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Preface

Ethnic conflict cannot be other than mysterious. Human beings all
belong to the same species; if they are to be divided there are plenty of
other ways of forming rival groups. Moreover, ethnically based divi-
sions go against a major trend of modern times towards increasing
contact between ethnic groups and growing ethnic mixture. There are
many non-ethnic sources of conflict, arising, for instance, from class,
religion, profession or region. Yet in most areas of the world they have
been completely overshadowed since the early 1980s by ethnic
conflict.

Since the beginning of the 1990s my main research interest has been
the transition from Communism in Central and Eastern Europe and
the lands of the former Soviet Union. When I started working in this
field I assumed, in common with many other students of the subject,
that ethnicity and nationalism were important, certainly, but that
material questions and conflicts took precedence, and that if matters of
ideology came to the fore this was usually in the form of a struggle
between Communism and its opponents. How the ethnic groups lined
up appeared to be of subordinate significance.

The course taken by events in the 1990s has gradually enforced a dif-
ferent view, making ethnicity and nationalism the central issues, if not
everywhere, at least in very many areas. In my previous books on this
subject I worked on a broad and inclusive canvas; here, in contrast, the
theme is narrowed down to the area of ethnic conflict. I have endeav-
oured to deal with all relevant cases to make possible comparisons
across countries. My concern has been, above all, to explain the pres-
ence or absence of ethnic conflict in particular situations — in other
words to come closer to this mysterious problem, though hardly to
solve it.

It might be appropriate at this point to give some indication of the
general argument [ hope to pursue in the course of this study. Nations,
I claim, are not inventions of the twentieth century, at least not in
Europe (Central Asia is another story, which will be taken up in the
text). Nations are founded on pre-existing ethnic group solidarity, the
nature and extent of which has to be a matter for concrete historical
investigation rather than arbitrary assumptions driven by sociological
theory. After outlining the background, I proceed to discuss the ethnic

vii
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conflicts of the post-Communist era in detail. Ethnic conflict, I show,
is not the inevitable result of the rise of ethnic awareness; it emerges
under conditions determined by rivalry for material resources in
which, precisely because of the existence of ethnic solidarity, the con-
tending parties identify themselves as parts of an ethnic group. Ethnic
conflicts often display common features, which are outlined in detail
in Chapter 7, such as rival historical claims to the same territory, reli-
gious antagonisms, mutual fear, and the involvement of neighbouring
states. Most of them are present in each case in varying and unique
combinations.

This makes it hard to establish a firm typology. One may, however,
tentatively identify three main types of post-Communist ethnic
conflict: (i) very severe, likely to develop into civil war, between rival
ethnic groups of similar size with overlapping claims to the same terri-
tory (most conflicts in former Yugoslavia fall into this category); (ii)
moderately severe, but potentially military, between irredentist groups
with aspirations to separate status and states holding their territory
together (many former Soviet conflicts fall into this category, while
their degree of severity has varied according to the readiness of outside
forces, usually Russian, to intervene); and (iii) mild, fought out politi-
cally without the use of armed force, and soluble, arising from the
claims of small ethnic groups to a degree of separate status (the
Gagauzi in Moldova are a good example).

Because ethnicity is of historical origin, it is also transitory. So too is
ethnic conflict. The outbreak of large-scale ethnic conflicts in the 1990s
is a temporary setback to the processes of homogenization and integra-
tion which have been taking place ever since different peoples came
into contact with each other, and are accelerated powerfully by the
forces of globalization. The individual cases examined in this book all
show a tendency in the direction of peaceful settlement, after much
bloodshed. In a study which aims to be up to date, it is tempting to
slide imperceptibly from evaluation of current situations to prediction
of the future. Events will no doubt falsify a certain amount of what I
say in dealing with the possibility of renewed ethnic conflict in places
such as Kosovo and Macedonia, but that is unavoidable — as an option
it is better than persistent fence-straddling.

There are certain terminological peculiarities in my book, above all a
tendency to talk of ‘ethnic groups’ rather than ‘nations’. The reason for
this choice is simple. ‘Ethnic group’ (or ethnie) is a portmanteau term
that allows one to side-step the distinction that used to be made
between ‘nations’ and ‘nationalities’. In the nineteenth century it was
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claimed that the former already had their own states, or could legit-
imately aspire to form them, while the latter had never possessed states
and had a weaker practical claim to them, partly because they were too
small or scattered, and partly because they were located in inconve-
nient places. The events of the late twentieth century have shown that
any ethnic group with the will and power to do so can found its own
state, provided that the international circumstances are favourable.
Thus an ethnic group is a potential nation.

The nature of my theme means that I have dealt very briefly with
areas where significant ethnic conflicts have not arisen (or are unlikely
to arise). Conversely, and inevitably, the history of the former
Yugoslavia bulks large. I have, however, refrained deliberately from any
detailed consideration of war crimes and atrocities committed there
during the 1990s. The International War Crimes Tribunal at The Hague
is certainly doing a useful job, if one believes that criminals should be
punished, but its deliberations have not helped us to establish what is
really important: not “‘What sort of crimes have been committed and
who is responsible?’ but ‘How do people get into a position where they
commit, or suffer, atrocities simply because they belong to a particular
ethnic group?’ I have tried to give some answers to the latter question.

I would like to thank my editors at Palgrave for their patience and
their care, which has made it possible for me to avoid at least the most
egregious errors and inconsistencies. I would also like to thank my
former colleagues at the University of North London for allowing me
generous quantities of sabbatical leave.

I dedicate this book to past students and present friends.

BEN FOWKES
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Introduction

On theories of Nationalism and Ethnicity

No matter how many times a country has been conquered, subju-
gated and even destroyed by enemies, there is always a certain
national core preserved in its character, and, before you are aware of
it, a long-familiar popular phenomenon has emerged. (Goethe,
1998: 139)

Nationalism is not the awakening of the nation to self-consciousness;
it invents nations where they do not exist. (Gellner, 1964: 169)

The quotations above reflect two opposing views of the nation and
nationalism. Their implications need to be examined. But before doing
this, we must first introduce the concept of an ethnic group and
examine its relationship to the nation. Ethnicity and nationhood,
though closely related, are distinct. Ethnicity is a set of features charac-
teristic of a given ethnic group. It has long been disputed whether they
are inseparably part of the human character (this has been described as
the ‘primordialist’ view), or constructed by elite groups for economic
and political reasons (this has been described as the ‘constructionist’
view). Various views intermediate between these two extremes have
also been put forward.

The ‘primordialist’ view is the intuitive one, as expressed by
J. W. Von Goethe in the first epigraph to this chapter. ‘Primordialists’
think that some at least of the features of ethnicity are present objec-
tively in the sense that they can be observed from outside.! The
members of a primordial ethnic group, which Anthony Smith has
described as an ‘ethnic category’, may not be aware of their own ethnic
character and yet they may still remain part of the group (Smith, 1991:
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2 Ethnicity and Ethnic Conflict

20-1). In his seminal work, Ethnic Origins of Nations, published in 1986,
Smith listed six necessary ethnic attributes. These can be summarized
as: a collective name; a common myth of descent; a shared history; a
distinctive shared culture, comprising language and/or religion and/or
institutions and/or other cultural features; an association with a specific
territory; and finally a sense of ethnic solidarity, in other words a recog-
nition of each other as members of the same ethnic group. Smith’s view
in 1986 was that all these features had to be present to establish the
existence of ethnicity (Smith, 1986: 15). Later on he abandoned this
insistence, arguing instead that: ‘the more [of these attributes] they
have the more they approximate to the ideal type of an ethnie’ (Smith,
1991: 21). But the individual’s own subjective consciousness of belong-
ing to an ethnic community, in other words the sense of ethnic solidar-
ity referred to above, is the most important feature of all.

‘Constructionists’, in contrast, deny that any of these objective
ethnic attributes is of any significance. In 1969, the Norwegian theo-
rist, Fredrik Barth, rejected the traditional view of ethnicity, replacing
it with an insistence on the ‘critical question’ of ‘ethnic boundary
maintenance’. For him, it was the ‘ethnic boundary’ that defined the
group, and not the ‘cultural stuff that it encloses’ (Barth, 1969: 15).
This view was developed further by Joanne Nagel, who claims that ‘the
individual carries a portfolio of ethnic identities’ for ‘various situations’
to be played out before ‘various audiences’. Ethnic identities are simply
‘constructed out of the material of language, religion, culture, appear-
ance or regionality’, and the meanings of ‘particular ethnic boundaries
are continuously negotiated, revised or revitalised’ (Nagel, 1994: 154).
In one extreme version, ethnic identity does not exist, or at least
should not be mentioned: ‘It would be better, in dealing with modern
societies, to speak of religious or linguistic communities, rather than
ethnies’ (Dunn, 1996: 55).

From a more moderate constructionist viewpoint, the elements in
the ethnic ‘portfolio’ are never chosen at random, and the ‘portfolio’
itself is only present in cases of either pronounced ethnic mixture, or
earlier in history — in other words at earlier stages of development
when, it is assumed, ethnic identities are not yet fixed. ‘Ethnic groups’
says E. E. Roosens (1989: 156), ‘are not merely a completely arbitrary
construct: there is always a minimum of incontestable and non-
interpretable facts’ available: ‘The reality is very elastic, but not totally
arbitrary.” We shall deal in Chapter 2 with the process by which ethnic
identities of this kind have become fixed in modern times in Eastern
Europe and Eurasia.? We shall find that in the region under discussion,
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Roosens’ view dovetails far better with the observed historical facts
than does the strictly constructionist approach.

In contrast to ethnicity, which is arguably not dependent on con-
scious awareness, ‘nationhood’, or the sense of belonging to a particu-
lar nation, is always conscious. It presupposes ethnic consciousness but
goes beyond it. Nationalism is one further stage beyond nationhood.?
Essentially, it is a state of mind, the feeling that one’s own nation is
somehow more important than others and therefore deserves some
kind of special, favoured treatment. This usually finds expression in
agitation for the establishment of a nation-state, or, as Michael Hechter
has put it, ‘collective action designed to render the boundaries of the
nation congruent with those of its governance unit’ (Hechter, 2000: 7).
In one view, nationalism is ‘rooted in, and is an expression of, ethnic
attachments’ (Jenkins, 1995: 371). This last point has been energeti-
cally controverted by Eric Hobsbawm, who writes, ‘nationalism and
ethnicity are different, indeed, non-comparable, concepts. Nationalism
is a recent political philosophy, while ethnicity expresses primordial
group identity’ (Hobsbawm, 1992: 4). Whether one can speak of a non-
ethnically based nationalism is a doubtful question, at least in the
modern European context.* Attempts made in the Communist world
to create such an overarching nationalism on a territorial rather than
an ethnic basis have generally foundered, and in any case the examples
in question (Czechoslovak and Yugoslav) are still in a sense ethnically
based, but on several ethnic groups rather than one. No doubt there
were some Czechoslovaks and Yugoslavs who internalized the formal,
territorially-based definition of the nation, but the majority view in
both cases was ethnically skewed: Germans and Hungarians were not
seen as part of the ‘Czechoslovak nation’, nor were Albanians or
Hungarians seen as part of the ‘Yugoslav nation’. The former was by
definition the state of the Czechs and Slovaks, the latter the state of the
South Slavs.

Conversely, where the ethnic basis for a nationalist movement has
been absent, it has tended to fall at the first hurdle. This has been the
modern fate of attempts to separate out Moravians from Czechs, or
Ruthenes from Ukrainians. The heyday of Moravian territorial patrio-
tism was the nineteenth century; it was soon superseded by Czech
nationalism. There was a brief resurgence of Moravian autonomism in
1992, when it seemed to offer an alternative to the uncomfortable
choice between retaining Czechoslovakia and setting up two separate
states for Czechs and Slovaks. But it did not last. Similarly, the
Ruthenian movement for separation from UKkraine was at its strongest
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in 1992 when the newly independent state was just taking its first
steps, but little has been heard of it since then. In both cases the aspir-
ing nationalist propagandists simply did not have enough material to
work with.®

The distinction between ‘ethnicity’ and ‘nationality’ is also a distinc-
tion between disciplines. Anthropologists (or ‘ethnologists’) tend to
talk about ethnicity, while political scientists and historians tend to
talk about nations and nationality. This usually corresponds, though
not always, to a difference in the magnitude (and the remoteness) of
the object under investigation. The anthropologist’s subject of study
was traditionally the tribe, which was in practice a small ethnic group
located in an undeveloped and remote part of the world. In recent
times, however, anthropologists have interested themselves in devel-
oped, urbanized Western societies, and therefore in larger ethnic
groups. Political scientists, in contrast, have always concerned them-
selves with the nation. It will be claimed here, as indicated above, that
there are not just two disciplines but rather two different entities
involved.

The ethnic group (or, if one prefers to use a single word, the Greek
ethnos, or alternatively the French ethnie) is a constituent of the nation.
A nation may consist of several closely related ethnic groups, each of
which has decided tacitly to ignore the small differences that separate
them ethnically (as was temporarily the case for the Czech-Slovak
coalition that made up Czechoslovakia, or, equally temporarily, the
Croat-Serb-Slovene coalition that made up Yugoslavia). It may cut
across ethnic groups. In both these cases the resultant formation is
likely to be unstable. In the area that concerns us in this study (an
important reservation) a nation is more likely to be based on a single
ethnic group: as Anthony Smith puts it ‘nations require ethnic cores if
they are to survive’ (1986: 212). There is nothing permanent about
these ethnic groups (though they sometimes last a very long time).
Ethnies appear and disappear in the course of history, and one of the
aims of the nation-state is to fix them semi-permanently. Once this has
been done, other ethnic groups can be added to the core, either
through conquest and absorption or through the integration of
migrants. As a result, the modern nation often looks like ‘an amalgam
of historical communities which possessed a fairly clear sense of sepa-
rate identity in the past but have now been brought together’ (Birch,
1989: 8).

There are many theories of the nation and of ethnicity, often derived
in different circumstances and on the basis of widely divergent exam-
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ples, and it is not my intention to add to them. What I shall do instead
is examine briefly the major theories, and estimate the extent to which
they have been applied to the Central and Eastern European and
Eurasian environments.

The theory of ethnicity that prevailed in the final decades of the Soviet
Union, the most prominent advocate of which was Iulian V. Bromlei, saw
the ethnos as a fixed and permanent entity determined by material and
social factors and objectively present irrespective of the conscious wishes
of the members of the ethnic group in question. As he and his collabora-
tors wrote in 1975, ‘the ethnos is a stable aggregate of persons, historically
established on a given territory, possessing permanent characteristics of
language and culture, recognising their unity and their divergence from
other similar formations and expressing it by an ethnonym’ (Bromlei
et al. 1975: 11). This has aptly been described as a ‘reification of the
ethnos’. It has been seen as having had fateful consequences, because it
allowed history to be rewritten in terms of permanently existing ethnic
groups with fixed territories and boundaries (Berolowitch, 1998: 137).

In fact, the sequence of events was the reverse: Bromlei’s theory
reflected current Soviet practice, as well as the current Soviet situation,
in which ethnic identity stubbornly continued to exist despite the
initial expectation that ethnic differences would gradually decline with
the growth of a Soviet nation (Banks, 1996: 22). However, one could
well claim that what lies behind both Soviet practice and Bromlei’s
theory is Josef Stalin’s (and also V. I. Lenin’s) conception of national-
ity. There are unmistakable similarities between the definition of the
ethnos given above by Bromlei, with its stress on the need to possess a
territory, and to be marked out by permanent characteristics of lan-
guage and culture, and the definition of a nation advanced by Stalin in
1913, in a pamphlet written at Lenin’s request: ‘a nation is a histori-
cally constituted, stable community of people, formed on the basis of a
common language, territory, economic life, and psychological makeup
manifested in a common culture’ (Stalin, 1953: 307). The only differ-
ence between the respective formulations of Bromlei and Stalin is the
latter’s requirement that a nation possess a ‘common economic life’,
which Bromlei and his collaborators no doubt excluded because the
ethnic groups in question were now located on the territory of the
Soviet Union, where economic differences between ethnic groups had
allegedly vanished by the 1970s. The Soviet leader, Leonid Brezhnev,
made the official view clear in 1972: ‘the problem of equalising the
levels of economic development of the national republics has been in
the main solved’ (Holubychny, 1973: 25).
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The view taken of these matters in the West has been very different,
particularly towards the end of the twentieth century. Here, ethnicity
is treated as flexible, not at all fixed, and liable to vanish and return
abruptly. The tendency in most recent Western anthropological work
has been to see ethnicity (and nationality) as invented, or imagined,
and historically contingent. Ernest Gellner’s view, as indicated in the
second epigraph to this chapter, is representative. A roughly similar
line is taken by Benedict Anderson. For him, nations are ‘imagined
political communities’, which are imagined as ‘both inherently limited
and sovereign’. But he differs from Gellner in recognizing these com-
munities as genuine creations, rather than pure inventions with no
real basis (Anderson, 1991: 6). Anderson’s work is aimed at explaining
in general historical terms how and why this ‘creation of nations’ came
about. There are many fine insights in Imagined Communities into the
factors that have stimulated national consciousness in recent times:
the rise of ‘print-capitalism’; the administrative use of the vernacular
language; the restrictions placed on the promotion of indigenous civil
servants from periphery to metropolis; the frequency of ‘administrative
pilgrimages’ within colonial units, and the construction of census cate-
gories and maps.

