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,BOJBOBAHCKA HAIIVJA”. ITEOJIONIKE ITIOBYIIE
Yl AHTUMCTOPUJCKI HAPATUB

Caxerak: Pap npencrasma ucroprorpadcko cyodaBame ¢ HAPaTHBOM O ITOTpedu
KOHCTpYyNCamba ,,BojBohaHcke Hanuje”. OBaj HapaTuB, CBeCTaH OTpede BePOJOCTOjHOCTI
U MCTOPMjCKOT TIpeTpajaBarba, Tpara 3a OCTOHIEM Y cedi CBOjCTBEHOM TyMademy MCTO-
puorpacduje. Fberopo momasuinTe MpoHanasyuMo y IPUXBATaby UCTOPUjCKOT KOHTEKCTa
eMaHIMIanmje Cprcke HalyoHanHe upeje y Xadsdypuikoj MmoHapxuju. TakaB AucKypc
IpYMebyje Ce 1 Ha JYTOCTIOBEHCKY IPKaBHY OpraHm3anyjy, des 0d3upa Ha ieH [VBepreH-
TaH KapaKTep y OFHOCY Ha AyCTpOyTrapCKy MOHAPXUjy ¥ OKOMTHOCTH OCTOOOAVIITAuKOT 1
ozdpaMOeHoTr para y KojuMa ce 0OCTBapyBao MPVJIMYHO ycarianleH HallMOHaTHY IHTepec
Cpda o jemuHCTBY y 3ajeHUYKOj Ap>KaBu. Veononko npenydehemwe 0 MeTaeTHUYKOM
KapaKTepy jyTrOC/IOBEHCKOT jeAMHCTBA, Koje je IPeB/Iajiano HAKOH I0defie COLjaiCTUIKe
peBoyLuje, yCIoBmiIO je yBoheme deepanicTUUKOT KOHIENTa APXKaBHe OpraHu3ariuje
HACTajIor Ha pasBa/jMHaMa HaBOJHE ,,BENMMKOCPIICKe” HAI[OHATHE Mfieje. YIIPKOC HaMe-
pama, OKOTHOCT COIMja/MCTIYKe U3TPafibe jYTOCTIOBEHCKOT APYIITBA HIje oHeMoryhmo
Pa3Boj HALMOHAIMCTUIKIX Ufieja MapTHjcKux dupokpatuja. buo je To mpenycnos 3a pasBoj
BOjBODaHCKOT eTaTM3Ma 1 HallMOHaI-OWIIMHTA.

Kibyune peun: Cpdu, Bojsonnna, Haunja, passoj

JESVMIYKA ITPOBJIEMCKA ITPOJIETOMEHA

Cpdu cy Ha mpocTop Bojsopusne, ocum CpeMma, Iie Cy MacOBHMje 1M MPUCY THN
Beh ox 14. Beka (Popovi¢, 1950), ceBepro o CaBe n [lyHaBa, NUHTeH3UBHYje IIOYe/IN Jla
IPUCTIDKY jep UX je ca CPelbOBEKOBHUX PXKaBHIUX TEPUTOPMja IOTUCKMBAO OCMAHCKI
ocBajad. [Jomasum cy Ha mpoctop Xadadypiike MOHapxuje, ,0aCTMOHA KaTONMMYAHCTBA
¢ HajjoM 71a he xao xpuurhauu dUTH KOMMKO-TONMMKO paBHONpaBHO npuxsahenn. Fbuxosa
»PABHOIIPABHOCT  d1JIa je yC/IOB/beHA MCKA3aHUM HAaTPUOTU3MOM IIpeMa HOBOj JOMOBVHIL
[Tpunuke 3a BEroBo UcIo/baBambe duje ¢y dpojHe 1 HUCY d1yIe BU/bUBE CaMO y OfdpaHN
Off TYpCKUX HacpTaja Beh 1 y crioxxeHnM eBporckuM auHactnaknm dopdama. [lpusunernje
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koje cy Cpdu fodumu TokoM ,,Bermkor deuxor para” (Ivi¢, 1929) moTBpamie cy HUXOBO
CaBe3HNIITBO C bedom, am NCTOBpeMeHO U pofio/bydibe TocBeheHOo OUyBamy MIeHTUTETA.
Iberoso ynopumre duie cy Bepa u 1pkBa kao Hoceha HapopnHa opranmsanuja. OTmop
aMaJIraMICcamy C KaTOMMIKOM TPAaMIjoM U Mabapusanuju ycmoBmo je 3y3eTHO Harle-
Te oHOCe Meby HapoaMMa Kojit Cy CY>KMBOT OCTBapMBaIn y MehycodHOM HeroBepemny,
anmy y3 ocnamame Ha nofipimky beda. [Ipectonmnia je Ty ymory apdutpa y HallmoHaTHUM
Tp3aBUIlaMa BeKOBVMMa BEIITO KOPVCTIIIA 3a OCTBAapebe IIM/beBa CBOje BIaCcTObyOnBe
amdunyje (Gavrilovi¢, 1986; Popovié, 1959).

Jako Ha MapruHaMa eBpOIICKIX MJIejHIX TOKOBa, Xad3dypIlka MOHapXMmja ycIeBaa
je ma yXBaTu KOpaK ca caBpeMeHNM npiejama. PehopMcka ofryqHOCT B1agapa of fpyre
nosioBuHe 18. Beka oMoryhnia je Ipofop pOCBeTUTE/bCTBA U Pa3BOj KpUTIUKe IpahaHcke
mucmu (Markovi¢, 2016). Eben ocmoHaly Ha MIEHTUTETCKA YHOPUILTA Y IPOLIIOCTH YCIIO-
BJIO je pa3Boj criel[uMYHOT U3pasa HaluoHanHe upeje. Cpdu Cy MpUXBATUIIM Taj U3a30B y
HaMepH Jja YCK/IaJie TpafULMOHATHI HAPATVB U MOJIepPHU3AIINjy CBECHU TTOTpede pasBoja
HallMOHaJIHe MJieje U IbeHe IIOMUTIYKe apTHUKy/Ialje Y HetodpOoHaMepHUM OKOTHOCTUMA
CTMYHUX HAI[MOHATHNX Pa3Boja Ha mpocTopy MoHnapxuje. Cpricko rpabaHcTBO Ha Ipo-
cropy BojsopuHe pasBujano ce 1moj CHaXKHMM yTHUI[ajeM pPycKe IyXOBHe IIIKOJIe, Koja je
Tpedao Aa KOHTPONNIIE YTUIIAj IPOTECTAHTCKOT IPOCBETUTE/LCTBA U OHeMOryhyt BepcKy
cynpemanujy. OTyz ce y BpeMe CPIICKOT je3MYKOT HopMupama 1 paga Byka Credanosnha
Kaparmha, a xoji ce ogBmjao ox cHaXKHUM CTPYYHUM aJIii U IIOMTUYKIM YTHIIajeM JepHeja
Komurapa, nmpemnosHaje ,,Bojpohanckn cmaBeHocprcku meHTamurter” (Ivi¢, 2021, str. 20).

OBa crienMpUIHOCT ca CHKHUM YIOPUIITEM Y OH/JALIbeM CPIICKOM CBEIITEHCTBY
yKasuBaja je Ha pa3HOPOHOCT Pa3Boja MOJIEPHOT CPIICKOT UIEHTUTETa 1 Ha Telkohe Ha
KOje je HaMma3yuo NpUIMKOM CBOT pa3Boja. [lommnTuke jesudke capajiie C MHTENIEKTyaTHUM
nenTpruma Xad3dypiuke, KacHNUje AyCcTpoyrapcke MOHapXWuje, yTUIIae Cy Ha KPUTUKY
IpeTepaHoT PYCKOT YTHUIIaja KOjM je CTBapao CPIICKM UAEHTUTETCKM 00pasal] Ha IPOCTOpPY
Bojsopune. Kputuka oBor npucTyna, Koji je CBOAMO PYCKY IOJPLIKY Ha ,HOBMHAPCKE
yranke” (Peri¢, 2017, str. 239), uncuctupana je Ha ¢pegepanuum ogHocuma Cpduje u
Ayctpuje (Peri¢, 2017). OBaj moneMiIKy HapaTuB UIAK HUje Y3POKOBAO paMaTU3alujy
U TIO/TapU3aljy CTAHOBUILTA Y Pa3BOjy CPIICKOT uaeHTurera. [lomemmaku Ton xoju je
OCITOpaBa0 AyCTPUjCKy foMMHanujy Hazi Cpd1joM caBpeMeHO pefy3ajHupaHoM y 0OIuK
»BemMKonyiHe penepanusanuje’, amu Koju je ogdarysao u ,,aBrokparcke” (Novakovié,
2017, str. 190) HaMepe CPIICKUX BIafiapa [OBEO je [0 CTaBa jia je ,Mepa Bepa y BpLICHY
BracTy Kao n'y ceemy’ (Novakovi¢, 2017, str. 191). Buo je To nporec xoju je onemoryhno
TOMUHAIM]y KPajHOCTH Y TIOTUTHYKOM U3Pasy CPIICKe HalMoHaHe upeje. Ha oBuM Teme-
/bMIMa I Y3 Be/IMKa JICKyLIemba CTBapasa ce ujeja o cprckoj Bojsopuumn.

