» of Serbia: »Serbia, poor and wretched, will you be able, like in the old times, to regain your strength with one strike, or will you, discouraged and weakened by apocalyptic powers, torn into pieces, be wrecked by yourself and sink to the ground?»
 The name of the poem Triptych and the reference of a Serbia torn in pieces are clear allusions to the autonomous provinces and the perceived absence of a »national» republic for Serbs. The poem only came to the attention of the Serbian leadership after it was published in anticommunist Émigré papers in the United States.

Dragan Jeremiç, the editor in chief of KnjiÏevne novine, was also the president of the Serbian writers union. Although Jeremiç came under heavy attack by the party and the press, notably in the party organ Komunist, for publishing the poem, the Serbian writers union refused to demand his resignation. The criticism of the Writers Union intensified after its refusal to draw the consequences demanded by the party and media. In its edition of 16 October 1977, the weekly NIN criticized the action of the Writers union as being intolerant and showing contempt for other positions. The magazine claims that in times of weakness of the larger organization, smaller groups take over the voice and assume nationalist positions.

The Serbian president Markoviç accused several writers, among them Jeremiç, Mladenoviç and åosiç, of »persistently conducting an oppositional-nationalistic campaign» to undermine »the self-management democratic and socialist development of the country.» Markoviç went on to single out Serbian nationalism as the biggest threat not only to Serbia, but to Yugoslavia as a whole, as not only many minorities live in Serbia and its provinces, but also as a large number of Serbs live in all the republics, with the exception of Slovenia.
 

At the same time of the publication of the poem by Mladenoviç, a speech of Dobrica åosiç caused an uproar in Yugoslavia. Before examining the speech åosiç gave, it is worthwhile looking the biography of this leading personality of Serbian nationalism. His activities run like a red thread through the revival of nationalism in Serbia in the early 1980s. While taking a clearly anti-nationalist position in the early years of communist Yugoslavia, he became increasingly a supporter of centralization with the fall of Aleksandar Rankoviç. After his fall from power åosiç espoused a Serbian nationalist position, making him the integrative figure among Serbian nationalist intellectuals and centralizers. His development in stages reflects in many ways the development of Serbian nationalism under Communism and is thus worth further examining.

åosiç joined the Partisans at the age of 20, thereby ending his formal education. After the war he belonged to inner circle of power in the new Yugoslavia, taking leading positions in Serbia and Yugoslavia in Parliament and the party. By the early 1950s he embarked upon a literary career with books such as Far from the Sun and Roots. 
As turning point of his views, when he considered that the Communist system and Yugoslavia developed in the wrong direction, he cited a conversation with Edvard Kardelj, the leading Slovene communist, chief ideologist of the regime and architect the 1974 constitution. During their discussion, which took place while the new party program was prepared in 1956-1957 he »realized that Kardelj was a Slovenian nationalist, seeing Yugoslavia as passing phase in the development of Slovenia.»
 While Kardelj had certainly been more in favor of decentralization than other members of the leadership, it seems hard to consider him a nationalist. This attributes, however, is instructive as it reveals one of the basic concepts of Serbian nationalism. As the preservation of Yugoslavia stood in the forefront of the thinking of Dobrica åosiç and other Serb nationalists, they perceived other concepts as nationalism, even if they were inspired by other considerations like trying to loosen the federation. The interest of åosiç in a strong state does not arrive from any anti-nationalist thought, but rather from the preoccupation with keeping all Serbs in one state.

After withdrawing from leading positions in the party, his connections the power remained close and he frequently engaged in polemics.
 The most prominent exchange of articles occurred between the Slovene academic Du_an Pirjevec and åosiç in 1961-1962. Both were members of the »recognized» intellectual establishment, with the backing of the respective parties. åosiç claimed in a short interview that the insufficient cultural contacts between the republics were largely inevitable due to the nature of the republics. Pirjevec saw this comment as a call to abolish the republics, as they were supposedly at the root of the problem. This sharp reaction has to be seen in the context of the temporary dominance of Aleksandar Rankoviç at the time and his »Yugoslavism,» which lead to accusations by liberals that he attempted to eliminate the republics.
 åosiç reacted to Pirjevec in a long article, in which he discussed the »Contemporary Noncontemporary Nationalism.» Here he noted a revival of the »vampires» of nationalism from which not even Communists and former Partisans were immune: »Do you see these Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian vampires, do you see that many among them do not have mustaches and beards? These are young, slobbery apparitions. The bearded ones will die one day, but the ones still growing.»
 While critically noting the continued presence of nationalism in Yugoslavia, he also reiterates the historical role of Serbia among the other Yugoslav nations as the first independent state to emerge from the Ottoman and Habsburg Empire and its specific role in protecting the interests of other South Slavs. Both, åosiç and Pirjevec underlined the value of national identity, while warning against nationalism as such.
 The difficulty of such a differentiation is obvious in åosiç’s references to the special role of Serbia and the sensitivity of Pirjevec to putting the existing republics into question, which is a reminder of the inter-war Yugoslavia. åosiç regarded this exchange with Pirjevec as a sort of test balloon, launched by the Slovenian League of Communists to test the degree of possible autonomy, while pursuing a nationalist line, »I was against all nationalism, including the Serbian. I wanted a strong Yugoslavia, but I realized that the time was wrong and unstable, due to these nationalist currents.»
 

