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From the Memorandum to “Collective” Responsibility

The Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts (SANU) came to the political forefront some 10 years ago.  Criticized by the “old regime” for the manner in which it raised the Serb question and its project of national homogenization (1986), and then encouraged by the “new regime” to continue its efforts, the Academy as an institution consented in the most critical years which determined the future of the common Yugoslav state (1987-1991) to act as a “collective mind” in judging and positively evaluating the execution of the “project” by Slobodan Milošević.  It was this moment in the Academy’s political activity that caused internal turmoil and led to the crystallization of several groupings within its politically active membership.  If the primary rift in 1992 was marked by being for or against Milošević personally, with both sides on the whole approving his “national project,” the breach is now much deeper at all levels.  Nowadays the opinions of the members of the Academy differ on virtually all issues: the evaluation of Milošević’s rule, the point at which it became “bad” or “less bad,” the role of the Academy in society, the Memorandum, the nature of the wars in Yugoslavia, what constitutes victory or defeat, the importance and responsibility of intellectuals, population problems, and even election of their own officers.  The Academy no longer comes out with common political stands, its present and former presidents deny that it is a “collective mind” and often cite ignorance of the situation as the reason why they cannot make public statements.
  Members even react to addresses delivered by officers at the Academy’s assemblies and meetings.  It is therefore impossible today to reply to questions regarding the political orientation of the Academy, whether or not it at present has a “national program,” how it envisages Serbia’s future, since one would inevitably have to ascribe the views of a particular group of politically active academicians to the institution as a whole.  Just as there was no doubt that such a group existed up to 1991 and encountered little overt opposition within the Academy, it is now certain that there are no more undisputed (national-political) authorities in the institution; only individuals remain with their personal opinions which are binding on no one but themselves. After a long series of failures, erroneous prognoses
 and an impermissibly uncivilized public settling of accounts,
 their personal authority as the “minds of the nation” has at best been seriously shaken, if it exists at all. 

For the reasons cited above, this paper is an overview of the stands predominating among the leading members of the Academy, its former and current presidents, and the stands of the politically active academicians.
 These academicians were in what used to be the dominant current in the Academy and are now only individuals who have closed their political circle – from their former belief that the generation which was nearing its allotted span had been called upon to reveal to the nation the road it should take, to the realization that the responsibility for all the defeats that have occurred in the meantime lies either on one man or is “collective.” Of their once staunch support for Slobodan Milošević, all that remains are their confused replies to the question: “Why do I protest?”

“Preliminary draft of a draft” or “visionary document”

In May 2000 it will be fifteen years since the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts took upon itself to offer the Serbian society its formula for overcoming the social and economic crises of the Yugoslav state.  At a time when it was becoming evident that the strongest bulwark of real socialism in the USSR was cracking and that global conditions were being created for the transformation of the existing systems – all the more so in Yugoslavia than in the other East bloc countries – the vision the Academy set forth in its Memorandum was not nor could it be taken as a plea for dealing effectively with the economic crisis and systemic crisis in the country; it was a demand for altering the national concept of the federation which contained an explicit possibility of its disintegration.  The Academy cannot be faulted for failing to predict the fall of the Berlin Wall and dissolution of socialism in East Europe three years before the event.  But it will go down in history for offering a regressive project for the future of the Serb nation which, seeing in the Yugoslav community only Serb enemies and in the Yugoslav crises only threats to the Serb people, sought a way out in ethnic homogenization and separation. 

All the subsequent and even present attempts by the leading members of the Academy to prove that the Memorandum was only a “visionary” text and merely predicted what was going to happen against the will of its writers, either minimize the significance of their actions or exaggerate the importance of their “vision.” The fact is that the Memorandum demanded “establishment of the full national and cultural integrity of the Serb people regardless of which republic or province they live in”, “independent development of the Serb people” and formulating of a national program “which will inspire the present and future generations” (Memorandum, Krestić, Mihailović, 1995:144), thus opening the Pandora’s Box of nationalism in Yugoslavia.  Everything that had been taboo in the Yugoslav state and society until then (including nationalism as the prime disintegrative factor) became desirable, everything that had been suppressed by education, propaganda and violence in order to preserve the community whose unravelling along national seams could not but be bloody, became a “vision.” And just as the “vision” of the Memorandum is a euphemism for “national program” - “democracy”, “prosperity” and “freedom” became euphemisms for “ethnicity”, “territory”, and “ethnic state.”

Pursuant to a decision of the Academy’s Presidency of 23 April 1993 (after  many announcements over a period of three years), the Presidency published a book by two academicians, Vasilije Krestić and Kosta Mihailović.  It was entitled  SANU Memorandum – Response to Criticisms, and was edited by the Academy’s Secretary-General M. Panić.  Although two academicians figure as the authors, the introduction closes with a note that the Academy had decided “to publicize” its views, that it was “going public” with this book.  It follows therefore that, after an unnecessary delay of nine years, the institution had finally affixed its signature to the controversial document. 

What did the Academy go public with in late 1995?  It confirmed that the “so-called Memorandum”, of which the public had known since 1986, was in fact its own text;
 that it “became very popular overnight;” that it was duplicated, borrowed, sold in the streets and parks;” that it had a “wide readership;” that the public discerned in it “courageous words;” that the “clear messages” of the Memorandum had a strong impact on shaping public opinion; that the Serbian authorities until the rise of Slobodan Milošević had done everything possible to diminish its effect; that it acted as a “cohesive factor” on Serbs; that the intention of a group of academicians in 1985 was to start drawing up a Serb national program but that the execution of the idea was to some other, “different” commission... (Krestić, Mihailović, 1995:16, 23, 27). 

Only on one occasion did the Academy demonstrate an ambivalent attitude towards its former political activity and its first political document - when it denied that the Memorandum was a national program.  The chief argument presented in 1995 was that a document in the nature of a program must necessarily be “long-term with predictions of structural changes in the economy, population, regional development, the urban system...” At least two reasons can be seen for disclaiming that the Memorandum was a program.  First, by disregarding the fact that a “national program” in a multi-ethnic country such as Yugoslavia was in 1985 could not project a common future and democratic change and that, by negating Yugoslavia, it could only strive toward a separate ethnic goal, i.e. the redrawing of ethnic boundaries, the authors of 1995 with the benefit of hindsight deny the Memorandum’s primacy in setting separate ethnic goals and, thereby, the responsibility for all the means subsequently used to attain these goals.  Second, the disappointment with the “achievements” of the draft national program.  Some of the Memorandum’s authors believed in the messianic idea of a national program as the “Bible” of the national movement, which would immediately and once and for all resolve the issue of the existence of the “threatened” ethnic group in the maximalist version – the sum of all the Greater Serbia pretensions ever set forth (and which pragmatists in the past never attempted to realize).  They were understandably disconcerted by their own failures and frustrated when the halos of national messiahs vanished just when they seemed within reach.  So for them the 1995 Memorandum cannot be a failed national program but it can be a “visionary document”
 though they deny what stands in it in black and white and, on occasion, ascribe to it ideas and thoughts it does not contain.
  

It is true that the Memorandum did not elaborate a project of the future Serbian state, “structural changes in the economy” or, in particular, the “urban system.”  But it is also true that it was clearly a model for a separate program for a future independent state bringing together Serbs in all of Yugoslavia.  The separate demand based on the Memorandum was the foundation of the “national program” that was implemented.  Hence the prediction of Yugoslavia’s breakup was not the result of “vision” but of a calculated action which some individuals quite openly desired. This is confirmed best by the complacent observation made by the Academy in March 1991, when the goal seemed so feasible, that the Memorandum had “a significant impact on social development in recent years” and that it was “perceived as a national program for the march of the Serb people into the future.” (Press release, Executive Committee, SANU Presidency, Politika, 23 March 1991). 

Along with this official view, an opposite one on the role of the Academy and the Memorandum in political affairs over the past decade has currency in the Academy today.  It is held mainly (but not as the rule) by less active academicians who, since the outbreak of the war, have opposed the Academy’s political activity.  Denying and minimizing the significance of the Memorandum and censuring the unbeffiting behavior of some academicians, this group tends to downplay the role of the Academy and to reduce the whole problem to the rashness of individual members.  Its denial of the import of the Memorandum and the overall activity of the Academy as essential for understanding the breakup of the Yugoslav state and the wars in its territory is, contrary to the official view of the Academy, grounded on the assumption that scholarly texts have little influence in shaping public opinion, that the broad public was ignorant of the content of the Memorandum, and that large segments of the population were not literate enough to read and understand the academicians’ papers.  At the same time, this group resuscitates the theory that the text of the “so-called Memorandum” was not sanctioned by the Academy.
  

True, very few people read the Memorandum and the readership of the academicians’ paper was limited.  It is also a fact that the Memorandum predicts Yugoslavia’s breakup.  Few read the Memorandum but the public was bombarded by the official and sensationalist press, radio and television, at rallies, marketplaces, cafes, with its theses on the general threat to the Serbs, the anti-Serb coalition made up of everybody else, and that their survival could be ensured only if they unified in an independent state.  There is no denying that few read the academicians’ papers, but when the first of them came out in a low-circulation magazine with his his allegation of the “genocidal idea” being embedded “deeply in the minds of many generations of Croats” (V. Krestić, Književne novine, 15 September 1986), his words were very soon picked up and repeated by the illiterate.  The Memorandum does mention the possible disintegration of the Yugoslav state, but the call for the integration of the Serb people “regardless of republican boundaries” could be realized on only one condition – the disintegration of Yugoslavia. 

With the SANU Memorandum – Response to Criticisms of 1995, the Academy confirmed that critics had found strong arguments in the controversial and contradictory Memorandum to see it as laying of the groundwork for the establishment of an independent state in “Serb ethnic territories.”  The difference between “defense” and “criticism” lies in the evaluation of the demand.  While critics consider it to have been the initial impetus to national homogenization, which was soon to be embodied in the policies and methods of Slobodan Milošević and spelled the end of the Yugoslav state, defenders consider it only a “visionary” prediction of the need to ensure the survival of the ethnic group, threatened from outside. 

Several interesting views on the Memorandum are current today in all the factions at the Academy: that those who attacked it had not read it and should do so;
 that the Academy once upon a time unanimously backed the Memorandum;
 that the Academy and its political activity is not subject to criticism for any criticism of it constitutes an attack on the Serb people.
  None of them would be worth mentioning if they did not point up the intransigent refusal to even consider a reexamination of one’s own actions and share of responsibility in, what can now be said, has been the most tragic period in the recent history of the South Slav peoples, a period which began when the Memorandum was publicized and Slobodan Milošević came to power.  Can anyone who supported a project that could only result in wrack and ruin be considered innocent? Some quarters in the Academy think this is possible. 

“National program”


In these past ten years, the Yugoslav state has been demolished, there have been four wars, the country has been subjected to sanctions for eight years, it has taken in hundreds of thousands of refugees, hundreds of thousands, mostly young people, have moved out of it and, in the end, it was bombed by the combined forces of the world’s greatest powers.  It turned out that the Academy’s activities in defining a “national program” were in inverse proportion to the country’s difficulties and problems.  In the mid-1980s, when “all Serbs” lived in their homes in one country, when there were no refugees, sanctions, bombings, and mass killings, the Academy engaged its strongest potentials to write the Memorandum and offer the Serb people a vision of the future and way out of their “inferior position”, “discrimination”, “disintegration”, “revanchist policies”, “genocide”, “historical defeat”... , setting it up as a “portentous issue” and predicting “fateful tasks.”  Over the next ten years, a time of real wars, long refugee columns and ethnic cleansing, the Academy on at least three occasions promised to come out with a “national program,” which, however, never materialized.  In 1990, it brought up “its earlier idea to start the elaboration of a national program.”  A committee was set up for this purpose and met a few times, but “the job never got further than a rough outline (Krestić, Mihailović, 1995:89).  Two years later, Dobrica Ćosić chaired the organizing committee of a conference entitled “The Serb People at the Beginning of a New Age.”  Dušan Kanazir, the then president of the Academy, stated that, “as is being said in the Academy, preparations for a new ‘Memorandum’ are under way but with new protagonists and goals” (Politika, 30 April 1991).  His statement was denied by academician Dobrica Ćosić who said the conference had “no message” nor any pretensions to write a political-ideological document “that would be some kind of new Memorandum” (Politika, 12 June 1992).  Three years after the conference, the Academy’s Presidency judged that it had “not yielded the best results” and, for reasons unclear, in its Almanac changed the name of the conference to “Serbia at the Beginning of a New Age” (1995 Almanac CII, SANU, Belgrade, 1996, p. 84).  On the same occasion, the Academy decided to adopt guidelines for its operative tasks for the 1996-2000 period, that is, to prepare two papers of which one would deal with the operative tasks and the other with “principled questions focusing on the spiritual state of the nation.”  It mentioned also two previous attempts – the first in 1990 when a start was made and then abandoned, and the second in 1992, which was unsuccessful.
  Also in 1995, the Academy’s president, when speaking of population problems, said it was necessary for the “greater part of the Academy” to work to create “ a new Memorandum.”  Assessing the preceding Memorandum as “a convincing analysis,” he queried: “Do we now have the strength to do more than just analyze, to come out with a synthesized opinion which would at least point to the ways for overcoming what is indubitably the most serious problem of our nation, and do we have the protagonists who would be able to carry this out?” (1995 Almanac CII, SANU, Belgrade, 1996, p. 96).  So far as the public knows, he received no reply. 


The first idea for a national program (1986) remained a “preliminary draft of a draft” for some and a “visionary document” for others, work on the second (1990) ran out of steam in the synopsis stage, and the third (1992) produced no results even though 58 academicians and university professors were engaged on it.  It is clear therefore why there has been no such program so far and why there will be none in the future.  But if the Academy has no “national program”, at least to public knowledge, the most active academicians obviously do.  In recent years, they are cobbling up their programs along the lines of the disastrous policy to which they have more and more objections but in which they still perceive a possibility of realizing “the centuries-old national dreams.” This section focuses on academicians who in the years that saw the toppling of their “visions” (1994-1999) most frequently felt it necessary to offer to the public their services as visionaries.  The common denominator of this group is their persistence in advocating the unification of “all Serbs” or “all Serb lands,” their refusal to accept the reality which clearly forebode tragedy for millions of individual Serbs (the tragedy of non-Serbs “is of no significance” since, like in the first case, they failed to consider it even rhetorically), and their seeing only a just liberation war in all the bloodshed that went on and is still going on.  Their only concession to reality is their grudging admission that the realization of the national goals might have to wait for the future – near or distant they do not say. 


Before the signing of the Dayton Accords, Mihailo Marković stated that “Serbia’s immediate aim at present is not the creation of a big common state” though he did admit that initially the conviction prevailed that “all Serbs should continue to live in one state.”  Marković said that, owing to the opposition of the international community, “we have realized we cannot attain the goal now and that we have to protect the Serb people in Bosnia and the Krajina.”  He added that the Serbian government had been pursuing this policy since November 1991 and that he knew this was so because he had participated in formulating the policy (Borba, 19 September 1994), conveniently forgetting the statements he had made before this date.
  Immediately after the fall of the Republic of Serb Krajina, he said “the borders of Serbia will never again be the borders of the Krajina as could have been expected in 1991 and 1995,” and anticipated that “if the peace process and the division of Bosnia it envisages is finalized, these 'the borders of Serbia' could in a few years be the borders of the Republika Srpska”, with the “confederation of Serbia and Republika Srpska “becoming a federal state” (Telegraf, 13 September 1995).  Mihailo Marković still has a “national program” which for him means primarily the territorial expansion of Serbia.  Convinced that “the isolation of the country is to our advantage” as “it deprives the Western powers of the possibility of interfering in our affairs,” he comes out against the need to raise a rebellion in Montenegro, fearing that “if we raised a rebellion, NATO would intervene and then the most we could get would be only the northern part of Montenegro” (Blic, 2 November 1999). 


In 1994 Dobrica Ćosić too still believed in the feasibility of a state uniting all Serbs.  He saw the bloodletting in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina only as a Serb liberation war and the policies of Slobodan Milošević only as an attempt to realize the just aspirations, albeit not always successfully.  He claimed that “any future unification with any Serb state should start with the constitutional and legal reorganization of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,” and that political parties should come out and say whether “they are for the state-political unity of the Serbs and establishment of a democratic state and necessary support to the defensive and liberation struggle of the Serb people in Tudjman’s Croatia and Izetebegović’s Bosnia-Herzegovina, or for other national and social concepts which primarily imply a negative attitude toward the defensive war and aspirations to statehood of Serbs outside the Republic of Serbia.”  In Ćosić’s opinion, the “Serb uprising” made it incumbent on Serbia to provide “material, financial and political assistance to the defensive war of the Serb people in Bosnia-Herzegovina” (Borba, 1 July 1994).  During an encounter of “concerned Serb writers” (Dobrica Ćosić and Radovan Karadžić), he noted that “if the Serb people as a whole do not defend their right to political and state unity... all Serbs in the world will be morally and psychologically vanquished” (Telegraf, 15 March 1995).  Only a month after the arrival of hundreds of thousands Serb refugees from Croatia, territory remained Ćosić’s prime concern. “Above all, we have the right to demand appropriate territorial and property compensation in eastern Slavonia and Baranja for the territories, cities, and property abandoned by Serbs in western Slavonia, the Knin Krajina, Lika, Kordun and Banija,” he declared (Telegraf, 6 September 1995).  Today, though he believes the “collective mind” should respond to the question “how to stop our decline,” he still does not hesitate to answer the question as an individual.  And his answer is the same as it was ten years ago.  Ćosić urges the “strength to adapt” but adaptation naturally does not mean “renouncing the goal.”  He states that the present “national defeats” will in the coming century “turn into Serb victories and superiority over the present-day victors,” and without any grounds claims that “no victories or defeats are definitive in the historical existence of nations” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 29 December 1999).  


Dejan Medaković spoke in 1994 of “the noble aspirations whose aim is to finally homogenize Serbs wherever they live today” (Politika, 8 November 1994) only to, like his fellow academician Ćosić, ignore the reality in 1999, convinced that it is an illusion.  Following the deployment of tens of thousands of NATO troops in Kosovo, the Academy’s president continues to be optimistic.  “However difficult the situation is at present, it remains for me an open-ended question,” he says.  He notes that “we still do not have a durably regulated situation of the Serbs in Bosnia” and queries whether “Operation Storm has really settled everything in Croatia?”  He is surprised that intellectuals for whom “politics is not their real profession and who lack proper information, make facile judgments such as that Kosovo is definitely lost.”  He disagrees that the Serb question has been unfavorably settled: “Not at all; it is a process and who knows in which act we are now.  We have a chance, not only to regain territories.  We must first restore our self-respect and recognize ourselves” (Glas, 18 July 1999). 


Nor did Ljubomir Tadić ever relinquish the goals once they had been set.  In 1996 he said the unification of the Serb people was an objective that should never be given up, that the “military loss of the Serb Krajina and Slavonian lands” must “never be accepted as definitive” but only as “occupation” by a currently stronger power.”  Tadić stated that “we must never believe that these lands have been lost” and that, on the contrary, it should be written in the constitution of a future “normal” Serb state “that we cannot consider these lands lost, that we must consider them only to have been occupied and that we have claims on these lands as our lands” (Pogledi, 11 March 1996). 


Academician Krestić on occasion evinced a better sense of reality than his colleagues cited above.  In 1994 he said “capitulation is a certainty and the only question is what else we will lose” (Argument, 21 October 1994).  In 1995 he defined national policy as “saving what can be saved” though he still believed that “we have no right to pessimism and defeatism” for “if we manage to keep half of Bosnia-Herzegovina we will not be able to say that all Serbs live under a single plum tree.”  With regard to Kosovo and Metohija, western Srem and Baranja, he said he could not predict future developments as he did not have “the right information.”  He noted that “we can think about borders and draw them where and how we want, but big countries have always and everywhere made the decisions on borders, especially when small countries demonstrated as many weaknesses as we are doing now” (Telegraf, 20 September 1995).  The NATO bombing apparently gave Krestić fresh inspiration for a new “national program.”  He was delighted that “the ethnic composition of our Army is not as it was in 1941 and 1991,” that it “is not Yugoslav but Serb” because “only a Serb army defending its people and country has the motivation, capability and strength...”  As the bombs were coming down he declared: “It is our duty to break with Yugoslavism and Yugoslav policies and in all parts of our country to rid ourselves of the Tito-Djilas-style national policies” (Glas, 18 April 1999).  He did not say, however, where Montenegro figured in his vision. 


Academician Milorad Ekmečić was angered by the predictions of the defeat of the national project.  In 1995 he claimed that the Bosnian Serbs were denied even a minimal program – “confederation with the mother-country of the Serb nation” – while Serbia was “forced to recognize independent, satellite states in Bosnia and Croatia... which is as disgusting as swallowing a toad.” “If we do not develop an alternative program to counter the violence that is being done to us, those who fail to perform this historical task will have to swallow everything forced on them,” he said (Novosti, 3 May 1995).  Two years later, he claimed that a “whole industry of writing new ‘Načertanijas’” ŠNational Program of Ilija GarašaninĆ had sprung up all over, from Bijeljina to Chicago, whose authors either did not know or disregarded the fact that “a state has as much policy as it has power.”  Ekmečić noted that the first mistake had been made in 1990 when “political goals were not realistically evaluated” and cut down to “the measure which we were capable of defending” (Književne novine, 15 January-1 February 1997).  


Other academicians too had their own opinions about the national program.  In 1996 Miroslav Pantić said “no academy in the world should elaborate a national program and, if it does, it should not publicize it” (Politika, 7 June 1996).  This was a reiteration of Vasilije Krestić’s old view that national programs are “secret documents” known only to the “innermost leadership” (Politika, 9 August 1991).  Kosta Mihailović considered that “we absolutely face the need to rethink our approach to all of the Yugoslav lands and to affirm the approach that problems should be settled along ethnic borders.  In that case, I think we would automatically get a solution for the problem of Serbs in Bosnia, which is today very difficult and grievous one for the Serb people” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 12 June 1996).  He failed to explain what ramifications the affirmation of this principle would have on resolving the Kosovo problem. 


While the Academy once (and the most active of its members still) concerned itself with the “national program” as an issue of territory, ethnic borders and either historical or ethnic “rights,” Aleksandar Despić, until recently its president, viewed the future of the nation from a different angle.  His examination of the problem proceeded from the unfavorable population growth and his seemly rational conclusions, free of territorial pretensions, were in fact irrational views of the nation-state as an ethnic state and were received with mixed feelings in the Academy itself.  As far back as 1994, he believed that “the results of the struggle to keep intact all the territories in which our people have lived for ages” were directly threatened by the “acute population recession.” Somewhat later he called for talks “on a peaceful and civilized parting of ways and demarcation with those who now insist on the secession of Kosovo” (Naša Borba, 10 June 1996).
 


The tragic consequences of the wars for territories in which to establish an ethnic state, which are incompatible demands, did not prompt this group of academicians to reexamine how justified and worthwhile these demands were.  If it seemed to them before the wars started that the two demands, for territories and a unified nation, were equally important, following the defeat and the tragedy of hundreds of thousands of Serbs it became clear that for most of them territory was the prime concern. This became especially evident during Dobrica Ćosić’s most recent attempts to relativize the victories and defeats.  For him, it turned out, the defeats of individual members of the nation were completely irrelevant if only the nation could go on towards the realization of his triumphant “vision.”  While he considered the relatively good life of Serbs in the former Yugoslavia as the worst “defeat in peacetime,” the present, real, defeat impelled him to remark that “there is only a thin line between fighting and surrendering, between victory and defeat, and sometimes there is no great difference in their outcomes.”  Once he held that the Serb people were subjected to “outrageous national humiliations” by their “unscrupulous enemy.” Today he accepts that victory and surrender are in the “destiny of men and nations.”  It was only natural then that in 1995 he ignored the kilometers-long columns of refugees and the tragic fate of the individuals in them, remaining in the high spheres of “national glory” and “national disgrace” and saying in a conciliatory tone that “not every surrender deserves contempt” and “capitulation is not a national disgrace.”  At the same time, however, he remarked angrily that it was in fact a “capitulation to the Croats and Muslims,” and cried “I do not accept this disgrace and defeat” - as if this meant anything to any of the refugees (Telegraf, 6 September 1995).

“For and against” Milošević (1992-1999)

In its official statements up to late 1989, the Academy unreservedly backed Slobodan Milošević and, until the end of 1991, had no objections to his “national program.”  On the contrary, it considered that the Serbian leadership had been “maliciously” branded the “instigator and chief culprit” of the dramatic crisis of the Yugoslav state, and that “Serbia never declared war on Croatia” (Academy’s open letter to the world public, Politika, 16 October 1991).  In the book it published in 1995, the Academy explicitly confirmed that “the end of the official campaign against and the normalization of relations with the Academy” coincided with the ousting of Ivan Stambolić; that the normalization was “tacit;” that Milošević had “previously criticized the authors of the Memorandum because of party discipline rather than his personal convictions;” that the anti-Academy campaign had ceased when he come to power; that it was “encouraging” when Milošević came out in favor of the Academy; that the attitude of the state was “unreasonable” until Milošević’s statement in 1989 when he said he did not see why the Academy should not have an influence on Serbia’s policies (which implies that the state has been “reasonable” since then).  In order to give a “positive” connotation in 1995 to this great understanding and agreement between the state and the Academy, Slobodan Milošević was portrayed as a “supporter of the preservation of Yugoslavia, as was clearly evident at the last, 14th Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia” (Krestić, Mihailović, 1995: 42, 44, 85).  The authors were obviously sure that their readers had short memories.  Was this the Congress from which the Slovenian delegates walked out in tears, to hectic hand-clapping from Milošević’s delegates? 