HAITMOHAJTHY ITOKPET CPBA
VI FThbETOBA EMAHIIUITATIMJA Y BOJBOAVIHM

Tamac HarmoHanHux 1 rpabanckux pesonynnja (Taylor, 2001), kao u ouyBaH craryc
nipuBUIeruja, y3 ynutHu nepconanuu craryc (Cirkovié, 1972) yrumanu cy Ha ycMepaBparbe
pasBoja unrepeca Cpda ¢ mpocropa BojBofnHe mpeMa HaI[OHATHOj eMaHIIUTIALVU 1
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O TUYKO-TepUTopujanHoj ayroHoMuju (Popovi¢, 1963). Ona je d1ta ,,TeMerb ITOMUTITIKE
MMCTIH 1... opy>kaHe dopde Cpda... y ocTBapuBamy cBojux HaronaaHux npasa’ (Krkljus,
2010, str. 7). ,BojsomctBo kao duhe” cprckor Hapopa, KaKO HABOAM jefHA Of HajyITIef-
HYjUX IMTYHOCTY HOMUTUYKOT ¥ HallMoHaTHoT pasBoja Cpda, Ceeroszap Munetuh y ceom
HajuyBeHujeM WwiaHKy ,,Ha Tynuupan” (Mileti¢, 1939), mpeTXofHO je IIOAp>KaHO OfIyKaMa
Majcke cKynuTyHe foHetuM y CpemckuM Kapnosuyma 1848. rogune (Gavrilovié, 2021).
OHe uctnyy ,,... IlpaBa ceum Hapopguma’, Tako 1 Cpduma Ha ,HAPOJZHOCT, je3MK, CaMo-
CTaJIHOCT, Bepy, 3aBIUUaj, CTTOOOY MUC/TUTH ¥ MUC/IH CBOje CIOBOM VIV IIICMOM IPyTUMa
caodurrutn..” (Grada, 1952, str. 155). JIudepauu, OFHOCHO CTOSOLOYMHM IIPOLIeC pasBoja
HaIMOHA/THE JJieje 3ayCTaB/beH je pecTaypalijoM KOH3epBaTUBHOT ofiroBopa Xadadypiike
MoHapxuje. OHa ce OTy4M/Ia Ha KOHTpO/McaHe pedopMe y KOjIMa je Hal[MOHATHA
eMaHuymanyja duia npusuieruja Hemara 1 Mahapa. Bojsopguna je dua ykunyTa 1860.
TOjIMHe, 3 HAL[MOHA/IHA eMaHIIMIIallMja CYyouMIa ce ca CTapyUM M3a30BMMa acUMUIaLje,
IpefiCTaB/beHNM Y HOBOj hopMy 0dpa3oBHe U LIKO/ICKe CyIIpeMaTuje, Yiju je Kpajmbn
Wb 01O jeaH ,IOMUTUIKN Hapog . Vako ,duknuja” (Mileti¢, 1999, str. 236), Ha 0BOj
IOKTpUHIU ce MHcuctupano. [Todetak ABafeceTor Beka 0de/IeXXMIO je CYIPOTCTaB/babe
Kpaspesune Cpduje KOJOHMjaTHOM CTAaTyCy y OBHOCY Ha AycTpoyrapcKy MoHapxujy. OHO
je MIIIO y IIpaBIfy pasBoja COICTBEHe He3aBUCHOCTH, KOja je d1/1a 0ceHYeHa oMU TUIKIM
U KY/ITYpOJIOIIKMM Hepa3yMeBambeM I OCIIOpaBameM of cTpaHe Monapxuje. HakimoHoCT
Cpda MoHnapxuje mpemMa IpaBlly HallMOHAIHOT pa3Boja Kpamesune Cpduje porpuHena je
I0javarby pernpecuBHUX akTUBHOCTY BracTu (Mikavica, 2018). OHe cy Ky/IMuHMpase yKu-
JameM M HApOJHO-IIKOJICKe ayToHoMuje 1912. ropmue, a 1914. rofgyHe MUINTapU3aLLjoM
IpyiiTBa U patoM. TrMe je feMHUTUBHO IPEKUHYT IIpOLieC HAIMOHATHE eMaHI[UIIaLje
Cpba Ha mpocropy Monapxuje. OH je oneMoryheH yc/ieql Hernparmwa HallMIOHaTHUX TIpaBa
Cpda, a nieja o Bojonuun/BojBofcTBy IIpeficTaB/bana je BeroBy Oe3yCIelIHy MOMUTIIKY,
IIPaBHY U TePUTOPUjaATHY eKCIIOHEHIIN)Y Y IATUM MCTOPYjCKIM OKOTTHOCTMMA AyCTpHjCKe
LlapeBIHE, KOja je Ta IIpaBa Herupaa.

Y TakBMM OKOMHOCTMMa KOHCTaTaluja fia je of MajcKe CKyNIITHHE ,,IpeTPajaBaa
CBECT O UCTOPIUjCKOM MMeHy BojBofuHe, moTpedi mweHe caMOdUTHOCTH, TEPUTOPUjaTHe
omeheHoCTH U crrenPUYHUM UJIEHTUTETCKUM KapaKTeplUCcTUKama — mTo he cBe dutn
OCHOB 3a CTpeM/bera BbeHOT MdepanHor rpahaHcTBa y jyrocinoBeHckoj dasu ogdpaHe
IIpaBa Ha CaMOYIIPaBy, BUIlle He Kao CPIICKY, Beh HagHaloHaIHY ayToHOMM)Y BojBopgune”
(Beslin, 2017, str. 283) npencras/ba HEOBOJBHO YTeMe/beHY MIEOJIOIIKY pasBalNHy Ha
ucropuorpadcKoM TeMesby KOja Herpa HajMarbe TPJ TPe3BeHa TyMaderba.

Hajmpe ma Tepmun BojsonnHa, y Besu ¢ OBUM UCTOPMjCKUM TPEHYTKOM, IIPENCTABIbA
uspas HanuoHanHe dopde Cpda y AycTpujckoj apeBUHM U fia U3a e HIje ,lIpeTpaja-
Baja” KaTeropusanuja ,yuctopujckor’, seh ,,HannonanHor” onpebhera. Ona je duma uspas
IpoJopa MOfIePHMX €BPOIICKYX HUJieja O HAI[MOHANTHOj eMaHnmmanuju u dopdu Cpda 3a
IIOJIMTHYKA ITpaBa KaKo IOjefiHalla, TAaKO M Hallyje. Je[HO Kao TaKBa OHA je IocTasa
MICTOPMjCKA TEKOBJHA, LIITO Ce IIOMEHYTOM KOHCTATaIijoM de3 HallVIOHaTHOT IIpeduKca
BEIITO OCIOpPaBa.

JIpyro TyMaderme CBeOUM O KOHTEKCTY HACTAHKA HOBO(OPMIPAHE jyTOCTIOBEHCKE
Ip>aBe Ha mpocTopy Bojopune. OHa je HacTala HAKOH BUIIETOAUIIIHET CYKOda y KojeM
je MMIepujanusaM AycTpoyrapcke MOHapxuje, HOIeH HallMOHAMMCTUYKMM HaMepaMa
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cpdododuje, duo mopaken 3axsamyjyhu ocnodopumatkom mokpery Cpda ¢ mpocropa
Jy>kHe Yrapcke (a Koju Cy IIOHOCHO MCTUIIAJIM CBOj BOjBOD)aHCKM MJJEHTUTET Y HAMepU
Ja ITOKaXy CPIICKM KapakTep cBoje dopde), kao u Bojcke Kpamenune Cpduje odorahene
Spojunm godposomiyma (Mikavica, Vasin, Ninkovi¢, 2018). [Tonutndxy eMaHIMIIanujy
OBe Hal[IOHATHEe COMMIAPHOCTY ApTUKY/INCANIA je Belnka HapojHa CKYIIITIHA OfpyKaHa
25. HoBemdpa 1918. rogune (Markovi¢, 2021). Jako goHera y arMocdepy HallMIOHATHEe
eydopuje, IITO je pa3yM/bUBO jep je HAKOH pelpecuje, CIyTaBama, HAI[MOHA/IUCTIYKE
octpanrheHocT! 1 3adpaHe KOHAYHO ToYeKaH TpeHyTak fa Cpdu crmodomHo ommyuyjy o
CBOM HAIIVIOHA/THOM I Ip’KaBHOM CTaTyCy, OHa HUje HerMpaa pa3amyuTe IpUCTyIIe, aan
IparMaTusam, KOji je IPOMCTUIIA0 U3 CIIOXKEHE U HECUTYPHE CUTYyallyje Ha TEpEHY y joul
yBEK aKTYe/THOM BpeMeHY HeIloCpeJiHe PaTHe OITACHOCTH, OfICTMKABAO0 je CPIICKO HaIfVo-
HaJIHO jeJUHCTBO KOjer je YIOTIYHIIa IOAPIIKA CJIOBEHCKOT CTAHOBHMINTBA BojBoanHe.

1 Ha Kpajy, a1 He Marbe 3HadajHa, Beh mpoxknMajyhe BakHa ¢ IpeTXOIHA IBa TyMadyerha
jecTe ujeja o jyroc/I0OBEHCKOj IpyKaBY Kao M3pa3y eMaHIUIIalje CPICKUX HallMOHATHNX
MHTepeca y K0joj beH ,,HafHAI[MOHAHI KapaKTep HIUje HACTA0 HACYIPOT CPIICKOj Ha-
LIVIOHAJTHOj Mzieju, Beh je 1o u3pas fodpoBo/bHE CpIICKe HALVIOHAIHE ,,leModuIm3anyje”
(Stankovi¢, 1985) y kopuct Moryher paBHOIIpaBHOT My/ITVHAIMOHAIHOT Pa3Boja ip)KaBe.

JYTOCJIOBEHCKA MIEOJIOIIKA CHEHA

OBa ucropujcka Hajia cyounsa ce ¢ peansoruhy. IIpotuBypednocTn HoBodpopmupa-
He ap>xaBe dule cy dpojHe, a BUX0BO cBoheme Ha IPUXBAT/BUB CY)XXMBOT PA3IITIUTOCTH
Tpedao je ma dyme M3pas MOMEMIIKOT IPHUCTYIIA, HAIMOHATHE TO/IepaHIje, TPUCTOjHe
crpaHayke dopde, JeMOKpaTH3alje 1 MHCTUTYIMOHATHOT pa3Boja fpxase. CBe oBe 11o-
Tpede duie Cy M3/I0KeHe 113a30BJIMa HeJIOBO/bHE CIIPEMHOCTH 3a [iMjasior, npeosnahyjyher
IMOIMTUYKOT I HallMIOHA/THOT HETIOBEPEIba 1 ayTOPUTAPHMX CKIOHOCTI 3a OCTBaplBabe
Ap>KaBHYX M HOMUTHYKYX I[M/beBa. YHUPMKOBAHOCT VM HEPajio OfyCTajambe Off TPaUIio-
Ha/THUX ITOZIMTUYKNX aKTUBHOCTM, KaO ¥ OTK/IOH Off IPOMEHA Y PETOPUIMN VI ITIOINTNYIKOM
TeNO0BakbY Y CIOYKEHMM OKOTHOCTMMA HOBE IP)KaBE Y/IUIIU Cy HETIOBEPEHE, IOKPEHY/N CY
IIOITy/IN3aM, JHEBHOIIONMTIYKY ITaMdieTn3aM u paspabeny nemarorujy. ITocnemyia Tora
d11a je HalMOHAIHA, yCTaBHA M NIO/IMTUYKA HEV3BECHOCT jyrOCTIOBEHCKe ip>KaBe oMeheHa
OpOjHMM M3HEBEPEHNM OYeKVBABIMA.

