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nperaeA ,HoBuja KIbHIKEBHOCT Y
Cp6a", Pawiko B. JoBaHoBuh 3akany-
4yje Aa je MHore PucrtuheBe ,KphH-
THYapCKe OlieHe TMOTBPAMAA I1030-

MIIIHA cileHa'. 3HayajHO je TO LUTO
Je J. Puctuh y nosopuury ,BHAECO
AparoneHy MorvhHoct npocBehuBa-
a HeyKe Mace H LUAHCY 3a LIHpe-
e HEHHX AYXOBHHX BHAHMKa" (CTp.
251—258).

Kaumenr I[Jam6a30BckH, y 4AaH-
Ky ,AHraxoBame JoBaHa Pucruha
0KO LIKOAOBamwa Acue AumMHTpa Mp-
AaauHOBa vy KuexeBunn CpOuju
(261—266), cmaTpa Aa je ,,OCHOBHH
MotuB JoBaHa Puctnha aAa ce aH-
raxyje OKO ILUKOAOBama Khepke
AnmuTpa MuAaAMHOBa 6HAa KOH-
¢poHTauMja MPOTHB Oyrapcke H rpy-
Ke TOAHTHYKe ImpomaraHae y Ma-
KEAOHHjH paAH 3alUTHTE CPICKHX

MOAUTHYKHX M HAIHOHAAHHX HHTe-
peca”.
CurypHo je Aa jeaaH 30OpHHK
paAoBa He MOXKE VY IOTIIVHOCTH A3
o0yXBaTH CBY A€AQTHOCT jEAHOT
OA HajBehHX CpPICKHX NOAMTHYapa
u aunaomara XIX Beka. 3ato, H
nocae o6jaBoHBala OBOr 300pHH-
Ka y Kome je Pucruhesa noAuTH4-
Ka AeAaTHOCT nocAe 1878. roaune
jeABa MOMEHYTa a HeroBe MOAEMIIKE
ca KpUTHYapUMa HeEroBHX HCTO-
PHjCKO-MEMOAPCKHX A€Aa OCTaA€ Ca-
CBHM MO CTpaHH, ocTaje G6e30poj
OTBOPEHHX IHTalba H3 JKHBOTA H
paaa JoBana Pucruha.
HenpujarHa je udmeHHLA Ad Cy
PaAOBH ca Hay4yHOr CKyma OApiKa-
Hor 1981. oGjaBmeHu Tek 1985. ro-

AHHE.
/byboopaz I1. Puctuht

'THE NATIONAL QUESTION IN YUGOSLAVIA

Ivo Banac, The national Question in Yugoslavia: origins, historv, politics,
Cornell University Press, 1984,

What is really going on in Ame-
rican Southeastern historiography?
Judging by publications — quite a
lot, especially in last few years.
After a voluminous and ambi-
tious two volume History of the
Balkans (Barbara Jelavich, Cam-
bridge University Press, 1983), the
yvear 1984 was marked by another
very ambitious and pretentious
work, this time written by Ivo
Banac under the title The Yugoslav
National Question published by
prestigious Cornell University
Press. The book of Ivo Banac re-
ceived highest praises in American
historical circles from several
among the best known Southeast
European experts: Istvan Deak,
Gale Stokes, Michael Boro Petro-
vich and Peter Sugar. The fact that
Banac was a distinguished graduate
student of professor Wayne Vuci-
nich from Stanford University and
that his doctoral dissertation ser-
ved as the backbone of this work
merely supports the statement that
the study The Yugoslav National

Question attracted full attention of
the American historical public.

Some of the reviewers placed
the book of Ivo Banac among the
most successfull historiographical
achievements ever written in Wes-
tern literature on Balkan history.
Moreover, this study was named
the definite history of the national
problem in Yugoslavia in its for-
mative period.

All those flattering words which
were written about Banac's book
as well as the attention that was
given to it, challenged the author
of these lines to write a review
of his own. It seems in order, at
least, that someone from the other
side of the Atlantic sketches few
general remarks about the work
which received so many compli-
ments from eminent history profes-
sors from the United States.

