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Introduction
1. The war and exile
War is an instrument of politics or an act of violence which passes the final decision on
“legitimacy” when two forms of right are confronted which equally pretend to the justice or justness.
Inasmuch it is almost pointless to enter into endless discussions on the so-called rightfulness of war.
Instead of placing war into the sphere of morality, it needs to be said openly that it always “suspends
morality”. On the other hand, war simultaneously deprives of and imposes responsibility. It is why
each concrete war is a separate issue which should not be accounted for generally or “in principle”.
The discerning of its causes and pretexts, of its agents and their respective goals, as well as of the
means used, may only as a totality answer the decisive questions of the “justifiedness” or perhaps
“inevitability” of a concrete war.
The best know definition of war is the one of Klaus fon Klausevitz “War is a simple
continuation of politics with other means”. In other words, war is an essentially social, i.e., political
phenomenon and as such imposes specific forms of rationality which impose the logic of
utilitarianism and functionality on the total social reality. Although war is customarily spoken of as
“madness” or “insanity”, it is actually only a “purposeful, premeditated and legitimized acts of power
which are mutually combined and harmonized with a view to achieving of the ulterior political goals.
It goes without saying that such acts can be terrifying”.1
Where such goals are ulterior (extreme, maximalist, or violent), it is implicit that the means of
their achievement also have to be such. The means of war also comprise their own goals: infliction of
suffering, pain, death and destruction - all this for a concrete political objective. The point is that war
implies that violence must be appropriately “reined”, i.e., put under certain rational control. Such use
of ratio (as the “imperative o control”) makes war the ultimate expression of rationality, which is a
true perversion of the perhaps greatest human ability.
Any war, as ulterior - armed expression of political struggle for power, regardless of the
immediate causes which produced it, brings about a multitude of various consequences for all its
participants. In the broad range from political and economic destruction, to analogue spiritual and
psychological transformations, the consequences of war seem to be most severely recognized through
the phenomenon which is never absent: exile. Regardless of the concrete character of war (be it interstate, intra-state, i.e., civil, religious, “just/justified” … denominated in any other way), there are
always persons who are forced to leave their homes and previous way of living. Numerous reasons for
their departure can all be reduced to one: threatened personal and collective safety, in a word - safety
of life. It has always been so and will continue to be as long as there are wars (and some might add) and as long as there are humans.
On the other hand, one does not become refugee only through war. The same reasons which
find their extreme form in war, can cause exile much earlier. Namely, to become a refugee, the
appropriate political reasons suffice: racial, ethnic, or sexual discrimination, loss or limitation of civil
rights within a particular state, political conspiracy… all these are both necessary and sufficient
reasons which can lead to exile.
According to the official documents of the United Nations Organization - Convention on the
Refugee Status, 1951, and Protocol, 1967, refugees are all the persons who are away from their
country of origin (i.e., the state whose citizenship they have) due to fear or uncertainty of the
protection it offers in face of racial, religious, national, social or political discrimination. Also,
refugees are also all the persons who are not citizens but are away from the country whose residents
they are but, due to the unchanged reasons which resulted in their exile, cannot (or, out of fear, do not
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See Michael Howard, “Temperamenta Belli: Can War Be Controlled?” (in: Just War Theory), Blackwell,
Oxford 1992.
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want to) return to that country.2 In all those documents, the emphasis is primarily given to the
regulation of the problem of refugee integration in the new environment, whereby it is derived from
the traditional norms on human rights. Meanwhile, refugee status has become a problem which is no
longer related solely to the acceptance of refugees into the new environment, but primarily to their
return in former homes. This usually also means the “return” of former citizenship. Today, therefore,
in terms of “permanent solution to the refugee problem” the so-called voluntary repatriation (free
choice for return to the former place of residence)3 is primarily preferred nowadays, whereas local
integration into the country which provides asylum, that is, emigration to a third country is considered
a less favorable solution.
Also, these general legal regulations, on the basis of which the international institutions
function, define refugee status primarily as particular - individual problem of concrete persons, and
almost fail to consider the phenomenon of mass or collective exile.4 It usually occurs in the event of
secession or upon other political tumults within one or several neighboring countries. Inasmuch as the
refugee problem has become an important, often even decisive, item in inter-state relations, and hence
also in the international law.
Considered primarily from the sociological point of view, we may distinguish two,
conditionally said, “variants” of the refugee phenomenon: collective (as a direct consequence of war
events) and individual (which need not be directly caused by war actions). The collective one is
usually sudden, spontaneous and with powerful emotional charge, as well as cultural and economic
effects; whereas the other - emotional - variant is usually prepared in advance, and as such relatively
“simpler” and ostensibly less dramatic. Naturally, mass exile is impossible to conceal, it is obvious
and entails indisputable historical consequences; individual exile is quiet, almost imperceptible, Great
History is excluded here, but still, … the “quantity” and “quality” of emotions “spent” on the occasion
are practically identical.
In the event of collective - mass and sudden exile, population of a particular ethnic or any other
identity as a rule leaves the borders of the state in which it has been until then. There a civil war is
under way in which there are no fronts or “rules of the game”. In such, today increasingly frequent
wars, refugees besiege the borders of neighboring states as a rule. This further causes great changes in
those states. It is exactly why they (the states) will seek to create such political conditions as to enable
repatriation of refugees. Creation of special inter-state agreements which regulate the mutual relations
of the interested and as a rule enemy states, is motivated in this way. Inasmuch as they adopt general
stadards of the international law, that is, inasmuch the interested states comply with the jointly
adopted norms, their relations achieve more expressed peaceful character.5
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See Criteria for the Determination of Refugee Status, in: Handbook on Procedures and Criteria for
Determining Refugee Status under the 1951 Convention and the 1967 Protocol relating to the Status of
Refugees, Office of the UNHCR, Geneva 1992.
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For mass return of refugees, especially favorable political both internal and international conditions are
necessary. The most successful large-scale repatriation were those in Burma in 1978 (return of 200,000 Burmese
from Bangladesh), Iraq in 1991 (return of 1.2 million Kurds from Turkey and Iran) and Cambodia in 1991-92
(return of 320,000 refugees from Thailand). In the UNHCR, plans have been made for a big return of refugees
to Bosnia and Croatia which, for the time being (and most probably for some time yet) remain only dead letters.
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In international law enactments, it is usually related to the prisoners of war, that is, “civilians in the enemy or
occupied country”. See 1947 Geneva Convention as well as the 1977 Supplementary Protocols.
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This contributes to the stability of the international order based on the protection of human rights. Inasmuch
the refugee state becomes unnecessary. Naturally, nice words and goals are one thing and political practice quite
another.
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Political and economic migrations: the past and the present
Irrespective of the direct form of its manifestation, it is always true that the refugee
phenomenon is in essence politically determined, and as such ought to be distinguished from other
forms of migrations or resettlement caused primarily by social reasons. Naturally, the migrations can
also be caused by purely cultural, i.e., ethnic reasons (especially in multicultural states). In this case
as well, politics is in action, but it is not so obvious because there it does not appear in its “pure” form
of will to power, that is, struggle for power.
Unlike classical migrations resultant from economic (i.e., social) reasons, modern migrations
are as a rule politically motivated and have mass form. Political migrations represent a kind of social
nightmare which means threat, and simultaneously the decay of the traditional structure of personal,
social, and political systems. Politically motivated migrations, especially those of modern provenance,
are an expression of the organized activity by the state. Namely, unlike former simple persecution of
the external enemy (i.e., war in its classical sense), modern (which necessarily means national) states
find their enemy within their own borders. Therefore they adopt particular procedures and rules by
means of which they promote migrations of the “hostile elements” - whether of entire ethnic groups or
of ideological - “class” but hence “subjectivized”, i.e., individually limited “adversaries”. On the other
hand, economic migrations are also very painful and have disastrous structural effects on social
groups and individuals. However, in contrast to the political ones, economic migrations, represent an
expression of certain spontaneity, individual action in search of better (read: better-off) life. Of
course, this does not mean that they cannot involve a large number of people.6
In extreme, but not so rare cases, modern state “organizes” - motivates the exile of a part of its
population through its political and administrative apparatus. In this way, it is temporarily “cleansed”
(politically, ethnically, or racially). Thus the current system of power seeks to insure or “legitimize”
its existence, that is, the current leading national or any other ideological position. Naturally, sooner
or later, by the system’s inertia, other parts (ethnic groups; social strata; citizens) of the given state
may also come to, and finally do, bear the brunt of the “state reason”. Thus the vicious circle of
modern refugees incessantly renews itself and we are almost tempted to claim that the modern
concept of politics simply “inolves” such state of affairs. It is a dramatic fact of modern history which
needs to be faced and appropriate conclusions drawn therefrom. In this context, any empty appeal to
“altruism”, “humanity”, and similar ideas which ought to legitimize the existence of a state, represents
only the simple shutting of the eyes to the problem - an ostrich tactics which, at best, means
postponement of realization of immediate connotations of the given system.
European civilization, as any other, has always been exposed to war turmoils. The history of
Europe is nothing but the history of wars, and this then means the history of permanent violence and
deception. Inasmuch the refugees from Greek polis, that is, their numerous calamities, already
constitute the historical paradigm to which the next centuries had little to add. The character of interHellenic conflicts was such that when a polis was overcome “old citizens could not exist any longer”.
The reason was simple “so as not to be able to return there some time”. Threfore all citizens of the
enemy polis had to be killed or sold. “The rule was: the execution of all men, beginning from youths,
and sale of women and children into slavery…”.7 In a war of a state against another state, there can be
no mercy. That is why the battle were so fierce and merciless: the loser knew in advance what destiny
awaited him.

6
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Classical migrations of the 19 century were of social provenance. It is estimated that more than 43 million of
Europeans left for America in search of “better life” between 1850 and 1914. Of this number, every fourth
person came from Middle Europe.
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See: Jacob Burkhart: The history of Greek Culture, Vol. I, Izdava ka knji arnica Zorana Stojanovi a, Sremski
Karlovci 1992, p.247.
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The original Greek cruelty8 was later succeeded by the Macedonian and Roman imperial
“wisdom”: the enemy needs to be overcome and then incorporated in the ruling system. Yet, those are
only the sophisticated variants in which the “basic principle” does not change - the victor decides on
the destiny of the defeated.
The one who has lost his state, i.e., political community giving him the identity, cannot expect
much from the future. The only options left are to either escape from the enemy - victor “in good
time” (and thus perhaps preserve the prerequisites for prolongation of own particularity, i.e.,
collective identity and independence) or to reconcile to the more powerful. If he opts for the second
variant, he agrees to spend the rest of his existence according to the rules which remain beyond his
power.
However, in addition to this “classical” reason for exile (to be or not to be a separate
community), as early as with ancient Greeks, the intra-polis politics was more than a sufficient reason
to leave one’s home and homeland, i.e., to become a refugee. Mutual struggle of politic groups,
ostracism, plots… all those were direct pretexts which created individual refugees - persons with
special social status and mental state. A particular rancor and desire to return home were characteristic
of each and every one of them. To achieve this end, all means were justified. Commenting on the
calamities with the exiled or fled Greeks, Burkhart wrote that “it is not only desired to retake control
of the homeland but it is regularly known that that is possible only through ultimate violence, only if
those currently ruling there are made harmless”.9 The copnsequences of sucha desire also applied to
the descendants of the refugees who, although raised in a new environment, retain the elements of
their parents’ rancor and seek revenge, even when the original actors of the drama have long since
been deceased.
All these reasons (causes) for exile, as well as psychological and moral traits of persons forced
to exile, are also applicable today. Accustomed to a special, “their own” (domestic) social
environment - its rules, dogmas and moral order, refugees inevitably stand out. A specific social
exposure of refugees in a new environment, their differentness (“otherness”), from their language and
ethical norms, through to the manner of communication and style of clothes, are reasons of their
additional sensitivity to the conditions of new living. The feeling of injustice, deception and
“betrayal”, as well as the inability to shape their destiny themselves directly, are the cause of personal
and collective frustrations of refugees which their “first generation” usually never surmounts. The
acceptance of a new (foreign) way of living is generally permeated with constant melancholy and
dissatisfaction which can only be compensated with better living conditions in the new environment.
Unfortunately, especially in case of mass exile, this is never quite available. Most often, it is
completely unachievable.
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In a certain - perverse - way, it is only a consistently implemented reception of the world which had its definite
form in Plato already: “what the majority of people call peace is only a name (empty word), whereas all states
are by their nature in fact in constant undeclared war against all other states”. (Laws). The Greeks considered
war to be a natural state, and where it is necessary, instincts and drives necessarily rule. Therefore the cruelty of
Greek fights is only a logical outcome of the basic assumption that war is a natural state.
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The only true difference between of refugee phenomenon of the “traditional times” and of
today is the way in and speed with which that true human tragedy is realized. Owing to a a kind of
direction by the modern state, as well as the appropriate media support, refugee phenomenon has
become “invisible” today - it is a part of the “imaginary reality” which is “recorded” (in the media) but not truly experienced, that is, not truly felt. Through a tremendous accelerationof events and their
media presentation which suggest their very perception, modern age eliminates “great stories” and
any traditional lamentation over the existence of death and promises of eternity. Thus the times of
“grandiose destructions and resurrections” disappeared to be replaced by the “small fragmented
events, light destruction and the now without tomorrow”. A specific “transpolitics” is at play here,
which ends in general places of banality.10In this way the new-age industry of death has relativized the
crime itself inasmuch as that it becomes the more “bearable” (pseudo-historically rationalized, even
justified) the more mass and scrupleless it is. (?!) A murder of one man or a group, premeditated or
out of greed, constitutes an abominable act which is condemned from any moral point of view regardless of the time or participants. But, in the event of mass and planned murders or persecutions
of several thousands or even millions of people (!!), and because of some ideological-utilitarian
reason at that (“final solution”, ethnic cleansing”, “ideological purity”), then it chiefly elicits fatalistic
head-nodding accompanied with the laconic explanation that “when history is in the making” then
someone (!?) is bound to get hurt in the process.
Whatever our view of the things may be, modern age has accoplished to make even the
tragicalness of the refugee phenomenon banal with its universality and uniformity (which dominate
over the ostensible liberalism and pluralism of differences), as well as with virtual speed of media
reality. All that, naturally, cannot alleviate or “compensate” the actual sufferings of refugees. The
most recent Yugoslav example confirms it all too well.

2. Migratory movements in the Balkans: the Serb example
The unfortunate fate of the ancient Greeks, who had dreaded and perished by their fellow
countrymen from other polises, were in a way an introduction into the later events in the same Balkan territory. Although was to be named thus only much later,11 as early as in its first civilizational
steps (and they are, at the same time, let us not forget, also the first attempts of the European cultural
formation) the Balkans manifested a certain historical constant because of which it today stands as
a synonim for political ruses, ethnic disputes and wars… that is today, all political “happenings” with
refugees as an obligatory concomitant phenomenon.
As the heart of the ancient Greece and the later Eastern Roman Epire (Byzantium), i.e., as the
center (site) of the classical ancient Greek and eastern-christian spirituality, the Balkan region
experienced frequent trials through history (or more precisely put: persecutions and annihilation)
which came from all four directions of the world. As always and everywhere, the internal conflicts
had decided first (the conflict of polises, kingdoms, religious schisms), and only then the external
calamities. In the Balkan case, as rarely elsewhere, they came from all the directions of the compass:
in the ancient times the barabarians form the north and Persia fromt he south, during the Middle Ages
the islamized East and the Roman catholic christians from the West… They all came and took a slice
of their historical cake.
Politically and civilizationally supressed, forgotten, and, finally - abused, the Balkans was
“redicovered” in the modern age at several levels: as a cultural homeland of the Europe (the
Romanticists), as an interest economic zone, as a site of political affirmation (the great powers of the
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Further on this, see Jean Baudrillard: Les strategies fatales, Paris, 1983.
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In the developed modern age (18/19 century). Earlier, various names had been in use, such as the ancient
Haemus, then the Hellenic, Greek, Illyrian, Byzantine or Roman peninsula; also: the European Turkey, Turkeyin-Europe, the European Levanth, etc. See: Marija Todorova: “Balkan: od otkri a do izuma”, Slavic Review,
2/1994, pp.453-483.
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West Europe and Russia).12 Hence that, originally “purely geographical” then also “purely political”,
term full of explicitly negative associations13 is a true indicator of not only multiple - polyvalent
(although most often incurably limited and stereotypical) meanings of global terms as such, but also
as almost fateful paradigm for general terms which it itself conceived and partly directed: Europe and
the West.14
Be it as it may, the region of the contemporary Balkans, excepting the ancient Greece, has
always been on the margins of great cultural and state units. It is exactly why it has been the site of
constant confrontation in which current strengths have been tried and current powers tested. From the
conflicts of the Romans and barabarians, theorugh the schism in the Empire, to the Byzantine
resistance to the Slavic advance from the north, all though the middle and late ancient times, the
Balkans underwent war destruction which did not allow constituion of any stable state product. Yet,
until the final setllement of the Slavs, this region had been dominated by the East Roman Empire - the
Byzantium. Its political, economic, and religious instituions consituted a model for the Slavic tribes
which practically flooded the northern part of the East Roman Empire in the course of the 7th and 8th
centuries. The advancement of Slavs to the south from the northern Carpathians and later the Danube
region occurred, it seems, from three directions: the eastern path, through Moldavia and Wallachia;
the western, through the “Moravian gate” into the valleys and slopes of the East Alps; and the central
part, through the Pannonian lowlands, along the Danube, the Tisza. In early 9th century, the Slavic
tribes retreated from the region of modern Greece, Albania, and Austria and then constituted their first
states.
Gradual decline of the power of Byzantium meant the rise of its adversaries; whereas the most
successful in their state-constitution attempts were the Bulgarians and Serbs who constituted several
strong states in the course of the following centuries, thebest known among which are certainly the
Bulgarian Empire and Dušan’s Serb Empire (1346-1371).
However, the Middle Ages development of Slavic states in the Balkans was decisively thwarted
by the assault of the Ottoman Empire which annexed the entire Balkans in the course of the 14th and
15th centuries, later to reach the very gates of Vienna by the end of the 17th century. Owing to the
Ottoman dominance, that is, owing to the new state and social systems differring to the extreme from
the already shaped and doctrinary established christian tradition of the then Slavic states, the time of
the “numbed society” began in the Blakans; the time which meant civilizational meagre living at the
war frontiers of various empires. Due to this, the later Renaissance would almost completely bypassed
the Slavic Blakans. That was one of the basic reasons for which the Balkans will never conform
completely to modern European civilizational standards.
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As shown by Marija Todorova, although it is a geographically inseparable part of Europe, in modern,
especially contemporary time, the Balkans has been culturally determined as an essentially non-European
region. Inasmuch as it has become “the object of numerous foreign-politics, ideological, and cultural
frustrations” over time, the true “storehouse of negative traits against which the positive and self-praising
portraits of ‘Europe’ and ‘the West’ have been built. The Balkans came in handy as a term to spare the West of
any accusations of racism, colonialism, Euro-centrism, and Christian intolerance. Finally, acknowledging the
independent semantic values of ‘the East’, modern West has seen the Balkans only as a half-breed milieu (“the
decayed Orient”, “false New Orient”) which, with its allegedly “inborn” violence and racism constitutes the
dark side - an intruder into Europe. Comp. Ibid.
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the term itself becomes loaded exclusively with the pejorative meanings of its object. These result partly from
the proverbial misinformation and prejudice, partly from the new-century geopolitical interests in Europe which
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Manichean patterns and stereotypes.
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Life at the borders of Turkey, Austria, and the Venetian Republic went on in constant war and
looting campaigns, whereeby the local Slavic population sufferred worst from them. Migratory
movements were frequent and as a rule caused by war activities and uprisings within the Turkish
empire. The biggest migrations of population in the period (between the 15th and 18th century) were
recorded as the “Great Migration of the Serbs”. Those were the native Serbs from the areas of the
Middle Ages Serb states. Following an ineffective uprising in the area of modern southern Serbia
(1690), they fled to the area of modern Voivodina (which was then the eastern frontier of the
Viennese court) in huge numbers and organized manner, led by the Serb orthodox patriarch Arsenije
III arnojevi . Prior to that, however, they had inhabited these parts since the mid-15th century when
the remaining Serb nobility (Brankovi ), together with their people and fleeing before the Turks, came
over under the protection of the Hungarian king. At the time, they already constituted the majority of
the Banat population, whereas they also lived in large numbers in Ba ka, Erdely, Srem, and Baranja.
The falterings of modernity
Up until early 19th century, modern Blakans constituted a kind of a “blind alley” of Europe; the
region which Europeans themselves considered as the “internal matter of Turkey”. The changes
occurred at the dawn of modern age when the so-called national renaissance appeared in the Blakans,
as in the almost entire Europe of the time. It was a time of the “gaining of national consciousness” in
which the old ethnic groups gained new national identity. Insofar the conflict with Constantinople, but
soon also with Vienna and Budapest, was inevitable. First the Serbs (1804; 1815), then the Greeks
(1821-1830), Bulgarians, Romanians and others… fought long and bloody struggles for liberation in
the course of the entire 19th century. Those national struggles reached their culmination during the two
Balkan wars in early 20th century (1911 and 1913) owing to which Turkey was cast back to the East
definitively and physically.
In the meantime, big powers made their special arrangements concerning the “distribution of
spheres“ in the Balkans. That is especially manifest in the example of the so-called 1878 Berlin
Congress based on whose decisions Aaustria first occupied and then annexed the strongest Turkish
stronghold in the Balkans - Bosnia and Herzegovina, whereas Russia, through the expansion of
Bulgaria, additionally protected its own interests. All this affected the permanent Serb dissatisfaction
since the majority of Serbs remained outside the new-formed national state - Serbia. Mutual quarrels
of the Slavic peoples regarding their national borders, all but physical presence of big powers which
additionally instigated the conflicts, in highly backward environments in both economic and urban
sense at that, comprised the historical milieu preceding the World War I. When it finally ended in
1918, after tremendous four-year battles and pogroms of civilians, especially in Serbia, conditions
were fulfilled for the constitution of the first Yugoslavia.
The new state was constituted through uniting the former Turkish and Austro-Hungarian
regions with dominant Slavic population with then already independent states of Serbia and
Montenegro. On the other hand, upon the disintegration of the Habsburg monarchy, new state borders
were established and new political, economic, and all other relations in the Central and South-East
Europe along with them. In terms of the Balkans, this is especially true for the relations among the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, Greece, and Albania. Certainly, as the state
borders were changed and established, the new-established minority population most often also
changed the place of residence. Those were “quiet” migrations, mostly of individual or family type.
Yet, they affected the constant modification of ethnic maps in the Balkans with their continuity. Thus
the so-called leopard spots of ethnic entities was created - the chaotic picture of migrations which
have always been of political rather than social (economic) preovenance.
The beginning of the World War II, would additionally accelerate and renew the classical
ethnic-political refugee phenomenon, primarily due to the constitution of new - quisling national
states, especially in the regions of former Yugoslav monarchy. Thus, the Independent State of Croatia
(Nezavisna Dr ava Hrvatska - NDH) was constituted as a special, first Italian and then German,
protectorate, which included the entire Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as a good part of modern
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Voivodina (Srem). That state remains remebered as the organizer of the biggest genocide in the
history of the Balkans, surpassing even the ancient Greek investigations and Turkish savagery. It is
estimated that approximately one million of men, women and children perished in then Croatian
concentration camps. It was an organized state crime where, like in nacist Germany, physical
liquidation of domestic Jews and Gipsies was organized, but with the addition of the most numerous
non-Croat ethnic element - the Serbs.15 Fresh memories of those slaughters, would be the strongest
motive for the later ethnic conflicts (renewed after four decades) in (post)communist Yugoslavia.
After the post-war uniting of old Yugoslavia (1945), but now in a new, communist form
(created owing to the victory of the allies and domestic partisans over the nacist Germany but also to
the oncoming “cold war”), migrations acquire primarily social (economic) character for the first time.
They occurred on two planes: to a lesser extent on the domestic plane (settlement of the northern and
north-western parts of the country) but to a greater extent on the external plane (“temporary work
abroad” - guest workers). It would last until late sixties when the classical nationalist forces got new
impetus in the fporm of local communist elites. As early as then, a tendency of spatial concentration
of ethnically identical population was noticeable, especially marked in the internal migrations within
Bosnia and Herzegovina which then was (and today still is) ethnically the most heterogenous state of
former Yugoslavia.16
Definite disintegration of SFRY in 1991 marked the beginning of new mass migrations, this
time in their classical (not solely) Balkan version - through war and mass exile of civilians. Reconstitution of the “old” independent state of Croatia, as well as formation of completely new,
formerly inexistant states (such as Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as Macedonia), all
through the processes of civil war at that,17 would cause mass refugee migrations in almost any
direction. It would in fact be a replay of the events from the time of of World War II in the territory of
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia.
The 20th century in the Balkans records similar events even before that time. The biggest
refugee movements remain those from Greek-Turkish War (1922) when, on both sides, almost two
million people were forced to leave their homes.18 Later, however, similar events also took place in
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The only difference in comparison to the “industrial liquidation” practiced by the Nazis was that the Ustashas
(members of the fascist movement ruling in the ISC) preferred to perform the “job” of mass liquidation of
people manually (“as handiwork”). The notorious Jasenovac concentration camp is known for this. The exact
number of people who died in it will never be fully known. Based on the available information, estimates range
between 40,000 (Croatian president Franjo Tu man) and 700,000 (Serb sources).
16

More on this see in Ru a Petrovi : Migracije u Jugoslaviji i etni ki aspekt, IIC, Beograd 1987. For Bosnia and
Herzegovina, see especially Milena Spasovski, Dragica ivkovi i Milomir Stepi : Etni ki sastav stanovništva
Bosne i Herzegovine, Geografski fakultet, Beograd 1992. Also, see Tables from the Appendices.
17

The very “nature” of war in former Yugoslavia was the object of various interpretations, even deliberate
misinterpretations. From a purely formal point of view, since it began in a still (more or less) integral state, that
war was indeed civil war. True, it was not primarily waged because of differing ideological projects but its sole
true “objective” were the ethnic borders. As soon as the secessionist republics declared their separation from the
integral government, they hastened to declared the war within their, virtually overnight recognized
“international borders”, as a simple aggression which was conducted on them by the rest of former Yugoslavia.
That is to say that the republics of Serbia, Montenegro simply attacked their sovereign neighbors Croatia and
Bosnia from the outside. On the other hand, many think that the true determinant of this war is that which refers
to the religious distribution of its participants. Inasmuch this war is only a kind of “continuation” of traditional
conflicts of the three confessions for their dominance in the Balkans: Roman catholic (Croats and Slovenes),
Serb orthodox (Serbs and Montenegrins), and Muslim (Muslims, today, the current term used is Bosniacs). In
any event, independent of the direct name assigned to the ethnic war in former Yugoslavia, it is certain that it
gave rise to four new national states in the territory of former Yugoslavia.
18

On this occasion, still disputed Losanne Agreement was signed between Greece and Turkey, which stipulated
that Greeks from Turkey should be virtually “exchanged” (under force) for Turks from Greece! Based on the
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Cyprus. Then again the Greeks perished the most. On the other hand, relatively recent Bulgarian
conversion of Turkish citizens in the east of Bulgaria, as well as similar annihilations of national
identity throughout the Balkans, at least do not have the form of the open war. Hence the number of
refugees in the classical sense created by such events is drastically lower and they fit into the standard
form of individual refugees.
In the course of “cold war”, key migrations of the Balkan population result primarily from the
economic hardships. Such situation lasted until the most recent civil, national, and religious war
among the nations of former Yugoslavia. This conflict, by its bredth, effects and overall barbarity
from which no one, especially civilians, is spared reminds us irresistibly of the “deja vue” activities of
the same participants during the World War II. Even the external “allies” in the fight remained the
same. Of course, this is only an illusion of identity, which does not mean that the consequences are
dissimilar.
The Serb migrations
Since the subject matter of this study refers us to the refugees in modern Republic of Serbia
who have found themselves there after the war conflicts within the former Yugoslav republics
(whereas it is logical that the vast majority of them is indeed of Serb ethnic origin), it is necessary, in
the introductory considerations, to examine the migrations which the Serbs underwent in the course of
their Balkan epopee. In this way, we will also fathom certain historical “long durations” which will
help us understand better and easier the ongoing processes - their causes, consequences, and possible
trends.
From the general, that is, historigraphic point of view, migratory experiences of the Serbs may
be classified within several periods: 1) settlemetn of the Balkans; 2) constitution of Middle Ages
states; 3) fall into slavery under the Turks; 4) modern age - constitution of the independent Serbia and
later Yugoslavia.
In view of our special interest (trends, movement of Serb refugees), we will concentrate more
on the latter two periods. Namely, as we have already pointed out, settlement of the Balkans was
a part of general migratory movements of the Slavic peoples southwards. Faced with the powerful
Byzantine culture, the Slavic tribes gave up their nomad way of living and began creating permanent
habitations. Thus, step by step, with constant modelling after the civilized neighbors, began the
process of constitution of the Middle Ages Slavic states which all accepted chirstianity. It was a kind
of the entry pass for the then christian world of Europe, as well as the connective tissue which
overcame traditional internal tribal fights for leadership.
According to the Byzantine sources, the Serbs were the strongest groupation among the Slavic
tribes which, inlate 6th and early 7th centuries, settled the regions south from their ancient homeland in
the Central and North-East Europe. They settled the inner Balkan peninsula, i.e., modern Serbia,
Bosnia, Adriatic coast from Boka Kotorska up to Dubrovnik and southern islands. North-west from
the region were the Croat and further still the Slovene tribes. More to the south, towards Salonika,
settled the tribes from which the modern Macedonian nation grew, centuries later.
The first Serb states were constituted in late 8th and early 9th centuries (zupan Vlastimir). Those
were Raška, Zeta, Duklja, Travunia, Bosnia. The states developed with constant fights against, and
sometimes alliances with, Byzantium, Bulgaria, Frankish state,19 and against the Hungarian kingdom
somewhat later.20 The Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches confronted directly in this region. The
Serbs and Bulgarians accepted Orthodoxy, whereas the Croats and Slovenes accepted Catholicism.
same agreement, in 1942, an expert group from Oxford passed the Memorandum according to which the
decision on relocation of the Germans from Middle-East Europe was passed at Potsdam conference in 1945.
19

A joint fight of Croats and Serbs against Franks under the leadership of Ljudevit Posavski in 819 is well
known.
20

In 1102 it incorporated Croatia which lasted until 1918, i.e., until the disintegration of Austria-Hungary.
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Under the Nemanji dynasty, the Serb state gained its archiepiscopate in 1219, whereas it was
recognized as a kingdom two years earlier. The peak of its power was under the emperor Stefan
Dušan (1331-1355).
However, after Dušan’s death, the Serb state began to divide into several independent feudal
regions: from the Adriatic Sea in the region of the middle and northern Albania and the Zeta river in
the west (the area around Mostar and Dubrovnik) to the Danube and the Sava in the north. Once an
integral state, now it gradually disintegrated into several (semi)dependent fees led by the Serb
nobility. Simultaneously, the Serb Orthodox church increasingly played the role of the guardian of
Serb unity, but solely on the spiritual level. It exerted the strongest influence in the formation of the
so-called svetosavlje as a special (Serb) form of orthodox piety. In its turn, the svetosavlje will shape
the basic characteristics of the Serb mentality which has persisted to day in a modified form. In short,
the said mentality is characterized by a specific equalization of religious and historical traditions (the
cults of Serb noble families, especially of Nemanji dynasty); then by political notion on the organic
unity of the state, church and people; as well as religious tolerance and the concept that freedom can
be achieved only through plight and suffering.
Svetosavlje continued its existence even after the big watershed of the Serb history which
occurred upon the battle against the Turks at Kosovo in 1389. Despite the defeat, various form of Serb
statehood, and thence the existence of the Serb nobility which served as a connective to the preceding
history, existed until 1459, when the last Serb fortification - Smederevo - fell. Thereafter, the Serbs
moved to the south of the Hungarian kingdom (Banat, Baranja, etc.) where they settled in especially
large numbers in the 12th century. Meanwhile, the Turks conquered Bosnia which had been ruled by
a Serb - king Stefan Tomaševi (1463), as well as Herzegovina, which had been under the rule of the
Serb despot of the Vukši family. Somewhat later, Montenegro also fell.
The arrival of the Turks within the area of Byzantium and Slavic Middle-Ages states marked
a big turning point in the history of those peoples and states. Having crushed the state of the
Nemanji s, the Turks opened the paths toward the north and west of Europe. Incessant war destruction
reigned in the region for the following few centuries. The established borders of the Turkish and
Austrian empire fluctuated - changed incessantly, in favor of the one or the other side. The Slavic
population suffered the most in the circumstances, especially its most numerous segment - the Serbs.
Pushed back from their original habitations - modern Macedonia, Kosovo and Metohia,
Montenegro, and Herzegovina - the Serbs spread throughout the north-western Balkans. Within the
Ottoman empire, they, dependent on the war luck, gained or lost the so-called vlach status which
enabled them independent local administration, and in return they were collectively responsible before
the sultan. That meant they paid only the annual tax according to the number of the households,
whereas they also provided soldiers for the over-border fighting, Turkish west-bound campaigns, or
for the local constables. The population occupied solely by cattle-raising and thence easily adaptable
to constant changes of their place of residence. However, the Turks were often inclined to suspend the
privileged status to the border guards and then they had the status of the so-called raja (non-Muslim
subjects under the Turkish rule) toward whom the state had no mercy. The raja had to obey and
endure, without any opportunity for objection. Therefore, to preserve their vlach status and avoid the
raja one, the Serb population moved in the direction of the Turkish conquests. Namely, where the
border was (that is to say: conflicts, skirmishes, battles, unrest), the Turks needed the vlachs rather
than raja, which was anyway abundant throughout the central parts of the empire. As the proven
vlachs, i.e., border guards, the Serbs were present in Slavonia and the western parts of the Empire
more and more often and in increasing numbers, whereas they were long since the most numerous
ethnic population in Bosnia.
In time, however, especially during the 16th and 17th centuries, due to the numerous Turkish
campaigns and general absence of any law and order at the border, the Serb survival in the Ottoman
Empire, especially in its most projecting province - Bosnia and Herzegovina - became practically
impossible and they fled in huge numbers to the neighboring Christian states - Austria and Venice
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Republic. The only condition they demanded from their new rulers was to keep their privileged
border-guard status which enabled them their spiritual identity and the illusion of local independence.
Constant Turkish pressure and frequent instances of violence compelled the Serbs to leave their
old regions and go under the rule of new states. When going from the Turkish side to the side of their
enemies, the Serbs were governed by the practical-political rather than religious or any other ones.
Therefore they were relatively susceptible to religious conversion. Unlike Turkey, the new states in
which the Serbs found themselves were interested in religious conversion of their subjects as well.
This assimilation process was especially marked in Austria where, in the course of the 17th and 18th
centuries, a multitude of the anonymous Serb masses were converted to Catholicism, severing for ever
after their former ethnic and spiritual roots. Thus, especially during the famous long-lasting Cretan
war between Venice and Istanbul (1645-69), the bases of the later deep hatred between the adherents
of different religions (which has lasted to day) were created. It so happened that practically one
nation, divided by state borders, political adherence and religious schism21 gave rise to three different
“religions” (later: “nations”) that would do anything to annihilate one another “to the last living soul”
also in the most recent war, three centuries later (1991-1995). Be it as it may, the Serbs fought on both
sides in the Cretan war, although the majority was still conscious of its ethnic-religious particularity.
Though many perished in the war, those who “disappeared” in a foreign religion, gaining a new
religious identity.
Simultaneously, the Serb settlement of Croatia and Slavonia (from the 15th century on)
proceeded along with Turkish conquests. To the conquered regions, the Turks brought the Serbs
whom they gave the vlach status hoping that they might maintain the new-established borders. In their
turn, the Serbs fled en masse to the side of Turkish enemies. From the new, now Christian lords, they
demanded to keep the privileges they had already had under the Turks. Thus, finally, upon the
decision of the Austrian Emperor Leopold of 1690, the Serbs were granted the solemn privilege which
institutionalized the already established military border or “Krajina”. It included modern Slavonia,
Lika, and northern Dalmatia. As free border guards, responsible solely to the Austrian Emperor, the
Serbs were the source of anxiety for the local Croat nobility (for they lost land because of them) as
well as for the Croat peasantry who, unlike the “vlachs”, were completely subject to the wishes of
their traditional lords. Furthermore, the catholic church inspired additional hatred toward the orthodox
Serbs. Those were the historical bases for the later, modern conflicts between the Croats and Serbs.
The centuries-long roots of the hatred could not be overcome even with the much later constitution of
a common state - Yugoslavia.
After the Turkish defeat at Vienna (1683), there was a considerable tumult in the Balkans,
which partly ended only with the Belgrade Peace in 1793. It was then that the Danube and the Sava
were set as the border between the Habsburg monarchy and Turkey. Austria held the entire Pannonia,
whereas the Balkans “proper” remained Turkish. In the west, the border remained fluctuating and was
fought for on the same lines along which the recent war (1991-95) within former Yugoslavia was
fought. Formerly, however, in the old Serb regions (between Niš and Skopje), there broke out serious
conflicts in which the Serbs strove to push back the Turks southwards and establish their own
independent state. The uprising failed because of the insufficient Austrian assistance as well as due to
the assistance received by the Turks from France and Great Britain.22

21

At first into two clear categories: Muslims - Christians; then also the division within the Christian body into
catholic and orthodox Christians.
22

The direct cause of such support was that France and Britain were fearful of possible expansion of Russia at
the expense of Turkey, which could not possibly fit into the plans of the then great powers. This famous mistrust
of the orthodox Russia and its penetration in the Balkans, on the one hand, that is, toward the Bosporus and
Dardanelles, on the other, would be the constant motto of the policy of the great powers of the West. It was the
orthodox identity of the Russians and Serbs that will serve as a permanent source of prejudice of the great
powers which, often utterly irrationally, identified the state and geopolitical interests of Russia with those of
Serbia.
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The Turkish retaliation ensued (1689-90) which destroyed even the last vestiges of the Serb
Middle-Ages statehood in the area. Tens of thousands of Serbs fled individually to the Austrian side,
whereas the Serb patriarch, from his seat in Pe (Kosovo) as well as from other Serb countries, led an
organized colon of Serb refugees totalling over 50,000 men, women, children and old persons. Being
granted special privileges from the Austrian throne in exchange for their military service along the
newly established border with Turkey, the Serbs became an important political entity in the local
circumstances. Soon, there broke out the first conflicts with the Hungarian nobility who regarded the
Serbs as an obstacle in the way of gaining their independence from Vienna. The conflict would
become more pronounced after the second big migration from the “old Serbia” which was led by the
then Serb patriarch, Arsenije IV Jovanovi , in the course of 1737. Meanwhile the old Serbia remained
almost empty, void land and it would remain such until the new Serb re-settlement in the second half
of the 18th century. They were enabled with the official pardon granted to the raja proclaimed by the
Istanbul Porta in 1740. Then ensued new mass migrations from the regions which had always been
a constant source of the Serb population (Montenegro and Herzegovina) but also from the eastern
Bosnia. They all set off for a completely abandoned and impassable forest-covered area also known as
the so-called Belgrade pashadom (county). There the conditions for constitution of modern Serbia
were created over time. It is exactly in this area that the first national state in the Balkans - Serbia was constituted. Its emergence was the initial charge which set off other Balkan peoples in their
struggle for liberation from the Turkish as well as the Austria-Hungary rule.
Nation and the State
Modern Serbian history began with the big 1804 people’s uprising which is usually said to
stand for not only the struggle of the Serbs for their liberation but also the struggle for “annihilation of
the feudal system and emergence of a society of free entrepreneurship”. However, in its initial stage,
the uprising was purely legalistic: against the abuse of power by the local power-wielders and for the
Sultan and his justice. In other words, the very beginning of the uprising had a limited goal of
realization of a non-national autonomous administration within the Ottoman Empire. Despite this,
easily and shortly, the uprising gained the dimensions of the struggle for the constitution of a nation
and a national - Serb - state.
Led by the then trade and military elite, chiefly uneducated but experienced and capable
national leaders - knezes (county administrators), the Serbs succeeded in obtaining autonomy within
the Turkish Empire in their second attempt (1815), to finally get their own sovereign state.
Meanwhile, following the failure of the First Serbian Uprising, some 200,000, including Kara or e leader of the uprising, fled from Serbia before the Turkish retaliation.
When they finally constituted independent state institutions, the Serbs re-encountered the
problems of the functioning of their own state for the first time after several centuries of slavery. Thus
the agenda of history included the re-encounter with Europe which, in the meantime, created
institutions completely different from the classical patriarchal system of the Serbian “kne evina”
(principality, knez’s domain). The problems of distribution of power, constitution of the middle class,
modern economy, and corresponding institutions were yet to be included in the agenda of the Serbian
history. The same is true for all other Balkan peoples who were mostly yet under the foreign rule.
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In the course of the 19th century, Serbia faced a variety of external and internal hardships,
ranging from the struggle for the internal power23 through to numerous international “peace”
conferences where the borders of the Balkan states were decided.24 The essential point in all that
ferment is the encounter of the Serbs with the European modernization processes. That conflict of the
old and the new resulted in the development of the Serbian society which continuously wavered
between the traditional and modern values: between the so-called patriarchal democracy of the
Serbian village and the “heroic notion of the state” on the one hand, and liberal capitalism and civil
freedoms on the other. This framework brought forth a modern collective mentality of the Serbs,
dominated by the values related tot he notions of freedom, equality and civil equality, whereas the
traditionalist values of the cult of heroes and courage, faith in divine justice, brotherhood of men, as
well as of their organic (familial) ties were incorporated in the matter of the modern motives/ideas in
a peculiar and usually not too effective way.
In this way, the citizens of Serbia have been living in conditions of undeveloped (proto)modern
achievements: in a society without clearly differentiated social-class-professional interests; with
a poor labor division; without firmly established democratic institutions on the one hand, that is,
economic elites on the other; with unarticulated value scale about which there is not even minimal
social consensus. That is why Serbia is “a society of small needs and little work”, with little education
and much political primitivism accompanied as a rule with complex administrative apparatus of the
state and the abuse of laboriously won and only rudimentarily established political freedoms of the
citizens. This is a predominantly farming, immigrant milieu, borderline in both geopolitical and
civilizational sense, additionally burdened with constant wars, i.e., permanent militarization of social
life. It is sufficient to say only that the Serbs were exposed to incessant wars, continuously, from 1804
up to 1995! The only exception were the two decades between the two world wars, that is, the years of
the “cold war”, between 1945 and 1990.
Due to all the above, Serbia, even today, has no continuity in the development of modern
achievements. In Serbia, the glamour of exclusive institutions (military, state apparatus, university)
has always concealed the squalor of the overall social life. That is why the Serbian society from the
end of the 19th century is so similar to that of the late 20th century: in both instances, a pseudomodern
state appears as a substitute of the society rent by a peculiar quest for identity which is now sought
outside the “unfortunate experiences of the West”, now in mere imitation of the western values (the
so-called Europeanization) which have no firm basis in the social tissue (and experience) of the
people.
In this ferment, the Serb nation has been constituted in which the national and the civil are all
too often experienced and realized as the antagonistic antipodes rather than organic aspects of
a democratic whole. The inability to bring the national and the civil into a natural harmony will
remain one of the fateful traits of modern Serb identity.