With regard to the full agreement between the authorities and the Academy in the pre-war and first years of the war, the only difference between “critics” and “defenders” was that the “defenders” saw it merely as a coincidence and the “vision” of both sides, while the “critics” considered it a political compact in formulating national demands.  


The sporadic expression of different political stands within the Academy during 1991 peaked in 1992 when it split along the line of “for” and “against” Milošević.  A division along the same line occurred again in 1999, with almost the same number of academicians on either side.  With the exception of newly admitted and deceased academicians, more or less the same people signed the petition for Milošević’s resignation both in 1992 and 1999.  Though the petition had a major impact on the Academy itself, highlighting the sharp political division within the institution, the effect outside it on both occasions was nothing more than symbolic.  The Academy did not demand the resignation of Milošević either in 1992 or 1999.  On the contrary, it was emphasized that the petition expressed the personal views of the academician who signed it, and even had it been otherwise, the significance of the act could hardly have been greater.  The reason is simple.  It did not require much intelligence in 1992, and still less in 1999, to observe that Milošević’s policy was leading the country, the nation, morality, everything, into catastrophe.  There was hardly anyone who was not aware of this, even among the illiterate.  Therefore, at a time of his unchallenged power, appeals for his resignation are just as symbolic as the Academy’s expression of unreserved support were important for him while he was still ascending and consolidating his position as national leader.  However much he needed the Academy from 1987 to 1991, calls by academicians for his resignation affect him not at all now.  


What is the attitude of the most active academicians towards Milošević in recent years?  Different, as on everything else.  Mihailo Marković remains his most loyal supporter,
 while the previous and current presidents of the Academy (Aleksandar Despić and Dejan Medaković) have chosen either to avoid any antagonism
 or to limit themselves to benign criticism.
 The others differ in the degree of their criticism, both of each other and of their former views.  Over the past several years, Dobrica Ćosić has had a number of opportunities to refuse to ask for Milošević’s resignation: in 1992 because he was “concerned” about the Serbs outside Serbia (Politika, 5 June 1992); in 1993 because he was “afraid” that the result would be “chaos and antagonisms” (Vreme, 7 June 1993); in 1995 he claimed to have withdrawn his support from Milošević when “it became obvious that Milošević was not prepared to carry out democratic reforms and dismantle the Titoist system” (Telegraf, 13 September 1995) but left the public in the dark as to exactly when this became obvious to him.  It was only in 1999 that he urged Milošević to resign, appealing to his “patriotic consciousness” (Svedok, 29 June 1999). 


The other active academicians in the group that some ten years ago made such a deep imprint on the Academy and, in particular, its all-out support for Milošević, are now competing with each other in blackening him but with one important stipulation: recognition of his positive role in the past when he found in the Memorandum “confirmation of some personal views,” when he insisted on “the rights of Serbs to self-determination in their ethnic lands,” which was “without grounds qualified as an aspiration to create a Greater Serbia” (Krestic, Mihailović, 1995: 85), when he was homogenizing the Serbs, when he launched the campaign with a promising end, and when only “traitors, i.e. “globalists” opposed him in Serbia.
  As long as the cutting edge of the knife was turned against others, they considered Milošević a patriot.  But when it was turned about, they saw him as evil incarnate.  And then the academicians started protesting.
  It is wrong to believe that these academician have now genuinely “come to their senses” about Milošević and the entirety of his rule, including his war program.   Milošević may be a bad guy for them today, but a bad guy with a good past so the hate they feel now is proportionate to the love they felt for him before. Aware always of their previous support to him, these academicians will continue to defend Milošević’s beginnings, his “just” national project, his “defense” of Yugoslavia from “future secessionists,” his backing of the “uprising” of the Serbs outside Serbia.  It is therefore only natural that they consider the wars, as a struggle for the “right of self-determination of Serbs in their ethnic lands,” (Krestić, Mihailović, 1995: 85) to be Milošević’s greatest contribution to the national cause, and his “policy of capitulation”
 his greatest national sin. 
 

“Collective mind”?

Since the appearance of the Memorandum in 1986, the main subject of dispute among the academicians has been the role and place of the Academy in political life.  Although there were demands even back then that the Academy “not be used for purposes which are foreign to its essence and its mission” (Sima Ćirković, Književne novine, 1-15 January 1987), the stand prevailed in the last years of the decade that the Academy “cannot remain indifferent to the fateful issues of its people.”  This led to its becoming politically active through support for the policies of Slobodan Milošević.  The dilemma has nowadays been reformulated and reads: Should the Academy as an institution be politically engaged, i.e. is it a “collective mind”? 

To clarify the essence of the dispute, it is necessary to refer to the views of the academicians on the role of the intellectual elite in general and on its responsibility for the state of the nation and society.  Since, however, the Academy can no longer be seen as a single body with unanimous opinions, one must go to the academicians most often quoted in public and their views on the role of the intelligentsia.  A point almost all of them share in common is the rejection of any responsibility of the intelligentsia and cynical inversion of the thesis on the “innocence” of politicians.
  With their “disclosure” that the prime responsibility lies with the politicians, the active academicians have been trying hard in recent years to minimize the role of the intellectuals by maintaining that only a few “obedient” individuals were involved, and transferring any discussion on responsibility into the field of pure politics.  Though repetition of well known facts is to be avoided, it must be noted again that even a child knows that politicians bear the prime responsibility but, if one stops at this point, the result will be not a half-truth but also a big lie with the aim of acquitting nationalism as the inciter of hate and malevolence toward the “other,” and to ascribe all the terrible things that have happened in the last ten years to power-hungry individuals.  As if this lust for personal power happened just by chance and as if intellectuals and the academicians and their national programs had nothing at all to do with reinforcing it and giving legitimacy to its national project, as if nationalism had nothing to do with the propaganda machine and the involvement of intellectuals in it, or with the manipulated, jubilant masses, the massive rallies of support, the flowers on tanks, the forcing of thousands of non-Orthodox to sing Serb songs, the killings and the persecution of hundreds of thousands of non-Serbs, the indifference to the tragedies of hundreds of thousands of Serbs if only a kernel of “national happiness” could be found in their personal misfortunes... Whoever is prepared to underwrite this lie can claim for all eternity that the intellectuals are innocent and may feel better for it, but will nonetheless will go down as having underwritten a lie. 

It has already been mentioned that no unanimous opinion on any subject whatsoever can now be identified within the Academy and ascribed to it as a whole.  A sample of the views of only six active academicians shows that the differences between them are insurmountable: from Aleksandar Despić who believes that the intelligentsia plays a big role in society and has major responsibility, to Predrag Palavestra who relativizes the importance of intellectuals and considers that only a few extremists among them are responsible, over Nikola Milošević who says intellectuals have absolutely no influence on politics and that nationalism was a product of one man, to Dobrica Ćosić who considers the intelligentsia innocent, and Bećković who claims that the literate cannot be responsible in a country of illiterates (probably meaning that the illiterate are responsible) and, finally, to Vasilije Krestić according to whom the responsibility of the intelligentsia is great - not the “patriotic” intellectuals, however, but those who urged peace all these years and whom he calls “globalists.” 

Aleksandar Despić, until recently president of the Academy, is among the very few academicians who believe that the intellectual elite wields major influence.  Speaking in the Academy in 1995 of the danger of “disproportion of territory and population potential,” the impossibility of a minority holding power and dictating to the majority, and of the “use of traditional national-historical arguments” to cover up these facts, Despić stated that it was “primarily the duty of intellectual circles to explain matters to the ignorant who, gripped by euphoria over the realization of national goals, are today unable to perceive the inevitability of these truths” (1995 Almanac CII, SANU, Belgrade, 1996, p. 95).  In a 1996 report, he also asserted that “the development of national consciousness as well as national intolerance as a complex phenomenon  peculiar to the primitive (archaic) and dark zones of the psyche, occurred first of all in the intellectual circle, after which the motive force it produced was taken over by men of politics and government.  The avalanche that came down with such disastrous consequences on this whole region originated, at least partly, with a snowball packed together by the intellectual circles of all the peoples who live in the region” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 12 June 1996). 

And while it appears that Despić has no dilemmas where the responsibility of the intelligentsia is concerned, academician Palavestra obviously does.  He frequently feels the need to disclaim that intellectuals were responsible for Milošević
 coming to power, as if anyone ever said so.  The Serbian intellectual elite was responsible for the conceiving of national programs, and the moral and professional support it gave to Milošević in carrying out his policies, but it was not responsible for his election to a position from which he could pursue these policies.  The plaudits on the day he stepped onto the Serbian and Yugoslav political scenes, destroying everything in his path, without doubt helped to reinforce his position and the responsibility for that can be laid at the door of the intellectual elite.  According to Palavestra, even the responsibility for the wars is “relative” for, he says, though the intelligentsia is “everywhere the architect of programs and ideologies... the war machine is set in motion not by poets and academicians but by politicians and generals.”  Admitting that “some intellectuals here added fuel to the flames,” he nevertheless concludes that the blame “cannot be pinned only on the Serbian intelligentsia” (Naša Borba, 15 August 1995).  He still adheres to such general relativization, on the grounds that intellectuals “did not set in motion the war machine, they did not distribute the arms.”
  It would appear then that far more responsibility is borne by “those supposedly liberal quarters” who, in Palavestra’s opinion, are shifting the onus for the defeat from the authorities “who prosecuted the war... to the intelligentsia” and who should be able “to tell the difference between the ruling forces and a group of obedient intellectuals on the one hand and the entire unfortunate and stricken nation on the other.”  Using the nation as a shield for the intelligentsia, Palavestra disclaims the latter’s accountability and states that those who maintain that intellectuals are accountable are in fact exonerating the real perpetrators and accusing “the intelligentsia and the entire nation” (Vreme, 13 November 1999). 

Certain that “intellectuals have never had any crucial influence on the policies of a totalitarian regime,” Nikola Milošević finds only one thing to blame for both the policies pursued and the nationalistic euphoria: “The suppression over several decades of the national feelings of Serbs became fertile soil for the nationalistic euphoria, which the regime’s manipulative techniques raised to the level of ecstasy.  However, if Slobodan Milošević had not had a political monopoly, there probably would not have been this ecstasy either.”  Academician Milošević categorically denies the accountability of intellectuals, noting that “ŠSlobodanĆ Milošević would have come to power and would have stayed in power even without their backing” (Danas, 25-26 September 1999). 

Though he had “withdrawn” his support from Slobodan Milošević the year before, Dobrica Ćosić in 1996 absolved both him and the intelligentsia: “I am not ready to blame the leadership and the intelligentsia for all the troubles, though we all have our share of responsibility.  Others, more powerful than we are, are more to blame for our sufferings” (Dnevni Telegraf, 28 September 1996).  Soon afterwards, he stuck a label on those who dared speak of the accountability of the intelligentsia: “Denouncers in Belgrade, a few Ustasha collaborators with origins in Serbia, Croatian chauvinists and professional hirelings of Islamic offices and petroleum monarchies claim that the Serbian intelligentsia is responsible for the war and ethnic cleansing.  They are not few in number and you know their names” (Blic, 17 December 1996).  Ćosić has now arrived at a salvational formula.  Still proceeding from the presumption of innocence, passivity and necessary self-defense – “our country was broken up”, “we have been condemned to”, “we have suffered”, “we defended” – he concludes that the “historical mind” had failed to perform, that the Serb people lacked “leaders and politicians” up to the task and, to crown it all, that his political responsibility is “collective” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 29 December 1999). 

Matija Bećković is, however, the most vociferous in denying the responsibility of the intelligentsia.  As far back as 1995, he maintained that intellectuals were not without guilt but that their biggest mistake was that “they were not aware of either the responsibility or the rights of the Serb people” (NIN, 28 July 1995).  Nowadays he goes even further, implying that the semi-literate nation is more to blame than the intelligentsia. “... this ‘truth’ has been canonized.  The explanation is sufficient only for those who do not need or are not interested in any explanations.  In a semi-literate nation, the literate are guilty.  In a country where no one listens to anybody else or scorns the views of others, everything is turned upside down over a single sentence uttered or written by some priest or poet.   Even if this were so, I couldn’t be bothered to agree.”  According to Bećković, no blame whatsoever can be attached to the public utterances of the intellectual elite, so he says: “The inventorying and weighing of each and every word, the game of ‘piece moved, checkmate’ played by on-duty game beaters and informers is a wretched and miserable thing indeed.”  But he does state that everything he said was “at my own expense and on my own responsibility,” and goes on to conclude defiantly: “Kosovo has never been more expensive, and the rest is gone too” (Vreme, 11 December 1999).  

And, finally, the most interesting view on the responsibility of intellectuals is that of academician Vasilje Krestić.  In his opinion, only the “globalist” segment of the intelligentsia is accountable.  Dividing intellectuals into three groups - patriotic, passive and globalist, i.e. traitorous - he says that a part of the intelligentsia “is nationally aware and patriotically concerned, the other simply stands on the sidelines, and the third is so disgracefully conformist and ready to betray national interest that it deserves every condemnation.  ŠThis segment Ć will very soon know only shame for its stands and lack of any kind of feeling for the suffering of the Serb people.  This is the fashionable, globalist intelligentsia whose only desire is to curry favor with the supposedly civilized West,  and does not realize that it is siding with our greatest enemies” (Gradjanin, 29 May 1997). 

Owing to this ubiquitous sheltering behind the “people,” formerly vis-à-vis demands and now accountability, it is interesting to examine the active academicians’ views on the responsibility of the “globalists” to whom they until recently ascribed their own present-day claims on the responsibility of the people, thus denying the stand of the “globalists” on the accountability of the intelligentsia.  Though the amorphous “globalist” grouping hardly belongs in this context since, as academician Tadić likes to say, it is not part of the intellectual elite and is made up of “semi-intelligent” persons, a brief scrutiny is still necessary as it indicates, among other things, the degree to which the politically dominant wing of the Academy is ready to tolerate different opinions on the accountability of intellectuals. 

The attention paid by the academicians who had the most to say about the “globalist affliction” in recent years is in inverse proportion to the importance they impute to them: “a modest political group” (D. Ćosić), “more vociferous than numerous” (V. Krestić), “popular only in downtown Belgrade” (M. Marković). 

According to Ćosić, the “globalists” have “ideological motives” and “corruptive reasons”, they oppose “the national-state goals of the overwhelming majority of Serbs,” they support the “anti-Serb policy” of the United States and the European Union.  They are “intellectual hirelings of international foundations” (Nova Nada, July 1994), they “believe that Croats, Slovenes and Muslims can live together with Serbs,” such views are “political insanity”, “ignorance and political naiveté”, “where some of them are concerned, it is only a form of Serb masochism, a kind of genetic flaw of the Serbs” (Telegraf, 6 September 1995).  They are “Serb degenerates who have sold their souls,” by profession “post-Titoist converts,” they “work unscrupulously to denounce and accuse the Serb people for the war.”  They engage in “scribbling and daydreaming,” they are “the Belgrade NATO peaceniks” with “imbecilic” views.  They are “witless” but participants in “the calculated and unscrupulous intellectual collaboration with the enemies of their nation,” they write up indictments against Serbia”, they are a “motley company” which includes “Montenegrin Ustashas, ex-secret police, holders of grants from various American and other foreign foundations, the fathers of grant-holders; they all call their cowardice and corruption ‘emancipation’ and their renunciation of national and civic dignity ‘Europeanism’” (Telegraf, 13 September 1995).   

 Krestić says the “globalists” are indifferent to the “Serb problem and the suffering of the Serb people” and all they do is “fawn on those to whose tune we must dance.” He was afraid that globalism and the “globalists” would overpower “people with sound views and patriotic goals” (Argument, 21 October 1994), because “they have better media exposure than patriotically committed intellectuals... and strong financial support.”  But “all the surveys made to gauge how the people feel about them showed that they are in all things marginal, as they deserve to be.”  Krestić did not say, however, who conducted these “surveys” or when.  In his opinion, “depriving the Serbs of a leadership was no coincidence but part of a deliberate campaign which still continues” because “the globalist movement is now on stage and its representatives are operating unhindered in the Serb ethnic territory, denigrating everything Serb.” The result, he adds, is “leaving the nation without a leadership by creating havoc in society” (Politika, 16 April 1998).  To his own question on who the “globalists” serve, he replies that the answer should be sought “in institutions abroad which bankroll the spiritual destruction of the Serb nation and, like unscrupulous pushers, offer to it the most pernicious drugs after whose use there can be no return to a healthy life” (Srpsko nasledje, February 1998).  

For his part, Mihailo Marković describes “globalists” as “egotistic and narcissistic or extremely self-seeking people, in love with themselves” who are “one-sided, biased, alienated from their own people and are very unpopular all over Serbia.”  In their behavior, he adds, there are elements of “masochism and the narcissistic need of insignificant and frustrated persons and losers to play a role and have an audience” as well as “a suppressed desire for vengeance by former ideologists,” and “corruption by Soros” (Intervju, 4 August 1995). 

Ljubomir Tadić says the “globalists” have “substituted their witless internationalism with witless cosmopolitism,” that they play “a grotesque role on our political scene” (Argument, 26 August 1994), that they have their “center” in the Belgrade Circle “whose meetings are spiritualist seances at which the chairman shouts and screams hysterically,” that they are “receptive to the horrific demonizing elements against Serbs,” and that “globalism is a caricature of cosmopolitism” (Demokratija, 20 January 1997).  They are “pretentious semi-intelligent people who go so far as to denounce as Serb Nazism the legitimate advocacy of the threatened national interests,” they “wholeheartedly second the Western propaganda” and have made a profession of sorts of “denying the national identity of the Serb people” (Književne novine, 1-15 January 1997).  “They are the kind of people who have no compunction about the means they use,” who “vilify their own people,” for whom “the interests of their people mean nothing” so that “our public must in some way be informed about this category of semi-intelligent persons who, for the sake of their small interests, agree to be the apologists of a great power” (Svedok, 4 March 1997). 

The current president of the Academy, Dejan Medaković, gave a small contribution to the narrative on the accountability of the “globalists” when he noted that “the tendencies of the globalists who dream of Europe while being ashamed of their own people seem naive to me” (Politika, 31 December 1998, 1, 2, 3 January 1999). 

* * *

The discussion on the significance and responsibility of the intelligentsia in general may be wound up with the view of President Medaković who said the Academy “shaped the national consciousness of this nation” (Politika, 12 February 1999).  This takes the discussion back to square one as, despite all the denials of the intelligentsia’s responsibility, it best illustrates the belief in its major importance in society.  And there is probably no need to underscore that responsibility is commensurate with importance. 


If what has been set out above leads to the conclusion that there is no agreement within the Academy on the importance and responsibility of the intelligentsia, it is clear also that there is no full agreement on the Academy’s role in society, apart from its scientific and scholarly function. 


While the 1995 SANU Memorandum – Response to Criticisms implies that the Academy is a “collective mind” by noting that “no country in the world would question the right of its academy to hold opinions on social issues” (Krestić, Mihailović, 1995: 44), this notion was on the whole disclaimed by its last three presidents. 


Dušan Kanazir described the Academy as a “hybrid institution,” and said men of “the humanities are far more sensitive to developments in day-to-day politics than members from the natural sciences and consequently were more involved in politics in those hard days of our country’s agony.”  He added that “some natural scientists consider that certain writers and artists are ‘rocking the Academy boat’ too much and that it is time to consider its division into an academy of sciences and academy of arts.”  Kanazir believed the Academy could not remain a closed system as it would then “become a insular, self-sufficient institution from which the country would have no great benefit” (Politika, 27 May 1994). 


The term “collective mind” for the Academy was used by Aleksandar Despić when he became its president.  Saying it was possible “that this grouping of personalities from a wide range of professions could achieve a certain new quality and, as a collective mind, better evaluate each phenomenon and each situation,” and that full agreement “is very rarely reached” in such a body, he noted that “it happened in the past in some critical situations so it is not too much to expect it to happen again in the future” (Politika, 31 December, 1, 2, 3, January 1995).  Three years later, he disavowed these words when he said “the Academy is no collective mind that could react every time something happens in society that causes concern and reactions...  One-mindedness is alien to it as it consists of a group of people who each have their own opinion on everything.”  He confirmed that the Academy had several times come out with statements on “problems of crucial importance for our people, which can be considered a strategic rather than a political” act, and said he assumed that this would be the case again in “special circumstances” (Glas, 22 December 1998). 


Before he became president, Dejan Medaković confirmed that the Academy had failed to react in some critical situations, “which was seen by the public as wrong and entered as a demerit on the Academy’s record”  but noted that it had “not always turned a deaf ear to efforts to solve or help solve some problems.”  Medaković believed that “harmony between scholarly and political thought has not been established in Serbia,” that politicians were “doing their own thing” while the Academy was closing itself up, that the “academicians feel humiliated and offended,” and the result was like “talking to the deaf.”  Considering that this lack of harmony was detrimental for both politicians and scholars, he said the optimal and sage thing would be for them to “connect, talk” (Politika, 31 December 1998, 1, 2, 3, January 1999).  His latest stand is that, under the law, the tasks of the Academy lie primarily in the field of scholarship and science, and that its previous administrations had decided by vote that it should stay away from day-to-day politics “as this could lead to divisions along party lines” within the Academy.  Nowadays he is explicit: “We are not a collective mind, we are here on the strength of our merits as scholars and scientists and it is the democratic right of every academician to say what he wants in his own name.”  Medaković noted also that it was unfair to say the Academy had failed to react and cited three statements it had issued as an institution, and “countless statements by individuals,” and promised the publication of a White Book containing all the Academy’s statements.  Since the Academy issued statements on the position of the Serb nation on several occasions in the past (Memoradum, Part II, 1991 statement, etc), it would be interesting to see what prevents it from doing so now.  It would appear that Medaković gave the reason when he said the Serbian Orthodox Church was in a better position than the Academy in this regard and that it was easier for the Church “because the Holy Spirit hovers over it.  The decisions of the Holy Synod are under the protection of the Holy Spirit.  This we do not have.”  Going back to the question of political activity in the Academy, he assessed as a flaw the “politically exclusive behavior of individuals,” and ended by stating that “there is no rift in the Academy” (Glas, 18 July 1999). 


That a rift exists and that it is deep is confirmed by the statements of numerous academicians, from those who consider the Academy has no right to publicize its political views
 over those who disapprove of individual members behaving as if they represented the institution,
 to those who explicitly or implicitly say that the Academy is a house divided.
 The most vociferous, naturally, are those academicians who believe that the Academy must be politically active and must publicize its political views.  Once again their grounds are that this is expected by the public, and that not merely politics but the very survival of the nation is involved.  Curiously enough, the stand is advocated by those academicians who, where responsibility is concerned, maintain “what does it matter what some priest or poet has to say.”
 

* * *

It would be an illusion to expect the Academy to pull Serbia out of the situation into which it was plunged through the actions of its political elite, supported to a large extent by the intellectual elite.  The Academy cannot even help to stop the spiritual and moral devastation of the society since in the political activity of its active members not a trace of readiness can be detected to tackle the elementary concepts.  And the concepts have been warped by terms such as “national interest”, “nation-state”, “ethnic territory”, “character” of the nation, by the archaic ideas of a glorious history, quasi-patriotic claims that the wars fought have always been just, of “our defensive” nationalism and the “aggressive nationalism” of others, the denial of accountability “at home” and the finding of culprits only among “others,” by the rejection of a flexible perception of one’s own responsibility – great in the case of everything good in society and non-existent for all the tragic mistakes. 

The crux of the problem is not that a national institution such as the Academy does not have a “vision” of the future; it is in the fact that many individuals within it still believe that they do or can have such a vision but fail to consider how well grounded are the premises they proceeded from fifteen years ago and still proceed from today.