Vieonoruja je ymecTo nparMaTMyHOT 1 IeMOKPATCKOT IIpoIieca IpeysuMaa Ipyumar
y IONUTUYKOM JienoBamby. OHa je mojipasymeBaa Jja pellieiba 3a KOHTPOBEP3HA YCTaBHa,
HaIlMOHA/IHA U HOJIMTIYKA IIMTamba Oy[y HAMETHYTa Y CK/IaJy ca CHaroM IleHTapa IOJIMN-
THUYKe, Ip)KaBHe, IpaBHe 11 GMHAHCKjCKe MONN KOja Cy uX mofpykaBana. Y jyToCIoBEeHCKO]
MOHApXMjJ Haj3HaYajHUjU YTULAj UMAO je BIajiap, a ’heroBO MICKPEHO jyrOCIOBEHCKO
ompefie/berbe CaMo je IeNMMUYHO OIPaB/aBaIo beroBy HaKJIOHOCT KopuiThemsy BeMMKIX
YCTaBHMUX, TOTOBO ayTOKPATCKMX OBjalIhema Py pellaBamy IpodaeMa 1 HeOBO/BHO
yBaKaBaib€ KpUTMKE TOT IIPUCTYIIA.

Momutruku npencrasanuy Cpda ¢ mpocropa BojsopuHe Takobe cy ce cyounmm ¢
oBuM npodnemuma. OHM CY, OCTOWBEHN Ha TPAJANIIU]y CBOT CTTOOOOYMHOT IIOUTIIKOT
TleNoBaba, KPUTUKOBAIIY OBaKaB VICK/BYUNB IIPYCTYI MOHapXa ydoko ydehenu na yBeneHa
AMKTaTypa Kao HAa4MH OKOHYahba HALIMOHA/HMX aHTarOHM3aMa He MOXXE IyTOPOYHO fla

1133



Cara C. Mapkosuh, ,, Bojéoharcka navyuja“ Vigeonowixe tiodyge u aHiliuuciiopujcki Hapaiius

IOIIpIHece CTadMIN3alju Op>KaBe U JeMOKpaTy3anuju Apymrsa. OBaj KpUTUYKY CTaB
HUje, MehyTuM, mocienniia HaBoiHe YMIbEHMUIIE Ja ce ,ayToHoMMja Bojsopune Beh Tama
cykod/paBaa ca uziejoM HanuoHanHe gpxase” (Koncar, 2013, str. 15) jep y cpegumTy
IbETOBOT MHTEPECOBatba Huje O1/I0 HALMOHAHO NuTakbe, Beh yctaBHO 11 PyHKIMOHATHO
ypebeme npxase. lllTaBuire, moasuuire je d1yIo Aa je HaumoHanHa eMannumnanuja Cpda
OCTBapeHa CTBaparbeM JApiKaBe, a J1a IPeACTOjI paciipaBa o ibeHoM ypehemy. ITokperare
upeje ,Bojsonuua Bojpohannma” ComdopckoM, a motoM 1 HoBocamckoM pesomyiujom
1932. rogmue (Markovi¢, 2020) Huje gaxse duma CpICKa aHTMHALMOHAJIHA [10jaBa HEHMX
akTepa, Beh cympoTHO, eMaHIMIaNMja CPIICKe HAI[MOHaMHe dopde y IpaBIly CTBapama
IpORYKTUBHE 11 QYHKIMOHAIHE jyTOCTIOBEHCKeE IpyKaBe UnjeM cy cTBapamwy Cpdu cBojoM
HALMOHATHOM dOpOOM 1 MOXKPTBOBalbeM Haj3HadajHMje gorupuHenu (Markovi¢, 2011).

Y TaKBMM CIIO>KEHVM OKOTTHOCTVIMA OIMEPEHOCT 1 TOJIepaHIMja CPIICKe HAIJIOHATHe
upeje duste Cy CyIpOTCTaB/beHe KAaKO BbeHOM AUCKPeINTOBAY, TAKO Y HAMEPY 3a IOCTH3a-
eM HaluoHaste fomuHanuje Cpda, a Koja je youeHa KOf IOjeAMHIX OMIUTHIKIX aKTepa.
KpuTndku offHOC ITpeMa 0BOj IIOTOHb0j UCK/bYIMBOCT HUje TTOpasyMeBao OMaIoBaKaBatbe
CPIICKOT KapaKTepa BOjBODAHCKOT MJeHTHTeTa U IeroBe oTpede 3a 3ajefHIIKIM JP>KaBHIUM
Pa3BojeM ¢ IPeoCTaIiM TepUTOpHjaMa CPIICKOT HapOJa, Kao IITO Hifje HOApasyMeBao Hit
OffycTajabe Of IIOTpare 3a OITIMaTHUM KOHLIEIITOM Ap)KaBHOT ypeherba, Koju je Morao fa
ce OffBMja 1 y TIpaBIfy defiepanusanyje jyrocmopeHcKe fpxkase. O ToMe yMEeCHO CBEfloUN 1
Haj3Ha4YajHMjU [IPeICTaBHYUK OBUX fjorabaja Jona Jlanomesuh kajja uctude cBoj ,,CpICKU
narpuorusaM u Bojsohancko popomydme” (Markovi¢, 2011, 2021).

Ca cTa”OBHUIITa MICTOPUOTPadCKOT MPUCTYTIA, OBaj KOHTEKCT Pa3Boja jyrOC/IOBEHCKE
MOHapXuje, Ca CHKHJIM KOHCEH3YCOM O jYTOC/IOBEHCKO] eMaHIMIIALMj) CPIICKe HALJO-
HaJHe Mpeje, a Koja je dua onrtepeheHa OpojHUM IPOITYCTUMA M HEOCTAIIMMA, KaKBU
Cy U OHJ O IIPEeKOMEePHOj €KOHOMCKO]j eKcIIjioaTanuju BojsopnHe, HUje Uilao y mpaBLy
CTBapama ,IMPOKOT Ay TOHOMMCTIYKOT (POHTA” KOjU je Tpedasio ia IpOMEHN CTaTyC ,0Be
ucropujcke nokpajute” (Beslin, 2017, str. 289). OBaj mpucTyn 3aHeMapyje YNEHNUIY O
CKPOMHUM IoMeTIMa ,,BojBoharckor pponta” y usdoprom mporecy (Markovié, Gavrilovié,
2013), anu 1 IpOMOBHUIIIE KOHCTPYKT ,,ICTOPIjCKe OKpajuHe’, de3 odpasnoxersa. OHO
je M30CTAIo YC/Iell ’heroBe HeOAP)XKUBOCTI, Y OBOM MCTOPMjCKOM TPEHYTKY, de3 CPIICKOT
HAI[OHA/THOT IIPefI3HaKa.

MebyTtum, y 0BOM MUIIBEEY MI C IPABOM (3aTO IITO YBAKaBaMO 3aHATCKY MOTPedy
3a ofiMepaBarbeM I IPOMUIIbAbeM IPUINKA Y KOHKPETHO] MCTOPUjCKOj eITOXM C HAMEPOM
fia YTUIIaj HAIIET CAaBPEMEHOT TPEHYTKA I HAIINX HAK/IOHOCTH dY/ie IITO IIOAHOLUBIBI)I
U CBeJleH Ha HajMamby PU3MK IPIWINKOM JOHOIIEha NCTOpUOrpadCcKIX 3aK/bydaKa) 3a-
HeMapyjeMo oTpede OcCIepaTHe UJe0/IoTYje 1 IbeHor Hacneha y 0dnky koHTpomicane
ucropuorpaguje (Stankovi¢, Dimi¢, 1996). Iboj je moTpedna emannunanuja Bojsoguue
VICK/BYYMBO KO ,JICTOPYjCKe IOKPajiHe” ¥ MCTOPYjCKUM IPOLeCHMa Y IIOCIefha ABa
Beka. IhbeHa HalMOHa/IHa KapaKTepUCTHKa ce npehyTKyje, MaKo NCTpaXKMBaba YKa3yjy
Ha TO JIa Hfje ped O CYIPOTCTaB/beHNM IIPOIlecrMa Y 3a/JaTUM UCTOPMjCKMM eroxaMa,
IITaBUIIeE, JIa je ped o MpoLecHMa y KOjuMa ayTOHOMUja adMpMuIlle CTBapame U Pa3Boj
HaI[VIOHAJTHE p>KaBe C HAMePOM Pa3Boja IbeHOT IeMOKPATCKOT Kalal[UTeTa, MHTErpalje
U BHIlIeHAIOHaTHe Tonepanuyje (Markovi¢, 2021).
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IToTpeda ma ce ofBOje U MOCTaBe Y aHTATOHMCTUYKO CTarbe OBa /iBa TEPMIHA jecTe
Hacrehye neonoIke ermoxe conMjanMCTIYKOT pasBoja u creapama All BojomiHe yHyTap
HOBe jyrocioBeHcke gpyxase. OHa kao ,,jeno pexxuma KIIJ” (Group of authors, 2014, str.
65) HacTaje Ha CTAHOBMIITY OdpavyHa C pefCTaBHNUIVIMA CPIICKOT ITOKPeTa KojliMa ce, Ha
OCHOBY OjeIMHAYHIX KOHTPOBep3HNUX cyhema u rpabanckor para, yH1pOpMHO IpULOfaje
arpudyT ocTpamheHOT HalMOHAMN3Ma, Komadopanuje 1 IPOHAIMCTUYKIX aKTUBHOCTIL.
Ha Taj HauMH ce Hal[MOHA/IHA UJieja CBOAY Ha PUTUIHY KOH3€PBAaTUBHY UEONOTH]jy KOjOj
CBOjUM Pa3BojeM OIIOHMPA UJieja ayToHOMIje BojBoa1He Kao jeyHY U jelMHCTBEHU HaYlH
HaBOJIHE JIeMOKpaTu3allje jyToC/IOBEHCKOT IPYLITBA y KOjeM CPIICKa HallMOHA/IHA M1jeja
HeMa [TpaBa Ha COIICTBEeHY MaHM(eCTaLujy jep je y CBaKOM OONIMKY IIPETEHII03HA U VIMIIe-
pMjaIHa ¥ U3 TOT Pa3jiora MCTOPUjCKM AUCKpeAUTOBaHa. TaKo /10/1asuMo 10 HapaTyBa fia je
ayTOHOMIja OTK/IOH Off HaIlMIOHA/IHE IP>KaBe M HaMepe Jla Cé OH IIPEIO3Ha U y IPOIIIOCTIH.
Otyp pemykuuja y IpUCTYIy HPOLIIOCTH U oucToBehnBame oBe U/e0TIONIKe HaMepe
HOBE COLIMjaNMCTUYKe ITOIMTMYKE HOMEHK/IATYpe C TEHIEHIMjOM pa3Boja ayTOHOMUje
Kao MCTOpHMjcKe MOTpede Haposia KOju XIBe Ha IpocTopy BojBoanHe u Koju ce cympoT-
CTaB/bajy HAIIVOHAMCTIIKOj CyIpeMaTuju. Y ToM KOHTEeKCTY je Mahapcka cympemarnja
HaJj ay TOHOMHIM 3aXTeBMMa pas3Boja CPIICKe HAallMOHA/IHE MJeje U3 BpeMeHa npe 1914.
ropuHe noucrosehena ¢ HaBogHOM amdnIjoM Cpda fia y jyTOCIOBEHCKO] IpyKaBy OCTBape
UZIEHTVYHY HALMOHATMCTUYKM TUII JOMUHALIMje.