23

Struggle for the division of power between the knez Miloš Obrenovi and his Council; liberal 1835 Sretenje
Constitution modelled after the then French one; then conservative 1838 “constitution-defenders’” Constitution
which abolished election of the people’s assemblies and their improvised convening and stipulated the state to
be led by a hereditary knez whose power was limited by a Council of 17 hereditary members; various revolts
and alternation of the contending dynasties of Obrenovi s and Kara or evi s; 1861 Law on the People’s
Assembly and political parties; 1869 Constitution which gave preference to the “moderate liberalism” and
constituted Serbia as a constitutional monarchy; 1882 - the People’s Assembly proclaimed the knez king!; 1903
- murder of King Aleksandar Obrenovi and the new democratic Constitution which marked the beginning of the
golden age of Serbian democracy to last until the World War I and subsequent constitution of the Kingdom of
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, that is, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia ruled by the Kara or evi dynasty.
24

1876 war against Turkey together with Montenegro (In Bosnia, at four different areas, unification with Serbia
was proclaimed); 1878 - St.Stefan Peace (Serbia under the supervision of Austria-Hungary); 1878 - Berlin
Congress (full independence of Serbia but also pan-islamism at its doors, along with Bosnia under the Habsburg
patronage); etc.
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1. Identity or the politics of self-cognition
The notion of identity implies essential - characteristic traits of an object. It is a notion which
presupposes the so-called identicalness, i.e., the relation in which a being is identical to itself. As
such, identity constitutes what we usually call the definition of an object. In philosophical vocabulary,
identity indicates the common origin of apparent manifoldness of the phenomenal; it is used to prove
the singularity of meaning of that which is - the firm (absolute) structure of being which defies
changes, independently of “cognition” of the superficial opinion which is aware only of
unstable/inconstant and relative reality.
Still, we speak of identity most often with reference to “animate objects”, or, more precisely,
those which have a certain ability of self-identification. In this sense, identity is characteristically
a human problem. As such, it is equally legitimately the subject of a wide spectrum of human
knowledge: from philosophy and its traditional disciplines to (it seems) countless particular
humanities. The differences in their dealing with all human (and always all too fragile) subjects, and
hence also with identity (characteristic self-cognition), confirm the banal fact that it is characterized
by simultaneous stableness on the one hand, and changeableness, on the other. Identity is stable to the
extent that it expresses symbiosis of momentary and long-term aspirations of an individual or group;
and conversely, it proves to be highly fragile in the perspective of development and metamorphoses
of individual or group desires.
As to the social identity, which is of primary interest for us here, it is usually understood (“it
appears/is embodied”) as either an expression of a metaphysical structure of the world and the beings
in it or as a moment, i.e. a part of the historical structure of human reality - depending on the
methodological paradigm employed to comprehend and explain it. In the former case, identity has
certain socio-biological characteristics - it is considered to be fate (or “natural disaster”) which is
received once and lasts forever; in the latter case, identity is necessarily shifting and inconstant - just
as human existence itself is. In either case, social identity is represented as a relatively uniform sum of
collective norms which, in a more or less coherent way, comprises both the why, the how and finally
the where to of an individual or community. Independently of whether we comprehend it
metaphysically, historically or biologically, or as a final or changeable “structure of being”, “being
itself” or a product of opinion, or whatever else…, identity is always an expression of specific effort
of an individual or “historical” entity and represents the effect of a particular individual or group will
without which it simply cannot exist. It is to this extent then, it seems, especially in case of social
identity, that it is justifiable to refer to it as to a mobile category of indefinite duration and relatively
facile creation.
To be sure, a universal discussion of identity is possible only through formal statements. Any
other, so-called content-“filling” of the notion misses the point by its very definition: both in terms of
its temporality and in terms of multitude of its aspects. Adhering to this formal path, it may be
simplest to say that different elements of social identity, such as e.g. cohesiveness within the given
group, system of values and collective behavior, including the inevitable stereotypes,25 always
necessarily comprise a kind of inner certainty - a precise axiological map which enables an individual,
i.e., his group, to have a clear and unambiguous orientation in the world of human uncertainty.

25

See Michael A. Hogg, Dominic Abrams: Social Identification, Routledge London, New York 1955.
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In addition to the above, affiliation to a collective, i.e. to a broader social group, means
adoption of common goals and values, which together ensure not only rational adherence to the group,
but also something which is perhaps more important - emotional involvement. Consequently, not only
interests, wishes and projections, but also emotions inherent in them, enable social identity to offer
and suggest bases for full realization of individuals who, through affiliation to the group, anchor their
existence to something which is considered firmer, more permanent and more valuable than mere
individuality.
Any larger social community (from clan through to modern nation) consists of several such,
often mutually opposed but in essence heterogeneous, groups. Their individual identities, thus, may be
mutually exclusive or overlapping. The history of human communities is nothing more than a series
of more or less successful attempts to, somehow, “reconcile” different particular identities of social
groups, as well as various social roles of individuals - and to achieve that by channeling them into
some “abstract”, common, constructed, that is, essentially political identity.
In general, the point and aim of political activity is creation of reality which individuals and
groups are willing to accept as an expression of the “natural” framework. It is therefore essential to
ascertain what kind and quality of individual self-reflection the System is providing, establishing,
controlling, and suggesting.
As it is well known, on the individual level, identity constitutes the answer to the crucial
question “Who am I?”. The answer to the given question constitutes a separate concept or perception
of oneself. Of course, the point is in self-cognition which is always simultaneously conditioned by the
group affiliation. Therefore personal identity represents an expression of continuous political
mediation between the concrete “I” and ostensibly abstract “we” which it is impossible to abstract. On
the contrary, this fabulous “We”, i.e., social identity which an individual recognizes and assumes,
constitutes an important, often decisive and sometimes even the only component of his/her personal
identity. This is when certain cognitive and emotional processes take place, through which
individuals, that is, groups, cognize and recognize the world by its essential simplification. Thus,
specific processes are at work here, processes of understanding others as well as of self-understanding
through which the overall social, personal and even metaphysical reality itself is recognized, endured
and surmounted more easily. In all this, the decisive role and deciding power is that of numerous
stereotypes - simplified generalizations which, as a rule, are adopted easily and early in the life of an
individual/group; so that, as such, they are all too resistant to changes, regardless of their (ir)rational
foundation and argumentation.
Stereotypes through which groups/individuals “classify” the world and concurrently legitimize
their specific activities are ordered in a Manichean way and as a rule practically impossible to
eliminate. Despite this, it is always possible to modify stereotypes in a specific way and for specific
needs: thus, “primitive barbarians” become “proud warriors”, “sly speculators” become “cautious
merchants”, “cruel” becomes “unrestrained”, and “beautiful” becomes “decadent”… All this clearly
demonstrates that stereotypes, just like other elements of the social identity structure, indeed are
essentially a political product - “material” shaped also by preceding formation and mutual intermediation of realistic interests of the historical entities as well as by emotional roles which individuals
invest into the “common cause” or “common welfare”.
And finally, although it is always a product of particular (political) will, social identity is not
a mere expression of someone’s (un)intentional manipulation. An ingrained human need for harmony,
for harmonious existence which ensures positive values and “good life” and/or “life in virtue”, is
satisfied through it. Hence, it is the projected - political expression of regulation of common - unified
will through which living in a community of choice or preference is ensured. As we well know, in the
national identity, modern society has found that all-absorbing point which unites the truths of
particular social forces. It is the highest or “the most global” social (id)entity with which a modern
individual is willing to identify him/herself.
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2. Europe and Nations
Perceived from the viewpoint of social psychology, nation is nothing else but a specific
expression of the need for recognition - of an individual to be recognized as a personality and of
a collective (associated individuals) to legitimize themselves as a political community. Nation is the
referential point which keeps modern society together; while the state gives this gathering its form
and contents. Presently modish and ignorant blaming of nations for all the evils of the modern world
simply oversees that modern democracy (from the 16th-centuryEnglish democracy, through the
American and French revolutions, to the contemporary “welfare state”) was actually born in the
national form! For modern nations, it represented a necessary form of political articulation of freedom
and equality of human beings. Hence no distinction was made between the national and democratic.
Therefore, since participation of all citizens in the life of a state is the final purpose and principle of
nation, it is certain that democracy exists in the very being of nation - democracy is its precondition,
though not necessarily its source.
In its original - democratic - guise, nation represents the broadest and, it seems, to use the
traditional (archaic) vocabulary, the most honorable framework in which a common (political) will,
accompanied with a strong emotional involvement, is formed. As such, nation represents a true,
European, answer to our own - modern - challenges. Substituting the religious and dynamic principle
of social associatedness, it was in Europe, that is to say, modern West - its place of birth, that nation
appears as a fundamental principle of political legitimacy. To be sure, historical realization of this
principle has undergone a multitude of (un)expected variations - always with uncertain origins. In
order to understand or identify any specific national identity, it is hence all the more necessary to
discern first what is concealed behind the historical and spiritual phenomenon, today often
erroneously and superficially named “Europe”.
Exactly as the notion of identity, Europe is also a temporal and abstract notion which, through
history, was filled with different, sometimes even mutually exclusive, contents. From the historical
perspective, we may distinguish at least five stages of European development: the classical (Greek
and Roman) period - as a specific “prehistory” of Europe, a millennial Christian world, Renaissance,
Modernity (New Era), present. Each of these stages, with their numerous further inner branches, has
produced a specific identity of the then “Europe”. Thus the Greeks, among other things, left us
philosophy and polis, Romans - Latin language and civil laws, Christians - the Church, knights and
struggle for true belief, modern people - paradoxical secularization of the sacred and sacralization of
the secular…
The above mentioned multitude, including also the immanent exclusiveness of the mentioned
and many other characteristics of “Europe” render the identity of that, whose metaphysical
hypostatization has been attempted, practically impossible. If the so-called identity of Europe is not
only changeable but also mobile, it actually does not exist! To be more precise, it does not exist as
a single determinant. Namely, it is practically impossible to establish the identity of something that
has never been whole, integral, nor, as such, self-reflected. Europe has always been a fairly flexible
and questionable geographical and spiritual framework within which the fabled “Western adventure”
takes place. Even the signifying domain has had varying interpretations: the West, the Christian
world, the Christian West, Europe, Modernity, the Atlantic world, etc.26 All this tells us that, strictly
empirically speaking, the phantom called “Europe” has no separate identity of its own.
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See V. Cvetkovi : “Evropa i Srbija: Iskušenja modernizacije”, Srpska politi ka misao, Beograd, 2-3/1995.
More on notions of Modernity, Europe and West, see in my book, The Will to New (On the Genealogy of
Modernity), Beograd 1995.
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On the other hand, however, it is more than obvious that Europe differs from other
civilizational milieus (historically, geographically, etc.). Despite all the mentioned reservations caused
by all too easy abuse of the so-called European discourse, there is nevertheless that which is
colloquially called the “spirit of Europe”. It is a specific European heritage which sums up the
traditions of various historical aspects of the West. Above all, here we mean the aspiration to rational
cognition of the world, which presupposes openness and dynamism - a true historical precedent and
novelty in the attempts to “disclose”, and concurrently give meaning to, the being whose principle is
woven into the key determinant of the West: philosophy. It is this determinant that enables us to land,
from the ideological nebulas of “European identity”, down to the ground of concrete historical
realities.
Rational discussion on European identity has to admit the methodological need for it to be
differentiated into at least 3 levels: 1) basic, which comprises philosophy; 2) cultural and
civilizational heritage (science, technics, rational organization of economy and society; 3) political,
social and spiritual - historical reality which exhausts itself in shorter or longer spans of particular
geopolitical interests. Husserl rightfully claimed that only philosophy as a rational reflection of the
world, might represent the true basis of European identity.27 The point is that identity itself has never
been monosemantic. As indicated and proved by numerous philosophers, and as pointedly evidenced
by the history of philosophy, even the very beginnings of (Western) philosophy contain certain duality
of knowledge which has left its mark on the entire European development. Phenomenologists have
simplified the entire problem appropriately, stating it to be the opposition between the self-isolated
knowledge and the knowledge which serves as an ethical guideline.28
An early representative of the former variety was Democritus, i.e., the ancient Greek atomism.
Through it, a mathematical model had been developed and used to cognize the very origins of nonmathematical nature. From this perspective, there have occurred varied differentiations of ontological
bases, classifications, schemes… A comprehensive network of knowledge has been created which
sums up all the phenomena of the material-natural world and which desires only life in the center
(origin) of the being - apart from the clamor and delusions of the public and everyday living.29
Directly opposite to this fist true prototype of modern science is the teaching on ideas
(Sokrates, Plato) in which the truth is proved by the act, since it dwells within, not without, the polis.
There are clear moral consequences of the truth here; knowledge is the ontological self-cognition
which necessitates appropriate social form. Thus philosophy, i.e., the basic principle of European
identity, constantly moves and hesitates between the extremes of a limited and self-sufficient
perception of things and an unlimited reflection of moral-political efforts to establish a truthful or just
community; i.e., that social formation which is in accord with the harmony of being or of universe.
According to Pato ka, Europe has developed through fruitful mediations of the two schools of
27

See Edmund Husserl: “Crisis of the European Humanity and Philosophy” (in Crisis of European Sciences),
“De je novine”, G. Milanovac 1991. According to Husserl, Europe is the “spiritual character” which represents
the unity of a spiritual life, action and creation with all the purposes, interests and efforts, institutions and
organizations that follow from such a life. Pre-phenomenon or origin of that life is philosophy - a universal
science studying the omni-unity of the being (Ibid., p. 247). It aims at unconditional truth in comparison to
which the life in community is measured. It is a community which gives itself “endless tasks” i.e., “universes of
idealities which as wholes, and in all their details, as well as in methods of their creation, carry infinity in
themselves in their sense (Ibid., p. 249). Hence results the novel practice of universal critique of all forms of
existence which are not in harmony with the truth (scientific mind) as a common good. It, hence, surpasses
national (traditional) truths; philosophy is the common good of the European nations. In this sense, according to
Husserl, the notion of Europe has to be interpreted as “historical teleology of the mind aims”; in other words,
European identity can be discerned and cognized only as a world born from the ideas of the mind, i.e.,
philosophy. Comp. Ibid. p. 263.
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Comp. Jan Pato ka: Evropa i postevropsko doba (Europe and post-European age), Centar za geopoetiku,
Beograd 1996.
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See ibid., p.65 etc.
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thought. To that extent, it has never been prone to mere bare existence or just simple shaping of the
space necessary for living; it has always striven to transcend life - to rise above its mere givenness.30
As to the rational organization of economy and society, i.e., universalization of European
heritage (the decisive “heroic” role of Enlightenment), as well as to the assertive and fatal intra- and
exter-European geo-political competitions, all that remains behind this galimatias of knowledge and
power is the “disenchanted world” of rationalized values reigned by these whom Max Weber has
wittily called “humorless specialists” and “heartless sensualists”.
Universalization of the so-called western values, realized and manifested primarily through
deification of science and technics (radical secularization of the world) along with sacralization of
modern political ideologies (substitute for religious tradition), resulted in the almost complete
concentration of philosophy into only one of its branches: science. And into its “upended” aspect: as
instrumental technics, at that. The other branch (Platonist “practical” or “political use”), despite its
own intentions, has led modern Europe (West, and finally the whole planet) into specific ideological
straits of modern ideologies. Owing to this fatal-fateful and immanent schism, philosophy has lost its
original potency to create universal knowledge and to offer undoubted moral reference points. In this
way, the basic moment of the identity of Europe prevents its uniform formation and self-cognition
from the very outset.
The disappearance or marginalization of the basic principle of the West (Europe) has brought
about the permanent crisis of identity of the modern world which is more evident today than ever.
Indeed, it is today a notorious world experience which (for the time being) mainly erodes its own
historical promoter - Europe. Thus the magnificent modern historical triumph of the West has caused,
along with and despite of all great civilizational achievements31, creation of a specific moral and any
other kind of despair. Especially in the form of identity disintegration. Namely, overflowing over the
original civilizational borders has given rise to the lack of faith in one’s own abilities as well as to the
fatal non-understanding of others, which further dictated only their “disciplining”. This disperse and
systematic crisis (“twilight”, “death” or “decline”, etc.) of the West marks the epochal (planetary)
situation in which even the traditional utopian notions and ideals lose their power and authentic
pathos.
The said rationalized secularity, the disenchanting of the sacred world and the loss of former
metaphysically cognized connective tissues (tradition, religion, moral), as well as the inauguration and
absolutization of individual interests, world market and universal equality, have given rise, among
other things, to the quest for new unity, new collectivity, new policy capable of creating an identity
which could replace the traditional bonds and the sense of closeness. New social identities have been
sought and found in various structures of the modern society: from class and socio-professional
associations and political organizations, through conservative insistence on old but no-longer-vital ties
(broader families, fraternities, clans), to the contemporary emotional investment into marginal social
groups and more or less temporary social movements. All the while, only one option had constant and
authentic power and appeal - the nation.
Nations consist of state-formatted ethnicities which, during the entire Modernity (including the
present /post/modern reality), managed to partly neutralize the new-age desacralization of the world.
Nations had and have been, it seems, the only stable wall behind which the dispirited, mind-boggled
and inconsolably left-to-himself modern individual has not been retreating. Therefore the nation is
described as the last refuge, motherly bosom which protects against the winds of the meaningless
everyday struggle for survival in the modern-world market. Naturally, it needs to be added here that
the processes of nation formation, despite modernist prejudices, at least in case of Europe, have
commenced as early as in the fifth and sixth century AD. After the fall of the Carolingian empire, and
30
31

Ibid., p.116.

Let us mention only the political and economic freedoms, economic development, high social standard,
religious tolerance, cultural openness, civil rights, etc..
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especially during the Renaissance, the leading nations of the West Europe emerged (English, French,
German, Italian and Spanish) which would transcend the feudal ties for the benefit of sovereignty of
nations through modern states (15th through 17th century). The nobility, as the bearer of proto-national
(political; ethnic) unity withdrew in front of the “third class” who strengthened the sense of ties with
the new-formulated (not new-formed!) nation. The universal labor (citizens) overcame the exclusive
representation (aristocracy). Indeed, through the democratization of culture and tradition, the feelings
which until recently had been associated only with the narrower family communities were now
associated with the national state as the broadest form of, or even the unconscious substitute for, the
former (“blood”) unity. Thus, the fateful and irrefutable tie was born between democracy and
nationalism which may indeed be understood through the notion of identity since they are the two
sides of the very same - modern - reality.
Nation, thus, represents a political “community of citizens”, as differentiated from a political
group on the one hand, and from the state on the other. To be sure, it is defined in relation to both
phenomena, but it is not identified with either.32 In a word, nation occurs as a permanent process of
integration of modern society through politics. That politics is based on democratic premises of
equality and freedom of all citizens as political agents. On the other hand, the very same politics
conceals in itself various totalitarian potencies which are partly the token (and melancholy) of the past
and partly an utterly epochally new political product.
Historically speaking, nation has developed through two models which have themselves both
originated from the single idea. It is the (never “fully” realized) idea of democratic nation, i.e.,
political society which transcends concrete ethnic, religious or other roots, that is - tradition, through
citizenship.33 This modern political ideal has been realized in the course of history through two
variations which are never entirely “pure”. In Weberian terms, these are the ideas and political
practices of the “nation - community of citizens” and of the “nation - political unit”. The former
(“western”) form is also commonly called “English” or “French” and the latter (“eastern”) “German”. The former explicitly makes reference to the Enlightenment, individualism, free will,
equality…; the latter, however, to traditionalism, that is ethnic origin, culture, language,
organicism/holism, etc. Schematically, this distribution may be shown in the following way:
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See Dominik Šnaper: Zajednica gra ana (Community of Citizens), Izdava ka knji arnica Zorana Stojanovi a,
Sr. Karlovci - Novi Sad, 1996, p. 47.
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Western (“French”) model

Eastern (“German”) model

civil (the nation of citizens)

ethnic (the nation of ancestors)

sum of individuals

collective individual

state

culture

political will (elections)

biological predisposition (language, “blood”,
…)

contract

myth

civil awareness

populism

Enlightenment

Romanticism

cosmopolitanism

ethnic exclusivism

individualism

organicism

transformation/eradication of tradition

prolongation/founding of tradition

Let us emphasize again, it is quite certain that schematic divisions as such (in their Manichean
variants and binary oppositions) never occur in their “pure” form in historical reality. Indeed, the
European history of the West represents a series of diverse variations of mixtures of the given “nation
models”. As to the East of Europe, which for obvious reasons we are most interested in, it is also
certain that the formation of democratic (political, “contractual”) nation has failed there; and that the
basic guiding idea is that of the “German model”, that is, an essentially organicistic variant which
openly shuns modernist rationalism - the corner stone of the European Modernity. Untouched by the
common European Enlightenment-type maturation, the nations of the European periphery take over
modern institutions in a specific way, all the while striving, permanently and legitimately, to establish
their own national states. The problems arise due to their constitution as non-democratic and semimodern creations. Thus the “German” and “French” models of nation have been mixing in the mere
proto-modern social bases of the European East. In addition to the specific state-formatting of the
society (opposite to the West), the European East has experienced and is still experiencing (the
process which we are the eye-witnesses to) the fatal delay in formation of national states. Namely,
first the nations were formed and only then their states!
Thus, for instance, the problems of state ( “national”) borders impossible to untangle are
brought to being, which then, as a rule, further deepen the nightmare of more or less chauvinist
passions, despairs and hopes.34 History unravels here as “bad infinity”; social groups (estates, classes,
strata, etc.) are mixed so as to defy any differentiation; the social structure is “jagged” and hazy,
ethnic traditions confronted… Hence the common (political) identity of individuals and nations is also
hopelessly internally multiplied, as well as militant and paranoid.
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See the classic reference - Istvan Bibo: Beda malih isto noevropskih dr ava (The misery of small Eastern
European states), Izdava ka knji arnica Zorana Stojanovi a, Novi Sad 1996.
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3. The Balkan Pot: Serb idea and Yugoslav idea
In comparison to other European nations, Balkan nations were quite late in their struggle to
realize their national aspirations. Whereas other nations had already created their national states and
acquired the experience of their functioning, Balkan peoples still did not know what they really
wanted nor how to achieve it. In the 19th century, they faced a variety of obstacles in their struggle for
national emancipation, that is, for creation of independent national states. The main obstacles were the
two powerful empires which then ruled the Balkans (Austria-Hungary and Turkey), as well as the
interests of other great European powers (Great Britain, France, and Russia). Their mutual
competition formed the basic geo-political framework in which the chief particular national
aspirations of the Balkan nations were realized. On the other hand, the very same nations comprised,
according to then European standards, primarily only proto-modern communities with highly
undifferentiated social strata which preferred traditional systems of values - outside the modern civil
equality and capital relations. These were the undifferentiated and immobile peasant societies with
essentially traditionalistic systems of values and undeveloped industries. As such, they represented
a typical example of “periphery” in comparison to the center of world developments which
determined the standards and criteria for overall behavior and evaluation.
In its turn, the powerful center incessantly encourages additional marginalization of its
“periphery”. Once for Venice or Amsterdam, later for Paris and London, today for New York or
Washington as well as Bonn or Berlin, Balkans was and is only an undefined no-man’s-land,
significant only as a transportation crossroads between the East and the West. Therefore the modern
European culture had only perfunctory and incidental interests and opportunities to expand and make
roots in its East. The Balkan peoples themselves, despite everything, were not powerful enough to
resist the oriental, i.e., Islamic tradition, which even today, especially in the domain of politics,
prevents fundamental institutional establishment and functioning of the values long-established in the
West, such as civil rights and freedoms, autonomous public opinion, professionalism, etc.
One of the attempts by the Balkan nations, in this case Slavic peoples, to form their national
institutions independently through creation of a trans-ethnic state has failed disastrously. The reasons
are innumerable. Perhaps the main reason is that their economic, political and social backwardness
was their almost only common characteristic. The similarity of languages and of ethnic origin was
insufficient to overcome the differences built through ages under foreign rule in foreign states.
Different political, religious and economic systems caused that the South Slavic peoples either did not
know one another or were in conflict being instrumentalized by their current rulers. This fate of the
South Slavic and other Balkan peoples continues. In early 19th century, at least in the minds of the
Enlightenment-bound elite, it seemed that the mythical “Slavic union” would overcome the foreign
abuse. Unfortunately, the cruel reality of the international interests on the one hand, and of the
domestic undevelopedness and “national” (in fact primarily religious) zealousness on the other hand,
have shaped the real-political space which remains exposed to constant changes always in harmony
with the current quantity of foreign military power.
The process of liberation of South Slavic peoples began with the people’s uprising of Serbs
from the then far north of the Ottoman empire. This controversial “Serb revolution” began in 1804 to
be followed, after its breakdown in 1813, by the new uprising only a few years later. The final result
of this second uprising was the sultan’s edict from 1830 according to which the Turkish rule in the
then formed Serbia was eliminated for ever after. Thus Serbs were the first Balkan nation who got
their independent state. Later, they will form a completely new political community on the ruins of
the former Austria-Hungary empire together with another Serb state - Montenegro.
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In the meantime, until the creation of the first (monarchist) Yugoslavia lead by the Serb dynasty
of Kara or evi s, all other nations of the future Yugoslavia (in addition to Croats and Slovenes, there
were some 155 various nations and ethnic groups) were only a part of the great Ottoman or AustrianHungarian empires. Unlike the Orthodox Serbia comprised primarily of peasant, patriarchal and
egalitarian society, Croat Roman-catholic society in Austria-Hungary had many class-society features
consisting of specific mixture of feudal-civil hierarchy. It is even more true for the Slovene society
which was markedly dependent on the Roman-catholic clergy and exposed to permanent
Germanization. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, however, the population was of the same - Slavic - ethnic
origin but markedly divided, even confronted, due to the different religious affiliations which had
formed in the course of history depending on the external circumstances. Thus the population of the
Muslim, Croat and Serb religious affiliation in the Turkish, that is, Austrian province of Bosnia,
despite the uniformity of ethnic origin and language, lived rather beside than with the others. That was
the situation during the Ottoman rule but also during the relatively short rule of Vienna.
State union, which occurred in 1919 after a series of international problems and pressures,
could not bring greater progress on this plane. After all, the very idea of Yugoslavianism was
primarily a romanticist dream of the middle class which comprised only some ten percent of the total
population in the new state. The population of the new state was still uncertain about its national
identity. All this was only an introduction to the permanent crisis of Yugoslav state which has
continued to this day.
Since the major part of our paper deals with Serbia and Serbs, we maintain that it is necessary
to point to several general socio-political characteristics of the Serbian society here. As specially
significant, we set apart the divided character of the Serb identity formed upon the creation of
Yugoslavia and destined to be one of the main driving forces of the present crisis, including the
problem of refugees.
Owing to the profound civilizational Middle-Ages severance which separated it from the
Byzantine culture and cut its ties with the European Christian world (the expansion of the Ottoman
empire) first and then to the modest modernization attempts in early 19th century (emancipation from
the Turkish and conflict with the Austria-Hungary), that is to say for full five centuries, Serbia was
a stagnating society. Life on the borders of the great empires, cultures and civilizations, due to the
markedly subordinate position of Serbs in the given cultural-political milieus, could not be
dynamically fruitful for Serb culture. Exactly the opposite is true. Since this was existence literally on
the margins and still within markedly unfriendly states, the only “historical constant” and certainty
through the centuries were the oppression, tyranny and war. The consequences of such centuries-long
annihilation manifested themselves in all the elements of the social life: from the traditional norms to
economy and spirituality. Inviolable imperial orders and oriental despotism as “external”
determinants, along with the “internal” ones - local tradition and collective mentality of partriarchate
and extremes (from hypocrisy to haiduk movement) - comprised the basic institutional framework of
the Serb society. Despite everything, it has still partly preserved its spiritual identity owing to the
Serbian orthodox church. However, the church could not objectively, as such, be a driving force of the
European modern enlightenment which was so lacking in the Serb culture. Poorly organized, with
half-educated clergy, exposed to permanent oppression, and contemplating the “heavenly empire” in
comparison to which all profane goods are insignificant, the Serbian Orthodox Church could not turn
into a social power capable of and ready for the earthly trials and work necessary to transform the
socially and politically fragmented and ignorant Serb people.
Finally, the absence of the Renaissance, i.e., of the rational (re)valuation of the traditional
Christian values and (proto)modern economic and political institutions based on these values, have
caused the Serb ethnic group to lose the possibly decisive chance to join again the then already wellstructured European cultural milieu. All these were the historical preconditions which caused the Serb
society to exist in highly vague and voluntaristic institutional and value landscapes incapable of
bringing about the preconditions necessary for the creation and development of modern society and
state.
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The effects of such historical “development” can be best observed in the beginnings of the
creation of modern Serb statehood in the 19th century. Then, the primary concern of the
uncompromising struggle between the Serb leaders (local “lords”, headmen) was the leadership of the
“revolution” and its momentary goals (e.g. the choice of the external protector), whereas the
constitutional ordering of the new Serb state was only of the secondary concern. To tell the truth, at
the time (around 1815), there was still no awareness (knowledge) of geographical extent of the term
Serbia, there was only the growing Serbs awareness of Serbia, whereas the issue of the independent
state is in the foreground. Its internal order, as well as its physical extent, still awaited appropriate
articulation.35
It is because of this that the contemporary Serbia only slightly differs from that of the late 19th
and early 20th century when the first organized attempts were made at national constitution and
emancipation, i.e., at joining the modern European trends. Poorly socially differentiated society,
egalitarian mentality, the leader policy, authoritarian value system… these are the historical traits or
“national characteristics” which continuously have accompanied the modernization steps of the
Serbian society and state during the last almost two hundred years and whose “long duration” also
comprises the half-millennial discontinuity in relation to the beginnings of the Serb culture and
statehood.
Despite the given “internal” characteristics, the situation is ostensibly almost completely
different on the “external” plan. Namely, it is a fact that in its modern existence Serbia as a state has
been constantly expanding. Although it has never succeeded in including all the ethnic Serb areas (the
creation of trans-ethnic Yugoslavia is something entirely different), Serbia has expanded its initial (by
the way, utterly accidental and provisory) borders through the concurrence of historical events, i.e.,
through incessant war conflicts and conflicts of interests of great powers in the Balkans, becoming
even multiethnic state. The problem is that the expansion of the state borders does not presuppose the
concurrent restructuring of internal political institutions, value systems and mentality.
The territorial expansion of the Serbian state, always insufficient in comparison to the actual
borders of the Serb ethnic being, could not compensate for the numerous internal weaknesses
embodied perhaps mostly in the authoritarian political system and the social body and mentality
pertinent to it. In this and such environment, modern Serb (national) identity has been developing,
which has been primarily related to the ideal of independent state, that is, “external” freedom, the
freedom which was rather “freedom from” than “freedom for”. The latter - “internal” freedom, i.e.,
freedom for civil rights and liberties (the total so-called civil sphere), has remained only in its infancy
since the external factor (struggle for independence, wars) constantly dominated. Serb identity used to
35

Since the uprising was most successfully led within the then “Belgrade pashadom”, the very term of “Serbia”
was increasingly connected to the expansion of that area. Further, the people had and kept, despite Turkish
pressures, the awareness of “old Serbia” (Kosovo and Metochia), as well as of other old Serb countries such as
Ras (today: Sand ak),Montenegro, Bosnia, Herzegovina, Krayinas… The later fall and subsequent revival of the
Serb uprising (especially noticeable in Bosnia and Herzegovina), because of the concurrence of historical events
(primarily due to the conflict of interests of great powers in the Balkans), have brought about the formation of
the independent Serb state which failed to even partly unite the Serb ethnic area. This resulted in constant
conflicts of Serbia with the Ottoman empire whose interests were inherited by the Austria-Hungary empire.
Hence it is necessary to recall that the legitimate need for integration of the Serb nation has never met the
support of the international factors whose interests have not permitted uniting and independence of the most
numerous nation in this area. Serbs, especially those “outside Serbia” could not reconcile themselves to this fact.
Thus only in the period between 1804 and 1918, there were 14 uprisings in the area of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Serb Krayinas (in Austria-Hungary), whereas the union with Serbia - the only free Serb country then - was
proclaimed several times. Naturally, due to the disproportion in the relation of forces, as well as to the
unfavorable international circumstances, all these movements were put down in blood and Serbia itself (which
did not participate in the fights directly) was exposed to constant international pressures - including economic
th
sanctions (trade embargo) and military actions. As we see, the events from the late 20 century bear irresistible
resemblance to those from the turn of this century. It is obvious that, as yet, no one has drawn the necessary
lessons from this deja vu.
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be related almost exclusively to the existence of the independent and everything else was
subordinated to this single goal. Everything else that this independent framework implies in modern
age, primarily the autonomy of the civil: in its broad range from politics to economy, to science and
art, became incorporated into the agenda of the Serb history only subsequently. Hence originates the
erroneous logic, established in the good part of the (otherwise only rudimentary formed) intellectual
public, according to which the national and the civil are two separate and even opposed dimensions of
the political existence(!?).36
On the other hand, however, owing to the creation of the state of Yugoslavia, which more or
less united the majority of Serb ethnic areas and thus realized the centuries-long dream of most Serbs,
they have substituted their ethnic (as well as that only rudimentary national) identity with the new one
no longer solely ethnic/national but also essentially political (trans-sethnic) identity. In fact it was
only a consistent follow-up of the up-to-then development of the state-nation idea which has always
been the model for the Serb efforts aimed at state constitution.
However, having created Yugoslavia which, almost overnight, put under the same state roof the
nations of essentially different ethnic roots, (proto)national experiences, and hence interests, Serbs,
for the first time as the leading nation37, constituted a state which, by its very definition, had to take
into consideration the interests of different, sometimes even conflicting, ethnic-national interests.
Completely unprepared for anything like that, Serbs found themselves in a schizophrenic situation of
taking simultaneously care of their own “narrower” (Serb) interests and of the “broader” (Yugoslav)
ones. It was of course understood that the whole had precedence over its parts, even if they were in
the form of the former Serb state. Thus Serbs acquired dual national identity in a relatively short time,
which completely and fatefully marked their political and any other existence in the 20th century.
The tradition-incorporated Serb identity on the one hand, and the emerging Yugoslavianism on
the other, are the causes for the prevalence of the one or the other side in the collective selfunderstanding, almost always accompanied with the “implicit” exclusion. This should not cause
wonder if we bear in mind the historical background of Serb mentality and spirituality, for the two
national identities simply could not function harmoniously or one along the other. Of course, the same
may go for all other ethnic groups from the former Yugoslavia. I could almost be concluded that the
ethnic (national) and the Yugoslav (trans-national) identities are always positioned (historically
established) one against the other. Through the subsequent disintegration of the original Yugoslavia38,
the issue of the national (which always necessarily means of the state) identity of Serb as well as of
other nations of the former common state, has come (again) to the foreground of the historical
controversies in the Balkan peninsula.
Playing the ungrateful and yet eagerly accepted role of the Yugoslav Piedmont,39 in the 20th
century, modern Serbia (which was then, as today is, built on the bases of more or less semipatriarchal society without explicit social hierarchy and political democratic tradition) has been
becoming the place where, owing to the changes of the state framework and structure, Serb (ethnic,
“conservative”, orthodox) and Yugoslav (political, “progress”, atheist) national identities constantly
clash and only rarely intertwine.
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occasioned by the irregularity of local elections (November 1996), perhaps for the first time, showed the natural
relation of the national and democratic in practice, the relation which, as we know, was the initial precondition
for formation of identities of modern European nations.
37

Irrespective of whether they were indeed the leading nation or only thought themselves to be.
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First the breakdown of monarchy and the four-years long fall caused by the Second World War; then the final
disintegration of the Republic in early 1990s due to the secessionist decisions of the national leaderships within
the former communist federation.
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The said role was, especially after the end of the First World War, partly imposed from the outside (great
powers), partly a sincere desire for liberation of the South Slavic nations (Slavophiles; a part of the “avant-garde
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The common traits of the two identities are the exclusiveness, romanticism, and Slavophilism,
Caesarism, as well as the illusion of self-sufficiency (of the allegedly “special/independent” historical
path). Also, both identities are built on the related origin of the language and culture, whereas the
political operationalization of the given “cultural identities” has implied different points of origin:
from the imagined models such as the so-called Great Serbia, through Yugoslavia comprised of the
Serb nation40 or Yugoslavia with the prevalent so-called Illyrian nation41 , then through the state of all
South Slavs (including the Bulgarians) and the famous “Balkan federation”42, to the real state
products such as the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, the
Democratic Federative Yugoslavia, the Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, the Socialist
Federative Republic of Yugoslavia, and finally (or rather, currently), the highly reduced variant of the
former ones - the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. One state - five different names and even more
constitutional solutions, all with the uncertain current (temporary?) “heritage” (Serbia and
Montenegro) from which it was initially formed. And all that in less than eight decades!
The national identity which was then constituted in Serbs, owing to the mentioned processes, is
characterized by the immanent tension which continually creates exclusiveness and elimination of all
other.43 A variety of different political projects and practices is involved here: from the classical
Caesarism and traditional tribalistic democracy (egalitarianism), through the “imported” finished
models of liberalism and communism, to the eclectic mixtures of autocracy, “socialist selfmanagement”, dictated economy or pseudo-private initiative, etc.... Each and every of them calls upon
the “Serb roots” or “Slavic blood”, always with the appropriate (pseudo)Enlightenment phraseology,
to be sure. In this nightmare of political illusions and realities, a national identity, which remains torn
between traditionalist deification of the (authoritarian) past and the modernist insight into the
(“bright”) future, is formed. Due to the real prevalence of the patriarchal traditionalism, the present
remains at the mercy of totalitarian state experiments, which were and are incapable of at least leaving
free room for constitution of an autonomous social body.
Due to the given duality, Serbia is permeated with a specific form of modern identity crisis. On
the one hand, following the Balkan favorite and practically sole model of “German” constitution of
nations, Serbs feverishly cling to their origins (culture, language, etc.), while, on the other hand,
owing to the Yugoslav idea (pseudo-Western model of nation which is not formed “upward” through
intelligentsia”), partly a matter of political tactics (Serb nationalists), partly an expression of the political naivete
or inexperience (the vast majority of half-educated population, but primarily the national intelligentsia), and
partly a result of the royal ambition of the Kara or evi dynasty. As we can see, with all those numerous
interfering forces, the resultant product could not be expected to have sound future.
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More or less mutually convergent conceptions of the creator of modern Serb literacy, Vuk Karad i , that is, of
the latter significant national politicians, Ilija Garašanin and Nikola Paši .
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The initial variant of the Croat Yugoslavianism (Strosmajer) behind which, it seems, were hidden quite
opposite political-religious reasons (the so-called Uniatism).
42