Four wars in which Serbia “lost” territories, those it never had and those it did, wars in which the Serb people both in and outside Serbia lost all everything, instead of encouraging have called a halt to all efforts to look to the future.  Wandering around in an eternal search for an imaginary national unity, once of “all Serb lands” and “all Serbs” and now “spiritual unity,” a euphemism for both of the above,
 the elite of the Serbian Academy is lost in time and space, and remains consistent only in the demand for the establishment of some kind of “unity,” an atavistic remnant of its obsolete understanding of nation.  From the ivory tower of the Academy, the nation has all these years been perceived only as a corporate entity, with no account taken of the individuals who make it up  and their vital needs.  Only such a vision could make the shaping, moving, concentration and gathering together of the nation desirable.
  While the Memorandum identified as the primary problems the disunity and subjugation of the Serb people by the communists, Tito, the Constitution, Croatia, Slovenia... the academicians, now that these “afflictions” are no more, decry the “globalists”, that is, traitors, the “new world order,” the United States and Europe.  According to them, the old and the new afflictions had a single purpose – to prevent the “unity” of the nation.  No one more than certain academicians despaired so deeply that “no one here decides, no one gives the orders, no one carries them out” (V. Krestić, Srpsko nasledje, February 1998) and no one pondered less on how it could be achieved in the nation when they themselves are unable to achieve unity in the Academy – which is only natural.  The nation was expected to be “spiritually” united, to be prepared for any (individual) sacrifice in the name of some distant and imaginary “national” victory.  No such unity was expected from the Academy; on the contrary it is par excellence individualistic, i.e. democratic.

The national “visions” of the politically active academicians have not been realized.  Their need to continue offering solutions has made it hard for the public today to distinguish between the Academy as an institution and its individual members.  In any case, for the majority of the population, the Academy is not the building in Knez Mihailova Street and the enormous amount of scholarly and scientific work that goes on inside it, but its politically active members.  For the first time in the 115 years since the Academy was founded, this generation of academicians, to the misfortune of its passive majority, will be known in the future for its politically active minority. 

Dr Radmila Radić
The Church in Politics 

and Politics in the Church

When Professor Kosta St. Pavlović’s study of the Serbian Orthodox Church (SPC) appeared in the Eastern Churches Review in the late 1960s, many failed to realise its import. Researchers concerned with the history of the SPC in the Yugoslav state after the Second World War could hardly understand today the processes that went on in the SPC without reference to this study. Without wishing in any way to compare my work to that of Professor Pavlović, I believe that current developments in the SPC also deserve close scrutiny and that its final appraisal should be postponed for the future. This contribution builds upon a survey published in the periodical Republika in 1995 under the title The Church and the ‘Serb Question’; the following year it appeared in a somewhat abridged form in the miscellany Srpska strana rata - Trauma i catarza u istorijskom pamćenju (A Serb Aspect of the War - Trauma and Catharsis in Historical Memory).

The SPC Between Serving the Faith and Serving the Nation

Change in the Orthodox world has always been slow and difficult owing to its mental make-up. Traditional sluggishness, years of struggle for survival in a hostile environment and relegation to the margins of society have combined to make the Orthodox Church utterly unprepared to cope with the rapid succession of events in eastern and south-eastern Europe in the past twenty years or so. Although the Russian, Romanian and Bulgarian Orthodox churches have undergone and still are experiencing major upheavals, none of them has been through anything of the sort the SPC has had to endure. At some time or another the SPC has been confronted with almost every fundamental problem imaginable, including those of organisation, functioning and even biological survival. Exposed to simultaneous strong pressure from all quarters, it has failed to respond adequately although, one feels, whatever it might have done would not have mattered much.


The SPC sees itself as defender of Orthodoxy from an Islamic onslaught against Europe on one side and a Roman Catholic march against Eastern Orthodox Christianity on the other.
 In common with other Orthodox churches, it regards itself as the standard-bearer of the nation’s authentic identity which it has almost sacralised. Parallels of its threefold role as protector of identity, guarantor of territory and a pledge for the future are to be found in other Orthodox churches. The SPC bases its perceived role on the following two main premises: firstly, it defends the Serb nation as a natural entity, an organic body incapable of survival and development if divided or separated from its Orthodox religious roots, for there is a strong belief that he who is not Orthodox is not a Serb;
 secondly, it carries a deep sense of insecurity acquired during the centuries of victimisation (at the hands of the Ottoman empire, the Independent State of Croatia, Communism). Serb priests are weighed down by history and a belief that they live in hostile surroundings. This sense of victimisation has been the overriding factor in the SPC’s response to the Yugoslav crisis.


In its pastoral letters and statements in recent years the SPC has likened the fate of the Serb people to that of Christ. ‘The Serbs are greatly helped by their history to easily and wholeheartedly embrace both Golgotha and Christ’s resurrection as the resurrection of people in general. For throughout Serb history there have been ups and downs, dying and rising from the dead, national golgotha and resurrection.’


Orthodoxy does not recognise secularity in the French sense of the separation of church and state; the forced secularisation was the product of Communism. The new brand of Serb nationalism born in the late 1980s appeared to some Serb priests as a reaction to the liberation from Tito’s Yugoslavia which had kept the SPC down and manipulated it and, in their opinion, discriminated against the Serbs. According to some of the younger theologians in particular, the main victims of this discrimination were the Serbs living in Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH) and Kosovo. In the general fluster that ensued priests oscillated between ecumenical and anti-war positions, with a segment of the hierarchy embracing nationalism. The secular nationalists sought and received support from a segment of the SPC only to abuse it for their own ends. Voices drumming up support for the national interests of Serbs outside the FRY drowned the calls for protecting the universal human rights of all the nations concerned.


It was very early on that the SPC began issuing warnings against a new genocide. It looked on the war that broke out in Yugoslavia as an inter-nationality conflict started by people bent on destroying the country. As much as they disliked Communism, Serbs felt that the former Yugoslavia made it possible for all of them to live in one state. To SPC bishops the right of self-determination meant that Serbs who had lived in Croatia and BiH for centuries were entitled to choose a country in which they would like to live. The internal borders separating the republics and autonomic provinces were regarded as mere administrative boundaries drawn up by a group of Communists during and after the Second World War. ‘The Communists did nothing to heal the wounds inflicted on our people by the Croats and Muslims during the genocide of 1941-45; what is more, they not only gave them (Croats and Muslims) all the rights, but they gave them far more rights than they gave the Serbs. The borders of the Communist republics they drew coincided with the zones under German, Italian, Balli Kombëtar (Albanian National Front), Hungarian and Bulgarian occupation during the war. To cap it all, there came those from the West, those gloaters, malevolents and evildoers–I call them evildoers but they are also criminals–who recognised those occupation and Communist borders.’
 The SPC Assembly in May 1995 came out against recognising the ‘artificial’ borders of Croatia and BiH because, it said, that would be a post-factum legitimisation of a violent secession at the expense of the Serb people.


The SPC had been ready to accept a recast Yugoslavia in which Serbs would be accorded a just status. This possibility having fallen through, it came to believe that the creation of a Greater Serbia would be a legitimate expression of the Serbs’ right of self-determination and a necessity in order to protect Serb rights in Croatia and BiH and to preserve the organic integrity of the nation. The conviction that Serbs faced another genocide if they remained in a minority helped to encourage them to abandon areas not under their control.
 Bishop Chrysostom of Bihać-Petrovac was one of few who sharply criticised those in the Bosnian Serb leadership who were urging the Serb residents of Sarajevo to move out before their sectors came under the control of the BiH Federation in February 1995. Nevertheless Chrysostom was absent from both Bihać and Petrovac when he ought to have been there. Metropolitan Jovan of Zagreb-Ljubljana was in Belgrade when the Croatian Serbs went through their worst ordeal. And Bishop Longin of Dalmatia was in Australia during the Serb exodus from the Krajina.


The SPC disowned the regime of Slobodan Milošević as early as mid-1991 and  demanded the following year that he step down because by then it had become quite clear that he was not going to restore the Church’s former status in society. The question is whether the SPC was manipulated or whether it hoped to manipulate others. On the other hand, the political leaders of the Bosnian Serbs supported and helped carry out the idea of the SPC’s central role in the Serb nation. The Synod held an extended extraordinary meeting in Bijeljina on 23 February 1995; it was presided over by Patriarch Pavle and attended by bishops from the Republika Srpska (RS) and the Republic of Serb Krajina (RSK), several bishops from Serbia, and top state and military leaders headed by the RS and RSK presidents, Radovan Karadžić and Milan Martić. The meeting laid special emphasis on the SPC’s important role in safeguarding the absolute unity of the Serb people and in perpetuating all its spiritual, folk and cultural values.
 The RSK was clearly regarded as the outermost defence against Catholic and Islamic inroads.


The SPC came out strongly against Milošević’s acquiescence to the demands of the international community that he should stop aiding the Bosnian Serbs. The Synod summoned the bishops to a consultation at the Patriarchate on 3 March 1995 and called on all warring parties in BiH and the Republic of Croatia to stop exterminating each other and to find just settlements for the conflicts at the conference table. The bishops asked the political leaders and state organs of Serbia, Montenegro, the RS and the RSK to ‘rise above all divisions and all personal and party interests in order to reach, with full responsibility and with one accord, rather than separately, fateful decisions concerning the future of the whole nation.’ The bishops called on the international community to abolish all sanctions against the FRY and on the FRY authorities to lift their blockade of the RS.
 The statement added to the SPC’s already strong antagonism to the West and the international community.


On May 1 the SPC issued a Memorandum on the violation of the human and civil rights of the Serb people in the Republic of Croatia.
 Church bells were tolled every hour for a week that month in mourning of the expulsion and affliction of the Western Slavonia Serbs. The SPC Assembly in the monastery of  Mileševa the same year also considered the situation in the eparchies in the war-affected regions and the genocide in Western Slavonia. Just the same, the Synod said the following in one of its statements: ‘In consequence of all that had happened, there was vengeance by the Serb side, first in the senseless shelling of Zagreb and then in the insane acts of revenge by desperate and frantic refugees against Roman Catholics in the Bosnian Krajina...Evil remains evil regardless of who commits it and against whom. While it might be explained, it cannot be justified.’


On May 24 Bishop Atanasije of Zahum-Herzegovina called on Bishop Komarica in Banja Luka to express his sympathy over the misfortune that had befallen the diocese and to tell Komarica that he had interceded with the proper authorities, in the name of Patriarch Pavle, to stop the persecution, both of Serbs in Western Slavonia and of Croats in the Banja Luka diocese.


Patriarch Pavle paid a visit to the RSK on July 29-30, making a tour of Knin, the monastery of Krupa, Glina, the monastery of Krka and other places. The RSK fell at the beginning of September. The SPC press carried extensive reports on the fate of the refugees, there were numerous news conferences, and Patriarch Pavle wrote to the director of the state TV station RTS, Milorad Vučelić, to complain about the choice and quality of programmes broadcast at that hour of supreme grief. The SPC Assembly convened in an emergency meeting in August to consider the problem of providing for the refugees from the Serb Krajina.


During his frequent visits to Bosnia Patriarch Pavle personally urged the Bosnian Serb leaders in Pale to unite and cast aside internal differences, and the SPC did the same at the beginning of August and on several occasions later. The SPC also made appeals to various international institutions, governments and churches to draw their attention to the plight of the Serbs from the regions affected by war. It protested in particular over the actions of NATO forces and the bombing of Serb territories in Bosnia and Hezegovina, as well as the loss of large areas under the Dayton Accords.


In August 1995 Radovan Karadžić and other Bosnian Serb leaders were forced to agree to diplomatic means and to invest Milošević with authority to negotiate on their behalf. In order to impress the international community, Milošević asked Patriarch Pavle to affix his signature to the authorisation given him by the Bosnian Serbs. Having already manipulated the interests of the Bosnian Serbs for a number of years to further his personal political ends, Milošević continued to use the Pale leaders’ principal interests as currency during the Dayton talks with an eye to having the sanctions on Serbia softened.


On 12 December 1995 the Synod expressed its grave misgivings about the Dayton Accords and made clear that it considered the patriarch’s signature invalid. ‘In disclosing to our public the text of this communication, addressed to international factors, the Holy Synod of Bishops feels that it is its duty to inform the public - in view of the resulting dilemmas or even incorrect interpretations, whether in good faith or bad - that the recent signature of His Holiness Patriarch of Serbs on the agreement between representatives of the Republic of Serbia, and/or Yugoslavia, and of the Republika Srpska by no means implies that he personally, or the Church in general, stands behind the concrete initiative of the signatories...’ Ten days later the Synod, in a statement following an extraordinary meeting, repeated this message and explained that Patriarch Pavle had been taken advantage of.
 Some members of the episcopate and other priests were of the opinion that the patriarch would have to draw consequences and tender his resignation for signing the authorisation. They also held against him the manner in which he was elected to the office while his predecessor was still alive.


The eparchies of Slavonia, Dalmatia, Upper Karlovci and Bihać-Petrovac ceased to exist while those of Zahum-Herzegovina, Dabro-Bosnia and Zvornik-Tuzla survived in fragments. The seat of the Metropolitanate of Dabro-Bosnia in Sarajevo was demolished, that of the Metropolitanate of Upper Karlovci in Karlovac dynamited, the residence of the metropolitan of Zagreb-Ljubljana was damaged, etc. Few of the priests remained, i.e. two in Sarajevo and one each in Zagreb and Zenica.
 In May 1996 the Synod issued a statement saying that regardless of the break-up of the ‘Versailles (Yugoslavia), and/or the SFRY, the jurisdiction of the SPC continues to apply to all Orthodox people on that territory.’
 At about the middle of 1996 the press was rather critical of the conduct of certain bishops and priests in Croatia during and after the attack of the Croatian Army.


Bishop Atanasije of Zahum-Herzegovina wrote in the summer of 1996: ‘Unfortunately, I became something of a prophet a long time ago, that is as soon as that tyrant came to power. I kept telling people but they wouldn’t believe me then and they will probably not believe me even now, but the truth is: Milošević is a Serb traitor who has betrayed and sold us and who’ll go on selling us...I wonder what the unfortunate Krajina Serbs are telling him now; they used to applaud him for a long time but even then I said that Milošević was a traitor.’ The bishop saw the war in Yugoslavia as a consequence of the ‘half-century of Communist tyranny’, called the Americans and British hypocrites and the Germans and Austrians old enemies of the Serb people, and branded the provisions of the Dayton Accords as a ‘Gestapo-like dictate’.
 He made repeated complaints against Spanish soldiers serving with IFOR for allegedly harassing the staff of the monastery of Tvrdoš and called them occupiers.
 He also wrote to U.S. President Bill Clinton and asked that the monastery of Zavala, which went to the BiH Federation under the Dayton Accords, should be returned to the Serbs and the SPC.


During 1977 Patriarch Pavle blessed and signed a declaration condemning the genocide of Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina and a declaration demanding that the Hague war crimes tribunal should drop the case against Dr Radovan Karadžić.


In June 1997 the SPC Assembly pleaded that the refugees and expellees should be allowed to return and demanded complete freedom of movement and work for its priests in Croatia and the BiH Federation; at the same time, it urged that representatives of the Roman Catholic Church (RCC) and the Islamic Religious Community (IRC) should be allowed to stay and perform rites in the RS.


At the beginning of September 1977 Patriarch Pavle tried in Banja Luka to reconcile Bosnian Serb leaders but failed. At that time the relations between the SPC and RS state organs were almost idyllic: the SPC was given much attention in the media and schools (the idea of secular education had been challenged in the RS); its representative were present at all important sessions of Parliament; the prayer was a component part of all public events; daily consecrations of just about anything were commonplace, etc.


The Council of Bishops at its meeting in Bijeljina on 2 February 1998 condemned the pressure and alleged rigging of elections by world bullies, the imposition of others’ models of directed schooling, the converts to the Islamic faith and Titoites, etc. The school reform launched by Carlos Westendorp in particular raised a storm of protests. ‘Carlos Westendorp, the American servant and hireling of the commonest sort, launched during his mandate as high representative in BiH a reform of Serb schooling on the other side of the Drina river. That pitiable man, who probably does not know that every Herzegovinian cowshed is older than America, gave the order to abolish religious instruction as a compulsory subject in primary schools and to replace it with a history of religions (which is too comprehensive a subject for children of school age); he also ordered that the Serb language and literature textbooks be purged of our epic poems because they allegedly insult the feelings of Muslims, to throw out (Montenegrin prince-bishop) Njegoš from the curriculum because he is allegedly an ideologue of ethnic cleansing, to remove from the history textbooks all mention of Serbia and Montenegro and all mention of the creation and renovation of the Serbian state. On the fulfilment of these conditions depends whether public education in the Republika Srpska will get material assistance...’
 The author also reviles the ‘NATO army of occupation’ in Bosnia-Herzegovina and its servants who, he says, ‘want the idea of a unitary Bosnia-Herzegovina to permeate every pore of human existence in those regions. Those intent on lording it over both human destinies and human souls are trying to make the Orthodox part and parcel of these “unitary” trends...Today, having become aware of all these things, I have finally realised the essence of American policy in Bosnia-Herzegovina: they are offering us two possibilities: the first, to join the so-called Partnership for Peace, which would amount to a renunciation of Christ and St. Sava on our part; the second, to adhere to Communism (incidentally a product of the Euro-American civilisation) as an ideal system for the spiritual, moral and every other destruction and devastation of Orthodox peoples.’


Patriarch Pavle continued to pay an occasional visit to the RS, the last time in May 1999. The function on that occasion was attended by church dignitaries and high officials of the RS including General Momir Talić. Not long afterwards Talić was arrested and transferred to The Hague.


Even before the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, the relations between the SPC and the RCC were burdened by many problems including the RCC’s position on the persecution of Serbs in the Independent State of Croatia (NDH) during the Second World War, the question of language and alphabet in Croatia, the Kosovo problem, the RCC’s attitude to the Macedonian Orthodox Church, etc. The RCC objected that the SPC had ‘substituted the cult of St. Sava as its imperialist ideology for the Gospel’. Although Patriarch Pavle and Cardinal Kuharić met several times between 1991 and 1994 and SPC leaders and the Croatian president exchanged letters, the relations became increasingly tense.
 An attempt to arrange a visit by Pope John II to Belgrade failed. The controversy about the number of churches destroyed, the silence of the RCC about the position of the SPC in Croatia and its attitude towards the expulsion of Serbs and their suffering during the war operations made co-operation and dialogue between the two churches difficult.


Then, in 1999, things began to improve. Patriarch Pavle paid a visit to the Eparchy of Zagreb-Ljubljana and of All Italy in March that year and saw top state and church leaders in the republics of Croatia and Slovenia. It was the first visit to Croatia by an SPC dignitary since the outbreak of war in the former Yugoslavia. The patriarch’s message to the Serbs in Croatia was that they should by all means respect Croatia’s Constitution and laws. He also expressed his concern at the slow return of bishops and priests, the continuing emigration of Serbs from eastern Slavonia, failure to respect their rights to property and full equality, etc.


At the Bishops’ Conference in Belgrade at the end of November 1999, the participants appealed to the world to give humanitarian aid to all inhabitants of Yugoslavia. Archbishop Perko of Belgrade submitted a report from a session of the Presidency of European Bishops’ Conferences in Rome to which Albanian bishops had been invited. They were asked to calm their co-nationals and dissuade them from ‘demanding the impossible–the independence of Kosovo’ for the time being because the most they could get was a ‘broad autonomy’.
 At that time Patriarch Pavle received Archbishop Perko who delivered Pope John Paul II’s aid in money for Serb children from Kosovo and Metohija. The archbishop informed the patriarch about the work of the Bishops’ Conference of Yugoslavia which called for an end to the sanctions.


Towards the end of October 1999 the Bishop Fotije of Dalmatia was installed in Šibenik. The ceremony was attended by two SPC metropolitans and five bishops. The bishop said in his address that ‘...in the coming jubilee year, in which we celebrate 2000 years of Christianity, I will make a special effort as an Orthodox bishop, in the name of my Church, to cherish a Christian attitude to all people, especially to the prelacy and members of the Roman Catholic Church and to government representatives in the Republic of Croatia.’

Kosovo

It was the problem of Kosovo which caused the SPC and the state to co-operate in the mid-1980s. The bishop of Rash-Prizren addressed the U.S. Congress about Kosovo in the second half of the 1980s; and the SPC Assembly convened three times in Kosovo between 1987 and 1990, but then no Assembly meeting took place at the Patriarchate of Peć until 1998. Nonetheless, as early as 1995, the bishop of Rash-Prizren wrote in his report for the 1997 SPC Assembly that the SPC had found the greatest obstacle to its work in Kosovo and Metohija in the ‘general and maximal suspense and insecurity of the Serb populace in every respect’.


The report bears evidence of his contacts with Western embassy representatives that focused on the ‘question of Kosovo and Metohija, the life in it and the prospects for solving the so-called Kosovo problem by peaceful means’. The question was also the focus of activities connected with the holding of the All-Serb Church-National Assembly in Priština in January 1997 and the tour of a delegation of Kosovo and Metohija Serbs of European countries in April that year.


The bishop wrote to the Synod in 1997 that he was worried most by the deterioration of the so-called Kosovo problem, the growing evidence of terrorism and the emigration of Serbs. ‘Firstly, in this state of “neither war or peace” (or passive peace) Serbs are leaving Kosovo in ever greater numbers and selling their houses and farms, so that Kosovo is daily becoming less and less “Serb” regardless of the fact that it is still within the borders of Serbia as its “inalienable” territory. Secondly, the question of Kosovo is being increasingly internationalised every day because the International Community is beginning to lose its patience after having watched for years the repressive policy of the Belgrade regime consistently implemented against the “majority people in Kosovo”. Even the latest occurrences and manifestations of terrorism in Kosovo are seen and interpreted as a partly justified reaction to the brutality of the Belgrade regime’. The bishop asked the SPC Assembly to urgently raise its voice in the defence of Kosovo and Metohija and to call for concrete measures to solve the problem in order to avoid a repetition of the fate of the RSK and the RS.


Patriarch Pavle made several visits to Kosovo and Metohija in 1996, 1997 and 1998, but the SPC press at the time concerned itself chiefly with the usurpation of cultural monuments. The silence was broken by the All-Serb Church-National Assembly in Priština on 25-26 January 1997. In their St. Sava Declaration the representatives of local Serbs and the SPC expressed their profound concern about their future, accused the regime of conducting a wrong and detrimental policy, and let President Milošević know that he had no right to negotiate on the future of Kosovo and Metohija with anybody.


 As to future activities in this regard, the bishop of Rash-Prizren said: ‘Even if the much-parroted thesis that Kosovo is an inalienable part of Serbia, that it is an integral part of Serbia, etc., is correct, it will not be of much use if Serbs no longer live in Kosovo. Of course, we do not hold that only Serbs should live in Kosovo; we are not for ethnic cleansing, we are not for war, we are not for committing crimes against those people (Albanians); our position is that all who are citizens of this state should live in freedom and on terms of equality. As we made clear in our St. Sava Declaration, we consider that this regime is working  to lose Kosovo. For this reason we launched after the St. Sava Assembly in January a broad activity in concert with the Serb Resistance Movement in Kosovo (SPOK). The Eparchy of Rash-Prizren wants to inform the world about the real state of affairs and the problem in Kosovo, we want to keep our people informed what is going on and to make clear that we from Kosovo will have no one deal with this question without us’.


Bishop Artemije  and SPOK leader Momčilo Trajković
 next visited several countries including Great Britain, Belgium, Germany, the United States
 and others, trying to explain the history of the problem to the international community. The bishop also wrote several letters to the Serbian President, Milan Milutinović, with a request to be received by him. The request was denied. Other bishops were either silent or distanced themselves from him on account of his frequent appearances with a political leader. Metropolitan Jovan even expressed his disapproval in public.


Patriarch Pavle on 1 January 1998 protested against the use of force to break Albanian student demonstrations in Kosovo but also warned the students that ‘national bigotry is more dangerous than the bigotry of political ideology.’ He expressed sympathy for the students but added that the situation in Kosovo called for a serious and thorough review of all the issues poisoning the relations between the two peoples.


In January 1998 Bishop Artemije made another request to Serbian President Milan Milutinović to be urgently received by him, this time in the company of Momčilo Trajković.
 A year later, the bishop said that he had made a total of six requests to be received by Milutinović and that the Serbian president had never even bothered to reply.


At its session in May 1998 the SPC Assembly condemned all terror and all violence in Kosovo and Metohija and proposed a meeting between SPC leaders and political representatives of both members of the federation. Only the Montenegrin leaders responded.


The Assembly assessed the failure of the Yugoslav president to respond to the initiative as an ‘incorrect attitude which does not contribute to the creation of a climate for solving the fateful problems.’ Metropolitan Amfilohije of Montenegro and the Coastlands was more to the point: ‘We did not expect a responsible man from the highest quarters to treat in so humiliating a manner the oldest institution of his people and its desire to pledge its moral, historical and spiritual authority to help build bridges within this state.’