Adupmanuja KyITypHUX ApyLITaBa CBUX Hapofia Ha npocTtopy BojBopuHe, Kao
U BIXOB NONMTUYKM M CTPAaHAYKNM aKTUBM3aM Y Mel)ypaTHOM meprnopy ieMaHTyjy oBe
oncepranuje (Antolovi¢, 2017; Markovi¢, 2010, 2013, 2021). Vmak, oHe npeoBnajaBajy
jaBHMM UJIEOTIOLIKUM JIUCKYPCOM KOjU Ce IPefCTaB/ba Kao CTOPUOTPACKHU U YCIIEIIHO
CTUMY/MILY MHTePece KOMYHMCTITYKe oNturapxuje y BojBoimHy y HaMepy BIXOBOT OUyBama
BJIaCTHU U JIp>)KaBHMX ITpeporartusa. Takas mpoliec cyrepuile peicTaBy o Bojsopunm xao
»VMICTOPUjCKOj TIOKPAjIHN Nj¥1 CY OHU BEPOJIOCTOjHM U YCIEITHN HaCTaB/badul jep Cy joI
y BpeMe nieranHor paja npencrasaniy KITJ ogdanmm ,, HallMOHaTUCTUYKY MaTpUIy” U
ocranu pocnenuu tome (Koncar, 1971).

VIIEOJIOIIKM KOHCTPYKTU COLIIJATTM3MA

MebyTnm, o Te MaTpuLie Hifje Ce OXYCTajaslo HU Y BpeMe ,,COLMjaIICTIIKe U3TPajl-
me’, Kaza je pykoBoacTBo Komynucriuke napruje Cpduje ¢ Anexcangpom Pankosuhem
u Cnodopnanom Ilenesuhem Ha deny ocriopaBato eTaTUCTIYKY aMOMIINjy MOKpPajUHCKe
KOMYHMCTUYKE OpraHNu3alyje 1 lheHMX IpeficTaBHMKa y BracTu. OBaj cIiop 1 IoNeMuKa,
KOja je y peTOPMYKOM CMUC/TY ITOHEKAJ] M3IJIefjala Ka0 PasTOBOP HENPUjaTe/bCKUX KPajHO-
cTu, noyucroBeheHa je ¢ HAMOHAIMCTUYKIM HapaTBOM KOjI je OCIIOpaBao MCTOPMjCKI
craryc BojBopiHe, a 3amrpaBo ce paiuiio o CyKody yHyTap KOMYHUCTUYKE MapTuje, 4uja
je permydnmuka onurapxuja dura MpoTHUB y3yplialuje COICTBEHOT YTHLaja ycrer GpyHK-
LMIOHMCama OKpajuHcke onurapxuje. Ce To duo je Beruto npukpusero mehycoduum
orryxdama fia ,oHU APyTy’ He CIPOBOfE IIONUTHUKY COLMja/TUCTIYKOT Pa3Boja APYIITBa, Te
Ia cy oHM y beorpany sacTynmHuIyu nopakeHuX HallIOHAIMCTUYIKIX CHAra, a onu y Hosom
Capy npencTaBHULIM MICKOHCTPYUCAHOT eTaTU3Ma U MOKpajiHCKor dupokparusma. Ha Taj
HauVH Cy YHYTapjyTOCIOBEHCKa TapTHjcKa pa3MIMONIaKea IIpaB/aHa ONTydaMa Koje
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HIICY HMKA/ja IpUIIafiajie KOMYHUCTUYKOM PaKypcy, Beh ¢y, HaBOgHO, II0jeANHIN YHY Tap
HapTyje MOoCTaIy JUCUEHTY 1 IPeACTaBHULIM TOPaskeHNUX Hfieja ,BeIMKOCPIICKOT Halll-
o”anusMma” (Dimi¢, 2001, 1996).

OBo je dmma nmaxkHa onTyxda jep Hoceha MMcao 1 OHMX KPUTUKOBAHMX U OHUX
KOjU KPUTMKY]y 3a OBaKaB HAI[VIOHA/IMCTUYKM IIPEBPAT HMje II03HaBajIa Pa3Boj CPIICKe
HaIlMOHAJTHe WJieje U BeH UCTOPMjCKY IpoIiec, Beh ¢y onTyskde 3a HAIMOHAMUCTUIKA
91H dW/Ie CacTaBHM JIe0 CTUTMATH3alMje Hal[OHaTHE U/ieje, V1 TO U Off CTpaHe OHUX KOju
OIITYXXYjy U Off CTpaHEe OHUX ONTY>XeHMX. VIIeomouKo nuneMepje MOMyTUIIO je CBAKN
TpPe3BeHM IIPUCTYII Pa3Bojy HAIIOHAIHE Jfeje, a COLMjaTMCTUYIKY apaBaH (,IopenaK
dacagne gpxasrocTi’, Nikoli¢, 2017, str. 208) o pa3Bojy npema KOMYHUCTUIKOM APY-
IITBY TIPaBJe je CBaK! M3pa3 HAl[MOHA/HE JJeje TPAjHO 00e/NexII0 HAl[MOHATUCTIYKIM
napokcusMoM. MelycodHa HeTpIe/bMBOCT cTpaHAuYKMX PyKOBojcTaBa y beorpany u
Hosom Capy npepcTaB/beHa je Kao CyKod peaKIMOHapHMX CHara Koje, aTaKoM Ha ,,0He
Apyre” NUCKPENUTYjy COLMjaIMCTIYKN Pa3Boj. CYILITHHCKY ce PaiiuyIo O IIPOLiecy cyKoda
B/IaCTO/BYOMBUX OIMrapXuja U JOMUHALMje MONM yHyTap MIEOIONIKOT APYLITBA KOje je
OZaBHO OROALMIIO AEMOKPATH)Y U IUTYPAIUCTUYKI U/ejHN Pa3sBOj Ka0 MAaTPUILY MOKep-
HHU3allMje M pa3Boja APYyLITBA U [p>KaBe. TeHeHIuja olapu3alje 1 HepasyMeBamba
JIETHC/IATUBHO je eTadypaHa JOHOLIEHheM yCTaBa caBe3He ApyxaBe u3 1974. roguue. Tum
YCTaBOM PeTYINCAHU CY CTATYC, IpaBa I y>KHOCTU ayTOHOMHUX ITOKPajIHa, ,,TaKO Jia
Cpduja Hyje duta y npuwmiu ga oppebyje mUXoB mom0Xaj Mako ¢y, popmanno, duie y
meHoM cactaBy” (Dimi¢, 2001, str. 436). Eratnsanuja mokpajuxa y ogHoCy Ha Perrydmmky
Cpdujy, kao 1 ycTaBHe MHTepeHIIje 1 3aKOHCKe Ha/JIeXKHOCTH, Te CYACKY IpepOoraTiBm
yauHUM cy defepannjy GopManrHOM 1 CYBUIIHOM, a IITO je 3aIIpaBo IPeCcTaB/balo
ocrBapeme samuciu Ensapna Kapaempa o koHdeepamHOM KOHIIENTY Ap>KaBe y KojeM
Cy IOKpajuHe IOCTale caMOCTaIHe p>kase. To je O1o jenyHy HaumH fa ce oHeMoryhm u
OCIIOpY CPIICKY YTHUIIAj y AP>KaBy, ITa MaKap ce OH OfIBYjao ¥ JieTaTHOIIhy KOMYHMUCTIYKe
napTuje, 1 To 6e3 0031pa Ha TO IITO CY HEHN YIAHOBY CPIICKOT HAI[MOHATHOT TOPEKIa
YIOPHO ¥ TPYEBUTO OAOAIMBA/IN CBOjy HAIlMOHA/THY IIPUIIAFHOCT. YTI030pembe podecopa
Muxanna Bypuha fa ce oBuM ycTaBoM CTBapa ,, HEKOIMKO He3aBJICHNX, CAMOCTA/THUX, YaK
U HempujaTe/bcKux HanpoHanHux gpxasa” (Trkulja, 2005) Hanuuio je Ha HepasyMeBambe
u cyfcKy ocyay. VictoBpeMeHo, passoj forabaja y mpaBiy cTBapama CpIICKe TEPUTOPH-
jamHe jemuHUIIE Ha mpocTopy Pemydnuke XpBarcke 8110 je ocropaBaH ycref, ,,MemoBuTe”
HaI[OHaMTHe cuTyanuje Ha Tepeny (Bilandzi¢, 1999, str. 622).