Despite these polemics with other communists, åosiç only came into conflict with the Communist system in 1968. A biography of åosiç in book points to the Hungarian uprising in 1956 and the student protests of 1968 as the events which triggered åosiç’s distancing from communism. This contradicts with his observation, according to which he realized in 1966 that Yugoslavia was doomed.
 What characterized 1966 was not a wave of democratization, but rather the fall of the centralist approach in Yugoslavia with the deposition of Aleksandar Rankoviç. The speech åosiç gave at the meeting of the Central Committee of the Serbian League of Communists in May 1968, leading to his dismissal from the Serbian CC, and later from the party, also focused on the national-republican (and provincial) bureaucracies, particularly criticizing the authorities of Kosovo. His objection to the promotion of Muslims to the status of nationhood also can hardly be seen as being part of the legacy of the student protests of 1968, but rather an objection to the decentralization upon which Yugoslavia embarked in the late 1960s. 

åosiç’s political reorientation became visible in his novels, especially after this remainded the only means for him to articulate his political opinions. While his early novels mainly focused on the partisans and the second world war, his four-volume novel Vreme Smrti (»A Time of Death»), written in the 1970s, focused on the Serbian army in the first World War.
 Not only did he attempt to establish a line of continuity between the Serbian army and the Partisans. He contrasted the sacrifice the Serbs made for the common state of the South Slavs with the ungratefulness of the Slovenes and Croats. One character in his novel, the simple, but wise, Father Bozidar, points out to the younger and better educated doctor Radiç that »[t]he only people like us are those Serbs on the other side of the Drina and Sava. Our frontier should stretch just as far as they do, no farther; and if – God forbid – we move a step beyond this, we’ll quarrel fiercely with our Catholic brothers the moment we find ourselves in the same sheepfold.»
 Not only does he present the Serbian engagement between 1914 and 1918 as the unrewarded struggle for the protection of others, he also contrasts the rural priest, fearing unity with the »Catholics,» with the intellectual doctor, who has been educated in the city and praises the common state. For åosiç, himself coming from a modest peasant background in Central Serbia, the true wisdom clearly lies with the traditional priest, who rightfully fears the new state. 

While in none of his works he engaged in outright criticism of the Partisans and always took their side, as opposed to the Chetniks (see for example his novel Deobe, »Divisions»), his focus on the previous war nevertheless challenged the common state and indirectly blamed war-time Serbian Prime minister Pa‰iç for having not accepted the proposal of the Allies for an enlarged Serbia instead of Yugoslavia. åosiç today concludes that his greatest fault was »that of all Serbian authors, I wrote the most against nationalism and for Yugoslavia. I was mistaken. I was afraid of the fall of Yugoslavia, because of World War II and the genocide committed by the Usta_e.»

As he did not fundamentally and openly question the Communist regime with his novels, they could be published, although their publication was usually paralleled with condemnation by the media. While being a »dissident,» he at the time kept living in his house, not far away from the residence of Tito, in Dedinje, the exclusive neighborhood of Belgrade, which was the center of political power. According to åosiç he was about to be arrested twice, once in 1971, the second time three years later. Both times the fate of another dissident saved him. Supposedly Marko Nikeziç, president of the LCS intervened on his behalf with Tito, wanting to avoid »another Djilas.» In 1974 åosiç was against under threat for calling Titoism »Consumer Stalinism.» But as Solzhenytsin was arrested at the same time, Tito wanted to avoid comparison with the Soviet Union and refrained from the arrest.
 In fact, he was never arrested throughout thirty years in »opposition» to the regime, unlike most other dissidents in Yugoslavia.