Those are chiefly the leftist Utopias which has usually been resorted to as a “political solution” when nothing
else more realistic could not be offered. In this, it was characteristic that the Balkan (con)federation was always
seen as a “goal” to be striven to although its achievement was allegedly within reach but hindered by the foreign
power wielders and national, imperialistically oriented bourgeoisies. It is interesting that any political platform
or document, which would concretely state the method of formation, the agents, structure and system of such a
political institution, was practically never made at least in principle, let alone verified. Perhaps the only
“concrete” version of the Balkan federation was that promoted by Stalin by the end of the Second World War
which (perhaps) additionally influenced his conflict with Tito’s Yugoslavia in 1948.
43

True, it is necessary to say that any establishment of some (not only) social identity, naturally includes the
“outsider” who prevents this identity from being “truly” realized. The stronger and more dangerous this
Outsider or, it suffices, the more we believe that the Outsider represents an obstacle for our own existence and
realization, the greater inner firmness and constancy of the identity. The “ghost of the Outsider” represents the
negative reference point which holds an entity together; it is a condition for transformation of the Symbolic into
the Real. For further reference, see Slavoj i ek: Metastaze u ivanja (Metastases of Pleasure), Beograd 1996,
p.80 and on.
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democratic tendencies but essentially “downward” through octroyed undemocratic projects), they try
to achieve the impossible - unification of the ethnic and political - but in such a way as to allow both
to preserve its autonomousness. All that was achieved in this way was that Serbs, in harmony with
their cultural tradition, adhered with utmost zeal and exclusiveness to one (original; ethnic - Serb) or
the other (ideological; political - Yugoslav) variant, chiefly with sincerely (but whether also
justified?) conviction that one necessarily excludes the other.
Necessarily simplified, a purely schematic presentation of the modern identity of Serbs, may be
the following:
Serb idea

Yugoslav idea

concrete individuality

abstract whole

ethnic establishment

ideological projection

“the right”

“the left”

conservatism
traditionalism: “the past”

revolutionariness
avant-gardism: “the future”

The East - Byzantine Empire

The East - Russia

Serb orthodoxy

atheism
common characteristics
exclusiveness: either-or logic
orthodoxy: orthodox militarism
Romanticism and Slavophilism
totalitarianism/Caesarism
self-sufficiency: the illusion of the “third path”

paranoia: fear from or contempt toward “Europe” (the “West”)
Of course, the historical and sociological fact is also true here that both mentioned ideal types Serb idea and Yugoslav idea - represent mere artificial creations which never appear in social reality
“as such”, that is, in their “pure forms”. On the other hand, however, both types represent permanent
historical tendencies in the modern Serb “being”. It is hence possible that their determinants overlap
or even exchange places in certain situations.
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All these political projects and systems, resultant from the need to surpass the Eastern European
situation where, unlike the Western experience in formation of nations (as “nations of citizens”),
nations were formed exclusively on the basis of ethnic origin (the “nation of ancestors”). In so much
the nations in the Eastern Europe, as we have already mentioned, preceded the creation of national
states, which is a historical paradox. The most obvious and the most tragic result of this and such
historical development are the permanent misunderstandings about the state (“national”) borders,
forced exiling or assimilation of the minorities into the “state constitutive” nation, etc. After the First
World War, in case of the Eastern Europe, the said problems were thought to be solved through
creation of a stable trans-ethnic Yugoslav state44 which was supposed to yield a new nation - Yugoslav
nation. It was a result of joint efforts of the international community and a part of the national
(primarily Croat and Serb, but also Slovene) elites. However, that was and is the fundamental problem
of Yugoslavia: the question of legitimacy.
The creation of the new state and its appropriate nation, instead of being encouraged “upward”
(through democratic tendencies of the people and corresponding political institutions) was urged
almost exclusively “downward” - through the will of world powers and domestic (semi)dictatorial
regimes. There are many who are ready to claim that, from the real-politics point of view, the
different outcome was well-nigh impossible considering the dramatic ethnic, religious, social and
cultural differentness of Yugoslav nations. Actually, it is that a state constituted in the way in which
the states have always been constituted (through political struggle, i.e., war), once constituted, did not
have further answer to the challenges of its multi-ethnic composition. In the context of different, even
mutually exclusive, political and other traditions, in the new-formed political community, it was
simply impossible to establish democratic institutions which would indeed ensure social consensus
and survival of an integral state. The state was thus “born”; it needed “nursing” but it was obviously
impossible to do with the classical democratic means. In a word, “general (constitutive, Yugoslav,
political) will” could not be established.
The first concrete political realization of the Yugoslav idea, and simultaneously its political
grave-digger, was the ideology of “national unity” and triple-named tribe as promoted by the
Kara or evi monarchy. It implied the building of one nation from a variety of national and ethnic
groups within the new-constituted Kingdom of Yugoslavia. The cultural pattern of this integral (transethnic) nation, which was to “engulf” the different ethnic and national roots like some kind of Balkan
Americanism, was envisaged through the establishment of the so-called Vidovdan45 ethics which
(still) stressed its prevalent Serb character. Therefore the new idea of Yugoslav nation was close to the
Serbs and foreign or even unacceptable to other ethnic groups within the new Kingdom. Be it as it
may, regardless of these Serbian traces, the “French” concept of nation, which implied the priority of
state cause (and hence identity) over individual ethnic identities, was at work here. Bearing in mind
that the new state represented the realization of the old Serb dream and of the new-age struggle for
a integral common state which would unite all the Serb-inhabited regions, the Serbs themselves found
it easy to identify with the new political community and new-formulated national identity. Thus it
happened that, although Yugoslav identity implied “surpassing” and well-nigh extinguishment of all
Serb ethnic ands national roots, the Serbs accepted it chiefly because it factually satisfied the old
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Its forms were different: first a unitary kingdom, later communist federation - always with the characteristic
internal restructuring which only added more fuel to the fire rather than prevented national fires. The ambitious
plans of the national politicians have always clashed with the current political solutions. Inasmuch it was utterly
unimportant whether the given dissatisfaction was disguised with some national, class, or any other ideology.
Owing to the tradition-incorporated differences created in conditions of the existence of trans-Balkan empires, it
was almost insignificant what the political organization within the new state would be: from parliamentary
monarchy all the way to the communist dictatorship and “delegate system”; from regions and domains to
republics and provinces… the internal national tensions always prevailed over the will to integral statehood.
45

St. Vitus’ Day. Anniversary of the battle of Kosovo (1389) against the Turks.
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Vuk46’s demand for the “gathering (of all the Serbs) together”. In other words, although the new state
was not named Serbia or, say, the United Serb Countries, etc., the national goal of the Serbs was
realized and had to be preserved.
The other nations and ethnic groups, experienced the new state framework and the
corresponding (emerging) identity chiefly as the necessary and temporary evil. Therefore they could
in no way identify ( with the partial exception of Dalmatia) with the official Yugoslav identity. The
political elites of Croats and Slovenes, as the elites of the politically most developed parts of the new
state, saw Yugoslavia as the more acceptable state framework on their way to the “national
individuality” than Austria-Hungary. The reasoning of the Muslim leaders was similar. As to the
nations (ethnic groups) themselves, they were anyway indifferent toward the “always foreign” state
framework. Furthermore, the difference in ethnic and religious roots within the new Kingdom was too
deep and traditionally confronted to transcend, practically overnight, through any individual political
will. It was why the Yugoslav identity was equated to the Serb identity as a rule, whereas the Serbs
themselves, both those from the old Serb Kingdom and from the Austria-Hungary empire, had no
clear opinion on the ambiguous question whether the Yugoslav identity was only the broadened Serb
identity, a separate identity or something third? In time, this ideological fog would result in
a profound crisis of the Serb national identity which continues today; and it is a big uncertainty as to
whether it will ever be overcome.
A strange mixture of Jacobinism, covert politics, oriental and Austrian administration,
additionally mixed with the liberal national ideology of state-nation within the explicitly conservative
ethnic units, caused the concrete historical realization of “Yugoslav idea” to constantly oscillate
between (1) unitarian project of an integral Yugoslavia and “Yugoslav nation” (“French model”) on
the one hand, and (2) (con)federational mechanical sum of the separate territorial and corresponding
(“historical”) nations in which the former “tribes” (Serbs, Croats, Slovenes) became completely
independent nations (“German model”), on the other. It is interesting that from this group, based on
the primarily territorial, with the addition of the religious principle (3), new nations also develop:
Montenegrins, Macedonians, and Muslims (today: “Bosniacs”). In all this, it is symptomatic that only
the Serbs and partly Montenegrins have remained torn between the dual (Serb-Yugoslav) identity.
It turned out that the very name (not to mention the political and economic system) of the state
cannot be of secondary importance. The centuries-long Serb struggle against the Turks, as well as the
experience that only their own state guaranteed national freedom and prosperity were the causes for
almost equation of state and nation with the Serbs. As a consequence, upon the constitution of the new
state - Yugoslavia, Serb national identity was partly easily (willingly?) transformed into a broader one
- Yugoslav identity. It was in full harmony with the secular conception of nation-building, that is,
national identity which, by the necessity of individual existence, transcends the ethnic, religious and,
possibly, former national identities.47
However, not all Serbs were unanimous in the acceptance of the new national identity - not to
mention the other national and ethnic, as well as religious groups. And whereas the latter saw the
Yugoslav identity chiefly as a “broadened” and “covert” Serb identity, the Serbs found themselves in
a schizophrenic situation where a part of them supported and a part opposed the vague Yugoslav
identity. The subsequent civil war during the foreign occupation (1941-11945) would definitely half
the Serb national identity; while, as we have already mentioned, the consequences of that split in the
Serb national being are still impossible to grasp fully.

46

Vuk Stefanovi Karad i (1787-1864), the father of Serb literacy and modern language; the author of the Serb
phonetic alphabet.
47

It should be noted that the waiving of any separate national identity and the acceptance of the new, broader
also national one, is practically non-existent in Europe. The example of Switzerland is so specific and unique
that simply cannot be taken into account.
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Finally, regardless of the perception of the “Yugoslav identity” itself (in other words, whether it
is perceived as negation of the ethnic and embracing of the state identity or only as “other name” for
Serb nationalism or whether any possibility of its existence is denied, etc.), it is certain that the
common characteristics of the “Serb” and “Yugoslav” unambiguously indicate the integral social
matrix of their origin. Being a socially undifferentiated society, that is to say, a society barely
marginally touched by the modern production of life, which is also void of any aristocratic or other
social hierarchy and democratic state tradition, contemporary Serbia has been the ideal site for
realization of “total” social projects dictated “downward”. First the Serb orientation, then the
Yugoslav orientation, in all their forms, have represented authoritarian political projects which have
offered promises of democratic and, consequently, modern liberal national identity only in brief,
although not insignificant, intervals (e.g. 1904-1914).
Originally conceived as the Balkan variety of the American “melting pot”48, the Yugoslav
nation was destined to failure from the very beginning since it was rushed into and constituted without
taking into consideration the frail democratic potentials of the “Yugoslav area” and despite the
widespread ethnic animosities. Artificial constitution of the Yugoslav nation, applying the “German
model” (!?) at that, only added to the ethnic resentments which subsequently erupted with the highest
possible brutality. On the other hand, it needs to be said that, although there simply were no social
preconditions for constitution of the Yugoslav nation applying the “French model”, perhaps in time,
in the course of peaceful and democratic development of the state, a form of political community
capable of surpassing ethnic traditions and peculiarities for the sake of achievements of individual
equality and freedom might have been accomplished. However, since Yugoslavia was originally
constituted as an expression of will of the external factors (“great powers”), and since it was being
preserved chiefly through simple dictate, its tragic life was predetermined.
Finally, bearing in mind the essential relation between nation and political order, that is,
between national identity and political project, it ought to be said that, existing in the permanent
atmosphere of “either-or” logic, along with orthodox militancy as regards its own rightfulness and its
fascination with the mythical East (Byzantine Empire, Russia, the Soviet Union, Serb orthodoxy,
Slavophilism, communism) and occasionally desperate refusal to tackle the challenges and trials of
modern world market and power relations, Serbia/Yugoslavia has been constantly exposed to the
particular (dictatorial) will of its political leaders who have not been not ready, and also not able, to
offer any other - democratic, civil identity - outside of the current rationalizations of power to Serbian
people and other ethnic groups in this territory. The great moments of affirmation of the national
particularity (identity), such as the uprisings against the Ottoman Empire, the Balkan wars, the First
and Second World Wars, are connected exclusively to war victories which were followed by the
routine of Caesarism ruling. The situation is the same today: shackled in the chains of the omnipresent
(“total”) state, without any true private initiative, exposed to the wavering will(fulness) of the political
elite which, in a strictly utilitarian way (depending on its current interests), imposes instead of
building the society identity, contemporary Serbia continues wandering between the unintelligible and
ostensible “alternatives” of traditionalist Serb idea and the utopian Yugoslav idea. The trouble is in
that both of them are in the same ideological key actually: collectivist molds designed by the
authoritarian authority crumble the democratic potential of the individuality of the social body. To this
extent, Serbia, exactly as the other (post)communist countries of the European East, is condemned to
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Unlike Yugoslavia, in addition to the promised “new world” and mythical “equal chances for everyone”,
America has been able (at least so far) to create Americans from the English, French , German, or Mexicans due
to its geographical position and material goods, but primarily owing to its democratic institutions which have
been attractive for all people regardless of their ethnic origin. The content and prospects of the new national
identity have been stronger than ethnic roots. On the other hand, they (ethnic roots) have not simply disappeared
- with old “sentimentalities” they have mixed with other ones over time. Of course, the final outcome of this
specific project which gave birth to the “American nation” (that unique political enterprise of the Modernity)
remains to be seen yet.
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search for its own modern identity which could ensure that the dignity of the ethnic may also have the
dignity of the civil and democratic.
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II A Short Review of the disintegration: the chronology of events
The first Yugoslav crisis occurred rather owing to the foreign pressures than because of the
“internal” reasons, i.e., the actual political will of the South Slavic nations. Those who were the most
responsible for the once constitution of Yugoslavia had not taken into account the huge political,
cultural and religious differences among the leading nations in the new state. Too much was done in
haste and without appropriate preparations: from the very act of monarchist “uniting” which occurred
on December 1st, 1918, through the communist renewal of the disintegrated state, to the constitution of
the newest pseudo-democratic (con)federation of Serbia and Montenegro (Federal republic of
Yugoslavia, 1992). It is why the Yugoslav state has always left the impression of a political
improvisation, inconsistency and temporariness. Thus it has been proved again that noble ideas also
have to be realistic and not only “attractive” or “desirable”. Yugoslavia has always been a modern
political witness of the old Dante’s wisdom according to which the road to hell is “paved with good
intentions”.
When considering the most recent of the disintegrations of Yugoslav state in 1991, which may
not turn to be the last one, it needs to be said that it resulted from all already mentioned internal
political-cultural-religious reasons49 but also from the new-established external ones, i.e.,
international (mis)developments. The classical - “historical” reasons of the internal Yugoslav discord
were additionally “spiced” with the communist political system which “solved” political problems
chiefly through turning away from them. With the disappearance of the international environment of
the cold war, which kept the current situation in Yugoslavia simply “on ice”, there vanished the last
actual reason for the existence of such a system, but also the state itself.
Being encouraged by the interests of the great powers in the Balkans, communism disintegrated
in former Yugoslavia in the guise of the struggle for national rights. In such a situation, those
politically most experienced - the then communist leaders who additionally provided themselves with
the proclaimed national identity - took the advantage of it. In their joint objective to disintegrate the
state, they were joined by the established nationalists who, through their chauvinism (e.g. Franjo
Tu man) or religious orthodoxy (the Muslim leader Alija Izetbegovi ), only added more fuel to the fire
of general political xenophobia.
Since we cannot venture into a more detailed political-science or sociological analysis of the
disintegration of the SFR Yugoslavia, and bearing in mind the subject of this paper, here we will limit
ourselves to the pinpointing of the key events which brought about the outbreak of the civil war and
the existence of the refugees - with a special emphasis on the Serb refugees. Naturally, mere “stating
of the facts” is methodologically meaningless and simply impossible as such. To this extent, the
criteria for the choice and quoting of facts50 will necessarily be governed and monitored by
a particular interpretative discourse which also implies the inevitable value judgements.
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To what extent did the war in former Yugoslavia had the dimension of the religious strife among others is
substantiated enough with the June 1994 data published by the London Independent. Namely, according from
the data of the EU observer mission in Zagreb, until then, 63 Roman catholic churches had been torn down and
over 500 independent and church buildings had been damaged in the Republic Croatia alone. Simultaneously,
243 Serb orthodox churches and religious constructions were torn down or damaged. In the subsequent Croat
offensives, the majority of the remaining Serb orthodox temples in Croatia was destroyed in addition. As to
religious conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina, suffice it to say that, today, there are almost no religious
buildings of the opponents in any of the parts of the Dayton Bosnia and Herzegovina. In the Republic of Serbs,
there remained a symbolic number of mosques and Roman catholic churches, but the same is true for the Serb
orthodox temples - there are well-nigh none in the territories under the jurisdiction of the Muslim-Croat
Federation.
50

For the easier following of the idea, the author does not quote separately his references used for the
compilation of this “review of events”. See the “Literature” section in the last part of the book for detailed
references.
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Observing the events in the simplest possible way, i.e., on the level of the immediate
participants, according to the majority of analysts, the civil war in and disintegration of SFRY into
several separate and independent national states was personified in the activities of a few politicians
who were capable and willing to organise war conflicts in the name of certain “holy and bright ideas”.
The names such as Slobodan Miloševi , Alija Izetbegovi , Franjo Tu man, Milan Ku an, etc. - the list
is almost endless - represent the chief and negative characters of the Yugoslav drama.51 They are the
symbols of hatred and intolerance which resulted in hundreds of thousands of the murdered, missing
or exiled persons. Yet, all of them, as well as the millions from the anonymous mass of the stricken,
represent only the newest - modern - expression of the traditional Balkan blood feuds followed by the
periods of unstable equilibrium of fear as well as by the potential threats of new war conflicts.

1. The beginning of the discord and the “war” in Slovenia
Only the politically na ve and unreasonably optimistic Yugoslavs could expect the SFRY to
survive its 1974 constitution. Unlike the former Yugoslav 1963 Constitution, which emphasized
purely ideological (self-management) character of Yugoslavia (hence its renaming from the
Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia into the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia),
this new Constitution actually renamed the republics-members of the federation into national states,
whereas the provinces formerly constituent parts of the Republic of Serbia concurrently became
“constitutive elements of the federation”. All the parts of the federal state had their own Constitutions,
among other things, as well as their own police and territorial defence forces. It was a result of the
temporary compromise between the national party elites of the then communist party, whereas the
inviolable authority of Josip Broz Tito, president of the Communist Party and of the Federation,
served as a lid over the already boiling national pot. Namely, the large nationalist movements in
Croatia (1971) and Kosovo (1968-11971) as well as the first political affairs were temporarily
suppressed at the time. Unable to establish a single federal body which would satisfy the interests of
all, the party elites of the republics and provinces had decided to split the power. The result of this
political trade was the 1974 Constitution of the SFRY. Thus it happened that the only actual and not
merely formal cohesive element of the state (such as the Federal Government, for instance) was
embodied in the character of the already aged (the Constitution stipulated his term “for life”!)
President of the Republic and the Communist Party. When he died six years later, it was only a
question of time when the secessionist forces would finally tear the state apart. However, mostly due
to then yet unchanged international context (bloc division between the NATO and Warsaw pact, i.e.,
the “West” and “Russia”), Yugoslavia was still a fairly integral state. As such, it managed to last for a
decade longer, exactly as long as the infamous “cold war” lasted in the divided Europe.
Although the said external envelope of the Yugoslav crisis played the key role in the given
moment, the process of accelerated disintegration of the country was primarily occurring domestically
- through the activity of domestic agents. The decisive events began in late ‘80s.In Serbia, there
emerged Slobodan Miloševi as a national leader who “integrated” the provinces of Kosovo and
Voivodina back into the Republic of Serbia in 1989. Thereby a perverse constitutional solution, which
additionally federalized a part of the Federation, ceased to exist. The constitutional re-unification of
Serbia met enormous approval in the Serb public. However, populist and undemocratic way in which
all this was accomplished, as well as the adhesion to (even insistence on) the rigid ideological
premises of the YU-variant of real-socialism, soon began to meet both internal (Serbian) and
especially “external” resistance by the other members of the Federation. Taking over the absolute
power in Serbia, Miloševi soon came into the open conflict with other republican leaders who, at the
time, were not backed by so intense public and institutional support within “their” units.
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Unfortunately, the presentation of the war in former Yugoslavia in the media was and remains a result of not
so much principles of “objective journalism” as of the interests of the (in)direct participants in the war. Owing to
this, the top of the list of the “bad guys” is primarily filled with the leaders of only one - Serb - side. For the sake
of justice, it needs to be said that the other national leaders made no lesser “contributions” to the bloody
disintegration of the common state - on the contrary.
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The essence of the dispute was in the views on the constitutional structure of the federal state,
but also on its ideological pre-determinator. Whereas Miloševi preferred a unitary concept and
“socialist”, later also “non-party”, democracy, the others more or less insisted on the current
(con)federal system and multipartism. True, the emphasis on the party pluralism was more a means
for political struggle aimed at gaining state independence, and less (or not at all) a sincere desire to
introduce civil democracy.52 Thus, “nurturing” politically one another, Yugoslav politicians as well as
the society as a whole, drew near the dramatic denouement. The final result of these struggles was the
secession of all republics except Montenegro.
In their turn, the decisive contribution to the disintegration of Yugoslavia was that of Slovenia
and Croatia led by Milan Ku an and Franjo Tu man. The former was, like Miloševi , an experienced
communist “cadre” member, whereas the latter was a former communist general who later became
dissident due to his markedly nationalistic historical books and public declarations. Both of them
became presidents of their respective republics after the first multiparty elections held in the course of
1990. Both of them initiated the new constitutions of their respective, then already, republics-states. In
both cases, in addition to the indisputable elements of democracy, they consistently implemented the
primarily old ideological (of Bolshevik provenience, at that) slogans on the “right of nations to selfdetermination up to secession”, that is, on “national independence” which defies any attempts at
substitution. In case of Yugoslavia, it was Slovenia that was their place of origin.
Finally, on December 26th, 1990, Slovenia proclaimed its full independence. Croatia did the
same exactly six months later. A day after this act, the Federal Government lead by the nationally
unburdened reformist, Ante Markovi (a Croat from Croatia), considering the decision on secession of
the Republic of Slovenia illegal, passed a Decree on the Ban on Establishment of Border Crossings
within the Territory of the SFRY. No later than the next day (June 27th, 1990), the conflict between the
federal army (YNA) and the Slovene units of territorial defence began. In the meantime, there began
the first sporadic conflicts in Croatia (around Knin and in Slavonia). The conflict between the units of
Croat police and para-military forces, on one side, and the territorial defence units of the local Serb
population, as well as numerous para-military units and federal army, on the other, will become
permanent - without any “declaration of war”. The events proceeded following their own logic and at
“movie-like speed” which no one managed to control.
As to Slovenia, after a few days of initial confusion, with the mediation of the European
Community, the conflict ceased through the passing of the so-called Brioni Declaration on Peaceful
Solution to the Yugoslav Crisis (July 7th, 1991). Five days later, the Memorandum on the Accord on
the Arrival of the Observer Mission of the European Community with the Aim to Monitor the
Implementation of the Brioni Declaration was also adopted. Soon after, at the session of the
Presidency of SFRY on July 18th, 1991, the decision on “re-location” of the YNA forces from
Slovenia to other parts of SFRY was passed. Finally, on July 29th, 1991, the YNA units began leaving
Slovenia.
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Later parliamentary life in the new-constituted states has confirmed this opinion unambiguously. The reason
for this are not solely the problems of the so-called transition towards democracy which is spoken of today so
much and with a good dose of superficiality and uncritical acceptance. For instance, in case of Slovenia and
Croatia, these are the milieus whose political experience is almost completely marked by the struggle against the
Other (other state, other ethnic group, etc.), whereas the political reality is pervaded by xenophobia and
clericalism. Finding themselves in a situation to more or less independently lead their one policy for the first
time in their modern history, these states demonstrated the classical ailments of the national totalitarianism.
Immediately after the disappearance of the “foreign state” (symbol - Belgrade) and the internal “disordering”
factor (the Serbs), repression was necessarily turned to thus far nationally “protected”, i.e., “ethnically pure”
citizens. Thus the established system of political authoritarianism and domination, after the disappearance of the
direct “enemy” in the form of other nations, simply changed the immediate target of retribution. The place of the
fatal “other” was taken by the “scoundrels from our ranks”. Similar symptoms of the struggle for selfpreservation are exhibited by the current regime in Serbia.
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In the mini-war lead only for a few days in Slovenia (by the way, the only ethnically “pure”
republic of former SFRY), an unestablished number of people was killed.53 Much later, in the BBC
coverage of disintegration of Yugoslavia, Milan Ku an “confessed” to having agreed on all details of
the retreat of the federal army from Slovenia with the president of Serbia, Slobodan Miloševi .
Although Miloševi was formally only a president of one of the federal units (Serbia), his power
spread far beyond the function at the moment. With his political rhetoric on “Yugoslav unity” which
coincided with the preference of the communist system of values, Miloševi won over the leverage of
the federal power - the Yugoslav National Army.54 He then estimated short-sightedly that it was more
useful to his needs for Slovenia to secede; all that with the aim to concentrate on those areas in which
he could rule with more legitimacy. Under the single motto “All Serbs in one state”55, that is, the
motto of survival of Yugoslavia with all those who wished to live in it, Miloševi only protected his
rule in Serbia actually. The way in which he did it would prove to be disastrous both for the Serbs
outside Serbia and for the Serbia itself.56 Finally, from the strategic point of view, the simple
abandonment of Slovenia was a fatal decision, not only for Miloševi ’s ambitions, but for the destinies
of millions of people from the “rest of Yugoslavia” as well.
The point is that the retreat of YNA from Slovenia marked the road of no return for the old
federal state. After this act, it ceased to exist practically. At the same time, the federal army became
a kind of para-military formation which was illegally present in the regions of the new-constituted
(self-proclaimed) independent states. Thus the federal army and state lost any legality but also
legitimacy. This was an automatic signal to the other republics, federation members, to take the path
of complete independence. A short and, by military criteria, almost “ridiculous” war in Slovenia was
a lukewarm prelude for the dramatic bloody conflict to last the following four years in Croatia and
Bosnia.
It follows naturally that the conflict in Slovenia also produced the first refugees in former
Yugoslavia. According to the official data of the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia
formed in early 1992, in April of the same year, there were some 37,000 refugees from Slovenia in
Serbia. These were chiefly the military officers of the YNA, their families, and a smaller number of
citizens of Serb ethnic origin (the Serbs, Montenegrins, Yugoslavs) who had been exposed to political
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Depending on the side which made the assessment, the number of casualties ranges from a few tens to a few
hundreds of casualties. All in all, the highest losses were on the YNA side (officially 37 casualties) and, as a
rule, they occurred during the so-called cease-fires. This practice of waging the “piece” war will be especially
noticeable in later conflicts in Croatia, where “truces” were signed almost every week and where the federal
army units were mostly captivated in their barracks - located most frequently in the centres of local Croat towns.
Thus isolated federal forces were an easy prey to secessionist troops whose tactics was the same everywhere:
first, the severance of water, electrical power and food supplies, then, occasional bombing and constant sniper
fire, and finally, the attacks on the retreating army troops.
54
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Its generals were all on Miloševi ’s side; they even directly backed him military on March 9 , 1991, when the
first big crisis of the old-new party in power in Serbia erupted. On this occasion, as a reaction to the
demonstrations of the opposition in Belgrade, which were caused by the media coverage of the regime television
(then dubbed “TV Bastille”), YNA took its tanks to the streets for the purpose of “protection of peace and
constitutional order”. Thus the leadership of the federal military explicitly showed whose side their sympathies
were on and whom they would support in case of possible broader conflicts within the SFRY.
55

It was later substituted for the more neutral and less obliging formulation of “protection of Serbs outside
Serbia”.
56

According to the unofficial information which are at last being published today, the then rough estimates of
the Serbian leadership were that the cost of the possible arrival of the Serbs from Croatia and Bosnia to the
Republic of Serbia would be some USD19 billion! Namely, that would be the cost of re-socialization of the
arrival of the population into a country in which there already was a million of the unemployed. According to
Zvonimir Trajkovi , the then advisor to president Miloševi , “it took incomparably less funds and involvement to
protect those people where they were. Some USD3 billion. That is why the Republic Serb Krayina was created.”
See the interview in: Nedeljni telegraf (Weekly Telegraph), Belgrade, February 19, 1997.
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maltreatment by the new Slovene authorities. All of them had Slovene citizenship and, as such,
became refugees through their arrival into the old-new state (FR Yugoslavia).
In the meantime, through the final acceptance into the membership of the CESC (February 22,
1992), Slovenia was definitely recognized as a sovereign state57 which was the final act in its role in
the process of dissolution of Yugoslavia and of emergence of Yugoslav refugees. The subsequent war
activities in Croatia and Bosnia will not affect the new-constituted Slovene state. Thus this republic,
which inaugurated the destruction of Yugoslavia and forceful secession, emerged from the whole
drama practically unscarred. This fact, among other things, proves the relativity of the proverb that
crime does (not) pay. Political successes and crimes, obviously, have their own logic which is, in any
event, not within the universal criteria of morality.

2. War in Croatia
We have already emphasized that the war in Croatia has never been formally waged, i.e.,
declared. As in the majority of similar conflicts within the same state, it is almost impossible to
determine its exact beginning. The reason for this is that the immediate participants keep changing
their official names, aims, and means. When you add the legalist tangles of the legal/illegal type
(Whereby it is unknown to which, i.e. to whose laws the “conclusions” apply? Which law has
“precedence”: republican or federal? What is the origin of the legitimacy of power? Who is the bearer
of sovereignty? Etc.) then one enters into the vast sea of political but also armed conflicts to whose
solution, from case to case, only the logic of the stronger applies.
Putting aside the political entry into conflicts58, we might say that the concrete beginnings of
this, it is not exaggerated nor empty phrase to say, true “dirty” war in Croatia go back to the summer
of 1990, when the Serbs in north Dalmatia began erecting road blocks. The immediate reason for this
action was the previous seizure of arms, which were in possession of the territorial defence units in
the Serb regions in Croatia, by the new-formed Croat administration. Fearful for their future in
a possible independent state of Croatia, and bearing in mind not so distant ustasha terrors during the
World War Two, local Serbs did not want to accept the sovereignty of the new Croat state
administration. This was all the more so since that same administration invoked the legitimacy of the
once Croat quisling administration from the nazi era (the so-called ustashas), enabling even numerous
war criminals from the period to return to Croatia undisturbed and legally. Since then and practically
up to the recent local elections in East Slavonia (April 1997), smaller or larger conflicts between the
Croats and Serbs lasted in Croatia. The end result of these conflicts is almost complete expulsion of
the Serbs from Croatia. They mostly become refugees in Serbia or in the Serb entity in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (the Republic of Serbs). It is estimated that only some 250,000 Serbs still live in
Croatia59, while the protection of their civil and minority rights rates amongst the worst in Europe.
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The new Constitution of Slovenia as a sovereign state was adopted on December 23, 1991. On the same day,
Germany recognized its independence, but this decision “came into effect” on January 15, 1992, when all the
other countries of the European Union recognized Slovene independence. Slovenia was accepted to the
membership of the United Nations Organization on May 22, 1992.
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Parliamentary elections were held in April and May 1990 and won with the total of 41.5% vote by the
explicitly nationalistic party of Croat Democratic Action (HDZ). The accelerated constitution of para-military
organizations (Hrvatska Nacionalna Garda, Telesni Zdrug, etc.) as well as continuous delegitimization of
Yugoslav institutions have contributed to further national polarization which increased virtually daily.
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According to the 1981 census, there were 531,502 Serbs and 379,057 Yugoslavs in the then Socialist Republic
of Croatia. In total, they made 19.8% of the total population of Croatia.
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Considered from the present perspective (May 1997), the war activities in Croatia had several
stages and watersheds. Initially, there was the stage of sporadic skirmishes which lasted from the
parliamentary elections (August 1990) through to the declaration of the Croat sovereignty (June 25th,
1991). In this period, firstly there occurred the mass illegal armament of Croats organized by the
Ministry of Defence of Croatia, as well as the semi-legal armament of the Serbs, i.e., local territorial
defence units in whose ranks they were the majority. Then, in the new Constitution of Croatia
(October 22, 1990), the Serbs, previously a constitutive nation, were ranked among the minorities.
During January 1991, faced with the overt threats of the secessionists and the armed insurrection
against the then federal state, YNA raised the degree of its combat readiness whereas the most part of
the Croat conscripts became part of the reserve units of the Croat police. The Croat Parliament also
passed the Constitutional Law which derogated all the SFRY laws which were not in harmony with
the new Constitution of Croatia. The Serb provinces in Croatia reacted in such a way as to declare
their “disunion” from Croatia and announce that they would remain within Yugoslavia.
The first armed conflicts between the Croat police and the Serb para-military units broke out
soon.60 Croatia also organizes the Referendum on the secession from the SFRY which was boycotted
by the Serbs. Finally, on June 25, 1991, the Croat parliament passes the constitutional decision and
Declaration on the Proclamation of the Sovereign and Independent Republic of Croatia. There
occurred a specific rightless state in which both ethnic groups (the Serbs and Yugoslavs on the one
side and the Croats on the other) pretend to the separate sovereignty and hence resultant legitimacy of
their own (independent) administration.
Soon, there occurred large armed conflicts in which the federal army, for a time, represented
a “buffer” between the sides at war, i.e., between the Croat and Serb “para-military formations”, to
become the object of overt attacks by the Croat police and other armed units (the so-called Zbor
Narodne Garde - Gathering of the National Guard) very soon. In the course of the summer, heavy
fights developed and the YNA officially became the “Serb aggressor”. There came the time of
“neither war nor peace” in which there were many casualties on both sides. In December 1991, the
Serbs proclaimed their separate Republic of Serb Krayina, whereas Croatia received its first official
international recognition by Germany. In the meantime, from the regions involved in war, but
primarily from the Croat towns, tens of thousands of citizens of Serb and “Yugoslav” nationality fled
to Serbia.
This stage of half-war, accompanied with vast destruction and numerous war crimes on both
sides, finally ended with the adoption of the Agreement on the Plan of Peace Operations in
Yugoslavia, better known as the Vance Plan (February 1992). According to the Plan, the United
Nations took over the control over the Serb regions within Croatia. The Plan was supposed to ensure
complete withdrawal of the YNA from Croatia, demilitarization of the established UNPA zones (the
Serb territories in Croatia - the so-called Republic of Serb Krayina), monitoring of the work of the
local administrative bodies, insurance of civil rights, etc. - and all that until a “total political solution”
was found. The plan was broadened and amended several times. Despite all its ambiguities, it still
marked the stage of relative peace. Yet, even this temporary peace was repeatedly interrupted by
occasional “border” conflicts in which the Croat forces broke into the so-called pink zones61 which, by
the way, were under the direct protection of the United Nations.
Several such attacks62 represented a preamble to the huge Croat offensive on Western Slavonia
(may 1st and 2nd, 1993) when the Croat army, with tacit consent of the UN forces, occupied the north
part of the “protected zone” and murdered or banished almost complete local Serb population - some
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Plitvice, March 1991; Borovo Selo, May 1991.
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The areas under Serb control with majority Serb population, but which were outside the administrative borders
of municipalities included in the Vance Plan.
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Maslenica, June 21, 1992; Zemunik airport, January 22, 1993; Medak pocket, September 9, 1993.
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15,000 of them. According to the estimations of the Serb Orthodox Church, there were some 4,500
women, children and elder people among the casualties in fights that were fought then.
As the UNHCR representative Christianne Bertome stated, the Croat forces fired at the refugee
lines from the artillery and all other available weapons. The roads along which the refugees moved
were strewn with corpses and the Croat army prevented the UNHCR officers and personnel from
passing to the territory where the Serbs were. The rather cynical remarks of Peter Galbright, the US
ambassador to Croatia, who stated that the Croat military action had been “rather professionally
executed” and that “the losses were mainly avoided” , that is, that “in any case, the unjustified human
losses were avoided”, will remain remembered. The statement of the Commissary for Refugees of the
Republic of Serbia, Bratislava Morina, on account of the arrival of the refugees from the Western
Slavonia into Serbia (60-70 a day), who said that they “are not forbidden to enter FRY but it will be
much better for them to stay in the Republic of Serbs” (!?), is also characteristic.63
After the Croats subdued Western Slavonia, there followed the stage of tensions and
preparations for war which culminated in a big offensive of the Croat army64 on Knin and western
parts of the UNPA zone on August 4th, 1995. Then, under the incessant fight, the whole local
population left Krayina. In that exodus towards Serbia, through the Serb parts o Bosnia, some 180,000
people went into exile. A week later, the peace mediator of the EU, Karl Bildt, stated that “the Croat
offensive on the secessionist Serb republic in Krayina caused the greatest refugee catastrophe seen in
this barbaric war”.65 The refugee convoys were as long as several hundreds of kilometers. Till August
17th, 152,934 refugees entered Serbia. A long convoy of some 10,000 people which retreated through
the Croat territory reached East Slavonia after unprecedented harassment, occasional lynching and
about two weeks of strenuous marching. That was the end of the so-called Republic of Serb Krayina.
Neither the forces of Bosnian Serbs nor the Army of Yugoslavia did interfere in this or any
other previous conflict between the Croat military and the forces of the Republic of Serb Krayina.
That is why only a small, eastern part of the former Serb community in Croatia remained under the
control of the Croat Serbs. This is the “East Slavonia, Baranja and West Srem” which were soon
renamed to “Srem-Baranja region”. It was not attacked because it had strong military formations and
because it was immediately at the Serbia border. The next year and a half, this region was the subject
of political agreements between Zagreb and Belgrade. In the meantime, Belgrade administration did
everything in its power to transfer a considerable part of the refugees from Krayina to the SremBaranja region. Finally, the so-called Erdut Agreement (November 1995) was arrived at, whose
essence was “peaceful re-integration” of the region into the “legal system of the Republic of Croatia”.
After the general and local elections in Croatia (April 1997), that region was definitely annexed (or
“returned”) to Croatia. All along, the future of the Serb population, which represents the sum of the
Serb natives and the newly-arrived Knin Krayina and West Slavonia refugees, remains uncertain.
While we are writing this, more than 15,000 Serb refugees fled to Serbia and partly to the Republic of
Serbs from the region.
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At the same time, the republican Assembly in Serbia, despite the boycott by the opposition, passed the
“views” of the Ministry for Relations with the Serbs outside Serbia, whereby blaming all the events in Western
Slavonia indirectly on the Serbian opposition, as well as on the leadership of the Bosnian Serbs (!?).
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The fact that the NATO air forces, which, according to the official statement of the west wing of the NATO,
destroyed the Serb radars situated in the vicinity of Knin, also took part in this attack should not be omitted.
Later during the day, according to the statement of the UN representative, the Croat forces kidnapped between
50 to 70 UN members. The next day, the Croats murdered three members of the UN forces, wounded eight,
captured some 200 soldiers and destroyed 40 observation points. Also, the UN representatives announced that
the Croat soldiers forced seven Danish soldiers, along with a few captured Serbs, to walk in front of the Croat
tanks in the attack.
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Later, the UN representatives would state that the Croat forces, according to the data gathered by the UN units
in the area to the moment, burned some 22,000 houses and 320 hamlets. Then, aside from the military activities,
there were 128 civilian casualties, 87 of which were murdered with “shots from the close vicinity”. Out of some
135,000 people who used to live in the region, only some 3,000 remained.
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This concludes a rough outline of the war developments in Croatia. The final outcome is utterly
fatal for the Serbs. After the centuries-long dwelling in the eastern part of the former Austria-Hungary
empire (the then Croatia /Zagreb region/, Slavonia and Dalmatia), then in the first and second
Yugoslavia and finally their own but short-lived political creation Republic of Serb Krayina, today,
they are mostly refugees who are yet awaiting to be granted citizenship in Serbia/Yugoslavia. It is
very doubtful whether they are indeed going to be. A considerable number of them is in the territory
of the Republic of Serbs, where they are not completely safe. Finally, in the Republic of Croatia itself,
the very same Serbs represent a target of almost general odiousness and animosity - both due to the
traditional rivalry and due to the war conflicts in which the Serbs also bloodied their hands. In the
end, it all boiled down to the law of the (momentarily) stronger - the classical solution of (not only)
Balkan diplomacy.
In addition to the numerous political, economic, cultural and other consequences of the war in
Croatia (1991-1995), as the most painful remains that which speaks of the human lives lost. On the
Serb side, it is estimated that some 5,000 men, women and children died, whereas some 300,000
became refugees. Today, between 250,000 and 300,000 Serbs remains in Croatia today, who are
exposed to the silent or forced assimilation, with a highly uncertain survival in a state whose very
identity was built through the fight with the “Serb aggressor”. Be it as it may, through this defeat, the
Serbs ceased to be any significant political or any other factor in Croatia, whereas the newly
constituted Croatian national state bears the fatal sign of totalitarianism and the experience of crime in
its structure (“being”). However, all these tragic figures and historical facts seem almost pale in
comparison to the war which was occurring simultaneously in the immediate vicinity - Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