Perrydmuxa Cpduja c ay TOHOMHIM ITOKpajiiHaMa IIOCTaa je KoHdeaepanuja 1o y30py
Ha CTAaTyC caBe3He [{pyKaBe U, OCUM ,,05aHOCTY MaTn4HOj perydmmiy” (Dimié, 2001, str.
437), oHa Huje MOIJIA fla pauyyHa Ha OM/I0 KaKBY 3aKOHCKY Pery/lIaTUBY JPXKaBHOT jeANH-
crBa. OBaj NCTOPUjCKY IPOLieC, OCTBAPEH Y U/eONOIIKOj aTMOChEpPH YCIIEIIHOT pa3Boja
Ha pavyyH PacKpMHKaBaba I CYIPOTCTaB/batba CPIICKOM HAI[MOHA/IN3MY, KOJ, PYKOBOJICTBA
y Bojsopmuu (Bjelica, 2015) xpetao ce y npasuy noucrosehusama nenrpante Cpduje ¢
IPETHOM jep je lbeHO KOMYHJCTIMYKO PYKOBOZICTBO OMJIO HOCHUIIAL] Ha3afiHe M M3/ajHIIKe
upeje wm ,mpadne npountoct’ (Nikoli¢, 2017, str. 199) koja yrpoxxaBa jyroc/1oBEHCKY
Sdynyhnoct. U Ta naeja OTKIOHA Off CPIICTBA OMIIa je YTOIMKO jada YKOIMKO je pedop-
MUCTUYKI KYPC T3B. T1OepaHOr PYKOBOACTBA (,,coujanum pesonyunonapnu’, Nikezié,
2003, str. 53) Cpduje cBe BuIlle MOKAa3MBAO CIPEMHOCT 32 peOpMy [PYLITBA U Ap>KaBe
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u aupManyjy fujanora u pasroBopa o LeMOKpATH3alVji 3eM/be, leHOI €KOHOMCKOT
HaIlpeTKa ¥ 00pa3oBHOT y3pacTama. Te amdunuje, 0301/bHO U OATOBOPHO NOCBeheHe
APYLITBEHMM IIPOMEHAMa, OLiek-eHe Cy KaO PeTpOrpajiH yapal cCaMOyIIpaB/bakby I 110-
KyIlIaj KamuTaIUMCTIIKe KoHTpapeBonyuuje (Perovi¢, 2016). Takas purupan ogHoc dno je
Y CKJIafly C MUTOJIOTM30BaHOM XapusMoM o Jocutry Bpoay, xoju je, des3 0d3mpa Ha cBy cBOjy
PEeTOPUKY U He/IoBambe, dUO ,,KOH3epBaTUBHY ITOJIMTUYAP KOju IIOCedHY Ofi00jHOCT raju
IIpeMa AeMOKpaTusalnyju’ 1 Koju Hajsehy ,,0macHOCT BUAM y KPUTUYKOj MHTEIUTCHIVU
(Nikoli¢, 2017, str. 206).

I[TOAEJIE BIACTO/bYBUBUX

Y 0BOM HapaTuBy, y KOjeM je ,,jyTOCIIOBEHCKA IONMNTUYKA OJIUTapXMja... pa3MUILbajia
jemTHO 0 ToMe KaKo Jla OCTaHe Ha B/IacTu 1 ouysa credene npusnnernje” (Nikoli¢, 2017,
str. 206), a KOji1 faHacC yTU4Ye Ha YCJIOBHA TyMadema IIPOIIIOCTI, TOBOPY Ce O HaMepu
»YHUTapu3aluje of CTpaHe cpOMjaHCKOT PYKOBOACTBA” KOja yKasyje Ha TO fia je ,,ay TOHO-
muja usBenera 13 Cpduje, a He U3 UCTOPUjCKUX, HALIVOHATHNX U IPYTUX CHELMUIHO-
cru Bojsopnue” (Beslin, 2017, str. 304). To je n3a3uBaio pasBoj HAETOCTN ¥ OFHOCUMA
usMeby mokpajuHCcKe U pernydnnuke KOMyHUCTUYKE OJIUTapXiije ¢ HepCIeKTUBOM Jja/ber
TIOTOpIIamka ofHOCa. JJOK Cy jemHY HapyIIaBamy IoCcTojehn 1IeomomKy IPUCTYII O MeTa-
€TMYKOM KapaKTepy jyroC/IOBEHCKOT JPYIITBA TyTeM KOHTPOBEP3HOT MOBPATKa CPIICKIM
HAIlMIOHAJTHUM y30pUMa, JPYTU Cy Ce TPYAUIN Ja IeMy OCTaHY JOC/IeSHY Ha Taj HA4MH
HITO Cy HAaI[MIOHA/IHO-MCTOPMjCKY KOHTEKCT pa3Boja ayToHoMuje Bojsofyne cBopgmmm camo
Ha JICTOPMjCKM TIPOIIeC, CYNPOTCTaB/beH HallMOHaMHOM pasBojy Cpda, de3 0d3mpa Ha To
IIITO je OH BeroB IoKpeTad ¥ ofny4yjyhu unnmnan (Jovié, 2003).

Iloncruitaj passojy oBe Moapusanyje Haaasuo ce y KOHCTaTalyjy Ia Cy UTHOPMCAHU
MCTOPMjCKIY MIPOL[ech KOju HOTBPDYjy ,,TOMUIIeHTPUYAH PasBoj~ CPIICKe HALMOHAIHE Mfieje
(Dimi¢, Radojevi¢, 2014), a TuMe ¥ CIIeLU(pUIHOCT IBEeHOT pa3Boja Ha IpocTopy BojBopguHe
KOjI TIOfIpa3yMeBa IMOUTUYKO-TEPUTOPUjaIHy Ay TOHOMUjY BojBOICTBA Kao HAaIJMOHAIHY
emaHnumnamyjy Cpda ys yBakaBarmbe ICTOPUjCKIX OKOTHOCTY I MY/ITHETHIYKE CTPYKType
CTaHOBHMIITBA.

ITpencTaBHMIIN TOKPajIHCKe BiIacTy BojBopuHe cy nocrojehe crerpugmranocTi, kao n
JENVHCTBEHM IIPOLIEC UCTOPUjCKOT Pa3Boja y OHOCY Ha IIPEOCTaIM IeO CPIICTBA CBE BUIIIE
IIpefICTaB/ba/li Kao HeIOOUTHY pas3nuKy Koja Tpeda fa ompenenu dyayhaoct BojBomyHe kao
LVICTOPUjCKe IIOKpajiiHe” Koja je CIIpeMHa Jia CTBOPH ,,BojBobaHcKy Haryjy” (Dimi¢, 2001,
str. 437, Bjelica, 2011, str. 519). HacymmpoT 0Boj KpajHOCTH, KOja je MHCTPyMeHTaI30Bana
IPUCTYII UICTOPUjCKUM IIpoLiecuMa, y ,Mautpy” (Kulji¢, 2012) mocTriToBOr BpeMeHa jyro-
CTIOBEHCKe IpXKaBe, y LeHTpaHoj Cpduju pasBujao ce OArOBOP UICHTIYHE BOKALVje, KOjI
je yKa3amBao Ha ,,JIOKPAjIHCKY HalMOKparujy i... poremaie” (Beslin, 2017, str. 315) xoja
je mopgp>kaBasia adaHCKM MPEIEHTUCTUYKI TOKpeT U cettecnjy (Bojanié, 2017, str. 179) Ha
KocoBy u MeToxuju 1 Koja je yApy>KeHa ¢ aHTUCPIICKMM aMOUIjaMa [PYTHX PeryOnmuKmux
PYKOBOJICTaBa CTBapaa ,aHTUCPIICKY ocoBuHy 3arped — Hosu Cap - Jbydmana” OBaj
HapaT/B HAPOUNTO je HOLIA0 IO M3pakaja y BpeMe OfUTy4yjyhux mpoMeHa Kypca ONMUTIKe
CPIICKOT KOMYHUCTHYKOT pyKoBozAcTBa ca Crodoganom MunomesuheM - ,,oueM Hanyje”
- Ha 4erny (Jovi¢, 2001, str. 7), a Koje je cBOj peOPMCKI KOHIIENT 3aCHIBATIO Ha TIOTpedu
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oprdpaHe CPIICKOT HaLlMOHATHOT NHTepeca Ha KocoBy 1 MeToxumju, ajii 1 y jyTOCTIOBEHCKOj
Ip>KaBY OTHOPOM ycTaBHOM ypebemwy (Petranovié, Zecevi¢, 1987).