While these anecdotes might be true, it is hard to categorize åosiç as a dissident in the same way as in other Eastern European countries, or as a matter of fact, as Milovan Djilas. He continued to have close ties with leading Communist politicians, and despite criticism of the regime remained in a relationship, which could be described as »loyal opposition.» He played a large role in gathering different »circles» around him, which would play an important role in the 1980s. In the 1970s he organized a clandestine free university, which basically were gatherings with discussions in private houses, featuring other dissidents, such as Mihalo Markoviç, a member of the Praxis group.
 Although the amount of freedom granted to åosiç derived from his particular relationship to power, it also reflected the policy of regime to act pragmatically and to allow a limited degree of freedom, which, in the words of åosiç »lessened the sharpness of the sword of the opposition. It offered the population a safety valve. It was a corrupting dictatorship.»
 This freedom was obviously not guaranteed, but rather granted by the regime to intellectuals on the condition that they refrain from demanding further rights and that they do not question the legitimacy of the regime. Not only did this type of «freedom» prevent the development of an articulated alternative program to the regime, as it happened in other communist countries, but the regime could also «direct» the intellectuals into the area of the greatest freedom.
 This field was nationalism, which became increasingly acceptable with the decentralization of power and the advent of republican leaders who derive their legitimacy from representing national interests within the federal state.

A speech entitled »Oration» or »Literature and History Today» åosiç gave in March 1977 at the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts after his acceptance as a full member of the institution caused an uproar in the media and among the leadership. Although it was not published at the time, a typewritten version circulated widely.
 He claimed that Serbs were suppressed rather than ever suppressing others. The first part of his »Oration» generally talks about the absence of freedom and ideology, while in the second part he focuses on the history of the Serbian nation in the 20th century. In his usual, rather pompous style, he put forward the thesis, which will be reiterated throughout the 1980s, according to which Serbia has won the war, but lost the peace: 

It is sad to belong to a nation that is failing to such an extent, to have fathers and ancestors who suffered so much; it is tragic to be the descendent of people who were forced to husband their strength for war rather than for peace, people who, after the most difficult and greatest victory of arms in their history (i.e. World War I) found themselves without the power to consolidate this victory in peacetime...It is even more tragic to be continually considered a culprit for having been son, grandson, or simply a descendent of those, who mistakenly but with enthusiasm, waged a war for »freedom and unity» between 1912 and 1918.

Many papers, again with Komunist at the forefront, accused this speech of being »a persistently conceived opposition and nationalistic platform against self-management and the democratic socialist development of the country.» The main point of contention was his equation the Serbian struggle in World War I with the Partisan warfare during World War II. The author of the critique in Komunist, Vojislav Micoviç, accused åosiç of falsifying the historical truth, which necessitates »questioning his [åosiç’s] morals and public responsibility.»

These two separate events, Mladenoviç’s poem and the »Oration» by Dobrica åosiç, connected by increasing dissatisfaction of Serbian intellectuals sets the scene for the decade to come. Not only will their grievances be mirrored by numerous publications and statements in the 1980s, also the two main institutions in the mobilization of Serbian nationalism became visible. The Serbian Writers’ Union and the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts (SANU) provided the institutional framework for the expression of nationalist criticism of the Communist system: »Removed from the publics gaze, along with the Writers’ Union, it [the SANU] was one of the few institutions not totally controlled by the Communist Party.»
 Reason for the degree of scholarly and literary freedom, also in addressing political questions, was not only do to the small degree of Communist control, but was largely a result of an alliance between the Serbian leadership, lacking legitimacy in the aftermath of the dismissal of the popular liberals, and what Nenad Dimitrijeviç describes as «loyal nationalists.» The freedom given to both institutions provided leadership with legitimacy for respecting national interests and, as time went on, these institutions developed increasingly into «think tanks» of the regime.
 

Although the Communist Party of Yugoslavia had a clear theoretical view of nationalism, reality and the implementation of a policy on the national question was far less obvious and clear throughout the decades. Part of this phenomen is the fact that the League of Communists had to realize that the national question would not disappear with the establishment of their rule, contrary to the theory, as Edvard Kardelj characterized nations: »A specific community of peoples arising on the basis of the social division of labor in the epoch of capitalism, in a compact territory and within the framework of a common language and close ethnic and cultural similarity in general.»
 Instead the ruling elite realized that despite all efforts to the contrary, it remained a major force not only in society, but also among the Communist leadership. 