After being invited to the Third All-Serb Assembly on Kosovo in Metohija in Belgrade, Bishop Atanasije wrote to Bishop Artemije and Momčilo Trajković in June 1998: ‘...I cannot come to Belgrade (because the Sultan’s order not to cross the Drina probably still stands, and there might soon be another order not to cross the Lab and the Sitnica rivers), I cannot come because Belgrade is Serb-murdering, because Belgrade is ruled by the Tyrant and “a man cannot love a Fatherland ruled by a tyrant” (Jovan Dučić); because Belgrade has betrayed the Serbs everywhere (Vuk Karadžić), especially us in Herzegovina–the Fatherland of St. Sava, and of you in Kosovo and Metohija–the Fatherland of us all; because it is from Belgrade that that overbearing and mean Communist Traitor established in Dedinje first tyrannises and then betrays–whenever somebody threatens that coward–to Croats, Muslims, Albanians, Americans, etc. one Serb Land and Krajina after another; and that with either conscious or bovine support from the so-called Belgrade opposition, those  until recently Tito’s disciples who cannot detach themselves from the chief disciple, Milošević; because those softlings in Belgrade–be they so-called intellectuals, or students, or citizens in no small numbers–have been promenading and blowing whistles for months in support of some personal or local interest or petty affair, without once rising their voices when the betrayed Serb lands and Krajinas fell, or now when you Serbs in Kosovo and Metohija are bleeding and crying out for at least a “Serb-Serb dialogue”...I am not sure that such Belgrade can be of any help to you until all Serbs in that Belgrade, and with them all of Serbia, all and sundry, rise to demand the immediate and irrevocable resignation of the Tyrant and Traitor Slobodan Milošević, and until they remove that Communist and anti-Serb, America’s and God knows who else’s flunkey from the back of this long-suffering people from Kosovo to Jadovno... Likewise, I am not sure of what help can be to you, dear Brother Bishop Artemije and dear brother and native of Kosovo, Mr Trajković, the lies and hypocrisy of the Americans, those double-faced, most inhuman and most totalitarian tyrants in the history of mankind, for one should bear in mind that Milošević is their creature...’


Bishop Artemije said in July 1998 that no problem of the Serb people, including the question of Kosovo, could be solved under the present regime. Serbia, he said, needs fundamental change but it must be preceded by a change of government. Until that happens, one should strive to end all armed conflicts, he said.
 He also condemned Milošević for ignoring the voice of the Kosovo Serbs and for himself conducting negotiations with the Kosovo Albanian leader, Ibrahim Rugova.


In mid-July 1998, the monastery of Visoki Dečani said this in an official statement: ‘In spite of all our endeavours and wishes that the Kosovo problem should be dealt with in a pacific and non-violent manner, something we have repeatedly expressed in our official statements, we must admit with deep sorrow in our hearts that the situation, especially that in the western part of the province, has escalated into violence in recent days, resulting in new casualties, numerous demolished and torched houses, and the exile of several thousand people...Our confraternity expresses profound regret at all that has happened and deeply feels for all the innocent victims on any side who have been deprived by this conflict of their nearest and dearest, their homes, their livestock...We also deeply regret the damage and destruction of mosques and old “towers”. The destruction of places of religious worship and cultural heritage is absolutely unacceptable to modern Europe and is highly reprehensible...’


Hieromonach Sava from the same monastery said in August 1998 that the Serbian authorities’ insensitivity to the changes taking place in the world and their failure to follow the example of neighbouring countries and embrace those changes had been a grave error on their part. ‘Milošević’s regime has taken advantage of the plight of the Kosovo Serbs and has held them hostage in recent years. The authorities have built their survival on the fear of the Kosovo Serbs, lest they should be abandoned.’ He also spoke about the monastics’ concern about the Albanian population in Dečani: ‘We are trying to confirm our Christian duty not only to members of our own people but also to our neighbours Albanians. We are all God’s creatures, so there must be no difference between people, especially not when calamity overtakes us...In the past, unfortunately, we have not been active in this regard. We have been concerned mostly with our strictly monastic, spiritual affairs. However, the problems occurring in our immediate surroundings have forced us to establish contacts with the Albanian side too.’


 In connection with Patriarch Pavle’s statement in the Kraljevo church at the beginning of October 1998 that the Islamic Religious Community (IVZ) had not responded to attempts at co-operation regarding the situation in Kosovo, newspapers wrote that there was no communication between the two religious communities and that the IVZ in Kosovo had refused to contact the SPC in any way.


The Serb Church-National Assembly in Kosovo and Metohija decided at the beginning of November 1998 that Kosovo and Metohija must remain an inalienable part of the state of Serbia and made clear to President Slobodan Milošević again that he had no right to conduct any negotiations or sign any agreements and arrangements on behalf of the Serbs in the southern province.


The SPC Assembly held an extraordinary session on Kosovo at the beginning of November, rejecting any attempt to jeopardise the territorial integrity of Serbia and Yugoslavia and asking the Serbian and Yugoslav authorities, as well as the international community, to find a peaceful solution. The Assembly insisted that the status of self-governing units in a future arrangement of Kosovo and Metohija must provide for the rights of its church units under international guarantees. The Assembly also appealed to the believers not to abandon their homes.
 Some priests considered that such a weak statement was impermissible.


In an interview to NIN at the beginning of December 1998, Bishop Artemije of Rash-Prizren said: ‘This political elite is blind; it doesn’t see the state and national interests before its eyes but only party and personal ones. If it had had national interests in mind, it certainly wouldn’t have made the moves it did, and we wouldn’t be suffering the consequences on their account. Under this regime there can be no solution of any vital national problem. With this set in power and with this president, there’s no solution.’ The bishop also condemned the activities of the Serbian Radical Party  (SRS) which, he said, represents the mailed fist of the regime. Unlike other SPC dignitaries, the bishop did not blame the United States for the situation in Kosovo and refrained from using the usual stock phrases with reference to the Hague tribunal.


This change of attitude was manifest also in a statement made by hieromonach Sava from the monastery of Visoki Dečani at the end of December, when he said that the SPC should support certain positive developments in the political and economic life, that Serbia and Montenegro should become democratic, that the religious communities in Kosovo and Metohija should co-operate to maintain peace and cherish tolerance, etc. This was the first time that someone from the SPC had spoken about the need for the FRY to open to the world, about media freedom and the right to freedom of thought, about democratic institutions and other things. ‘We must work to establish links, to establish communication between the Serb and Albanian peoples. Even before the armed conflict broke out, we strove to preserve good relations with both Serbs and Albanians in Dečani. During the fighting we actively helped not only the Serb but also the Albanian population, at least in Dečani where we had freedom of movement. Of course, we couldn’t move through the villages. We took food, medicines and other provisions to those in need. We were with them in their most difficult hour...Both Serbs and Albanians keep coming to the monastery for help to this day.’


At an assembly on January 23-24, the superiors of all monasteries in Kosovo expressed their support for the efforts of the bishop of Rash-Prizren to solve all the problems in a manner acceptable to all the parties.


At the beginning of February was held an extraordinary Bishops’ Conference devoted to Kosovo and Metohija.
 Its main topic was the participation of the SPC at the coming peace conference at Rambouillet. On the eve of the conference the Yugoslav foreign minister, Živadin Jovanović, had a meeting with Patriarch Pavle and Metropolitan Amfilohije at the Patriarchate but avoided contact with reporters. It was believed that Jovanović had visited the Patriarchate in connection with the upcoming meeting in France. Patriarch Pavle had namely asked the French foreign minister, Hubert Vedrine, to make it possible for an SPC delegation to attend the Rambouillet conference. At about that time the patriarch received the French ambassador and the British chargé d’affaires in Yugoslavia who presented him with an authentic copy of the Contact Group’s Conclusions from its meeting in London and asked the SPC to do all in its power to help solve the Kosovo conflict in a peaceful way.


Reacting to a public polemic on whether or not the SPC should take part in the talks, Professor Dimitrije Kalezić of the Divinity College said: ‘The Church is not confined to this territory or the next day; it is all-inclusive. To shut it off from the Kosovo problem would be tantamount to dwarfing, truncating a giant. That would be a typically Marxist manner and an application of Marx’s idea that religion should be reduced to the sphere of strictest privacy. Who can offer a more valid account of Kosovo and Metohija? The political structures surely cannot. They speak on the political plane, which is on a somewhat lower level. On the other hand, the Church structure embraces everything–history, the present, supra-history.’ He also raised the question of the property, especially land, of the monasteries and churches in Kosovo and Metohija confiscated after the Second World War. The issue had repeatedly been brought up without much effect.


During the Rambouillet talks in February 1999, the SPC delegation comprising Patriarch Pavle, Metropolitan Amfilohije, Bishop Artemije, Protosingelos Sava, Momčilo Trajković and Dušan Bataković stayed in Paris. Because no one received them, the delegation went on to the United States, without the patriarch and the metropolitan, where Bishop Artemije gave a lecture in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. In a conversation with U.S. officials, he insisted that a NATO intervention in Kosovo would be counter-productive because it would bolster Milošević’s regime.


Bishop Sava of Shumadia in a letter to the U.S. chargé d’affaires, Richard Miles, condemned the impending NATO strikes and turned down an invitation to leave the country; and in their joint appeal for peace, Patriarch Pavle, Catholic Archbishop France Perko, Belgrade Mufti Hamdija Jusufspahić and Rabbi Isak Aseil, followed suit. During April and May Bishop Artemije wrote repeatedly to U.S. and Western state officials to protest against the bombing and the approach adopted to deal with the question of Kosovo and Metohija. In one of those letters, the bishop said that he on behalf of the SPC and Serb representatives from the SPOK had spent two years trying to find a peaceful and democratic solution and added: ‘To our great sorrow, you have never understood the Serb people, its Orthodox soul, traditions and history. You offered an indignity to us, your interlocutors, who had approached you with sincerity and spoken truth to you in our desire that our joint effort should bring fruit and peace to these parts. You wanted to impose a solution according to your criteria taking no account of even a minimum of interests of the Serb people. You elected to let the NATO Air Force loose in a military intervention against our Fatherland...’


The patriarch in his statements appealed for an end to the bombing and for peaceful solutions, and also remonstrated against the daily concerts in Belgrade’s Republic Square as inappropriate behaviour. ‘Defiance is not a manifestation of power but of impotence. Instead of giving one strength, it makes him weak.’
 The confraternity of the monastery of Chilandar sent a message of support to the Serb people and nearly all Orthodox dignitaries, as well as the archbishop of Canterbury, G. Carey, called for an end to the violence.


There was a bitter statement from the Eparchy of Zahum-Herzegovina, in which Bishop Atanasije fulminated against a collusion between the Christian West and the anti-Christian East against Orthodoxy and Serbs, against solutions forced on the Serbs from Versailles to Rambouillet, and against domestic evil personified in immature and inept politicians and leaders.


Representatives of religious communities in Kosovo and Metohija met on several occasions during March 1999 and jointly condemned the violence and injustice, called for en and to armed conflicts and demanded that all parties should stop abusing religion for political ends.


In its Easter 1999 pastoral the SPC said that Kosovo is the cradle of Serbia and the spiritual heart of all Orthodox Serbdom and that Serbs ought to live there in peace and freedom together with Albanians.
 The SPC issued a series of statements condemning the NATO air raids and urging the Yugoslav civil and military authorities to seek a negotiated solution to the conflict.


At the end of March Patriarch Pavle received the Vatican’s foreign minister, Monsignor Jean-Louis Tauran, who had come to Belgrade to advance a Holy See initiative to stop the air war.
 At about that time the Patriarch received the Russian patriarch, Alexey, at the head of a delegation and the Baptist priest from the United States, Jesse Jackson; he also received a letter of gratitude from President Milošević for his efforts to bring peace to Yugoslavia.


From its regular session in May 1999, the SPC Assembly called for an end to the bombing and pleaded with all in the country, including Albanians and state organs, to refrain from any use of force and throw all their weight behind a peace effort.


Bishop Artemije on June 6 dispatched a memorandum to all monastery governing bodies and priests in his eparchy to advise them against entering into conversation with or giving any interviews, statements, etc., to both domestic and foreign journalists in connection with the current situation. After the arrival of foreign troops, the Bishop said, contacts should be limited strictly to humanitarian aid and the protection of people against violence. He also recommended to advise believers to treat foreign military and civilian authorities with reserve without expressing personal feelings and to stay where they are.


At the middle of June 1999 Patriarch Pavle decided to move to the Patriarchate at Peć and stay there until the situation stabilised. Metropolitan Amfilohije put up at Peć and established contact with the Italian general to have kidnapped Serbs released and the siege of Serb villages lifted and regarding other issues. Bishop Atanasije toured the crisis spots and Bishop Artemije continued to work from the monastery of Gračanica, having had to leave Prizren. A number of foreign newspapers suggested at the time that Bishop Artemije might be the best choice as special representative of Kosovo Serbs.


On June 15 the Synod issued a statement that attracted great attention. Having expressed its deep concern about the developments in Kosovo and Metohija and demanded that the international forces who had occupied the province should protect the Serbs and their holy places, the Synod went on to say: ‘Confronted with the tragic position of our whole people and the Federal State, and convinced that the final judgement and justice are in God’s name and not in the instrumentalised Hague tribunal, we hereby demand that the incumbent president of the state and his government tender their resignation, in the interests of the people and for their salvation, in order that new people acceptable to the domestic and international public, representing a Government of National Salvation, could take over responsibility for their people and its future. Every sensible man is perfectly aware that the numerous internal problems and contraries, as well as the isolation of our country on the international plane, cannot be solved and overcome under the present government and in the existing conditions.’


The monastery of Visoki Dečani and the Patriarchate of Peć offered shelter to large numbers of Serbs while the SPC Information Centre
 was the chief source of news about the situation in Kosovo and Metohija through its sources on the ground. At Metropolitan Amfilohije’s suggestion, the Synod appointed the Vicarial Bishop Atanasije Rakita of Hvosno the Information Centre’s director. The purpose of the Centre is to provide speedier and better information about the life and work of the SPC. Bishop Atanasije has said the following in this regard: ‘...though the position of the Church has been somewhat more favourable in recent years, a man who has long been persecuted and kept in a dungeon needs time to regain his senses and be able to see again. People can be roused by earthquake, stress and tragedy, but nothing compares to the shock we’ve experienced–the loss of Kosovo and Metohija and the plight of the Serb people left to rely on the Church alone. All these reasons made it necessary to launch an information centre, but I’d like to mention yet another very important reason: a man, a believer, a Serb cannot rely on other sources of information. For instance, the statement of the Holy Synod, that immensely important document, was either not carried by the media or was published with the crucial part left out, namely that demanding the resignation of the president and the government; this means that the Church has found itself in a situation where it alone can provide reliable information about itself.’


Metropolitan Amfilohije accused the Yugoslav authorities in a scathing attack of having left the Serbs in the lurch; Patriarch Pavle said he had been appalled by the magnitude of the crimes committed and told believers, gathered at the monastery of Gračanica on the occasion of St. Vitus Day, that they ‘must not accept half-truths’ and that he would not accept the preservation of Serbia if it meant doing others harm; and Bishop Artemije blamed the misfortune of both Albanians and Serbs on the policy of the Yugoslav president. He said that ‘God alone knows the extent of evil perpetrated in Kosovo in recent years, especially in the past three months’ and stressed that the SPC had always condemned villainy inflicted on people.
 The bishop in an interview put the number of Albanian expellees at 800,000, adding that 160,000 Serbs had been forced to leave in the first two months of the presence of the peace force.


During a conversation held at the end of June 1999, the hieromonach of the monastery of Visoki Dečani and secretary of Bishop Artemije, Father Sava (Janjić), spoke about things neither Serbian opposition leaders nor intellectuals had had the courage to mention. He said that havoc had been wreaked around Dečani during the last days of the withdrawal of Army and paramilitary formations. He gave an account of acts of violence committed against Kosovo Albanians and also Serbs by ‘members of Milošević’s forces’, the mass expulsion of civilians,  pillage, etc.
 Father Sava said that the remaining Serbs should organise themselves and establish contact with the Albanians in order to jointly put forward a platform for a life together.
 His statements went down well with international representatives in Kosovo and Metohija, so much so that some said that Father Sava represented the Serb side better than Momčilo Trajković; Bishop Artemije did not like this at all because he thought that it could be a way to cause a rift in the Serb National Council (SNV) of Kosovo and Metohija.


In those days Serb clergy spoke frequently about the disaster of the Kosovo Serbs and the flight of local officials.
 Bishop Artemije kept encouraging the remaining Serbs to endure and stay with their hearth and home, and Patriarch Pavle tirelessly went from one place to another, repeating the same message. During his stay in Prizren on June 29, he called on Yugoslav President Slobodan Milošević to resign ‘for the common good and national salvation.’
 At the beginning of July the Synod made another public statement, asking the international forces to stop the terror at once and to put an end to all vengeance and retribution.


Unlike before in other parts of the former Yugoslavia, this time no monastic or priest left the Eparchy of Rash-Prizren. Bishop Atanasije Rakita said once that besides retaining its spiritual role the SPC had been forced to take over all functions of the state. Bishop Artemije was opposed to a division of Kosovo and Metohija but advocated its cantonisation. After eight hours of talks in Priština on July 2, he and Momčilo Trajković on one side and Hashim Thaqi, the leader of the Kosovo Liberation Army (OVK), on the other signed a joint statement of reconciliation and co-operation in which the signatories condemned the repressive measures of the Belgrade authorities. The pro-regime press in Belgrade reacted sharply against the document.
 Within hours of the two sides committing themselves to work for reconciliation, there was violence and provocations on the part of Albanians. Bishop Artemije and Trajković wrote to the special envoy of the U.N. Secretary-General and the commander-in-chief of KFOR to inform them that they would stop taking part in any co-operation unless Albanian violence against remaining Serbs had been stopped.


At the beginning of July, Patriarch Pavle, Bishop Artemije and Momčilo Trajković asked in an open letter the U.S. president, the U.N. secretary-general, the NATO secretary-general and other international factors to halt the wave of crimes against Serbs in Kosovo. In accordance with a decision of the National Political Council, Bishop Artemije and Momčilo Trajković co-operated through the Kosovo Transitional Council and were consequently attacked for ‘sitting at the same conference table with Thaqi.’ In a statement to a German newspaper at about that time, the patriarch opposed any division of Kosovo and Metohija and said the province should be turned into an arms-free zone. He added that no people should be punished for the mistakes of its leader and that the Germans ought to understand this best.


The bishop of Rash-Prizren, who had been severely criticised for his contacts with Hashim Thaqi and the U.S. secretary of state, Madeleine Albright, and called America’s man, a baptist, etc., said in this connection: ‘I want to stress, first of all, that Kosovo has not been occupied. Because the Yugoslav Army has pulled out of Kosovo, Kosovo has been betrayed  but not occupied. Secondly, all these attacks on me personally and on all my efforts to solve the Kosovo crisis come from one centre...As to Hashim Thaqi, it wasn’t Bishop Artemije who first talked and negotiated with Thaqi, but Serbian President Milan Milutinović at Rambouillet.’ The bishop said that he had not discussed the political status of Kosovo but primarily the security of Serbs and the prevention of violence.


At its regular session in the Patriarchate at Peć on 5 July 1999, the Synod issued a statement in which it expressed its hope that KFOR and the United Nations would help to normalise the situation in Kosovo and Metohija and halt the OVK terror against the Serb, Muslim and Romany population. Somewhat later, on July 11, the National-Political Council of the All-Serb Church-National Assembly wrote to the UNMIK representative to inform him that it had decided to suspend official contacts with KFOR and UNMIK officials as long as the terror against Serbs lasted. Bishop Artemije and Momčilo Trajković nevertheless expressed readiness to resume their co-operation as soon as visible steps had been taken to ensure normal life to the Serbs.


The SPC Bishops’ Conference at the end of July appealed for halting the terror against the Serb population and the destruction of its holy places, churches and monasteries and even whole villages and areas. It did not reiterate the demand for Milošević’s resignation but called for changes starting with the formation of an interim government and the preparation of early elections.


The SPC news service Pravoslavlje-pres, Svetigora, Sveti Knez Lazar,
 Hrišćanska Misao, Pravoslavlje and other church editions kept reporting on developments in Serbia’s south. According to initial accounts, fifty churches had been looted and demolished by August, and the same fate befell twenty more a month later. By that time some 180,000 civilians had been expelled and hundreds killed and kidnapped. These figures were not final.


The statement issued from the September 1999 extraordinary SPC Assembly was somewhat toned-down compared to June, but it nevertheless raised the prospect of spiritual and biological extermination of the Serb people. The Assembly regretted all innocent victims in Kosovo and Metohija regardless of their religious or ethnic affiliation.


At the meeting of the Kosovo Temporary Council on September 29, the representatives of the Serb national community, Bishop Artemije and Momčilo Trajković, resigned over the disastrous situation three months after the arrival of the peace troops. Nonetheless, the bishop was elected president at the inaugural session of the Serb National Council of Kosovo and Metohija held in the residence of the monastery of Gračanica in October. Patriarch Pavle paid another visit to Kosovo and Metohija lasting several days at the beginning of November, and at the beginning of December the Synod asked the U.N. secretary-general, Kofi Annan, to protect believers and places of worship in the province.


  Bishop Artemije and Father Sava (Janjić) were in the United States again in February 2000; they described the visit as the most fruitful to date. The bishop blamed the subversion of peace in Kosovo on both Serb and Albanian extremists, and urged the multi-national peace force to oppose crime and violence and to protect the non-Albanian population from extremists with more vigour. In the opinion of Bishop Artemije and Father Sava, the question of the future status of Kosovo should be shelved until a process of elimination of violence and democratisation had been set in motion not only in Kosovo but also in Serbia and Yugoslavia. The bishop proposed formulating in the meantime a strategy to repatriate Serb expellees, establishing local self-rule in Serb-majority places, and completely disarming the OVK.

SPC, Government, Opposition, SANU

The restoration of rights and privileges has been a stumbling block in the SPC’s relations with the state over the years. The SPC has been insisting on the introduction of religious instruction in schools and the de-nationalisation of church property, but one wonders how far it can go before clashing with certain rights and liberties of citizens such as the freedom of belief, conscience, religion, etc.


Bishop Artemije wrote in his report to the Synod, preparatory to the SPC Assembly in May 1995, that, while the attitude of the state to the Church had remained unchanged as far as his eparchy was concerned, some authorities had grown more arrogant. ‘The refusal of the proper authorities to restore to the churches and monasteries their unjustly confiscated land and other realty, as well as the question of introducing religious instruction in schools, remains an acute problem in these relations. With regard to these questions, it remains to wait for a more propitious time, when they will have been solved in a positive and just manner.’


In a statement issued at its December 1995 extraordinary session, the SPC Assembly warned that no one had the right to sell out and privatise forcibly nationalised church property and threatened to seek protection from appropriate international forums.
 It reiterated its concern about the nationalised church property in a statement from the regular session in May 1996 and in its Christmas message the same year.


The Christmas message also repeated the demand with regard to religious instruction. The Serbian Ministry of Religion responded by forbidding, in 1997, investing the commemoration of St. Sava Day in schools with religious attributes, a gesture interpreted by the SPC as an attempt to reimpose Communism. Religious instruction was carried on for the most part near churches and monasteries but the lack of appropriate textbooks and teaching staff posed a great problem.


The subject of religious instruction was discussed in the Patriarchate on 9 May 1997 between Synod representatives and the Serbian ministers of education and religion, Jovo Todorović and Dragan Dragojlović respectively. It was agreed that the SPC should submit a written application to this effect. An application was sent to the Serbian government the same month and another to the Serbian and Montenegrin ministers of religion on June 3, but no reply was received.


The Synod on 10 July 1997 sent a request to the Serbian president and other state authorities for the restitution of church property seized under various laws after 1945. In Belgrade alone, the SPC lost over fifty buildings and three palaces in this way under the Nationalisation Law.
 The SPC kept repeating such requests in the following years but to no avail.


The SPC Divine College, detached from the University of Belgrade in 1952, is still the only one in the former Communist bloc waiting to be re-incorporated. Opponents to religious instruction in schools argue that a secular state cannot permit a reimposition of a worldview, i.e. any monopoly in the sphere of education. Some Belgrade municipalities, e.g. Palilula, have launched religious classes in municipal rooms held by Theological College students.


The message to the public of May 1995 bore ample evidence of the SPC’s profound disappointment with the regime: ‘Everything that has happened in recent years, especially since August last year, leaves us in no doubt that the spiritual and political heirs to the former Communists are prepared to sacrifice the innocent blood of their people for their survival in power; they reckon that in 1995 too the West and the international community will turn a blind eye to this crime as they did in 1945.’
 The statement from the regular session of the SPC Assembly in May 1996 started with a paragraph in which the bishops owned to their delusions: ‘The last six years had been years of revived hopes of the possibility of radical change in our society; but they have also proved years of great calamity and disappointment.’ The statement expressed concern about the resuscitation of old totalitarian methods in Serbian society and a growing social stratification and urged a spiritual and moral rebirth.


In its Christmas message in 1996 the SPC reiterated the need for a state to rest on legality, respect for the law and justice. On 27 November 1996 Patriarch Pavle urged all parties and the authorities to abide by the rules of democratic behaviour and to respect the freely expressed will of the people in elections. In a message to students on 21 December 1996 he gave them his blessings and praised the dignified expression of their protest. Three days later he called on the citizens and the Serbian authorities to refrain from a violent settlement.


At a meeting on 12 December 1996, the Council of the Orthodox Divinity College came out strongly in support of the local election results and the students’ demands. The SPC issued a message from its extraordinary session in December 1996 in which it condemned the attitude of the regime,
 and the patriarch personally addressed the students and gave them his support on 20 January 1997. Bishop Artemije of Rash-Prizren and Serb and SPC representatives gathered at the All-Serb Church-National Assembly meeting in Priština on 25-26 January 1997 adopted a declaration in support of the Serbian protests.