All these points are developed in a worldwide context, and they are
intended to apply universally. They are worked out in detail by
Anderson for Latin America and South East Asia alone. Nevertheless,
the closer look at Eastern Europe and Eurasia which follows confirms at
least some of his insights. As we shall see in Chapter 4, census cate-
gories and maps defined previously fluid ethnic groups, while state-
promoted language policies and the spread of vernacular newspapers
promoted national consciousness.

Determinants of ethnicity

As noted earlier, there are many determinants of ethnicity, including
language, culture, religion, dress, housing, and physical characteristics.
In addition to this list, Stevan Harrell has suggested that we should also
pay attention to ‘kinds of behaviour that communicate meanings con-
cerning ethnic group membership and relations’, such as ‘food, mar-
riage patterns, rituals, and customs generally’ (Harrell, 1995: 98). But it
is above all language that has played the pre-eminent role in determin-
ing ethnic group membership in Europe, in contrast with Latin
America, where ‘language was never even an issue’ for the early nation-
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alist movements (Anderson, 1991: 47). Our present topic, namely the
former Communist area, is constituted, geographically speaking, by
Central and Eastern Europe and Eurasia. In Eurasia, language has
perhaps been less important than culture and religion, but its impor-
tance has increased as the twentieth century progressed. But for Europe
‘the existence of ethnic groups is almost exclusively marked by lan-
guage distinctions’ (Haarmann 1986: 40).

The members of a given ethnic group do not need to be fluent in the
language they have adopted as a badge of identity: George De Vos
(1995: 23) notes that ‘ethnicity is frequently related more to the sym-
bolism of a separate language than to its actual use’. If the converse
also holds - that is to say, if language distinctions create ethnic groups
— there is no bar in principle to ever-growing ethnic fragmentation.
This thought was first expressed by K. W. Deutsch in the 1960s (1968:
6035): ‘The development of modern philology and modern education
has made it possible to revive, modernise and utilise any ancient lan-
guage ... At the same time, new ways of speech are formed through the
changing and splitting up of all languages into new accents and idioms
... So far as the linguistic factor is concerned, the nationalistic disinte-
gration of mankind may go on with hardly any limit.” He found the
prospect distressing, though one could argue that a multiplicity of
ethnic distinctions makes for cultural richness.

One of the most interesting insights of recent work on ethnicity has
been the recognition that its determinants, including language, can be
used very flexibly. The example of Québéc has been quoted in this
context. The national movement there was remarkable for its flexible
deployment of the cultural bases of ethnicity. There was a shift in the
mid-1950s from a religious definition of the Québécois to a linguistic
definition in terms of the use of the French language; this also implied
turning away from traditional nationalism with its glorification of rural
life, conservative opposition to state intervention and stress on the
spiritual, Catholic mission of the nation, to an approach which accepts
and makes use of modernizing and industrializing trends (Guindon,
1988: 50-51).

The same point has been made for Eastern Europe by Gerlachus
Duijzings (1997: 214-5): ‘Ethnic identity,” he says, ‘is not fixed ... but
conjunctural and negotiated.” Katherine Verdery has introduced a
further nuance by distinguishing between greater and lesser degrees of
flexibility: ‘Particular historical circumstances make group identities
more or less malleable’ (1996: 37). Identities, in Verdery's view, are
more rigid in states with a long history of nation-building (she does
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not specify these: perhaps one should assume that the states of
Western Europe are meant), and less so in the Middle East and South
East Asia (the point clearly applies to Central Asia too), because in
the former case the nation-state has a long period of existence to look
back on, and nation-states create people who have a single fixed iden-
tity. In the Yugoslav case, the region contained people of different
ethnicities before the new states existed (the implication here is that
no history of nation-building preceded these new states); afterwards
people were forced to choose a single identity even if they were of
mixed origin. ‘Ethnic cleansing,” adds Verdery (1996: 38), ‘also means
the extermination of alternative identity choices.” But she goes much
further than this. She claims that ethnicity is a product of the state,
and not its precursor: ‘national identities do not develop from ethnic
identities: rather the national identities create the frame within
which ethnicity qua difference acquires social significance’ (Verdery,
1996: 47).

This is a strong assertion, and a reversal of what has normally been
assumed to be the order of events. It can only be justified if one consid-
ers that the absence of a fixed, inflexible ethnicity implies the absence
of any ethnic identity whatever. But in fact, in the twentieth century,
this absence was more often accompanied by the presence of multiple
ethnic identities. Thus, to revert to the Yugoslav case, many Yugoslavs
may well have had multiple identities (as being, simultaneously, for
example, “Yugoslavs’ and ‘Croats’, ‘Serbs’, ‘Slovenes’ or ‘Macedonians’)
but it does not follow from this that the new states of Croatia, Slovenia
or Macedonia created Croat, Slovene or Macedonian ethnic identities
that did not exist before.

The prehistory of ethnicity: continuities and discontinuities

Attempts to analyze the origins of ethnic groups (their ‘ethnogenesis’)
are bedevilled by the continuous battle over ethnicity. This is hard
fought on all sides. Many theoretical arguments are marshalled, and
much specific evidence is deployed. On the one hand, there have been
constant attempts on the part of historians and national propagandists
to read back the existence of particular ethnic groups into the remote
past; and on the other, there are repeated counter-attacks from sociolo-
gists of the school of thought associated with Ernest Gellner, who have
a tendency to deny the existence of ethnicity altogether, or treat it as
an invention of present-day ‘print-capitalism’ (to use the remarkable
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phrase coined by Benedict Anderson)® or a product of ‘nationalist his-
toriography’ and the ‘confusion between states and nations’ (Kedourie,
1960: 73). It might be possible to gain a clearer view of these issues if
we return to the contemporary documents to see how the people of
the time viewed their own and others’ ethnic and national characteris-
tics. Some historians have indeed tried to do this.

But difficulties abound. The further back one goes, the more ambigu-
ous and misleading are the references to ethnicity in the sources.
Nationalist historians have ‘corrected’ these texts by reading them in a
present-orientated fashion. This approach is mistaken, as it does vio-
lence to the historical evidence. Yet it is equally unsafe to assume that
we are dealing here merely with external labels that served to conceal a
humanity that was either universal or aspired to be so. One school of
historical philologists inclines to the view that this universality did in
fact exist in prehistoric times, when Homo sapiens first emerged. In this
view, first launched by Clement Greenberg, the spread of the human
species over the world led to differentiation. Different tribes emerged,
and what was originally a single language (or perhaps three languages’,
or indeed fifteen, using an alternative classification (Greenberg, 1987:
337) became differentiated into thousands of mutually incomprehensi-
ble tongues.®

Of course, all this happened (assuming that it did happen in this
way) long before the beginning of recorded time. The process of subdi-
vision was already complete 5000 years ago. Humanity has been
divided since then into groups, varying from small to large, and these
groups have always been defined by a number of features, such as lan-
guage, kinship, descent or imagined descent from a common ancestor,
religious observance, and socioeconomic situation. Language was
always an important component of this complex of distinguishing
marks, because communication is impossible without mutual compre-
hension, which, above the most basic level, is only achieved through
the use of words.

In classical antiquity, the formation of great empires, in particular
the Roman Empire, in the second and first centuries BCg, had as one of
its consequences the reduction of linguistic variety through the adop-
tion of no more than two languages, Latin and Greek, as media of
written communication in the Mediterranean world. A similar develop-
ment took place further east with the formation of the Persian Empire.
Within Western and Central Europe this situation lasted for roughly
1500 years. In Eastern and South Eastern Europe the arrival of the Slavs
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and the medieval development of Church Slavonic as a lingua franca
added a third language.’ Later on, at the close of the Middle Ages, the
decline of the universal languages and the raising of local dialects to
the level of languages used by sophisticated and educated people made
them the touchstone of ethnicity, at least within Europe. Outside that
continent, in the Middle East and Central Asia, the universal languages
of Arabic, Persian, Ottoman Turkish and Chaghatai Turkic continued
to be used for all written communications into and beyond the nine-
teenth century. This fact naturally hindered the growth of ethnic
consciousness.

One distinction it is essential to make in trying to disentangle the his-
torical evidence is that between the history of an ethnic group and the
history of the territory which gave it its name. There are very few cases
where ethnic groups have occupied a given territory continuously since
their formation. Moreover, these cases are usually marked by an absence
of ethnic conflict, which emerges from rival claims by ethnic groups to a
particular territory, because it is claimed that one side or the other is not
truly indigenous. Otherwise, and this is true most of the time, a region’s
ethnic past and its territorial past are completely different entities. But
the temptation to identify the two is not always resisted when a particu-
lar territory is chosen as the subject of investigation.

The earlier history of Kosovo, or Kosova, is a case in point. Noel
Malcolm, author of the recent book Kosovo: A Short History, inevitably
regards his work as having a specific and defined subject, namely the
history of ‘Kosovo’. He is, however, forced to admit at the outset that
his use of the term ‘Kosovo’ is arbitrary. Having noted the multiplicity
of terms used to describe the area in the past, he adds: ‘In order to hold
some of these confusions at bay, a simple rule will be adopted in this
book. The term “Kosovo” will refer to the entire geographical region’
(Malcolm, 1998: 4).1°

This is an elegant way of avoiding the problem. But it does not solve
it.!' The place-name ‘Kosovo’ does not occur historically before the
famous battle of 1389, and even in 1389 it occurs only in the sense
that a battle took place on the plain of Kosovo, or Kosovo Polje, a
specific geographical location, not a political or administrative region.
Moreover, after 1389 the word almost completely disappears from the
sources. With one minor exception!?, none of Kosovo’s successive
rulers, whether they were Bulgarians, Byzantines, Serbs or Ottomans,
recognized the region as a meaningful unit. In 1879, the Ottoman
authorities finally set up a vilayet under the name of Kosovo, though
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this too did not correspond to the present-day province, being far
larger in extent (it covered most of Macedonia as well).!3 The existence
of an entity called ‘Kosovo’ was also ignored by the Albanian rebels of
1878 who set up the League of Prizren. Its main objective was to unite
all four Albanian provinces (vilayets) into a single unit, which would
then be granted autonomy by the Ottoman rulers.!* In other words, for
Albanians, Kosovo was simply the north-eastern part of Albania. For
Serbs it was ‘Old Serbia’.

Noel Malcolm’s ‘History of Kosovo' is in fact a version of the past, in
the same sense as a ‘History of Serbia’ or a ‘History of Albania’ covering
the same region would be.!’ Its purpose was clear: to provide scholarly
ammunition to the opponents of Serbian control over the province.
These comments are not intended to detract from Mr Malcolm’s
remarkable achievement in mastering the wide range of sources needed
to write such a book, and in presenting them eloquently and clearly to
the English-language reader. There is an interesting analogy to be found
in recent studies of the ancient history of the Middle East: the upsurge
of Palestinian revolt in Israel and the occupied territories had its effect
in stimulating the rise of a school of ancient historians who saw the
history of the region in terms not of a ‘History of Israel’ based on a
reading of the Bible, but of a ‘History of Palestine’ based on ignoring the
Bible in favour of the archaeological evidence (Whitelam, 1996).

This is not the only version of history in which a region’s ethnic past
has been identified with its territorial past. Noel Malcolm takes his
place in a long series of historians who have engaged in the process of
nation-building, particularly during the nineteenth century. The need
to create a specific national history, which was felt so strongly by all
the newly independent nations in the 1990s, has produced many fresh
examples of this approach.!® One, chosen at random, is a work pro-
duced in 1997 which includes the Greek settlements in the Crimea in
the second century BCE as part of the history of Ukraine (Smolii, 1997:
15). We shall meet many more as we examine the roots of ethnic
antagonism in the later part of this book.

It can be admitted that there is no single ‘truth’ about the past, but
that does not give the historian carte blanche; the names of countries
and territories are historically loaded, and to use them inappropriately
is to distort the record. It is surely better to adopt a more inclusive view
of history, in which the multiplicity of possible outcomes is recognized,
than to see oneself as contributing to the creation of a national history
(or a ‘nmational myth’) for any particular ethnic group, whether it be



12 Ethnicity and Ethnic Conflict

Kosovo Albanian, Serbian, Ukrainian, or indeed Greek. Claims to exclu-
sive national possession of particular areas of Eastern Europe have no
historical foundation. No ethnic group can claim that it was ‘there first’;
not only does the mixture of conquest and reconquest stretch back to
the beginning of recorded time, the ‘purity’ of each ethnic group has
been to a greater or lesser degree diluted over time by intermarriage and
by shifts in ethnic allegiance from one generation to the next.

Where groups with the objective characteristics of ethnicity did exist
in pre-industrial times, the people concerned were not necessarily
aware of this at a conscious level. There is some evidence that in
Montenegro (Hrabak, 1987: 41-68) and in northern Albania (Bartl,
1978: 27-69) clan membership was more significant than ethnic group
membership until the nineteenth century, or even, in the Albanian
case, the early twentieth century.!” Moreover, ethnic groups lived
much of their lives under misleading names. After all, ethnonyms are
usually first applied by outsiders; the members of the ethnic group in
question, who referred to themselves until then in their own tongue as
‘us’, or ‘human beings’, or ‘the people of the earth’, or, more romanti-
cally, ‘the sons of the eagle’, have then to decide whether to accept the
designation.

That curious minority, the Vlachs of the Balkans, for example, were
on the face of it Romanians (‘Wallachians’) but in fact the name was
also applied to Slavs who shared the same pastoral, nomadic life as the
Romanian shepherds. The Orthodox refugees who settled on the
border (krajina) between Habsburg and Ottoman territory, and who are
in part the ancestors of the Krajina Serbs who lived in Croatia until
driven out recently, were also described officially as Vlachs and given
privileged military status under that name (the Habsburg ruler
Ferdinand II issued a ‘Statute of the Vlachs’ for them in 1630). To apply
the term Vlach to someone, therefore, was to say that they were either
nomads or free peasant-soldiers. It did not imply a definitive conclu-
sion about their ethnic group. Similarly, a ‘Saxon’ was a miner, and a
‘Greek’ was sometimes a merchant and sometimes an adherent of the
Greek Orthodox Church, who could well have been ethnically a Serb
(Sundhaussen 1993: 237).

While ethnicity seems to have existed in the pre-industrial past,
nationhood did not. There are certainly cases where one is tempted to
read back the modern nation into remote eras. Some modern nations
have long written traditions. But in the absence of a continuous state
existence (which is true of all the cases we have to deal with in this
book) there are breaks in continuity which a nationally-inclined
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history can only deal with by passing hurriedly over awkward facts.
These breaks in continuity have been stressed by R. G. Suny in his
studies of Armenia and Georgia. Of ancient Armenia, he says: ‘it
should not be seen as approaching a nation-state in the modern sense’
(1993: 8) In Georgia, too: ‘the idea of a national and political collectiv-
ity had disappeared by the seventeenth century. The country was near
extinction’ (Suny, 1994: 51-3). These comments have a more general
bearing. They tend to lessen the force of the classical nineteenth
century distinction between nations ‘with history’ and nations
‘without history’, which has often worked to the disadvantage of the
latter group. Rulers of states and leaders of political movements have
tended to dismiss the claims of the nations ‘without history’, and priv-
ilege those of nations which can point to a continuous historical
record. Much of Suny’s work on Armenia and Georgia has been an
attempt to even up the balance; there is a parallel in some recent work
on Greek history, which has emphasized the lack of continuity
between the Greek past and the Greek present, and the ‘constructed’
and ‘modern’ character of the Greek ethnic group. According to
Michael Herzfeld, Greek cultural continuity across time was con-
structed by nineteenth century Greek scholars. Only after the Greek
nation-state had already been established did the process of ‘justifying
the existence of Greek nationhood’ begin (1982: 11-13).