After the attempt to stamp out nationalism through centralist policies and the forging of Yugoslav identity largely failed, decentralization remained at the center of communist policy to combat nationalism. Thus national policy turns into a very odd hierarchy, which was characterized very aptly by Pedro Ramet: »Yugoslav nationalities policy has been formulated by a relatively small number of persons ... institutionalized through the mechanisms of an ever more decentralized party, executed by disparate regional elites within the framework of massive devolution.»
 It is exactly this devolution, as has been observed by Western analysts already in its early phases, which reinforced the continued presence of the national question on the Yugoslav agenda: »It seems that the socialist system itself has kept the national question alive. The decentralization of economic management and the devolution of governmental power, together with the liberalization of the political system begun in 1953, have given the people, Communists and non-Communists, freedom to vent pent-up national feelings without fear of persecution.»
 

While at the beginning of Communist rule, nationalism was still viewed as a transitional phenomena, it recognized as being »natural» by the end of Tito’s era. Along these lines Vladimir JovidÏic, a leading member of the LCS, had to acknowledge in 1978 that »[e]ven if we did not know about specific examples of it and know about them [Greater Serbian Hegemonism] reliably, we could still say that it does exist, and it is natural that it exists. And what is even more, it is also natural that it will also exist in the future. It reflects a historical awareness which does not disappear overnight because it is rooted also in the subconsciousness and beyond reasons.»

At the same time as the party began its discreet criticism of the constitution, supplemented by the less subtle comments of åosiç and Mladenoviç, a scandal surrounding the wife of Tito, Jovanka Broz, raised suspicions about Serbian predominance in the federal state among other nations. Jovanka Broz, a Serb from the Croatian region of Lika, on the Northwestern frontier with Bosnia, used her influence to bring many Serbs from this region into important positions, especially into the state security apparatus. Even Tito jokingly had to concede the growing influence of the Serbs from Lika: »Before the war I was always accompanied by a gendarme from Lika. But also today I cannot go anywhere without somebody from Lika.» The secret service, which had been charged with investigating the affair, was itself compromised by the favoritism.
 This event showed that any predominance was seen with great suspicion, from which even the highest ranks of the regime were not immune.

Barely a year after the uproar against the poem by Mladenoviç and the åosiç’s speech, a series of meetings between Croatian and Serbian dissidents made the Communist leadership apprehensive. Under the auspices of Milovan Djilas leading personalities of the Croatian spring and the national opposition meet with Serbian opposition in Zagreb and Belgrade. Among the Croatian participants were the poet Vlado Gotovac and the historian Franjo Tudjman. The main Serbian participant was the aforementioned Dobrica åosiç.
 In addition some members of the Praxis Group joined the talks. The authorities were not only worried by the encounter and obvious co-operation of Serbian and Croatian dissidents. Great concern was also caused by the fact that nationalists met with members of the so-called »loyal opposition» which accepted some of the basic premises of the Communist system. The Communists realized that the unity of dissidents was the biggest threat to their rule and thus attempted to separate them:

After that the government and the authorities became wise and they decided the first thing to be done about dissidents is to beak up the Yugoslav opposition, and so to speak, to enclose Yugoslav dissidents within their national ghettos. And everything nowadays in Yugoslavia that has a national  decided the first thing to be done about dissidents is to beak up the Yugoslav opposition, and so to speak, to enclose Yugoslav dissidents within their national ghettos. And everything nowadays in Yugoslavia that has a prefix national, nationalities, has mostly been brought into being the Yugoslav government and authorities.

The Communist leadership prevented already contacts in the early 1970s during the Croatian Spring between Serbian and Croatian dissidents. Many dissidents who could operate with a limited amount of freedom within their republic where threatened with arrest, if they tried to establish links beyond the republican borders. Thus these attempts of co-operation were not successful, preventing the growth of transnational network of dissidents, which would prove detrimental in the 1980s as groups in all the republics began raising their voices against the suppression of human rights. 

While a wave of terrorism by émigré Serbian and Croatian nationalist threatened Yugoslav representations abroad, including the airline, the meetings of the dissidents within the country were thus rightly perceived as a greater threat. Most of the émigré terrorists, such a Nikola Kavaja, a extreme Serbian nationalist, who was sentenced in Chicago for hijacking an airplane, had no connections with Yugoslav nationalists and thus lacked any direct leverage against the regime.