On 2 February 1997 the SPC criticised the regime for disregarding the people’s will expressed at the local elections and for using force to break up peaceful demonstrations.
 The procession in honour of St. Sava led by Patriarch Pavle in Belgrade on 27 January 1997 was followed by a huge crowd estimated at some 500,000. The police cordons had been removed from the streets after blocking them non-stop for 178 hours.


Patriarch Pavle on 3 February 1997 addressed a ‘Message and Appeal to the People and Government of Serbia’. He urged the people to refrain from any breach of the peace and the law enforcement organs to be just that instead of being guardians of the authorities ‘who are sinking more and more, with such tragic consequences for all of us, in their ignorance of what they are doing.’
 Some SPC members went so far as to propose that an anathema be pronounced on Slobodan Milošević.


At that time the SPC’s political engagement became the subject of public debate. As long as it concerned itself with politics by supporting the present regime there were no objections on this score. But then the SPC strongly condemned the vote-rigging at the end of 1996, and some church circles began to argue that because all relevant institutions, such as the state, the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts (SANU) and others, had failed to define the Serb national interests in the proper way, the SPC had to take over the job.


Since 1997 the SPC leaders have stepped up their diplomatic activities and contacts with foreign state and international organisation representatives. During the SPC Assembly session in 1997, Patriarch Pavle received the U.S. secretary of state, Madeleine Albright, and presented her with a representation outlining the Assembly’s views on the burning issues of the SPC and the Serb people. The Assembly at its extraordinary session later that year called on all SPC believers and responsible factors in society to apply the principles of Christian morals and human ethic values in general to political and human tolerance.


The authorities were particularly irritated by the political activities of the bishop of Rash-Prizren, Artemije. Of all SPC bishops, he was the most frequent target of official wrath; in addition to insulting him in general, some political party leaders close to the authorities accused him of sowing discord instead of making peace between local Serbs on his arrival in his eparchy.


At the middle of June Bishop Artemije said that not only Albanians but also Serbs did not see much point in living in Serbia as it was. He opposed the thesis that the West is the chief generator of domestic ruin and that there was an international conspiracy afoot. He said that the authorities had need of such babble in order to stay in power. ‘The way out lies in ousting the Serbian regime. There can be no solution under the present regime, at least not a just and peaceable solution. Under this regime we can only lose Kosovo, as we lost our other lands–the Republic of Serb Krajina, parts of Bosnia.’


Bishop Artemije spoke out again in December 1998: ‘Under the present regime, there can be no solution to any vital national problem. With this set in power and with this president, there is no solution...I’ve been told by lots of people that the SPC alone remains untarnished, that it has credibility with the people, and that it alone can and ought to do something. However, these are isolated opinions and the people in general are not prepared to follow even the SPC.’


The regime mainly ignored the SPC and Slobodan Milošević never seemed overly upset by its demands to step down; unlike the Serbian deputy prime minister, Vojislav Šešelj, who in January 1999 called Bishop Artemije a lunatic, hireling and traitor, Milošević never openly attacked or insulted SPC leaders. At one time the possibility of excommunicating Šešelj from the SPC on account of his vituperations was raised but the conflict died down.


Following the bombing of Yugoslavia in 1999, the Synod was among the first to raise its voice against the regime. Patriarch Pavle gave the following explanation of the June 15 statement: ‘The purport of that statement is to bring about a government of national salvation to bring together all well-intentioned people regardless of their party affiliation as well as non-party members. Confronted with the tragic position of all our people and our state and convinced that the final judgement and justice are in God’s name, not in the instrumentalised Hague tribunal, we consider that the incumbent President of the State and his government should, in the interests of the people and for its salvation, tender their resignations so that other people, acceptable to the domestic and international publics, could assume the responsibility for their people and its future as a government of national salvation.’
 The regime mouthpieces replied that they were not afraid of the patriarch and that the SPC statement urging the Yugoslav president to resign was a ‘stupidity’.
 Ž. Đorđević wrote in Borba on June 17 that the SPC had ‘offered its vassalage to political vassals’ and ‘sided with the NATO murderers.’


The Episcopate however did not cherish illusions that the people would listen to the  voice of the Church and follow it. Bishop Atanasije offered the following explanation: ‘The Serbs are a shaken people, they’re offering no resistance, they’ve been led astray, the Serbs are the victims of sixty years of Communism. They’ll least listen to the Church.’
 Unlike him, Protopresbyter Žarko Gavrilović considers that if no one else is going to react to the disintegration of Serbdom, ‘the Church in such a situation must, if need be, wrest the levers of power.’


The SPC Bishops’ Conference at the end of July decided that the opposition rally outside the Federal Assembly in Belgrade on Transfiguration, August 19, should be addressed by a vicarial bishop instead of the patriarch. The bishops upheld the demands for change and a transitional government but warned that any change must be effected by peaceful means.


A few days later the SRS said it hoped that the SPC would not collaborate with ‘American servants in Serbia’ and support any party rally. Opposition leaders gathered in the SPC Patriarchate on 9 August 1999 and, according to media reports, reached unanimity on the need for urgent democratic changes.
 Metropolitan Amfilohije confirmed several days later that after his meeting with the opposition leaders, Patriarch Pavle had called on Serbian President Milan Milutinović but declined to elaborate.


The meeting in the Patriarchate had obviously made the SRS rather nervous, because it went so far as to warn the SPC against becoming any party’s subsidiary and medium of manipulation. The Episcopate nevertheless issued a statement pressing for a change of government in the FRY and Vicarial Bishop Atanasije Rakita addressed the August 19 rally in the name of the SPC. The crowd was strongly moved by a letter from Bishop Artemije in which he said that ‘President Milošević and his regime must go, not only because they lost four wars in ten years, but because they started them in the first place and let pass the historic opportunity to free Serbia and the Serb people from the Communist shackles and make them part of democratic, economic and good-husbandry processes.’


The opposition was for some time dissatisfied with the SPC’s position, believing that the SPC was even more aloof from the opposition than from the regime. In the autumn of 1996 a leader of the opposition Coalition Zajedno, Vuk Drašković, resisted a proposal to admit the SPC to its ranks on the grounds that he did not want ‘Serbia to become an Orthodox Iran’.
 Unlike him, the leaders of the Student Protest maintained close ties with the Patriarchate and Patriarch Pavle addressed the students, not the coalition, several times during the 1996/97 demonstrations. The Church was probably disappointed by the opposition’s fragmentation and manifest impotency and had stopped reckoning on it.

Although some liaison was re-established at meetings in the Patriarchate during the summer of 1999, the SPC did not look quite convinced that the opposition would not again show its weaknesses so often manifested in the past. Metropolitan Jovan said this of the opposition: ‘The bishops should leave the opposition alone because its leaders say one thing one day and another thing the next. It is permissible for politicians to change their opinion, but not for the Church. It must adhere to certain morals and certain values. It ought to work for reconciliation, not to sow dissension and division among people.’
 

Patriarch Pavle said at the middle of 1999 that the failure of some political parties to work for the common good rather than their large number was a source of trouble.
 Metropolitan Amfilohije said somewhat later: ‘...of course, the policy of the Belgrade regime is catastrophic and splintering. If one analyses our parties, one finds that an overwhelming majority of them, both Serbian and Montenegrin, are in fact mere factions of one and the same party and ideology, the only difference being that some of them have more or less adapted themselves to democratic trends. But as this is more on the surface, we’ve got a hundred parties of all kinds but at bottom they’re the same rabble.’
 Bishop Artemije for his part reiterated that in his view any change of regime would be a step forward towards the opening of Serbia regardless of which opposition leader took over. He sees a permanent solution in the restoration of monarchy, i.e. the election of a government of experts to pave the way for the return of the Crown to Serbia. The bishop attended all Serbian opposition meetings in Belgrade at the beginning of 2000 in his capacity as SNV president.

Although intellectuals in general have long been convinced that the SPC and the SANU have close relations, statements made by both sides in the past few years show that this is not so. As early as January 1997 Bishop Artemije said that Academician Dobrica Ćosić was an old Communist who had parted with the old regime to try his luck on the democratic scene while in essence remaining an ungodly person.

At the beginning of 1999, in connection with Deacon Velibor Džomić’s book Stradanje srpske crkve pod komunizmom (The Persecution of the Serbian Church under Communism), Dobrica Ćosić wrote to several bishops and the Patriarch to ask them whether the SPC considered the Yugoslav Civil War ended. Džomić replied by again accusing Ćosić of being impious, a Communist and one of those who helped the neo-Communist regime in Serbia to stay in power.

At the beginning of September 1999 the SANU president, Academician Dejan Medaković, told the Podgorica daily Dan that the ‘wandering of the SPC testifies that certain notions remain unexplained in the Synod and the Assembly themselves.’ Medaković said that day-to-day politics was eating into the soul of the SPC and that ecclesiastics had no business at protest rallies. After coming under attack even from some SANU members, he reiterated that in his opinion the Church ought not to meddle in politics but should concern itself with matters of religion and the spiritual rebirth of the Serb people.

In a statement to the Banja Luka newspaper Reporter at the end of August, the Patriarch reiterated that he had asked Serbian President Milan Milutinović that the government should resign and that the SPC favoured a provisional government. He said that the opposition rally in Belgrade on Transfiguration had been a success and that the country’s crisis must be resolved peacefully and democratically. He also said that the Synod was in agreement on a provisional government to pave the way for economic renewal and democratic elections.

Commenting on the SPC’s calls on the Yugoslav and Serbian presidents to resign, the spokesman for the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS), Ivica Dačić, attributed these demands not to the SPC but to certain politicians bent on using the Church as a stepping-stone to power. ‘The Church must be the shepherd of its flock, not the defender of the wolves attacking that flock.’

At the end of October the head of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Bartholomew I, paid a visit to the SPC but this time there was no  reception by Milošević. At the beginning of November Patriarch Pavle gave his blessings to the Student Movement Otpor while state media kept reporting on the co-operation between state organs and the SPC.

On November 29 the Patriarch attended a reception commemorating the defunct Yugoslav federation’s Republic Day, though in 1999 most people were at a loss what to celebrate. The Patriarch’s presence and his felicitations to the president met with sharp criticism among opposition politicians and in the SPC itself. Bishop Artemije wrote the Patriarch a critical letter accusing him, among other things, of ‘fixing the rickety throne of the Destroyer’. The bishop, who like most of his colleagues in the Episcopate advocates the restoration of monarchy, also reproached the patriarch for attending a function commemorating the abolition of the monarchy: ‘What is one to think of that gesture, Your Holiness, what explanation can one offer? What can one say by way of reply to the accusation voiced by many that the Serbian Orthodox Church supported the criminal regime of Mr. Milošević for over eight years and called for his resignation only after becoming disappointed with his conduct of war? This gesture of yours has finally brought to light the hitherto successfully concealed and denied fact that the leadership of the Serbian Orthodox Church is divided and in disagreement, at least as far as its attitude towards the regime of Mr. Milošević is concerned.’
 Metropolitan Amfilohije replied the next day, saying that the patriarch had been misled and told that the occasion would be in commemoration of the union of Serbia and Montenegro. He also said that while he did not approve of Bishop Artemije’s method, he agreed with some points made in the letter.

Is the Church criticising the authorities because it is disappointed at their failure to attain the national goals and, as some maintain, their betrayal of them, or is it criticising the authorities because of their wrong choice of objectives in the first place? Bishop Artemije alone has said something to clarify this controversy. Addressing the first Assembly of Serb Expellees from Kosovo, he said that neither he nor anyone from the Church blames Milošević for losing four wars but for starting them at all.

The regime replied by accusing the SPC of petty-politicking, engaging in secular affairs and letting itself be destroyed by political and partisan manipulation; it also accused some bishops, notably Artemije, of being schismatics and serving occupiers and murderers.
 A number of articles about the clergy were reminiscent of the atmosphere of the 1950s and 1960s, when the ideological crackdown on the Church was at its height. The clergy were criticised in particular for their support of the opposition. ‘Before taking over the municipality, the local leaders of the Coalition Zajedno invited “men of god” to “exorcise demons” from the premises. It is no secret either that priests have backed them everywhere and continue to do so. They are more concerned with politics than with the Church canons law, and are adept at making this pay. The holy scriptures ordain something quite different. Our newfangled priests have turned the Church into their private mints; it is no exaggeration to say that such people sully the cross and all that Orthodoxy holds in reverence. They do not belong either to god or to the people, but to themselves and those whose policy suits them.’

SPC priests who have sanctified all kinds of facilities following opposition local election wins have been criticised from other quarters too. An underlying argument behind this criticism is that about one-third of the citizens are neither Serbs nor Orthodox and that some of them have helped the opposition to win. The objection is misdirected because since priests are not allowed to turn down such invitations it is those who have invited them that owe their voters an explanation. Nevertheless, SPC has somewhat modified its attitude to religious rites: for instance, a parson has celebrated mass in front of some 1,000 inmates of the prisoners’ rehabilitation centre in Požarevac, the first such event in decades; also, the Synod has instructed eparchial archpriests to revive the long-abandoned practice of having local priests pay regular visits to hospitalised Orthodox patients.

Differences Within the SPC

In spite of the SPC’s insistence on the unity of the episcopate, keen observers are aware of wide differences of opinion between bishops with regard to the regime and the participation of the Church in politics. As a journalist has aptly observed, for all their joint principled position the bishops would not be so anonymous in their assessments of the past decade if they were to speak out individually.


 Asked in an interview with Pravoslavlje in the spring of 1996 whether there were two parties in the SPC, namely zealots and moderates, Patriarch Pavle replied that differences did exist but only as to implementing the truth; and Bishop Ignjatije of Braničevo spoke in the same vein at the beginning of 1998. Although church dignitaries strive for the most part to project an image of unity, some of them are all to often shown up by their words and deeds. One does not have to look very closely into church affairs to realise that the Metropolitan of Zagreb-Ljubljana, Jovan, and Bishop Atanasije do not see eye to eye and behave accordingly; in fact, the two are poles apart as far as the SPC is concerned. Between them is a group of bishops who are not seen in public very often; but when they do speak their message is one of moderation and reassurance, devoid of hate and overreaction.


A criticism published in the organ of the Eparchy of Rash-Prizren shows that these differences are not a product of different attitudes to politics and government alone. The anonymous author, who is obviously more sympathetic to the local bishop than to the Bishop Ignjatije of Braničevo wrote the following about the latter’s interview published in February 1997 in the organ of the Eparchy of Vranje, Iskon: ‘The church public has for quite some time been exposed to the teachings of some church shepherds which are confusing to say the least. A division into various “factions” is emerging among the priests and theologians concerning the fundamentals of our faith. Thanks be to God, the disquiet this is causing within the Church has not yet affected the masses of believers because they are still ignorant of the fact. Certain views are condemned or approved in talks behind the scenes; one group accuses another of propagating newfangled, heretical and masonic ideas; the second group replies by accusing the first of being ignorant about theology, the Eucharist and the Church and argues that its teachings are not new but a represent a return to the road of the holy Fathers; and so on and so forth. But all this stays between four walls, i.e. these things are actually shrouded in silence. One such person who is provoking stormy reactions (negative in some and positive in others) is the bishop of Braničevo, Ignjatije (Midić).’
 The author expressed his disagreement with the Bishop’s views on the immortality of the soul, the Church’s attitude to the national identity, political engagement, the clerical profession, religious instruction in schools, ecumenism, etc.


Quotations of some bishops’ statements on the subject of political engagement by priests are perhaps most illustrative of the wide range of opinions held in this regard. Bishop Artemije has said this in reply to the view that the Church should not interfere in politics: ‘You know, those who say that the Church ought not to meddle in politics are the same ones who regard the pursuit of politics as their monopoly, a monopoly they’ve enjoyed for over fifty years. They simply don’t want anybody to even think about politics. I want to assure you that what I’m doing isn’t politics, it’s simply a concern for my people not only in Kosovo and Metohija but for the Serb people as a whole...I don’t engage in politics because I want to seize power...But I’ve been forced to concern myself with non-church matters because the state has failed.’


Bishop Ignjatije of Braničevo said at the beginning of 1997: ‘I’ve always maintained that the identity of all of us Christians stems from the Liturgy...But churchmen have of late–this has actually been going on for some time–been forced to devote their attention to questions of national identity, to the stirring up of rebellions...All these things have little by little begun to cloud the source of our identity. People began to get the impression that we priests and bishops are here to solve political and social questions. Just now the people are waiting to see what the Assembly will decide regarding the elections. We’ll be in trouble if people get mixed up, if they see a Bishop and forget that he’s there to serve at Lord’s table. If people recognise someone as a priest because he’s carrying a placard and walking in front of a crowd, that’s very dangerous...This doesn’t mean that we shouldn’t concern ourselves with politics, quite the contrary; but these things should be accorded their due proportion...’


Bishop Irinej of Bačka considers that ‘...the accusations being levelled by some parties that the SPC is meddling in politics suggest an ignorance of the nature of the Church. The Church is never concerned with daily politics. This is precisely the job for the parties and Parliament. The Church is concerned only with existential and fundamental questions of salvation, the purpose of life and the general good, not only spiritual and otherworldly, but good in every possible sense including the totality of existence.’


Asked to outline his view of the Church’s role in the political life Bishop Irinej of Niš said: ‘I consider that the Church ought to be above all parties and divisions on a political basis and that, as a cohesive force, it ought to rally and bring people closer together and lead them towards a spiritual unity...Both the state and the Church are called upon to care for and look after their people together.’


Protobresbyter Dr. Žarko Gavrilović spoke in the autumn of 1998 about the deep divisions in the episcopate that could result in a rift. In his opinion, the bishops were unable to reach agreement on any one thing. He accused some bishops of collaboration with the regime and the SPC leadership of tacitly approving everything the regime does. On the other hand, Dr. Radovan Bigović said several months later: ‘I find the allegation that there are “hawks” and “doves” in one wing of the Church totally senseless; although I’ve heard it said many times, I’m yet to learn of the criteria for such a classification.’ While Bigović acknowledges that some bishops hold different opinions, he insists that the difference is one of presentation rather than substance.


Various factions have always quietly jockeyed for preponderance in the Patriarchate. In the past people often spoke of a dislike between bishops from Serbia proper and those from north of the Sava and Danube rivers; more recently, however, the focus has shifted to the power of those from the other side of the Drina; the diaspora bishops are also said to be eager to expand their influence, etc. As a rule, the group which succeeded in winning the confidence of the patriarch and establishing control over the Synod carried the day. This was particularly important whenever changes were expected in the Church, and Metropolitan Jovan is surely well aware of this fact. He took over the SPC in 1989-90 when the then patriarch, German, was ill.
 Never before or after did the SPC and the regime appear so much in love with each other as in those months, and the metropolitan never concealed his liking for the regime.


Although German was still alive, Pavle, who was then at the head of the Episcopate of Rash-Prizren, was elected to succeed him at the end of 1990. The new patriarch appeared rather unsure of his step at first: thus, on 11 March 1991, he urged students demonstrating in Belgrade to disperse, only to send them his apologies the next day, saying he had not been briefed on the situation. As early as mid-1991 the relations between the regime and the SPC started to cool gradually, and in 1992 the SPC released a Memorandum in which it disassociated itself from the authorities. The influence of Metropolitan Jovan had apparently been considerably eroded by that time.


When in 1999 the Synod asked Milošević to resign, a church dignitary declared the decision invalid because bishops whose two-year term in office had expired were still in the body. A statement issued after a SPC meeting in the autumn that year was considerably more moderate.


The affair concerning Pravoslavlje pres was the doing of Metropolitan Jovan although his function in the Synod is to look after church finances; church media are the responsibility of  the Metropolitan Amfilohije of Montenegro and the Coastlands. The news agency was launched and Vicarial Bishop Atanasije appointed its editor-in-chief with Amfilohije’s help. Atanasije was relieved of office while Amfilohije was in the United States, so the incident gave rise to rumours of a ‘red coup’ having been effected in the latter’s absence.
 Alleged personal animosity between Jovan and Atanasije is much less plausible as the reason for Atanasije’s removal; one is more inclined to believe that Pravoslavlje pres’ diligent coverage of the situation in Kosovo on a daily basis had begun to irritate the authorities. The agency stopped reporting after Jovan took it over.


Metropolitan Jovan entered the Synod in the autumn of 1999 quite unexpectedly because it had not been customary for a bishop residing abroad to become a member of the body in view of its weekly meetings.


The newly-elected bishop of Mileshevo, Filaret, was formerly in charge of the temple of St. Archangel in Zemun; he is seen sporting a machine-gun in a photograph taken in Bosnia and a child’s scull on a television footage; he was also well-known for organising humanitarian aid collection and his name is mentioned in connection with certain unexplained machinations in this regard.
 In common with Metropolitan Jovan, he avails himself of every opportunity to speak favourably of the authorities and considers that the Church ought not to interfere in politics.
 His election to the present post has been criticised by the organ of the Eparchy of Rash-Prizren, Sveti Knez Lazar. In October 1999 Filaret was received by the Serbian deputy prime minister, Dr. Vojislav Šešelj. The bishop said on this occasion that a number of priests had made inappropriate and thoughtless statements and gestures and that the Church must be above all matters of daily politics. He added that the Government had manifested repeatedly in practice its readiness to co-operate with and help the SPC.


Metropolitan Amfilohije reacted to Bishop Filaret’s statements as follows: ‘Every Christian, and so every bishop, has his personal responsibility. The thing the bishop of Mileshevo did, you know, is his personal responsibility, and I may not like it. My opinion is that the bishop shouldn’t have done it. But since all bishops go through an initial stage in office, we might call this the initial stage in office of the good bishop of Mileshevo.’


Bishop Atanasije, one of the oldest and most frequent critics of the regime (as well as of the opposition), a sharp-tongued anti-Communist, retired in the autumn of 1999 on grounds of poor health. For the first time in the post-1918 history of the SPC a bishop retired without having been told to do so by the Church under pressure from the authorities. (None of Atanasije’s predecessors had retired of his own free will: Metropolitan Josif, Bishop Irinej of Bačka, Vicarial Bishop Varnava and Metropolitan Arsenije had all been interned, pensioned off or tried by the regime after the Second World War.)


In accordance with the rules of the Orthodox Church, bishops are elected for life. A bishop may not be relieved of office or retired, and when he becomes too old to perform his functions a vicarial bishop is appointed to assist him. The explanation given in connection with Bishop Atanasije’s retirement cited health reasons.
 The Synod secretary, Gradimir Stanić, has denied that the decision to grant Atanasije’s request had been contrary to the Church rules and canon law and that the bishop had had difficulty holding the chalice. However, one should not rule out the possibility that the bishop withdrew in protest against the policy of the SPC leaders, or that the SPC had been under pressure to see him off. The second version will no doubt gain in credibility if other bishops critical of the regime are made to go shortly.


Although the monastery of Chilandar is not under the jurisdiction of the SPC but of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and its monastics are Greek citizens, the scandal which broke out towards the end of 1997 following the presentation by the monastery of a gold coin to Slobodan Milošević throws further light on the relations within the SPC. When students demonstrated in Belgrade streets in the winter of 1996/7, the monastics in Chilandar sent them a copy of the processional icon of the Virgin with Three Hands, the most highly venerated icon at the monastery, in token of their support. Somewhat later the monastery’s custodian, Father Mitrofan, presented the first gold coin minted to commemorate Chilandar’s eighth centenary to the very person against whom the students had been protesting and that on soil under the jurisdiction of the SPC (which may mean that he had done this with the blessings of both patriarchs). The gesture provoked a public outcry, all the more so as Milošević’s arrogant visit to the monastery in April 1991 had not been forgotten. The monastery’s brotherhood promptly distanced themselves from their brother Mitrofan’s act.

The SPC’s Attitude to Ecumenism and the WCC

The participation of the SPC in the World Council of Churches (WCC) and its position on ecumenism (especially the ecumenical dialogue espoused by the Roman Catholic Church) may have caused more disagreement among the bishops than any other issue in recent years. Since the mid-1960s the WCC has been joined by 23 churches (Protestant and Orthodox); the RCC is not a member. The SPC was the last Orthodox church to take an active part in the work of the organisation in 1965. SPC representatives participated in the work of WCC bodies with the blessing of SFRY state authorities, who saw their chance to influence the policy of the WCC in accordance with the country’s foreign policy objective in this way. Before officially joining the WCC, the SPC had been receiving from it not inconsiderable material help for over fifteen years.


Ecumenism as a way of transcending narrow national and confessional interests has always had strong opponents in the SPC. The Greek and Russian church hierarchies are also reserved towards ecumenism, considering it unnecessary and even harmful because the Catholics insist on the primacy of the Pope. Archimandrite Justin Popović was notably a bitter critic of both ecumenism and the WCC.
 Not infrequently ecumenism has been condemned as a mortal danger for Orthodoxy or its betrayal, while the Ecumenical Patriarchate has been branded as a masonic organisation in the service of the ‘new world order’.