Ha Taj HaymH je gp>kaBa UTHOpMCAa Haj3HAYAjHUjU TOTEHIIMjall KPU3E — IbEeTOBY
eKOHOMCKY cafip>kuHy. TuMe je kpu3a y Kojy je [pyHITBO 3aIaio yC/ef HeOJTOBOPHOT 1
IIPOM3BO/LHOT MapIMHANN30Balba IPUBPENHUX IUTAKA, a 3apaji O4yBaba UIEOTOIKNX
(brmockyma o jyrocToBeHCKOM MeTaeTMYKOM KapaKTepy, 3aMerbeHa Hal[MOHaTHYM Ha-
PaTMBOM KOju je CBOjy PETOPMKY, KaKo je eKOHOMCKa KpH3a IT0CTajana cBe 030M/bHIja,
npuaarohaBao NCK/BYIMBOM M3pasy, @ OHA je TIOHYAU/IA HOBY ,,JPYIITBEHY CTadMIHOCT”
(Antoni¢, 2002) Ha k0joj je Tpedano pagutu. CPIICKO APYIITBO HAILIO Ce ¥ CUTYaLIUjI fa
jemHY MIeOJIOT1jy 3aMeHM SPYTOM BeILITO UTHOpKINyhy cTBapHM IpodieM CTarHaruje u
3a0CTajarba y PasBojy, Kao M paJ Ha lbeTOBOM IIParMaTMYHOM OTK/Iambatby. YCie] CBe OTBO-
PEHUjMX IeMOHCTpalyja aIdaHCKOT cellapaTu3Ma M UpefeHTUCTUYIMX aMOuLiyja, pasBuUIn
Cy ce CBe OTBOPEHUj MTOIEMIYKY TOHOBY O IoTpedn perrydmrdkor jenyuHcTea. Oro/beHa
IUCKYyCHja, CBefleHa Ha MapadpasupaH 13pas, TOBOPIUIA je 0 MOTpedu , IO IINIINBAbA
nokpajuna” (Bjelica, 2021, str. 3). PykoBozicTBa cy dura nocseheHa pasBojy jyrocioBeHCKOr
IPYLITBA, aJll Cy ¥ ICTHIIAJIA CBOje Bubembe ,,JeMOKPATCKOr LIeHTpainu3Ma’; Koje je TeXIIIO
yBa)XKaBamy COIICTBEHE YJIOTe Y ay TOHOMM|j!, OGZHOCHO Y penyOIMYKIM MHTepeHIjama.
Tako je ,,ayTOHOMAIITBO... 3aBPILIABAJIO ¥ HEKOj BPCTY KBa3MjyroClI0BEHCKOT [IeHTpan-
3ma” (Stamboli¢, 1995). CBe ounrnenuumje pasMUMONIaKehe PYKOBOACTaBa UIIIO je
ImpeMa IOTIIYHOM 3aoiTpaBamy MehycodHux ogroca — ,,myTy y decriyhe”, cnnkosuro
pedeno (Stamboli¢, 1995). bpojuu pasroBopy, nomnyt oHor y HopraHosuymMa 1986, dutn
cy desycrenmHu. ,,YOp3o ¢y ce CHOpoBM OKO ayTOHOMUje BojBOAVIHE U3 CKYMIITIHCKNX
U KOMUTEeTCKUX cana mpecermu Ha ynuie Hosor Cama u fpyrux Bojsohancknx mecta”
(Bjelica, 2021, str. 13). ITocmeana ,,aHTHOUPOKPATCKe” U ,jOIyPT peBonyLuje” dna je
0CTaBKa IIOKPAjHCKOT PYKOBOJICTBA IOl MIHTEH3MBHIM IPUTICKOM MeIMjCKe KaMIIambe,
a7 ¥ U3pakeHe IMOMUTUYKe BO/be CTAHOBHMIITBA. YCTaBHUM aMafiIMaHuMa 28. MapTa
1989. rogyHe yKIMHYTe CY Ap>KaBHe HaJIOKHOCTY ITOKpajuHa. bua je To 3aBpiuHa dasa
HOIyINCTUYKe dopde 3a OCTBapelbe HAIMOHATTHIX MHTepeca CPIICKOT Hapoia. Eben ycrex
3aBJCHO je Off IOMUTUYKeE IOApIIKe Y CTAHOBHMUIITBY. OHa je, Ha OCHOBY CyreCTMBHE IIPO-
IaraHjHe KaMIlame, Kao Y CTBAPHMX HallMOHATHUX IIPeTbI, HeCYMIbIBO d1JIa IIPUCY THA.
To MoxKe Jla yMam HbeH JeMOKPATCKM KapaKTep, a/li jeé MHOTO TeXe Jja Cé OCIIOpH HheH
HaIlYIOHATHM IIOTEHIYjajI OCIIOPaBaH U EOIOIKIM jyTOCTIOBEHCKUM 33jeJHUIITBOM KOje
ce pa3BMjajIo Ha KpWIaTuLM »cnado CpricTBo, jaka Jyrocmasuja’

VIIEOJIOLIKN (BE3)M3JIA3
VI YMECTO 3AK/bYUYKA

VHcucTrparme Ha MAaCOBHOj IOAPIIIIN, de3YCIIEIIHO KOHTPOIUCAHa er3aaTalyja Ha-
LMIOHa/IHE eMOLIMj€e, MHCTUTYLMOHA/IHO PelyKOBabe y IOHOUIEIY OfIITYKa, IPOTUBYPEYHE
pedopme u cBoheme nHTEpeca Ha OUyBarbe MONTIIKE MONN y aTMOChepy KOMYHUCTIYKE
HOCTa/ITMije U OfiCYCTBa pa3yMeBamba MehyHapOLHVX reONOMUTNYKIX IIPOMEHA yTULa/IN
Cy Ha aMOMBaJIeHTaH KapaKkTep 0OHOBe CPIICKe HAL[MOHA/IHE JJieje, Kao I Ha HheH U3ITIe] U
cagpxaj. Y Ipoliely mberoBor I0/ie/beHOT U3pasa 1 yC/lel HelOCTaTKa HaMepe Jja Ce 1heroB
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IOMMHAHTHO HOBPIIHMU Cafp>kaj, 3aMar/beH 1 MCTOBpeMeHo odoraheH mamdeTnsmMom
u dananHomhy ofdauy 1 IOTOM IONYHY BPeLHOCHUM Cafp)KajuMa KOjU Cy TPasKMIn
OCIIOHal, y 3adpameHoM rpahaHCKOM U yHyTapHAIL[MOHATHOM IUTypaIli3My CTaBOBa I
ujieja OICTajajIa je Mfieja O HellpaBefHOM IOTUCKIBaby BOjBOD)AHCKOr UIEHTUTETa, I TO
OHOT eTaTUCTUYKOL, KOjI je opaXkeH y ,iorahajy Hapona”. V jenna u fpyra upgeja dune cy
CUMYIAaKPyMI KOju Cy ce MehycodHo omymaBanu 1 [yroBaiu jefaH [pyroM IpeTpajaBame
HaJl IOMUTUYKUM peannusMoM. Ha Taj HaumH JonpuHen Cy aHTUMCTOPYjCKOM IIPUCTYILY
BojBonunu, anu 1 He caMo 0BOM 1ojMy Beh 11 04yBarby MIEOIOMKIX BIIOCKYIIA, 11 TO KaKO
OHIX KOj€e Cy UTHOpMCaJjie CBe [PYT0, OCUM HEeHOT MCK/bYYMBO HAIIOHA/THOT KapaKTepa
Koju je medpMHICaH y caBpeMEeHOM, IPVMINYHO ocTpamheHOM TPeHYTKY 1 IPeHeT Ha MCTO-
pujcke forabaje, Tako ¥ OHMX Koje CY Ha KPUTHLIM OBUX HAIIVIOHAIMCTUYKUX CafIpKaja,
ofdanyBany eMOKPaTCKU KapaKTep CPIICKe HAIMOHATTHE MJieje M HheH IIpar HallMOHaTHe
TOJIepaHIje, KOju je 810 IpecyfjaH y OCTBapehy BbeHOT HallMOHATHOT M UCTOPUjCKOT
kapakrepa y Bojsogunn. Vsmeby ,HalnoHaTHUX peBOMyLOHapa” 1 ,,COL[UjaTHUX pe-
Bonyunonapa” Cpdu Bojsopnne cy Hajuerrthe ofadupan Hal[MOHATHY OATOBOPHOCT I
COLIMja/IHy CUTYPHOCT 33 CBE€ CTAHOBHIUKE.
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Abstract: The paper represents the historiographic facing with the narrative about
the need to construct the “Vojvodina nation”. This narrative, aware of the need for validity
and historical persistence, searches for a foundation in its specific interpretation of histo-
riography. The starting point can be found in the acceptance of the historical context of
the emancipation of the Serbian national idea in the Habsburg Monarchy. Such discourse
is also applied to the Yugoslav state organization, regardless of its divergent character in
relation to the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and the circumstances of the liberation and
defence war, in which quite a harmonized national interest of Serbs was realized about unity
in the joint state. The ideological prejudice about the meta-ethnic character of Yugoslav
unity prevailing after the victory of the socialist revolution, led to the federalist concept
of the state organization created on the ruins of the alleged “Great Serbian” national idea.
Despite intentions, the circumstance of the socialist building of the Yugoslav society did
not prevent the development of nationalist ideas of party bureaucrats. It was a prerequisite
for the development of Vojvodina statism and national-building.

Keywords: Serbs, Vojvodina, nation, development

LANGUAGE PROBLEM PROLEGOMENA

The Serbs began settling the territory of Vojvodina, apart from Srem, where they had
been present in larger numbers from the 14* century (Popovi¢, 1950), north of the Sava
and the Danube Rivers, more intensely because they were being displaced from their me-
dieval state territories by the Ottoman invader. They came to the territory of the Habsburg
Monarchy, the “bastion of Catholicism”, hoping that, as Christians, they would be equally
accepted to a certain extent. Their “equality” was conditioned by the patriotism expressed
for their new homeland. There were numerous opportunities for expressing patriotism, not
visible only in the defence from Turkish attacks, but also in the complex European dynastic
struggles. The privileges given to the Serbs during the “Great Vienna War” (Ivi¢, 1929)
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confirmed their alliance with Vienna, but, at the same time their patriotism committed to
the preservation of their identity. Their stronghold was their faith and Church as the main
national organization. The resistance to amalgamation with the Catholic tradition and
Magyarization led to extremely tense relations among the nations co-habiting in mutual
distrust, as well as with relying on the Vienna support. The capital had used its role of the
arbiter in national disputes for centuries in order to realize the goals of its own imperious
ambition (Gavrilovi¢, 1986; Popovié, 1959).

Although on the margins of the European idea trends, the Habsburg Monarchy suc-
ceeded in keeping abreast of modern ideas. The reform-based decisiveness of the rules from
the second half of the 18" century onwards enabled the breakthrough of the Enlightenment
and the development of the critical civil thought (Markovi¢, 2016). Its reliance on the iden-
tity strongholds in the past caused the development of a specific expression of the national
idea. The Serbs accepted the challenge in order to harmonize the traditional narrative and
modernization, being aware of the need for the development of the national idea and its
political articulation in the unfavourable circumstances of similar national developments in
the territory of the Monarchy. The Serbian citizens in the territory of Vojvodina developed
under a strong influence of the Russian spiritual school, which was supposed to control
the influence of the Protestant Enlightenment and to prevent religious supremacy. Hence,
at the time of the Serbian language norming and the work of Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢,
proceeding under strong professional as well as political influence of Jernej Kopitar, the
“Vojvodina South Slav mentality” was recognized (Ivi¢, 2021, p. 20).