In many ways these first expressions of nationalist criticism was a dress rehearsal for what was to come in the 1980s. The main institutions, the Writers Union and the Academy, with Dobrica åosiç in the forefront, became active already before Tito’s death and even the Serbian political leadership made some attempts to reduce the independence of the autonomous provinces. Not only the structural framework of the nationalism to come in the 1980s began to emerge, also the main motives could be found in the speech of åosiç. The perception of loss, coupled with self-pity and the feeling of having lost with the establishment of Yugoslavia, will grow in the decade following Tito’s death. The successful attempts of the regime to prevent cross-national co-operation of dissidents also closed the door on ties between the «loyal» and not-so-loyal opposition throughout the country and thus exacerbated conflicts, which began emerging in the 1980s. The debates surrounding the Writers union and the Academy of Arts and Sciences were not broadly based like the mass movement in Croatia in the early 1970s or what was later to come in Serbia after the unrest in Kosovo. As a journalist at the time pointed out, they lacked the emotional and economic component, limiting the debates to small intellectual circle. With the economic crisis in the early 1980s and the demand of Albanians for a »Kosovo Republic» these grievances will be catapulted from sidelines to main focus of public attention.

3. The Nationalist Revival
In early in1983 Dobrica åosiç published a book, which could be seen as the first legal publication of Serbian nationalism. After his expulsion from the Communist Party in 1968 and he was prevented from addressing the public beyond the publication of novels, he could neither speak on Radio or Television, nor publish articles. Although he gave speeches to a small audiences, such as the aforementioned speech at the Serbian Academy in 1977, his book Stvarno i moguçe (»The Real and the Possible») symbolized his reentry into the public sphere in addressing political questions. Only three years earlier, in 1980, he and some other intellectuals attempted to publish the journal Javnost (»Public»), which was quickly suppressed.
 

The book contained mostly speeches, declarations and essays he wrote during the previous decades, which could only circulate as Samizdat. While emphasizing the need for freedom of speech and criticizing the bureaucracy, The Real and the Possible mainly addressed the national question of Serbia. åosiç describes this book as »proposing an anti-Titoist conception of society.» Besides his speech from 1977, it also contains the speech he held in 1968 on Kosovo during a session of the CC of the League of Communists on, which lead to his dismissal from the party. åosiç’s book, published in Rijeka, sold 10,000 copies within weeks. Before the party could contemplate banning the publication, it was already sold out. While the author explains the large success of the book with the beginning of democratization of Serbian society, a more important factor can be found in the national question. Not only did the book attack Titoism, but it also addressed the Serbian grievances in Kosovo and played the role of a catalyst, not unlike the funeral of Aleksandar Rankoviç in the same year.
 The media nevertheless criticized the book, the weekly NIN came to the conclusion that »seemingly, this book has all the necessary requisites for becoming the Bible of Serbian nationalists.»
 Not only did the surprising success prevent the banning of the book, party officials were also reluctant to make any moves against it for two reasons. Firstly, he was considered the most popular Serbian novelist of the time. Secondly, he also had some powerful protectors in the Serbian leadership.
 In referring to the Committee for the Defense of the Freedom of Speech, social scientist Vojislav Ko_tunica, active in Serbian oppositional circles at the time, described these ties: «Dobrica åosiç had always connections to people who were active in the political life, although åosiç was practically expelled from the party. He had influence and connections, which protected us.»

While Dobrica åosiç played an important role in breaking the taboo of criticizing Yugoslavia and questioning Serbia’s role within the federal state, most of the writers who began re-writing history in the early 1980s belonged to a younger generation. While making World War II their prime topic, few of them were born or grown up at that time. Also the audience rejuvenated, leading to enormous success of some writers among young Serbs.
 

Some of the most prominent of these publications were NoÏ (»Knife») by Vuk Dra‰koviç, Golubnjaca (»Pigeonhole») by Jovan Raduloviç and Danko Popoviç’s Knjiga o Milutinu (»Book about Milutin»). These books were merely at the forefront of a whole wave of literature, mostly of low quality, which flooded the Serbian market since the early 1980s. This has trigged a boom in the publication industry, nevertheless also limiting it to kitsch and writings for the »national cause.»