3. The War in Bosnia and Herzegovina
Even if anyone thought that the Yugoslav federation might endure the political solutions of the
1974 Constitution, then after the conflicts in Slovenia and the beginning of the war in Croatia there
was no one naive enough to expect those events not to leave their mark on Bosnia and Herzegovina.
At the time when multi-ethnic Yugoslavia was disintegrating, it was insane to expect that its central
republic, by the way rightly called “Yugoslavia in small scale”, would be spared of the schism. Yet,
a certain amount of time passed before Bosnia disappeared in the hurricane of the civil war.
Unfortunately, the advantage of that “break” was not taken. The reason for this were the exclusionary
positions of the local political (national) agents, but also the hasty diplomatic steps of foreign powers
which, instead of preventing the conflicts, only added more fuel to the fire with their “strange”
decisions.
The political prelude began with the first republican multiparty elections which passed in the
competition of the three national parties of Croats, Serbs and Muslims. In the elections, they won66
convincingly over the then communists, as well as over the alternative to the nationalists formed in
the meantime - the Reform Party of Yugoslavia led by the Federal Prime Minister Ante Markovi .
Proceeding to constitute the new government, the winning national parties soon got the opportunity to
find the irreconcilable mutual differences, which, in the end, could be “overcome” only through force.
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In the republican parliament, the most seats were won by the Muslim Party of Democratic Action (86),
followed by the Serb Democratic Party (72) and the Croat Democratic Community (44). This number of
parliamentary seats is almost identical to the ethnic composition of Bosnia and Herzegovina, where, according
to the 1981 census, there were 39.52% of the Muslims, 32.02% of the Serbs, 118.38% of the Croats, as well as
17.91% of the Yugoslavs, i.e., people from mixed marriages and most frequently of the Serb origin.
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When the republican parliament, despite the ardent opposition by the Serb Democratic Party,
decided to organize the referendum on the sovereignty of Bosnia and Herzegovina (December 14th,
1991), the portents of the conflict were already quite clear. The Serb answer to this referendum was
the constitution of the Assembly of Serb People in Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as the
organization of their own referendum concerning the issues of survival of the Yugoslav federation. In
the meantime, the Bosnian Croats organized their own independent government in the West
Herzegovina, which was then already practically incorporated in the state system of the Republic of
Croatia.67 Seeing where all this led, the European Community organized the first in the (which would
later prove to be) endless series of international conferences on Bosnia and Herzegovina in February
1992. However, Bosnia was on the road of no return.68
The direct beginning of the conflicts was connected to the organization of the Muslim-Croat
referendum on the independence and sovereignty of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The referendum was
held on February 29th and March 1st, 1992. It was then that the Serb Nikola Gardovi - the first official
casualty of the inter-ethnic or inter-religious war in Bosnia - was murdered during his son’s wedding
in the very Sarajevo center. Concurrently, throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina, there occurred war
activities of low intensity in which the local population fought against one another.
In the period between march 1991 and the fall of 1995, there were numerous negotiations;
countless truces were signed; several “final plans” were made. The first among them was the so-called
Cutillero’s Plan which was initially signed by the all interested parties, but Alija Izetbegovi
renounced his signature later under the influence of the USA. Adopted at Lisbon Conference (March
18, 1992), the Declaration on the Principles of New Constitutional Solutions for Bosnia and
Herzegovina involved the existence of a single state with three constitutive units based on the national
principle. Under the USA pressure, the Muslim side rejected such a solution only to accept the same,
but for their final plans slightly less favorable, plan better known as the Dayton Agreement three years
later, again under the influence of the United States. In the meantime, the blood was shed on all sides.
The key political event which accelerated the war activities in Bosnia and Herzegovina was the
meeting of the Ministerial Council of the EU which (on April 6th, 1992) adopted the Declaration on
Yugoslavia which recommended to the governments of the member countries to recognize the
independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The next day, the United States government recognized the
independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as of Slovenia and Croatia. All this occurred in the
middle of the Lisbon negotiations of the Serb, Muslim, and Croat sides. Their leading parties still
comprised fictively the Presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina, whereas each of the sides functioned
independently. During all this and such top political table tennis, in the actual “field” there were
happening the small-scale war games in which the local majority population of the first, second or
third nation “liberated” their towns, villages or regions.
As their response to the international recognition of Bosnia, the local Serbs proclaimed the
independence of their Serb Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (later - the Republic of Serbs)
literally the next day. On the same day, throughout the newly constituted “independent” states several
tens of persons died and hundreds were wounded. Everywhere, the scenario was more or less the
same: the nation which was better organized (read: more numerous or better armed) scored “victory”
and usually exiled its until-then neighbours at that. It was then that the ethnic borders were set, which
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The Croat currency was (and still is) the official means of payment in the region (the so-called HerzegBosnia); the Croatian army drafted its soldiers from this area. Even the loyal Croats participated equally in all
the parliamentary elections in the Republic of Croatia!
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President of the Muslim Party of Democratic Action and the new-elected President to the Presidency of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Alija Izetbegovi (who, by the way, stated that he was of Serb nationality at all the
previous censuses!), stated that “if I have to choose between the peace and the sovereignty of Bosnia, I would
rather sacrifice the peace”.

II A Short Review of the disintegration: the chronology of events

40

in fact were not changed until the offensive of the Republic of Croatia on the Republic of Serb
Krayina and the republic of Serbs (August-October 1995).69
Previously, however, at the beginning of the Bosnian war (April 1992) the peace conference on
Bosnia in Lisbon was interrupted. Then followed the acceptance of Bosnia, Croatia and Slovenia to
the full membership of the United Nations Organization. Very soon, after the staged massacre in Vase
Miskina street on May 27th, 1992, (for which the Serb forces were blamed without any proof), the
economic, political, cultural, sports and all other sanctions of the UN were imposed against Serbia and
Montenegro (Resolution 757 dated May 30th, 1992), with a debatable justification that they, i.e., FRY,
directly encouraged the conflicts in Bosnia. Although the YNA officially left the territory of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the international community continued to exert pressure exclusively on Serbs in
Bosnia and on Serbia/Montenegro with the aim to “create peace”. However, numerous peace
negotiations (Athens Conference and Vance-Owen Plan, Geneva Conference, and Owen-Stoltenberg
Plan70, New York negotiations, etc.) all ended without success, most often due to the obstruction by
the Muslim side who would not accept the national division of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Soon after the beginning of the war in which the Muslims and Croats were allies in their fights
with the Serbs, there followed their mutual fights which succeeded in surpassing all the previous
conflicts by their ferocity and bloodshed. Thus a situation was created of a war of “everyone against
everyone else”, whereas the Bosnian Serbs were chiefly spared of further fights. In this moment, the
key “external” factor came to the stage: the United States. Having decided to “take the things in their
own hands”, when the EU seemed incapable of doing it, the United States initiated two decisive
events which decided the destiny of the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina: the creation of Muslim-Croat
Federation (Washington, March 1st, 1994), on the one hand, and the economic blockade of the
Republic of Serbs by Serbia and Montenegro, i.e., Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (August 3rd, 1994),
on the other. The immediate reason for the Serb-Serb quarrel was the rejection of the so-called
Contact Group Plan by the parliament of the Republic of Serbs. This Plan, which was made by
a group comprised of the representative of the European Union and Russia and the informal
leadership of the United States, contained some principles acceptable for the Serbs in Bosnia but also
the borders unacceptable for them.71 Aware that FRY (against which the UN, under the influence of
the United States, imposed even stricter sanctions) was especially at disadvantage from the rejection,
the authorities in Belgrade decided to “freeze” any further contacts with the Republic of Serbs. That
meant introduction of a peculiar economic and political blockade on the river Drina which separates
Serbia from Bosnia and Herzegovina, i.e., the Republic of Serbs. Thus the Bosnian Serbs found
themselves in a specific double isolation: that imposed by the international community and another
one - perhaps more difficult (if not decisive) - by their own “homeland”. Weakened economically,
militarily and morally, they finally replied with their own demands and agreed to the compromise
solution comprised in the Dayton Agreement.
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At the time, the Croat army, with the simultaneous activity of the Muslim forces as well as of the NATO,
drove the Serb units from the Serb areas of Croatia and Bosnia back to the present borders of the Republic of
Serbs - the officially (internationally) recognized separate state structure within the Bosnia and Herzegovina
Union.
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At Geneva negotiations in late August and early September 1993, the Serb and Croat sides accepted the
agreement, whereas the Muslims, again mostly because of the United States, refused it. The Plan recognized the
interests of all three sides at war and stipulated that Sarajevo and Mostar would be under the UN, i.e., EU
control.
71
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On August 24 , 1994, the Ministry of Information of the Republic of Serbs issued an announcement under the
title “Why We Cannot Accept the Map Offered by the Contact Group”, which stated, in the form of brief
outlines, that this proposal left 100% of the lead and zinc ores, 62% of bauxite, 88% of salt mines, 100% of the
brown coal deposits, 78% of hydro-potentials and built thermo-energy facilities, all fertile river valleys in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, among other things, to the enemy side. At the same time, according to this
announcement, 286,000 Serbs who lived in the current Muslim-and Croat-held areas were in exile; 400,000
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The cessation of Muslim-Croat fights, which lasted for months within the central Bosnia and
western Herzegovina until the signing of the Washington Agreement, meant concentration of the
Muslims and Croats on the common enemy - the Serbs. The outcome of this turn of events or, rather,
re-finding of the commonly determined enemy, was firstly the elimination of the Republic of Serb
Krayina which was subsequently soon felt in the Republic of Serbs as well. Yet, all this was not
possible without the direct involvement of the “third (interested) power”, in this case, the NATO.
Namely, after the staged massacre at the Sarajevo Markale market (August 28th, 1995)72, the NATO
carried out the most massive action of the air forces in the history of this alliance two days later.
During the next several days (until September 7th) there were more than 2,000 combat fights in which
the Nato air forces bombed numerous strategic but also civil targets of the Serbs in Bosnia in
Herzegovina. There were enormous material losses and hundreds of civilians died or were wounded.
The following week, there were new combat actions with planes and cruising missiles in which the
main targets, along with the military ones, were the roads and bridges in the Republic of Serbs.73
All the time during the NATO bombing, the extensive Muslim-Croat offensive, faced with
which more than 100,000 local Serbs retreated, continued on land. According to the official
information issued by the authorities of the Republic of Serbs, in mass lines of the Serb refugees
which kept arriving to the militarily almost lost town of Banjaluka (the largest town in the Republic of
Serbs, the center of its western part), there were some 120,000 people, 5,000 of which were children
aged under three. Due to very difficult conditions, 124 persons died in refugee shelters until that
moment. In total, according to the data of the then Serb authorities, 707,368 Serbs fled to the exile,
whereas the destiny of some 20,000 of them is “still unknown”.74
Upon the insistence of the United States, the Muslims and Croats ceased their joint offensive.
In early October, the cease-fire agreement was signed. However, the Croat and Muslim offensive
continued in the region of western Bosnia (Sanski Most and Mrkonji Grad).75 The refugees continued
to arrive to Banjaluka in huge numbers. According to a report of the International Red Cross, the
situation was the most difficult in the nearby mining complex Omarska where some 20,000 chiefly
women, children and old people were under the open sky in the middle of the harsh Bosnian winter.
Finally, on November 1st, 1995, the negotiations on the peace in Bosnia began in the US RightPeterson military base (Dayton, Ohio). They were attended by the representatives of the United States,
Russia, European Community, FRY, Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. After three weeks of
negotiating in Dayton, the General Peace Agreement for Bosnia and Herzegovina was signed
tentatively, which ended the previous war conflicts in the territory of former Yugoslavia. By this
Agreement, which was formally signed on December 14, 1995, in Paris, Bosnia and Herzegovina
became a Union consisting of two independent units - Muslim-Croat Federation (Federation of
Bosnians and Croats) and the Republic of Serbs. However, since Sarajevo became a part of the
Bosnian Federation according to the Agreement, long lines of Serb refugees left the city. Prior to that,
Serbs lost their complete property, whereas there were some 220,000 refugees and displaced persons in the
territory of the Republic of Serbs at the time.
72
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On October 1 , 1995, the London Sunday Times published that, based on the analysis of the British and
French military experts, the UN knew from the very beginning that the Serbs did not fire the fatal missile. From
the position of the units on the terrain, that shell could have been fired only by the Muslim units. The same thing
was later unofficially admitted by the special envoy of the UN Secretary General, Jasushi Akashi.
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Later, the occasional bombing of the Serb targets continued, whereby the then NATO Secretary General
Willie Klass stated that, despite everything, “the Nato is neutral and did not become engaged in the war against
the Serbs” (!?).
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The UNHCR representatives later (September 29 , 1995) announced that more than 450,000 new refugees
were registered by early June 1995 and the majority of them were the Serbs from Krayina as well as central and
western Bosnia.
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The fights flare to the extent that even the anti-Serb inclined New York Times (October 15, 1995) demanded
the use of the NATO air force against the Muslims and Croat forces, which continued their attacks despite the
signed cease-fire, just as they had been previously used against the Serbs.
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the inhabitants of the part of Sarajevo under Serb control organized a referendum on non-acceptance
of the provisions of the Dayton agreement concerning the integral Sarajevo under the government of
Federation of Bosnians and Croats. Of 85,189 listed citizens, 78,149 or 98.78% came to the polls.
Only 651 voters opted for the acceptance of the integral Sarajevo. Despite that, the chief US
negotiator Richard Hallbrook asserted that the referendum decisions were insignificant for the future
course of events. After that, there followed the last mass exodus of the civilians (Serbs) in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.
By the end of the “conditionally called” first stage of the war in former Yugoslavia, on April
13, 1993, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Sadako Ogata, stated that 3.8 million person
from that former country was in exile. At the time, it was necessary to provide USD817 million for
their basic humanitarian needs only. On that occasion, Ogata made an appeal for the assistance to the
international community, which met a very weak response. However, by the end of the second stage
of the war (December 1995), after the Muslim-Croat conflicts in Bosnia, the Croat conquest of the
Republic of Serb Krayina, the NATO bombing of the Serb military and civil targets in the Republic of
Serbs, the conclusion of the Dayton Agreement, the fights between the Croats and Muslims in Mostar,
and the departure of the Serbs from Sarajevo, the UNHCR still estimated that some 3.5 million people
from former Yugoslavia was still in exile. It is obvious that some data simply are not true. Judging by
everything, either those from the beginning of the war were exaggerated or the exaggeration appears
after the end of the war but in the opposite sense.
In any case, several million war-stricken people, tens of thousands of which killed,76 are the sad
result of the struggles for the sovereign national states in the region of former Yugoslavia. In the
bloody establishment of the new-old national identity, the new states have been created: Slovenia,
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia. None of these states, except for the short-lived
Independent State of Croatia (1941-1945) had never existed in the modern history of Europe.
Simultaneously, to complicate the matters further, a completely new nation was also officially
created: Bosnians (Muslims from Bosnia). Naturally, in addition to the above states, as a specially
significant factor of the Balkan political tangle, there is also the precarious Yugoslav federation
consisting of Serbia and Montenegro.
As it could have been expected, the new states are today in a state of mutual suspiciousness and
distrust which may easily give rise to a new war hurricane. Numerous issues of succession (division
of former common property), refugee problems, as well as the main issue from which everything else
started - the state borders, are still unsolved and it is certain that they will not be in any recent future.
That is why many people wonder whether the true (permanent) peace or perhaps only a longer ceasefire has been established after Dayton. One thing is certain: if all those problems are “solved” only by
the directly interested parties, it is almost sure that they will not be solved. It is even more certain that
if they are solved by the same political agents who have initiated them, there will be no peace. On the
other hand, if the international community continues functioning by the current dual criteria and ad
hoc interests of great powers, it is also certain that the given conflicts will multiply instead of
disappearing. Unfortunately, from the actual historic, as well as the direct experience of the recent
years, we very much doubt that any long-lasting pacification of the Balkans is going to occur at all.
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The true estimate of he persons killed in the war in the territory of former Yugoslavia is almost impossible to
make. Foreign reporters, at least for Bosnia and Herzegovina, mention the figures ranging from twenty to sixtyth
five thousand. At the Conference on the Implementation of the Dayton Agreement (December 8 , 1995), the
British Prime Minister John Major stated that there were more than 200,000 persons killed in the war in Bosnia
and Herzegovina! Said he, “That was one of the most horrible wars in the last fifty years and by far the most
serious armed conflict after the Second World War.”
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1. General data on the refugees in Serbia
1.1. Refugee status (political and legal framework)
Depending on the daily politics and its interests, the number of refugees from former
Yugoslavia is at times either “increased” or “decreased”. In their desire to present their respective
nations as the main victims of the war, the new-constituted national organizations for shelter and care
of refugees in former Yugoslavia keep playing hide-and-seek with the representatives of the
international community, especially with the International Red Cross and the UNHCR. Therefore the
official data on the number of refugees or the Exiled persons often gain unrealistic dimensions. Of
course, it is all because of the funds demanded from the international donators. On the other hand, for
“domestic use”, the number of refugees can also decrease - always in accordance with the current
political estimates and needs. Namely, if the latest official reports on the number of refugees are
decreased, that is a reliable indicator that the local administration strives to legitimize additionally its
own national policy, i.e., care of the status and accommodation of refugees. In this, there is practically
no difference between the actions of the Croatia and Serbian (Yugoslav) government, as well as local
organizations of national groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
The official decline in the number of refugees ought to mean that one’s policy is effective, that
is, that it helps create conditions for the people to return to their homes. That is at least the reasoning
of the local administrations in former Yugoslav republics. Otherwise, that is, in the event of further
“growth” of the refugee numbers, the official statistics implicitly shows that the enemy side continues
with its “policy of war” and it is up to the local administration to indicate this fact unambiguously to
the international community. Inasmuch the prerequisites for the appropriate political conduct on the
domestic scene are created, where the “national”, “patriotic”, “cosmopolitan” or any other conduct
aimed at the strengthening of the current regime may be promoted as necessary.
In both cases of practical-political conduct, the point is in the expected and predictable political
phenomenon of statistical manipulation with the number of refugees, which is certainly not an
exclusive characteristic of the Balkan events. The financial moment of the whole matter should by no
means be forgotten. In principle: the more refugees - the more (“legitimate”) demands for financial
assistance by the “unbiased international community”. It is therefore always insisted on “rounded
figures” when appeals and assistance demands are at issue. Of course, such acts of the official
administrations on whose territory the refugees have found a temporary shelter can by no means
diminish or compromise the human tragedy which spared almost no family within the former SFRY.
Refugees in Serbia are officially taken care of by two national institutions: the Red Cross of
Serbia (founded back in 1876) and the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia (founded
in 1992). As stipulated in their Statutes, both organizations base their activities on the principles of
humanity, impartiality and universality. Unlike the Red Cross, which has already had a centennial
tradition and, as such, has an established repute with the international institutions of similar character,
the Commissariat is a recently founded institution77 which is primarily, i.e., solely, concerned with the
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It ought to be known that a similar institution has already existed once in modern Serbia. Namely, the Serbian
government which operated under the leadership of general Milan Nedi was also forced to found the
Commissariat for Refugees during the German occupation (1941-45) in autumn of 1941. The main reasons for
establishment of that institution led by Toma Maksimovi , were the systematically organized state pogroms of
the Serbs in the then constituted Independent State of Croatia, as well as a numerous migration of the Slovene
population from Slovenia which Germany annexed to the Third Reich. Well-organized and with big help of the
Serbian citizens, despite war circumstances and enemy occupation, that Commissariat managed to accommodate
more than 420,000 persons. As a special curiosity, it ought to be mentioned that owing to the Serbian hospitality
- the current president of Slovenia, Milan Ku an, one of the key participants of disintegration of former
Yugoslavia, was also born and raised in the exile, i.e., Serbia.
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reception and accommodation of refugees from the territories of former Yugoslav republics. Although
it is emphasized that in doing this the Commissariat makes no discrimination in respect of the
national, religious or any other affiliation of the refugees, it is understood that the main purpose of its
existence is the care of the Serb refugees from the territories of former Yugoslavia. After all, it can be
clearly seen in the contents of the special Law on Refugees on the basis of which the operation of the
Commissariat as the government institution has been regulated.
According to the same Law, passed on April 1st, 1992, “For the Serbs and citizens of other
nationalities who, under the pressure of the Croatian administration or of administrations in other
republics…, were forced to leave their places of residence”, the Republic of Serbia shall provide
accommodation “until conditions have been met for their return to the regions they have left, that is,
until the realization of conditions for their permanent social security” (Article 1). Certain vague and
even ambiguous points of the Law resulted in time in a true confusion in the regulation of the refugee
status and the refugee problem in general in Serbia. For instance, the Law (by the way, contrary to the
international conventions) stipulates that refugees shall be “subject to the military, that is, work
service” (Art. 2), whereas other Articles of the Law (16, 17 and 18) stipulate that financial and any
other assistance to the refugees, as well as the refugee status itself, can be denied if a refugee, among
other things, finds permanent employment, founds a private company or refuses to return to the place
of former residence “when objective conditions for this have been fulfilled”. This last provision
caused the greatest controversy during the war years, which is also true today. Moreover, based on
this and several other vague Articles of the Law, the Serb refugees from the Republic of Serbs and
former Republic of Serb Krajina simply could not regulate their status legally.
Although it was obviously written ad hoc and for temporary use, this Law has remained to day
the basic legal document which regulates the refugee status in Serbia. The same is true for the
Statutory Regulation on the Methods of Accommodation of the Exiled Persons passed by the Serbian
government on November 9, 1995. This Statutory Regulation stipulates temporary “status of the
exiled persons” for the Serbs who had fled from Krajina. In a certain way, it makes additional
discrimination among the refugees In Serbia themselves (“the exiled”, e.g., cannot be employed in
Serbia).
However, the entire problem is additionally complicated by the new federal Law on Yugoslav
citizenship which came into effect on January 1st 1997. Namely, though the Law stipulates the
possibility for the refugees to become citizens of FRY, the procedure used thereby78 practically
inaugurates the discretionary right of the administration to “decide upon” the applications for
citizenship from case to case - all this out of the scope of a legally transparent procedure. Since this
Law in fact excludes the option of dual citizenship (which also entails the inability to realize rights to
property left behind in the states from which they fled), it is certain that most refugees will rather
choose to retain that (undefined) status. On the other hand, it is certain that, such a concept of the Law
on Citizenship, local administration in the Federal state strive to channel, i.e., neutralize political
dissatisfaction of the Serb refugees.
We draw the conclusion that the institutional framework of the refugee issue in Serbia, that is,
FRY, is utterly vague, and as such exposed to political voluntarism of the official administration. In
such circumstances, the refugees are most often forced to resort to various types of “contrivances”,
which additionally complicate and compromise their unfortunate status of (semi)expatriates.
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The federal police has the final say on the granting of citizenship, after assessing the “whether the reasons
stated in the application are justified” taking into consideration the “concerns of safety, defense and the
international position of Yugoslavia”.
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1.2. Official data
According to the official data of the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia of
October 1992, the number of refugees in Serbia at that moment was some 540,000 persons. Of the
number, some 190,000 refugees came from Croatia, some 304,000 from Bosnia and Herzegovina, and
some 37,000 from Slovenia.79 Their national structure was the following: the Serbs 84.2%, Muslims
6.2, Croats 1.6%, other (Albanians, Jews, Romanies, Hungarians, etc.) 8%. Almost a half (42.6%) of
the refugees was aged under 18, whereas women made 83% of the total number of refugees.
In addition to those general figures, the main characteristic of the refugees in Serbia, which is
also a global phenomenon, is their accommodation. Namely, according to the official data, almost
entire exiled population from former Yugoslav republics (96,9%) found its temporary accommodation
in private households of the citizens of Serbia. The reason for this are very developed familial and
private ties of the Serbs from Serbia with their fellow nationals from Croatia, Bosnia, and Slovenia,
but also a comprehensive media campaign conducted in the state media at the beginning of the war.
At the time, the media suggested that the national conflicts (then primarily only in Croatia) were of
a temporary character, that all would be resolved soon and effectively, and that the refugees who had
arrived in the meantime ought to be hosted as good hospitality dictated and that it would be only for
a necessary time, i.e., temporary solution. As the war went on, especially after its outbreak in Bosnia,
this campaign was becoming increasingly silent, and eventually a part of the official public opinion
began to speak of the refugees as of a burden which additionally hindered the development of Serbia.80
In addition to the household (private) accommodation, reception centers for refugees were
founded, at the very beginning of the war, in the municipal Red Cross organizations which were
closest to the over-border regions stricken by the war. Later on, the so-called collective centers for
accommodation of refugees were founded throughout Serbia. With the assistance of the UNHCR and
other international institutions, the facilities for family accommodation of refugees were also built
somewhat later.81
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See Izbeglice u Srbiji, Komesarijat za izbeglice Republike Srbije i Crveni krst Srbije, Beograd 1/1992.
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Later development of events, especially after the general fleeing of the Serbs from the Republic of Serb
Krajina to Serbia, pushed the refugees completely to the margin of the social attention. Finally, the peak of
negative treatment of refugees in Serbia was embodied in the recent statement of the president of the National
Assembly of Serbia (February 1997) who blamed refugees for the mass demonstrations resultant from the
rigging of local elections in Serbia (November 17, 1996) although they had no voting rights. He said then that
the protestors in Serbian towns were “of pro-fascist orientation”, and that their “militant core consists of
refugees from Bosnia and Croatia who are dissatisfied with the loss of their homeland. They blame others for
that although they left their homeland of their own volition”. (!!?) Similar statements would later be given by
other high functionaries of the administration, among them even the former Commissar for Refugees and later
Minister in the leftist government of the Republic of Serbia (the so-called Government of National Unity).
Attention should be drawn here to the dramatic difference in the treatment of refugees and the professional
organization of work of the Commissariat for Refugees which came about upon the recall of the fist Commissar,
Mr. Dobrica Vulovi , and the appointment of the new one - Mrs. Bratislava Morina. In contrast to Mr. Vulovi
who was dedicated solely to the adequate accommodation and care of the refugees, Mrs. Morina reduced the
work of the Commissariat to the level of an almost political forum incapable of efficient operation within the
coordinates of a humanitarian organization backed by the state administration.
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See the scanned map … in the Appendices.
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In July 1993, (data of the Red Cross of Serbia), 387,956 persons found refuge in Serbia, 94% of
which were accommodated in the households of the Serbian citizens. The largest number of refugees
were accommodated in Belgrade: 139,918, that is, 66,503 families. As early as in March of the same
year, the first free diners with the capacity of some 1,200 meals a day were opened in Belgrade. As to
the other towns in Serbia, refugees are the most numerous in Novi Sad (27,160), Loznica (18,887),
Šabac (10,643), Ruma (10,118), Sombor (9,878), etc. However, the number of the arriving refugees
increased daily. Only three months later (October 1993), according to the official estimates of the
Commissariat for Refugees82, there were 495,000 refugees in the Republic of Serbia; of this number,
265,000 were from Bosnia and Herzegovina, some 190,000 from Croatia, some 37,000 from Slovenia
and some 3,000 from Macedonia.
Half a year later (April 1994), the total number officially decreased by full 100,000 refugees
(some 395,000)!83 The sex and age structures remained the same as at the beginning of the war, only
there was a decrease of the total number of the Serbs (77%) and the increase in the total number of the
Muslims (9%), Croats (2.6%) and of “others” (11.4%). In the meantime, 75 buildings had been
adapted for the refugees whereas the building of 4 housing projects for them had already been
initiated. Thus the accommodation was provided for some 10,000 refugees. Soon after this report,
there ensued the revision of the status of the actual refugees in Serbia.
In the course of April 1995, the Commissariat for Refugees in Serbia issued a statement that
there were 365,000 persons ”with the regulated refugee status” in Serbia. In addition to the, there were
another 90,000 (“former”) refugees who have the right to complaint after the revision by which they
lost their refugee status. Also, according to the Commissariat’s report, the procedure for the
recognition of the refugee status was underway for 35,000 of the newly arrived refugees. It was also
announced that the Commissariat estimated that some 70,000 refugees had never appealed with the
relevant bodies in Serbia for regulation of their new (refugee) status. That is to say that the official
estimate of the number of refugees (including those who lost the status in the meantime) was
approximately 540,000 refugees - which is indeed the “initial number” from October 1992. Of the
total number of the officially registered refugees 55.9% come from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 35.3%
from Croatia and 8.8% from Slovenia. Officially, the national structure is the following: Serbs 76.7%,
Yugoslavs 10.1%, Muslims 9.0%, Croats 2.6% etc.84 Unfortunately, the true persecution of the Serbs
was yet to come.
As we have already shown in the previous chapter, bigger or smaller refugee columns kept
arriving to Serbia during the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina. However, the biggest and at the same
time the most tragic columns arrived from the Republic of Serb Krajina. Firstly, after the Croatian
offensive on the West Slavonia (April-May 1995), the entire population of West Slavonia - some
15,000 people, fled to the territory of the republic of Serbs. Of that number, 7,000 went to the East
Slavonia whereas some 3,000 refugees found their shelter in the Republic of Serbia. According to the
data for April - June 1995 period, the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia announced
that there were 430,000 officially registered refugees in Serbia. However, it would soon be revealed
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See Izbeglice u Srbiji, Komesarijat za izbeglice Republike Srbije i Crveni krst Srbije, Beograd 12/1993.
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See Izbeglice u Srbiji, Komesarijat za izbeglice Republike Srbije i Crveni krst Srbije, Beograd, 17-18/1994.
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At the same time, it was published that RFY spent a total of USD1,070 million for the accommodation of
refugees in 1992-94 period. The costs for 1992 totalled about USD285 million, for 1993 some USD412 million
and for 1994 some USD373 million. See Bilten, Komesarijat za izbeglice, januar-mart 1995. According to the
unofficial data published in the Belgrade magazine NIN, Serbia spent the total of YUN338 million (around
USA) for the refugee needs in the course of 1996. Before that, however, in the course of 1995, according to the
unverified data, the state approved only YUN12.6 million for accommodation of refugees. According to the
statement of Mrs. Sadako Ogata, High Commissar of the UN for Refugees, UNHCR provided assistance of
USD46 million for the refugees in Serbia in 1996, whereas the assistance of some USD40 million is expected in
1997.
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that all that was only a prelude to the biggest Serb exodus in the war raging in the territories of former
Yugoslavia.
By the expansive military offensive on the Republic of Serb Krajina in August of 1995, the
Croatian army banished the entire Serb population of the regions of Lika, Banija, Kordun and North
Dalmatia, i.e., of the western parts of the then extant Krajina. It is estimated that some 160,000 men,
women, children and old persons left for exile in one day only. As soon as the day after, practically all
inhabitants of the region/”state” were on the move. A number of them stayed in the Republic of Serbs,
whereas the large majority arrived to Serbia eventually after several days of strenuous advancing.
In the July-September 1995 Bulletin, the Commissariat for Refugees of Serbia published the
estimate that some 200,000 of the inhabitants of the RSK had left their homes and set off to exile.
Only 5,000 persons, chiefly older ones, stayed in Krajina. However, the authorities in Serbia were not
ready to receive officially all the refugees arrived from Krajina. As it seems, the reason for this was
that the politicians wanted to emphasize the difference between those who fled from the “recognized”
Croat and Muslim territories and those who were forced to flee from “their own” newly constituted
Serb states. It was politically important to make the difference between those who fled from Zagreb
and those who did the same fleeing from Knin. The same was true for those who fled from the
Muslim-Croat Federation, that is, who came from the Republic of Serbs.
Namely, the public was willing to “understand” (i.e., accept) refugees who came from the
“indisputably enemy, i.e., foreign territories”, but not well disposed to those who “fled head over
heals” from their own “centuries-old hearths”. The official policy went so far as to interpret the mass
exodus of Krajina Serbs as an “organized conspiracy” by the local Serb leaders aimed at direct
military involvement of Serbia and Montenegro in conflicts located in the territories of the
internationally recognized and “sovereign” states. Because OF all that, the government introduced the
distinction between the classical refugees on the one hand, and the new “exiled persons” on the other.
This tangle was legalized based on a special Statutory Regulation on the Methods Care for the Exiled
Persons passed by government of the Republic of Serbia in November 1995. By this Statutory
Regulation, almost all Serbs from Krajina acquired the vague status of the “exiled persons”.85 At the
same time, many men capable for military service were generally re-recruited and transported into the
Srem-Baranja region. In any case, either of their own volition or otherwise, an undetermined number
of refugees continued to move towards the only remaining Serb part in Croatia - Baranja and East
Slavonia.
Immediately after the Serb exodus from the UNPA zones in Croatia, fleeing before the Muslim
and Croat offensive from the protected zones of Biha and West Bosnia, as well as from the NATO
bombings, new columns of the Serb refuges left their homes. However, it is estimated that the biggest
number of them stayed in the free parts of the Republic of Serbs, especially around the largest Serb
town in Bosnia - Banja Luka. Official estimates of the authorities in the Republic of Serbia are that
some 212,000 “exiled persons” fled to Serbia in those days (August-October 1995),86 which, together
with the previous number of 430,000 registered refugees, meant the total of 619,000. The most
numerous “classical refugees” are from Bosnia and Herzegovina (249,000), then Croatia (149,000)
and Slovenia (32,000). Among the registered refugees, the Serbs are the most numerous (324,000 or
75.4%), followed by the Yugoslavs (45,000 or 10.5%), Muslims (41,500 or 9.6%), Croats (10,000 or
2.3%) etc.
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In the first stage of reception, the exiled were housed in former collective centers, but also sports and other
halls, abandoned barracks, with relatives and friends... The Commissariat registered a total of 189,000 exiled
persons from the Republic of Serb Krajina. The official estimate is that some 10% more as yet unregistered “for so far unknown reasons”. Despite that, the number of refugees with the regulated status has remained the
same as in the previous period - 430,000.
86

In its Bulletin (October-December 1995), the Commissariat published that of that number 53% were women;
those aged under 18 comprised 27,2% of the entire population; 13,7% were aged over 65. As to the “regular
refugees”, their number remained unchanged.
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By the end of the next month (November 1995), the Commissariat announced the new census
of refugees aimed at proving that there were more than 330,000 of them, the number for which the
UNHCR provided assistance. That census was later indeed carried out in April-June 1996 period in
the territory of the entire FRJ. It was then established that Serbia received 537,937 refugees in total,87
whereas 28,338 found their shelter in Montenegro. In addition to the mentioned refugees, another
79,791 “displaced persons” have been officially registered in Serbia, whereby it remains unclear to
whom this designation applies. In principle, those are the persons who “possess documents which
provide them rights equal to those of other citizens of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia”. Their
official name is “other persons imperilled by the war”. Newspapers have published the information
that, according to the census, there are 228,929 “refugees”, 189,003 “exiled persons”, and a 125,005
“persons without any status”.
All in all, according to then published data, there were 566,275 refugees officially in new
Yugoslavia. When we add the mentioned “displaced persons” to that number, the result is that there
were 646.166 persons without either Serbian or Montenegrin, i.e., (new) Yugoslav citizenship
officially in the FRY at that moment.
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According to the report of the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia (which was later
modified), the largest number of the exiled persons came to Serbia from Croatia (290,667). 232,974 came
from Bosnia, 185,065 of which from the Muslim-Croat Federation, whereas 47,909 arrived from the
Republic of Serbs. Among the refugees the most numerous were the Serbs (496,386), then the Yugoslavs
(7,920), Muslims (4,847) and Croats (4,000); there were 24,784 of the “others” in total. See Politika,
Beograd September 24, 1996, p. 16.
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In the final - official report of the Commissariat for Refugees, the table of the persons
imperilled by the war according to their former place of residence and the place of current residence,
by republics, has the following form:
TOTAL:
ORIGIN

SERBIA

MONTENEGRO

YUGOSLAVIA
Number

MHF*

%

209,484

18,511

227,995

35,3

56,795

1,892

58,687

9,1

266,279

20,403

286,682

44,4

281,029

2,978

284,7

44,0

49,094

3,898

52,992

8,2

330,123

6,876

336,999

52.2

Macedonia

2,932

16

2,948 0.5

Slovenia

6,173

154

6,327 1.O

FR Yugoslavia

1,197

35

1,232 0.2

no answer

11,024

854

11,878 1.8

TOTAL

617,728

28,338

646,066

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

RS**

TOTAL:
Former
sector
Croatia
of

UN
Croatia the rest

total:

Source: Census of the refugees and persons imperilled by the war in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
Beograd 1996, p.19.

Finally, the most recent “silent” Serb exodus from the East Slavonia which lasted shortly before
and immediately after the local elections organized by the Croatian administration (April 13, 1997)
ought to be added to the facts. Through that, this region has definitively come under the jurisdiction of
the Republic of Croatia. According to the unofficial estimates, 15,000 Serbs from the Srem-Baranja
region left that area so far. Simultaneously, the so-called silent exodus continues in which individual
families in small (“invisible”) groups, but continuously, leave the region. If we joined those halfofficial information to the official, then we could say that, considered as a whole, there are some
670,000 refugees (un)officially in Serbia now!