Notwithstanding these cautionary observations, we must still admit
that there are considerable differences between the respective historical
trajectories of the nations that make up the twenty-first century world.
For the present subject, which is the post-Communist landmass, there
is a clear division between areas of Western, Christian tradition and
those of Eastern, initially pagan, subsequently Buddhist or Muslim tra-
dition. We can illustrate the point by taking an initial glance at the
area to the south of the Caucasian ridge, located between the Black Sea
and the Caspian Sea.!® The Armenians and Georgians constitute ‘his-
toric nations’, with an existence stretching back at least 1500 years,
based on a number of elements we shall examine in detail later (in
which religious traditions occupy a large place). Despite this, continu-
ity is still an issue. For the Armenians, thanks to successive invasions
and conquests which ended their independent state existence in the
early Middle Ages, history up to the nineteenth century was, if we
accept Suny’s view, ‘a broken trail’ (1993: 5).

The long interval between ancient and modern Armenia, a gap
which lasted from the eleventh century to the mid-nineteenth, had the
result of almost breaking the continuity of language and of physical
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existence. The sheer physical survival of the group was frequently put
in jeopardy by conquest and forced emigration. The long period of
exile and the low social status of those Armenians who stayed on their
historic lands combined to destroy much of the continuity between
the Armenian past and the Armenian present. In the absence of any
form of state after the fourteenth century, the job of preserving a sepa-
rate national identity fell to the literate clerical elite, itself scattered to
the four winds over the centuries. But the secular Armenian elite,
which formed later, was deeply divided over clerical influence. The
Armenian national movement of the nineteenth century contained a
strongly anti-clerical faction, the members of which considered that
the Armenian Church was now an obstacle to the growth of national
identity, even though until the nineteenth century that Church was
the second most important factor in holding Armenians together as an
ethnic group (the first being the language itself).

Was Georgian history a ‘broken trail’ too? There are some grounds
for thinking this. The medieval unity of the Georgian kingdom did not
outlast the mid-fifteenth century, yet the survival of the Georgian
nobility over the centuries, their continued hold on the land and the
peasantry, and the inability — and unwillingness — of their neighbours
to the East (the Persians) and the West (the Ottomans) to exert direct
control over the area, meant that Georgian culture itself survived,
although subject to strong Iranian and Ottoman influence.

The third major nation in South Caucasia,!® the Azerbaijanis, hardly
existed as an ethnic group, let alone a nation, before the twentieth
century. The inhabitants of the territory now occupied by Azerbaijan
defined themselves as Muslims, members of the Muslim umma; or as
Turks, members of a language group spread over a vast area of Central
Asia; or as Persians (the founder of Azerbaijani literature, Mirza Fath’
Ali Akhundzadd, described himself as ‘almost Persian’). ‘Azerbaijani
identity remained fluid and hybrid’ comments R. G. Suny (1999-2000:
160). As late as 1900, the Azerbaijanis remained divided into six tribal
groups — the Airumy, Karapapakh, Pavlari, Shakhsereny, Karadagtsy
and Afshavy. The key period of the formation of the Azerbaijani nation
lies between the 1905 revolution and the establishment of the inde-
pendent People’s Republic of Azerbaijan in 1918 (Altstadt, 1992: 95).

If we look further east, towards Central Asia (or ‘Inner Asia’),?° we
find a similar situation. There the process of constructing national
identity began as late as the 1920s. It is hardly complete even at the
time of writing (Schoeberlein-Engel, 1996: 13). Looking specifically at
the period before 1800, the main reason for the contrast between the
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early formation of ethnicity among Western and Central Europeans
and its absence among Central Asians is that the former were spared
the constantly shifting frontier that characterizes Central Asia. There,
continuous nomadic invasions resulted in an ethnic brew in which the
pot was constantly stirred, so that, one after another, Indo-European,
Semitic, Turkic and Mongol identities occupied the foreground, but
none ever attained exclusive dominance.

In Western and Central Europe the picture is entirely different. Here
successive nomadic invasions only nibbled at the edges of solidly
established societies. The last major alteration to the ethnic composi-
tion of Central Europe took place in the tenth century,?' with the
coming of the Magyars and their subsequent settlement on the lands
they had conquered. Their absorption into the mainstream of
European culture took place soon afterwards. The Mongol invasions of
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, terrifying though they were to
the local people, had no permanent impact outside Asia. Moreover, the
Ottoman conquest of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries affected
only South East Europe, and even there it produced only superficial
changes in the ethnic mix. Outside the eastern tip of the peninsula
(now European Turkey), where Turkoman nomads were settled, the
Ottoman Turks had a presence as administrators and soldiers, not as
colonists or settlers.??

There are therefore clear historical reasons for a differential develop-
ment of ethnicity in, on the one hand, the settled societies of Western
and Central Europe, with their early state formations and rapid conver-
sion to Christianity, combined with the absence of ethnic transforma-
tion through outside settlement, and, on the other hand, the originally
nomadic societies of the East with their lack of any solid state forma-
tion, their repeated subjection to temporary empires and shortlived
conquests, and their constantly changing ethnic kaleidoscope. There
are also plenty of doubtful cases which cannot be placed definitively in
either category. That is why there is no substitute for a historical treat-
ment of each specific ethnic group, and this will be the task of the next
two chapters.
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The Formation of Ethnic Groups

I shall now try to put some flesh on the bare bones of this story by
examining the most significant events in the formation of ethnicity in
the region. Where the process was unproblematic I shall be brief; a
more extended discussion will be needed in cases where there are
doubts about the character and extent of particular ethnic groups and
nations. The purpose here is to provide the elements of a historical
explanation for the presence or absence of serious ethnic conflict in a
given locality in recent times. Implicit in all this is the belief that some
examination of the historical background is relevant, and that the
history of each ethnic group or situation is not a purely arbitrary con-
struction by national myth-makers. It would, however, be pointless to
enter here into the many controversies over territorial priority which
began in the mid-nineteenth century and show no sign of dying down
at the start of the twenty-first century. The whole subject has been dis-
torted by the deliberate use of the search for origins to bolster the terri-
torial claims of one or the other ethnic group in the region.

East Central Europe!

The ethnic groups of modern times were formed relatively early in
most of East Central Europe, which I define here as the area covered by
Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech lands. They also developed
rapidly into nations. For our purposes, there are only two categories to
be considered: large ethnic groups which already formed the core of
long-lasting states in medieval times (the Poles, Hungarians, Czechs);
and smaller ethnic groups which had no state (the Slovaks). For the
former group, the existence of a state meant also a developed social
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structure, with a nobility and a peasantry, a developed national cul-
tural tradition (including a national literary language), and a strong
national consciousness, at least in the negative sense that a clear line of
demarcation was drawn between ‘ourselves’ and ‘the others’. Thus, by
the fourteenth century, the Czechs saw themselves as a nation distinct
from, and antagonistic to, the Germans and the Poles (Graus, 1965:
62). The subsequent, post-medieval, loss of the state entailed a threat
to some features of Czech national existence, but nowhere did the
Czechs die out or disappear.

The same points apply to the Hungarians and Poles. There were already
kingdoms of Hungary and Poland in the early Middle Ages. They both
subsequently enjoyed centuries of continuous existence. It is true that
both states eventually disappeared (independent Hungary lasted until
1526, while the Polish state survived until 1795), but in both cases the
long period of state existence allowed the formation and development of
a uniform written literary language, a culture, and a numerically large
upper class, the gentry. By the nineteenth century, all these features of
national identity were too well entrenched to be undermined by a rela-
tively short period of foreign subjection (or, in the Hungarian case, semi-
subjection). After 1918, the independent Hungarian and Polish states
were restored, this time on an ethnic rather than, as before, a territorial
basis. The new states clearly possessed a strong historical tradition. Ethnic
problems and conflicts certainly arose, but they were related to minorities
and never called Hungarian or Polish national identity into question.

The fate of the Slovaks was different. They were prevented from
developing a state of their own by the Hungarian conquest of the
tenth century. There had been, it is true, the Great Moravian Empire in
the ninth century, which is sometimes described as the first Slav state,
and Slovak historians have claimed it as Slovak, but, even granting this
possibility, the break in continuity (lasting ten centuries) was too long
for Moravian imperial memories to have any real significance. The
absence of a state in the Slovak case meant also that there was no
developed Slovak social structure, no Slovak cultural tradition and no
Slovak literary language. All these vital elements of national existence
had to be constructed laboriously in modern times.

South East Europe

The category ‘South East Europe’ is not simply geographical. It also
delineates a cultural region.? The lands covered by this term have
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much in common. They share a political background of centuries of
control by outsiders, in the shape of, first, the Byzantines, and then the
Ottoman Turks. These external restraints held back the development of
the kind of ethnic consciousness that grew up to the north of the
Danube and the Alps in the pre-modern era. Economically, the lands of
South East Europe have long had in common the relative backward-
ness of the region,® which, given the links between industrialization,
urbanization and literacy on the one hand, and ethnic consciousness
on the other, was another reason why the latter did not develop. They
also shared a history of considerable ethnic mixture, resulting from
centuries of conquest and long-term migration — the ‘metanastasic
movements’ seen by the Yugoslav geographer Jovan Cvijic¢ as decisive
in the formation of the ethnic makeup of the area (1918: 112).

There were many reasons for migration. One was the Ottoman con-
quest, although we must guard against assuming that this led to a great
exodus of the Christian population (it is more likely that what hap-
pened was a gradual process of conversion from Christianity to Islam
stretching over a century or more). Another reason for migration was
the institution of the blood feud, still predominant as late as the twen-
tieth century among Montenegrin and Albanian clans. If one member
of a family committed a murder, all its members were potentially
subject to revenge attacks by members of the victim’s family. This was
clearly an inducement to flee for anyone who did not wish to live in
constant fear. There were also plenty of less dramatic inducements for
moving from one place to another, above all the prospect of self-
improvement for the individual and the individual’s family.

As a result, the inhabitants of South Eastern Europe had much in
common. According to one widely-held view this led to the develop-
ment of a ‘cultural community’ among them (Ivanova, 1999: 82).* It
would, however, be equally possible to stress the many features that
produced fragmentation. Religion, language and customs all differed.
By the end of the Middle Ages the ethnic physiognomy of South
Eastern Europe had assumed roughly® its modern form, or, to be more
precise, its early-twentieth century form, before the immense
simplifications produced during the following years of the twentieth
century by migration, voluntary or involuntary, and killing, accidental
or deliberate.

To say this is to imply a particular view about the nature of ethnic-
ity, namely that it can exist as an objective characteristic, of which the
people concerned may or may not be conscious. A shared language is
the leading, though not the only, mark of ethnicity. Religious and cul-
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tural features may also play a part. At the time of the Ottoman con-
quest of the Balkans, in the late fourteenth and early fifteenth cen-
turies, ethnic groups had already taken shape. They lacked any
‘common ethno-political consciousness’ or ‘awareness of their past’
(Karpat, 1997: 334-5). But the ethnic substratum was present. How far
this was modified by Ottoman rule is a controversial matter. In particu-
lar, there is considerable disagreement about the contribution of,
respectively, converted indigenes and outside settlers to the growth of
Muslim ethnic groups. Conversion seems the most likely explanation.®
The next stage after the development of ethnicity was the growth of
ethnic consciousness, followed by the development of nationalist
demands for autonomy, leading eventually to calls for independence.
In South Eastern Europe this did not take place until the nineteenth
century. We shall examine each stage of this process in turn.

Let us start with the Albanians, who have long occupied the area of
present-day Albania with a northern extension into what is now
Kosovo, and parts of Montenegro, Serbia and Macedonia. They spoke a
language unrelated to that of the surrounding Slavs and Greeks,
though there were borrowings in the lexicon, especially from Latin and
Greek, and certain structural similarities with other Balkan languages.’
The Albanian language is first mentioned in the sources as early as
1285, when it is recorded as being spoken in the hills behind
Dubrovnik: ‘I heard a voice shouting on the mountainside in the
Albanian tongue’ (Hammond, 1976: 57). But it was very slow to
assume a written form, and in fact there were two powerful institutions
which deliberately opposed the growth of an Albanian literary
language - the Greek Orthodox Church, and the Ottoman rulers of
the area. The Orthodox Church, which was the church of most of the
Christian population of the south of the country, wanted the
Albanians to learn Greek instead.

The Ottomans brought their own Turkish language with them for
official use, and under the millet system they defined the Albanians
purely in religious terms. They saw them simply as Muslims (or, where
appropriate, Orthodox Christians), and therefore regarded the develop-
ment of an Albanian language as unnecessarily divisive. Until the nine-
teenth century, they forbade education, reading and writing in
Albanian. Even then, while allowing Albanian to be written, they tried
to enforce the use of the Arabic rather than the Latin script. For these
reasons, the development of a written form of this very old language
was long delayed. But if cultural development was slow, Albanian
political development was non-existent before the mid-nineteenth



20 Ethnicity and Ethnic Conflict

century: in the north, the Ottoman period had the result of destroying
medieval political structures and ‘revivifying archaic social phenom-
ena, namely clan organisation and customary rules of law belonging to
an epoch when no state existed’ (Schmaus, 1973: 296-7). In the south,
meanwhile, the establishment of Ottoman (or indigenous Muslim)
landowners meant that the ruling elite was tied to the maintenance of
alien rule and took no part in the national risings of the nineteenth
century.

In Romania, at the other end of the Balkans (or, as some would say,
outside the Balkans altogether),® there was, in contrast, an early devel-
opment towards political homogeneity and unity. This appears at first
to be surprising, since, in Transylvania, the main region inhabited by
Romanians and the successor of Roman Dacia, the Hungarian conquest
of the tenth century produced a social and political system dominated
by the Magyar nobility, associated later with their subordinates the
Széklers and the Saxons (Germans). The Romanians were ‘excluded
from all possible participation in political life’ (Sugar, 1977: 147). The
incorporation of Transylvania into the Habsburg Empire by the Treaty
of Karlowitz (1699) did not change this situation.

So Romanian national development started not in Transylvania but
further east, where two Romanian principalities emancipated them-
selves from Hungarian overlordship towards the end of the Middle
Ages (Wallachia in 1338, Moldavia in 1365). The Ottoman conquest,
which followed shortly afterwards, had a less decisive effect than else-
where in South East Europe, because the local principalities retained
considerable autonomy. The people were not converted to Islam, and
the native nobility (the boyars) were not dispossessed (Dini¢ 1966:
565). Even the replacement after 1715 of elected local rulers by
Phanariot Greeks from Constantinople did not affect the principalities’
special status. The continued existence of distinctively Romanian state
formations and institutions meant that the main constituents of
Romanian ethnicity were already present at the dawn of modern times.
But the language used for ecclesiastical and administrative purposes in
Wallachia and Moldavia was Church Slavonic.

The Romanian language was therefore very late to appear in written
form (1521). It took even longer before it possessed a literary standard
(the translation of the Bible into Romanian in 1688 is the key date
here). Despite this, the language had a unitary character by the seven-
teenth century, with very few differences between the dialects, and
those mainly in vocabulary (Du Nay, 1977: 112). Moreover, cultural
differences within the Romanian ethnic group were not very pro-
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nounced. The religious division introduced in Transylvania in the sev-
enteenth century by the introduction of the Uniate (Greek Catholic)
Church there (for reasons of Habsburg policy) did not give rise to any
ethnic division.

Rather the reverse, in fact. After the formal conclusion of the union
between the Orthodox Church and Rome at a general synod held in
1700, this half-way house between Catholicism and Orthodoxy pro-
vided the formative milieu for Romanian nationalism. It would prove
to be an ideal foundation for a specifically Romanian national con-
sciousness, in a country which was half in and half out of the Balkans.
A Uniate bishop (Ion Clain) was the first spokesman for Romanian
national rights, and most of the leading figures of the Romanian cul-
tural revival of the late eighteenth century (Gheorghe Sincai, Petru
Maior, Ion Budai-Deleanu and Samuel Clain) were educated as Uniates
(Hitchins, 1969: 62-103). This did not mean that they took a narrow
confessional attitude towards Romanian culture; in fact, they devoted
their efforts to bridging the religious divide between the Greek
Catholic and Greek Orthodox faiths. They resisted attempts to Latinize
their church ritual because they felt this would alienate them irrevoca-
bly from their Orthodox brethren, and members of both the Greek
Catholic and Orthodox Churches collaborated in the petitions of
1790-2 to the Habsburg emperor which are regarded as the first real
expression of Romanian nationalism (Hitchins, 1969: 60-1, 134).