The Pigeonhole was a novel written by Jovan Raduloviç, which was performed as a play with enormous success for many consecutive months in Novi Sad in late 1982 and early 1983. Later on an independent theater company also produced it in Belgrade. Golubnjaca deals with massacres of Serbs in Croatia by Usta_e. The Pigeonhole is the name of a Karst pit in the Knin area, which was used as the execution and burial site by the Croatian fascists. This play thus addressed the Serb suffering during World War II and at same time questioned the co-existence of Croats and Serbs in Yugoslavia. Although the performance of the play was not hindered, it was criticized as containing a »nationalistic, greater Serb message.» It was banned from the Sterijino Pozorje theatre festival in 1985, while many liberal intellectuals defended the play on the premises of artistic freedom 

The enormously successful Book about Milutin followed a similar line. Again Serbian suffering stood in the foreground, as a Serb, imprisoned for being a »kulak» after World War Two, tells the story of Serbian heroism and suffering to an inmate. More explicitly than Pigeonhole the novel criticized not only socialism, but also the very foundations of Yugoslavia. While its nationalist elements are weaker than in the play, it introduces a collective hero, an »incarnation of the Serbian people,» and not an individual. The twentieth century appears as a large collection of conspiracies against Serbs. Naum Panovski sums up the motives of this novel, and other works as »the ...syndrome of self-pity, national pride, and martyrdom.»

Vuk Dra_koviç’s NoÏ deals with the persecution and killing of Serbs in Herzegovina, especially during Orthodox Christmas 1942, when some Serbs were murdered by their Muslim neighbors. He fails to mention similar massacres by Chetniks and furthermore claims that Muslims are converted Serbs, introducing the motive of betrayal. His book stands out for its explicit violence, clearly aimed at arousing the hatred by the reader.

A book with a different topic also broke with taboos in Yugoslavia in the early 1980s. The president of the Serbian Writers Union, Antonije Isakoviç published the controversial novel Tren 2 (»Moment 2») in which he describes the Communist persecution of so-called »Cominformists» and »Stalinists» in the wake of the spilt between Yugoslavia and the rest of the Communist world in 1948. It covers in particular Goli Otok (Naked Island), a camp on an island close to Senj on which real or imagined opponents of the regime were imprisoned, tortured and often killed. Even before the book was published, it circulated in Yugoslavia as Samizdat and opened discussions on this chapter of post-War history.
 Isakoviç would play a leading role only three years later in drafting the Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences. Not surprisingly, this book was widely condemned by the Communist leadership, among others by the Albanian functionary Azem Vllasi, a leading personality in the late 1980s against Milo‰eviç’s attempt to abrogate the autonomy of Kosovo, who accused this novel, together with the aforementioned publications, as being nationalist and »cominformist» and at the same time charged the Serbian leadership with tolerating such novels.

4. Conclusion
Unlike in most other Communist countries, did the breaking of Communist taboos in Yugoslavia inevitably open Pandora’s box of nationalism. Questioning the glorification of the Partisan warfare opened the debate on the role of the Chetniks and Usta_e immediately. Even the public debate on «Goli Otok,» brought in national motives. While elsewhere in Eastern Europe the Communist takeover effectively destroyed a, however fragile, democratic system, the Communist ascent was perceived in Yugoslavia and Serbia as destroying national interests and less democracy. Thus scrutinizing the Communist legitimacy immediately opened the national debate. The novels, scholarly works and speeches given introduced three prime motives into the Serbian mainstream discourse. The first one is martyrdom. The novels and speeches frequently describe the suffering of individual Serbs, who symbolize as collective heroes the whole nation. Their torment is described as unselfish, sacrificing themselves for other nations or being victims of them. Such a self-perception leads to the second motive, self-pity. Many of the novels lament the suffering of Serbs and portray these as having remained unrewarded. Such a perspective views all the others, republics and the outside world, as enemies, conspiring against Serbian interests and preventing it from taking its rightful place. Closely intertwined with these motives is the myth of betrayal, which entered the debate. According to the novels of åosiç and other authors, the other nations in Yugoslavia betrayed Serbia by demanding more decentralization, thus separating the Serbs in the other republics from Serbia proper. 

 While the war was not inevitable in the Mid 1980s, the national course of the intellectual elite, a disgruntled population, media prepared for spreading prejudice and parts of the youth rebelling against the system by using extreme nationalist symbols and ideas were the fertile ground on which the aggressively nationalist policies pursued by Slobodan Milo‰eviç could rise. In 1993 Milovan Djilas came to the conclusion that climate in Serbia by the Mid-1980s was such that »every Serbian leader would have fallen, had he not pursued greater Serbian aims after Tito’s death.»
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