*

The Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Muslim-Croat Federation)

**

The Republic of Serbs (the Serb entity in the Union of Bosnia and Herzegovina)
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Movement of the number of refugees in Serbia (1991-96) based on the (half)official
information
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Although the quoted official data of the last refugees census have been publicly revealed and
published, today - almost a year of the official peace achieved in Dayton, only the “rounded figures” from 700,000 on are generally mentioned in the mass media, as well as speeches of the government
and opposition politicians. From the top places in the state, the figure of as many as one million of
(Serb) refugees in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia are mentioned!
It is certain, however, that numerous Serb refugees from former Yugoslavia have not come to
Serbia. Many of them, primarily those from Bosnia and Herzegovina, as the “exiled persons” or
“displaced persons” from there, are today in the parts under the jurisdiction of the Serb state entity In
Bosnia - the Republic of Serbs. Also, it is not clear where now are and what their status now is of
almost 80,000 “displaced” persons who are mentioned in the Yugoslav census of June 1996.
All that indicates that the official data on refugees in Serbia (and hence also FRY) are not
completely reliable, and that they generally constitute rather a projection of the current authorities
than a true situation. Namely, the re are probably more than a million Serb refugees from former
SFRY, but they are not all on the state territory of Serbia and Montenegro. It seems that the largest
number of the exiled and displaced persons of Serb nationality (from the Republic of Croatia and
Muslim-Croat Federation) is today in the Republic of Serbs and abroad.
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1.3. Unofficial estimate
If we wanted to present our own free estimate in addition to the mentioned official data on the
number of refugees in the Republic of Serbia, then, as a supplement to those official data, we would
also have to take into consideration the following factors which determine the actual situation: the
total number of Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina before the outbreak of war; the number
of Serbs at the so-called temporary work abroad from all the former Yugoslav republics; the current
estimates of the number of Serbs in the Republic of Croatia, Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Republic of Serbs, etc.. In other words, if we want to determine the actual number of the persons who
fled to Serbia in the course of 1991-97, we ought to take into account the following facts as well.
According to the 1991 census, there were 685,490 Serbs and Yugoslavs in Croatia, that is,
some 630,000 autochthon ethnic Serbs.88 According tot he same census, in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
there were 1,369,258 Serbs and 239,845 Yugoslavs (total: 1,609,103) or some 1,450,000 Serbs in
total.89
Today, it is estimated that there are, at most, between 250,000 and 300,000 Serbs in Croatia,
whereas in the Republic of Serbs, according to the official data of the local Republic Institute for
Statistics (March 1996), there are 1,391,573 inhabitants, chiefly of Serb nationality. Also, it is
estimated that within the borders of the Muslim-Croat Federation in Bosnia there remain up to 50,000
ethnic Serbs at most.
1. The largest number of Serb refugees (i.e., displaced persons) from Bosnia and Herzegovina
did not leave the Republic, but found their temporary or permanent residence “in the neighborhood” the Serb entity within today Union of Bosnia-Herzegovina - the Republic of Serbs.
2. At least 80,000 Serb refugees from Croatia and Bosnia have not come to Serbia at all but left
directly abroad (West Europe, United States, Australia…);
3. A large number of Serb refugees from Croatia and Serb Krajina went from Serbia to Baranja,
East Slavonia and West Srem (Srem-Baranja region in Croatia; the so-called UNTAES zone), as well
as to some parts of the Republics of Serbs. Earlier however, after the exile from Krajina, a great
number of them has stayed in the Serb part of Bosnia (the Republic of Serbs) from the very beginning
of their exile.
4. In the course of less than five years (1992-1997), conditions necessary to acquire the refugee
status in the Republic of Serbia have been changed several times (there have been three official
“revisions” and an unknown number of the “internal” instructions concerning the regulation of the
refugee status) - always depending on the current political developments. Owing to various political
changes, their “resourcefulness” or pure luck of being born in the territory of current Yugoslavia,
a certain number of refugees from Croatia, Bosnia and Slovenia has in the meantime acquired the
citizenship of Serbia, that is FRY, and thus officially ceased to be refugees.
5. Finally, a certain number of refugees stayed in Serbia only temporary. This is especially true
for the Muslims from Bosnia and Herzegovina for whom Serbia was only a transit country on their
way to the West Europe. After a temporary accommodation in Serbia, they soon went on abroad to the
countries outside the territory of former Yugoslavia.
88

See Table 6 in the Appendices.

89

See Table 10.
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In view of all the above factors, it is our estimate that there are between 380,000 and 410,000
refugees in Serbia currently (May 1997). Naturally, it is a general estimate which cannot be fully
legitimized factually. It implies the total number of exiled persons who are currently in Serbia regardless of whether they have regulated their refugee status officially. Unfortunately, this number is
not final. The tendency of abandoning homes continues. Further “silent migrations” of the Serbs from
Croatia are expected after the April elections in Srem-Baranja region (Croatia). Indeed, the process is
already well underway - all that beyond the notice of the state media but also with the tacit consent of
the so-called international community which does not want “additional worsening of the Balkan
situation”. Be it as it may, it may be reasonably expected that there will be some 450,000 refugees in
Serbia by the end of 1997!
Anyway, it is an enormous number of exiled men, women, and children, many of whom
(perhaps as many as one half!) have never been officially registered with the relevant bodies in Serbia.
Their further destiny depends on the overall solution to the inter-state relations among the former
Yugoslav republics, as well as on the position of the Serbian, that is Yugoslav, authorities with regard
to solving the problem of refugee citizenship.

2. On the research
As soon as the true war actions began in the territory of former Yugoslavia, the streams of
refugees flew towards the regions in which there were not fights. That means - toward Serbia,
Macedonia and ethnically “pure” parts of Croatia. Somewhat later, Slovenia was also added to the list.
Specific destinations were as a rule determined by the national origin of the refugees, in some
instances also by marital relations. Although many desired to emigrate to the West fully, the majority
of refugees, especially the Serbs, remained within the borders of former SFRY. A considerably
smaller number of refugees, especially the Muslims, have found their temporary or permanent escape
from the war environment abroad.90 Together with refugees from Slovenia, Croatia and BosniaHerzegovina, quite a large number of citizens of former SFRY of various nationalities, who did not
want to live in countries stricken with (semi)war, economic, political, and social crisis also set off to
the West. This is especially true for the younger and also highly educated segment of the population.
Refugees who came to Serbia, naturally, are for the most part of Serb nationality. Yet, a certain
number of Croats and Muslims91 who, in most cases, had family relations with Serbia; or were
persecuted in their domicile republics - new independent states - because of their preference for the
Yugoslav idea. The research we are going to present here involves mostly the Serbs (90%) and
Yugoslavs (4%) who fled from Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina.
It is characteristic of those refugees that they chiefly came from urban environments92 However,
this was true only for the so-called first wave of refugees (1991-94). Later, especially after the
Croatian military offensive on the Serb, mostly rural enclaves in Croatia (former Republic of Serb
Krajina), it became possible to say that more than a half of the Serbs from Croatia fled to Serbia. In
this way, the Serb rural refugee population prevailed over the urban one. And whereas those from the
“first wave” were “refugees”, those from the “second wave” were called “the exiled”. However, the
arrival of the second wave marked a considerable change in the social and any other structure of the
refugee population.
90

Unlike others, the Muslim refugees had the widest “choice” in terms of temporary residence: From Turkey
and Pakistan to Australia, United States and Europe.
91

According to the official data of the 1996 census, the total number of Croat refugees in Serbia is 4,750
whereas the number of Muslim refugees is 6,609.
92

The majority of refugees included in our research came from Bosnia-Herzegovina towns of Sarajevo, Mostar,
Tuzla, Zenica, etc., whereas Osijek, Pakrac, Zagreb, Karlovac, Rijeka, Split, etc. are the most frequent domicile
towns of the refugees from Croatia.
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As to the Serbs from Bosnia, those who fled from Bosnian towns are chiefly in Serbia now.
Only a small number of the Serb urban population from Bosnia and Herzegovina lives today in the
area of the Republic of Serbs. A significant exception is a segment of the refugees from the Serb part
of Sarajevo (120,000). Today, they are mostly living in those towns of the Republic of Serbs that once
had the majority Muslim population (Fo a/Srbinje, Zvornik, Bijeljina, and so on). The rural segment
of the Serb population from Bosnia and Herzegovina mainly remained within the areas under the Serb
military and political control or simply “moved” to the “free” territory.
It is characteristic that, except for the “exiled” from Krajina, the majority of refugees in
Serbia/FRY is today mostly in Serbian towns (chiefly Belgrade, Novi Sad, Sombor, Kragujevac,
Sremska Mitrovica, Šabac, Zrenjanin, etc.), which is to say that those people seek to make the
circumstances of their current residence equal to those of their former place of residence! In this way,
refugees seek to compensate for the lost (urban) environment at least seemingly, that is, seek to live in
the social environment to which they have been accustomed, whose "rules" they know and accept. A
special setback is that a multitude of refugees from villages also lives in Serbian towns (especially
Belgrade and Novi Sad) today, thereby additionally worsening the traditional problems of overpopulation of large towns and cities in Serbia, that is, the under-population of the Serbian village.

2.1 The Sample
The research we are presenting here includes the adult refugees from the territories of Croatia
and Bosnia and Herzegovina who came to the Republic of Serbia until May 1995. Refugees who
came to Serbia after the Croatian offensives on the Republic of Serb Krajina (“Flash” action) and after
the NATO bombing of the Serb territories in Bosnia - are not among our respondents. The reason for
this is their unclear refugee status (“the exiled”, “displaced persons”, “persons without status” etc.)
which we have already elaborated earlier in the paper.
The research involved a total of 4,104 respondents93 - chosen randomly by anything except their
current place of residence, official refugee status as well as the condition of being of age. Despite
such, i.e., random choice of the respondents, their very large number enabled the researched sample to
reflect the real situation with considerable reliability. The related so-called field work, i.e., collection
of data was in this case accompanied with a series of objective difficulties: from the unreliable data on
the exact number of refugees in Serbia (estimates of the UNHCR and the official state data differ
quite frequently), through to the direct communication with the refugees who are most frequently
uncooperative, especially in terms of working with the interviewers and the “damned” and
“suspicious” questionnaires.94
In addition to this general sample, the following analyses also rely upon other research based on
a representative sample, as well as on the standardized interviews and talks with the refugees.95 In
doing this, we have met several “objective”, chiefly expected problems: from the already elaborated
unreliable data on the exact number of refugees in Serbia (estimates of the UNHCR and the official
data of the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia differ significantly), through to the
direct communication with the refugees who, for quite understandable reasons (mistrust; bitterness;
depression), were usually reluctant to cooperate.

93

In all cases, this number is not stable since there were certain questions which respondents simply would not
answer.
94

In addition to the said controversy between the UNHCR and local Commissariat for Refugees, we should
recall a significant peculiarity of the refugees in Serbia, since they chiefly do not live in “classic” refugee
camps, but are staying with their friends’, distant or closer relatives in Serbia. Therefore, the interviewers have
met difficulties since the registered addresses of the refugees were quite unreliable.
95

Field research conducted in the organization of the Maximus agency, Belgrade, as well as the Medium agency
- Center for Public Opinion and Marketing, Institute for Political Studies, Belgrade.
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The basic idea of the research is to bring into mutual relationship the so-called objective
indicators (national, sex, religious, and social structures of the refugees; their financial situation; the
status of their former place of residence; sources of income; etc.) and the subjective factors related to
the opinions and views of the refugees on their own present and future on an adequate sample of
refugee population in Serbia. In other words, a correlation is searched between the objective factors of
the refugee position and either their willingness to return to their former homes - or to make their
permanent residence In Serbia or perhaps abroad (the West). In addition to this central part of the
research, additional partial researches have been organized aimed at completing the obtained central
research data with the insights related to various political attitudes and opinions of refugees. Thus, we
have obtained a relatively complete psychosocial picture of the refugee population in Serbia, which
simultaneously reflects their participation in the establishment of the ethnic relations in a broader area
of the Balkans.

2. 2. Structural differentiation of refugees
2.2.1. Gender and age
The basic research sample is generally predominated by women aged between 36 and 50 years
of age. This datum is understandable since there are no “exiled persons” from Krajina or “persons
without status” from Bosnia and Herzegovina among the respondents. Namely, male refugees usually
avoided registration with the official authorities because of the possibility of mobilization which is
even stipulated by the law. To this extent, the percentage of men (32.5%) aged predominately over 50
is therefore relatively high. Upon the end of the war, many men joined their families - whereby they
still refrain from registering anywhere officially.96
Sex

Number

%

male

1 328

32.50

female

2 758

67.50

Total

4 086

100.00

The refugee age structure in the researched sample is predominated by persons aged between
36 and 50 years of age, that is to say, those in the most productive years of their lives. Also,
a considerable number of the respondents are younger adults aged between 18 and 25 (18.74%), as
well as those aged between 26 and 35 (22. 91%).
We notice that 10.28% of the respondents fall into the most vulnerable refugee categories (aged
over 66). They are closely followed by the second category in the classification of existential
difficulties - those aged between 50 and 65.97
Generally speaking, the age structure of women is the following: aged 18-25 (18.9%), 26-35
(27.5%), 36-50 (30%), 51-65 (16%), 66 - … (7.6%).

96

According to the official, rather unreliable statistics, there are 254,074 (47.2%) male and 283,863 (52.8%)
female refugees in Serbia. See Popis izbeglica (Refugee Census) 1996, p. 36.
97

The official census indicates that the refugee age structure is “relatively balanced” and that it does not differ
significantly from the domestic population. It is dominated by younger middle-aged population (aged from 19
through to 46 - 39.9% in total) and persons aged under 19 (26.6%). The older middle-aged population (aged 4664) makes one-fifth of the refugees, whereas the percentage of those aged over 65 is 13.1%. See Popis izbeglica
1996, p. 37.
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Age

Number

%

18 - 25

760

18.74

26 - 35

929

22.91

36 - 50

1 115

27.50

51 - 65

834

20.57

66 - ..

417

10.28

Total

4 055

100.00

As we can see, those respondents aged between 18 and 35 make as much as 41.65% of the total
number of refugees. This points to the conclusion that the most numerous among the refugees are
those for whom it is usually said that “their time is yet to come”. From this datum alone, it may be
said that refugees in Serbia possess a relatively high degree of potential for rapid integration into the
local milieu. On the other hand, a high percentage of young population among the refugees may mean
its higher willingness to immigrate to a third country.98
As to the (relatively) older refugees, i.e., those aged 50 and over (total: 30.85%), it is certain
that they take longest and have greatest difficulties in adapting to the new living circumstances. Also,
they should as a rule be more willing to return to their own homes rather than to emigrate. Be it as it
may, they will never be able to overcome completely the stress they experienced upon leaving their
homes.

2.2.2. Nationality and religious affiliation
The national structure of the respondents demonstrates absolute predomination of Serbs
(90.28%) whose age structure, certainly, corresponds to the total age structure to the highest extent.
The Yugoslavs follow immediately (4.12%), whereas the other nations are present in an almost
negligible numbers (Croats 1.51%, Muslims 1.8%, others 0.83%). Since the official census indicates
that there are 4,000 Croats (0.7% of the refugee population), 4,847 Muslims (0.9%), 7,920 Yugoslavs
(1.5%) etc. in Serbia,99 we may say that our sample corresponds to the official data almost completely.
Inasmuch the research results themselves will be of higher value.
It is interesting that only 1.46% of the polled refused to state their national affiliation. This may
indicate quite a high degree of trust placed in the interviewers by the respondents, but also that such
a low percentage of those who do not wish to state their national affiliation also indicates a generally
high degree of trust placed in the state which has given them temporary shelter.

98

Over a half of the age group wishes to take permanent residence in a third country. Further on this in the
chapter dealing with repatriation, relocation, integration, and immigration.
99

See Popis izbeglica 1996, p. 40.
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Nationality

Number

%

Serbs

3,705

90,28

Croats

62

1,51

Muslim

74

1,80

Yugoslavs

169

4,12

Other

34

0,83

Refused to state

60

1,46

4,104

100,00

Total

As to the religious affiliation, there is a noticeable correspondence between nationality and
religious affiliation: almost to a percent in all except Serbs with whom the difference between the
orthodox faith and Serb nationality probably results from atheist Yugoslavs - of Serb ethnic origin.
Religion

Number

%

3,639

88,60

Catholic

50

1,22

Muslim

38

0,92

Other

7

0,17

Atheist

230

5,61

no answer

142

3,46

4,106

100,00

Christian

Total

Orthodox

Naturally, the largest number of atheists is among those who stated that they are Yugoslavs
(41.4 %), because the Yugoslav affiliation has also often meant certain ideological, strictly nonconfessional determination which, in former Yugoslavia, was a part of the ruling doctrine dictated by
the communist party in power. When we compare the respondents’ religious affiliation and
profession, it turns out that the largest number of Yugoslavs - atheists is among the employees of the
state administration (14.3%). The percentage of explicit atheists in the Serb respondents is 3.5%.
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Confessional distribution among various professions is approximately as expected. Of the total
number of respondents, orthodox are the most numerous among housewives (23.7%), various whitecollar professions (21%), (semi)qualified labor (18.4%) etc. Among various professions, the highest
percentage of the orthodox is among farmers (98%), housewives (93.9%), etc. Also, the data on the
influence of the education on the refugee religiosity chiefly confirm already known facts that the
Christian population is, as a whole, better educated than the Muslim population.100 The data even
partly substantiate the thesis that the atheism in former Yugoslavia was in direct proportion to the
level of education.
A very high percentage of the Serbs who stated that they are of Christian (orthodox) faith is
especially interesting, because this is a nation which was by far the most secularized in former
SFRY101. As a comparison, public opinion researches among the citizens of Serbia (Kosovo excluded)
(November 1992 - February 1993) show that there are only 37% religious persons.102 The sudden and
almost unanimous recourse to orthodoxy among the Serb population outside the Republic of Serbia is
actually a result of renewed recourse to the Serb idea as a means of preservation of personal and
collective identity in circumstances of real threat to not only the national but also psycho-physical
personal integrity of the Serbs who have been living in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. This is
also confirmed by the datum that the lowest percentage of atheists is among Serb refugees, and fewer
still were those who refused to state their religious affiliation - only 0.6%. The latter confirms that,
among the exiled Serbs, the statement of religious affiliation is an imperative resultant from the need
for self-preservation.
We draw the conclusion that, in moments of personal and social crisis, especially when the
former place of residence is changed through (adverse) circumstances and unwillingly (with the
imperative of mere survival), individuals and social groups naturally strive to find and/or preserve
their own identity and the meaning of their existence in the traditional and “proven” values. It is
therefore more than logical to expect that it is in the domain of religion (and especially confession)
that the refugees find their source of strength for survival. This can especially be seen in case of the
Serb refugees from the territory of former Yugoslavia who, in contrast to the local Serb population in
Serbia, see their confessional identity as a true guarantee and essence of their own identity. Although
this emphasized religiosity seems forced and as such temporary, it should be said that it has always
been an important - and often the only (decisive) - factor of the national identity of the Serbs across
the Drina river (Bosnia, Croatia). Another problem altogether is that it was undesirable to express
one’s religious affiliation in the former political system. It is perhaps because of this suppression that
the civil war in former Yugoslavia had such an explicit religious-national property.

100

Although the sample is to small for general assessment, it is noticeable that less than a half of the Muslims (as
a nation) are of Muslim faith, and that as much as one-fifth is Christian. That could confirm the known fact that
the Muslim population in former Bosnia and Herzegovina was nationally the most heterogeneous (and have
correspondingly chosen their faith), that is, that they extent they accepted the Muslim nationality as a “variant”
of the Yugoslav one. The latter is further confirmed by the data on Muslim atheists - also one-fifth, as well as of
those who do not wish to state their religious affiliation. The percentage of those latter is almost identical to that
of the Yugoslavs who also refused to state their religious affiliation and conspicuously higher than the
percentage of the Serbs and Croats from the same group.
101

See - D. Đor ević , B. Đ urović : "Sekularizacija i pravoslavlje: slu aj Srba"; Povratak svetog, Gradina, Niš,
1994.
102

See - Dragomir Pantić : 'Promene religioznosti gra ana Srbije'; Sociološki pregled, 1-4 (1993). It ought to be
said that this comparison must be taken tentatively, because Panti ’s research is much more precise with regard
to the degree of religiousness than ours. Yet, the quoted research established that more than a half of the
respondents are the undecided with regard to the religion and atheists, and hence the comparison seems relevant.
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2.2.3. Education, profession, family situation
In the educational structure of the respondents, an extraordinary high percentage of persons
with college and university education is noticeable (total: 15.59%) which otherwise considerably
exceeds the average of former SFRY, as well as that of the republics from which the refugees
originally came to Serbia.103 The same is true for contemporary Serbia where, according to the 1991
census, persons with college and university education104 constitute 5,73% of the total population aged
over 15.
If we add to this indicator the data on the age structure of refugees with college or university
education - showing predomination of those aged between 26 and 50 - then we can conclude that the
largest number of highly educated and economically active persons left their former places of
residence. This poses the threat for not only current but also future civilizational functioning in those
places. Namely, such an abrupt and mass drain of the best-educated population segment cannot be
compensated for a long time, which will surely affect not only economy but also the political situation
in the emigrational milieus.
Refugees aged between 18 and 25 constitute the majority of those who have not finished their
secondary education (36.2%). Anyway, this age group consists of 28% of those who finished their
secondary education, 11% who have college education and 17.7% of those who have graduated from
a university. A higher educational average is present with those aged between 26 and 35 where 29.7%
finished secondary school, 18.1% college, and even 30.4% university. The best educational average
among the interviewed refugees is that of those aged 36 and 50. In this age group, as many as 44.1%
have some form of college education and 29% university education. The lowest educational average is
that of refugees aged over 50 who are predominantly without any education or only with primary
education (40%).
As to the secondary education, characteristic of refugees in Serbia, it may be said that the
situation is almost equal to that of the domestic Serbian population. This type of education in linked
primarily to white-collar professions, which makes the employment of refugees additionally difficult.
From the aspect of employment, the largest number of refugees is in a highly difficult, almost
hopeless situation. It is unnecessary to refer to the already mentioned legal vagueness in terms of the
refuge status and employment prospects. Suffice it to say that 40% of the refugee population has
practically no qualifications (illiterate, primary and unfinished secondary school). Knowing that a half
of them are women, we can reliably conclude that their life prospects are quite modest, if not nonexistent.

103

According to the 1001 data, Bosnia and Herzegovina had the total of 4.3% of the population with college and
university education, whereas the respective percentage for Croatia was 6.4%. See SRJ u brojkama, Savezni
zavod za statistiku, Belgrade 1992.
104

The total of person with college education was 186,681, and of persons with university education - 243,416.
See Statisti ki godišnjak Jugoslavije 1992.
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Education

Number

%

No education

256

63,5

primary school

1,092

27,10

unfinished secondary
school

237

5,88

secondary school

1,817

45,09

college

255

6,33

university

373

9,26

Total

4,030

100,00

Unlike the majority, a significant, but still far smaller, part of the refugee population in Serbia
has an extraordinary high level of education, which may enable them faster and easier adaptation to
the new living circumstances. Indeed, in comparison to the local population in Serbia, and in view of
the labor market, these refugees have a certain qualitative advantage. On the other hand, the majority
of them (if they remain in Serbia at all), will have difficulties finding the desired employment. In
Serbia, unemployment is currently (and it seems in long-term) so high that the good job is “just any
job” and there no much choosing there. However, in view of the relatively young age of the best
educated refugees, the possibility of further education or re-training, which could certainly broaden
the range of their professions and hence the choice of better employment, remains open.
The educational structure of the respondents unambiguously indicates their urban background.
This is further substantiated by the data on professional, that is, employment background. Various
white-collar professions, as well as those related to state administration, university, social institutions
etc., constitute over one-third of all professions once praticed by the refugees. Those are professions,
which are by their nature linked to cities and urban social stratifications.105

105

On the other hand, a conspicuously small number of farmers indicates only that there are no exiled persons
from former Krajina in the sample. The majority of farmers are from the category aged over 50 (80.3%),
whereas the smallest number of them is among those aged between 26 and 35 (only 3.4%).
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In view of this all, it is quite understandable why refugees in Serbia wish to be in towns at any
cost.
Profession

Number

%

housewife

841

22,49

manual labor

184

4,92

(semi)qualified labor

684

17,33

clerk

803

21,48

manager

67

1,79

engineer, doctor, lawyer…
(“upper professionals”)

155

4,15

teacher, nurse, etc.
(“lower professionals”)

156

4,17

farmer

147

3,93

other

738

19,74

Total

3,739

100,00

The story of the “exiled” from Krajina (Croatia), who, almost each and every one, come from
the rural regions and are hence more willing to take residence in similar regions of Serbia, is quite
different. In any case, educational characteristics of the refugees in Serbia, as well as the stratification
of their professions, may also have significant political implications, even more so since housewives,
semi-qualified/qualified labor and clerks are predominant among the refugees. Namely, these
groupings, in Yugoslav circumstances, constitute the “lower middle class” which was the most
numerous and the firmest support of the communist rule in former Yugoslavia.106 It may be easily
expected to be so in the future as well. In contrast to this assumption is the thesis that refugees in
Serbia blame their troubles primarily on the Serbian authorities - all the more so since the authorities
(still) deny them dual citizenship, that is, full citizen status. Be it as it may, the predominant social
stratum among the refugees in Serbia are the persons who may blend into the new environment
relatively fast and easy. Yet, it ought to be taken into account as well that this group is especially
susceptible to various political manipulations and blackmails. In view of the concrete circumstance in
Serbia, the said refugee group, with its “objective position”, cannot be any destabilization factor for
the so-called peace policy which is currently pursued in Belgrade. Let us also say that the largest
number of clerks comes into the age group of 36 - 50 years of age (41.2%).
It is interesting that the so-called lower and upper professionals are equally represented among
the refugees.107 However, since former Yugoslavia was a non-market socialist country, this criterion of
106

If the criterion of profession served for a general analysis of the former social situation, i.e., status of the
refugees, then it would again be possible to state that, according tot he criteria of the developed social
environments, the refugee population in Serbia (excluding those “exiled” from Krajina) was predominated by
the lower middle class. It constitutes over 30% of the total refugee population. Among others, as many as 26.5%
of those who state that they are Yugoslavs are in this group. Also, the largest number of atheists is in this group
(29%).
107

By “lower professionals” we mean school teachers, nurses, social workers and other employees in various
social institutions, whereas by “upper professionals” we mean doctors, lawyers, university professors etc. who
are employed in various state and private institutions of high complexity and responsibility.
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classification may be more meaningful only in the new conditions of transition toward market
economy and parliamentary democracy. Yet, it ought to be mentioned that, among “lower”
professionals women constitute 68%, whereas there are as much as 85.3% among the “upper” ones.
The lower professionals are the most numerous among refugees aged between 26 and 35 (38.1%),
whereas those aged between 26 and 35 are predominant among the “upper” professionals (51.3%).
Finally, the data on the family status of the respondents, as well as on their children, implicitly
point to the conclusion that the refugees will not stay just temporarily in the territory of the Republic
of Serbia! Namely, general family structure of the interviewed persons implies their long-term refugee
status with the realistic tendency of gaining permanent residence in Serbia.
Family status

Number

%

single

1,000

25,81

married

2,874

74,19

Total

3,874

100,00

More than two-thirds of the refugees are married and mostly have two under-age children.
When we add to this datum the fact that in 54.72% cases all members of a household have fled, then
the assumption of the permanent settlement of refugees in Serbia acquires its final outlines.
With singles, the majority is aged between 18 and 25 (62.2%). Simultaneously, with the
married, there are only 4.4% in this age group. The majority of those who are single have secondary
education (57,8%), then elementary education (15%), college education (4.9%) and university
education (9.7%). By profession, they are mostly unqualified and (semi)qualified labor (total 44.2%),
clerks (15.4%), professionals with sophisticated jobs (5.8%), unemployed, etc.
As to their families, it out to be noted that the majority of refugees set off for the uncertainty of
the forced “new life” with their children. Only 19.10% refugees are without children. Most of
refugees who have one child are aged between 26 and 35 (32.6%), whereas those with two children
are mostly aged between 35 and 50 (39.2%).
Children

Number

%

one

709

20,62

two

1,532

44,55

three and more

541

15,73

no children

657

19,10

3,439

100,00

Total
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Let us also add that, despite numerous difficulties, refugee children nevertheless surmount the
loss of their homes easiest. Namely, as it is well known, children adapt to a new environment fastest
and with least difficulty. Social adaptation is much harder for the adults, especially those who do not
come from urban milieus. It should be emphasized that women, especially mothers with small
children, are practically in the most difficult position in the exile since in the absence of men they take
over the responsibility for their family’s existence. Women in the exile carry this double in an almost
heroic way: they accept any job, they are the main link to the former place of residence, etc.108

2.3. Former place of residence and living conditions in the exile
The data on education, profession, and family status of the refugees, as we have seen earlier,
point to the conclusion that the refugees are linked to towns and urban professions, and that they are
mostly family people with several children. The data on their former places of residence additionally
suggest the conclusion that the refugees are practically forced to link their future for another country rather than that from which they fled. Anyway, the data on the state of their property speak for
themselves as to the refugees having existential “interest” in staying, i.e., forced not to think seriously
about their repatriation. Those data indicate the true dimensions of their difficulties.
In this sample, the ratios are the following:
Property (real estate) in former place of
residence

Number

%

destroyed

2,177

59.19

appropriated

939

25.53

preserved

562

15.28

Total

3,678

100.00

These data demonstrate that the refugees in most cases (59.19%) actually have no place to
return to! Inasmuch any talk of their voluntary return remains without any real foundation. In
addition, in over 25% of the cases the real estate (houses, apartments, estates) had been taken from the
refugees by the enemy side in the civil war - her, by the Muslim or Croatian authorities.
With those who stated that they are Serbs, in 60% of the cases, their real estate was destroyed,
in 25.7% appropriated, and in 14.3% of the cases, the property was preserved. With the Yugoslavs, in
48.9% of the cases the real estate was destroyed, in 28.6% appropriated - whereas in 22.6% of the
cases the real estate was preserved.
Completely lost (Destroyed) real estate, that is, houses, apartments, estates, etc. - that is the lot
that has befallen 43% of those aged between 18 and 25, 59% of those aged between 26 and 35, 59.3%
of those aged between 36 and 50, and 70. 4% of persons aged over 66. Real estate were preserved
with 32.1% of those aged between 18 and 25 and that is the only datum which somewhat instils hope
in repatriation. With other age groups, the percentages of the preserved property are the following:
aged 26-35 (14.8%), 36-50 (10.6%), 51-65 (10.3%) and aged over 66 - 9.5%. By the way, with all the
mentioned age groups, the percentage of the appropriated property ranges between 25 and 30%.

108

The datum that there are far fewer women than men who fled from the war stricken areas among the patients
of psychiatric institutions.
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When we compare the state of the real estate with the refugee educational structure, then we
arrive at the following data: with those without education - property destroyed in 78.6% of the cases,
appropriated in 17.3%, preserved in 4.1%; elementary education: destroyed in 71.4%, appropriated in
17.9%, preserved in 10.7%; unfinished secondary education: destroyed in 46.4%, appropriated in
31.4%, preserved in 22.2; secondary school: destroyed in 53.3%, appropriated in 29%, preserved in
17.7%; college: destroyed in 48.5, appropriated in 32.6%, preserved in 18.9%; university: destroyed
in 51. 0%, appropriated in 30.6%, preserved in 18.4%.
As to occupation, the situation is the following: housewives - 69.1% real estate destroyed,
18.4% appropriated and 12.5% preserved; unqualified labor - 72.1% destroyed, 19.2% appropriated,
8.7preserved; (semi)qualified labor - 66.9% destroyed, 23.7% appropriated, 9.4% preserved; clerks 51.7 destroyed, 32.4% appropriated, 16% preserved; managers and leaders (local economic managers
and political leaders) - 62.1% destroyed, 29.3% appropriated, 8.6% preserved; lower professionals 44.4% destroyed, 41.5% appropriated; 14.1% preserved; upper professionals - 45.5% destroyed,
37.4% appropriated; 17.1% preserved; farmers - 84.1% destroyed, 8.0% appropriated; 8.0%
preserved; other - 47.7% destroyed, 26.6% appropriated; 25.7% preserved.
When we join the documentation on refugee chattel (ranging from money and jewellery
through to transport vehicles and so on) to all these data on the loss of the real estate, we obtain
a realistic picture of their present poverty.
Chattel in former place of residence

Number

%

2,366

70.75

partly preserved

646

19.32

mostly or completely preserved

332

9.93

3,678

100.00

destroyed or appropriated

Total

As we can see, almost four-fifths of the refugees were forced to leave their homes practically
overnight. Of those whose movable property has been destroyed or appropriated, the majority is aged
36 and 50 (29%), whereas the largest number (in comparison to the others) of the young - aged
between 18 and 25 - have preserved their movable property (43.6%).
In comparison to the real estate and above mentioned “intersections” with the data on education
and occupation, the situation with the movable property is the following: with those without education
- 87.6% of the movable property was destroyed, 9.5% appropriated, and 3% preserved; elementary
school: 82% destroyed, 12.7% appropriated, 5.3% preserved; unfinished secondary school: 63.4%
destroyed, 21.2% appropriated, 17.4% preserved; secondary school: 66.2% destroyed, 21.7
appropriated, 12.1% preserved; college: 64.7% destroyed, 25.6% appropriated, 9.7% preserved;
university: 59.8% destroyed, 26.9% appropriated, 13.3% preserved.
When we compare occupation with the state of the movable property (chattel), we arrive at the
following situation: housewives - 80.4% of the movable property destroyed, 12.2% appropriated and
7.4% preserved; unqualified labor - 80.5% destroyed, 16.2% appropriated, 3.2% preserved;
(semi)qualified labor - 78.8% destroyed, 14.2% appropriated, 7% preserved; clerks - 68.2 destroyed,
22.4% appropriated, 9.5% preserved; managers and leaders (local company managers and political
leaders) - 65.6% destroyed, 24.6% appropriated, 9.8% preserved; lower professionals - 58.6%
destroyed, 26.6% appropriated; 14.8% preserved; upper professionals - 59.5% destroyed, 31.9%
appropriated; 8.6% preserved; farmers - 83.3% destroyed, 14.4% appropriated; 2.3% preserved; other
- 56.7% destroyed, 25.2% appropriated; 18.1% preserved.
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It is obvious that a large majority of refugees in Serbia is in the state of chronic poverty,
whereby they are virtually forced to manage in various ways if they want to survive. That this cannot
be easy is substantiated by the data on the refugee income sources in their former places of residence.
Income sources in former place of residence

Number

%

1,541

41.14

private entrepreneur

160

4.27

employed in state bodies

177

4.73

farmer

235

6.27

pensioner

636

16.98

unemployed

997

26.62

3,746

100.00

Employed in a state-owned company

Total

In most cases, modern refugees in Serbia were once employed in a state-owned company
(41.14%) where they had at least some social security and where they were not accustomed to the
“struggle for survival” on the labor market. Modern refugee pensioners have an especially serious
problem in the circumstances (16.98%), as well as those who lost their own private businesses
(4.27%). We have noticed that the category of the unemployed is predominated by the refugees aged
between 18 and 35 (total: 65.1%). They are also the most numerous among the private entrepreneurs
(69%). Farmers are chiefly in the age group of over 50 (64.4%).
The unemployed are the most numerous among those with secondary education (43%) and
unqualified and (semi)qualified labor - 29.1%. The largest number of the employees of state
companies and institutions is among those with secondary education (55.1%) followed by those with
elementary education (10.3%), college (9.2%), university (12.2%) etc.
Now, in the exile, they are all in a similar situation, notwithstanding that they mostly rely upon
the aid provided by the international charity institutions and the Republic of Serbia. Thus, we arrive to
an especially important research segment related to the living conditions in the exile.
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For the beginning, it is important to be aware of the refugee accommodation situation.
According to our research, the accommodation structure is the following:
Current place of residence in the exile

Number

%

family accommodation with the friends’

348

8.75

family accommodation with the citizens’

431

10.84

family accommodation with the relatives’

1,136

28.57

collective accommodation

1,311

32.97

reception center

264

6.64

social security institution

123

3.09

hotel

363

9.13

Total

3,976

100.00

The largest number of refugees is accommodated in private homes (relatives, friends,
benefactors; rented apartments - 48.16%) which certainly burdens the already empty pockets - of both
refugees and their hosts. As to the citizens, it ought to be said that the majority of them simply rents
apartments or houses to the refugee families.
In the reception centers, there are 55.9% of women, the percentage of those staying with the
relatives’ is 72.4%, friends’ 73.8% and in private homes - 69.4%. In the collective centers, women
constitute 64. 9%, and in the social security institutions (hospitals, etc.) - 59%. In terms of occupation,
lower and upper professionals are with the relatives’ (40%) and in private homes (14.3%), whereas
the workers of various categories are most often in the collective centers (42% on average) and with
the relatives’ - 22.8%. The same is true for farmers who are primarily in the collective centers
(54.5%) and with the relatives’ (15.9%).
Those who are accommodated in the organization of the Commissariat for Refugees have (until
recently)109 been free of concern about immediate nutrition, but are therefore most often in highly
inhumane living conditions, especially for family life.
In this regard, the question is whether all of the members of a household or nuclear family were
forced to flee to exile. The data we have gathered are the following:
Have all family members fled

109

Number

%

yes

2,105

54.72

no

1,742

45.28

Total

3,847

100.00

According to the newspaper articles from March and April 1997, accommodation of a single refugee in a
social institution incurs costs amounting to about one thousand dinars (some USD200) for the Commissariat for
refugees. According to the data of the Association for Assistance to Refugees and Exiled Persons In Serbia,
which is by the way among the rare independent institutions of its kind, more than two-thirds of refugees in
Serbia is in very critical health condition. Humanitarian aid halved in early 1997, and it is the only source of
income for the majority of refugees. It also resulted, among other things, in frequent suicides among refugees, so
that ten such cases were recorded in one week only.
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In terms of age groups, with those aged between 18 and 25, all nuclear family members have
fled in 39% of the cases. In the group aged between 25 and 36, the percentage is 49.8%; 36 and 50 59.7%; 50 and 65 - 65.1% and over 66 - all household members fled in 60% of the cases.
To be sure, the question that follows logically refers to the collective accommodation of
household members. According to the research, refugee families have been accommodated
collectively in the vast majority of cases.
Are all family members accommodated
in one place?

Number

%

yes

2,549

73.33

no

927

26.67

3,476

100.00

Total

Here, it is again helpful to compare the data on the age on the one hand, with the collective
accommodation of household members on the other. The research results indicate that with the young
people aged between 18 and 25, the entire family is together in the exile in 61.6% of the cases. With
other age groups, the data are the following: aged between 25 and 35 - 78.7%; 36-50 - 80.3%; 51-65
(67.9%) and over 66 - all exiled family members are in a single, that is, the same place of temporary
residence in 71.9% of the cases.
In this connection, it ought to be said that the majority of refugee children have continued their
schooling (85. 02%), whereby there have also been unable to do so.
Education of children
continued school
did not continue their education
Total

Number

%

1,379

85.02

243

14.98

1 622

100,00

In addition to these data, the already presented datum that the majority of refugees have arrived
in Serbia as entire families is of special importance. This tells of the intensity of war conflicts in
former Yugoslavia, as well as of very low probability of their collective return to their homes.
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The presented data on the current accommodation in the exile ought to be supplemented by the
portrayal of their sources of income.
Income sources in the exile*

number

%

sale of valuables (jewellery, etc.)

82

2.07

seasonal jobs

258

6.52

temporary employment

217

5.48

savings

350

8.84

1,560

39.41

411

10.38

aid from the Rep. of Serbia
other

As seen from the data, almost 40% of the refugees have the aid from the Republic of Serbia as
their only or most significant source of income. The same is true for 70.5% of the women and 29.5%
of the men aged on the average between 26 and 50. By their education, the most numerous are those
with secondary education (44.3%), then with elementary school (26.4%), college and university
(15.5%) etc. Refugees with elementary education (50,7%) combine the largest number of various
income sources. Upper professionals, i.e., those with the highest education, generally receive aid from
the Republic of Serbia (39.0%), and 20.6% live from their savings, that is, temporary employment
(11.8%) or from the sale of their valuables (11.0%). Seasonal jobs are mostly practiced by
(semi)qualified labor (26.6%); they are otherwise their second income source. Of the absolute number
of the respondents, temporary employment, which constitutes a kind of permanent employment, is
chiefly available to various clerk-type professions (28,4%) and (semi)qualified labor (15.8%).
However, in terms of ratios within individual professions, we may say that such a kind of employment
is characteristic mostly of the so-called lower professionals (15.4%) and those who used to be
managers in state-owned companies or administrative bodies (14.0%). That small population segment
also lives from the earlier savings to a greater extent than the rest (22.8%).
Finally, let us repeat once again that all data presented so far point to the conclusion that
refugee population consists chiefly of the social middle class stratum, which is, by its nature, always
relatively well adapted to its original social environment. In the event that they leave the environment,
the middle class seeks to incorporate itself anew into the current institutions and values systems in the
new social circumstances. The need for existential and social security objectively directs that refugee
population toward a new environment in which the uncertainty of the former place of residence will
not be repeated. Hence, the refugees in Serbia are realistically oriented to a permanent stay in the new
environment - rather than to the return in their former places of residence.
The sex structure (67.5% of women) and the family situation of the interviewed refugees
(74.9% married), 80,9% of which have children, make any propaganda of the alleged occupation of
parts of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina by the Serbs quite inappropriate and absurd. The
untenability of this, in a good part of the international public still quite widespread, thesis of the “Serb
aggressor”, is all the more conspicuous because it implies that the "Serb occupier", who has
meanwhile been “expelled” from Bosnia or Croatia, was embodied in an average of a middle-aged
woman - a parent of one, two, three, and even more children. On the other hand, it is absolutely
impossible to explain rationally the fact that it was the women, together with their children, simply
throw away their former social and existential security - leaving for uncertainty of the exile - all this
because their "aggressor plans" did not succeed.