By decision of the SPC in 1994, Bishop Artemije of Rash-Prizren was chosen to submit a report on the relations between the SPC and the WCC. Artemije reported that the very name of the WCC ‘embodies the total heresy of this pseudo-church organisation’ and that the ‘history of the World Council of Churches has its prehistory in a modern heresy–the panheresy called ECUMENISM’. He proposed that the SPC Assembly should adopt a decision to terminate the SPC’s membership of the WCC and to put an end to the practice of ecumenical activities of  all kinds and of active participation in ‘ecumenical ungodly manifestations’. He cited the following reasons for such a decision by the Assembly:


‘1. In deference to St. Paul, who advises and ordains: ‘A man that is heretic after the first and second admonition reject.’


 2. Because it would be in agreement with all the holy Canons of the Orthodox Church against which we have so far gravely offended.


 3. Because there is no one among the Holy Fathers of the Church whose teachings, life and deeds could be held up to justify our membership of and further participation in the non-church organisation WCC and similar ones.


 4. Because it would help save our souls and the souls of the flock entrusted to us who have been profoundly shocked and corrupted by our “ecumenics” so far...’


In his report Bishop Artemije was especially critical of the attitude of the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s former head, Athenagoras I, and his successors towards questions relating to the ecumenical movement and the activities of the WCC. The Ecumenical Patriarchate responded by barring, at the beginning of 1996, Artemije from the Holy Mountain of Athos and Patriarch Bartholomew I for his part advised the bishop to keep to the ‘order and traditions of the Orthodox Church’. Artemije replied in a letter to the SPC Synod that ‘There is no one in the world who could harm the reputation of the Ecumenical Patriarchate  as much as Patriarch Bartholomew himself and members of his Episcopacy can with their ecumenical deeds and statements which are well-known all over the world.’


Hieromonach Sava Janjić published in Prizren in 1995 the book Ekumenizam i vreme apostazije (Ecumenism and an Age of Apostasy), which represents perhaps the most violent attack on ecumenism yet. Father Sava refers to ecumenism as an evil which, like all other evils, comes from the West and has no kind words to say about Islam and the Jews either.


During the armed conflict in the former Yugoslavia representatives of different faiths issued several joint statements and made several joint appearances. The patriarch condemned the attacks on the Bajrakli mosque and the parish office of St. Ante in Belgrade,
 and had previously sent an ecumenical message following the publication of an anti-Semitic article. Nevertheless, the SPC ought to have shown itself much more willing to condemn all religious intolerance and discrimination. Critically-intoned articles on minor religious organisations and sects, and on the RCC, have been published by the church press on quite a few occasions. Their authors have been particularly touchy about  aid flowing in through humanitarian organisations connected with Protestant churches the world over. The thesis that only a good Orthodox can be a good Serb is still propounded by both priests and laymen. There is an underlying concern in the SPC at large that if religious communities are allowed to operate in more liberal conditions the Serb nation may be divided on religious grounds too.


In 1995 John Taylor of the WCC, who advises the European Church Conference on the former Yugoslavia, defended the attitude of the SPC. He said in Belgrade that in his opinion the SPC was apolitical and that it had preserved an equidistance from both government and politicians in general. But the WCC kept reproaching the SPC and the SPC took this criticism with much resentment.


In 1997 a number of monastics addressed an Appeal to the SPC, asking it to renounce its membership of the WCC. The SPC Assembly at a regular session that year considered the matter and decided to propose to all Orthodox churches and to the patriarch of the Ecumenical Patriarchate to convoke an all-Orthodox session to consult on a joint position towards the WCC.
 First commentaries during and after the Assembly said that the initiative had come from Bishop Artemije and Metropolitan Amfilohije, and Artemije confirmed in a later conversation that he had been the prime mover wishing primarily to preserve the purity of the Orthodox faith.


But not all bishops were sure that ecumenism was all that bad. Bishop Ignjatije of Braničevo said at the time: ‘As to ecumenism, we should first of all be agreed on what the word ecumenism means. Ecumenism can be positive, but it can also be negative, politically. If we Christians all of us want to be one in our Lord, then we cannot shut ourselves off, we cannot spit at everybody and build our identity in that way.’ The bishop said that the positive ecumenism was the essence of the Church and that he would not renounce it, but that there was also another side to it, the so-called political ecumenism and that some people in the Church were against it.


In May 1998 the Assembly again debated the whole range of issues related to Orthodoxy’s attitude to the ecumenical movement, and bishops again disagreed with each other. The Assembly adopted the conclusions of the all-Orthodox consultation in Thessaloniki whose participants agreed to start official talks with the WCC on the inadmissibility of the organisation’s present concept, structure and methodology and the need to place it on a new footing. That year the SPC sent two representatives to the WCC  Assembly in Harare. In the meantime, the decision to pull out of the organisation had neither been cancelled nor given effect to, and the opponents of both ecumenism and the WCC wrote that the imported heresy can only be ‘smitten with the sword of the Spirit’.

 
The strong anti-Western sentiments which have been in evidence in a segment of the SPC for a long time are most clearly expressed in Nikolaj Velimirović’s and Justin Popović’s writings about Europe and the West. These two authors are among the most abundantly quoted domestic theologians in the past twenty years or so by both church and non-church circles. Their teachings that Catholicism and Protestantism are a heresy and a betrayal of Christianity and that Catholic ecumenism is a continuation of the centuries-old drive by the Vatican to expand its jurisdiction to the Balkans at the expense of the SPC have further been elaborated by their followers.

The publishing house Svetigora issued in 1997 a translation of Alexander Schmemann’s book Of Water and Spirit, London, 1976. The book’s editor and translator, Matej Arsenijević, wrote on this occasion: ‘Schmemann perceives infallibly that the Western Christian mind is the spiritual father of the Western secular mind, for it was this mind that carried out the first secularisation of the world and culture during the early Middle Ages in the West. The second secularisation–starting at the time of Humanism and the Renaissance, and developing through European Enlightenment of the eighteenth century and God-fighting Utopianism of the nineteenth, to the October Revolution of 1917 and the totalitarian ideologies of the first half of the twentieth century–only represents a logical continuation of the first. The third secularisation is a process aiming to realise the idea of “secular eschatology” (globalism), i.e. institutional and planetary realisation of a subtly totalitarian man-worshipping utopia (the “New World Order”) marking the “End of (old, Christian) History” and the beginning of a new “Millennium of Man”.

The author wrote somewhat later that ‘Orthodoxy’s reply to the West’s inquiry must follow another course, not through ecumenism which represents yet another link in a chain of perilous Western cul-de-sacs into which the West is drawing Orthodoxy, for the object of global ecumenism is not the return of the heterodox to Orthodoxy, but the integration of Orthodoxy into the West.’

The NATO bombing of the FRY has increased the feeling of deep mistrust and fear, and even hatred of the West. ‘NATO-cum-the West promises life but brings death. It promises happiness but brings misfortune. It promises wellbeing and salvation but brings destruction and ruin. It promises freedom but brings occupation. It promises light but brings darkness, for it is the servant of the apocryphal light-giver (Lucifer, the Statue of Freedom, the Western god), the bringer of gloom, the father of falsity. That civilisation actually refutes and denies with each and every of its (mis)deeds its professed fundamental humanistic and democratic principles. All this shows that NATO-cum-the West is a civilisation of satanic lies, it is built on satanic lies about man, the world, history...’

Increasingly frequently, however, one can hear other, albeit toned-down opinions that the West and America are not the only cause of the domestic calamity. In mid-1999 Patriarch Pavle made clear that the Serb character and mentality are not above reproach: ‘Of course, we are guilty of wrongs and sins, but so are others in Europe and in America. I’m saying this without wishing to shuffle our responsibility off onto others. We have for years been portrayed by our enemies as criminals unworthy to be called men. Day in and day out this went on on radio and television across the world, so it had to leave a lasting impression even among benevolent people. It goes without saying that there are criminals and crimes in our midst. They are to be found in every people, especially in war. But when the all-powerful ones use one set of standards to judge us and another to judge others, it is clear what picture will have been painted and with what consequences...To be quite honest, people abroad did find it difficult to figure out all our internal relations...Unfortunately, foreigners take sides according to their momentary emotions, according to their interests and the information they received from various media establishments. Even when they are well-intentioned they cannot comprehend our roots and reasons.’

Old and New Schisms and Divisions

All the schisms within the SPC have been caused by politics, being motivated by political rather than religious grounds. Some of them have lasted for over thirty years, e.g. the diaspora schism of 1963 and the question of the Macedonian Orthodox Church. Others, such as the current controversies in Montenegro and Croatia (e.g. the 1996 initiative to revive the Croatian Orthodox Church), are of more recent date but with a long pre-history.


The joint liturgy celebrated by Patriarch Pavle and Metropolitan Irinej (Kovačević) of New Gracanica (U.S.A.) in the Belgrade Cathedral in 1993 signified a reconciliation but not the end of all problems stemming from the schism in the diaspora. The controversy involving a new Constitution to be applied to the Church as a whole and disputes over property continue. The patriarch has been to the United States several times in an effort to give his personal contribution to the resolution of the problems but the issue remains topical.

Macedonia

The creation of a separate Macedonian state and nation within the Yugoslav federation after the Second World War gave rise early on to aspirations after an autocephalous Macedonian Orthodox church. At a church-national assembly in Ohrid in 1958 three eparchies broke away and combined to form the independent and autonomous Macedonian Orthodox Church (MPC). The following year the SPC Assembly agreed that the new church could perform religious rites in the Macedonian language and elect local bishops and priests, but insisted that the patriarch should remain the supreme head of both the SPC and the MPC. The latter declared itself autocephalous unilaterally in 1967. Although, according to church canons, a church may be declared autocephalous only by its mother-church, other Orthodox churches have broken the rule before. An extraordinary session of the SPC the same year refused to convert the autonomy into autocephaly because of the anti-canonic method employed by the MPC Synod with the backing above all of Macedonian state authorities but also federal agencies.


The problem remained unsolved but dormant over the next ten years or so and was brought back into focus following the establishment of the Macedonian state in the early 1990s. For a time the MPC co-ordinated its activities with the programme of the VMRO-DPMNE party and this was evident in the address of Bishop Petar to the party’s congress in Prilep in 1993. In May the following year the MPC head condemned the ‘Serbian state and the SPC as the enemies of the Macedonian people’.


SPC and MPC delegations resumed negotiations at the beginning of 1995, but the SPC Assembly in May confirmed the 1967 decision to discontinue the liturgical communication and church togetherness with the MPC.


After the FR Yugoslavia and the Republic of Macedonia signed an agreement on 9 April 1996 to regulate their relations and promote bilateral co-operation, people began to believe that the SPC and the MPC might follow suit. Nevertheless, in June 1997, the SPC Assembly expressed its concern over the disfranchisement of the SPC in Macedonia and entrusted the administration of its eparchies to Patriarch Pavle following the resignation of Bishop Pahomije of Vranje.


The negotiations were resumed at the end of 1998 with the mediation of the Greek metropolitan, Christodoulos. According to first reports, the name under which the Macedonian church was to be accepted was the prime issue, not its autocephaly. It turned out, however, that both sides insisted on their original positions, the SPC advocating autonomy and the Macedonians demanding autocephaly.
 Some sources said that they had invoked the promise of the late Patriarch German that they would get autocephaly when they had their own state. The promise is not binding on the SPC, however, because its Synod has never approved such a thing. The two sides agreed to next meet at the monastery of Kalenić in Serbia in April but the air strikes on the FRY spoiled the arrangement.


Archbishop Mihailo died in the meantime and, to everybody’s surprise, the metropolitan of Bregalnica, Stefan, was elected head of the MPC. Metropolitan Petar, a chief favourite, had celebrated mass jointly with Bulgarian bishops in a Bulgarian church, but it was of no help. He announced at the time that the MPC had been recognised by the Bulgarian Orthodox Church (BPC) and Macedonian Prime Minister Ljubčo Georgievski confirmed this a little later; but the BPC head, Maxim, denied this. Macedonian media alleged that the new archbishop was close to Georgievski and his family and that his election had been no accident.


At the middle of January 2000 Georgievski wrote to Patriarch Bartholomew of the Ecumenical Patriarchate to ask him to recognise the MPC as autocephalous. At the same time the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Greek Orthodox Church were said to be willing to mediate between the SPC and the MPC and to even recognise the latter under the name of the Archiepiscopate of Ohrid on condition that the Macedonian state changed its name.

Montenegro

The idea to establish an independent church in Montenegro originated in the pro-regime church circles in 1945. Although the number of priests who supported the Resolution of Nikšić gradually declined, the religious situation in Montenegro remained difficult. The priests were under constant pressure from the authorities and many of them, unable to make the ends meet, left the church and applied for government jobs. The conflict culminated in the trial of Metropolitan Arsenije Bradvarević for ‘anti-state activities’ in Podgorica (then Titograd) in 1954. The polemic about an autocephalous Montenegrin church continued for the most part within church and scientific circles.
 Although the Metropolitanate of Cetinje had never applied for nor been granted autocephaly in the past, it operated autonomously for a long time. The advocates of autocephaly base their claim on this fact, some misquotations (e.g. a syntagm of two Greek jurists from 1855), certain works of Nikodim Milaš, etc.


The proponents of Montenegrinhood set up a Committee on the Restoration of the Autocephaly of the Montenegrin Orthodox Church (CPC). With the support of the Liberal Party, the Committee proclaimed the SPC priest in Canada, Antonije Abramović, bishop of the CPC in Cetinje on St. Luke’s Day in 1993. The upstart bishop was soon made to leave Montenegro, was thrown out of the ranks of priests in the United States, and was defrocked in May 1995.
 At the middle of the same year the Committee officially ceased to exist.


The SPC gazette, Glasnik, published an article in June 1996 describing the Montenegrin autocephaly movement as the chief tool of the Vatican’s proselytical policy designed to undermine the SPC. The author argues that, since eparchial boundaries do not coincide with the state borders of the FRY, the demand for an independent church throughout its territory is groundless.


Meanwhile a new pretender to the office of Montenegrin church leader has appeared; he is a former SPC priest with a dubious past and his name is Miraš Dedeić. He was defrocked by the Ecumenical Patriarchate, whose ranks he had joined, on 4 April 1997. The SPC Assembly in May 1998 denounced Dedeić’s splintering activity, and announced after an emergency session in November the same year that Dedeić had been excommunicated and anathematised.
 Nevertheless Dedeić was chirotonised by Bulgaria’s schismatic patriarch, Pimen, in Sofia.


On St. Luke’s day, 31 October 1997, Montenegrin President Milo Đukanović paid reverence to the reliquary of St. Peter of Cetinje, a reassuring gesture eliciting extremely favourable reactions from the SPC.
 Asked what he thought of the schism, Đukanović said in an interview the following year that the problem was more of a political than a religious nature and that he was not sure that Montenegrins were particularly religious.
 He also said that the Metropolitanate of Montenegro and the Coastlands had a special place in the history of Montenegro.


Metropolitan Amfilohije confirmed in mid-January 1999 that he had personally dissuaded the president of the opposition Socialist People’s Party (SNP) and federal prime minister, Momir Bulatović, and other senior party members from abusing street celebrations of the Orthodox New Year for political ends.


The relations became strained again at the beginning of February after the Montenegrin deputy prime minister and president of the National Party, Novak Kilibarda, said that the Montenegrin Orthodox Church (CPC) must be treated with due respect. The Metropolitanate of Montenegro and the Coastlands reacted with a sharp-worded statement, expressing its disbelief that anyone could have equated a group of impostors with a church recognised by canon law and the Ecumenical Patriarchate.
 Several days later a church near Cetinje was broken into and the unrecognised bishop Mihailo and other priests celebrated mass in it. Similar attacks on other church buildings also occurred.


The following session of the Montenegrin Assembly saw a bitter polemic focusing on church matters. The SNP deputies accused the ruling Montenegrin coalition of tacitly supporting the advocates of autocephaly while those from the Liberal Alliance retorted that the SNP was trying to divide Montenegrins.


At the end of March the Eparchial Council of the Metropolitanate of Montenegro and the Coastlands held its first regular session in Podgorica at which it considered the questions of getting back church property and protecting it against the onslaughts of the ‘newly-emerged tribal-political sect falsely representing itself as the Montenegrin Church.’

The CPC went along and installed on St. Luke’s Day and its seventh anniversary the defrocked priest Živorad Pavlović as its parson in Podgorica. The SPC suspects that Pavlović has misappropriated a large sum of money.
 Ten days or so Dedeić, Pavlović and others tried to force their way into a church in Nikšić and more incidents followed. A most serious incident occurred during a concert of sacred music in the Montenegrin National Theatre in Podgorica at the beginning of 2000. A ceremony of burning yule-logs on Orthodox Christmas Eve in Cetinje was the scene of yet another confrontation: while SPC representatives burned logs brought in from all parts of Montenegro outside the monastery, supporters of the unrecognised CPC staged a celebration of their own in King Nikola Square some 300 metres away, with a strong police force separating the two. The event outside the monastery was attended by the Montenegrin parliament speaker, Svetozar Marović, and the Montenegrin minister of religions, Slobodan Tomović. The same evening a procession in Podgorica, including Montenegrin deputy prime ministers Žarko Rakčević and Dragiša Burzan, was prevented from burning yule-logs in front of the Petrović Palace in the capital’s neighbourhood of Kruševac. The Montenegrin prime minister, Filip Vujanović, did not send his Christmas felicitations to Metropolitan Amfilohije.

Commenting on the situation in Montenegro, the metropolitan said that the Metropolitanate had its mission to perform and had seen in the eight centuries of its existence many regimes, empires and dictators come and go. ‘The Church respects everything worthy of respect in any government. Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that are God’s. However, when the powers that be reach for something which is not theirs but God’s, then the Church can’t help resist them. Ours is an age of mischief. The present government, too, is under the influence of this mischief which reigns over these parts,’ he said. Asked about the Metropolitanate’s position on the Montenegrin president, Amfilohije said that the Church was praying to God that the government and the powers that be should become more steadfast in their attitude towards certain values which must not be devalued to mere bargaining chips.

In mid-January the CPC was registered by the police in Cetinje. The federal prime minister, Momir Bulatović, said that the registration had been calculated at provoking clashes, historians began to argue again whether or not the church in Montenegro had ever been autocephalous, and political parties took sides. A much greater danger however lurks in the threat of the newly-registered religious community to wrest the sacral buildings in Montenegro from the Metropolitanate of Montenegro and the Coastlands. The statement by Novak Kilibarda that while no one was to touch the property of the Metropolitanate, the CPC could raise the question of restitution of its property before a court of law added fuel to the flames.

***

The SPC has a long road behind itself: at first it was very close to the regime; then it gradually distanced itself from it and became friendly with the opposition; then it drew away from the opposition too and ended up somehow passive. The Church feels terribly let down by both and quite a few in its ranks demand that it should take over the levers of power. The majority in it are convinced however that something like that is just not possible. The SPC is as divided as society itself. Among the bishops there are advocates of various options and roads. While the SPC strives to project a semblance of unity, a struggle for influence goes on inside it. At the moment the opponents of the regime are the most vociferous but they may not be the most influential in the SPC. One also wonders how long the SPC can go on resisting the regime without being affected internally. History teaches us that the Church has emerged from the majority of such conflicts beaten and bruised, but analogies of this kind are not infallible. The SPC’s co-operation with the opposition has not produced great results and it remains to be seen what the future will bring.


Although new voices speaking a different language can be heard in the SPC, the language of isolationism is still strong. Do these voices mean that something is changing, or is the SPC merely trying in this way to preserve what is left? Its frequent calls for moral and spiritual rebirth of society and a return to traditional values have lost their meaning in the face of a general deterioration. The SPC might do well to recall the words of the bishop of Niš, Inokentije, who in 1897 wrote this to Metropolitan Mihailo regarding an important state and church question: ‘If we proceed wisely, we can achieve as much in peace as we can in a happy war.’

Obrad Savić



DESTRUCTION OF UNIVERSITY IN SERBIA

“Professionalism itself may not necessarily be

an Anglo-American disease,” but it is hard not

to be struck by the degree to which academics 

in Continental Western Europe fail, unlike their

their British and American counterparts, to perceive

themselves as members of a profession

analogous to the professions of medicine and law.

Instead they tend to view themselves as being part

of the grand corps d’’Etat, of an academic estate

closely related to, or intimately a part of the

state.” (Francis Oakley, “The Elusive Academic

Profession: Complexity and Change”, in: DAEDALUS

FALL, 1997.)  
Political backdrop

The new University Act, adopted on 26 may 1998 at the first regular session of the National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia, emerged under emergency political and legal conditions, in the period of increased administrative pressure on the high education system in Serbia. Anti-democratic objectives of the new act pointed to the regime’s intention to crush the university autonomy and negated publicly proclaimed educational goals in Serbia. The manner in which the Act was prepared, formulated and finally, under unfavorable conditions (without consent of legitimate representatives of academic community) passed, clearly indicated that the state would radically pile pressure on the university. Sudden suspension of academic freedoms and increasingly strict control of “the unruly university” emerged as a part of the general process of etatization of social institutions in Serbia. The University Act, the Public Information Law, the Privatization Act and finally the Act on Non-Governmental Institutions (in the offing) are intended to provide legal legitimacy (cover) to an allegedly lawful state-controlled siege of society. Judging by the political and legal implications of the aforementioned acts and laws, they constitute a unique juridical document of state terror against the educational system in Serbia.


When in ealry 1998 the state-run media heralded the regime’s intention to introduce a new Act on University, there were polarized reactions to that possibility between different population strata. In fact two totally different and radically confronted interpretations of the new act emerged.


Pro-democracy individuals and strata maintained that the new law represented a retaliatory vehicle of the regime bent on punishing those universities which in the previous clash of political interests sided with the opposition parties. This one-sided interpretation of the regime’s motivation was based on the fact that university became a central political stronghold of the anti-regime forces during the political turmoil caused by the 1996 local elections rigging. In fact a stormy history of civil and students’ protest in 1996/97 shifted the regime’s focus once again on the social and political status of university, which was increasingly escaping the ruling clique’s control. During the protests local initiatives at faculties were taken over by the academic groupings, which despite their diverse political and ideological leanings, formed a broad-based front against the repressive system. In a long and exhausting uphill battle against the regime, which could not or did not want to accept the political will of citizens, university sided with the exponents of the political option espousing legality and consequently, respect for electoral results. The regime tried to distort or falsify democratically expressed will of citizens at the “local elections.” Only after a firm pressure of citizens, the political opposition and the international community, local elections results were recognized and consequences thereof accepted. For the first time in its history the political, legal and moral dignity of the regime was badly shaken. In the period of tumultuous civil protests universities in Serbia began their political emancipation from the tutorship of their undemocratic founder. Many educated citizens, members of middle class, began to harbour hope that the society might be finally rid of its arrogant, authoritarian authorities. The academic elite sided with the political opposition parties united in a temporary political block called the Zajedno Coalition. As the anti-regime “coalition block” was composed of different political elements (both monarchists and republicans) it understandably promoted quite diverse, and even contradictory political ideas. The Zajedno Coalition was headed by leaders of the Serbian Renewal Movement, Vuk Drašković, of Democratic Party, Zoran Đinđić, and of the Civic Alliance of Serbia, Vesna Pešić. During the 1996/97 protests large groups of hybrid, heterogeneous individuals (notably from the university circles) and parties rallied around the Coalition. Members of the academic community took political stands on the basis of their party membership, which in turn represented a too narrow framework for formulating an unified political program. Temporary party interests of different members of the Coalition could not conceal deep differences within the unprincipled political front. Despite its democratic rhetoric, urban signs and “embellished political gestures,” the protests could not outgrow the existing nationalistic framework. On the contrary, the radical nationalistic option, embedded in the 1991 militarism, war and ethnic conflicts, took on the civic tones and democratic decorum. Future political analysts will be tasked with explaining the causes and consequences of that perverted democratic euphoria, irresponsibly called “critical patriotism” by Predrag Palavestra, President of the Serbian Pen Centre. Democratic disguise of nationalists was motivated by sheer propaganda interests: through the protests “the new democrats” tried to improve or in the international scene embellish a very poor image of Serbia. The Serbian ‘intellectual elite” wearing an amoral mask of “soft nationalism” abused the “public civic protests” and turned it into an adequate theater for publicly laundering its political biographies. This is the right key for understanding bizarre democratic scenes in which the lead civil roles were played by the chauvinists who in 1991 had been the main instigators of the nationalistic hatred and ethnic-cleansing. “The national and civil” block could not articulate a normative project leading to a productive correction of state and fruitful transformation of society, as that very block did not have any genuine, serious and comprehensive political project to put forward and fight for. In other words as an institutional focal point of the national culture, University in Serbia failed to mobilize those intellectual forces which at the watershed were bound to come up with a solution to the dead-ended democratic transition. Academics failed to grasp the reality, due to their dual roles: in that period they functioned both as subjects and objects of the state indoctrination and the regime manipulation! Analysis of the majority of political symbols, images, signs, discourses created and used during the 1996/1997 civic protests, makes us conclude that the protests were in fact a partial revolt against the state. Due to total political polarization or division into the pro-regime and anti-regime forces, into the state apologists and civil opponents, no normative demands for structural transformation of the state and simultaneous democratic consolidation of the civil society of Serbia were voiced at the protests. At this point it bears reminding our readers that democracy, judged by its strategic goals, is a dual process encompassing both modernization and rationalization of a state and a society. Ambitions of civil society protagonists, who tried to impose themselves as the only corrective force of an anti-democratic state, were both unrealistic and -wrong. If we at least temporarily agree that democracy is ‘a vacancy unfilled by any authority’, then the task of the democratic opposition is to take a responsible stand on institutional framework of those very authorities. By extension it means that the opposition must forgo a fluid anti-government policy and genuinely engage itself in redistribution of institutionalized forms of power (division of power). In that respect the political task of the university is to form solid citizenry able to perform a major task of democratic transformation, and not the one of nationalistic levelization of state and society.