This specific feature, firmly rooted in the Serbian clergy of the time, pointed to the
diversity of the development of modern Serbian identity and the difficulties encountered on
the road of its development. Political linguistic cooperations with the intellectual centres of
the Habsburg Monarchy, subsequently the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, led to the criticism
of the excessive Russian influence that created the Serbian identity pattern in the territory
of Vojvodina. The criticism of such approach, which reduced the Russian support to mere
“newspaper articles” (Peri¢, 2017, p. 239), insisted on federal relations between Serbia and
Austria (Peri¢, 2017). However, this polemic narrative did not cause any dramatization and
polarization of the population in the development of Serbian identity. The polemic tone
disputing the Austrian domination over Serbia, contemporarily redesigned into the form of
“generous federalization”, but which also rejected the “autocratic” (Novakovi¢, 2017, p. 190)
intentions of the Serbian rulers, led to the attitude that “faith was a measure in the execution
of power, as well as in everything else” (Novakovi¢, 2017, p. 191). It was a process preventing
the domination of extremes in the political expression of the Serbian national idea. It was on
these foundations and with huge temptations that the idea of Serbian Vojvodina was formed.

THE SERBS’ NATIONAL MOVEMENT
AND ITS EMANCIPATION IN VOJVODINA

The surge of national and civil revolutions (Taylor, 2001), as well as the preserved
status of privileges, with the contentious personal status (Cirkovi¢, 1972) led to directing
the development of the Serbs’ interests in the territory of Vojvodina towards national
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emancipation and political-territorial autonomy (Popovi¢, 1963). It was the “foundation
of the political thought and... armed struggle of the Serbs... in the exercise of their national
rights” (Krkljus, 2010, p. 7). “Voivodeship as the essence” of the Serbian nation, as stated
by one of the most eminent figures of the political and national development of the Serbs,
Svetozar Mileti¢, in his most famous article “On 5% January” (Mileti¢, 1939), had already
been supported in the decisions of the May Assembly enacted in Sremski Karlovci in 1848
(Gavrilovi¢, 2021). The decisions emphasize as follow: .. Rights to all nations”, including
the Serbs, to “nationality, language, autonomy, religion, homeland, freedom of thought
and freedom of expressing thought to others in one’s own letters or alphabet..” (Grada,
1952, p. 155). The liberal, i.e., broad-minded process of the national idea development was
prevented by the restoration of the conservative response of the Habsburg Monarch. The
Monarchy opted for controlled reforms in which national emancipation was a privilege of
Germans and Hungarians. Vojvodina was abolished in 1860, while national emancipation
encountered old challenges of assimilation, presented in a new form of educational and
school supremacy, ultimately aimed at one “political nation”. This doctrine was insisted on
although it was a “fiction” (Mileti¢, 1999, p. 236). The beginning of the 20* century witnessed
the resistance of the Kingdom of Serbia to the colonial status from the Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy. Such resistance was directed towards the development of own independence,
which was characterized by political and cultural misunderstanding and impugnment by
the Monarchy. The tendency of the Serbs in the Monarchy towards national development
of the Kingdom of Serbia contributed to the intensification of repressive activities of the
authorities (Mikavica, 2018). They culminated in the abolition of national-school autonomy
in 1912, and by militarization of the society through the war in 1914. This definitely put
an end to the process of the Serbs’ national emancipation in the territory of the Monarchy.
The process was prevented due to the denial of the Serbs’ national rights, while the idea of
Vojvodina/“Voivodeship” constituted its failing political, legal and territorial expansion in
given historical circumstances in the Austrian Empire, which denied those rights.

In such circumstances, the statement that from the May Assembly onwards, “the
awareness persisted of the historical name of Vojvodina, of the need for its individuality,
territorial borders and specific identity characteristics — which will all be the basis for the
aspirations of its liberal citizens in the Yugoslav stage for the defence of the right to self-gov-
ernment, no longer as Serbian, but supra-national autonomy of Vojvodina” (Beslin, 2017,
p- 283), constituted an insufficiently substantiated ideological ruin on the historiographical
foundation negating at least three sober interpretations.

First of all, the term “Vojvodina’, in relation to this historical moment, represents an
expression of the national struggle of the Serbs in the Austrian Empire, while behind it not
the categorization of the “historical” determination did not “persist’, but of the “national”
determination instead. It was an expression of a breakthrough of modern European ideas
of the Serbs’ national emancipation and struggle for political rights of both individuals and
the nation. Only as such it became a historical attainment, which is skilfully disputed in
the above-mentioned statement without a national prefix.

Another interpretation is a witness to the context of the creation of the newly-formed
Yugoslav state in the territory of Vojvodina. It was formed after years-long conflict in which
the imperialism of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, driven by the nationalist intentions
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of anti-Serb sentiment, was defeated thanks to the liberation movement of the Serbs in
the territory of South Hungary (who were openly proud of their Vojvodina identity in the
desire to show the Serbian character of their struggle), as well as the army of the Kingdom
of Serbia, including many volunteers (Mikavica, Vasin, Ninkovi¢, 2018). Political emanci-
pation of this national solidarity was articulated by the Great National Assembly held on
25" November 1918 (Markovi¢, 2021). Although enacted in the atmosphere of national
euphoria, quite understandable because after repression, restrictions, nationalist passion
and prohibition, the moment finally came for the Serbs to decide freely about their national
and state status, it did not deny different approaches. However, pragmatism deriving from
the complex and uncertain situation in the field still prevalent at the time of the imminent
war danger, reflected Serbian national unity complemented by the support of the Slav
population of Vojvodina.

Last, but not least, the already important idea permeating the previous two inter-
pretations is the idea of the Yugoslav state as an expression of the emancipation of Serbian
national interests, in which its “supra-national” character was not created in the opposi-
tion to the Serbian national idea, but was an expression of the voluntary Serbian national
“demobilization” (Stankovi¢, 1985) to the benefit of the potential equal multinational
development of the state.

YUGOSLAV IDEOLOGICAL SCENE

This historical hope faced reality. The contradictions of the newly-formed state were
numerous, and their reduction to acceptable cohabitation of diversities was supposed to be
an expression of the polemic approach, national tolerance, decent party struggle, democ-
ratization and institutional development of the state. All these requirements were exposed
to the challenges of the insufficient readiness for dialogue, prevailing political and national
distrust and authoritarian tendencies for achieving state and political goals. Unification and
unwilling abandonment of traditional political activities, as well as deflecting from chang-
es in the rhetoric and political action in complex circumstances of the new state, caused
distrust, initiated populism, daily political pamphleteering and elaborated demagogy, The
consequence was the national, constitutional and political uncertainty of the Yugoslav state
restricted by numerous failed expectations.

Instead of the pragmatic and democratic process, ideology assumed primacy in
political action. It implied that solutions to controversial constitutional, national and po-
litical issues should be imposed in line with the strength of the centres of political, state,
legal and financial power supporting them. In the Yugoslav monarchy, the ruler had the
most significant influence, and his openly Yugoslav orientation only partially justified his
tendency to use great constitutional, almost autocratic authorities in problem-solving and
insufficient appreciation of the criticism of such approach.

The political representatives of the Serbs from the territory of Vojvodina also encoun-
tered these problems. Relying on the tradition of their broadminded political action, they
criticized the monarch’s exclusionary approach, deeply convinced that the dictatorship as a
manner of putting a stop to national antagonisms could not make a long-term contribution
to the stabilization of the state and the democratization of the society. However, this critical
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attitude is not a consequence of the claim that “the autonomy of Vojvodina was already in
conflict with the idea of the national state” (Koncar, 2013, p. 15) because in the centre of
its interest was not the national question, but constitutional and functional organization of
the state. As a matter of fact, the starting point was that national emancipation of the Serbs
had been realized through the formation of the state, but that there was still a debate about
its organization. Therefore, initiating the idea of “Vojvodina to Vojvodina People”, first in
Sombor Resolution and then in Novi Sad Resolution in 1932 (Markovi¢, 2020), was not a
Serbian antinational phenomenon of its actors, but on the contrary, emancipation of the
Serbian national struggle towards the creation of the productive and functional Yugoslav
state, to the formation of which the Serbs had contributed most significantly by their na-
tional struggle and sacrifice (Markovi¢, 2011).

In such complex circumstances, moderation and tolerance of the Serbian national idea
were opposed both to its discreditation and the intention of achieving national domination
of the Serbs, which was observed by some political actors. The critical attitude to the latter
exclusivity did not imply any underestimation of the Serbian character of Vojvodina identity
and its need for joint state development with the remaining territories of the Serbian nation,
neither did it imply giving up the search for an optimal concept of the state organization that
could proceed towards the federalization of the Yugoslav state. This is reasonably witnessed
by the most important representative of these events, Joca Lalo$evi¢, when emphasizing his
“Serbian patriotism and allegiance to Vojvodina” (Markovi¢, 2011, 2021).

From the perspective of the historiographic approach, this context of the development
of the Yugoslav monarchy, with a strong consensus about Yugoslav emancipation of the
Serbian national idea, which was burdened by numerous omissions and faults, such as those
about the excessive economic exploitation of Vojvodina, did not go towards the creation
of the “broad autonomist front” that should change the status of “this historical province”
(Beslin, 2017, p. 289). This approach overlooks the fact about modest accomplishments of
the “Vojvodina front” in the election process (Markovi¢, Gavrilovi¢, 2013), but at the same
time it promotes the construct of the “historical province” with no justification. It was omitted
due to its unsustainability at this historical moment, without the Serbian national prefix.

However, in this opinion, we are entitled (taking into account the traditional need
for measuring and considering the circumstances in the specific historical epoch in order
to make the effect of our modern moment and our affections as bearable as possible and
reduce it to the minimum risk in making historiographic conclusions) to neglect the needs
of the post-war ideology and its heritage in the form of controlled historiography (Stankovi¢,
Dimi¢, 1996). It entails the emancipation of Vojvodina solely as a “historical province” in
historical processes during the last two centuries. Its national characteristic is neglected,
although research shows that those are not opposed processes in the given historical ep-
ochs, but the processes in which autonomy affirms the creation and development of the
national state, with the intention of developing its democratic capacity, integration and
multinational tolerance (Markovi¢, 2021).