The volume The Yugoslav Na-
tional Question is the first work
cver written on the topic of na-
tional problem in Yugoslavia in
both American and Yugoslav histo-
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riography. However, some histori-
ans, mainly in Yugoslavia, treated
certain specific questions related to
the national question, but Banac's
attempt is veritably the first one
which analyses the problem in its
full complexity. Among those works
we might mention just few among
the most important ones: D. Zivo-
}'inovié, Amerika, Italija i stvaranje
ugoslaviie (Beograd 1970), Desanka
Pesi¢, KPJ i nacionalno pitanje
1919—1939 (Beograd 1983), . Stan-
kovi¢, Nikola Pasi¢ i jugosloven-
sko pitanje (Beograd 1985) and M.
Zecevi¢, Slovenska ljudska stranka
i jugoslovensko ujedinjenje 1917—
1921 (Ljubljana 1975). A conference
dealing with the creation of Yugo-
slavia was organized in 1978 at
the University of California, Santa
Barbara, USA. The majority of the
papers presented on this occasion
refered to the national problem
of the newly created Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and
thus contributed to this outstand-
ingly important, one could even
argue — crucial problem of mo-
dern Yugoslav history. However,
none of the works mentioned here
concentrates on the entire pro-
blem. Ivo Banac, and this should
be repeated once again, is the first
historian to tackle this topic as
a whole and took the hi risk
of entering the labirinth of poli-
tical and national complications
which the Yugoslav people had to
face immediately before and after
the act of unification. How succes-
sful really was the attempt of Ivo
Banac?

* % %

The book of Ivo Banac begins
with a long introduction in which
the author analyses the genesis of
national ideologies of Serbs and
Croats as two major factors in
South Slavic union and their essen-
tially different historical experien-
ces from the Middle Ages to the
beginning of the 20th century.

The second part of this study
concentrates on various Serbian
political and national movements
and institutions and their principal
ideological characteristics, as vie-

wed by the author, during the
period of unification and the first
years in the life of the unified
country. As an antipode to this
“centrist” Serbian tendency, Banac
places Croatian political move-
ments led by the Croatian Peasant
Party joined by several smaller
and less important political orga-
nizations from Montenegro and
Macedonia as well as the Commu-
nist Party of Yugoslavia. These
movements the author named “the
hard opposition”. “The autonomous
opposition”, according to Ivo Ba-
nac, was represented by the Slo-
venian Catholic Populists, Croation
liberal bourgeoisie, Muslims from
Bosnia-Hercegovina and the Cemiet
Muslim movement.

These three political groupings
which had contested each other
over the issue of unification and
nature of the unified state, as
seen by the author, represented
three' major ideological streams
with opposite approaches to poli-
tical and national organization of
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes.

In the third section of his
study, Ivo Banac discusses histori-
cal developments, mainly political,
durin? the initial three years in
the life of united Yugoslavia 1918—
1921, endin§ with the analysis of
the first Yugoslav constitutional
act — Vidovdan (St Vitus Day)
Constitution passed bv the consti-
tutional assembly on June 28, 1921.

In the conclusion the author de-
velops his own understanding of
the Yugoslav union and gives his
personal judgement of the achieve-
ments and failures of the Yugoslav
state projecting its initial problems
to the catastrophy of World War
Two.

It seems virtually impossible
to examine all aspects of the
Yugoslav national question and of
Ivo Banac’s study in this short
book review. Instead, one could,
at least, draw the attention to se-
veral most important problems and
misconceptions of this work.

The most serious problem of
Banac’s book seems to be the ge
neral methodological mechanism
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adopted by the author. Unfortuna-
tely, consciously or unconsciously,
Ivo Banac confused causes with
consequences and vice versa. Ins-
tead of searching for real historical
origins of the Yugoslav unification
(historical, political, cultural, eco-
nomic etc.) and seeking for the
roots of Yugoslav difficulties and
successes in the early years of the
unified state, Ivo Banac started
from a preconditioned idea that
everything went wrong in Yugos-
lavia from the very beginning, fi-
nally collapsing in 1941, largely due
to Serbian centrist, almost dicta-
torial, role in pre-war Yugoslavia.
The rest of Banac's study simply
follows this basic misconception:
his “original” statistics on
number of various national groups
in Yugoslavia (which chiefly differ
from the official ones), his emphe-
sis on Serbian predominance in
the period after 1918 etc.

A good part of Ivo Banac's
book is devoted to developments
of national ideologies of Serbs and
Croats, especially during the 19th
century, it seems however, that the
author did not understand, or did
not want to understand that the
19th centurv was the age of na-
tionalism: following this overwhel-
ming wave of history the Serbian
voung state, born in the Revolution
of 1804, started to develop purelv
national political program which
was finallv shaped in Garasanin’s
Nacertanije in 1844. Serbian na-
tional idea not only marked the
entire modern history of Serbia
from 1804 to 1918 and political
strategies of all Serbian rulers and
governments, but also stood as the
only, historically unavoidable phase
in the national development of the
Serbian state. In this respect, the
Serbian nation simply followed in
the footsteps of European histo-
rical trends.