*

Multiple-answer option.
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This refers us to another propaganda lie - that there can be no mention of the exile of the Serbs
but that theirs is simply economic migration into the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, that is, the
Republic of Serbia. This propaganda cliché is unambiguously refuted by the following data:
- the occupational structure of the refugees who reached the territory of the Republic of Serbia
is almost identical to the occupational structure that the SFRY had as a moderately developed
country: farmers, labor (unqualified and qualified), clerks, various managers, services and
medical professionals, doctors, engineers, professors and lawyers. Naturally, there are also
pensioners who constitute 16.98% of the interviewed refugees;
- a high percentage of housewives (19.9%) additionally supports the above presented thesis on
the relative welfare, that is, satisfactory living standard of the majority of the exiled
population in their former places of residence where the employment of one spouse was
sufficient to provide for the family. the above picture is completed by the data on the
educational structure. The predominance of the secondary education excludes solely
economic migration since in such cases either illiterate persons and persons with elementary
education or those with university education are prevalent. Persons with secondary education
(artisans, technicians, service and medical workers, and clerks) constitute the lower middle
class, and, together with the upper middle class, are the most reliable and integrated part of
the modern moderately and highly developed societies. Their predominance among the
refugees is quite a reliable indicator of the degree of the peril faced by the entire population in
a territory, due to the utter instability of the social system accompanied by the elements of
state terror.
Finally, it is the mentioned reasons that the refugees are more inclined to make permanent
residence in the Republic of Serbia, whereas their motivation for repatriation is inversely proportional
to the situation of political and social insecurity which is currently prevalent and will last for a long
time in the regions from which the refugees come.

2.4. The statistical model of a refugee
Based on the above-presented indicators on the refugee population structure, it is possible to
establish the following "statistical model" or a kind of "generated image" of a refugee in the Republic
of Serbia. As it seems, when speaking of a refugee in Serbia, on the average we are speaking of:
a married woman, aged between 30 and 45, mother of two children, of Serb nationality and
Christian (orthodox) faith;
a woman who has finished secondary school;
a woman who is either a housewife or clerk by occupation - and was formerly employed in
a state-owned company;
a woman whose property, as well as the property of her family, was either destroyed or
appropriated and is situated in the territory of the enemy side in the civil war in Bosnia or
Croatia;
a woman who has family accommodation with a citizen of the Republic of Serbia (most
frequently a relative), and lives from financial and material aid of the relevant institutions of the
Republic of Serbia (Commissariat for Refugees and the Red Cross), as well as from the
international humanitarian aid;
a woman who wishes to live in Serbia.
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3. Repatriation, relocation, integration, emigration
3.1. The Origin
Among the factors which influence the decision of the refugees whether to return home or
begin “new life”, in addition to those already mentioned (living conditions in the exile, occupation,
education, and family/marital status, property situation, etc.),the status of the place of former
residence is proving to be an especially significant, even decisive, “objective indicator”. This problem
which penetrates to the core of the reasons for exile. Namely, as we have already said, in the civil war
fought in former Yugoslav republics of Croatia and Bosnia, wherever an ethnic group (in this case the
Serbs) was in minority, it was as a rule forced to set off for exile.110 It is implied that their entire
property which they could not take with them was either destroyed or appropriated or simply stolen
then.
Status of the former place of residence

Number

%

1,306

33.08

Territory under the control of the Croat authorities in Bosnia
and Herzegovina

460

11.65

Territory under the control of the government of the Republic
of Croatia

912

23.10

border territory

406

10.28

Territory under the protection of the former UNPROFOR
(Krajina)

270

6.84

Territory under the control of the Serb authorities in Bosnia
(the Republic of Serbs)

594

15.05

3,948

100.00

Territory under the control of the Muslim authorities in
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Total

Based on the data obtained from our research, it is easy to conclude that even 74.67% of the
refugees currently in Serbia come from territories that are today under the control of the enemy ethnic
group. In those regions, revanchism is something that implied and it is practically impossible to
expect who left from there head-over-heels will actually be able to return safely to their former
homes. They are people who fled not only before the political terror but in most cases they virtually
fled to save their very lives. Unfortunately, further development of events proved that they were right
to fear!
In addition to this category of refugees, 10.28% of the refugees in Serbia come from the
territories that were (and some still are) the object of disputes, i.e., direct war operations. Meanwhile,
the borders have been more or less defined, but they are still not final. It is therefore difficult to expect
that people, who have already fled from there once, will now willingly decide to return again.

110

High Commissar for Refugees of the United Nations Organization, Ms. Sadako Ogata warned in Geneva
(April 23, 1997) that the return of the refugees to the regions where they were an ethnic minority is simply blocked. As she said then - “the consequences of such behavior could be and already are highly serious, and
they will especially be in the future”. Simultaneously, she announced, highly optimistically, that some 183,000
refugees from former Yugoslavia will return to their homes!
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Anyway, the mentioned two groups of Serb refugees (whose former place of residence is under
the control of the Croats or Muslims from Bosnia, that is, the Croatian authorities on the one hand,
and the persons from the border side on the other) make almost 85% of all refuges in Serbia. In other
words, more than three-fourths of the refugee population in Serbia, considered objectively, have
nowhere to return to even if they wanted. Their houses and apartments (if they are undestroyed, that
is) are now in the hands of some other people, and the possibilities that they may re-take possession of
them are currently nil.
The data on refugee sex and age structures ought to be combined with the data on former places
of residence. Namely, most female refugees in Serbia come from the territories under the control of
the Croatian government (30.1%) and Muslims in Bosnia - 29.6%. It is just the opposite with the men.
Furthermore, 34.7% of the total number of women come from regions under Muslim control. There
are 10.8% of the total number of female refugees and 17.1% of the total number of male refugees in
Serbia who come from the Serb part of Bosnia.
According to the age structure, the status of former place of residence has the following
distribution:
Row Pct
Col Pct

18-25

26-35

35-50

51-65

66-

former UNPA

32.3

15.0

18.4

22.9

11.3

zones

11.7

4.5

4.5

7.5

7.5

2.2

1.0

1.3

1.6

0.8

29.2

21.7

26.8

16.1

6.3

23.5

14.4

14.6

11.8

9.3

4.4

3.3

4.0

2.4

0.9

12.9

26.7

30.3

20.3

9.7

22.8

38.9

36.2

32.4

31.3

4.3

8.8

10.0

6.7

3.2

11.5

22.9

30.4

25.3

9.9

7.1

11.7

12.8

14.2

11.3

1.3

2.7

3.5

2.9

1.2

18.3

18.3

29.0

22.8

11.6

22.6

18.7

24.2

25.5

26.3

4.2

4.2

6.7

5.3

2.7

22.3

25.6

20.6

17.1

14.4

12.3

11.6

7.7

8.5

14.5

2.3

2.6

2.1

1.8

1.5

Tot Pct

Republic of
Serbs

Federation of
B&H
(Muslims)
Federation of
B&H
(Croats)
Croatia

inter-ethnic
border in
B&H
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As we can see, almost a third of the total number of refugees in Serbia come from the Muslim
territory in Bosnia. Less than 40% of them are aged between 18 and 35. According to their age, 9,7%
refugees aged over 66 fled from that territory. When we combine the above with the data on refugees
from Bosnia who come from the territory controlled by the Bosnian Croats (see table), it becomes
quite clear that people, whose exile has already lasted quite long and the years of exile but mostly
among relatives and friends promote local integration, cannot be expected to return all of a sudden.
The whole picture, that is, estimate that the majority of refugees will objectively never return to
their former homes, may get its additional support in a comparative overview of the current political
status of their former places of residence and the state of their property. In terms of real estate, the
ratio obtained through our research are the presented below.
Row Pct

destroyed real

Appropriated

Preserved real

Col Pct

estate

real estate

estate

former UNPA

62.3

13.5

24.2

zones

7.2

3.5

10.7

4.2

0.9

1.6

Republic of

42.3

9.9

47.8

Serbs

10.3

5.5

44.3

6.0

1.4

6.8

63.9

29.8

6.3

36.3

38.3

13.6

21.3

9.9

2.1

57.3

35.7

7.0

11.6

16.4

5.4

6.8

4.3

0.8

57.1

33.3

9.5

23.3

30.8

14.8

13.7

8.0

2.3

68.1

14.2

17.7

11.3

5.4

11.2

6.6

1.4

1.7

Tot Pct

Federation of
B&H
(Muslims)
Federation of
B&H
(Croats)
Croatia

inter-ethnic
border in B&H
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Obviously, the highest percentage of destroyed Serb real estate (houses, apartments, etc.) is that
in the territory controlled by the Muslims in Bosnia and Herzegovina (36.3%). The Serb areas in
Croatia (23.3%), as well as those controlled by Bosnian Croats (11.6%) follow immediately.
According to our research, former UNPA zones have suffered somewhat smaller damage (7.2%), but
it should be kept in mind that the respondents answered this question before the Croatian offensive on
Krajina. However, it is today known that the Croatian military and police units systematically
destroyed Serb houses and estates in the course of the total offensive against the Serb Krajina as well
as later and practically still do. Repression would intensify whenever any of the Serb refugees
demanded from the Croatian authorities to return to their homes. That home would be torn or burnt
down overnight.
Also, a large number of real estates was destroyed at the ethnic borderlines in Bosnia (11.3%),
as well as within the borders of the Serb part of Bosnia (10.3%). It should be noted that the Serb real
estate property has in the meantime further decreased in comparison to the situation in the course of
the research.
In terms of the appropriated real estate, the situation is the same as with the destroyed property.
The largest number of property appropriation was recorded in the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina: the Muslim part - 38. 3%, the Croat part - 16.4%; then in the Republic of Croatia 30.8%; at Bosnian inter-ethnic border - 5.4% etc. Finally, the preserved Serb houses are chiefly
somewhere within the Republic of Serbs - 44.3% , but quite a number also remains in Croatia 14.8%.
The situation with the chattel property is almost identical: property destruction or appropriation
was most intensive in the Muslim part of Bosnia (37.9%), as well as in the Republic of Croatia
(26.7%). A slightly lower percentage was recorded in the Croat part of Bosnia (13.3%), at the interethnic borders (7. 9%) and in the Republic of Serbs (8.5%). The same ratios are true for the partly
preserved property of refugees who are currently in Serbia, but the highest percentage of the
preserved movable property was recorded in the territory of the Republic of Serbs (43.7%) and the
Republic of Croatia (18.6%).
We conclude that slightly more than 15% of the total number of refugees in Serbia have their
real estate preserved in places of former residence, whereby only some 10% of the refugees managed
to preserve their movable property to a greater extent or entirely. When we compare the data on the
correlation of the real estate and the current status of the former place of residence - with the
correlation of movable property and the current status of (former) place of residence, we arrive at the
conclusion that, at best, between 15% and 20% at most of the current refugees in Serbia have certain
objective possibilities to actually return to their former place of residence. On the other hand, these
“objective possibilities” refer solely to the material dimension of the problem and cannot clarify
sufficiently the key problem of the overall drama of the refugees - the national policy and its
individual (dis)approval.
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3.2. Return?
Independently of the above mentioned “objective factors” which always have a decisive impact
on the motivation of refugees to return to their former homes, we wanted to examine as well their
subjective opinions concerning the repatriation, that is, integration into the new environment,
including the option of immigration to a third country. The data we have gathered then111 are highly
indicative: the largest number of the respondents (29.03%) would like to return to their former homes
on the condition of establishment of general permanent peace and full stabilization of the political
situation. They are immediately followed by those who would return as soon as the war conflicts
ceased (10.75%).
I would return to my former place of residence on the
following condition:

Number

%

1,134

29.03

2. Cessation of war operations

420

10.75

3. I would never return

988

25.29

4. If there are the authorities I trust

659

16.87

5. If I am guaranteed full personal and property safety,
regardless of whom is currently in power

348

8.91

6. No conditions (as soon as I have an opportunity)

357

9.14

3,906

100.00

1. Establishment of permanent peace and full political
stabilization

Total

At first look, the numerousness of these two last categories of the respondents suggests their
willingness, i.e., resoluteness to return to their homes as soon as possible - ostensibly without any
special conditions. However, although the war in Bosnia has ended officially (or perhaps only
stopped?) with an “undecided” outcome, in contrast to the war in Croatia which ended in indisputable
Serb defeat, hardly anyone of the Serb refugees returned to their former homes. The official
information of the UNHCR, when referring to the Serbs who returned to their former homes (i.e., to
the political area in which they are an ethnic minority), mention only a slight number of people
amounting to several tens of Serb refugees, chiefly older persons from Krajina. True repatriation or
relocation of the Serb refugees simply does not exist! That is why it ought to be said that the two
above mentioned groups of refugees, which together make almost 40% of the interviewed, constitute
in fact those refugees who rather declaratively than actually express willingness to return. Indeed,
refugees from this, let us call it - category of “emotionalists”, express their wish to return rather out
of emotional inertia than on the basis of rational argumentation and realistic possibilities. Even when
such a possibility, which is almost unprecedented, is set as a realistic option, refugees in Serbia, taken
as a total, avoid such solution as a rule.

111

Unfortunately, quite a number of the respondents (over 20%) simply refused to answer to these questions.
The reasons for this may be either their mistrust of the interviewers or, which is more probable, the indecision
and inability to think about it at all “now”. Most probably, these respondents simply did not want to “speculate”
about the future in any way.
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That this is indeed so is best proved by the data concerning the status of their former place of
residence. Namely, the largest number of those who have chosen the option of “establishment of
overall permanent peace and full political stabilization” come from the Muslim (36.1%) and Croat
(11.1%) territories in Bosnia, that is, from the territory of the Republic of Serbs (22.2%) and border
territory (12.3%). However, it is their real estate that has been destroyed (63,4% of the cases) or
appropriated (17.8%). The same is true for the movable property - 71% destroyed or appropriated,
only 17,6% partly preserved. It is indicative that this group of refugees most frequently (42,3%)
insists on the “accommodation provided in my own house or apartment” as the basic condition for
return to the place of former residence! Since this condition is really impossible to fulfil, it is obvious
that there is no return.
However, among other conditions, the most frequently demanded are accommodation provided
in the same place (15.4%) or guaranteed job (14.8%), which may still suggest a certain resoluteness of
the refugees to return to their former regions (despite everything, i.e., ethnic hostility, political
uncertainty, and economic poverty). Naturally, it is rather an assumption than any thoroughly
substantiated thesis. Also, it also ought to be known that 47,2% of refugees in this category explicitly
express their desire to settle permanently in the Republic of Serbia!
Similar data can be presented for those who would return “as soon as the war conflicts have
ceased”. Notwithstanding that this return has not occurred yet, we may notice that the refugees, which
may come as a surprise, mostly come from the Muslim part of Bosnia (33,9%). The data that
a significant part of the refugees come from the territory controlled by the Serbs (31,9%) is less
surprising.112 Anyway, 57,5% of the refugee real estate were destroyed and 16% appropriated. 58.6%
of the movable property was either destroyed or appropriated, 16% partly preserved. As the essential
condition for their return, refugees state accommodation in their own apartments or houses (48%), in
the same place of residence (15.4%) or guaranteed jobs (11,5%). Yet, some 13.8% wish to return
“anywhere in the liberated (read: controlled by the Serbs - note by the author) area”. Also, 34.3%
would like to settle permanently in Serbia, whereas 4% would like to immigrate abroad.
Despite everything mentioned above, designation of the given “general”, almost “implicit”
conditions for return by a considerable number of refugees in Serbia, as we have already stated, still
leaves some hope for the possibility that some of those people might return to their homes. Namely,
independent of the absence of the material motives for their return, refugees from this “emotional
group” have a very marked attachment to their former homeland and it is possible that this
homesickness, especially with older people, may overcome the fear of retaliation and revanchism.
Yet, it must be admitted that these are rather speculations than assumptions made on realistic basis.
In contrast to the mentioned “hesitant” group, there are those who exclude any return to their
former place of residence (25.29%). This group of the “explicit” is second by the number of refugees.
Their resoluteness not to go back to former places of residence is analogous to the special
prerequisites demanded by those who wish go back on the condition that the territory of their former
homes is controlled by the “forces they trust” (read: Serb authorities). This is the view of some
16.87%. Taken together, these two groups of respondents make 42.16% of the refugees. They
constitute the refugee stratum which can be said almost certainly that they are never to return to their
former homes.

112

Since the ethnic borders in Bosnia have quite changed in the meantime and since Croatia has practically
mastered its entire so-called AVNOJ area, it is possible that many refugees in Serbia no longer come from
primarily Serb areas.
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In the group desiring to go back where “there are trustworthy authorities”, i.e., their fellownationals, by the age, the majority is aged between 36 and 50 (27. 1%). They are followed by those
aged between 51 and 65 (21.8%), then between 18 and 25 (20.0%) and, finally, between 26 and 35
(19.4%). It is characteristic that such prerequisites appear to the least extent with those aged over 66
(11.7%). In terms of refugees who “do not wish to return ever again”, the respondents are again aged
mostly between 36 and 50 (30,3%). It is noticeable that younger generations (between 18 and 35 41.0%) pay special attention to this requirement, whereas the older ones, i.e., those aged over 51 do
not consider this to be of essential importance (only: 28.8%).
It is interesting that, according to their educational structure, refugees who demand existence
of the Serb authorities in order to return are predominately those with secondary education (49.8%).
They also predominate in the group of respondents who will never go back (50.5%). Respondents
with college and university education insist on the Serb authorities/control in 11.5% of the cases, and
have no intention of returning to their former homes in 16.9% of the cases. Also, the singles pay
relatively less attention to the problem of political control over the territory from which they fled
(28.6%), whereas the married refugees attribute far greater significance to this reason (71.4%). The
same proportions are true for those who state explicitly that they will never return: among the married
refugees the percentage reaches 73%, whereas the singles opt for this statement in a far lower
percentage.
The majority of those who will never return come from the territory of the Republic of Croatia
(39.9%), then from the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (the Muslim part - 28,5%; the Croat
Part 13.4%), border areas 8.3%, etc. Their real estate property has chiefly been destroyed (55.6%) or
appropriated (35.9%) already and only to a small extent preserved (8,4%). As a special prerequisite
for their return, they most often state the “accommodation in the liberated territory” (14.4%), whereby
they mostly refused to answer to this question (63.9%). In 82% of the cases, the refugees state that
they wish to settle permanently in Serbia (10.8% wish to go abroad).
As to the refugees who wish to return to their former places of residence on the condition that
there are “trustworthy forces” there, they come from the Muslim part of Bosnia (39.4%), Croatia
(30.5%), the Croat part of Bosnia (11.6%), the Serb part of Bosnia (5.6%), border area (4.9%) and
(former) UNPA zone - 7.9%. Their real estates were destroyed or appropriated in 88,2% of the cases.
The same is true for the destroyed or appropriated movable property (72,8%), that is only partly
preserved chattels (18,6%). The predominant special requirement for their return is the guaranteed
accommodation in their former homes (43.2%), whereas they chiefly prefer to stay in Serbia (47.5%)
or to go abroad (4.7%).
Finally, the smallest number of respondents stated that they would return “as soon as
opportunity arises” (9.14%), that is, regardless of the national designation of the forces controlling
their former place of residence (8.91%). The two groups (total: 18.05%) consist of persons who have
a strong desire to return - “no matter what”.
Within the former group (return as soon as opportunity arises), 61.1,% are women and 38.9%
are men. It is interesting, however, to note the frequency of the answers given by women to the
offered options for the return to the former place of residence. Women show highest preference to the
establishment of total peace (31.2%), then to “I would never return” (24.0%), “trustworthy forces”
(15.9%), cessation of hostilities (11.9%), safety regardless of the national prefix of the territory
controller (8.7%) and finally “as soon as opportunity arises” (8.3%).
In terms of the age structure, the so-called immediate return is most preferred by refugees aged
between 51 and 65 (23.7%), and least by those aged over 66 (10.7%). The return regardless of the
local authorities (only if personal and property safety is guaranteed) is most interesting for refugees
aged between 26 and 35 (28.1%) and least interesting for those aged over 66 (8.8%).
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Refugees who would take the fist available opportunity to return to their homes, that is, who
have no special requirements as to their return, chiefly come from Croatia (26.7%) and the Muslim
part of Bosnia (24.1%). However, a considerable number of them comes from the Republic of Serbs
(21.6%). The situation with their real estate is the following: destroyed - 62.4%, appropriated - 19.7%,
preserved - 17.9%; chattel: destroyed or appropriated - 70.9%, partly preserved - 16.9%, mostly
preserved - 12.1%. Of the special requirements, they give preference to accommodation in the same
place of residence (37.6%), or their own homes (30.3%). It is interesting that as many as 73.1% of the
refugees from this category explicitly state that they do not desire to live in either Serbia or any other
foreign country.
Refugees who would like to return regardless of the national designation of the local authorities
mostly come from the Muslim part of Bosnia (33.4%), Croatia (21.1%) and inter-ethnic border area
(15.2%). Their real estate property was the least destroyed of all the above mentioned categories:
50.2% were destroyed, but this group is second by the percentage of appropriated real estate - 32.1%.
It was therefore to be expected that this group insisted most on the return to their own homes - 47.8%.
Also, in as many as 45.9% of the cases, the refugees would like to settle permanently in Serbia,
whereas 16.3% would like to immigrate to a third country.
We have already shown that the opinions on general requirements for the return to the place of
former residence acquire their full meaning only when combined with the “special requirements” for
repatriation. Summarily, and independently of other indicators, special requirements have the
following form:
Special requirements for repatriation

Number

%

1,401

48.24

guaranteed residence in the same place

632

21.76

accommodation anywhere in the “free area”

521

17.94

guaranteed jobs

350

12.05

2,904

100.00

guaranteed accommodation in my own house
or apartment

Total

As we can see, the largest number of refugees (48.24%) require for their return to be guaranteed
accommodation in their own houses or apartments. Among other things, this also tells us that the
exiled persons have been left without not only their own houses, but also without true homes which
are, in the psychological sense, most often synonymous with orderly and meaningful life. It seems
that those are refugees who do not intend to repatriate since they state as their requirements which
they know in advance to be impossible to fulfil in practice.
As to education, they are mostly persons with secondary education (44.6%) whose occupation
of white-collar type; the largest number are women (68.6%). According to their age - they are
predominantly aged between 36 and 50 (26.2%), whereas those over 66 are the fewest - 11.4%.
Refugees with college and university education account for 17% of this respondent category. Of
course, this requirement is especially insisted upon by the married persons (76.8%), as well as the
illiterate (24.2%), various clerks (22.4%) and (semi)qualified labor (14.9%) etc.
Anyway, it is also far more significant to establish the current status of their former place of
residence, that is, the status of their property, with this respondent category as well. The largest
number of those persons come from the Muslim part of Bosnia (34.2%), whereas 94.8% of their
houses are either destroyed or appropriated.
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Such a situation necessarily causes apathy, which is most tellingly shown by the data on the
poor attractiveness of the return to the “free area” (which, in this case, means the Republic of Serbs)
- 17.94%. The interest in returning to the same place of former residence is somewhat higher 21.76%. Considered together, the two groups would conform in principle to the term “relocation”
used in the current UNHCR terminology. Yet, in both cases, especially through interviews with
refugees, certain lack of existential motivation and “it’s all the same to me”113 attitude may be noticed,
clearly indicating the true brutality with which their individual lives have been ruined.
As to the return to any place in the “free territory”, those aged over 50 (70.6%) and those with
secondary education (48.7%) prefer this option. Naturally, it was to be expected that their former
place of residence is situated most often in a political area currently controlled by the Muslims
(46.7%) or Croats (31.8%), whereas in 6.3% of the cases it is in the border area. Their houses are
mostly either destroyed (68,1%) or appropriated (24%).
To return to the same place from which they fled is expected by the persons with mostly
elementary (35.3%) and secondary education (39.5%). Naturally, the status of the former place of
residence is similar to that of other categories: the Muslim part of Bosnia - 32.7%; the Croat part of
Bosnia - 11.2%; Croatia - 26.1%; border area 11.2% etc. The houses or apartments belonging to this
group have suffered the worst destruction - 72.5%, whereas their real estates were appropriated in
17.9% of the cases.
Finally, it is characteristic that the smallest number or respondents require guaranteed jobs in
order to repatriate. This speaks of realistic insight into the problem facing the refugees on the one
hand, and indicates that the state, i.e., political status of former place of residence is by far the most
significant factor for potential repatriation of refugees on the other. Among them, the most numerous
are those with secondary education (51.2%), whereas the frequency of occupations is the following:
housewife - 10.5%; manual labor - 5.1%; (semi)qualified labor - 16.6%; clerk - 29.9%, upper
professional - 8%; lower professional - 3.8%; farmer - 1.3% etc. Age frequency has the following
structure: aged 18-25 - 22.4%; 25-36 23.5%; 36-50 - 36.6%; 50-65 - 13.2% and aged over 66 - 4.4%.
It follows from the above that only a relatively small number of Serb refugees is really willing
to return “anywhere in the free area” in Bosnia and Herzegovina. As to Croatia, it is almost
unthinkable. When we take into consideration the behavior of the Croatian authorities in Zagreb who
treat the Serbs below any international standard of human rights protection (frequent murders in the
“liberated” Krajina, blowing up of the Serb houses, forced assimilation of the autochthon Serbs,
dismissals from jobs, conversion to Catholicism, etc.), it is then quite understandable why the exiled
Serbs can only rarely seriously consider the return to the former place of residence.114

113

The most common words of refugees in interviews. It is characteristic that the usual complement to such a
statement is - “only to live like decent human beings”, which somehow indicates the existence of certain will to
change and to exit the vicious circle of refugeeism.
114

According to the incomplete data of the UNHCR, about 1,000 Serbs returned to Knin and the surrounding
villages, whereas approximately 5,000 of Bosnian Croats settled in the region moving into the Serb houses
which remained undestroyed after the offensive of the Croat army. Through its Ministry of Reconstruction and
Defense, the Croatian state encourages such settlement, which occasionally meets criticism by even their allies United States and Germany - that protest because of the “forced migration of people” and “illegal appropriation
of private property”. Thus, even the official report of the Croatian Public Attorney on the state of human rights
in the Knin region states that the Serbs cannot return to their homes because they have been either destroyed or
occupied by the Croats from Bosnia.
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By combining the obtained data, we arrive at the conclusion that it is objective to expect that
the majority of refugees currently in Serbia will not decide to go back to the place of their former
residence, or even to “return” to the part of territories of former Yugoslav republics controlled by the
members of their nation. In other words, over two-thirds of the current refugee population in Serbia is
neither objectively nor psychologically ready for repatriation or relocation. Translated into concrete
figures, this means that of the present number of refugees in Serbia,115 over 300,000 will never again
return to their former homes.

3.3. New life
As to the integration of refugees into Serbia, it is certainly important to examine first the degree
of their willingness to link their further existence to this country. According to our research, as many
as 52.58% of the respondents has explicitly expressed their desire to settle permanently in the
Republic of Serbia. Such a high percentage of those who have practically abandoned all thought of
return results from their objective situation (property, former place of residence …), as well as their
resoluteness not to expose themselves any more to potential ethnic tensions, uncertainties, war
operations, that is, to potential new exile. This especially refers to the refugees who come from the
Serb regions of former Yugoslavia (Krajina, western parts of Bosnia and so on) in which similar
national pogroms of the Serbs also occurred in the course of the World War II. Those people simply
do not wish to test their fate any more.
I would like to settle permanently in:

Number

%

Serbia

1,478

52.58

Abroad

226

8.04

Neither in Serbia nor abroad

1,107

39.38

Total:

2,811

100.00

Most of those who desire to stay in Serbia are aged between 36 and 50 (28.7%). There follow
those aged between 26 and 35 (22.8%), then between 51 and 65 (20.1%), and finally those aged over
66 - 11.3%. It is characteristic that younger respondents - aged between 18 and 25 - prefer
immigration to foreign countries best (43.0% of the total number of that population), whereby 17%
desire, and 21,4% do not desire to remain in Serbia.
The educational level of refugees who desire to remain in Serbia conforms to the average of the
total refugee population: the illiterates (5.6%), college (6.7%), university (10.5%), elementary school
(25.9%) and secondary school (51.4%).
Considered by their occupation, in this group of refugees, housewives make 20.4%, manual
labor 5.3%, and (semi)qualified labor 19. 8% - almost the same percentage as that of various clerks
(20.1%). Lower professionals make slightly over 5% of the group who wish to stay in Serbia, which is
also true for professionals of the highest level. Anyhow, some 70% of the respondents from these two
groups of occupations has decided to link their future to Serbia, whereas some 18% from both
categories wish to immigrate to foreign countries. Among those who wish to remain in Serbia,
farmers account for the lowest percentage - only 3.2%.
According to their marital status, most of the refugees who want to settle in Serbia are married
(74.4%). Of the total number of married persons, 53.4% would like to settle in Serbia. With singles,
this percentage is 49.3%.

115

According to our estimate - May 1997 - between 410,000 and 450,000.
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The families of those who would certainly settle in Serbia have one or two children on average;
they are currently accommodated in private homes and chiefly live on humanitarian aid of the
Republic of Serbia, that is, the UNHCR. Their former place of residence is most often the Muslim
part of Bosnia (38%), the Republic of Croatia (25.9%) or the Croat part of Bosnia (12.6%). Of other
regions, there are also the inter-ethnic border in Bosnia (8.6%), the Serb parts of Bosnia (9.4%) and
former UNPA zones (5.5%). In the meantime, the number of refugees from the latter region has
multiplied.
It is interesting that most refugees from the group desiring to settle in Serbia resolutely state
that they will never return (40.8%). They are immediately followed by those who would like to return
on already explained conditions of “permanent peace” (23.8%), that is, political control of forces
“which I trust” (16.2%). In other words, over 80% of refugees who intend to settle in Serbia is more
than consistent in their preference of such a decision. This does not refer to those who do not wish
either to settle in Serbia or to emigrate abroad.
Namely, in contrast to the analyzed group of refugees inclined to integrate into the new
environment, i.e., Serbia, it is a striking data that almost 40% of the interviewed stated that they do
not desire to settle in Serbia, but also that they neither want to immigrate to a third country. In
principle, this should mean that these respondents wish to return to their homes. However, it is most
often a kind of revolt or protest through which they actually want to draw attention to their refugee
suffering. Refugees who stated their preference for this answer come as a rule from places controlled
by the Muslims in Bosnia (38%), that is, controlled by Croatia (25.9%) or Bosnian Croats (12.6).
Only 9.4% of the refugees from this group come from the present Republic of Serbs. Their property
was destroyed or appropriated in 80% of the cases.
Furthermore, most of them who do not want to settle in Serbia belong to the same age group as
in the case of statement of the explicit desire to settle there - between 36 50 years of age (24.7%).
Among those without elementary education, as many as 52.5% do not wish to either settle in Serbia or
immigrate to a third country. Of the total number of the unqualified labor, 47.0% belong to this
category, along with 36.9% of refugees with secondary education. Of the total number of persons with
college education, 28.8% do not wish to settle in Serbia. At the same time, this is also true for 23.7%
of refugees with university education, 40.2% married refugees, and 38.3% of the singles.
Finally, refugees who do not wish to settle in Serbia, just as they do not intend to immigrate to
a third country, set most frequently as the requirement for their desired repatriation the establishment
of permanent peace and full political stabilization (30.5%). This almost utopian requirement is
succeeded by a far more pragmatic one - the one which concerns the “forces I trust” - 21.4%. Further
there follow “as soon as opportunity arises” (18.5%), “cessation of war conflicts” (15.5%), “personal
safety regardless of who is in power” (9.4%), as well as the absurd statement when considered in light
of the stated desire to return - “I would never return” (4,7%).
It is obvious that the respondents from this category are simply inconsistent when they
implicitly state that they will return in their former place of residence. This is especially noticeable
through the statement of special requirements for repatriation, where the requirement referring to the
“guaranteed accommodation in my own house or apartment” is the most frequently stated one
(42.3%), followed by “accommodation in the same place” (32.1%), “anywhere in the free area”
(16.8%), and finally - the guaranteed job (8.8%).
We conclude that the initial thesis on the revolt has its full justification in the above presented
indicators. This is primarily a protest in principle against the difficult existential situation. The very
fact that refugees from this group of respondents still answer the question such as “special
requirements for return” or even “special requirements for permanent settlement in Serbia or abroad”,
clearly indicate that those persons have no significant illusions as to their current situation and the
future.
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Finally, only 8.04% of the refugees in Serbia desire to immigrate to a third country. As a rule,
these are West European countries, Canada and the United States. According to their age, as we have
already said, young people aged up to 25 predominate. In terms of education, those with secondary
education predominate here as well (59.0%), whereas there are 5.9% with college education, and
14.0% with university education. Anyway, of the total population of the latter, 63.5% want to settle in
Serbia, 12.9% would like to emigrate abroad, whereas 23.0% does not want either to settle in Serbia
or to emigrate.
Family people are most interested in settlement in Serbia (74.4%), and far less for emigration
(58.1%). Within the population segment, only 6.4% would like to emigrate, whereas 40.2% family
persons do not want to settle in Serbia. The majority of the latter come from the Federation of B&H
(including the border parts: 54.4% in total), modern Croatia (26.5%) and the Republic of Serbs
(19.1%). The ones that insist on foreign countries have similar distribution of their former places of
residence: the Federation of B&H and border areas - 49.1%, Croatia - 28%, the Republic of Serbs 23%.
The lowest interest in emigrating was shown by farmers (0.5%), former managers and political
leaders (2.9%), as well as unqualified labor (3.4%). The highest interest for emigration was shown by
highly educated persons who had sophisticated positions in state institutions and various medical and
social institutions (24.5% in total).
Among the special requirements for permanent settlement in RS/FRY, the leading one is the
solution of the housing problem (50.84 % of the respondents chose this one), followed by the
possibility of finding employment in the respective professions (19.41%), that is, any employment
(14.59%). The weakest, i.e., the least demanded requirement for permanent settlement is marriage
(only 2.76%). Finally, 12.41% of the respondents sets no requirements for permanent settlement in
Serbia, that is, Yugoslavia.
Permanent settlement on the
following conditions:

number

%

to find employment in my profession

499

19.41

to find any employment

375

14.59

to marry

71

2.76

1,307

50.84

319

12.41

2,571

100.00

to solve the housing problem
no special prerequisites
Total

There are significant deviations from the average with regard to the educational level of
refugees: refugees with university education consider it more important to find employment in their
profession (39.6%), than to solve their housing problem permanently in RS/FRY (36.1%). This is the
only example where the job is considered more important than the housing accommodation. Also,
refugees with lower education are in principle more willing to accept any job, whereas the persons
with secondary and college education show higher expectations of finding jobs in their respective
professions (22.6% and 30.2% respectively).
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Considered from the aspect of age, the solution of the housing problem is the highest concern
of the older persons (over 66 - 81%, between 51 and 65 - 68.6%; between 36 and 50 - 48.1%),
whereas younger persons (aged 18-25 - 35.3%), especially emphasize finding job in their profession
(27.6%) in addition to the former requirement. In all age groups - save the middle one (between 36
and 50 years of age), the percentage of those who do not set any requirements is almost equal and
ranges about 15%.
The obtained information ought to be combined with the opinions of the Serb refugees, i.e., the
so-called displaced persons who are in the Republic of Serbs. They are chiefly the people who never
left outside the official borders of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, but were forced to leave
their homes which remained within the contemporary Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, better
known as the Muslim-Croat Federation.
Most of these refugees maintains that it is impossible for them ever to return to their homes
(61.21%). 29.09% of them maintains that the return is unlikely, whereas only 7.67% nurtures any
hope and thinks that it is possible to return. Currently, they mostly live in the houses/apartments
which had also been left by someone - just as they did (78.83%). In most cases, they are willing to
exchange the same house or apartments for any other appropriate accommodation (56.96%).
However, 78.9% of the refugees in the Republic of Serbs would oppose the return of refugees of other
nationalities to their new environment. Of this number of those opposed to other people’s repatriation,
being unable to return to their homes themselves, the majority of them would participate in peaceful
demonstrations (39.5%), whereby violent activities are by no means excluded (13.2%). Some 19,4%
of such respondents would oppose it passively, whereas the others do not know what they would
exactly do.
Anyhow, independent of good or ill intentions, that is, good or ill will of the so-called
international community and their key members, the objective situation “in the field” which reeks of
revanchism and all kinds of uncertainty, is the reason why the refugees invest much more effort to
integrate in the places of “temporary residence”, rather than really expect to return home. This is
primarily true for the refugees in Serbia, that is, the displaced persons of the Serb nationality in the
Republic of Serbs. The similar or same is true for the Bosnian Croats, whereas the strongest
opposition so far to this policy of the “accomplished fact” is expressed by the Bosnian Muslims, or,
rather - the current Muslim authorities in Bosnia who, through the policy of repatriation, actually seek
to accomplish ethnic domination which was the true reason for the inter-ethnic war in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. This indeed is the final absurd of the refugee situation in former Yugoslavia: voluntary
repatriation - as the only just and humane solution to the refugee problem - would, as it seems, be
a prelude to new conflicts and new refugee columns!
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4. Political power and ethnic distance
4.1. Distribution of power and political opinions
Refugees constitute an incoherent, fluid, unorganized and fragmented group of people
connected solely through their common ill fortune. The understanding of this “common ill fortune”,
as well as the resultant concrete, practical actions are manifested in various manners. Rare selforganization and more frequent resignation are the standard forms of refugee life. It is hence even
more important to perceive tendencies of the distribution of social (and this always means - political)
power among the refugees themselves. Based on the insight, further conclusion may be drawn as to
their overall social status in the new (“temporary” - and perhaps permanent) environment.
At the beginning of the war, refugees in Serbia, in most cases, did perceive their exile as
“temporary”. However, in time, the awareness that this situation was going to last quite long became
increasingly widespread. Changing war luck “in the field”, contradictory international pressures, as
well as the vacillation (if not fickleness) of the local authorities in Serbia, caused intensification of the
feeling of uncertainty concerning the future among the refugees.
The allegedly “temporary” became permanent. The initial refugee joy because of the
preservation of bare lives was first replaced with resignation and then sheer despair. For Serbia, as the
place of their temporary exile, that is for the authorities in Serbia, former means of political struggle Serb refugees - that obvious example of the totalitarianism of the others (the indisputable obvious
victims of secession) - now became a burden. An the double one at that: on the one hand, refugees
constitute serious material problem (accommodation, employment, etc.) but, on the other, they are
still bigger political problem (dual citizenship, the symbol of ineffectiveness of the national policy and
so on). All this resulted in emergence of a certain tension, if not hostility, among the refugees
themselves (not to mention the local population, i.e., public opinion). Old regional intolerance slowly
became more expressed, as well as the mutual social differences, which were more than obvious
between the few who moved “in good time” and those, far more numerous, refugees who left their
homes hastily and without any preparation.
However, common plight and awareness of the uniformity of the situation were nevertheless
stronger than the mutual competition. That this is all to the best is certainly best substantiated by the
answers given by refugees to the question who may be granted the refugee status in Serbia.
Who may be granted refugee status in Serbia?