Anti-democratic individuals and strata of Serbia are parasites, closely linked to the regime. In line with the aforementioned they defended the idea of promulgation of the new University Act and moreover engaged in impassioned rhetoric, with a view of justifying ‘sacrosanct’ rights (or rather interventions) of the state in matters legal. While laying the groundwork for the new University Act the regime cynically invoked the fact that educational institutions were of special national interest and as such could not be “subjected to whims and moods of the street.”! But importance of high education system was not deduced from a rational concept of national or state interest, but rather from brutal political will of the ruling coalition (the Serbian Socialist Party, the Serbian Radical Party, the Associated Yugoslav Left). Despite the academic community’s assertions of its intention to comply with the principles of freedom, autonomy and self-determination, the authorities insisted that the community was primarily bound to prove its loyalty to its founder-the state. That external claim addressed to the University, in the regime’s viewpoint was seriously threatened during the protests. After the failure of the 1996/97 protests, which were systematically undermined by irresponsible leaders of the Zajedno Coalition (it is a notorious fact that some of them engaged in behind-the-scenes bargaining with Slobodan Milošević) the regime consolidated itself and gained the upper hand. The authorities were resolved to “discipline” the society in an authoritarian way, and to restore obedience in educational system, in its theoretical and scientific units. The state also “took on an additional commitment to educate the nation” when the civil unrest ( which found refuge in the University) was broken up. Normativistic rhetoric which accompanied an accelerated process of the political and legal etatization of high education institutions and the ancillary academic practices is well-known. Despite its claims to “protection of general interest”, the regime’s education-related measures did not aim to produce administrative and expert competences needed for rationalization of the university and modernization of our society and state.


The version offered to the public at large, as masterminded by the official ideologues of the regime, rallied around the state-party apparatus, was that “the task of the new University Act was to resuscitate the badly-imparied reputation of national education.” Professor of the Law Faculty, Ratko Marković, in his capacity of Vice President of the government of Serbia, took on the role of the principal advocate of the new act, by publicly hyping generally acceptable legal arguments favoring and underpinning the Act’s adoption. According to the pro-regime daily Politika, several days prior to the adoption of the controversial University Act, Marković disclosed the regime’s intentions: “There is no autonomy in management of a state university, or in the university one founded by the Republic. Universities were conceived as state institutions and prerogatives and authorizations of the state stem from the state property. Autonomy can be exercised in implementation of educational programs and plans and not in management.” Vice President Marković also added that some absurd propositions, detrimental to the university, were avoided in the University Bill. For example members of University Councils, either from the ranks of educational professionals or administrative personnel, took part in the election of full-time professors...therefore for deans it was frequently more important to ensure the backing of non-educational personnel. Dr. M. Bojić, stressed that “he, as a member of the government, can responsibly maintain that the government is not engaged in any kind of retaliatory action against the university.” Bojić added that the “the owner of the capital, that is the founder, the manager, the state will undoubtedly select the highest quality personnel.”
 The regime tried to justify the announced “rationalization” of the university in Serbia by economic logic: ‘reform of high education system is motivated by rational economic and state interests, and not by irrational social policy!’ When the operation of the installment of the new University Act was successfully completed, President of the FRY, Slobodan Milošević made a rather surreal and brief statement: “ For me the University is equally important as any agricultural commune.”
 


Issues of the new status of University have extremely polarized political and cultural public opinion in Serbia. Academics launched claims that a single autonomous space of knowledge (the University) had to be established, while the government staked a completely opposite claim that the education should become primarily a spawning ground of the state cadres (and not the one of the civil life protagonists.) Obviously the two claims could not be reconciled, and consequently a middle-ground for compromise could not be found. Highly polarized legal and political debates, and confrontations between the regime and the opposition intensified when at the Third regular session of the National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia “MPs, with an absolute majority of 153 votes against 43, adopted the University Bill.”


Enforcement of the University Act


After a hasty adoption of the University Act, which was published on 28 May 1998 in the “Official Gazette of the Socialist Republic of Serbia” (Year LIV-no.20, Belgrade, 28 may 1998) Ratko Marković, Vice President of the Government of Serbia 

assessed, according to the BETA news agency, that “anarchy engulfed some faculties and universities in Serbia” and added that he hoped that “the proposed Act would cure their sickness.”
 Although the school-year was drawing to a close, adoption and promulgation of the new University Act caused additional tensions threatening to evolve into serious conflicts. First reactions against the repressive act suspending the university autonomy emerged in the sphere of moral criticism. That is a controversial University Act was criticized from ethic grounds which invoked moral and intellectual responsibility. Main message and assertion of seditious academic ricles was that the Belgrade University -once a prestigious institution nurturing honorable history of modern European history- had been turned into a “party school,” an incubator of blunt political conformism. Moralistic argumentation was especially reactivated after brutal and arbitrary enforcement of the new University Act. Unlawful enforcement of that anti-democratic Act had the following consequences: early retirement, dismissals or suspension of many professors. This in turn caused stormy protests of rebelled professors and students. Many courageous actions, reflecting moral dignity of defiant academic minority, were taken. For example, “Dr. Dragan Kuburović, Rector of the Belgrade University, said the would hand in his resignation, when the University Act took force...He will change his decision only if president of the republic withdraws the Act.”
 Several faculties announced general strikes, students temporarily occupied the Rector’s premises and set up “Organizational Committee for Defence of University, and professors demanded resignation of the Serbian Education Minister, Jova Todorović. Philological, Philosophical, Law and Electrical Engineering Faculties mounted large scale resistance to “cowardly mentality”, bureaucratic hierarchy, and administrative centralization at the Belgrade university. Revolt against “lost dignity and autonomy,” total etatization of academic education and authoritarian colonization of university in Serbia” was faithfully rendered in a text “Contribution to the non-existing discussion on University Act”, penned by Ilija Vujačić, professor of political sciences (Naša Borba, 19 05 1998, page. 2). But expressive pathos of moral rhetoric used in written and oral protests against the state interventionism in Serbian universities was quickly abandoned. Ironic assertions like “ ‘The Family’s wish that the University be accorded the status of an agricultural community, was fulfilled”
 were replaced by contextual legal-political analysis. Political re-gearing of the public protests was skillfully rendered operational in an analytical text of Teofil Pančić, “”You asked for it”: “I must marvel at so much surprise. For an argument in defense of Slobodan Milošević is the fact that this man is rarely consistent, and that he is, in a perverted sense, an honest politician. And the latter is a very rare virtue in the political arena, notably in the Balkans politics. Slobodan Milošević has been openly telling us for ten years now what he will do to us, and we persisted in our faith in him, and only when troubles started we began to cross ourselves and feel astounded... Milošević told a massive rally at Gazimestan (Kosovo) that different battles were before us, including the ugly ones! We approved of that, for it was more than we had in fact demanded. Then he firmly promised he would first suspend the autonomy of the province...”
 Renowned columnist of weekly Vreme, Stojan Cerović, in a similar fashion reminded us of the recent developments: “Two years ago the University support for parties damaged at the local elections was precious. But it is evident that those parties are currently not able to reciprocate...The movement for defense of the university lacked strong leadership but its members cold-shouldered the leaders robbed of credibility. Đinđić’s rallies were as logical as justified as Mrs. Dafina’s attempt to re-start fraudulent scam savings bank schemes. Drašković has become arrogant, as if he fared better than Đinđić and as if Belgrade was equal to Ravna Gora. Hence the University will have to defend itself single-handedly, although a major support of citizens could be expected. Stakes in this battle are much superior to the mere autonomy of the university.”
 The period of moral revolt made possible by civil courage ended in a series of important resignations. “Resignations were handed by deans and pro-deans of Philosophical, Technological, Law, Chemical, Mathematical and Musical faculties. Srđan Hofman, Dean of Musical faculty, briefly stated: ‘ I do not want to take part in the burial of University. The Act is, to put it simply, lethal for education.’ On the walls and doors of many faculties the text of the Declaration-Ethical Code- was affixed. In that text the Belgrade Committee of Association of University Professors and Scientists of Serbia made public its standpoint: “We shall not let the others rule our fates, and possess us, hence we decline to be members of managing boards, supervising boards, deans and pro-deans, under provisions of the new Act. We shall sacrifice a part of our personal autonomy in order to to defend the university autonomy from the ongoing brutal attacks.”


Most criticized was a controversial article 165 prescribing that “employees of the University, that is, its faculties, are duty-bound to sign employment contracts at the latest 60 days from the Act’s entering into force.” This provision, which merits the name of lex imperfecta for its non-stipulation of sanctions in case of non-signing, was most resisted for it was totally contrary to the FRY Constitution and the Labor Act still in force. Academic community strategically maintained that the state university was not private property of the state, government or the ruling party, but that it ought to be the property of society that is, of citizens- tax-payers. Under the new University Act universities and faculties were only conditionally recognized their legal status (status of legal personality), contrary to the previous Act which had recognized that status unconditionally. Namely Article 10, paragraph 2 of the new Act spelled out that: “University and faculty have attributes of legal personality, in accordance with the law and statute.” Condition expressed through words ‘in accordance with law and statute’ leaves room for various ‘solutions’, including suspension of legal personality status of a faculty or university under a special law (lex specialis) or even statute. In other words law is not a necessary legal norm for suspension of legal personality of university or faculty. Added to that legal personality of university and faculty can be to a large extent limited under law or statute. This could be done by conditioning the signing of a contract on cooperation or similar legal deals, by mandatory obtaining of a previous consent of a state body (government, public defense counsel and similar.) Status of legal personality of university and faculty is rendered precarious also by provision of Article 18 of the new University Act. Namely that provision determines that “University, that is faculty, can be abolished or suspended under conditions and procedure established by the law. The government takes final decision on suspension of university or faculty founded by the Republic.”


Under the new University Act the authoritarian state re-took complete financial, legal and political control over the high education system of Serbia. Autonomy was suspends as universities were stripped of their right to manage their expert, educational, human, financial resources. Much-disputed was the provision of the University Act laying down that the “faculty deans are to be appointed by the Government of Serbia (Ministry of Education).’ Thus deans became state officials, functioning as the ‘regime’s commissioners’ within the academic circles. Under the new University Act large discretionary powers, notably in matters related to “Gaining of knowledge and establishment of labor relations between professors and their assistants and collaborators” were vested in deans. Articles 87-95 spell out that “a faculty’s dean has a final say in competitions for academic titles, sets up commissions for elections of candidates and single-handedly selects candidates!” Moreover under Article 91 of the University Act “Deans can appoint full-time professors only if they previously obtain consent of the Serbian Education Minister.”
 When one takes into account the fact that a Rector “has rights and duties of a company’s director” and that under Article 109 of the University Act “a Rector of an university (founded by the state) is named and dismissed by the government (the same applies to the members of the University Management Board) it becomes crystal clear that through this Act the state administration legalized suspension of university autonomy in Serbia. And finally the explicit claim to full control over university was regulated under Article 152 stipulating that “the Serbian Education Ministry supervises the work of faculties and university.”


While the previous University Act (1992) was designed to effect transfer of management prerogatives to the Serbian government, the objective of the new University Act (1998) was to pave the way for installation of new university authorities. This precedent should be viewed against the following backdrop: on 16 October 1941 (during the Nazi occupation) Velimir Jonić, Education Minister in Nedić’s government, passed a General Decree on University, prescribing that “Councils of faculties should submit shortlisted candidates for deans to Education Minister, who then (before the start of the school-year) officially appoints them” Bureaucratic deligitimization of the university institutions and of their academic apparatus has always been effected by the Serbian Education Ministers. European legal provisions on high education, which were incorporated into the founding act of the first university in Serbia, should be carefully analyzed. Available archive and other documents amply indicate dual, political-legal and cultural-educational functions of educational apparatus. The first Article of the first University Act (adopted on 27 February 1905) and proclaimed by Petar I, King of Serbia, reads: “University is an autonomous institution (“self-management body”) and simultaneously a state-controlled institution (‘under supreme supervision of the Education Minister and Church deeds.”)


It is more or less known that during the so-called “administrative socialism” faculties and universities were once again empowered to select their management and professors. For example the 1954 General Act on University foresaw: “Rector is elected by the university assembly from the ranks of university professors. University assembly is composed of professors and a certain number of assistants (Article 42)...

Faculties are run by faculty councils, management boards and deans (Article 45).” Under the 1979 Act on High Education professors and assistants proposed new candidates for titles of professors and assistants, while the latter were elected by a Council composed of faculty’s employees, students’ delegates and representatives of so-called social community (making up 1/3 of Council’s total members.) Faculty councils also elected deans. Under that act any educational professional employed by a high education institution could have been relieved of his/her duties if “his/her conduct and action were found to be seriously detrimental to general social interests.” A group of prominent professors of Philosophical faculty fell victim to that act. The 1992 University Law included the following solutions: at faculties’ proposal, rectors were elected by councils. 50% of council members were elected by government and 50% by faculties and institutions. At proposal of scientific-educational assembly deans were elected by electoral councils composed of professors and assistants, and the university had to consent to such election.


This brief summary of history of university legislation was intended to show that, barring the Nedić government in early Forties, other, earlier governments did not cherish ambitions to totally and unconditionally ‘enslave’ the university. The current state, that is the ruling political parties pretension to totally control university, and the ensuing formally legal elaboration of that plan as well as practical realization thereof, are redolent of a sad episode of the Nazi occupation of German universities. “instead of the age-old democratic procedures governing the election of the top academic bodies this Statute ( drafted for the Baden province universities) envisaged strict enforcement of Fuhrer principle in the university work. Its main ‘achievement’ was the abolition of autonomous election of rectors and deans and scaling down of the Senate to a mere advisory body. Under the aforesaid Statute, on which all the others were soon modeled in the Third Reich, the rector was appointed by the Education Ministry, while the rector thereafter named deans and other title-holders...”
 Although the law seemed obsolete and absurd, as well as out of tune with the existing international standards, it had a large academic following.


Under the newly-emerged circumstances the majority of threatened and intimidated professors fell victim to the aggressive conformist manipulation. By skillful maneuvering, pressures and blackmails the state bureaucracy managed to extort “written consent” from the majority professors- the one which generated the effect of compelled political loyalty to the ruling regime. In a summary procedure the state-party interventionism, backed internally by the faculties’ collaborationists, abolished the academic self-rule of universities. Institutional self-determination of academic life at universities was forcibly ‘relegated’ to the state apparatus (the National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia) and its bureaucratic commissioners (rectors’ and deans’ offices). Imposition of a restrictive University Act, as well as of the Public Information Law, was intended to accelerate “authoritarian consolidation of the political regime in Serbia”. This was tantamount to abolition of institutional heritage of modern European University, which managed to liberate itself from the state tutorship only after the state had achieved emancipation from totalitarianism. In this regard the current political-legal dispute about the status of high-education institutions in Serbia cannot be resolved within the educational tenure which the state snatched from the university. Monopoly over public instruction and education also indicates a propensity and pretension of the state to absolutely mold and obviously control the entire cultural and public space of Serbia. The controversial Act legalized an anti-democratic, anti-European and anti-Western model of the political culture which helped reproduce the ruling authorities. Added to that the undemocratic regime suspended one of the focal points of institutionalized resitances and simultaneous stronghold of democratic transformation and consolidation of the Serbian state and society.


The new University Act represented a legalistic-legal cover and pretext for political, cultural, and moral destruction of the high education system in Serbia. Contract on loyalty humiliated the academic community, denied professional claims to competencies, and robbed the aforesaid community of its right to long-term participation in public discussions related to political life. Administrative operation of de-politicization of university was designed to destroy (in retaliation) a democratic nucleus at the University in Serbia which represented the latent danger to the regime, for it threatened to deligitimize it structurally.


Despite “auto-compromising of academic intellectuals” and irresponsible attempts of the majority of professor to strike a bargain with the new authorities, the Belgrade university, notably the Philosophical, Philological, Law and Electrical Engineering faculties, mounted resolute and very courageous resistance in their uphill battle for preservation of the university autonomy. Thanks to their persistent struggle for the new concept and different strategic goals of education and scientific research in Serbia the aforementioned faculties partially saved the reputation of the Belgrade University. Their awareness of the fact that high education institutions should be protected from amateurish arbitrariness and arrogance of the state bureaucracy and political oligarchy was also noteworthy.


The harshest critical commentary of the new University Act was given by Professor Marija Bogdanović (who resigned in protest over the enforcement of the new University Act): “Particularly lethal are the prerogatives of deans appointed by the government: they have a final say in selection of professors and assistants. Selection of educational professionals must be subjected to the public judgment, the Educational-Scientific Council must take part in such elections... This article 165 of the new University Act was designed to make possible the removal of ‘disobedient’ and politically-incompatible university professors. Deans, that is the ruling party, do not select the university professors in keeping with the scientific and expertise criteria. The former are chosen in keeping with the political arbitrariness of a narrow circle of bureaucrats. If this harmful Act stays in force, in my mind, universities are likely to be converted into the party cadres secondary schools”
 


Despite dire consequences of the University Act, most prominent national institutions the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences and the Serbian Orthodox Church reacted mildly and inadequately to the Act’s passing: “As regards the adoption of the new University Act in the Republic of Serbia, the Holy Synod expresses its regret and concern over gross abuses of the autonomy of university and faculties, and threatened natural relations between sciences and education/instruction...the Holy Synod backs those university forces which defend its inviolable rights, and expects an urgent repeal of the Act and its reappraisal in the light of the principle of truth which liberates and does not rule.”


Ritual opposition to the political arrogance of the regime by the Serbian high education institutions had only a symbolic value. The University was deprived of the resolute support of the democratic political opposition. Lack of political will to mount a massive and resolute revolt against the regime could not be compensated by single gestures of some professors: “Marija Bogdanović, Dean of Philosophical Faculty, Fedor Zdanski, Dean of Technological-Metallurgical faculty, Ivan Juranić, Dean of Chemical Faculty, and Zoran Kadelburg, Dean of Mathematical Faculty, resigned. Dejan Popović, Dean of Law Faculty, and Dean Srđan Hofman, and Pro-Deans, Zorica Dimitirijević-Stošić and Zoran Erić from Faculty of Musical Arts also stepped down. Barring protests staged by several faculties and hundred odd courageous professors and smaller groups of students, there was no major resistance to the ‘attacks’ on the University. Hence it was easily ‘occupied.’


Special roles in the regime’s besieging of the University were played by those academic intellectuals who internally (from within the University’s aulas) backed unscrupulous colonization of the university system in Serbia. According to the list published in the Official Gazette, the government of Serbia named five new rectors and sixty eight deans at high school insistutions in Serbia. New rectors were: Dr. Jagoš Purić-the Belgrade University, Dr. Radmila Bakočević, the Belgrade Arts University, Dr. Svetolik Avramov-the Novi Sad University, Dr. Radoslav Senić, the Kragujevac University, and Dr. Branimir Đorđević, the Niš University. As a new rector was not named in Priština, it remained unclear whether the old one, Dr. Radivoje Popović, was still the first man of the provincial university. Although there are 81 faculties in Serbia, the government appointed only 68 deans. 17 new deans were appointed at the Belgrade University, while the tenures of 13 of them were extended for two more years. Deans of the Belgrade university are: Dr. Vlajko Petković- dean of the Economics Faculty, Dr. Valdimir Štambuk-dean of the Political Sciences Faculty, Dr. Oliver Antić- dean of the Law Faculty; Dr. Zoran Petković-dean of the Mining-Geological Faculty; Dr. Vujadin Vešović-dean of the Transport Faculty; Dr. Vlastimir Petrović-dean of the Stomatological Faculty; Dr. Mladen Vilotijević--dean of the Teacher’s Faculty; Dr. Mirjana Stupar- dean of the Pharmaceutical Faculty; Dr. Dragan Marković- dean of the Physical Chemistry Faculty; Dr. Drago Tomić-dean of the Sports Faculty; Dr. Dragomir Krpić-dean of the Physics Faculty; Dr. Mihailo Vojvodić-dean of the Faculty of Philosophy; Dr. Radmilo Marojević-dean of the Philological Faculty; Dr. Petar Pfendt-dean of the Chemical Faculty; Dr. Dušan Jović-dean of the Forrestry Faculty; Dr. Aleksandar Keković-dean of the Faculty of Architecture; Dr. Neda Bokan-dean of the Mathematical Faculty; Dr. Radivoje Grbić-dean of the Medical Faculty; Dr. Đoka Malešević-dean of the Faculty of Organizational Sciences; Dr. Milivoje Lazić-dean of the Technological-Metalurgical Faculty; dr. Milorad Babović- dean of the Agricultural Faculty; Dr. Ivica Radović-dean of the Biological Faculty; Dr. Danilo Vicković-dean of the Veterinary Faculty; Dr. Bratislav Atanasijević-dean of the Geographical Faculty; Dr. Živojin Praščević-dean of the Civil Engineering Faculty. According to the first information the members of the the Management Board of the Belgrade University are, inter alia,: Dr. Vojislav Šešelj, Željko Simić, Aleksandar Vučić, Dr. Milovan Bojić, Dr. Momčilo Babić. Dr. Radoman Božović and Maja Gojković are members of the Management Board of the Novi Sad University, and Srđan Smiljković and Miloš Laban of the management board of the Electrical Engineering Faculty. Aleksandar Vučić is a member of the Management Board of the Belgrade Philosophical Faculty.
 University in Belgrade should not be too proud of this impressive list of pro-government professors. The list in fact represents a convincing proof of the most evident moral and political collapse of the academic elite in Serbia. Ideologically corrupt elite from the period of so-called “communist university” morphed into an ethnic echelon which masterminded the nationalistic concept of so-called “Greater Serbia” in early stages of Milošević’s rule. Intellectuals from the academic ranks prepared the militaristic legitimacy for Milošević’s hegemonistic and expansive policy in the Balkans. Therefore it was not surprising to hear the following messages addressed to the police during the anti-regime campaign launched in defense of university: “Go to Kosovo”, “They should crush the rebellion in Kosovo and not this one!” Those messages resonated a deep-seated ethnic resentment and irresponsible xenophobia which had been advocated in the public and cultural scene of Serbia during the SFRY disintegration. Discriminating actions taken against Kosovar Albanians in Kosovo and intolerance shown towards the ethnic minorities have boosted the official policy of the Belgrade regime. In an inequitable contest with the regime, the nationalistic opposition parties in Serbia failed to rob Milošević’s of his most important political argument- “national self-legitimization”. In fact in the persistent competing for patriotism and self-identification, the opposition systematically perpetuated an intolerant, undemocratic and authoritarian order in Serbia! In that sense Milošević’s political regime can be seen as most-favored institutional center of the entire Serbian regime.


Attacks on the University coincided with the shift of aggression. Namely the regime re-directed its violence to its own society and community. Forcible suspension of autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina, alike the forcible abolition of university autonomy belong to the same uncompromising logic of the authoritarian authorities. Academic Milan Kurepa experienced a ‘political sobering’ while witnessing that logic at work: “I was going with students to the National Assembly, on the very day when debate on the University Bill was to take place. Then I saw people roughing up students. In fact most brutal were some plainclothes individuals, and not those in uniforms. I remember one middle-aged man with gray hair and crooked nose who brutally kept beating up people. From that day on I believe that there are war criminals among us.”
 