The Romanian national renaissance, at least in its early stages, was thus
located in subject Transylvania rather than semi-independent Moldavia
and Wallachia. But it was slow to make the transition from cultural
development to political demands, because it faced strong competition
from the emerging nationalism of the Hungarians. A sense of weakness
prevented the Romanian nationalists in Transylvania from pressing for
more than autonomy within the Habsburg monarchy. It was instead the
principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia, culturally less developed, but
socially and politically stronger, which made the running, achieving first
autonomy (1859), and later independence (1880).

Bulgaria too possessed a state in medieval times, though only inter-
mittently. In the year 864, Khan Boris of Bulgaria, who had toyed pre-
viously with the idea of a Roman connection, decided instead to place
his people under Constantinople’s ecclesiastical jurisdiction, thus
establishing Orthodoxy as a basic feature of the Bulgarian ethnic back-
ground. His son Simeon (Tsar of Bulgaria from 893 to 927) established
an empire that stretched from the Adriatic to the Black Sea and pro-
moted a vigorous cultural life, as a result of which the Old Bulgarian
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literary language developed. In the tenth century (temporarily in 972,
definitively in 1018) Bulgaria came under the direct control of
Byzantium, but recovered its independence in 1197 after a long strug-
gle. The Bulgarian ruler at the time, Kalojan, set the seal on this victory
in 1204 by having himself crowned King of Bulgaria by a papal envoy.

The second Bulgarian state thus inaugurated lasted until the
Ottoman conquest, which took place in 1393. After that, the country
ceased to exist as a separate entity until the nineteenth century. Unlike
Romania, it was placed under direct Ottoman rule. The relatively inde-
pendent position of the Orthodox Church, however, despite its subor-
dination from 1394 to the Patriarchate in Constantinople, meant that
Bulgarian ethnic identity was preserved, through the use of Church
Slavonic rather than Greek in the liturgy. Whatever Bulgarian culture
survived through the period of Ottoman rule did so ‘behind the protec-
tive walls of monasteries’ (Sugar, 1977: 265).

In what later became Yugoslavia, there emerged a clear distinction
between the south-eastern half, conquered and held by the Ottoman
Turks for four centuries, and the north west, which successfully resisted
the Turks, coming instead under Habsburg rule. Before the fifteenth
century, all the peoples of Yugoslavia were roughly speaking on the
same cultural level. All had their moments of imperial greatness, all
displayed signs of incipient cultural progress. Serbia was perhaps the
most dominant Balkan state in the fourteenth century, under Stephen
DuSan (1331-55). Late medieval Serbia was strong enough to rival the
Byzantine Empire and self-confident enough to make the attempt
(Dinic¢ 1966: 537-40). Everything changed after the Ottoman conquest,
which was a gradual process rather than a sudden event. The conquest
started with the Battle of Kosovo in 1389 (after which the defeated
Prince of Serbia was forced to become a Turkish vassal), and ended
with the seizure of the last Serbian position, the fortress of Smederevo,
in 1459, and the extinction of the Serbian state. After their definitive
victory, the Ottoman Turks ‘destroyed every document concerning
Serbian national life’, and as a result ‘creative literary work among the
Serbs ceased in 1459’, not to be revived until the eighteenth century;
even then, the earliest Serb writers were exiles in Hungary, Vojvodina,
Venice and Dalmatia (Barac, 1976: 21). Moreover, most of them were
under the shadow of the Orthodox Church and wrote, not in the
Serbian language, but in a mixture of Serbian and Church Slavonic
which was known as ‘Slaveno-Serbian’ (Hopf, 1997: 283).

On the western side of the peninsula, meanwhile, settled by Croats
and Slovenes rather than Serbs, two kinds of political institution
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emerged in the Middle Ages: the state of Croatia, and the semi-
independent towns of the Dalmatian coast. The latter were ‘classic
areas of voluntary ethnic symbiosis’ between the incoming Slavs and
the settled Romans (or the Romanized indigenous population of
Illyria). This process gradually resulted in the predominance of the Slav
element (Grothusen, 1974: 80). The former arose as an independent
state in the ninth century, and by the eleventh century had wrested
control of Slavonia to the north-east and the coastal strip of Dalmatia
in the south from the Byzantine Empire. In 1089, however, King
Zvonimir of Croatia died without an heir, and the land passed to the
King of Hungary, Ladislaus 1. But Hungarian rule did not alter the posi-
tion of the Croat nobility, who were fully autonomous in domestic
affairs. Thus the two elements that later went to make up Croatia were
in place by the later Middle Ages.

Soon after that, however, came the severe setback of the Ottoman
conquest. This resulted in the temporary loss of Slavonia, which
remained under Ottoman control for the next two centuries. Croatia
proper only saved itself by voluntary subjection to the Habsburgs in
1527, though the Croat gentry survived as a class,” and the Croatian
state kept a large measure of autonomy. Until the late eighteenth
century the Croats regarded themselves as equal partners rather than
subjects of the Hungarians. Meanwhile, the Italian city-state of Venice
was extending its sway over the Slav towns of the eastern coast of the
Adriatic Sea. Further south, another Slav city-state, Dubrovnik (also
known by its Italian name Ragusa) made its own form of accommoda-
tion to the new situation: it began to pay ‘an insignificant tribute of
twelve thousand five hundreds ducats a year’ (Dini¢ 1966: 559) to the
Ottoman Turks in return for autonomy and the right to trade through-
out the empire. This turned out to be the road to prosperity and
success. Dubrovnik enjoyed ‘full independence for all practical pur-
poses’ until 1808 (Sugar, 1977: 175). During the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries, the wealthy bourgeois patrons of the city encouraged
many writers, in particular the poet Ivan Gundulic¢ (1588-1638) and
Abbot Mauro Orbini (d. 1614), the first historian of the Slav peoples in
the Balkans (Hosch, 1972: 100).

The Slovenes, who settled to the north of the Croats in the sixth
century, had meanwhile undergone a different historical experience.
They became subject to German rule almost immediately (in the
eighth century) and did not emerge from this status until the twenti-
eth century. They never possessed a state of their own, yet in one sense
they benefited from their continuous subjection: they did not suffer
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from invasion and insecurity. It is indeed remarkable that this over-
whelmingly peasant people, without state traditions or a developed
class structure, were able to develop a literary culture not inferior to
that of the Croats living further south. But it is not unique: the same
can be said of the Estonians and Latvians, as we shall see.

A stark contrast emerged between these Slovenian and Croatian areas
of the north west, characterized in early modern times by a flourishing
literary culture and (with the exception of Dubrovnik) continuing
political subjection, and the Serbian lands of the south east, culturally
undeveloped and at first subject to the Ottomans, but ultimately
quicker to attain full political independence.

Bosnia-Hercegovina occupied an intermediate position, conquered
certainly (in 1463),1° but possessing a local elite converted gradually to
Islam in the sixteenth century, which was able to achieve a consider-
able degree of autonomy when the Ottoman administration began to
break down at the end of the eighteenth century. In the period of
Ottoman decline, ‘the local lords ran the province as they pleased’
(Sugar, 1977: 236).!! This refers, of course, to the Muslim elite. The
Muslim peasants, who constituted two-thirds of the population by the
early seventeenth century, were not much better off than the
Christians, who made up a third. However, the growth of towns in the
next two centuries tended to create a town-country division between
ordinary Muslims and Christians: Muslims left the countryside and
moved into the towns, and formerly Christian town-dwellers con-
verted to Islam.

It is doubtful whether there was any sense of conscious national self-
identification among the Muslims of Bosnia up to the twentieth
century; Muslim peasants were as suspicious as Christian peasants of
the predominantly Muslim inhabitants of the towns, regarding them
as ‘a clique which exploited them economically and ruled them politi-
cally’. In the countryside, too, a sense of Muslim solidarity was absent:
‘social boundaries between aristocrat and peasant were as sharp as
between any two ethnic groups’ (Lockwood, 1978: 213-4). According
to Francine Friedman, ‘there are few convincing data to indicate that
the Bosnian Muslims under the Ottoman Empire can be correctly
identified as a distinct national entity’ (1996: 47). They were by no
means without culture; but their cultural achievements were supra-
national, and belonged to a broad Islamic, rather than a narrow local,
tradition. Their literature was written in Turkish, Arabic or Persian
(Malcolm, 1994: 102).
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The Christians of the area were in turn divided into Roman Catholics
(who can be seen as Croats) and Orthodox (who can be seen as Serbs).
The Croat aristocracy of Bosnia-Hercegovina was destroyed by the
Ottomans, and the ordinary people fell back on the Roman Catholic
Church. Nevertheless, they retained a sense of community and an
ethnic awareness, despite the long period of Ottoman rule, during
which their religion was not recognized (the Roman Catholics were
subordinated to the Orthodox millet under the system established by
Mehmet II in 1453) (Sugar, 1977: 49). One particular religious order,
the Franciscans, played a vital part in preserving Croat individuality in
Bosnia (Moacanin, 1992-4: 135-8).

The origins of the third major element in the ethnic make-up of
Bosnia-Hercegovina, the Serbs, are doubtful. It is possible that they
were immigrants who came into the area in the sixteenth century,
encouraged to do so by the Turks as a replacement for Catholics who
had fled into the Habsburg lands, leaving the territory relatively empty.
There is some evidence that many who became Serbs were originally
Vlachs: a sixteenth-century traveller in the region referred to ‘Serbs,
who call themselves Vlachs’ and come from ‘Smederevo and Belgrade’
(Curipeschitz, 1910: 34-5), and there is much other evidence of a
Vlach presence. Noel Malcolm concludes his discussion of this point
by saying that modern Bosnian Serbs have ‘a large element of non-Slav
ancestry’ (in other words, they are descended from Vlach, or
Romanian, settlers of the sixteenth century) but that in any case ‘the
concept of a Serb’ is a ‘nineteenth and twentieth century construct’
(Malcolm, 1994: 81). It is not at all clear why he singles out the Serbs
in this way: either all ethno-national concepts are nineteenth-century
constructs (which would be a perfectly tenable ‘constructionist’ view),
or they have deeper roots. In the latter case there is no reason to ignore
the large number of cases where travellers coming from outside the
region, as well as the Serbs themselves, used the ethnonym ‘Serb’
before the nineteenth century.

Just as the Catholic Church preserved the individuality of the Croats,
the Orthodox Church did the same for the Serbs. The memory of the
medieval Serbian state was preserved by the Orthodox Church, espe-
cially after the restoration of the Archbishopric of Pe¢ (Ipek) in 1557,
with jurisdiction over the whole of the formerly Serbian lands. Also in
the sixteenth century, Serbs (or were they really Vlachs?)!2 were invited
by the Habsburg rulers to leave Ottoman territory and take up land on
the border with the Ottoman Empire, in return for which they would
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serve as soldiers, and be free to practise their Orthodox religion. This
was the origin of the Military Border (vojna krajina).'> But these particu-
lar Serbs did not contribute much to the growth of Serbian national
identity, which was a product rather of the autonomous position
achieved by the Serbian state after the revolutions of 1804 and 1815
against Ottoman rule.

We should, finally, mention one part of the Balkans that recovered
its independence very early: Montenegro (Crna Gora), which became a
vassal state of the Ottoman Empire in the fifteenth century, under the
Crnojevi¢ dynasty, but become of its isolated geographical position
was able from 1697 in practice to ‘opt out of the Ottoman Empire’. The
original ruling dynasty was replaced, roughly at the same time, by the
family of the Bishops of Montenegro, the Njegosi, who then became
the state’s hereditary rulers (Hosch, 1972: 116). Montenegro was a
tribal society which made a seamless transition to full independence in
the mid-nineteenth century, to be included in Yugoslavia after the First
World War.

We have now to examine the area to the east of the Habsburg and
Ottoman lands, an area originally so diverse that no single descriptive
phrase could encompass it, but brought together in modern times by
the common experience of subjection to the Russian Empire and subse-
quently the Soviet Union. We look first at the Baltic states, moving
further south and east by stages.

The Baltic area

Despite having much in common, the three small nations on the
eastern edge of the Baltic did not all undergo the same course of devel-
opment. The Lithuanian tribes were far in advance of the other two.
They had already developed an ethnic awareness by the twelfth
century (Bojtar, 1997: 190). A century later, the Lithuanians were not
just an ethnic group but the bearers of a state (Vardys and Sedaitis,
1997: 7). By 1246, Grand Duke Mindaugas had united the Lithuanian
tribes together under his aegis (Kiaupa et al., 2000: 54). Although the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania entered into a personal union with neigh-
bouring Poland in 1385, it at first retained its separate status, and was
not incorporated definitively into the Polish Commonwealth. This
meant that a separate Lithuanian nation had time to form, with a
‘common Lithuanian consciousness’ (Kiaupa et al., 2000: 92). Biblical
texts and prayers began to be printed in Lithuanian in the sixteenth
century.
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Incorporation into Poland in 1569 resulted in the gradual poloniza-
tion of the Lithuanian nobility. Naturally, this retarded Lithuanian cul-
tural evolution. The University of Vilnius, previously a centre of
Lithuanian publishing, began to publish more Polish than Lithuanian
books. From 1697, the state language of the Grand Duchy was Polish.
‘Being Lithuanian’ was no longer counterposed to ‘being Polish’. The
situation of the Lithuanians at the time was summed up neatly in the
Latin phrase gente Lituanus, natione Polonus (Lithuanian by race, Polish
by nationality) (Milosz, 1995: 250). Among the peasantry, however,
knowledge of the Lithuanian language and Lithuanian culture survived
(Kiaupa et al., 2000: 303), and eventually, in the eighteenth century, a
cultural revival began, not in Poland, but in East Prussia, part of which
lay in previously Lithuanian territory, thanks to the efforts of the poet
and Protestant minister Kristijonas Donelajtis (1714-64). For the first
time, a secular Lithuanian literature emerged.

The development of the Latvians and Estonians from tribe to ethnic
group, and later into nation, was held back by alien conquest, rather
than, as in the Lithuanian case, by a voluntary merger with an allied
cultural group. German invaders from the west entered the Baltic in
the early thirteenth century, with the joint objectives of setting up
colonies and converting the locals to Christianity. They were unable to
make any headway in Lithuania, but by 1230 Livonia (which com-
prises much of present-day Latvia) had been conquered by one of the
German religious-military orders, the Knights of the Sword. To the
south, in Courland, an area which later became divided between Latvia
and Lithuania, the task of conquest and colonization was undertaken
by another order, the Teutonic Knights. During the many subsequent
centuries of German rule, various Baltic tribes in the area of southern
Livonia and Courland - the most important being the Kurs,
Semigallians and Latgallians — gradually merged together to form the
Latvian ethnic group; it was a slow and obscure process.!* The name
‘Latvian’ does not appear in the sources until 1648.

The Estonians, a group of independent (and allegedly warlike and
predatory) tribes, inhabited northern Livonia and Estonia. They were
subdued gradually at the end of the twelfth century by the Danes. In
1219, Waldemar 11 of Denmark succeeded in pacifying Estonia, and
bringing its inhabitants into subjection. The Estonians originally
lacked an ethnonym, referring to themselves only as ‘people of the
Earth’ (Bojtar, 1997: 105). As time went on, though, they gradually
adopted the name ‘Estonian’, which was given to them by their con-
querors. In 1346 Estonia was sold by Denmark to the Teutonic Knights,
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subsequently passing (in 1561) into the hands of the Swedish Empire.
Livonia was added in the 1620s, after a period of Polish rule.
Eventually, in 1721, the whole area passed into the hands of the
Russian Empire. At no time during this long period did either the
Estonians or the Latvians enjoy any vestige of independence.

The absence of any form of state among the Latvians and Estonians,
and the lack of any social class other than the peasantry (a situation
which reflects 500 years of German social and political domination),
are sufficient explanations for their slower development as ethnic
groups in comparison with the Lithuanians. Yet cultural development
was not held back by political subjection or the absence of a developed
social structure. In fact, the first surviving Estonian text (1535) pre-
dates the first Lithuanian text (1547). The first Latvian text dates from
1585. Books began to be printed in Estonian in the seventeenth
century, and elementary education was being conducted in that lan-
guage in the late seventeenth century. The explanation for this
paradox is simple: the period of Swedish control.

Before Sweden took over, ‘the Estonians were on the verge of losing
their identity as a people’ (Piirimde, 1993: 368). The Swedes changed
all this by encouraging the use of the Estonian language in education,
publishing, Church services, and even official communications. A solid
cultural foundation was laid. The Russian conquest brought only a
temporary setback. Educational expansion continued in the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, resulting in an astoundingly high level
of literacy. By 1850, 90 per cent of the Estonian population could read
(Raun, 1987: 55). There was, however, one drawback: until the 1840s,
all endeavours to promote Estonian culture remained in the hands of
German ‘Estophils’ rather than the indigenous population.!®

The eastern Slav lands

The Russians were the people of state, the backbone, of the Tsarist
Empire (and subsequently of the Soviet Union). This possibly explains
their rather weak sense of nationality; they tended to identify them-
selves, not with a particular nation, but with either the state, the head
of the state (the tsar) or the Orthodox Church. As an ethnic group,
however, they had existed since the Middle Ages, and a distinctive
Russian literature and culture developed early. As in the case of other
imperial peoples (such as the Turks and the Austrians) they found no
reason to make the move to fully-fledged nationalism until they had
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lost their empire. We shall therefore reserve our discussion of this topic
to a later chapter.