Number

%

Only the Serbs stricken by the war destruction in SFRY

854

42,68

All persons who, for various reasons, were forced to leave
their homes

787

39,33

Anyone who applies with such a demand to the
Commissariat for Refugees

174

8,7

Other

186

9,3

Total

2001

100,0
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Refugees coming from the Muslim territory in Bosnia give preference to option that the refugee
status in Serbia may be granted solely to the Serbs (44.1%), although the views that this status may be
given to all those who left their homes (37.0%) and anyone who applies for it (8.8%) are also fairly
represented. Housewives are the most numerous to insist on the former view of Serb refugees
(46.7%), which is equally true for all other professions, whereby the “upper professionals” (23.9%)
and clerks (36.7%) are the least rigorous. Those accommodated in the collective centers prefer this
opinion in 43.5% of the cases, whereas with refugees accommodated in private homes, 36.7% agrees
with the option. It is approved of by 42.2% of women and 43.4% of men. The other - “more liberal”
statement on the granting of the refugee status In Serbia is approved by 40.4% of women and 37.1%
of men.
As we see, the prevalent opinion of the refugees is that anyone who finds oneself in an
extremely adverse existential situation such as exile - deserves assistance. In other words,
differentiation ought not be made even on the basis of the main differentiation criterion which caused
the war - national identity. Mutual solidarity of the refugees in this case, i.e., the common experience
of distress, was sufficient to partly neutralize classic intolerance. It must, however, be stressed that
there were not too many refugees of other nationalities in Serbia, so that the question about the
refugee status was understood as primarily social but also “practical” question related to the war itself.
The proof for this assumption are the answers to the question about the loss of the refugee status in
Serbia.
Who should be denied the refugee status?

number

%

Those who decided to settle permanently in Serbia

206

10,52

Those who refuse accommodation offered by the
Commissariat for Refugees

207

10,57

All men aged 18 - 65

668

34,12

Those that violate the law in Serbia

306

15,63

Other

46

2,35

Total

1958

100,0

It is obvious that refugees maintain in most cases that men capable of military service should
not be treated as exiled persons (34.12%). On the one hand, this indicates the revolt of female
refugees whose husbands, brothers and children remained at the front line (women constitute 68.4%
of the respondents), whereas, on the other hand, it points to the already discussed competition among
refugees as to their own accommodation. It is quite understandable that anyone who cannot hope to
return to one’s former home any more - will disapprove of the one who has “only sought temporary
shelter” from the war - and comes from the territory which has not been directly stricken by war
operations. It is therefore disapproved of anyone who have special requirements as to the temporary
accommodation (10.57%) although that is a quite normal and expected human reaction. In harmony
with the opinion, there appear those who maintain that refugee status should be taken away from all
who have decided to settle in Serbia for good (10.52%).
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Most refugees who maintain that men capable of work (and military service) (aged between 18
and 65) should not be granted refugee status (i.e., if they already have it, it should be taken away),
come from the territories controlled by the Bosnian Muslims (39.2%) and from Croatia excluding
former Krajina (13.9%). It is interesting that this opinion is approved of mostly by refugees aged over
66 (40%), although there are also many aged between 26 and 35 - 38.4%. According to their
profession, they are mostly housewives (24.1%), clerks (21.3%) and (semi)qualified labor (17.2%).
Upper professionals show highest preference for the opinion that refugee status should be revoked for
those who violate the laws of Serbia (34.0%), then for the opinion on men capable of military service
(21.3%). It is interesting that both upper and lower professionals lead among the professions which
opted that the refugee status should be revoked for all those who wish to settle in Serbia (17.0%).
Those who maintain that refugee status ought to be revoked if anyone plans to settle in Serbia
also come mostly from the territory controlled by the Bosnian Muslims (33.8%), that is, Croatia
(31.8%). Most of them are women (63.9%), whereas (semi)qualified labor (177%) and housewives
(15.1%) lead in terms of profession.
The above mentioned provisional refugee opinions as to their own status become clearer when
we know the circumstances of their existence and the manner of their mutual communication.
Most of the respondents are accommodated in any of the collective centers (87.1%). Taken as
total, they have no cntacts with the institutions from their former places of residence (90.69%). The
same is true for those who come from the territories controlled by the Serbs. On the other hand,
mutual contacts with other refugees are frequent and continuous (59.83%), less often occasional
(36.44%), whereas only 3.72% of the respondents avoids contacts with other refugees.
In their communication with others, meetings with relatives and friends from the former places
predominate (48.27); followed by meetings with recently acquainted persons, that is, local population
(27.5%); relatives (12.07%) etc. We conclude that refugees are mostly dependent on one another:
a situation certainly resultant from their common position in the new environment. Common plight
has always been the best means to unite people. Despite this, most respondents in our research simply
could not answer whether the other refugees were connected in any organized way (51.82%). Only
8.51% of the respondents answered affirmatively to the question, whereas 39.82% answered
negatively.
The most common way in which the refugees are connected is common accommodation (50%).
There follow casual meetings (34.88%), common care for children (3.83%), party affiliation (1.86%)
etc.
Among those whose meetings have some common goal or purpose, the majority are organized
for joint return to the former place of residence (9.09%), that is, work actively at settling permanently
in Serbia (5.78%). Those who desire organized repatriation are aged between 36 and 50 on average,
come from the current Muslim territories in Bosnia (42.2%), and are currently accommodated in
a collective center for refugee accommodation in Serbia (85.5%). Their education is chiefly
elementary (44.9%) and secondary (33.5%). By occupation, they are chiefly housewives (25.7%) as
well as (semi)qualified labor (24.3%).
As to those who are involved in organized work on the settlement in Serbia, they are aged
between 18 and 35 on average and have elementary or secondary education. Yet, there is a significant
number of persons with college and university education among them (14.9%); they are currently
accommodated in any of the collective refugee centers in Serbia.
On the other hand, most respondents belong to the group whose single goal is temporary
“survival” in new circumstances (of exile) (24.49%). However, there are still more those who have no
contact with one another nor meet in any purposeful way (56.49%). A such, refugees constitute an
ideal target for manipulation by those who wish to strengthen their own political power within the
political community to which the refugees arrive. In such instances, there occur the parallel processes
of dual influence: on the one hand, the presence of refugees is used in the milieu to implement
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a special political will; on the other hand, it is sought to influence the political self-understanding of
refugees since they might settle in the local environment permanently, and thus become its active
political members. In both instances, the extreme political views, which make the refugee status and
future additionally dramatic, are most frequently at play.
It is therefore important to observe in which ways the refugees themselves experience
distribution of power within their own circles. In most cases (62.69%), refugees maintain that there is
no privileged group among them. However, 37.31% of the refugees maintain that there however is
a certain group which dominates in the refugee population. The power of such persons is based on
various connections with the Republic of Serbia/FRY (34.69% of the respondents is of this opinion).
Of course, these are primarily political connections dating back to the time of pre-war communist
system. In addition, great influence among the refugees have persons whose capital has been
preserved (29.9%), whereby only 7.2% of the refugees owe their outstanding position to the special
repute among the other refugees. They are people who are generally rare – based on their own
standards, they become persons of repute. We notice, however, that such persons have little or no
political power, i.e., influence, beyond their immediate milieu.
Refugees who maintain that there are privileged groups among them, most frequently see the
source of the power in the organization of the groups on the basis of economic interest (12.84%), then
the so-called homeland ties (11.9%), support to the authorities in Serbia (9.19%) etc. A vast majority
of the respondents simply cannot answer this question (52.06%). This is repeated in the answer to the
question “Who decides on behalf of refugees?”. Most of the respondents do not know (27.87%),
whereas others maintain that this is the competence of the local Red Cross (23.48%), that is, the
republic authorities in Serbia (20.94%). It is obvious that the respondents recognize the main
leverages of power, that is, the key factors of their current existence, quite well. It is interesting that
only 5.98 of the respondents sees the government of the FRY as the most responsible factor for their
destiny. Still lower percentage of the respondents opted for the local Serb authorities from Croatia or
Bosnia (1.53%). The lowest percentage chose the United Nations (1.43%).
Finally, in terms of relations within refugee population, most respondents state that there are
simply no significant conflicts among them (68.61%). Those who maintain that there are conflicts
among the refugees, mostly blame them on the inherited and meanwhile emerged social differences
(46.06%), and immediately after that the already “classic reasons” – national and religious differences
(25.45%), then regional differences (4.98%), party differences (6.5%) etc. The respondents
themselves have had no such experiences (89.8%), or had conflicts on those grounds once or twice.
Also, most of the respondents has not had any serious conflict with the people in the new environment
(87.12%), whereas the rest have already had several opportunities for conflicts, chiefly on the regional
grounds.
Political views of the refugees are determined by their refugee position. This means that the
political views of refugees are based on the ill fortune that “befell” them (due to the very politics). In
most cases (54.5%) the respondents expressed their liking for the local political parties in Serbia
which emphasize their “patriotic orientation”, including the current authorities. Such an attitude is
primarily based on the information from the mass media (62.31%), that is, based on the preferences of
other refugees with whom the respondents are in contact (16.7%).
However, in view of constant political turns which the ruling political oligarchy in Serbia is
inclined to make (from the exclusive “nationalism” to undefined “internationalism”; from xenophobia
to unreserved cooperativeness; from paternalism toward the “brothers across the Drina” to total
indifference, etc.), refugees are today mostly either politically resigned persons or fervent activists in
terms of radical options. Anyhow, the most numerous are those who are completely indifferent as to
the daily politics because they maintain that no one political party in Serbia offers satisfactory
solution to the refugee problem (69.17%). That this is indeed so is best substantiated by the refugee
opinions on who should be responsible for refugees in Serbia.
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Who should be responsible for the refugees in Serbia?

Number

%

State bodies of the Republic of Serbia

605

31.03

Political parties

32

1.64

Red Cross of Serbia

588

30.15

UNHCR

334

17.13

Governments of Serb Krajinas

94

4.82

European Community

47

2.41

Other

108

5.54

No reply

142

7.28

1 950

100.0

Total

It is obvious that only 1.64% of the respondents see political parties as the guarantee for the
improvement of their position. The greatest expectations refer to the state bodies of the Republic of
Serbia (Commissariat for Refugees - 31.03% but also the red Cross organization which is everywhere
practically pro-government - 30.15%), in total - 61.18%. We notice that here the emphasis is on
“should” rather than on “do” or “accomplish”.
Refugees hence (rightfully) expect from the Republic of Serbia to take care of them, i.e., to
provide them conditions for dignified life. This indirectly points to the main responsibility for the
situation they are in “at the moment”. It is the more understandable why, in the opinion of the
refugees, the Serb authorities from the regions of their origin are situated at the end of this concealed
list of “responsibilities” (4.82%), whereas the international factors of the Yugoslav drama – United
Nations (17.13%) and European Community (5.54%) - are somewhere in the middle.
In most cases, refugees who are today in Serbia have never been involved in politics and have
never been members of any political party (79.56%). On the other hand, 38.43% the same refugees
used to support certain political parties, whereas the rest have never or in any way been interested in
politics (61.57%).
As to the minority of politically active refugees (20.44%), they have most often been party
members only nominally, primarily as the members of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (78.44%)
which was the only (legal) party in former Yugoslavia until immediately before the disintegration of
the country. Among once politically active persons and today refugees in Serbia, there are 9.51% of
those who were in the leading bodies of some of the parties, whereas as many as 12.05% were in the
top leaderships. The fact that most politically active refugees used to be members of the Communist
Party of Yugoslavia is in conflict with their essential motives for political activity. Namely, former
communists of Yugoslavia opted for national and any other “equality of all citizens, nations and
nationalities of SFRY”, as lip-service at least, which then implies that other members were governed
by the same motives as well. However, our respondents offer as the motives of their political
involvement primarily the national cause (45.79%), then the religious cause - 22.19% (?), and only
then the ideological (19.13%), social (8.96%) and so on. It is this example that shows the full
schizophrenia of the former party system, i.e., communism in former Yugoslavia. One-party
dictatorship of communists was actually only a suitable ideological guise beneath which there evolved
merciless political struggle of ostensibly like-minded persons for the right of their “own nation” and,
what is still more important, for their own leadership in the nation. It was only thus possible that
communists in former Yugoslavia, allegedly internationalists “by definition”, show to be true
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nationalists who are only “appropriately disguised” for the given (historical) occasion. Naturally,
there is a significant exception in the form of the Serb communists who were more or less earnest
Unitarians, advocates of the constitution of a new –Yugoslav - nation. As partly seen from the results
of our research, after the bloody disintegration of Yugoslavia, most Serb communists from Serbia but
also from former Yugoslav republics (some of them are among the refugees currently in Serbia),
subsequently rationalized their former policy depicting it as “pro-Serb program actually” – adapted to
the situation. Naturally, the fact that today there still are the Serb communists who continue to
fantasize of the “integral (read: Unitarian) Yugoslavia” and Yugoslavs as a nation as “the only one
which has future”, cannot be neglected.
Independently of such statements, a vast majority of present refugees in Serbia is not politically
organized (98%) nor intends to be so in the future (87.98%). It is symptomatic that the number of
refugees who continue their political activity but are still in the party they belonged to before their
exile is almost negligible (only 2% of the total number of the respondents). Namely, as many as
56.19% of such refugees have changed their political camp after their arrival to Serbia. This speaks
sufficiently of the true seriousness as well as effects of their former political involvement.
We arrive at the conclusion that refugees constitute a community only when they leave their
former place of residence as a group and settle in their place of temporary residence in the same way –
most often in the form of “reception centers” or the so-called collective accommodation. In this case,
the power structure within their milieu most frequently corresponds to the power structure prevailing
when they left former places of residence. Naturally, in new circumstances, this structure is adapted
and also modified.
The most influential or powerful social stratum among the refugees - the one that makes
decisions – is forced to follow the will formed beyond their immediate reach. That is why their former
significance decreases considerably. This loss of power is sought to be offset through the “investment
of power”, i.e., through engagement on the side of those political parties and leaders whom can be
said to “to work most for our cause”. This means preference of politicians and parties that, ostensibly
or really, invest the greatest effort to the benefit of the refugees. In this way, the refugee political elite
of old strives to restore its power. In their turn, domestic political groups seek to use the current
refugee status to the maximum possible extent, whereby the actual status and interests of refugee are
pushed into the background as a rule.
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4.2. A reflection of the national identity and the attitude toward others
As we have written as early as in the introductory chapters, with the Serbs, the national identity
is essentially split, i.e., dualized by the Serb ethnic origin and the Yugoslav state project. Various
implications of this political fate will be emerging for a long time yet. It is, however, interesting to see
how this problem is reflected where it was the most conspicuous, i.e., where it gained its final form in
a way – in Bosnia and Herzegovina.116
According to the research findings, the respondents who are mostly Serbs (95.8%),117 consider
the fact that their parents are Serbs “very important” (58.7%) or “partly important” (25.3%). Only
5.3% of the total number of the respondents attach no importance at all to the fact, whereas 8.8%
maintain that this is not much important. Also, 65.4% of the respondents maintain that it is “very
important” to observe the orthodox customs which constitute the basis of the Serb identity in general.
The orthodox tradition is “partly important” for 21.6% of the respondents, whereas some 9.5% think
that it is not too important, that is, not important at all - 1.8%. Considered as a whole, 67.7% of the
respondents have “very favorable” opinion of the orthodox faith”, 18% partly favorable; whereas
partly unfavorable and very unfavorable opinions were expressed by only 1.4% of the respondents. To
what extent the Orthodox faith is in high esteem with the Serbs in Bosnia is indicated by the data that
as many as 45.2% of the respondents “agree completely”, and 30.6% “agree mostly” with the thesis
that religious leaders should have stronger influence on the life of the nation.
It is obvious, then, that the Serbs in Bosnia (the Republic of Serbs) have strongly developed
sense of their (Serb) particularity which is primarily reflected through the Orthodox Church. For
them, the fact that they were born in Bosnia is usually unimportant (29.68%) or not very important
(15.2%). The same is true for the fact that they currently live in Bosnia: not important at all - 34.8%,
not very important - 21.3%.118 However, on the other hand, there still is a natural attachment to the
place in which they grew up. Therefore, 52.8% of the respondents maintain that it is not utterly
unimportant that they were born in Bosnia, and most of them (40.8%) consider the fact that they live
in Bosnia to be important. This may help us understand their persistence in the struggle for their
political goals – regardless of the means that were used but were not the Serb invention nor used
exclusively on the Serb side. Regardless, it could be tentatively said that, for the Serbs in Bosnia, in
contrast to the local Muslims, the regional identity is of secondary importance in comparison to the
national one. To this extent, the Serb nation, that is, the ethnic origin, is more important for them than
the name of the place of birth – Bosnia. This does not mean, however, that they are willing to leave
their homes wherever they constitute ethnic majority in Bosnia. On the contrary.
Since any identity, hence also the national one, is always constituted in comparison to
something and someone Else, it needs to be examined here in which way the Serbs in Bosnia perceive
the others, that is, the Croats and Muslims.
It is necessary to be aware that most of the respondents live today in places where there are no
more (64.2%) or only a few (29.1%) members of other nationalities. Before the war, however, the
respondents lived where there were many other nations (41.2%), quite a few other nations (36.4%), or
a few other nations (17.3%). The respondents state that they generally rather trusted Bosnian Croats
(52.7%) than not (43.5%). The reverse is true for the Muslims: before the war the Serbs suspected
them (56.2%) rather than believed them (40.3%). Today, the suspicion has grown into a quite concrete
116

Research that will be partly presented here was conducted in the Republic of Serbs – on the representative
sample of 1,000 respondents and in organization of the Medium Center, Institute for Political Studies, Belgrade.
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National structure of the respondents: Serbs – 95.8%, Croats - 1.2%, Muslims – 0.9%; sex structure: men 64%, women -36%. Domestic population – 44.1%; displaced persons or refugees - 55.2%; current place of
residence: town (60%), village (40%).
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The data indirectly confirm the validity of data from the official statistics that indicate a continuous drain of
Serbs from Bosnia. See “Final considerations” and especially the tables and graphs referring to Bosnia and
Herzegovina (Appendices - p. ).
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opinion according to which as many as 85% of the respondents maintain that the Bosnian Muslims
will employ any means to establish an Islamic state in Bosnia. When we add that 10.8% more of the
respondents “mostly agree” with this opinion, we arrive at the conclusion that the Serbs in Bosnia
practically feel no more uncertainty as to the final political goals of their yesterday’s neighbors of
Islamic faith. Similar is true for their attitude toward the Croats (70.8% of the respondents “agree
completely” and 22.5% ”mostly” with the assessment that the Bosnian Croats will do anything to
make Bosnia a catholic state), but here there us a relative correspondence of interests (constitution of
three ethnic communities), which in turn causes relative understanding for the “real” Croat aspirations
to autonomy.
Here is what the respondents (predominantly the Serbs from the Republic of Serbs) now think
about Croats, Muslims and other Serbs.
Attitudes toward
other nations

Very
favorable

Partly
favorable

Partly
unfavorable

Very
unfavorable

I do not
know

Croats in Bosnia

1.9

22.1

24.1

49.8

2.1

Croats in Croatia

1.0

8.8

23.7

64.8

1.7

Serbs in Bosnia

75.1

22.0

1.6

0.4

0.9

Serbs in Serbia

48.5

42.0

7.0

0.7

1.8

Muslims in
Bosnia

0.8

7.0

14.5

75.9

1.8

Bearing in mind that the basis of the national identity, i.e., mutual differentiation of these
nations is found in their religions, it is interesting to compare these general attitudes toward nations
with those toward concrete religions individually:
Attitudes toward
Other religions

Very
favorable

Partly
favorable

Partly
unfavorable

Very
unfavorable

I do not
know

Protestants

9.3

28.6

11.4

19.2

31.5

Catholics

3.1

23.5

22.1

37.1

14.2

Jews

13.0

39.1

13.1

9.5

25.3

Orthodox

67.7

18.0

1.0

0.4

12.9

Islamites

1.0

10.5

11.8

63.6

13.1

Atheists

5.9

21.9

11.6

27.2

33.4

It is obvious that that the attitudes about the “faith in general” differ relatively from the
attitudes about concrete nations who in a way personify their respective religions in the Balkan area.
From their own experience, as well as general “spirit of the times”, the respondents still differentiate
between the faith and the nation, allowing that in case of Muslims this is practically not the case.
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Anyway, it is certain that the respondents have strong prejudices with regard to the perception
of both other nations and other, i.e., foreign, faiths. However, it is necessary to know that these
prejudices are based on the direct historical experience where individual cases are always more or less
generalized. This is especially true for Bosnian circumstances where there is a traditional hostility
between the members of only partly different nations, where this “slight” difference is stressed as
being decisive. In this case, it is not ethnic but primarily confessional difference from which own
separate worlds and “Weltanschauungs” are further projected, but in which there is usually no place
for anything else or different. Simultaneously, the one’s own is overrated to the extent that it becomes
unrecognizable and to attain certain narcissism which further gives rise to collective frustrations.
The mentioned general views of oneself and others are supplemented with the specific attitudes
of the respondents about each group individually.
First, we present how the Serbs in Bosnia experience Bosnian Muslims. The grade of answers
given by the respondents to the questions about their characteristics has the following form :
ABOUT
MUSLIMS

I agree
completely

I agree
partly

I disagree
partly

I disagree
completely

I do not
know

Honest

1.4

6.1

25.0

57.1

10.4

Pious

46.0

21.4

11.3

17.2

4.1

Superior

3.8

18.3

25.9

43.5

8.5

Educated

2.3

19.5

27.8

42.6

7.8

Violent

78.1

10.1

3.4

5.0

3.4

Losers in the war

31.8

8.4

11.1

37.7

11.0

As we see, the Serbs from Bosnia have a highly reserved opinion of their Muslim neighbors.
They consider them to be extremely violent, dishonest, and uneducated, almost inferior. The similar is
true for the Croats. Namely, in addition to the opinion of the Muslims, the respondents expressed
similar attitudes about the characteristics of Bosnian Croats (we may freely say that they simultaneous
apply to all other Croats as well). In both cases, we encounter a remarkable repulsion toward Muslims
and Croats, which is certainly not surprising in light of already noted historical (unfortunate)
circumstances in their mutual relations.
ABOUT
CROATS

I agree
completely

I agree
partly

I disagree
partly

I disagree
completely

I do not
know

Honest

1.2

12.0

24.3

51.5

11.0

Pious

68.4

18.4

3.2

6.2

3.8

Superior

15.5

33.3

19.5

25.2

6.5

Educated

9.9

54.2

14.8

15.9

5.2

Violent

67.4

19.4

6.3

3.9

3.0

Losers in the
war

12.6

18.8

11.4

43.1

14.1
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It is obvious, however, that the respondents show more respect toward the Croats than toward
the Muslims. Judging by the answers given by the respondents (Serbs), the Croats are almost equally
violent as the Muslims, but they differ significantly in terms of education and piety in which the
Croats are leading. Hence, perhaps, the opinion of the respondents, who chiefly experience the
Muslims as worse losers in the war than the Croats. Indeed, the Croats are generally thought of as the
victors of the war fought in the territory of former Yugoslavia.
In light of the above answers, here is how the Serbs in Bosnia see themselves:
ABOUT SERBS

I agree
completely

I agree
partly

I disagree
partly

I disagree
completely

I do not
know

Honest

56.2

30.7

7.5

1.4

4.2

Pious

34.6

45.6

12.2

2.2

5.4

Superior

41.8

49.2

5.4

0.4

3.2

Educated

41.8

49.2

5.4

0.4

3.2

Violent

3.5

19.4

22.9

46.9

7.3

Losers in the war

54.0

27.7

7.7

5.6

5.0

It is characteristic that the Serbs see themselves as the worst losers in the war. It is
a phenomenon common for all nations in Bosnia: they experience themselves and their fellow
nationals as the main victims – not only in the war, but also in peace-time. All nations offer a variety
of the “proofs” for their statements – from the yesterday’s experience to those dated back several
centuries.119 In addition, everyone is ready to overestimate the significance and characteristics of one’s
one nation. It is more than certain that the Serbs are not and cannot be an exception.
In the concrete research, most refugees see first the Serbs (71.5%), followed far behind by the
Muslims (17.8%), as the main victims of the Bosnian-Herzegovina civil-religious war fought between
1992 and 1996. It is characteristic that only 1.4% see the Croats as the main victims. 9.3% of the
respondents gave no answer to this question. Also, in their answers to the question of who profited
most from the war, the respondents most often chose the Croats (40.9%). Only then follow the
Muslims (33.8%). 11.5% of the respondents could not decide on the answer, and only 3.8% chose the
Serbs. All this leads us to the expected attitudes according to which as many as 77.1% of the
respondents agree that joint life of these nations is no longer possible!

119

According to Dušan Kecmanović, the attractiveness of the victim status comes from the understanding of
things in which the victim is the first or the only one that needs to be helped. And not only that: “To be a victim
means to have moral and material right to revenge. Everybody will be more surprised if the victim forgives than
if the victim forgets.” Finally, victims are always made allowances for. The victim is forgiven for even that
which will never be forgiven to anyone else – irresponsibility, cheating, even perjury. Finally, the victim is the
least responsible for his/her destiny, “someone else” is always to blame. That is exactly why all national groups
in Bosnia carefully nurture their self-chosen victim status. See D. Kecmanović: “Pravo na osvetu”, NIN,
February 28, 1997, p. 27.
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The indicators related to the perception of a concrete state, that is, the so-called “parent” state
of the ethnic groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina need also be added to all the mentioned indicators of
ethnic distance. The grade of the respondents’ answers to the question of their opinion of Serbia,
Croatia and Bosnia, has the following form:
Attitudes about
“parent” states

Very
favorable

Partly
favorable

Partly
unfavorable

Very
unfavorable

I do not
know

Croatia

1.5

9.3

22.9

66.0

0.3

Serbia

56.6

35.9

6.2

1.0

0.3

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

12.6

10.6

11.6

64.2

1.0

We conclude that the Serbs from Bosnia have an expressly negative attitude toward the united
state of Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as toward Croatia. This is not surprising considering that in
the largest number of cases (69.8%), the respondents maintain that the Bosnian Muslims are
privileged political position in Bosnia. The Bosnian Croats hold the second place (23.5%), whereas
6.5% are indecisive and 0.2% chose the Serbs. Therefore the degree of distrust toward common
institutions of the Serbs, Croats and Muslims in Bosnia and Herzegovina is very high among the
respondents. Namely, as many as 72.5% has no and 21.5% have little trust in the central government
in Bosnia. The same is true for the Federation Parliament: 70.2% has no trust and 20.5% has quite
little trust in the work of that institution. Moreover, as many as 72.8% of the respondents consider
common presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina to be entirely useless.
It is interesting that similar feeling, for well-known reasons120 also exists toward various
international mediators in the Bosnian crisis. Thus, for instance, no or little trust toward the
international military forces in Bosnia is felt by 83.1% of the respondents; it is similar with the
distrust in the UN (80.6%), the European Community (79.2%), the NATO (91.4%), etc. All these
institution contributed to such opinions with their (in)action and it will take long time and many
concrete good experiences of the local Serb population to change such a negative opinion of the
“international community”.
Because of that, the Serbs in Bosnia primarily prefer the option that each nation ought to have
its own state. 67% of the respondents agree with this option completely and 25.5% mostly. Only 1.5%
completely disagrees with the option. In other words, a vast majority of the Serbs in Bosnia believe
that the three ethnic communities are inevitable (89.4%). Hence follows that the Republic of Serbs
should absolutely strive to unite with the Republic of Serbia (64.5% agree entirely; 28.9% agree
mostly).
Is this possible? – that is the question which no one can give a reliable answer to. Hence the
attitude of the majority of respondents (44.2%) that it is very probable that, in a year or two, the fights
in Bosnia will restart. To this, unfortunately reasonable pessimism, we may only add the notorious
datum that, in the future, everything depends more on the international factors and less or not at all on
the domestic subjects. There lies certain hope of better tomorrow which is so far nevertheless
unsupported by the historical effect of the “international community” (i.e., great powers) in the
Balkan region.

120

See Chapter II A Brief Overview of the Disintegration – The Chronology of Events (War in Bosnia and
Herzegovina).
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The problem of refugees in the territory of Yugoslavia is in fact a traditional historical problem
of the region. The so-called ethnic cleansing is not an “invention” of the most recent conflicts within
the former Yugoslavia. It is a constant concomitant phenomenon of the local nationalist passions,
especially in the twentieth century. To be sure, it is impossible and also improper to make the list of
the most numerous (ethnic and national) victims having occurred and occurring. Such lists, as a rule,
cause back revanchist strivings and are all, without exception, in function of the needs of daily
politics. Virtually all Balkan peoples have experienced ethnic purges in one form or another. Still,
there are differences in terms of the “main organizer” of the purges. It is not insignificant whether the
main organizer appears in the form of a state or in the guise of any local (regional) group(s) or
individuals. From this viewpoint, it could be said that the Serbs from the territory of former AustriaHungary empire did worst in the mutual fights of the Balkan peoples.
As the most numerous and potentially most dangerous ethnic group in the Balkan part of the
empire, the Serbs from the Austria-Hungary had been persecuted chiefly politically and socially
during the First World War, but they underwent a true genocide within the then constituted
Independent State of Croatia during the Second World War. It is estimated that in the concentration
camps in the ISC (which then also included modern Bosnia and Herzegovina), as well as in the mass
purges throughout that fascist creation, over a million civilians of Serb nationality died. Fresh
memories of those crimes greatly contributed to the inter-nation conflict which broke out upon the
disintegration of former Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia. In addition, it is known that the
previous purges of the Serbs served, to quite an extent, as a pretext to a number of contemporary Serb
chauvinists who practiced subsequent retaliation, i.e., “settlement of historical accounts”. Thus, the
Croats and Muslims who until recently have not suffered organized terror exercised by a state,
became the target of the Serb revenge. In this way, one bloody cycle of retaliation was closed and
many new ones were opened, whose end it is currently impossible to see.
In any case, the fostering of old nationalist exclusionism, as well as conscious instigation of
conflicts by the secessionist republics of former SFRY (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina)
on the one hand, and by the Serb national ethnicities in those areas, on the other, along with the
constant confused and unprincipled interference “from the outside” by the EU and USA, have
necessarily led to the civil war with catastrophic effects on all the domestic ethnic, national and
religious groups. In addition to the undetermined number of the dead and wounded, the greatest
victims of that war are the refugees. Their treatment is stipulated by the international legal documents,
as well as by the local regulations of the new-constituted states.
Upon the signing of the Dayton agreement by the conflicted sides (Paris, December 14, 1995),
it was stipulated (as well as legally regulated in detail) in which ways the refugees might and should
return to their homes. Although the signatories undertook to implement all its provisions - hence also
those referring to enabling the refugees to return to their homes, to the returning of their property or
its remuneration, to safe living conditions, etc. - it is obvious that this will not come to happen.
Permanent hindering of the implementation of the agreement by the interested local agents, as well as
the atmosphere of fear and insecurity which inevitably spreads, will surely prevent the majority of
refugees from former Yugoslav republics from ever returning to their former places of residence. This
is especially true for the refugees who are currently in Serbia. Of course, this is a factual-realistic
assessment which does not judge the ethics of that situation. To improve it, direct political but also
military action of the international community is necessary for at least ten-year period. It is almost
certain that the “international community” (whatever one may mean by this term) is simply not
willing to undertake, nor has concrete interest in, such a long-term involvement. Rather, it may be
expected (in the “worst” event) that the same “community” will at some time tacitly approve military
action of any of the momentarily (relatively) pacified ethnic sides - all that in hope of “finally
solving” those local problems of the infamous “ethnic cleansing”.
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1. The Official records and the actual situation
From the formal-legal point of view, refugees in Serbia have several different designations and
as many legal statuses. Until August 1995, that is, until the extensive Croatian offensive on the
Republic of Serb Krayina, all persons from former Yugoslav republics who had fled from war
activities or political persecutions and sought refuge in Serbia, had the official name of “refugees”.
After the exodus from Krayina, all persons from that region acquired the name of “exiled persons”.
The other persons exiled to Serbia after August 1995 have not been registered but listed as “persons
without status”. At the same time, all persons who returned to their original republics (primarily the
Serbs from Bosnia), irrespective of whether they returned to their old homes or to others in the same
region, are not registered as “refugees” upon the UNHCR recommendation. In addition to these
categories/names, there is also the designation “displaced persons” in Montenegro, which
encompasses persons with proper Yugoslav documents but with former residence in any of the former
Yugoslav republics. Hence these persons bear the official name of “other persons imperilled by war”.
Hardly anyone could make sense of this galimatias of terms and statuses. According to the
official data, the ratios of the “refugees”, “exiled persons”, and persons “without status” in Serbia are
the following:
SERBIA

refugees

exiled
persons

no status

others

total

number

228 929

189 003

120 005

79,791

617.728

%

37,5

30,59

19,42

19,42

100,00

Source: ”Refugees according to their status”, Census of the refugees and persons imperilled by the war in the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Beograd 1996., p. 32.

In percentages, the structure of refugees in Serbia, according to their official status, is the
following:
40

37,05
30,59

30
19,4
20

12,91

10
0
refugees

exiled persons

no status

others

The difference between the sum (537,937) and the official total of refugees in Serbia (617,728)
are the “persons imperilled by war” (others - 79,791) who meet the “requirements for acceptance into
the citizenship” of FRY.
According to the same source, of the total number of “refugees and other persons imperilled by
war” who are in Serbia (617,728), the majority came from the Republic of Serb Krayina, i.e., former
UNPA zones (281,029) and from the Muslim-Croat Federation (209,484). Officially, there are 49,094
refugees from other parts of Croatia, whereas 59,759 of them are from the Republic of Serbs. In the
other federal unit of new Yugoslavia (Montenegro), there are 28,338 exiled persons officially.
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Official results of the refugee census in Serbia listed according to their former place of
residence
Republic of
Serb Krayina

Other parts of
Croatia

Muslim-Croat
Federation

Republic of
Serbs

TOTAL

281.029

49.004

209.484

59.759

617.728

45,49%

7,93%

33,91%

9,67%

Source: The census of refugees and persons imperilled by the war in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
Beograd 1996., p.19.

For easier reference, the tabular figures are presented as a graph:

Other

3,03

Republic of Serbs

9,67
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zone)
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20
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Of the official total number of refugees in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (646,066), the
majority are the Serbs (92.3%), followed by the Yugoslavs (1.5%), Muslims (0.9%), Croats (0.7%),
etc. They are mostly placed in private homes (relatives, friends, benefactors), whereas some 10.1%
are at various reception centers, chiefly in Serbia. More than a half of refugees aged over 15 are
married (54.2%). Almost each tenth refugee is a widow(er), of which 80% are women.
According to the official data, among the refugees aged over 15, the majority has secondary
(46.7%) or elementary education (28.9%). Some 8.6% of the refugees have no education. Also, there
is an unusually high percentage of refugees with college or university education (10.6%). “Working
age persons” are the most numerous (47.2%) and this number is dominated by labor (29.7%), clerks
(8.0%), and farmers (3.2%). Among the refugees, there are 42.9% of the dependent persons, and 8.1%
have the status of retirees.
Finally, the 1996 census of refugees incorporated a statistical element unusual for official
documents - wishes of the refugees - that is, their “plans for future”. It resulted in the datum that
324,200 (60.3%) of the refugees wish to take permanent residence in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. Only 9.2% wish to return to their old homes, whereas 8% wish to emigrate to some other
country.
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The tabular presentation of the refugees’ statuses and their plans for future is given below.
Refugees

Exiled persons

No status

TOTAL

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Repatriation

17,757

7.8

22,588

12.0

8,936

7.4

49,281

9.2

Relocation

1,003

0.4

1,353

0.7

631

0,5

2,987

0.6

To remain in
the FRY

146.512

64.0

96,942

51.3

80,754

67.3

324,208

60.3

Emigration

18,420

8.0

15,933

8.4

8,649

7.2

43,002

8.0

Do not know

39,925

17.4

49,338

26.1

19,392

16.2

108,655

20.2

No reply

5,312

2.3

2,489

1.5

1,643

1.4

9,804

1.8

TOTAL

228,929

189,003

120,005

537,937

Source: The census of refugees and persons imperilled by the war in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
Beograd 1996., p. 50.

Irrespective of the official information and statistics, it may be said that war activities in the
territory of former Yugoslavia, in addition to the numerous and practically unforeseeable (i.e. fatal)
socio-economic-political consequences, caused over a million of the Serbs to become refugees or
persons directly “imperilled by war”. This primarily refers to those Serbs who lived in Croatia and
Bosnia & Herzegovina until 1991. In comparison to those former republics of the SFRY, the number
of Serbs who became refugees after the secession of Slovenia and Macedonia is well-nigh
negligible.121
The indicated number of persons of Serb nationality make the highest percentage in the total
refugee population in Serbia, both officially and realistically. In total, some 2,100,000 autochthon
ethnic Serbs lived in the chief sites of war activities - Croatia and Bosnia & Herzegovina - at the
beginning of the disintegration of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia.
According to the 1991 census, 580,762 Serbs and 104,728 Yugoslavs lived in Croatia. In total,
these were 685,490 citizens of pro-Yugoslav orientation, that is, 14.4% of the then total population of
Croatia. It is estimated that of the total number of Yugoslavs, there were at least 50% of the Serbs
who substituted their ethnic identity with the state one. Also, a great number of the Serbs in Croatia
thought (as it turned out - not without reason) that it was politically and otherwise more “opportune”
to be a “Yugoslav” than a “Serb”. Due to all this, it is safe to conclude that approximately 630,000
Serbs lived in Croatia in 1991. Looking back, Serb-Yugoslav population had the following ascendingdescending path:

121

According to the latest refugees’ census (1991), there were 6,327 refugees from Slovenia and 2,948 from
Macedonia. The data on the military personnel (members of the former YNA), who are estimated to make the
majority of the indicated numbers, have not been shown anywhere.

Final considerations

97

CROATIA

1971.

1981.

1991.

Serbs

626 789

531 502

580 762

Yugoslavs

84 118

379 057

104 728
Serbs about

TOTAL

710

910

695

907

559

590

630 000

In percentages, the ratios of the Serb, Yugoslav and Croat population in Croatia during the last
quarter century are the following:

100
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In any case, the Serbs had been steadily leaving Croatia, even before those most recent
dramatic events.122 According to our estimates, of the total number of Serbs in Croatia, some 350,000
went to exile during the war years of 1991-1996. According to the unconfirmed data, between some
200,000 and 300,000 citizens of Serb nationality have remained in Croatia today. But, it should be
taken into account that many Serbs from Croatia were guest workers abroad from before (from during
the former Yugoslavia) and that they are still nominally counted among the Croatian citizens. After
the annihilation of the Republic of Serb Krayina, the structure of Serb refugees, according to the place
to which they fled, seems to be the following:
Serbia

Republic Of
Serbs

East Slavonia, West
Srem and Baranja
(Croatia)*

abroad
(the West)

Repatriation
(1996/7)

about
130,000

about
40,000

about
150,000

about
25,000

about
900

The mentioned estimates need to be increased by the number of perished and missing Serbs
which is unofficially in the dramatic range of between 4,000 and 8,000 civilians and military
personnel.123
122
*

See Appendix, Croatia - Table 6, also Tables 7, 8 and 9.

Before the war, according to the 1991 census, some 85,000 Serbs lived in this area.
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According to the data of 1991 census, there were 1,369,258 Serbs and 239,845 Yugoslavs in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. It is therefore estimated that there were some 1,400,000 resident autochthon
ethnic Serbs in that former Yugoslav republic. Just as in Croatia, a continuous decrease in the number
of Serb population is also noticeable:
BOSNIA

1971.

1981.

1991.

Serbs

1 393
148

1 320 644

580 762

Yugoslavs

43 396

326 280

104 728
about

TOTAL

1 436

1 646

1 609

1 450 000

544

924

103

Serbs

In percentages, the ratio of Serbs, Yugoslavs, Croats, and Muslims in Bosnia during the last
quarter century was the following:
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It is our assessment that the forced migrations of the Serbs in Bosnia, as well as their casualties
caused by the civil war, have the following distribution:
Displaced - Rep. Of Serbs

Serbia

(fled from the MCF)**

abroad
(the West)

repatriation

dead and
missing

about

about

over

about

about

420,000

290,000

55,000

600

30,000

The noticeable disproportion between those who fled from the Federation of BosniaHerzegovina and those who fled to Serbia or abroad is explained by the fact that the Serbs who fled,
i.e., were exiled from Bosnia-Herzegovina Federation mostly subsequently settled in the Serb part of
Bosnia (Republic of Serbs). Those are the refugees who are not included into the UNHCR
documentation because they had not crossed the borders of Bosnia and Herzegovina which became an
internationally recognized state in the meantime (i.e., during the war).
123

According to other data coming from the circles close to the former government of the Republic of Serb
Krayina, 1,112 Serb soldiers and 2,500 Serb civilians died in Croatia.
**

Muslim-Croat Federation (Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina).
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According to the unreliable data, it is thought that about 25,000 Serbs from Bosnia (soldiers
and civilians) died during the war. Also, it is the official estimate that between 5,000 and 7,000
persons are listed as “missing”. They are mostly the civilians who perished during the NATO
bombing and Muslim-Croat offensive against Serb positions during August and until November 1996.
When we compare all the mentioned data, we arrive at the estimate that of the total number of
Serb refugees from former Yugoslav republics (about 1,000,000 of the displaced persons), between
380,000 and 410,000 of them has found a “temporary” placement in the Republic of Serbia. A smaller
number is in Montenegro (some 30,000). Together, they represent the number of refugees who are
now (and that, judging by everything, practically means “for good”) in the contemporary Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia.
The remaining part of the Serb ethnic body from former Yugoslav republics, has found
temporary or permanent residence in new homes in the territory of the Republic of Serbs (at the
moment some 1.3 million) and Croatia (110,000-150,000); the number which should be increased by
those Serbs from the Srem-Baranja region (some 140,000).Unfortunately, a considerable number of
those persons is just leaving the Srem-Baranja region and, by the end of 1997, it may be expected that
there will be over 450,000 refugees in Serbia from former Yugoslav republics, i.e., primarily Croatia
and Bosnia and Herzegovina. In the worst, although not too hypothetical case, the number of refugees
in Serbia could reach half a million by the end of 1997!
Finally, in addition to the refugees who are in Serbia, it is estimated that between 40,000 and
60,000 (according to different estimates) of Serb refugees from Croatia and Bosnia are at this moment
situated in some of the West European countries, United States, Australia, etc.124 They dwell there on
various grounds: a number of today refugees has been “temporarily” working in the West for years
now; a number of refugees has in the meantime been officially registered and accepted as “refugees
from former Yugoslavia” (chiefly Bosnia and Herzegovina); and a smaller number is there illegally with their relatives or friends.125 In most cases, they will all strive to remain in those countries at any
cost and will only exceptionally leave the places of their exile. In future, it may also be expected that
a limited number of today refugees in Serbia, who come from Bosnia, will be given an opportunity to
find their future in some of the countries of the West, North America or Australia.