Dr. Stanko Pihler clearly indicated secret connections between the Serbian regime and academic circles which backed totalitarianism in the FRY: “One must unfortunately admit that the situation at the university has not been good for a long time and that the new Act exacerbates it... Universities have never responded to long-standing cultural apartheid in Kosovo...on the contrary, some university exponents were openly favoring it. Intellectual elite of this society is responsible for terrible situation in this country, and that elite is naturally closely related to the university. Our universities generated nationalism, and some prominent academics, including the rector of our largest university, signed morally suspicious petitions and declarations demanding absolution of notorious war criminals. They were wholeheartedly backed by agile conservative clerical circles which tried to directly influence the university life. In fact visible attempts at secularization of society and imposition of primacy of secular over the religious authority, as well as of ethnic mind-set over common sense, are at work. Since the start of the new hegemonistic policy, a large number of influential politicians were recruited from the university circles, and a sizable number of students and professors openly backed totalitarian, populist movement.
 The regime’s showdown with undisciplined university in Serbia from the very beginning had an international legal and political dimension. It bears stressing that the regime commissioner at the Belgrade university, Rector Slobodan Unković, in 1988, in Bologna, signed Magna Carta an international document, which defines autonomous status of university and the pertinent academic freedoms. This internationally binding document was arrogantly suspended by the new University Act. University was turned into a police academy, and some of the newly-appointed deans, according to Zoran Milutinović, professor of Philological Faculty in Belgrade, started behaving as brutal prison wardens. Dr. Jagoš Purić, newly-appointed rector of the Belgrade University, took to task academic circles in Serbia: “I am dissatisfied with the role of intelligentsia, which proved to be uncritically susceptible to Western influences...this in turn led many intellectuals into a no-way-out situation.”
 Purić’s political ‘perversion’ was well-known to public at large. “This week, for the first time in 160-long history of the Belgrade university, without consultations with its faculties and their consent, the Government of Serbia appointed Jagoš Purić, to a most prestigious and responsible post, that of the rector of the Belgrade university. But as Purić is renowned in academic circles as a party hard-liner, eminence gris of the University, hence many consider that his appointment heralds the installation of a genuine political commissioner who will enforce the Associated Yugoslav Left decisions at the University. Therefore it is not surprising to see impassioned Purić sending a loud and clear message that situation in Kosovo must be resolved ‘in an accelerated way”. Professor Purić also called on “defense of our house threshold” and even on “crackdown on Politika and Politika Ekspres.”
 Entire political debate on university developments focused on the assertion that the new Act was not promoted by the state, but rather by the party concept of the university. One of authors and promoters of the controversial Act, professor of Law Faculty, Dr. Ratko Marković, repeatedly stated that the young students of the police academy are the best part of the students population in Serbia. In fact they might become in a foreseeable future the most loyal guardians of the party interests at the state-run universities in Serbia. Unusual professorial treason of academic interests underlines the fact that their education is totally contrary to their civil dignity, courage and solidarity. This is amply proven by the fact that only 5% of total number of employees at the Belgrade university decline to sign the statement on loyalty to the top party and state leadership in the Parliament. Wording of a communiqué of a group of the Law Faculty professors who refused to sign employment contracts, envisaged under Article 165 of the new University Act has multiple significance. That communique is in fact a document which legitimizes political and legal status of civil disobedience and professional solidarity: “As our faculty could not muster up enough courage to stage protests against the University Act adopted on 26 May 1988, we, the undersigned professors, are compelled to state that we shall not sign employment contracts envisaged y Article 165 of that Act. We refuse to sign such an abominable statement of loyalty. Future dean, author and commissioner of perverted and opprobrious University Act, should assume responsibility for our refusal to sign that document. We shall also hold him accountable for dismissal of any employee of our faculty under the new University Act. Signatories: Danilo Basta, Mirjana Stefanovski, Vesna Rakić-Vodinelić, Miroljub Labus, Gašo Knežević, Kosta Čavoški, Jovica Trkulja, Dragor Hiber, Mirjana Todorović, Dragoljub Popović, Vladimir Vodinelić, Radmila Vasić, Dragic Vujadinović-Milinović, Slobodanka Nedović, Aleksandra Jovanović, Vojin Dimitrijević.”


Inequitable dispute between the official party exponents at the university and national/civil opposition ended with victory of totalitarian policy of the ruling regime. It is a well-known fact that in the period of socialism universities were fully controlled by the Communist party which structurally identified itself with the state. The absolute control of the party over the highest educational-scientific institution of the state state was an unavoidable fact. Only apparently the political situation in the post-communist society is identical. The ruling coalition composed of the Socialist Party of Serbia, the Associated Yugoslav Left and the Serbian Radical Party identifies itself with the state and in the name of the state it demands absolute control over all state institutions, including the university. But in the newly-emerged context of formal multi-party pluralism, the ruling coalition endeavors to take on all the rights, while ‘democratically’ sharing the responsibility with political contenders in the public scene. However that control is no longer ensured by the party take-over of the state institutions, but rather by investing the official party cadres within the universities with the role of defenders of the state and party interests. The party-s demand for the absolute-undivided rights and simultaneous political command for the division of responsibility, makes the basis of antidemocratic rule in Serbia.


In the structural sense Milošević’s regime occupied and totally destroyed high education institutions in Serbia. Political and legal showdown with academic circles can be ascribed to emergency circumstances which emerged after the adoption of the new University Act. The state university became a temporary theater in which the opposition parties measured themselves against the regime. Controversial University Act generated dramatic consequences, probably undesired by all sides in the dispute. The forced brain-drain from the Belgrade university undermined the academic and scientific reputation of the state university. It is clear even now that the Belgrade university no longer represents a sacrosanct temple of the national culture. To make the things even worse, on grounds of spreading political discrimination and violating standards related to the university autonomy and academic freedoms the University in Serbia has been temporarily suspended from the EU University Association. That is the Association of the European Universities decided to suspend the Membership of the Universities of the Republic of Serbia until 31 March 2000. This unpopular and unproductive measure represents a tactical warning to the state and university authorities in Serbia. In the meantime the European Rectors’ Conference extended the suspension of the Universities of the Republic of Serbia for a year’s period for having failed to abolish the infamous University Act. An additional clause spells out that the new suspension is related only to contacts with the official university authorities in Serbia. This means that the space for free academic cooperation with the Belgrade University professors who had become victims of the state interventionism is open.


It is perfectly clear that without the backing and assistance of the international academic community, university professionals, intellectuals and cultural exponents shall not be able to re-establish a reputable university in Serbia. Degraded universities in Serbia need foreign assistance to regain their reputation. In possible future negotiations and contacts with the international academic community the Serbian academic representatives should insist on detailed analysis of the political background of the University Act and that of consequences of its enforcement. International academic backing can become fruitful only if it is proved that the state has stripped of all powers those university institutions which have played a central role in setting guidelines for the general educational policy. By extension international university experts should be provided access to all relevant information, material and publications related to the defense of threatened autonomy of our high education institutions. On this occasion I would indicate only the literature dealing with the case of the Serbian universities: Belgrade Circle Journal (“In Defense of the University”), No. 1-2/1997*3-4/1998; New Serbian Journal of Political Theory (“University in Serbia”), Extra. no. 1/1998; Sociology: Journal of Sociology, Social Psychology and Social Anthropology (“The New University Act and University of Belgrade”, Vol.LX, no. 4/1998) The book titled “Twilight of University,” Samizdat, Free B-92, Belgrade, 1999, represents a moving testimony of case of Professor Slobodan Petković .


And finally it bears stressing that decisive efforts to re-establish democratic universities in Serbia cannot be reduced to struggle for exclusive emancipation of the state University. Irrespective of the extent of liberation from the state tutorship or tutorship of its founders, national universities shall remain within the competence of the state and its administrative apparatus. Hence the first and foremost task is the establishment of the pluralist model of high education system. That task should not longer be delayed: professional educational competition between the state-run and private universities, and between domestic and foreign universities, can make possible our return to the European Universities and the world academic community. In that sense the issue of the national university must be urgently internationalized.

� A. Despić: “The Academy is a serious institution. It cannot react demonstratively to laws enacted by the Parliament on the basis of only partial knowledge.” (Glas, 22 December 1998).


� D. Ćosić: “We have reason to hope for an inevitable demonstration of the immanent antagonisms of the American-European alliance, which will alter our position and give us room to affirm our national rights and interests.  The interests of those who are our enemies today will make them our “friends” tomorrow.  We also have reason to expect Russia to return to the Balkans. The presence of this traditionally strong factor in the Balkan region will surely upset the  present balanced alliance between Germany and America in the Balkans.” (Nova Nada, July 1994). 


Lj. Tadić: “I do not believe the big powers will really use the force they are now threatening us with. The energetic resistance of the Serb people is a factor of confusion in their policies.  Only in this way can the Serbs on the other side of the Drina win some concessions.” (Argument, 26 August 1994). 


Lj. Tadić: “Their strategists and planners Šauthor’s note: of the international communityĆ know that even in the worst-case scenario – military intervention and eventual occupation, which too is possible – they must count on conducting a long and bloody guerrilla war, at least in Bosnia and the Krajina.” (M. Knežević, Creators and Interpreters, 1994:76).


M. Marković: “In brief, this move by the American Republicans will have its worst effects on those in whose interests it was allegedly made.  It would take too much time for the Muslims to take advantage of it.  This move leads them directly to the brink of a military defeat or a peace agreement more unfavorable than the one which has already been offered them.” ŠOn the recognition of Croatia and BosniaĆ “There is continuous groundless talk about imminent recognition, that it has already been signed, that the interests of the people have been betrayed, that the Serbs have been sold out by their President, and the like ...  This so irritates and angers our people that it is not hard to see how great an interest certain quarters have in maintaining such an atmosphere and inciting the deepest possible mistrust between Serb and Serb.” (Intervju, 4 August 1995). 


M. Marković: “At this moment and seemingly paradoxically, the outcome of the Serb people’s struggle in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina has unfavorable consequences on the possibility of the Kosovo Albanians achieving their optimum aspirations... I do not believe that there will be a repetition of the situation when Serbs en masse left Sarajevo... If they wish to be realistic, the Albanians in Kosovo should remember this cynical behavior of the big powers.” (Naša Borba, 18 August 1996). 


N. Milošević: “The nationalistic ideology of the recent war directed by the local political leader was only a tactical move by a man who comes from the communist, not the nationalist school... The latest political moves by the President of Serbia show that he is prepared to accept the cited collective rights of minorities.  Naturally, since that would not seriously jeopardize his rule.” (NIN, 20 September 1997). 


Lj. Tadić Šwhen asked why Milošević refused to accept the opposition’s election victory in BelgradeĆ: “He believes he would lose power if he lost Belgrade, Niš, Novi Sad.  And I think that he is right.” (Svedok, 4 March 1997). 


M. Marković: “Withdrawing the troops is out of the question. It is possible only to reduce their number to a level needed to preserve sovereignty. That is the bottom line beyond which it is impossible to go.” (Glas, 2 May 1999).


� V. Krestić: (on M. Simić’s resignation from the Academy) “Miroslav Simić is not an academician; he is a corresponding member and has been one since 1983... I am certain that this political demonstration by Simić,, which has no precedent in the history of the Academy, will serve him well and that he will mange to extract a high fee for it from his foreign paymasters... He is a political convert with no Serb national and patriotic sentiments.  It is therefore no coincidence that he has turned on a group of academicians who do not conceal such sentiments or their concern for the future of the Serb nation and state... He is now... in everything very close to the views of Franjo Tudjman and other Croat extremists. This is no accident.  He imbibed Croat sentiments at his mother’s breast, which is only natural.  What is unnatural and arrogant is that Simić brands our Serb national and patriotic feelings and forces upon us, here in the middle of Serbia, his Croat and HDZ ŠCroatian Democratic UnionĆ beliefs.” (Telegraf, 20 September 1995).


� Those who worked most actively on the text of the Memorandum (made up the commission which wrote it, interpreted it and defended it), on defining the Serb “national program” and “national interests” in the pre-war period and the first years of the war, and on creating the halos of national “leader” for Slobodan Milošević and “Father of the Nation” for Dobrica Ćosić. 


� Although the authors themselves enclose the word Memorandum with quotation marks, these are sometimes missing owing to the speed at which the book was suddenly printed in September 1995. Thus the quotation marks are absent on pages 82 and 94, which implies that the Memorandum is an Academy document.  Only three months before the book came out, the then President, Aleksandar Despić, said at an Academy Assembly that the Memorandum, “as is known, is not a document of the Academy but was written by its members.” (1995 Almanac CII, Belgrade, 1996, p. 96)  A report in the same Almanac on the contribution of the Social Sciences Department to the Academy’s work says that a member of the Department “co-authored a book in  response to the criticism of the SANU Memorandum of 1986.”  The members therefore considered the Memorandum as an Academy document. (1995 Almanac CII, Belgrade, 1996, p. 246).


� D. Medaković: “The present developments in the former Yugoslavia, the way in which our country broke up, and the insane hate which has emerged could not have demonstrated their destructive power unexpectedly and overnight.  We now have proof of the extent to which the warnings voiced in the unfinished SANU Memorandum have come true.” (Politika, 12 September 1995). 


N. Stipčević: “This text, in fact, announced the end of the party-state and the complete failure of the in vivo experiments and stabilization conducted by “subjective forces” on the social organism of this country.” (Politika, 12 September 1995).


K. Mihailović: “The authors of the Memorandum have in the past nine years had the sad satisfaction of watching the dramatic course of developments ... confirm their timely warnings of a possible disastrous outcome of a multidimensional crisis.” (Politika, 12 September 1995). 


A. Despić: “When one reads it today, the preceding Memorandum ... is a convincing analysis and constructive criticism of the situation in our country and of our people in it in the period behind us, and will help future historians to understand many processes that are hard to fathom.” ( 1995 Almanac CII, SANU, Belgrade, 1996, p. 96).  


� “The cited behavior of the Slovenian public can be comprehended if one knows that the Memorandum’s warning has come true that separatists, with the help of foreign sponsors, are attempting to dismantle Yugoslavia.” (Krestić, Mihailović, 1995:61).  No such observation can be found in the Memorandum but its opposite can: “The two most developed republics, which have achieved their national programs through this Constitution, are at present the most consistent defenders of the existing system ... Nothing appears more natural than that they should now defend an order they created with such persistence, an order which they see as the means for the achievement of the bulk of their national programs.” (Memorandum, Krestić, Mihailović, 1995:113). 


� M. Bećković: “It has been reiterated countless times that it is not a document of the Academy, that it is a preliminary draft of a draft, that it was leaked to the public through the agency of the police and that the police should therefore be considered its authors rather than the Academy... This phantom document has been labeled the trigger with which the Academy started the war.” (NIN, 28 July 1995).


� M. Marković: “Only the uniformed and gullible who have not even seen the text of the Memorandum could until recently be taken in by the propaganda invented in Zagreb that the SANU Memorandum was the cause of the breakup of Yugoslavia.  Now that the Memorandum has been published in entirety and is accessible to all, claims of this sort can be made only by malevolent persons, the true destroyers of Yugoslavia.” (Naša Borba, 28 August 1996).


A. Despić: “Do not forget that at the time the Academy, just when it was about to mark its centennial, barely survived because of its attempt to formulate an opinion of our general social situation and the position of the Serb people in the form of the so-called Memorandum, which was not completed or discussed by the membership or, of course, adopted by the Academy. Nonetheless, it became the target of political discrimination and slandered.  It is still the target of attacks, mainly by those in the country and abroad who have not even read the draft Memorandum; I have not heard a single objection from those who have read it.” (Glas, 22 December 1998). 


D. Ćosić: “For the Academy, smeared by malicious and amoral interpretations of the draft Memorandum of 1986, politics too, even when metapolitics or suprapolitics befitting academicians and the Academy, has become a bugbear to be avoided by people dedicated to science and art.  The trauma of the Memorandum has left too deep a mark on the face of the Academy.” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 30 June 1999).


N. Stipčević: “Some preambles of The Hague Tribunal’s indictments of Serbs constantly mention the SANU Memorandum as the ideological project that led to the civil and religious wars in the former Yugoslavia.  Nothing can be more foolish, but this foolishness has been going on since 1986 when Josip Vrhovec in Zagreb and Ivan Stambolić in Belgrade, the rulers of the day, threw the qualification to the domestic media and it was accepted abroad without reading of the text. When read carefully, the text proves to be philo-Yugoslav and anti-Titoist and indicates only how flimsy and weak the constitutional creation of 1974 was. The Academy must work to expose this lie for what it is and put an end to it.” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 30 June 1999). 


D. Despić: “Where the much talked about Memorandum is concerned, it is for many the whipping boy and a good excuse for all the evil they have done and are still doing.  Even if it had been an official document of the Academy, it could not have incited and still less excused such heinous crimes whose perpetrators have been trying to justify themselves with it! It should be read once more - carefully, calmly and without prejudice.” (Glas, 26 September 1999).  


� V. Krestić: “The academicians rallied to the Memorandum during the one-party system.  With its destructive policies at all levels, this system in its final stage acted as a factor of homogenization on the academicians.  When the multi-party system was established, a political and party dispersion took place in the Academy and in the whole of society. It also seems that the academicians are tired of politics, sickened by it since the appearance of the Memorandum, and that they are now taking the easy way out, staying on the sidelines and, with a few exceptions, keeping their silence.” (Telegraf, 20 September 1995). 


M. Jovičić: “In contrast with 1986 when the Academy was truly united, the divisions between academicians are now deep.  I was present at the Assembly when the whole Academy, with two or three dissenting voices, endorsed the Memorandum.  People are somewhat tired today of the continuous objections from outside that the Academy is interfering in politics.” (DT Magazin, 28 November 1996).


� V. Krestić: “The Academy should not remain silent as silence could be perceived as irresponsibility and acceptance of guilt ... ŠTheĆ brutal attacks on the Academy because of the Memorandum ŠcanĆ be explained as they were aimed against the Serb people and Serbian state ... The objective of the attacks on the Academy was to deprive the Serb people of a leadership and to disorient them.” (Politika, 12 September 1995).


Lj. Tadić: “The Academy was demonized first and then the entire Serb nation. The constant suspicions about Serb nationalism continue.  The Belgrade Circle, and it is not alone, continues to aid and abet such propaganda.  In the meantime, because of silence of the Academy and the majority of its members, accusations have been made that the academicians lack an intellectual conscience and that they are consorting with the authorities.  There is no consorting of academicians with the authorities.  This I can tell you with certainty.  It is yet another invention spread by a number of intellectuals who openly or tacitly approve of the demonization of their own people.” (Demokratija, 20 January 1997).


� M. Jovičić: “Four or five years ago, even Dobrica Ćosić organized a meeting on the national question.  But instead of being published, the proceedings ended up in some drawer.  I have heard views that the meeting was not up to the expectations of the Academy and, second, that it quarters outside Šthe AcademyĆ suggested that there be no fanning of the flames.” (DT Magazin, 28 November 1996). 


� M. Marković: “With the help of Serbia, the Serb people in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina organized themselves and took the rights which had been denied to them in the preceding half-century... The new state border must in Croatia follow the line of delineation between the Serb and Croat peoples.  The JNA ŠYugoslav National ArmyĆ must secure this new border.” (Politika, 30-31 August 1991).


M. Marković: “Offensive action will be taken unless the blockade of JNA barracks is lifted.  This means de-blocking the barracks and liberation of all territories in which Serbs are a majority, i.e. the liberation of Zadar, Karlovac, Sisak and Vukovar.” (Politika, 11 October 1991)


� A. Despić: “The results of the struggle to keep intact all the territories in which our people have lived for ages... are directly threatened by the acute population recession... Serbs will find themselves in the position of fighting for their ‘minority rights’ in their own country.” (Politika, 4 August 1994).  


A. Despić: “I was concerned to notice that the politicians of countries whose rulers on several occasions in the near and distant past proved not to be friends of the Serb people for reasons known only to themselves, now strongly insist that the Albanians in Kosovo should not delude themselves with becoming an independent country.  We should ponder on this... It is very clear that, should their wish for this to remain one space be realized, the ethnic makeup of our country would change completely very soon, in a matter of a few decades... If, however, it is assessed that such a situation would not be good for the Serb people, that ethnic duality is pregnant with insoluble problems... then talks on a peaceful and civilized parting of ways and demarcation should be initiated with those who now insist on the secession of Kosovo... Of course, it is realistic to expect that this option would be a disappointment for those quarters in the world who want to conquer Serbia from inside.” (Naša Borba, 10 June 1996). 


� M. Marković: “We must recall that at the last election in 1993 we had nothing but this very sage and moderate national policy to offer the people... Owing primarily to its national policy, the Socialist Party of Serbia won more seats than at the previous election in 1992.” (Telegraf, 13 September 1995). 


M. Marković: “There is good reason to say that the emergence of the new Serbian leadership headed by Milošević actually eased, not aggravated, the conflict in Kosovo.  Had the Stambolić government and the 1974 Serbian Constitution remained, Kosovo would probably have tried to secede, the Army would have intervened and the situation would have been far worse than it is today.” (Naša Borba, 28 August 1996). 


M. Marković: “The revolt and need to return to our identity was only natural.  Then Slobodan Milošević appeared.  He understood what the people needed and did what was necessary at that moment to unite the Serbs and regain Kosovo and Vojvodina... All our intellectuals and the entire nation, with few exceptions, accepted the program of Serb unification as well as Milošević as the number one figure... Then, as now, I consider him a capable politician, one of our most talented... He is a very strong personality and manifests some of the traits of Miloš Obrenović, which many Serbs like... Milošević resisted tenaciously and for a long, long time conducted a skillful policy.  It is due at least in part to him that we were able to defend ourselves and that the government functioned very well... It is not popular or appropriate for one to say today that we could have defended ourselves longer than we did, but I think that we should have stuck it out.” (Reporter, 23 June 1999).


“Academician Marković said he would never sign a demand for the dismissal of the Yugoslav president... Speaking of the letter of 45 academicians who called for Milosević’s resignation, Marković said they were a ‘negligible minority’ of SANU members.” (Danas, 5 October 1999). 


� A. Despić: “The Academy a priori has no reason to be either close to or to distance itself from the authorities. Nation-building is in its tradition and many of its members were ministers and even prime ministers. The Academy naturally welcomes any moves by the government that it perceives as good and is critical of moves that go against its beliefs.  This it does in direct contact.  Public support for and criticism of the government is for the press, not the Academy.” (Politika, 31 December 1994, 1, 2, 3 January 1995). 


D. Medaković:” I have always been for dialogue with the legitimate representatives of political life, but it is also true that the Academy’s contacts with politicians do not represent a wish for power.  We cannot put ourselves into a position for someone to always and at any price consider us an opposition.  We shouldn’t get involved in minor conflicts, vexations and aggravations. That is not our job.  But we must be asked and when were are, we must not lie, equivocate or delude. We have to talk and assume that our partner is responsible.” (Politika, 31 December 1998, 1, 2, 3, January 1999).


� D. Medaković: ŠAsked whether the government had made disastrous movesĆ “As an art historian... I cannot judge one isolated case.  I must have arguments for dealing with a problem in a modern way and I cannot improvise or make facile judgments” ŠWhether he could identify negative moves by the governmentĆ “Of course there are negative tendencies.  Concessions are made prematurely... It is hard when it is taken out of context.  Certainly there have been mistakes and the present authorities cannot claim that they never made a mistake.  But we now get back to methodology again, i.e. you are treating a detail as a whole.  I did not follow the situation so closely to be able to say when the regime made the first mistakes, but there is no doubt that there have been mistakes.” (Glas, 18 July 1999).


� D. Ćosić: “I supported Milošević in those political endeavors I believed were in the vital interest of the Serb people.  Almost all those who opposed Titoism, patriots and democrats gave him such support earlier and in different ways. And the overwhelming majority of Serbians who twice elected him president of the Republic...  As long as Slobodan Milošević was fighting for the equality of the Serb people in Yugoslavia and a state of the Serb people on the ruins of Yugoslavia... I considered his policies nationally correct and on the right path.  Those who were at the time against the national policy of Slobodan Milošević only showed, citing unconvincing and dishonorable excuses, that they were ready to sacrifice almost 2.5 million Serbs to the chauvinist regimes of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina... I could not accept that “democratic”, “ peacenik” and “globalist” indifference to the fate of one-quarter of one’s own decimated people.” (Telegraf, 13 September 1995). 


V. Krestić: “I still consider it very important that Serbia was territorially united before the destruction of Yugoslavia, that the provinces with the powers they had under the 1974 Constitution were abolished.  Had this not been done... the consequences for Serbia of the crisis of Yugoslavia’s breakup would have been far more serious than the consequences we have now.” (Telegraf, 20 September 1995). 


� M. Bećković: “I have already said that the official policy of Serbia can be seen only as a farce.” (Demokratija, 19 December 1996). 


M. Jovičić: “I don’t think it is hard to agree that Serbia has never been in worse hands than now.” (Demokratija, 4 January 1997).  


Lj. Tadić: “Demonization, sanctions, an authoritarian and stupid regime which continues with the negative selection of Broz’s time... Their derangement and irrationality is a result of their lack of a true sense of reality.” (Demokratija, 20 January 1997). 


V. Krestić: Š“Why Do I Protest?”Ć “The vote-stealing and lies uttered by those in power today are crimes... I want to make it clear to these conceited, arrogant and ruthless powers that be that I am not prepared for slavish obedience and docility... behave like drunken sailors on a ship without a compass, rudder or helmsman, tossing on the boiling sea.” (Književne novine, 15 January-1 February 1997).    


� Lj. Tadić: “Milošević handed over even things nobody asked for.” (Svedok, 4 March 1997). 


 D. Ćosić: “The short-sighted, megalomaniac and capitulation-prone policy of the Serbian president is responsible for this ‘normalization’ of Croatian-Serbian relations.” (Nedeljni Telegraf, 26 march 1997). 


M. Ekmečić: “First there was too much defiance and then too much crawling, both times in such excess that we could not come to terms with it.” (Književne novine, 15 January-1 February 1997).   
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