There were two other major Slavic groups on the territory of the
Russian Empire: the Belarusans and the Ukrainians. The Ukrainians
have to share much of their earlier history with the Russians, since the
first Ukrainian state, Kiev Rus’, was also the first Russian state.!®
Culturally, it belonged to both groups, or more precisely to the East
Slavs in general. It was only after the decline of Kiev and under the
impact of the Mongol invasion of the thirteenth century that three
East Slavic nations emerged: the Ukrainians, the Belarusans and the
Russians. Ukrainian separateness from Russians was further increased
in the fourteenth and subsequent centuries by the divergent paths fol-
lowed by the two: while the Russians were gradually unified under the
independent rule of Moscow, the Ukrainians were included in the
Lithuanian, then the Polish-Lithuanian state.!” Hence, when Ukraine
itself came under the rule of the Russian tsars, with the partitions of
Poland at the end of the eighteenth century, it was inhabited by a
Ukrainian ethnic group with a distinct language and culture which
proved to be resistant to assimilation to Russia, even though the tsars
made the attempt.

One of the paradoxes of Belarusan nationalism is that the Belarusan
language itself had a longer pedigree than the languages of more suc-
cessful ethnic groups. State business in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania
was conducted until the mid-sixteenth century in Old Belarusan!'®
rather than Lithuanian; hence a distinctive Belarusan culture emerged
on Lithuanian territory at this time. However, the union of Lithuania
with Poland in 1569 meant that the language lost its independent
position. Initially it was replaced by Latin,and later by Polish. When
the area was absorbed by Russia following the late eighteenth century
partitions of Poland, the use and publication of works in Belarusan was
banned. The Belarusans and their language seemed to have disap-
peared from history.

The south Caucasus: the three ‘historic nations’

In the closing decades of the Roman Empire there were already three
established state formations in the area to the south of the Caucasian
Mountains: Armenia, Georgia and Albania. Each of them converted to
Christianity in the fourth century, and each adopted a script and
began to create a written literature. But the state of the Caucasian
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Albanians was unfortunately placed. It lay beside the Caspian Sea, on
an invasion route, and it was unable to survive the constant pressure
exerted in turn or together by Alans and Khazars from the north,
Byzantines from the west, Arabs from the south, and Persians from the
east. Caucasian Albania (or ‘Arran’ as it is described in Arab sources)
was destroyed by the Arab conquests of the seventh century; the
Albanian language and culture survived for a short period, to be extin-
guished, it is thought, by the next great invasion, that of the Saljuq
Turks in the tenth century (Golden, 1996: 67). No text in Caucasian
Albanian has survived.!® Hence any attempt to link ancient Albania
with modern Azerbaijan must remain pure speculation, though these
speculations played an important part in the Azerbaijani nation-build-
ing process from the 1960s onwards.2°

In fact, in medieval times the name ‘Azerbaijan’ was applied not to
the area of present independent Azerbaijan but to the lands to the
south of the Araxes river, now part of Iran. The lands to the north west
of the Araxes were known as Albania; the lands to the north east, the
heart of present-day post-Soviet Azerbaijan, were known as Sharvan (or
Shirwan) and Derbend. It is probable that by the twelfth century most
of the inhabitants of the area were descended either from Turkic
invaders from the north or indigenes who had by then adopted
Turkish culture and language in its Azerbaijani form. But much is spec-
ulation here. In the case of Armenia and Georgia, in contrast, there are
firmer grounds for asserting continuity between past and present.

The Armenians are thought to have existed as a people since the sixth
century BCE, when the King of Persia recorded that he had conquered
them, with difficulty. By the time that they were converted to
Christianity (in 314 ck) their ethnic identity had become firmly fixed. In
other words, they were an ethnic community sharing a name, a myth of
descent, a culture, a language, and finally a distinctive religion
(Armenian monophysite Christianity, an independent faith attached
neither to Rome nor Constantinople). These features counterbalanced
the weakness of their state, in which the monarch was rarely able to
overcome the feuding of the leading noble families (Thomson, 1996: 26).

Like the rest of the Caucasus, Armenia was subjected to waves of
invasion and conquest throughout its history. Its position on the bor-
derline of successive great empires meant that it was fought over con-
stantly. First came the long contest between the Byzantines and the
Persians; this is not seen by historians in an entirely negative light. In
fact, the renowned Caucasian specialist, Professor Cyril Toumanoff,
asserted that it was precisely the equilibrium between the ‘cultural and
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political influences of Byzantium and Iran that fostered the individual-
ity and autonomy of Caucasia and ensured their survival’ (Toumanoff,
1959: 3). The Byzantine and Persian Empires were still locked in
conflict when the Arabs invaded in the seventh century; conquest by
the Arabs helped to strengthen Armenian individuality by ‘protecting
the country from the gravitational pull of the Byzantine Empire’. The
subsequent period saw the first great expansion of Armenian literature
(Nichanian, 1989: 181).

Then came the disasters of the eleventh century: the reincorporation
of Armenia in Byzantium in 1045, followed by the invasion of the
Saljuq Turks in 1064 and the first wave of mass emigration. Invasions
and conquests succeeded each other throughout the next four cen-
turies: first the Mongols (1236); then Tamurlane and the Ag-Qoyunlu
Turks (late fourteenth century), then the Safavid rulers of Persia (1502),
whose continuous conflict over the next two centuries with the
Ottoman Turks can be viewed as a form of repetition of the earlier
Byzantine-Persian conflict.

Not surprisingly, the culture and language of the Armenians came
under substantial Persian (Iranian) and Turkish (Ottoman) influence
throughout this period, though without changing its fundamental
character. In the course of these years of devastation and invasion,
most Armenians left their ancestral lands. Emigration (and forced
deportation) began in the sixth century ct and continued until the
nineteenth century. Paradoxically, those who stayed behind were less
likely to preserve their Armenianness than those who left; it was in
diaspora that the language and Armenian culture were preserved.

There were two main reasons for this. First, the determination of the
Armenian Church to remain distinctive. It refused steadfastly to iden-
tify itself with either Roman Catholicism or Greek Orthodoxy. Second,
the continued existence of an Armenian state-in-exile. This was the
kingdom of Cilicia, which lasted from 1189 to 1375 under the protec-
tion of the Crusaders, and provided a favourable environment for the
growth of a literary language, Middle Armenian, which was closer to
the speech of the people than grabar. But in 1375 the Cilician kingdom
of Armenia finally succumbed to the Egyptian Mamluks.

The next three centuries were the darkest time for the Armenians
and their language. This now split into two parts: grabar, a literary and
ecclesiastical language, used for writing by a few monks and priests;
and ashkharhabar, the language of the people, which had by that time
disintegrated into a number of mutually incomprehensible dialects
(Nichanian, 1989: 240). Most rural Armenians in the Ottoman Empire
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began to speak Turkish; even in the cities the language came under
strong Turkish influence; only in the eastern part of the Caucasus, par-
ticularly in the remote region of Karabagh, was Armenian preserved in
a relatively pure form (Nichanian, 1989: 244). However, continuity was
provided by the autocephalous Armenian Church and by the ancient
scriptures, written in grabar.

Ordinary Armenians respected, but could no longer comprehend
these ancient writings. Little by little, the language of the people had
moved away from Classical Armenian, with the result that eventually
the two diverged almost completely (Nichanian, 1989: 177). To restore
the link between speech and writing it was necessary to establish a lit-
erary standard based on spoken Armenian; though here too there were
substantial differences between the western version of the language,
spoken in diaspora, and the eastern version local to Armenia itself.

When the revival of Armenian national literature started, in the late
seventeenth century, it was, somewhat paradoxically, the work of a
Catholic order, the Mekhitarist monks, located first in Venice and then
also in Vienna. They revived Armenian learning over the next century
by reprinting the works of the early Armenian historians; their aim in
doing this was to bring the Armenian Gregorian Christians back to the
true faith. Meanwhile, Armenia itself remained in subjection, although
the Armenians themselves prospered under Turkish rule until the mas-
sacres of the late nineteenth century. The Ottoman rulers tended to
persecute the Armenian Catholics and favour the Gregorians, the
majority, who were more easily controlled through their patriarch, and
were regarded as a particularly loyal group (Deny, 1960: 640-1). At the
beginning of the nineteenth century, eastern Armenia exchanged
rulers: the Russian conquest meant the replacement of a Muslim
master with an Orthodox one. In the 1840s Armenian nationalism
began to emerge in the Russian Empire, among intellectuals who
rejected the quietist traditions of the Church, as well as its retrograde
insistence on preserving the ancient form of the language. The
Armenian national movement fought its first battles against the
Armenian Church, not alongside it, and in defence of the right to
publish in ashkharhabar, the common tongue, rather than in grabar,
the language of the Church (Suny, 1993: 23).

Like the Armenians, the Georgians had a continuous history stretch-
ing back several centuries before the Christian era. They too were con-
verted to Christianity in the fourth century ck, and they too adopted a
distinctive alphabet, which was perhaps invented by the Armenian
monk, Mesrop Mashtots.?! The main differences were that the
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Georgians did not retain their separate Church, returning instead to
the fold of Orthodoxy, that the Georgian nobility lived in the country-
side rather than the towns, and that for many centuries they were
unable to weld their separate principalities into a single state. This did
not happen until 1008, when Bagrat 111 established a unified kingdom,
which was at first under heavy Armenian cultural influence. Georgian
kings often conducted their correspondence with foreign monarchs in
Armenian, and the province of Dzavakheti was completely Armenian
in character until the mid-tenth century (Toumanoff, 1952: 257-8).22
The twelfth century, however, saw a strengthening of Georgian power
and self-confidence, culminating during the reign of Queen Tamar
(1184-1212). This is when ‘a distinctive Georgian Christian culture and
civilisation’ emerged, with the establishment of a literary standard.
Georgia’s greatest medieval poet, Shot’a of Rust’avi, who composed the
epic poem ‘The Knight in the Panther’s Skin’, is regarded as the prime
mover in this respect (Suny, 1994: 38).

Despite these promising beginnings, the medieval state of Georgia
rested on an unstable foundation. It comprised a number of fissiparous
elements. Disintegration was a constant threat. United Georgia col-
lapsed under the impact of three Mongol invasions following each
other in quick succession during the thirteenth century (1220, 1222
and 1236). The country again became divided into a number of princi-
palities. An opportunity for recovery appeared in the fifteenth century,
after Alexander I (1412-42) restored political unity, but his ineffectual
successors failed to seize it, partly because their hands were tied by a
system of joint kingship which promoted internecine conflict (Suny,
1994: 45-6; Allen, 1932: 132-8; Toumanoff, 1966: 628). After the
defeat of Giorgi viir at the battle of Chikhori in 1463 the country dis-
solved into eight sections: Svaneti, Abkhazeti, Samegrelo, Guria,
Samtskhe, Imereti, Kakheti and Kartli.

In the sixteenth century, the eastern half of Georgia came under
Persian control, while the west entered increasingly into the Ottoman
orbit. Over the next two centuries all parts of Georgia were fought over
and changed hands repeatedly. Despite occasional temporary
reunifications of parts of Georgia, a complete and lasting unity was
never achieved (Suny, 1994: 46). This rendered impossible any effective
defence of the country against the two rival empires struggling contin-
uously for control at this time. Yet the principalities still ‘retained a
precarious autonomy or independence’ as late as the mid-eighteenth
century (Suny, 1994: 55). Eventually despairing of any other way out,
the last Georgian kings appealed for Russian aid, which eventually
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came in the shape of the annexation of the country to the Russian
Empire in 1800.

Most of the principalities that went to make up medieval Georgia
were recognizably Georgian in culture and religion. There were excep-
tions, though. The Mingrelians spoke a language related to Georgian,
but the two languages were not mutually intelligible (Aves, 1996: 48).
The Ajarians in the south west were separated from Georgia not by lan-
guage but by religion. The local aristocracy of Ajaria retained control of
the land even after the Ottoman conquest of the fifteenth century by
converting to Islam. The subject population held on to Christianity for
a hundred years but finally followed the nobility’s example
(Dartchiachvili, 1999: 265).

To the north west lived the Abkhazians: they were linguistically, if
not culturally, distinct from the Georgians. A separate Abkhazian
kingdom existed until 978, and then again during the fifteenth
century. Subsequently, Abkhazia, unlike eastern Georgia, came under
Ottoman rule, another point of difference, because it was followed by
gradual conversion to Islam. In 1810, Abkhazia was incorporated into
Russia as a separate principality. In 1864, the principality of Abkhazia
was renamed the Sukhumi Military Department. The failure of the
rising of 1866 led to an initial wave of emigration towards Turkey; and
there was another mass exodus after the war between the Russian and
Ottoman Empires in 1877-8.

These population movements had a decisive effect on the ethnic
composition of the region, because Russians and Georgians moved in
to fill the empty lands. From then, the Abkhazians were in a minority
in their own country. The majority of them were also no longer
Muslims; many Muslims emigrated to Turkey, while others converted
to Christianity. Hence the vast majority of Abkhazians who remained
were, by the end of the nineteenth century, Orthodox Christians (the
proportion was roughly 80 per cent) (Wixman, 1980: 103, n.3). The
Abkhazian nobility and clergy spoke and wrote in Georgian; it was the
peasants who spoke Abkhazian. Hence the language continued to lack
a written version (Chervonnaya, 1994: 190, n.19).

Georgian ethnicity survived the long interval between the twelfth
and nineteenth centuries because of the continued existence of
Georgian state formations and ruling elites. The Church also played a
part in nurturing language and culture, though its contribution was
not as great as in the Armenian case. In the late eighteenth century,
when the national revival started, 85 per cent of the books printed
were religious texts. Secular literature circulated in manuscript



The Formation of Ethnic Groups 35

(Vateishvili, 1973: 46). It would be an exaggeration to say that Georgian
culture died out during the period of Persian and Turkish rule, but it was
at a low ebb. Even after more than half a century of national revival, the
Georgian language remained divided into many different dialects, and in
1897 the Russian census-takers felt the need to distinguish between
Georgians properly so-called (numbering 813 413 in Transcaucasia),
Imeretians (272 217), Mingrelians (239 252) and Svans (15 720) (Bauer
et al., 1991: 220-1). Even so, all these groups would soon be regarded
(and counted) as part of the Georgian nation.

As hinted earlier, the history of Azerbaijan and of the growth of an
Azerbaijani ethnie is more problematic than the other two cases. The
lack of a clear way of differentiating between the various Turkic lan-
guages spoken and written in medieval and early modern times is one
of the difficulties. Another is the absence until the twentieth century of
an Azerbaijani state. Attempts have been made to solve these
difficulties, but not very convincingly. It has been suggested that the
Safavid rulers of sixteenth-century Persia were Azerbaijanis, on the
basis that the poet Khatai, who also ruled Persia as Shah Ismail 1
(1501-25) wrote in Turkish rather than Farsi, and that ‘everything in
the Safavid empire was in the hands of Turks’. It was true that Safavid
Iran was initially Turkish in character (although later it took on the
colour of its Persian surroundings) (Frye, 1975: 230), but what is the
relationship between Turks and Azerbaijanis? The modern Azerbaijani
view of this problem is as follows: the conquest of Azerbaijan by
Turkish-speaking tribes did not alter the anthropological makeup of
the Azerbaijanis, as they remained a part of the ‘Greater Europeoid
race’ despite adopting a Turkic language (Sumbatzade, 1990: 275).

The North Caucasus: a society of clans

Further north, on the other side of the Caucasus Mountains, there was
a large number of ethnic groups, often of obscure origin. They lacked a
literature of their own until the twentieth century, although they cer-
tainly possessed distinctive languages and customs. Here (as in the
examples of Albania and Montenegro in South East Europe) the main
point of identification was not the ethnie but either the clan, in the
narrower context, or the community of mountain dwellers (in Russian:
gortsy), in the broader context. Each ethnic group was divided into
numerous clans, but all ethnic groups were united by common cultural
and economic practices, so that until the 1920s the inhabitants of the
North Caucasus constituted a ‘huge ethnic society of North Caucasian
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mountaineers’ (Volkova and Lavrov, 1968: 330). They were strongly
resistant to outside influence, so change came very slowly. In religion
they were a curious mixture of pagan, Christian and Muslim.
Eventually the North Caucasus became a stronghold of Islam, but only
very gradually, as the mountainous heartland of the area ‘long resisted
Islamization’ (Bosworth, 1978: 350). When Islam did finally triumph, it
was less through foreign conquest than through the conversion of
individuals by travelling merchants and Sufi holy men.