124

According to the “Latest News” bulletin issued by the UNHCR, Office of the Special Envoy, 10-11/1996,
refugees from Bosnia and Herzegovina are situated in the following European countries and Turkey: Finland
(1,200), Norway (11,288), Sweden (57,230), Denmark (19,500), Great Britain (13,000), Ireland (600), Belgium
(6,000), the Netherlands (24,000), France (15,000), Italy (8,430), Spain (2,500), Portugal (60), Greece (4,000),
Germany (345,000), Luxembourg (15,000), Poland (240), Liechtenstein (237), Czech Republic (911), Slovak
Republic (1,596), Austria (8,000), Hungary (5,000), Switzerland (25,000), Bulgaria (250), Albania (5,000),
Turkey (4,000); total: 564,930. The ethnic composition of the Bosnian refugees in Europe has not been stated.
Neither has been stated the number of refugees who are in the United States, Australia, Pakistan, etc. The only
certain thing is that they are predominantly Muslims.
125

The exact number of the latter who have been abroad for years (decades) and are nominally still listed as the
residents of municipalities in Croatia and Bosnia - is unknown. It is our estimate that the number of Serbs, who
have been living in the West for a long period but have official citizenships in former Yugoslav republics
Bosnia and Croatia, reaches the figure of over 150,000.
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2. Causes, motives, and conditions of migrations of the Serb refugees
In the large group of refugees who are placed in Serbia, from a “purely sociological” viewpoint,
we can distinguish several categories:
1) “Integrated” - chiefly the refugees who were the first come to Serbia from Croatia and
Bosnia. Their refugee status lasted for a relatively short time. Owing to the then favorable political
climate in Serbia, as well as to the chiefly preserved material wealth, these refugees have (in most
cases) in the meantime acquired Serbian, that is, new Yugoslav citizenship, whereas their refugee
status ceased to exist formally as well.
As a rule, they are the urban population who represented the political or economic elite in
places of their former residence. Most frequently, they managed to take out their capital, to sell or
exchange their real estate (houses, apartments, estates) “in good time”, and to obtain new jobs in
Serbia or Montenegro. In this way, they have easily and rapidly blended into their new environment larger towns within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. It is estimated that there are some 40,000 of
such (now chiefly former) refugees in Serbia.
2) Semi-integrated - they partly come from the previous group. Those are primarily the
refugees who have never reported to either the administrative bodies of Serbia or the UNHCR. In
addition to them, there are those to whom the Government of the Republic of Serbia first recognized
and later, in subsequent revisions, denied the refugee status. Officially, there were 90,000 such cases.
Namely, according to the report of the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic of Serbia, that is
the number of persons who returned to their former homes in the period between May 1993 and April
1994. Putting aside the objectivity of this datum, the largest number of refugees lost their status
during (il)legal mobilizations126 or upon refusal to be placed in the appropriate collective centers. Also,
according to the Law, the refugee status was also lost whenever a refugee got a permanent job (“for an
indefinite period of time”), that is, whenever a refugee registered own private business.
Based on all previous researches, we maintain that there are between 170,000 and 190,000 of
such “semi-integrated” refugees in Serbia today. The fact that their residence in Serbia is practically
half-legal is accounted for with their familial, friendly and business relations with the citizens of
Serbia/FRY through which they provide accommodation and income. These people have mostly not
registered with the relevant bodies as refugees - partly due to their pride (“How can I be a refugee in
my own country?”), partly due to the fear of potential mobilization and forced repatriation, and partly
due to purely economic reasons. Namely, a good number of these refugees, if they were able to, kept
or renewed their “old citizenship” (of the secessionist republics from which they fled) for the simple
reason that it was (and still is) the only way to “stay in touch” with their property. If, however, they
renounced those citizenships they would be deprived of the right to property left in their places of
former residence according to the laws still in effect in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, for
instance. Furthermore, the Law on Citizenship in Serbia, that is, FRY, does not allow for the dual
citizenship which would partly solve this problem.
3) “Unitegrated” - the official refugees with duly registered place of temporary residence. To
our knowledge, there are 150,000 - 170,000 of these refugees in Serbia. These refugees are mostly
placed in the reception centers (the so-called collective accommodation) and are in the most difficult
possible refugee situation. As a rule, they are unemployed, of low educational structure, with many
children and without the basic conditions for privacy and future-planning. Also, the largest number of
refugees in collective accommodation fall into the category of the dependent persons (aged over 65)
126

As a rule, those were men aged between 18 and 60, but it needs to be said that such cases were rather few in
comparison to the total number of refugees - between 7,000 and 9,000 chiefly unregistered refugees.
Furthermore, according to the newspaper records, as early as on July 12, 1993, the obligatory work was
introduced in Serbia for all refugees aged 18-60, regardless of their sex or education. Non-response to the call
entailed denial of refugee rights and benefits. It is unknown to us to what extent these measures were actually
implemented. Judging by everything, that and similar intentions remained only dead letters.
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who, upon leaving their homes, simply “gave up” and left their lives to the mercy of others. As such,
these people can rely exclusively on one another, they scarcely communicate with their new
environment and lose the sense of reality. In addition to all this, a considerable number of these
refugees has never before lived in an urban environment and the majority of the collective centers are
situated in towns.
From the ranks of this category of refugees, candidates for return in places of former residence
might perhaps be expected to emerge. Their misfortune is that in their homes, if they are not
destroyed, there are other people today - most frequently also refugees but from the ranks of other
(enemy) ethnic groups.
Based on the conducted research, it may be concluded that there are express objective and
subjective reasons for the refugees to take permanent residence in the Republic of Serbia. It is certain
that over two-thirds of the refugees who are now in the territory of the Republic of Serbia will strive
to turn their current refugee status into permanent residence! Of this number, some 80% at most will
strive to take final residence in Serbia, whereas only a smaller number (8%) of primarily highly
educated ones, will try to make their living abroad.
Such a large number of the exiled persons, primarily those of Serb nationality (together with the
Yugoslavs they make 94.4% of the respondents), who will seek to establish permanent residence in
the Republic of Serbia is the result of the following objective circumstances:
1) The largest number of refugees (71.9% of the respondents) come from the territories under
Muslim or Croat control in Bosnia and Herzegovina, that is, from territories under the control of the
Republic of Croatia. This percentage may be additionally increased by 10.25% of the refugees who
chiefly come from the border territories between the Republic of Serbs and Muslim-Croat Federation.
Bearing in mind the character and forms of the civil and religious war in former Yugoslavia,
the data practically mean that the refugees from these territories practically cannot return to their
former places of residence without risking their own civil integrity and their very lives! For the Serbs,
any return to these territories practically means to agree to loosing their own national identity along
with constant exposure to various forms of state terror by the local administrations. Hence, all actions
in progress or to be taken aimed at the return of refugees to their homes, must take into account that
the refugees whose former places of residence have the above mentioned status neither can nor want
to return there.
2) Since only 15.28% of the refugees’ real estate has been saved from destruction or
confiscated, it is certain that they cannot be any significant motivational factor which might entice the
refugees to return. If we add 90.07% of the destroyed or confiscated movable property to the above
data, we arrive at the conclusion that the majority of refugees not only has nowhere to return, but also
has nothing to return with. If they, however, return, they will have to start from scratch
simultaneously losing their refugee status which provides, however small, immediate financial
assistance. Furthermore, they are returning to the conditions of old ethnic tensions which may easily
give rise to a new war. Also, with the current relation of political forces in Bosnia and Croatia, it is
quite certain that the Serb refugees in Serbia cannot expect that their houses, apartments or estates will
be returned to them through any legitimate legal procedure.
3) The fact that some 50% of the respondents had been employed in the state companies (which
were destroyed or ruined in the meantime), clearly points to the conclusion that refugees have no
strong motive for the return in the employment aspect either. When the number of the person
unemployed from before (26.62%) is added to this number, then it can still more certainly be expected
that the refugees will seek to establish permanent residence away from their former homes. Indeed,
52.58% have explicitly stated their preference for taking permanent residence in the Republic of
Serbia/Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.
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4) Taking into the account the primarily urban character of the refugee population coming from
the territories under the Croat and Muslim control, as well as the fact that the average refugee is
a mother with two children who is the only provider for her family, it is logical to expect that she will
seek to provide maximum safety for her children and not anywhere at that - but primarily in a town the social milieu she is most familiar with.
Since they have been exiled from their former towns (places of residence), these refugees will
seek to begin “new life” and gain existential security in some of the towns of the Republic of
Serbia/Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. In this way, an already enormous population inflow to the
Serbian towns (especially Belgrade, Novi Sad, Sombor, and Niš) will be further increased, which
entails a series of other socio-economic difficulties. In addition to the data, it ought to be noted that
16.9% of the refugees are the retirees who, most often, do not receive their pensions from their former
states. Inasmuch as the pressure on the local Serbian economy (which is already in the state of utter
chaos) is more intensive still.
Along with the objective reasons for the tendency to take permanent residence away from
former homes, the objective views and opinions of the refugees should also be taken into
consideration.
1) It has already been said that the largest number of refugees (29.03%) condition their
repatriation with the establishment of permanent peace and full political stability. This maximal
requirement, it is certain, will not be possible to meet in the foreseeable future. In other words, a third
of the refugee population is already psychologically prepared for a long-term stay in the exile!127
Almost as a rule, long stay in a new milieu also results in establishment of permanent residence in that
milieu, whereby the “return to one’s own hearth” turns into a mere “unrealized wish” and optional
nostalgia.
2) Immediately after those refugees who demand maximally favorable circumstances for their
repatriation, there come those who openly refuse to return - some 25.29%. This is practically a third
of the total refugee population who, with high certainty, may be supposed never to return to their
former homes. In this way, the subjective experiencing of the refugee status is in direct proportion to
the objective circumstances of refugee migrations - a datum which demonstrates clear perception of
their own situation.
3) The above data precisely correspond to the desires of the polled refugees - those who wish to
establish permanent residence in the Republic of Serbia/Federal republic of Yugoslavia - the total of
52.58%. Only 39.38% of the respondents does not wish to become permanent residents of the
Republic of Serbia/federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The assumption is that those are the persons who
come from the regions under the control of local Serb units in the territories of Croatia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina. However, this really is the case with only 9.4%. The others come from the territories in
which they are today an ethnic minority, which is currently the worst fortune that can happen to you
in Croatia or Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Independent of this, as well as of the fact that their houses are no more or occupied by some
other refugees from the enemy side, these refugees wish to return. However, we have already shown
that this is predominantly revolt rather than an actual desire whose realization is sought. Still, it is
very likely that a number of those refugees may indeed realize their intentions with their possible
resoluteness and persistence. Also, it is also possible for them to take with them a number of those
who are willing to return if provided accommodation in any place in the “free area” (17.94%). Hence
it is possible to suppose that a third of the refugees also has subjective reasons to repatriate, which
then again corresponds in principle to the number of refugees for whose repatriation there are
objective conditions.
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We point to the fact that, according to the UN experience, the smallest “refugee time unit is 20 years”!
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We conclude that more than three-fourths of the total number of refugees in Serbia (430,000)
possess every predisposition, both objective and subjective, to establish residence in Serbia/Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia. In other words, over 350,000 refugees who are today in Serbia will never
again return to their old homes in Bosnia and Herzegovina or Croatia. On the other hand, according to
the available indicators, 20% at most of the total refugee population not only wishes but also has
relatively objective conditions to repatriate.
The issue of integration of the refugees in Serbia is impossible to comprehend without the
insight into the attitude of the local public opinion toward the problem. Namely, according to the
competent research of public in Serbia128, the largest number of citizens of Serbia (44.8%) maintain
that the Serb refugees from Bosnia should become residents of Serbia. It is similar with the Krayina
refugees - 49.5% of the citizens of Serbia agrees with this proposal. It is interesting, however, that in
both cases some 25% of the respondents cannot state their preference as to what the Serbian
government should do in connection with the refugees. Also, an approximately equal percentage of
the respondents (26.5%) maintains that “we have too many of our own problems to be able to take the
responsibility” as to the permanent residence of the refugees in Serbia. All this tells us that the
majority of the citizens of Serbia accepts the refugees and expects from the government to take care of
them. The reasons for this ought to be sought in the view that the Serbs “from the other side of the
Drina river129” (i.e., from Bosnia and Croatia) are of the same nationality as those from Serbia (52.4%
of the respondents thinks so) or that they are related - close (21%). Finally, there is a favorable feeling
in Serbia toward the Krayina and Bosnian Serbs: “very favourable” opinion is expressed by the
average of 28.9% citizens in Serbia and “partly favorable” by 49.0%. Only 20.0% of the citizens of
Serbia has unfavorable opinion of the Serbs “from the other side of the Drina”.
On the other hand, the opinions of the citizens of Serbia on the possibility of the return of the
refugees to their homes rather differ. Thus the majority maintains that this is “quite likely” (30.7%), or
“very likely” (16.5%) to expect repatriation of the refugees. Unlike them, 26.8% of the respondents
maintains that repatriation is “quite unlikely” (12.3%). Between the two polarized groups of
“optimists” and “pessimists” are those who are undecided - 13.7%. In any case, it is the undivided
orientation of the Serbian public opinion that the Serbian government should participate actively in
the organization of the return of those refugees who wish and can return. As many as 76.1% of the
respondents has positive opinion of such an involvement of the government.
As to the settlement in Serbia, most respondents “strongly support” the settlement of Kosovo
(55.7%). Partly and completely against such settlement are only 9.4% of the respondents. The
settlement of refugees in Voivodina is “strongly supported” by 32.7% and “partly supported” by
29.7%. Against the settlement of refugees in Voivodina are 20.1% of the citizens of Serbia. The
strongest opposition to the settlement of refugees in Serbia is felt toward those who would like to stay
in Belgrade. As many as 37.7% of the polled are against this, of which 19.5% are “strongly opposed”
and 17.8% are “partly opposed” to such settlement.
In any case, it may be said that the citizens of Serbia sympathize to quite an extent with the
hardships of their fellow nationals - refugees who had been forced to leave their homes in Bosnia and
Croatia. Despite occasional media campaigns against those refugees who allegedly “spread ethnic
hatred” or are “sunk into crime” etc., the citizens of Serbia do not perceive refugees as the source of
their economic and other problems. Thus, for instance, only 11.4% of the respondents “agree
completely” with the thesis that the “life in Serbia would be better if all refugees were expelled”.
41.2% disagrees completely with the view. Still, the current big economic restriction in Serbia, as well
as the consequences of the adventurous and utterly amateurishly led war, have resulted in a number of
citizens of Serbia seeing the source of their troubles in someone else - this time in refugees. That this
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Here, we quote a part of the results of the research of public opinion in Serbia which is monitored continually
by Medium - Public Opinion and Marketing Center, the Political Studies Institute, Belgrade.
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The Drina river separates, as a natural border, Serbia from Bosnia and Herzegovina. It is therefore thought of
as a metaphor of the separation between the Serbs within and without Serbia.
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is indeed so is confirmed by the percentage of those who “partly agree” with the above mentioned
thesis of a better life if there were no refugees (20.0%), as well as by that of those who only “partly
disagree” with the thesis - 22.3%. Along with 5.1% of the “undecided”, these respondents together
comprise the “grey mass” of the voters who are inclined to the uncritical acceptance of information
coming from mass media and who in the final instance decide on the support to the local
administration and its opposing actions. This is the “silent majority” which usually decides in the last
moment, whereby such decision, as a rule, results either from the authoritarian tradition or some
inertia of thought in which the familiar and established patterns of thinking/acting are followed.
Therefore we can assume that the refugees in Serbia will have big problems unless they strictly
comply to the “guidelines” imposed on them by the Serbian (Yugoslav) government. For the time
being, it should mean that any public appearance or indication of their position outside the
“institutions of the system” is not desirable.
However, the facts also have their other side in the form of the objective situation with the
refugee problems in former Yugoslavia. The impossibility of repatriation or relocation, as well as the
unsurmounted ethnic distance, determine the integration of refugees into their new milieus as the only
realistic option for many years to come. Because of this, the presented facts, among other things,
ought to be recognized by the Republic of Serbia which should finally stop treating the refugees in the
state of almost subservience. Instead of various manipulations with the positions of refugees which
reach both in the field of (daily) politics130 and finance131, the state would first have to grant the
Serbian citizenship to all those refugees who want it. This is the first and basic condition for the
beginning of true solving of the refugee problem in Serbia.
Furthermore, Serbia could launch a public state loan through which it could lend uncultivated
land, abandoned houses and estates abundant in Serbia, especially in its central part, to refugees based
on various credit facilities. Also, the state could take a loan for refugees in the international financial
market to finance the accommodation and employment programs for refugees, i.e., to speed up the
integration of refugees into the new milieu. This would imply the crediting of refugee economic
projects, as well as re-education for those jobs for which there is labor shortage, assistance to local
administrations in creating new openings, financing of public works, etc. The whole project could be
coordinated by a special bank - in which there is already good experience, especially that of Greece
after the exodus of the Greeks from Turkey. Finally, based on the above, the state of Serbia, that is, of
Yugoslavia, could also make out the exact bill to Bosnia and Croatia in which, through the
international institutions, it could demand financial reimbursement for refugees whose real estate
remains in these states. All those activities should have already been started so that several thousands
of Serbs refugees would not have to solve their problems individually - from case to case. In this
instance, it is almost impossible to see the end of suffering of the people who had left their homes and
their whole lives without their own volition and for purposes of other people.

130

The matter of the voters for the election; confrontation with the local population; refugees as the scapegoats
for the political stirrings, etc.
131

The demands to the UNHCR and other international institutions; unemployment problems, etc.
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3. The new ethnic picture of Serbia and its political consequences
According to the 1991 census as well as to our (earlier mentioned) estimate of the number of
refugees in Serbia, we could say that the ethnic picture of Serbia has not changed considerably.
Namely, the current number of refugees from Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as the smaller
number from Slovenia and Macedonia, makes only some 4% of the total population of Serbia. At the
same time, the refugees who are currently in Serbia make about 3.6% of the total Serb ethnic body
from the territory of former Yugoslavia (including Serbia). As to the Serbs outside Serbia (but within
former Yugoslavia), then the Serb refugees from Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina who are today
in Serbia make about 25% of the total number of Serbs from those now independent states.
Despite the opinion of the citizens of Serbia, the newly-arrived refugees are chiefly
accommodated in larger towns of Serbia and its northern province, Voivodina, which had been
already populated by the majority Serb population. Hence the refugees have not significantly changed
the current regional ethnic ratios and balance. To be sure, certain changes had to occur - primarily in
the autonomous province of Voivodina, which is the most developed part of Serbia. Namely, it is
logical that the refugees seek to settle where the economic conditions for living are the best, especially
if the state itself has not made any significant effort to organize their permanent accommodation in
any suitable way132. Furthermore, smaller changes of the former ethnic balance also resulted because a
certain (so far undetermined) number of citizens of non-Serb nationality (especially the Hungarians
and partly Muslims and Croats) has left Serbia.133 On the other hand, however, the exact number of
Serbs who emigrated since 1991 to day is not known.134
In any case, the four most numerous groups (Serbs, Albanians, Muslims, Hungarians) make
nine-tenths of the total population of Serbia and it is understandable that their mutual relations decide
the overall political atmosphere.
The Serbs, Montenegrins, and Yugoslavs accounted for 70.6% of the population in 1991,
which, for the Balkan circumstances, represents almost bare minimum of national homogeneity if the
unity of a state is to be maintained. The arrival of Serb refugees from former Yugoslav republics, this
figure has somewhat increased (today the total of citizens of the Serb ethnic origin is 7,150,000), but
still has not reached the number, i.e., level this ethnic group had in 1971!
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Insisting that the refugees are just about to rush to their former homes, the state of Serbia has kept postponing
to face the actual problem. For example, after the collapse of the Republic of Serb Krayina and the exodus of
some 200,000 people, in November 1995, the government of the Republic of Serbia considered that it was the
most important to provide for the “wintering over” of the refugees since by March 1996 “the international
community will ensure the conditions for their safe return to the territories from which they have been exiled”.
At the same time, the program for accommodation of the “exiled persons” from Krayina was set as a “long-term
national program which is to be realized in stages”. Owing to such “random” approach, the refugees in Serbia
are in a state of constant uncertainty. Hence come the frustrations of not only the refugees but also of their hosts,
who increasingly see them as competition for their jobs and economic survival.
133

The reasons why the national minority members left Serbia appear to be economic (recession, UN sanctions,
economic collapse, etc.) rather than political (the war in the immediate vicinity, ethnic animosity, etc.).
134

Informal estimates range from 150,000 to even 200,000 (chiefly younger and highly-educated) Serbs who
have emigrated from the country for the last 5-6 years!
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The tabular presentation of the national composition of Serbia is given below.
NATION

1971 (%)

1981 (%)

1991 (%)

Serbs

71.2

66.4

65.9

Montenegrins

1.5

1.6

1.4

Yugoslavs

1.5

4.7

3.3

TOTAL (%)

74.2

71.8

70.6

TOTAL (number)

6,265,905

6,771,122

6,886,183

Albanians

11.7

14.0

17.1

Muslims

1.8

2.3

2.5

Hungarians

4.2

4.2

3.5

TOTAL (%)

18.6

20.5

24.1

Serbs,Montenegr,
Yugoslavs

total:
92.8

total:
93.2

total:
93.7

others TOTAL

6.2

6.8

6.3

TOTAL INHABITANTS
(number)

8,446,591

9,313,677

9,778,991

1997 (numberestimate)

about 7,300,000

Alban.,.Hungar., Muslims

**

plus Serb refugees
ABOUT
**
10,200,000

This total number of inhabitants of Serbia is only approximate and surely needs to be decreased by the
undetermined number of those who have emigrated in the meantime. Unofficial estimates: about 120,000 of
Serbs and about 100,000 of others (15,000 Croats, 40,000 Hungarians, 20,000 Muslims, 20,000 Albanians etc.
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For easier reference, the dynamics of the ethnic changes in Serbia may be represented in the
following way as well.
100
95
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65
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other
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Although not very big, the changes in the ethnic composition of Serbia which occurred in the
course of the last five war years represent the basis for all future political developments in Serbia - in
both internal and external plans. This equally refers to, for instance, the electorate in Serbia (and
hence also to the choice of political projects and systems which constitute national identity) and to the
inter-state relations in the Balkans. Inasmuch as any future research of the political future of Serbia
and its alliance with its federal partner Montenegro (the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia), will, among
other things, have to take into account the relations, self-cognition and ethnic distance existing among
the mentioned national and ethnic groups. Scientific insight into and explanation of the political
developments in Serbia and the Balkans will be possible to the extent to which various “models” of
those processes, in addition to the inevitable social and economic changes pertaining to all countries
in “transition”, have been recognized.
All the above indicators give evidence of an extremely complicated, almost chaotic situation in
terms of the ethnic-national structure of Serbia - the political epicenter of Yugoslav controversies. In
any case, Serbia is today in a highly complex and practically unfinished political-legal state of being.
This fact is only additionally dramatized by the arrival of new Serb refugees from former Yugoslav
republics. In total, those two moments will show to be perhaps the key elements of political
developments in this part of the Balkans, and perhaps even farther.
What may be said already is that, sooner or later, a huge majority of today refugees in Serbia
will be granted full citizenship in this state. Then they will participate in the choosing of the political
system, that is, the dominant national values and institutions, equally with the other citizens of Serbia.
In view of the present experience of the Serb refugees, as well as that of their fellow nationals in
Serbia, a rational choice that could manage to realize the balance between the civil democracy and
national totalitarianism is quite unlikely. All the more so since the immediate vicinity (first of all
Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina) is still in a far more disastrous national-religious-chauvinist
state which cannot but directly encourage the Serb revanchism.
Still, to the extent that the overall political relations within Serbia and its Federation with
Montenegro will develop in a democratic procedure and on democratic bases - along with the
compliance to the widely accepted and adopted national points of reference as well as international
standards related to the respect of civil rights and freedoms, it may be expected that the civil identity
(as independent of the national/ethnic status) of the citizens of Serbia, as well as the national prefix of
the state of Serbia will become stronger. Only in this way, the civil and the national in Serbia may
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become a part of the integral thinking and action which do not challenge the democratic state
integrity. Such Serbia (and Montenegro) can then be a strong support to the legitimate national
strivings of the Serbs from Bosnia and Herzegovina, that is, the Republic of Serbs, as well as to the
Serb minority in Croatia. Only in this way it may be ensured that the migratory movements of the
Serbs and other nations and ethnic groups from this region be motivated by rather economic than
political (ethnic) reasons.
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Yugoslavia
Table 1. - Population of the SFRY according to their ethnic affiliation in absolute
figures: 1945-1981; incomplete data for 1991 (only Croats, Muslims, Serbs and
Yugoslavs)
YU
TOTAL
Montenegrins
Croats
Macedonians

1945

1953

1961

1971

1981

15.772.098

16.935.573

18.549.291

20.522.972

2.2427.585

425 703

466 039

513 832

508 843

579 043

3 784 353

3 975 550

4 293 809

4 526 782

4 428 043

810 126

893 247

1 054 516

1 194 784

1 341 598

Muslims

808 921

998 698

972 960

1 729 932

1 999 890

Slovenes

1 415 432

1 487 100

1 589 211

1 678 032

1 753 571

Serbs

6 541 117

7 065 923

7 806 152

8 143 246

8 140 507

Albanians

750 431

754 245

914 733

1 309 523

1 730 878

Bulgarians

61 140

61 708

62 624

58 627

36 189

Czecks

39 015

34 517

30 331

24 620

19 624

Italians

79 575

35 874

25 615

21 791

15 132

Hungarians

496 492

502 175

504 369

477 374

426 867

Germans

55 337

60 536

20 015

12 785

8 712

Romanies

72 736

84 713

31 674

78 485

168 197

Romanians

64 095

60 364

60 862

58 570

54 955

Russines

37 140

37 353

38 619

24 640

23 286

Slovaks

83 626

84 999

86 433

83 656

80 334

Turks

97 954

259 535

182 964

127 920

101 291

Wallachs

102 953

36 728

9 463

21 990

32 071

no reply

-

-

-

32 774

46 701

Yugoslavs

-

-

317 124

273 077

1 219 024

Regional

-

-

-

15 002

25 730

39 952

30 916

28 793

53 381

32 397

-

6 389

14 182

67 139

153 545

Other
Unknown

1991

4 633 354

2 307 447

8 425 537

675 549

Source: Statistički bilten (statistical bulletin) br.1259. SZS Beograd;
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Table 2. - Structure of the population of Yugoslavia by ethnic affiliation in
percentages: 1945-1981; incomplete data for za 1991 (only Croats, Muslims, Serbs and
Yugoslavs)
YU

1945 (%)

1953 (%)

1961 (%)

1971 (%)

1981 (%)

Montenegrins

2.7

2.8

2.8

2.5

2.6

Croats

24.0

23.5

23.1

22.1

19.8

Macedonians

5.1

5.3

5.6

5.8

6.0

Muslims

5.1

5.9

5.2

8.4

8.9

Slovenes

9.0

8.8

8.6

8.2

7.8

Serbs

41.5

41.7

42.1

39.7

36.3

Albanians

4.8

4.5

4.9

6.4

7.7

Bulgarians

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.2

Czecks

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

Italians

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

Hungarians

3.2

3.0

2.7

2.3

1.9

Germans

0.4

0.4

0.1

0.0

0.0

Romanies

0.5

0.5

0.1

0.4

0.7

Romanians

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.3

02

Russines

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

Slovaks

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

Turks

0.6

1.5

1.0

0.6

0.5

Wallachs

0.7

0.2

0.0

0.1

0.1

no reply

-

-

-

0.2

0.2

Yugoslavs

-

-

1.7

1.3

5.4

regional

-

-

-

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.2

0.1

-

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.7

other
unknown

1991 (%)
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Table 3. - Territorial distribution of Croats, Muslims, Serbs and Yugoslavs in former
Yugoslavia (in comparison to the total population; in percentages - 1981)
SFRY

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Montenegro

Croatia

Macedonia

Slovenia

Serbia

Croats

17.1

0.2

78.0

0.1

1.3

3.4

Muslims

81.5

3.9

1.2

2.0

0.7

10.8

Serbs

16.2

0.2

6.5

0.5

0.5

75.9

Yugoslavs

26.8

2.6

31.1

1.2

2.2

36.3

Source: SB No. 1295/1982.

Table 4. - Percentage of Serbs, Croats and Muslims in their “parent” republics Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia&Herzegovina (1948, 1961, 1971, 1981).
1948

1961

1971

1981

Serbs

73.7

71.6

74.1

75.9

Croats

78.6

78.2

77.6

78.0

Muslims

97.4

86.9

85.0

81.5

Source: R. Petrović: Migracije u Jugoslaviji. P. 53.
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Croatia
Table 6. - Populationof Croatia by ethnic origin (1971, 1981, 1991)
CROATIA

1971

%

1981

%

1991

%

4426221

100.0

6401469

100.0

4760344

100.0

9706

0.2

9818

0.2

9521

0.2

3512647

79.4

3454611

75.1

3708308

77.9

Macedonian

5625

0.1

5362

0.1

4760

0.1

Muslims

18457

0.4

23740

0.5

47603

1.0

Slovenes

32497

0.7

25136

0.5

23802

0.5

Serbs

626789

14.2

531502

11.6

580076

12.2

Albanians

4175

0.1

6006

0.1

14281

0.3

Czecks

19001

0.4

15061

0.3

14281

0.3

Italians

17433

0.4

11661

0.3

19041

0.4

Hungarians

35488

0.8

25439

0.6

23802

0.5

Slovaks

6482

0.1

6533

0.1

No data

-

other

18379

0.5

16966

0.4

No data

-

unstated

15798

0.4

17133

0.4

No data

-

Yugoslavs

84118

1.9

379057

8.2

104728

2.2

regional

-

-

8657

0.2

No data

1.0

unknown

18626

-

64737

1.4

66645

1.4

TOTAL
Montenegri
Croats
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Tables 7 and 8 - Inter-republic migrants by national origin (Croats, Muslims, Serbs,
Yugoslavs): CROATIA (1961, 1971, 1981) and migratory coefficients
Croatia

Number of the immigrants

Number of emigrants

1961

1971

1981

1961

1971

1981

Total

235219

331070

386765

265626

284907

291907

Croats

132326

171026

165654

83569

81465

76211

Muslims

2251

12920

15084

1224

3963

4815

Serbs

61687

85717

77351

144988

146255

157530

Yugoslavs

5247

15345

54842

2229

16848

41461

Croatia

Migratory coefficient
1961

1971

1981

Total

-1.13

1.16

1.26

Croats

1.58

2.24

2.17

Muslims

1.80

3.25

3.13

Serbs

-2.53

-1.70

-2.03

Yugoslavs

2.36

-1.09

1.32

Source: R. Petrović: Migracije u Jugoslaviji. pp. 82, 83.

Table 9. - Inter-republic migrations 1971-1981 (Croatia)
Croatia

number of
immigrants

number of
emigrants

Balance

immigration

emigration

Migratory
coefficient

TOTAL
Montenegr.

121 430

73 076

48 354

2.64

1.58

1.66

1 350

1 548

-198

13.74

15.76

-1.44

Croats

53 486

22 503

30 938

1.54

0.65

2.37

Makedon.

1 168

936

232

21.78

17.45

1.24

Muslims

7 242

2 411

4 831

30.5

10.15

3.00

Slovenes

2 677

2 838

-161

10.65

11.29

-1.06

Serbs

28 543

28 863

-320

5.37

5.53

-1.01

Albanians

2 206

542

1 664

36.72

9.08

4.07

Hungarian

850

624

226

3.34

2.45

1.36

Romanies

364

123

241

9.43

3.18

2.96

Slovaks

243

156

87

3.71

2.38

1.55

19 667

8 409

11 258

5.18

2.21

2.32

Yugoslavs

Source: R. Petrović: Migracije u Jugoslaviji. p. 99.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina
Table 10. - Population of Bosnia and Herzegovina by ethnic origin
BOSNIA

1971

%

1981

%

1991

%

3 746 111

100.0

4 124 008

100.0

4 364 574

Montenegrins

13 021

0.3

14 114

0.3

-

Croats

772 481

20.6

758 136

18.4

755 895

17.31

Muslims

1 487 430

39.6

1 629 924

39.5

1 905 829

43.66

Slovenes

4 053

0.1

2 753

0.0

-

1 393 148

37.2

1 320 644

32.0

1 369 258

Albanians

3 674

0.1

4 394

0.1

-

Romanies

1 456

0.0

7 251

0.2

-

Ukrainians

5 333

0.1

4 502

0.1

-

other

8 534

0.2

7 835

0.2

93 747

undstated

8 482

0.2

17 950

0.4

-

Yugoslavs

43 396

1.2

326 280

7.9

239 845

regional

-

-

3 649

0.1

-

unknown

9 598

0.3

26 576

0.6

-

TOTAL

Serbs

100.0

31.37

5.49

Population of Bosnia and Herzegovina by ethnic origin - in percentages (1895-1997)
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Dynamics of ethnic migrations in Bosnia and Herzegovina (1895-1991)
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Tables 11. and 12. - Inter-republic migrants by national origin (Croats, Muslims, Serbs,
Yugoslavs): BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA (1961, 1971, 1981,) and migratory
coefficients.
Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Number of the immigrants

Number of emigrants

1961

1971

1981

1961

1971

1981

Total

103235

123.420

141.330

330.015

460.021

583.602

Croats

30.036

28.053

24.515

59.724

137.997

146.045

Muslims

5.622

21.450

26.895

5.603

20.684

29.081

Serbs

51.590

52.345

48.304

188.106

250.849

266.637

Yugoslavs

5.822

5.632

24.514

8.374

11.450

57.504

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Migratory coefficient
1961

1971

1981

Total

-3.19

-3.72

-4.13

Croats

-1.98

-4.91

-5.95

Muslims

1.00

1.03

-1.08

Serbs

-3.64

-4.79

-5.51

Yugoslavs

-1.43

-2.03

-2.34

Source: R. Petrović: Migracije u Jugoslaviji. pp. 74, 76.
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Table 13. - Inter-republic migrations 1971-1981 (Bosnia and Herzegovina )
Bosnia and
Herzegovina

number of
immigrants

number of
emigrants

TOTAL
Montenegr.

52 381
2 502

176 421
2 776

-124 040
-274

1.27
19.21

4.27
19.66

-3.36
-1.1

Croats

7 842

47 491

-39 649

1.03

6.26

-6.05

505

622

-117

26.69

32.87

32.87

Muslims

10 093

15 355

-5 262

0.61

0.94

-1.52

Slovenes

280

781

-501

10.17

28.36

-2.78

Serbs

17 934

70 293

-52 359

1.35

5.32

-3.91

Albanians

1 321

1 074

247

30.06

24.44

1.22

Hungarians

199

181

18

1.09

21.05

19.19

Romanies

133

252

-119

1.83

3.54

-1.89

Yugoslavs

7 498

21 029

-13 521

2.29

6.44

-2.83

Makedon.

Balance

Source: R. Petrović: Migracije u Jugoslaviji. p. 96

immigration

emigration

Migratory
coefficient
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Serbia
Table 14. - Population of Serbia by ethnic origin (1971, 1981, 1991)
SERBIA

1971

%

1981

%

1991

%

TOTAL

8 446 59

100.0

9 313 677

100.0

9 794 475

100.0

Montenegrins

125 260

1.5

147 466

1.6

140 024

1.4

Croats

184 913

3.2

149 386

1.6

109 214

1.1

Macedonians

42 675

0.4

48 986

0.5

47 577

0.5

Muslims

154 230

1.8

215 166

2.3

237 358

2.4

Slovenes

15 957

0.3

12 006

0.1

8 340

0.1

6 016 811

71.2

6 182 159

66.4

6 428 420

65.8

Albanians

984 761

11.7

1 303 032

14.0

1 686 661

17.2

Bulgarians

53 080

0.6

33 435

0.4

25 214

0.3

Hungarians

430 314

5.1

390 466

4.2

345 376

3.5

Germans

9 086

0.1

5 302

0.0

-

-

Romanies

49 894

0.5

110 959

1.2

137 625

1.4

Romanians

57 419

0.5

52 683

0.6

42 386

0.4

Russines

20 608

0.2

19 757

0.2

18 339

0.2

Slovaks

76 733

0.9

73 207

0.8

67 234

0.7

Turks

18 220

0.2

13 890

0.1

11 501

0.1

Wallachs

14 724

0.1

25 596

0.3

17 557

0.2

other

22 192

0.2

29 332

0.3

23 584

0.2

unstated

4 486

0.0

7 834

0.0

16 661

0.7

Yugoslavs

123 834

1.5

441 947

407

317 739

3.2

regional

10 409

0.1

6 848

0.0

4 881

-

unknown

30 274

0.3

42 222

0.5

61 278

0.6

Serbs
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Table 15. - Inter-republic migrations 1971-1981 (Serbia)
Serbia

number of
immigrants

number of
emigrants

TOTAL

147 558
13 059

89 222
6 112

58 336
6 947

1.58
8.85

0.95
4.41

1.66
2.0

Croats

6 610

8 880

-2 270

4.42

5.94

-1.34

Makedon.

6 940

2 832

4 118

14.16

5.78

2.45

Muslims

6 026

7 997

-1 971

2.8

3.71

-1.32

Slovenes

770

1 570

-800

6.41

13.07

-2.02

Serbs

88 033

35 419

52 614

1.42

0.57

2.48

Albanians

5 864

6 873

-910

0.45

0.52

-1.17

Bulgarians

139

374

-235

0.41

1.11

-2.69

Hungarians

807

1 248

-441

0.2

0.31

-1.54

Romanies

802

1 328

-526

0.72

1.19

-1.65

Romanians

114

132

-18

0.21

0.24

-1.15

Slovaks

205

329

-124

0.28

0.44

-1.6

Turks

220

249

-29

1.58

1.79

-1.13

15 405

11 650

3 755

3.48

2.53

1.32

Montenegr.

Yugoslavs

Balance

Source: R. Petrovi : Migracije u Jugoslaviji. p.100.

immigration

emigration

Migratory
coefficient
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Table 16. - Migrations of Serbs on the Yugoslav level (1981 census)
SFRY

Immigrated to:

emigrated from:

Balance

Emigration
coefficient

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

48 304

266 625

-218 321

5.52

Macedonia

19 515

26 120

-6 605

1.34

Slovenia

26 120

11 517

14 603

0.44

Serbia proper

378 170

172 547

205 623

0.46

Voivodina

285 258

133 255

152 003

0.47

Kosovo and
Metochia

13 413

92 481

-79 068

6.89

Croatia

77 351

137 539

-60 188

1.78

Montenegro

9 010

18 057

-9 047

2.00

Source: Jovan Ilić: “Broj i razmeštaj Srba na teritoriji avnojevske Hrvatske”. zbornik: Srbi u Hrvatskoj
(naseljavanje. broj i teritorijalni razmeštaj). Geografski fakultet. Beograd 1993.
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