On the contrary, the idea of
South Slavic union and integration
was not a national program, but
a historical surogate for those pe-
oples who could not develop pu-
rcly national, state building cons-
ciousness due to the overwhelming
power of the ruling nation (in the
case of Habsburg Monarchy-Aus-

trian and Hungarian). The South
Slavic concept of Croatian intel-
lectuals was directed towards
South Slavic integration and uni-
fication under the Habsburg
Crown, certainly not as a purely
national, independent state. All this
is rather clear and logical and
already very well known in mo-
dern  Yugoslav  historiography.
That is why it seems rather stran-
ge that someone with Banac's re-
putation confuses these two dif-
ferent processes by placing them
on the same historical level (pp.

On page 105 there is a sentence
so characteristic for Ivo Banac’s
way of thinking about nation ideo-
logies:

“The Serbs felt a communality
with the Orthodox Slavs, with
Russians in particular, but the
enthusiasm for things Slavic ne-
ver overwhemed them, as often
happened among Croats and
some other Slavic peoples (Slo-
venes, Czecks)”.

The author could not compreh-
and thc important difference bet-
ween nationalism, national idea
and program which necesserily
leads towards the creation of the
national state and the feeling of
affiliation to other members of
the same ethnic group within a
foreign empire. In this second
case there is no national idea in
its proper, state building form.

Ivo Banac makes a clear dis-
tinction and divides the develop-
ment of Serbian national ideology
into two phases: 1. the period in
which Orthodoxy and Serbdom
were synonims and 2. the period
of secular Serbian national ideo-
logy. Naturailly, in the course of
the 19th century the Serbian na-
tional concept was developed and
finalized along the lines of modern
national trends which included se-
cularism and cultural develop-
ments. But, this process, which
in Serbia lasted until the begin-
ning of the 20th century, repre-
sents the period of the national
state formation based on a mature
national ideology. During the pre-
vious period which was stamped
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by Ottoman occupation and domi-
nation, the Serbian Orthodox
Church was the only promoter
of the Serbian national sentiment
(besides Serbian %pic poetry, which
played the role of a promoter, but
was not an institution). These two
periods came as a result of certain
historical processes and certainly
not as their cause.

When examining the problem
of relation between the Yugoslav
Committee and the Serbian go-
vernment during World War One,
Ivo Banac accuses Serbian mi-
nistry for not giving the equal po
sition to the Committee and for
treating it as “a Serbian propa-
ganda agency” (p. 118). The author
suddenly forgot that, at the time,
Serbia was an independent state,
with its armed forces and govern-
ment, fighting on the side of En-
tente in the World War, while the
Yugoslav Committee represented a
handful of nolitical emigrés from
Austria-Hungary. The difference in
importance is more than obvious,
and needs no further discussion.

Besides these few, but impor-
tant problems of this study, Ba-
nac's book suffers from often un-
fair judgements of some distingui-
shed historical figures. This is what
he writes about Nikola Pasié:

“His talents were few. He was

not a creative thinker, much

less a tolerable ideologist, wri-
ter, speaker, or even a dema-
gogue. His grammar was atro-
cious and his goltry knowledge
of history and literature was
the butt of many jokes. Most
important, though he exploited
cvents, he was not a man of
vision”. (p. 158).

Nikola Pa3i¢ remained in Ser-
bian and Yugoslav politics longer
than any other individual in his-
tory — exactly forty eight years.
The development of the strongest
and most massive Serbian political
movement, the creation of Serbian
modern state, the greatest military
victories and finally the creation
of Yugoslavia are closely attached
to his name. He was educated in
Zurich, Switzerland, he spoke se-
veral foreign languages and was

among the best known men in
Europe of his time. He wrote sel-
dom but well. Some of his articles
(among which the most famous
was “Nc dajte oruzje”, Don't Give
Up Arms, which was published in
Samouprava, the official organ of
the Radical Party in Serbia, and
which was the plug that started
the Timok rebellion in October of
1883) show him as a writer of di-
rect style and strong logic. At last,
it is not simply by accident that
there are three biographies written
about Nikola Pasi¢ (by Count Carlo
Sforza, by Alex Dragnich and by
Porde bD. Stankovic¢), let alone
innumerable articles and brochu-
res.

These few skatchy words about
Nikola Pasié, revolutionary, politi-
cal leader, prime minister and
diplomat, should be sufficient to
prove the falsification of Banac's
statement.