Central Asia

The peoples of Central Asia did not develop individual national identi-
ties until the twentieth century. Before that they were conscious of
their character as Muslims, members of the umma, or community of
Muslims everywhere, and as members of local communities or clans,
with local loyalties. Ethnicity was extremely fluid, partly because of the
succession of invasions and conquests suffered by the area up to the
sixteenth century. Questions of ethnogenesis in Central Asia are
extremely complex, and diametrically opposed views can be found in
the literature. We shall attempt to summarize the view taken by most
modern scholars, though it should be said that this runs counter to
what is accepted and taught in the schools and universities of the
region itself.

Uzbek ethnogenesis is most problematic of all. There were at least
three elements present in what later became Uzbekistan: the Sarts, who
were a settled indigenous population, of either Iranian or Turkic origin;
the Turkic nomads who conquered Central Asia in the early Middle
Ages; and the Qipchaks, who arrived in the fifteenth century and con-
quered Turkestan. The Qipchaks, who were also called Uzbeks, founded
three states. The first Uzbek leader to emerge was Abulkhayr (1412-68),
founder of the Abulkhayr Shaybanid dynasty, who established a state
in Transoxania (Western Turkestan), which later became the khanate
of Bukhara. Another group of Uzbeks, the Yadigarid Shaybanids, seized
control of the region of Khwarazm in the early sixteenth century, even-
tually establishing the khanate of Khiva. A third group of Uzbeks, the
Ming, set up the khanate of Khogand in the eighteenth century. These
three Uzbek principalities were ruled by elites whose culture was a
mixture of Persian and Turkic elements; the literary language that
emerged there, Chaghatay, was also a mixture of the two. They ruled
over subject populations with no clear ethnic identity, though some of
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these ‘ended up by calling themselves Uzbeks’ (Roy, 2000: 16). But
ethnic group membership was not yet a significant fact. Other forms of
identity (religious, local, political) were far more important.?? In any
case, throughout the nineteenth century at least four terms of ethnic
identification were in use in addition to ‘Uzbek’: Sart (discussed below),
Muslim, Turk and Chaghatay. After the Bolshevik Revolution these
terms were abandoned successively, leaving only ‘Uzbek’ (Baldauf,
1991: 89).

The second major group we need to consider are the Kazakhs. The
Turkic word ‘Qazaq’ means ‘free, independent man’, and was applied
to an Uzbek tribal confederacy which threw off Uzbek ascendancy and
migrated north-eastwards in the seventeenth century (Barthold and
Hazai, 1978: 848). The Kazakhs were a nomadic people, culturally
homogeneous, but lacking political unity in pre-modern times. Certain
rulers were able to assert themselves at intervals, but they were never
able to supplant the authority of tribal leaders.

By the early eighteenth century the Kazakh tribes had coalesced into
three hordes (the Greater, Middle and Lesser Hordes). A fourth (the
Biikey Horde) emerged in the early nineteenth century. In 1730, under
the pressure of attack from Dzhungarian nomads, the Khan of the
Lesser Horde, Abilay, decided to place his people under Russian rule
(Sarkisyanz, 1961: 318-21). The tsar accepted his offer, and this began
a gradual process of Russian expansion (accompanied by a creeping
colonization of the north of the country by Slav peasants). This was
not a voluntary process; in fact, there was considerable resistance from
the Kazakhs, but the inexorable Russian advance culminated in 1848
with the suppression of the last of the hordes (the Greater Horde) and
the establishment of direct Russian rule over most of Kazakh territory
(Soucek, 2000: 195-7).

There were two further major groups of Turkic origin in Central Asia:
the Kyrgyz, who settled in what is now Kyrgyzstan, and the Turkmen,
who spent much time raiding the Persians to the south, and eventually
settled to the east of the Caspian Sea. Their nomadic way of life pre-
vented them from coalescing into ethnies, and they remained divided
into tribes until the twentieth century.

The Central Asian picture can finally be completed with a refer-
ence to the Tajiks, Persian-speaking Muslims who differed from the
Turkic tribes both in language and in their more settled and urban
way of life. The Tajiks were described as ‘Sarts’ from the fourteenth
to the sixteenth century. Then they started to be described as Tajiks,
while the term ‘Sart’ began to be applied to the settled populations
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of the towns of Central Asia who spoke Turkic languages (Soucek,
2000: 32-3). The Tajiks played a considerable part in the life of the
Uzbek-ruled khanates which dominated Turkestan before the
Russian conquest, but they never established a political formation of
their own.2*



3

Ethnic Groups into Nations

The processes by which ethnic groups became nations varied substan-
tially within the region; certain common factors can, however, be
picked out. The first, in order of external prominence if not necessarily
of importance, is the development and imposition of a national lan-
guage. This process was often completed surprisingly late in national
development, but its initial stages always coincided with the first stir-
rings of national consciousness.

In many cases, the written, standardized language differed markedly
from the existing dialects of the spoken language. This was sometimes
a matter of deliberate archaism: the nationally-inclined men of learn-
ing who took the lead in establishing a written standard looked back to
a ‘golden age’ when the language allegedly existed in pure, classical
form. In Czechoslovakia, for example, the Czech written language
imposed by the nationalists was out of date by two centuries, divorced
from any spoken dialect, and unnecessarily different grammatically
from ordinary speech. This was because Josef Dobrovsky (1753-1829),
the father of modern literary Czech, took a grammar written in 1571 as
his starting point (Millet, 1983: 504).

The makers of the national revivals in the nineteenth century fixed
more than simply language; they tended to enforce, or at least to
encourage, ethnic choices. Etienne Haumant put this point many years
ago, in the course of a discussion of rival Italian and Slav claims to the
nineteenth-century population of Dalmatia:

These differences (in the figures for Italian and Slav inhabitants) can
be explained partly by bias on the part of statisticians, but also by a
certain national indecision, among both the unawakened masses
and the ruling classes. For them the choice between two languages

39
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and two peoples was not posed precisely at the start; first there had
to be propaganda work, often inspired from outside. (Haumant,
1930: 497)

East Central Europe after 1800: a rapid growth of
nationhood

The Poles were certainly a nation by 1918, the year of the restoration
of Polish independence. Polish national identity, at first limited to the
upper classes, seeped down gradually to the Polish masses in the course
of the national struggles and the economic advances of the nineteenth
century. But their country, Poland, was by no means ethnically homo-
geneous (according to the census of 1921, only 69.2 per cent of the
population was ethnically Polish). This was because the Polish state
was restored in 1918 in (roughly speaking) its historical rather than its
ethnic boundaries. In particular, the new Poland possessed a large
Ukrainian minority (14.3 per cent of the total population in 1921)
located mainly in the eastern part of the country. Other, smaller
minorities were Belarusan (4.1 per cent in 1921), Jewish (7.8 per cent),
and German (3.9 per cent).! The official Polish response to diversity
was not acceptance, but a determined effort at nation-building, or, as
Chris Hann has put it, ‘a strategy of exclusion and assimilation’, which
lasted through the 1920s and 1930s (Hann, 1998: 843).2

The process of assimilation had flourished under the first Polish
state, given the strong magnetic pull of Polish culture, and it even con-
tinued during the nineteenth century, when Poland was no longer
independent; now, however, things were different. The ethnic minori-
ties proved highly recalcitrant. When in 1939 the short interwar period
of Polish independence came to an end, as a result of the joint German
and Soviet invasion of the country, the minorities were still there,
more embittered and aggrieved than ever.

But the minorities problem found a ‘solution’ of a kind by the com-
plete remodelling of the ethnic map which resulted from the tragic
events of the Second World War and its aftermath. As is well known,
Poland lost most of its Jews during the war through the Nazi extermi-
nation programme; between 1945 and 1947 it also lost most of its
Germans (by expulsion), and its Ukrainians and Belarusans (by their
inclusion in the Soviet Union). The result was that Poland went from
being one of the most heterogeneous to one of the most homogeneous
nation-states in Eastern Europe (95 per cent of the inhabitants were
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ethnic Poles after 1947) (Bugajski, 1994: 363). This did not prevent the
ruling Communist party from mounting an anti-Semitic campaign in
1968, as a result of which most of the remaining Jews left the country.
But, that apart, the material for ethnic conflict was simply not present
in Poland, so that even after 1989 there was little likelihood of its
recrudescence. According to the 1992 census, 98 per cent of the popu-
lation were ethnic Poles. Nevertheless, there is still a 100 000-strong
Ukrainian minority in the country, who are, it is claimed, prevented
from expressing themselves nationally by the overwhelming dom-
inance of Polish culture (Hann 1998: 863).

Like the Poles, the Hungarians recovered their independence in
1918. Unlike the Poles, they did not particularly welcome the events of
1918--19 because they saw them as a painful defeat, involving the sep-
aration of three million Hungarians from their homeland (this situ-
ation was given international legal force by the Treaty of Trianon in
1920). The presence of so many Hungarians outside their borders gave
rise to ethnic tension and conflict in three neighbouring states
(Yugoslavia, Romania and Czechoslovakia). But it also meant that
there were no substantial ethnic minorities within the country itself.
Trianon Hungary was ethnically 90 per cent Hungarian, and, despite
the upheavals of the Second World War, the proportion remained the
same after 1945.

The Czechoslovak story is split in two until the early twentieth
century. Before that there were two separate ethnic groups, the Czechs
and the Slovaks, closely allied but differing in historical experience and
also to some extent in culture. The Czechs had, as we saw earlier, a
history of medieval statehood; they also had a tradition of written liter-
ature. All the national revivalists of the early nineteenth century had
to do was reach back to the past and select the appropriate aspects of
an old-established, although buried, culture. This was, as noted earlier,
the work of Josef Dobrovsky, who fixed the Czech language in the
form it has subsequently retained, despite the quarrels in the twentieth
century over purism and language reform (Auty, 1980: 175).

For the Slovaks it was different. Slovak nationalists could claim that
the Great Moravian Empire of the ninth century was the first Slovak
state, but it was destroyed within a hundred years by the Magyar inva-
sion, and there was no later revival of Slovak statehood until the twen-
tieth century.® Right up to the end of the eighteenth century, and even
beyond, the Slovaks did not use their own language for official and lit-
erary purposes. Instead, they used Czech, alongside Latin (Barto$ and
Gagnaire, 1972: 7-8). With the coming of the Reformation, a religious
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division arose between the Lutherans and the Roman Catholics in
Slovakia. This had an impact on their attitudes towards their neigh-
bours. The Lutheran minority of Slovaks continued to make no distinc-
tion between Czech and Slovak, but the Catholic majority moved
towards establishing a separate Slovak literary language. In the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, the Catholic University of Trnava
played an important part in promoting Slovak culture. This reached a
finished form in the mid-nineteenth century thanks to the efforts of
two scholars, Anton Bernalak (1762-1813) and Ludovit Star
(1815-1856). Bernalak created the first Slovak literary language in
1787, but it was accepted only by the Catholic majority, the Slovak
Protestants continued to use Czech. In the nineteenth century, a
debate developed about the most desirable form for the Slovak literary
language; this debate was resolved in 1844 in favour of Star’s version,
the central Slovak dialect, which was further away from Czech than
the version used earlier by Bernaldk. A further step had thus been taken
towards Slovak linguistic separation from Czech.

Despite this promising start, the development of Slovak literature
was held back for half a century by restrictions imposed by the
Hungarian authorities, who ruled the country until 1918. Moreover,
Hungarian rule, with its accompanying Magyarization, also meant that
a Slovak elite was practically non-existent. Even at the primary level,
education was conducted in Magyar rather than Slovak at this time:
only 276 out of the 3520 schools in Slovakia in 1917/18 did their
teaching in Slovak; 30 000 school pupils were taught in Slovak, and
200000 in Magyar (Hoensch, 2000: 8). As late as 1918, the total
number of ‘educated and politically conscious Slovaks’ was estimated
at between 750 and 1000 (Seton-Watson, 1931: 30).

The evident lack of any firm basis for a Slovak national movement
led many Slovak opponents of Hungarian rule towards the idea of
calling on the aid of their far more developed brother nation to the
west. The political project of ‘Czechoslovakism’ was born. The increase
in the popularity of this strategy after 1900 was a result of the work of
the group of Slovak intellectuals and political activists who gathered
around the journal Hlas, and who took their lead from the founder of
Czechoslovakia, T. G. Masaryk (Leff, 1988: 34). The inclusion of
Slovakia alongside Bohemia and Moravia in the new Czechoslovak
state in 1918 can be regarded as their work. It was not the outgrowth
of a popular movement among Slovaks themselves. They generally
took a passive attitude politically during the First World War (Hoensch,
2000: 77). Census takers sent to Slovakia in 1919 found that the vil-
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lagers replied to their questions as follows: ‘Slovak or Hungarian? What
difference does it make? If the Hungarians are doing well I want to be a
Hungarian, if the Czechs are doing well I want to be a Slovak.” They
met this reply so often that they described it as ‘a general feature of
Eastern Slovakia’ (Peroutka, 1991: 135).

The ‘Czechoslovakism’ of Masaryk and his political allies had a
further fateful implication: it required the rejection of the national
claims advanced by the large ethnically German minority who resided
in the Czech provinces of Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia, and who were
subsequently described, somewhat inaccurately, as the ‘Sudeten
Germans’. Their nationalism was ‘particularly vehement and intense’
(Rothschild, 1974: 126). In December 1918 these people were included
forcibly in the new Czechoslovak state. They were a constant irritant to
successive Czechoslovak governments, and their majority support for
Nazism in the 1930s was the reason both for the destruction of the first
Czechoslovakia in 1938-9 and for their own dispossession and expul-
sion after 1945, which solved the problem in a brutal, but it would
seem definitive, manner.*

With the foundation of Czechoslovakia, most Czechs and some Slovaks
considered it pointless to spend energy on developing a separate Slovak
literary language. The official language of Czechoslovakia was declared to
be the ‘Czechoslovak language represented by two literary forms’. The
language law of 29 February 1920, which has been described as ‘a threat
to the Slovak language’, was part of a general policy of fusion between the
two nations pursued ‘relentlessly’ by the Czechs and their Slovak allies in
the inter-war years (Kirschbaum, 1995: 169). Czechoslovak censuses taken
in the inter-war years did not distinguish between Czechs and Slovaks.
President Thomas G. Masaryk himself proclaimed in 1928 that Czechs
and Slovaks were ‘one nation with one language’ (Masaryk, 1928: 13).
And here is J. S. Roucek’s sharp formulation: ‘Slovak is the name given to
the easternmost division of the Czech-speaking people’ (1946: 353).

This was a view held much more firmly by Czech than by Slovak
intellectuals, although it would be wrong to ignore the many Slovaks
who favoured ‘Czechoslovakism’: in the interwar years, 10 per cent of
Slovaks voted regularly for the Czechoslovak Social Democrats, who
intended to solve the Slovak problem through ‘strict centralism and a
complete cultural and national assimilation of the Slovaks into the
Czech people’ (Hoensch, 2000: 117, n.15). It must be admitted that
there were considerable differences between the two in language, and
in cultural and historical background. The Czechs were an urban and
industrial people. The Slovaks’ occupations were predominantly agri-
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cultural (the 1921 proportion was 61 per cent), and very few Slovaks
lived in towns: in 1921, 89 per cent of them were country-dwellers,
and the proportion was still 86 per cent in 1931 (Rothschild, 1974: 91).
Instead of recognizing the deep divisions in the nation, Czechs caused
resentment by assuming that Slovaks were simply somewhat backward
brethren who spoke a rather inferior, nonliterary dialect. Albert
Prazak’s assertion that ‘literary Slovak is non-existent’ was characteris-
tic of this viewpoint (1929: 130). Most Slovak intellectuals rejected this
point of view because they considered that Slovak was an independent
language, not a mere dialect (Millet, 1983: 455).

Meanwhile, in the political sphere, the nationalistically-inclined
Slovak People’s Party, led by Andrej Hlinka, accused the Czechs of going
back on the Pittsburgh Agreement of 20 May 1918, which contained a
promise that Slovakia would have its own ‘courts, administration and
assembly’ in the future Czechoslovakia (Leff, 1988: 152). T. G. Masaryk
(later President of Czechoslovakia) signed this agreement, but ten years
after this he described the document as ‘forged’, using the specious
argument that his Slovak partners in the agreement were not a properly
constituted political party. In any case, he claimed, the Slovaks had had
autonomy since 1918, so they had no grounds for complaint.® This
statement was clearly false; there was no local autonomy until 1928,
and even after that date the competence of the local representative
organs (not entirely representative, since a third of their members were
nominated) was ‘very limited’ (BartoS and Trapl, 1994: 16).

The Slovak nationalists did their best to force Prague to put the
Pittsburgh Agreement into effect, while the Czechs resisted, on the
grounds that, as Bene$ remarked in 1933 (Kirschbaum, 1995: 170), ‘sep-
aratism or political autonomy would simply be a new and major
artificial political obstacle to the normal and inevitable biological and
sociological evolution of our nation’ (in the direction of fusion of its
two parts, of course).

This lack of sympathy for Slovak aspirations on the part of the Czech
majority was one reason why Slovak nationalism evolved in a more
radical direction in the 1930s (there were other reasons too, such as the
impact of the Great Depression). The Slovak People’s Party moved
away from its original demand for cultural and national autonomy
within Czechoslovakia towards a separatist approach. Slovak sepa-
ratism went hand in hand with a growing reliance on German assis-
tance in the international arena. The well-known Munich Agreement,
which deprived Czechoslovakia of its Sudeten German areas, was fol-
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lowed rapidly in October 1938 by the Zilina Accord, which converted
the country into a hyphenated state — ‘Czecho-Slovakia’ — and estab-
lished full autonomy for the Slovak half.

This was followed rapidly, in March 1939, by the complete destruc-
tion of Czecho-Slovakia at the hands of the Nazis, which opened the
way for the setting up of an ‘independent’ Slovak republic with the
formal attributes of sovereignty, such as a diplomatic service and an
army, although in reality it was a German puppet state with room for
manoeuvre, which continued to shrink as the Second World War con-
tinued. After the defeat of the Nazis in 1945 the Slovak republic natu-
rally also disappeared, although in the restored Czechoslovakia the
notion of a Slovak nation and a Slovak language was retained, with at
least formally federal arrangements. After the Communist takeover in
1948, Slovak autonomy was reduced progressively . Slovak resentment
about this was one of the driving forces of the Prague Spring of 1968,
and the sole reform of 1968 that survived the Soviet invasion was Slovak
autonomy: it come into force with the federal constitution of 1969.

The nations of South East Europe after 1800: a complex and
tortuous creation process

Five, or perhaps six, nations come into consideration here. We shall
say little about the Greeks, because their path diverged from that of the
others after 1945, and they no longer belong to our story. That leaves
the Romanians, the Bulgarians, the Albanians, and assorted Yugoslavs,
including the Macedonians. We shall deal with them in the above
order, after noting that the one thing they all have in common, in
contrast with the peoples of Central Europe, is a delayed development
of nationhood. One possible explanation for this is that the Ottoman
Empire moved from indirect to direct rule far later than empires in
other parts of Europe. Nationhood developed in the early and mid-
nineteenth century in Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria in reaction to the
first Ottoman attempts to impose political centralization on local nota-
bles who previously had enjoyed considerable autonomy (Hechter,
2000: 74-5).

Religion in general, and the Greek Orthodox Church in particular,
also contributed to holding back national movements in the Balkans.
While on the one hand the Church contributed to the preservation of
each ethnic group’s collective identity through the recognition of sepa-
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rateness accorded by the millet system under the Ottoman Empire, on
the other hand it worked against the growth of nations because reli-
gious identity had no national content, and both Islam and Orthodoxy
were self-consciously ecumenical in character. Thus the development
of separate Greek, Serbian, Romanian and Bulgarian nations in the
nineteenth century was assisted powerfully by the successive establish-
ment of separate Greek (1833), Romanian (1865), Bulgarian (1870) and
Serbian (1879) Churches, within the umbrella of Orthodoxy; but all
this was achieved in the teeth of fierce opposition from the patriarch,
the head of the Greek Orthodox Church in Constantinople
(Kitromilides, 1989: 178-81).

In Romania, the transition to nationalism came in the 1790s, and it
was, as usual, partly a reaction to attacks from outside, and partly a
development internal to the community itself. Attacks from outside
came both from the Habsburg rulers, with their centralizing reforms,
and the Hungarians, with their insistence on controlling the whole of
‘the lands of the crown of St. Stephen’, including Transylvania. The
main internal cultural development was the rise of Romanian feeling
among the Uniate clergy, who were given a privileged position by the
Habsburgs, and whose Latin-based education made it an obvious step,
given the Latinate nature of the Romanian language, to claim that
Romanians were descended from the Romans who ruled the area in the
first few centuries of the Common Era (Verdery 1983: 119).

These developments all took place in Transylvania, the part of
Romania controlled by the Habsburgs. Further east, in the semi-inde-
pendent principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia (known collectively
as the ‘Danubian principalities’) Romanian national feeling was
directed initially more against the Phanariotes, Greeks who adminis-
tered the land on behalf of the Ottomans, than against Ottoman dom-
ination itself. After 1829, Ottoman control was replaced by a Russian
protectorate, although the Ottomans retained a theoretical suzerainty.
The tsar’s position as the guardian of the two Danubian principalities
was confirmed by the Treaty of Adrianople. The principalities were also
guaranteed full internal autonomy. This also meant that indigenous
princes, rather than Phanariot Greeks, were elected to govern them.

However, there was still no Romanian national movement in exis-
tence. This did not develop until the 1840s, and then not on the spot
but among Romanian exiles in Paris, who took their inspiration from
the ideals of the French Revolution (Jelavich and Jelavich, 1977: 94). As
elsewhere, the revolutions of 1848 were an attempt to put these ideals
into practice, suppressed after a year or so by the restored powers of the
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old order. The Ottoman sovereign of the two principalities collaborated
with their Russian protector, Nicholas I, to suppress a movement aimed
at joining them together to form a Romanian state.

A decade later, the Romanians tried again, and this time they suc-
ceeded. In 1857, both Divans (Assemblies) demanded the unification of
the two principalities; but opposition from several Great Powers and
from the Ottomans resulted in the calling of the Paris Conference of
1858 to decide the issue. This imposed a compromise. The principali-
ties were each given a constitution that excluded political union,
though a federal association was set up with various joint institutions.
It was the Romanian people (or, more accurately, the Romanian boyar
elite, since most Romanians were still serfs) rather than outside powers
who brought the idea of unity to fruition with the election in January
1859 of Alexander Cuza as hospodar of both principalities, thereby cre-
ating a personal union between Moldavia and Wallachia. The decision
by the local Romanian elite was accepted by the Great Powers in 1862
and confirmed by the election in May 1866 of a king of united
Romania. The person chosen was a minor German princeling, related
to the Prussian royal house, Carol of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen.
Support for Romanian unity was not at first entirely unanimous. Some
Moldavians did not want to give up their separate status, but their
violent demonstrations against unification were suppressed by the
army. Romania was given a constitution which provided for a single
and indivisible state, with a single parliament. Full independence was
not achieved, however, until 1878, when the Treaty of Berlin brought
Ottoman suzerainty to an end.

The Bulgarians were a long-established ethnic group whose transi-
tion to nationhood was delayed by their centuries of subjection to the
Ottoman Empire, and by their inability to establish even an
autonomous position within it until the nineteenth century. Exactly
how belated the Bulgarian nation was is a subject of dispute. Anastasia
Karakasidou, in the course of a detailed attempt to justify her view that
ethnicity was a late invention in the Balkans, maintains that ‘American
missionaries invented the Bulgarian nation’ in the 1850s ‘by creating
the first Bulgarian script and basing the national language on the
dialects of Thrace and Eastern Macedonia’ (1997: 83).

This statement is questionable on several counts. It is true that there
were some American missionaries in Bulgaria, but it is clear from
Thomas Meininger’s study that the American missionaries played a
rather minor part in educating the Bulgarian nationalist intellectuals of
the mid-nineteenth century in comparison with the contribution of
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Greeks, Russians and native Bulgarians (Meininger, 1987: 229-30).
Moreover, Karakasidou's dating of the invention of a Bulgarian script
and the establishment of a national language in the mid-nineteenth
century appears to be way off the mark. Bulgarian literary historians
all agree that the founder of modern literary Bulgarian was Stojko
Vladislavov (Sofronij Vracanski), who in 1806 produced Nedelnik, a
volume of sermons, ‘the first book to be printed in the modern
Bulgarian language’ (Moser, 1972: 44), and an autobiography, which
was ‘the first work in good modern literary Bulgarian’ (Sugar, 1977:
266). A standard literary language developed soon afterwards.
However, Bulgarian books could not be published within Bulgaria itself
until Greek cultural predominance had been overthrown, and a pre-
requisite for this was an independent Bulgarian Church.

So the Bulgarian national struggle of the mid-nineteenth century
had two goals: to destroy Ottoman political hegemony and to escape
Greek ecclesiastical domination. The latter goal was attained in 1870,
when an independent Bulgarian Church was established under its own
exarch, in defiance of the Greek patriarch in Constantinople, who
denounced the Bulgarian move as an example of ‘chauvinism’
(Kitromilides, 1989: 181). The political struggle took longer to win. It
started in the 1860s, and culminated in the rising of 1876, which was
on the face of it a heroic failure, but opened the way to victory by
inducing the Russian Empire to intervene (Jelavich and Jelavich, 1977:
ch.9). Two years later, having been defeated on the battlefield by the
Russians, the Ottomans were forced to concede de facto Bulgarian inde-
pendence.

The Albanians remained an ethnic group rather than a nation
through much of the nineteenth century. The development of
Albanian literary culture was held back not just by extreme economic
backwardness but by deliberate obstruction from the Turkish side. The
reformers who took charge of the Ottoman Empire in 1908, the Young
Turks, made Turkish (written in the Arabic script) compulsory in all
schools (Byron, 1976: 34-9). In the same year, however, a group of
Albanian patriots reached agreement on a consistent way of writing
their language, adopting the Latin script for the purpose. Their efforts
were encouraged by the Roman Catholic Church, which had a certain
following in the north of the country, and favoured the development
of the vernacular. The Albanians enjoyed one great advantage, which
balanced their cultural disadvantages: a complete absence of diglossia.
In other words, there was no competition from traditional scholarly or
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ecclesiastical ways of writing the language of the kind that caused so
many problems for the Greeks, the Bulgarians, the Serbs and, further
east, the Armenians (Drettas, 1989: 171).

This did not solve the problem of which form of Albanian to choose
as a basis. As is the case with any unwritten language, there were con-
siderable differences in dialect. The main, but not the only, distinction
was between the speech of the Gegs, who lived in the north of the
country, and that of the Tosks in the south. The dialects were,
however, mutually comprehensible. A remarkable fact about the
Albanians is that, despite this contrast in language, and other contrasts
in social structure (by modern times clans existed only in the north,
among the Gegs, and aristocratic landownership existed only in the
south, among the Tosks) culture (music in the north was characteristi-
cally monophonic, in the south polyphonic), and religion (70 per cent
of the Albanians were Muslims, but there was a Greek Orthodox
minority of 20 per cent in the south and a Catholic minority of 10 per
cent in the north) (Vickers, 1995: 178), they had a sense of unity that
grew throughout the nineteenth century. This was not achieved
without effort: the representatives of the Albanian cultural revival
spent much time calling on their compatriots to forget religious divi-
sions and forge a new ‘Albanian’ identity (Duijzings, 2000: 161).

In 1923, the authorities in the new Albanian state (independent
since December 1912, with a wartime interval of dismemberment and
occupation by Greeks, Italians, Serbians, Montenegrins, Austrians and
French, after which independence was regained) chose one of the
northern, Geg, dialects as the language standard, rather than the Tosk
spoken by southerners, and a unified literature arose on that basis,
although the low level of literacy and the lack of communication
between different parts of the country meant that linguistic unification
was still incomplete.

After the victory of the Communists in 1944 and the setting up of
the Albanian People’s Republic, a fresh start was made, but this time
they took Tosk as the basis. There were several reasons for this change
of standard. Most of the top Communist leaders (20 out of 27) were
Tosks; the Geg-speaking areas of the north were a Catholic stronghold
and therefore suspected of disloyalty to the new regime; and Tosk was
the original language of the Albanian cultural revival of the late nine-
teenth century. In 1952, the Albanian Writers’ Union resolved that
Tosk alone would be used in publications (Byron, 1976: 61-5). It might
be thought that this would prove divisive, but the outcome was quite
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the reverse. Some Geg elements were introduced into standard
Albanian, and the language became a ‘composite of the two dialects’
(Byron, 1976: 65). The result of the subsequent forty-five years of
Communist rule was the creation of a homogeneous nation. The
north-south contrasts of earlier years were lessened considerably by the
expropriation of Muslim landowners in the south and the prohibition
of the blood feud in the north. As a result, post-Communist Albania, to
use Andrew Baruch Wachtel’s succinct phrase, is ‘uniethnic and unina-
tional,” though it remains ‘multicultural’ (Wachtel, 1998: 234).

The result of this policy of unification was that there was no basis for
ethnic conflict within the country. There has, in fact, been so little that
the president at the time of writing, Rexhep Maidani, was able recently
to offer his country as an example to others: ‘Albania,” he said, ‘can
play a major role in stabilizing the Balkans and reducing nationalism.
Borders will have less impact once the whole region becomes part of
the united states of Europe.’®

We shall conclude this section by taking up the case of the forma-
tion of Yugoslavia. Here, the main issue was not the creation of a
nation out of a pre-existing ethnic group, but the unification of ‘the
three tribes’ of the area (Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) into a single
nation. This was a long-drawn-out process, covering over two cen-
turies. Ultimately, we can say with hindsight, it was unsuccessful.
There were three attempts to achieve a political movement towards
unification before 1918, all of them located in Croatia. It could well be
claimed, with only a little exaggeration, that the idea of a democratic
and voluntary union of the south Slav peoples is a Croatian invention.

The first attempt at unification was the Illyrianism of the 1830s and
1840s which developed around the figure of Ljudevit Gaj. This failed
partly because of political repression (the Habsburgs suppressed the
movement in 1843), partly because it disregarded the fact that a sepa-
rate, independent Serbian state already existed. But Gaj had at least
succeeded in placing the question of Yugoslav unity on the agenda.
The second attempt was made in the 1860s, when a movement for
‘“Yugoslavism’ was led by Bishop Josip Juraj Strossmayer and Canon
Franjo Racki. This failed in part because it met strong resistance within
Croatia itself from the Party of Right, which was set up in 1861 by Ante
Starcevi¢ with the aim of achieving Croatian independence.

The third attempt was the most successful one: in 1905, two former
supporters of the Party of Right who hailed from Dalmatia, Frano
Supilo and Ante Trumbi¢, set up the Croato-Serb (or Serbo-Croat)
Coalition, which was the majority party in Croatia right up to 1918,
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and also co-operated closely with the Slovenes. The aim of the
Coalition was a federal Yugoslavia; its supporters therefore saw the
establishment of a unitary kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes on
1 December 1918 under the Serbian royal house as both a victory and a
disappointment.”

The key to success or failure in unifying Yugoslavia was, as Wachtel
argues, the degree of cultural unification that could be achieved.
Political unity alone was insufficient, although the two processes ran
parallel. Cultural unification involved both unity of language and unity
of literature (unity of language is not an absolute prerequisite for a
united culture, but most nation-builders think and act as if it is). Several
attempts were made during the nineteenth century to create a single
Yugoslav literary language. This was difficult not only for the usual
reason — namely, the existence of a plurality of different dialects, one of
which would have to be chosen over the others, thereby creating
resentment among the losers — but also because several centuries of
divergent development had produced both a Croat and a Serb literature.

The Serbian language reformer Vuk Stefanovi¢ KaradZzi¢ (1787-1864)
took the ijekavski dialect of the Stokavski branch of the language as a
basis, rather than the ekavski dialect spoken in Serbia and Vojvodina,
because it ‘can unite us with our brethren of the Roman law,’ that is,
the Croats (Franoli¢, 1983: 86). But KaradZi¢’s Yugoslavism looked very
much like Serbianism. It was based on the view that all Stokavski speak-
ers were in fact Serbs, even if they claimed to be Croats (Lampe, 1996:
61). ‘Clever Serbs,” he wrote in 1836, ‘both Orthodox and Roman
Catholic, admit they are one nation.” The Croats ‘do not know they are
Serbs but in time will become Serbs’ (Tanner, 1997: 53-4). Attempts
were also made to unify the vocabulary (an example is the Dictionary of
the Croatian or Serbian Language produced by the Serbian linguist Djura
Danici¢, which started to appear in 1880) and to set up a canon of
‘Yugoslav’ literature, based on the folk poetry of the south Slavs.