Few  words ought to be said
about Ivo Banac’s bibliography and
usage of written sources. Among
cited archival material, curiously
enough, there are no documents
from any of Belgrade archives.
This seems rather odd if one bears
in mind that the Yugoslav Archives,
the Serban Archives and the Archiv-
es of thc Serbian Academy of Scien-
ces and Arts as well as the Archi-
ves of the Ministry of Forei
Affairs, all situated in Belgrade,
contain huge piles and innumerable
boxes of precious materials crucial
for Banac’s particular topic. More-
over, the author of this study has
not consulted two of the largest
liberaries in Yugoslavia: The Na-
tional Library of Serbia and the
Belgrade University Library, both
located in Belgrade.

Thus, the archival foundations
of Ivo Banac’s work seem rather
thin and insufficient. This becomes
even more important if one unders-
tands the complexity of the sub-
ject Banac had chosen to write
about.

It is interesting and even symp-
tomatic that Banac has not consul-
ted the brilliant work of Milorad
Ekmecié, Ratni ciljevi Srbije 1914
(Serbia’s War Aims 1914, Belgrade
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1973), although the author discus-
ses, in detail, that particular pro-
blem (pp. 116—117).

On several occasions, Banac re-
fers to the autobiographical book
of Prince Porde Karadordevié,
Istina o mom Zivotu (The Truth
About My Life, Belgrade 1969), and
treats it as a reliable and serious
historical source. The truth is that
this book is understandably biased
and is not always the most trustful
source of information for obvious
reasons. Prince Porde Karador-
devié¢, who was forced to renounce
his claim to the throne in 1909,
had a highly subjective and unba-
lanced opinion of both his father
King Petar Karadordevi¢ and his
brother King Aleksandar Karador-
devié. More than that, his wild
character and unstable behaviour
led a number of people who had
known him well, to think of him
as an anbalanced personality.

Regarding statistical data, Ivo
Banac’s study does not always
appear as a reliable source. For
example, on page 166 the author
gives strict percentage of the num-
ber of Serbian and Albanian popu-
lation in Kosovo region without
refering to the source of his in-
formation. The same can be ap-
plied to Banac's statistics on the
number of Yugoslav population bv
national affiliation. Here again the
author develops his own statistical

method which defers fundamentaly
from the official one.

Ivo Banac’s Study The Natio-
nal Question in Yugoslavia was
an attempt to clea the most
complex and contraversial problem
in modern Yugoslav history. Banac
dared to treat the problem that no
historian ever dared to touch. In
this respect, the work of Ivo Ba-
nac stands as the most courageous
historiographical adventure in re-
cent years. Unfortunately, this book
could not avoid certain significant
problems. In this brief review, so-
me of those problems were mep
tioned and discussed.

The bombastic approach and
literary style of Ivo Banac, full of
hidden biases and misconceptions
has not contributed a great deal to
the final resolution of the Yugoslav
national question. The author re-
mained torn between personal po-
litical preferences and national
sympathies and historical, cultural
and social currents of modern Yu
goslav history.

When someone misunderstands
historical processes and develop-
ments what comes as a result 1s
a piece of unsuccessful historio-
graphy. When, however, the author
misinterprets those same historical
processes and developments, one
could rightfully question his scien-
intellectual integrity.

Milan St. Protis

PAILIHM3AM H OKYIIALIHJA

Czestaw Madajczyk, Faszyzm i okupacje, t. I Uksztattowanic sig zarzadow
akupacyjnysh, Poznanj 1983, 792 c1p. t. II Mechnizmy realizowantia okupaciji,
Poznanj 1984, 736 ctp.

O HeMauykoM H HTAAHjaHCKOM
damm3my (1938—1945) urramnaso je
Beh HEKOAHKO XHAdaAa MOHorpadu-
ja, HEKOAMKO CTOTHHa TOMOBa H3-
BOPHHX Ny6GAHKanHja, Kao H HEKO-
AHWKO A€CETHHAa XHAAAA MAaMbHX Ha-
YYHHX pacnpaBa M YAaHaKa pPa3Al-
YHTOr CaAp)Kaja 1 BPEAHOCTH, Npe-
TEe>KHO HHGPOPMATHBHOr Kapakrepa
ITpu TakBOM MHOLUTBY NMybGAMKauHja

CBakH HevniyheHH uyuTaAaly uMao 6H
TIpaBO A2 CYAH Aa O OBOM NpoGaemy
3HAMO LICAY HCTHHV H Aa Cce AQ-
CaAallbHM HayyHHM TBPDAHAMa Ma-
A0 1Ta MOXe AoAatH. HoBo ABO-
ToMHO AcAo YecaaBa Maaajumka,
HajUCTAKHYTHjer NMOMADCKOr TO3HaBa-
oua npoGaematnke Tpeher Pajxa n
jeAHOr OA BOAeliHX CBETCKHX HCTO-
puuyapa koju ce 6aBe HCTOpHjOM
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