All these efforts to achieve cultural and political unification faced an
insuperable obstacle: they came too late. Separate nations already
existed, with either separate states (Serbia, Montenegro) or aspirations
to separate statehood (Croatia), or a separate language and culture
(Slovenia). Separate literary standards and separate literary traditions
already existed, or were in the process of emerging, for the three south
Slav nations, Slovenes, Croats and Serbs.8

The Mountain Wreath, published in 1847 by the prince-bishop of
Montenegro, Petar 11 Petrovi¢ Njego$ (1812-51), was the greatest and
most renowned epic of the south Slavs, but Njegos saw himself
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specifically as a Serbian writer. Moreover, the hero of the poem, Bishop
Danilo, is depicted as a bloodthirsty man, intolerant towards Muslims
in general and Muslim Slavs in particular: ‘May God strike you, loath-
some degenerates/Why do we need the Turk’s faith among us?’ he
exclaims at one point (Wachtel, 1998: 46). Even so, The Mountain
Wreath was also open to a more inclusive, Yugoslavist interpretation.
The Turks of the story are occasionally given good lines: ‘Though this
country is a bit too narrow/Two faiths can live together side by
side/Just as two soups can be cooked in one pot.”” The ambiguities of
Njegos’s message made it possible for him to be treated as the ‘posthu-
mous prophet of Yugoslavdom’. The more offensive passages from his
work could simply be ignored.

Somewhat later (in the early twentieth century) a multicultural
Yugoslavism was propagated by several writers and artists, the most
prominent of whom was the Dalmatian sculptor, Ivan MeStrovic.
Mestrovic received commissions from King Aleksandar of Yugoslavia
both to design a mausoleum for Njegos’s relics and to build a monu-
ment to Serbia’s victory in the First World War (which was at the time
considered to be Yugoslavia’s victory). It must be stressed, however,
that this endeavour to construct a multicultural Yugoslavism was the
work of a minority, and it remained limited to the literary and cultural
field. Even in literary circles, MeStrovic¢’s work was criticized by the left-
wing Croatian writer Miroslav KrleZa as being too Catholic, and too
Croatian, and having ‘nothing in common with the Byzantine founda-
tion of the [Yugoslav] people’s character’ (Wachtel, 1998: 112).

The historians were another matter. They showed no interest at all in
Yugoslavism. The authors of the pre-1914 historical textbooks recently
analyzed by Charles Jelavich took as their main theme the conflict
between the soon-to-be Yugoslav nations rather than their co-opera-
tion, and both the Serbian and the Croatian material examined was
aimed at inculcating respect for the glorious past of the separate
nations, particularly their medieval past, rather than any concept of a
common Yugoslav heritage. Jelavich concludes unambiguously: ‘None
of the books - Serbian, Croatian or Slovenian - even remotely con-
veyed the type of information and enthusiasm about Slav unity that
was being expounded by intellectuals ... before the war’ (1990: 272).
The sole example of a Serbian textbook that recognized that the Croats
had made a certain independent contribution to south Slav history was
the sixth edition of Milenko M. Vukicevi¢’s History of the Serbian Nation
for Secondary Schools, published in 1914. Vukicevi¢’s book marks ‘the
first significant departure from Serbianism to Yugoslavism’ (Jelavich,
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1988: 109). However, because it was an isolated (and late) example, it
exerted very little influence on popular opinion, which remained
firmly nationalist, in the narrow sense.

This situation did not change materially after the First World War.
Political victory was achieved in 1918 with the setting up of a Yugoslav
state, but there was still no Yugoslav nation. The creation of a nation,
in this as in other cases, was a cultural as well as a political task. There
were two possible models for the creation of a unified Yugoslav culture:
the existing culture of Serbia, which had grown up within the indepen-
dent kingdom of Serbia during the nineteenth century; or a new
culture combining elements of existing cultures, Serb, Croat and
Slovene. The first model, though it had its supporters, such as the
writers around the Srpski KnjiZevni Glasnik (Serbian Literary Gazette),
based in Belgrade, who published only in Cyrillic and ignored Croat
writers and artists, was clearly too divisive.

The second model was associated with the journal Nova Evropa, based
in Zagreb, which propagated the idea of a ‘unified, synthetic Yugoslav
culture’ throughout the 1920s and 1930s. This had a chance of accep-
tance by Serbs and Croats provided both sides accepted the essential
unity of the language (Serbo-Croatian). But it was bound to meet with
opposition from the third component of the Yugoslav nation, the
Slovenes. Their language was too far apart from the other two to
make unification a practical proposition, except on the basis of self-
abnegation. Nova Evropa’s invitation to the Slovenes to give up their
language met with a definite rejection in 1932 (Wachtel, 1998: 89).

The proponents of cultural, and in particular linguistic, unification
considered that once this had been achieved, a united Yugoslav nation
could be created. There are, however, other dimensions to ethnicity
than simply language. Religion is one. It is clear that religion, or rather
community membership as defined by religion (an expression which
allows the inclusion of non-believers in specific religious camps), was
vital in the Yugoslav case. There were marginal cases. Eugene Hammel
refers to ‘Catholic Serbs in Dubrovnik who celebrate the slava (an
Orthodox feast)’ (Hammel, 1993: 7).1° These do not invalidate the
main point. Religion is a strong marker of ethnicity, and membership
of ethnic communities, particularly in Yugoslavia, was related closely
to religious belief.

Another problem to be faced in achieving Yugoslav unity was the
existence of large groups of people who could not be brought within
the rubric of the ‘three tribes.” This applied to Hungarians, other
minorities in Vojvodina, to Albanians in Kosovo, to Macedonians, and
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to the Muslims of Bosnia. In Vojvodina and Kosovo it was tempting to
solve the problem by encouraging Serbian immigration. In Vojvodina,
ethnic Serbs constituted only a third of the population in 1918; by
1941 there was a Serb majority there (Bebler, 1993: 73). So partial
success was achieved.

The situation in Kosovo was, and is, serious enough to warrant a
more detailed discussion. As we saw earlier, the Albanians were an
ethnic group rather than a nation in the nineteenth century. Naturally,
this applied to the Kosovo Albanians as well. Serbian writers tended to
downplay the existence of Albanian ethnicity. Cviji¢ describes the
Albanians of Kosovo as ‘mutated Serbs,” who had become used to
‘mimicking’ the real Albanians in order to improve their situation
under Ottoman rule: their nationality and their religious affiliation, he
thought, was only skin-deep (Cviji¢, 1918: 587). The solution was
simple: ‘the expulsion of all Moslems and the reconstruction of the
great Serbian Empire’ (Durham, 1985: 263).

But in 1878 a movement for Albanian independence had begun,
with the setting up of the League of Prizren, located in Kosovo. This
movement made no distinction between Kosovo and the rest of
Albania; Albanian revolts took place both in Kosovo (in 1885) and
outside it (in 1893). Edith Durham, travelling through the area in
1908, found clear evidence of Albanian ethnic consciousness in
Kosovo: ‘The average Albanian believed that the land was his rightly
for all time. The Serb conquered him, held him for a few passing cen-
turies, was swept out and shall never return again’ (Durham, 1985:
294). The claim of the Albanians to Kosovo was not recognized by the
Great Powers of Europe. The borders of independent Albania, as estab-
lished at the London Conference of 1912-13, were based on the ‘his-
toric rights’ of Serbs, Montenegrins and Greeks rather than on
ethnicity. Kosovo was assigned to Serbia. More than half of the ethnic
Albanians were left outside Albania by this decision, which turned out
to be permanent. Some Albanian tribes, such as the Hoti and the
Gruda, became split by international borders (Qosja, 1995: 281).

In September 1913, the Kosovo Albanians rose in revolt. Their rising
was cruelly suppressed, Muslims were pushed out to Turkey where pos-
sible, and a policy of Serbian settlement was instituted. The Albanians’
situation improved temporarily during the First World War when the
Serbian army was defeated (1915) and part of Kosovo was occupied
briefly by Austria-Hungary (1916 to 1918). But at the end of the war
the returning Serbs took a fearsome revenge, after which the province
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was integrated into the new Serb-dominated kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes (Vickers, 1998: 92-5).

A systematic attempt was now made to convert the area into Serb
territory, using the two methods of Serb immigration and forced
Albanian emigration. This sparked off resistance to Serbian rule, led by
Azem Bejta and his kacaks (outlaws), who used the neighbouring terri-
tory of independent Albania as a safe haven. This situation was eventu-
ally brought to an end by the decision of the prime minister (and later
king) of Albania, Ahmet Bej Zogu, to hunt the kacaks down when they
crossed the border. !! Serbian land confiscations and police harassment
of Albanians were a feature of the subsequent period. There was also a
considerable amount of emigration from Kosovo by Albanians and
other Muslims. Estimates vary between 77 000 and 240 000 (Malcolm,
1998: 286). Even so, the attempt to make Kosovo Serb territory was
largely unsuccessful. The proportion of Albanians fell, but only very
slightly. In 1921, it was 64 per cent, and in 1931, 63 per cent, accord-
ing to the Yugoslav census figures. A second attempt at Serb coloniza-
tion and Albanian expulsion was planned in the late 1930s but lack of
funds and then the coming of war probably prevented this (Vickers,
1998: 103-20).

Given the history of Kosovo over the previous thirty years, it was not
surprising that the Axis occupation of Yugoslavia in 1941 was seen as a
liberation by local Albanians, because it meant the inclusion of most of
Kosovo in Albania. The Italian occupation authorities introduced the
Albanian language for purposes of education and administration, and
allowed the Albanian flag to fly. About 50 000 Serbs and Montenegrins
who had settled in Kosovo in the interwar years now fled back to their
original homes.

The Kosovo Albanians naturally rejected the attempts of the
Communist partisans to persuade them to join in the fight for the libera-
tion of Yugoslavia. According to a British agent who travelled in the area
in 1944, the majority of Albanians in Kosovo would have nothing to do
with the Communists and Tito: ‘He appears to them as simply another
manifestation of the Serb-Montenegrin menace’ (Vickers, 1998: 134).
Hence the victory of the partisans and the re-establishment of Yugoslavia
in 1945 looked to the Albanians like another foreign conquest. Kosovo
became a province of the Serbian republic, although a further six months
of fighting were needed before local Albanian resistance was overcome.

Macedonia was another ‘debatable land’,'? a third of which was des-
tined to form part of Yugoslavia. No one seemed to want to admit that
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the Macedonians existed. They were regarded by Serb nationalists
simply as Serbs. The Serbian view was that there was no such thing as a
Macedonian language or people. Bulgarian nationalists preferred to see
Macedonians as Bulgarians ‘speaking a degenerate dialect’ (Friedman,
2000: 182). The Macedonian dialects were at various points on the
continuum of south Slav speech between Serbian and Bulgarian, and
the language standard adopted in 1944 was roughly in the middle
(Friedman, 2000: 175).

Greek nationalists, and foreign journalists influenced by them,
regarded the existence of pockets of Slav speech in their part of
Macedonia as a primitive survival which would disappear with the
progress of education: ‘Yes, I admit, there are many Greeks in
Macedonia who are Slavonic in speech, that is to say Greeks who speak
Slavo-Macedonian.” The French journalist Michel Paillares then
explains why: ‘Greek is a learned language. Only educated people can
write and speak it. But in Macedonia the flux and reflux of Bulgarian
and Serbian invasion has deposited an alluvium of Slavonic words that
has become the Slavo-Macedonian dialect. This is a patois the very
restricted vocabulary of which can be handled by people of the lowest
intelligence’ (Paillarés, 1907: 401). This was not an isolated comment;
Loring Danforth gives a number of examples, dating from as late as the
1950s: ‘It is an idiomatic form of Bulgarian with a very scanty vocabu-
lary of about a thousand words ... without syntax, without grammati-
cal components and without spelling’ (Danforth, 1995: 33-4). In point
of fact, a Macedonian literary language had already emerged by 1903
(Friedman, 1986: 297).

Ownership of the territory of Macedonia was disputed during the
nineteenth century between four rivals — the occupying imperial power
of the Ottomans, and the kingdoms of Bulgaria, Greece and Serbia.
Partition was one alternative; another was the establishment of a single
Macedonian state. This was the dream of one faction of the Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO) established secretly
in Thessaloniki in 1893. Krste Misirkov called in 1903 for the ‘recogni-
tion of Slavs in Macedonia as a separate nationality: Macedonian’.
There were intellectuals and revolutionaries who proudly proclaimed
themselves Macedonian. Temko Popov wrote in 1888: ‘the national
spirit in Macedonia today has reached such a degree that if Jesus Christ
himself came down from heaven he could not persuade a Macedonian
that he is a Bulgarian or a Serb’ (Koneski, 1980: 59). This was something
of an exaggeration. As one outside observer wrote, the largely illiterate
peasants of the area had no sense of national identity: ‘they could just
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as easily be turned into Serbians as Bulgarians’ for ‘they had no patria,
and the propagandists failed to move them’ (Durham, 1905: 61-2).

Moreover, there was a competitor for their allegiance: the other
faction of VMRO, the Supreme Committee based in Sofia from 1895.
This group aimed at annexing Macedonia to Bulgaria. The Ilinden
uprising of 1903, the aim of which was to set up an autonomous
Macedonia, was suppressed by the Ottoman authorities, and the local
VMRO leaders were killed. This failure meant that the eventual solu-
tion (so far) to the Macedonian problem came from outside. In the last
three months of 1912, during the First Balkan War, the three rival
claimants to Macedonia — Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece — overthrew
Ottoman power in the region, and divided the country into three
parts: Serbian, Bulgarian and Greek Macedonia. Slight readjustments,
to Bulgaria’s disadvantage, took place after the Second Balkan War, and
were confirmed by the Treaty of Bucharest, made in August 1913, but
the essence of the territorial carve-up of Macedonia was not altered,
either at that time or subsequently.

The Serbian part of the country (Vardar Macedonia) was described
officially as ‘New Serbia,” and 90 000 troops were deployed there in
1913 to put down resistance. After 1918, the use of the Bulgarian or
Macedonian language was prohibited; Bulgarian schools and churches
were closed; nearly 2000 people were Kkilled in a reign of terror; Serbs
were encouraged to immigrate to raise the level of this ‘backward terri-
tory,” and the emigration of non-Serbs, particularly Turks and
Albanians, was encouraged strongly (Banac, 1984: 317, n.25). But the
problems could not be solved in this way (Boeckh, 1996: 154-5). Few
Serbs responded to their government’s call to move to Macedonia, and
over the next twenty years a sense of separate Macedonian identity
emerged gradually in the region, partly as a result of the continued
efforts of VMRO, which led the resistance to Serbianization during the
1920s and 1930s despite being split between autonomist and pro-
Bulgarian wings (Wilkinson, 1951: 299-300).

There was also a strong Communist movement in the area, and its
attitude towards the Macedonians was therefore of some importance.
The Yugoslav Communists’ position on the national question went
through a number of twists and turns during the interwar period,
passing all the way from extreme centralism to demanding the dissolu-
tion of the country into its separate national units. A period of
Yugoslav centralism was followed by, first, a recognition that there
were three separate nations within the country with the right of self-
determination, and then, under pressure from the Comintern, which
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in 1924 demanded agitation for ‘the separation of Croatia, Slovenia
and Macedonia from Yugoslavia and their establishment as indepen-
dent republics,’ the Yugoslav party proclaimed the right of Macedonia
to independence and to unification with Pirin and Aegean Macedonia
in a single state (Djilas, 1991: 85). This extreme position met with
some opposition within the party, on the grounds that it meant
attaching excessive importance to the national question and ‘thrusting
socio-economic and class interests into a secondary place’ (Carr, 1964:
228-9). But the dissidents were condemned and expelled, and the
party continued to advocate independence for Macedonia, alongside
Croatia, Slovenia and Montenegro.

The turn towards the Popular Front tactic led in 1934 to a
modification of this line, but not a complete reversal of it: the
Comintern now ruled that the Macedonians were a separate nation,
with the right of self-determination, but that this right could also be
exercised within the Yugoslav context. The Yugoslav Communists took
steps to put this into practice by adopting a policy of preserving the
country from dissolution, but turning it into a federation. Separate
Croatian and Slovene Communist parties were formed in 1937, and
preparations were made to set up a Macedonian party; this happened
eventually in 1943.

After the Communists’ victory in the Second World War they set
about implementing the Macedonian policies that had been formu-
lated ten years earlier by the Comintern. On 2 August 1944, at the first