The need to separate and antagonistically place these two terms has been inherited
from the ideological epoch of socialist development and creation of the Autonomous
Province of Vojvodina within the new Yugoslav state. As a “product of the regime of
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia” (Group of authors, 2014, p. 65) it is created on the

1144



Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LVI (2022), no. 3, pp. 1130-1151

standpoint of clamping down on the representatives of the Serbian movement who, on
the basis of individual controversial trials and the civil war, are uniformly attributed with
passionate nationalism, collaboration and pro-Nazi activities. In that manner, the national
idea is reduced to a rigid conservative ideology that with its development opposes the idea
of Vojvodina autonomy as the only and unique way of the alleged democratization of the
Yugoslav society in which the Serbian national idea is not entitled to its own manifestation
because in all of its forms it is pretentious and imperial and, for that reason, historically
discredited. That is how we come to the narrative that autonomy is a deflection from the
national state and the intention of recognizing it in the past. Hence the reduction in the
approach to the past and the of this ideological intention of the new socialist political no-
menclature as identical with the tendency of developing autonomy as a historical need of
the peoples living in the territory of Vojvodina and opposing nationalist supremacy. In that
context, the Hungarian supremacy over autonomous requests for the development of the
Serbian national idea from the period before 1914 was seen the same as the alleged ambition
of the Serbs to realize an identical nationalist type of domination in the Yugoslav state.

The affirmation of cultural societies of all nations in the territory of Vojvodina, as
well as their political and party activism in the interwar period, deny these observations
(Antolovi¢, 2017; Markovi¢, 2010, 2013, 2021). Nevertheless, they prevail in the public
ideological discourse represented as historiographic, and successfully stimulate interests
of communist oligarchy in Vojvodina with the aim of their keeping power and state pre-
rogatives. Such process suggests an idea about Vojvodina as a “historical province” and
them as its valid and successful successors because even at the time of illegal activities, the
representatives of the Communist Party had already rejected the “nationalist matrix” and
remained consistent in it (Koncar, 1971).

IDEOLOGICAL CONSTRUCTS OF SOCIALISM

However, this matrix was not abandoned at the time of “socialist construction” either,
when the leaders of the Communist Party of Serbia, headed by Aleksandar Rankovi¢ and
Slobodan Penezi¢, disputed the statists ambition of the province’s communist organization
and its representatives in in power. The dispute and debate, which rhetorically sometimes
resembled a conversation of opposed extremes, was identified with the nationalist narrative
that disputed the historical status of Vojvodina, while actually it was a conflict within the
Communist party, whose republic oligarchy was against the usurpation of own influence
because of the functioning of the provincial oligarchy. All this was skilfully concealed in mutual
accusations that “those others” did not implement the politics of the socialist development
of the society, and that those in Belgrade represented the defeat4ed nationalist forces, while
those in Novi Sad represented the constructed statism and provincial bureaucratism. In that
way, internal Yugoslav party divergences were justified by accusations that never belonged
to the communist perspective, but, allegedly, individuals inside the party became dissidents
and representatives of the defeated ideas of “Great Serbian nationalism” (Dimi¢, 2001, 1996).

This was a false accusation because the motivating thought both of the criticized
and the coitizing ones for such nationalist overturn did not recognize the development of
the Serbian national idea and its historical process, but the accusations for the nationalist
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act were integral part of the stigmatization of the national idea both by the accusers and
the accused. Ideological hypocrisy undermined every sober approach to the development
of the national idea, and the socialist disguise (“fagade statehood order”, Nikoli¢, 2017, p.
208) regarding the development towards the communist society of justice permanently
labelled every expression of the national idea as nationalist paroxysm. Mutual intolerance
of the party leaders in Belgrade and Novi Sad was shown as a conflict of reactionary forces
that, by attacking “those others, discredited the socialist development. Essentially it was
the process of conflicts of power-loving oligarchies and domination of power inside the
ideological society that had long rejected democracy and pluralist idea development as a
matrix of modernization and development of the society and the state. The tendency of
polarization and misunderstanding was established in legislation by enacting the consti-
tution of the federal state in 1974. This constitution regulated the status, rights and duties
of the autonomous provinces, “so that Serbia did not have a chance to determine their
position, although, formally speaking, they were their integral parts” (Dimi¢, 2001, p. 436).
Such statism of the provinces in relation to the Republic of Serbia, as well as constitutional
interventions and legal authorities and court prerogatives, made the federation formal and
unnecessary, which was actually the realization of Edvard Kardelj’s idea of the confederal
concept of the state with the provinces becoming autonomous states. It was the only man-
ner of preventing and disputing the Serbian influence in the state, even though it occurred
through the activities of the Communist Party, regardless of the fact that its members
of Serbian origin persistently and intensely rejected their national affiliation. Professor
Mihailo Puri¢’s warning that the Constitution created “several independent, autonomous
and even hostile national states” (Trkulja, 2005) encountered misunderstanding and a court
epilogue. At the same time, the events towards the creation of a Serbian territorial unit in
the territory of the Republic of Croatia were disputed due to the “mixed” national situation
in the field (Bilandzi¢, 1999, p. 622).

The Republic of Serbia with the autonomous provinces became a confederation modelled
after the status of a federal state and, apart from the “loyalty to the home republic” (Dimic¢,
2001, p. 437), it could not count on any legal regulation of the state unity. This historical
process, realized in the ideological atmosphere of successful development at the expense
of opposing and doing away with Serbian nationalism among the leaders in Vojvodina
(Bjelica, 2015) moved towards the identification of Central Serbia with a threat, because
its communist leadership was the bearer of a backward and traitorous idea or “dark past”
(Nikoli¢, 2017, p. 199) jeopardizing the future of Yugoslavia. That idea of distancing from
the Serbian sentiment was even stronger because the reformist direction of the so-called
liberal leaders (“social revolutionaries”, Nikezi¢, 2003, p. 53) of Serbia increasingly showed
its readiness for reforming the society and the state and the affirmation of the dialogue and
debate about the country’s democratization, economic progress and educational growth.
Those ambitions, seriously and responsibly committed to social change, were assessed as
a retrograde attack on self-government and an attempt of capitalist counter-revolution
(Perovi¢, 2016). This rigid attitude was in line with the mythologized charisma of Josip
Broz who, regardless of all the rhetoric and action, was a “conservative political especially
resenting democratization” and “seeing the greatest danger in critical intelligence” (Nikoli¢,
2017, p. 206).
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DIVISIONS OF THE POWER-LOVING ONES

In this narrative, where “Yugoslav political oligarchy... thought only of staying in
power and keeping the acquired privileges” (Nikoli¢, 2017, p. 206), which nowadays leads
to the conditional interpretations of the past, speaks of an intention of “unitarization by the
Serbian leadership’, pointing to the fact that “autonomy originated from Serbia, and from
the historical, national and other specific features of Vojvodina” (Beslin, 2017, p. 304). It
provoked increasing tension in the relations between the province and republic communist
oligarchy, with a tendency of further aggravation of these relations. While some undermined
the existing ideological approach about the meta-ethnic character of the Yugoslav society
through a controversial return to Serbian national models, the others tried to stay loyal to
it by reducing the national-historical context of the development of Vojvodina autonomy
to a mere historical process, opposed to the national development of the Serbs, despite the
fact that it was its initiator and decisive factor (Jovié, 2003).

The intensification of such polarization was enticed by the statement that the histor-
ical processes confirming the “polycentric development” of the Serbian national idea were
ignored (Dimi¢, Radojevi¢, 2014), and thus the specific nature of its development in the
territory of Vojvodina, which implies the political-territorial autonomy of the Voivodeship
as national emancipation of the Serbs, with the respect of historical circumstances and
multi-ethnic structure of the population.

The representatives of the provincial authorities in Vojvodina increasingly present-
ed the existing specific features, as well as the unique process of historical development
in relation to the remaining part of the Serbian people, as an indisputable difference
that should define the future of Vojvodina as a “historical province” ready to create the
“Vojvodina nation” (Dimi¢, 2001, p. 437, Bjelica, 2011, p. 519). In contrast to this extreme,
which instrumentalized the approach to historical processes, in the “mantra” (Kulji¢, 2012)
of post-Tito era in the Yugoslav state, a response of identical vocation was developed in
Central Serbia, pointing to the “provincial natiocracy and... power-lovers” (Beslin, 2017,
p. 315) that supported the Albanian irredentist movement and secession (Bojani¢, 2017,
p- 179) in Kosovo and Metohija and that, together with anti-Serbian ambitions of other
republic leaders, created the “anti-Serbian axis Zagreb — Novi Sad - Ljubljana”. This narrative
was particularly pronounced at the time of decisive changes in the political course of the
communist leaders headed by Slobodan Milosevi¢ — “father of the nation” (Jovi¢, 2001, p.
7), which founded its reform concept on the need for defending Serbian national interests
in Kosovo and Metohija, but also in the Yugoslav state by resisting the constitutional order
(Petranovié, Zecevié, 1987).

In that manner, the state ignored the most significant potential of the crisis - its
economic content. Therefore, the crisis affecting the society due to irresponsible and ar-
bitrary marginalization of economic matters, for the purpose of maintaining ideological
platitudes about the Yugoslav meta-ethnic character, was replaced by the national nar-
rative that adjusted its rhetoric, with the crisis becoming more and more serious, to the
exclusive expression, while it offered new “social stability” (Antoni¢, 2002) that had to be
worked on. The Serbian society was in a situation of replacing one ideology with another,
while skilfully ignoring the real problem of stagnation and arrears in the development, as
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well as the work on its pragmatic removal. Because of increasingly open demonstrations
of Albanian separatism and irredentist ambitions, open polemic tones evolved about the
use of the republic unity. The naked discussion, reduced to the paraphrases, spoke of the
need for “trimming the provinces” (Bjelica, 2021, p. 3). The leaders were committed to
the development of the Yugoslav society, but they also emphasized their own views of
“democratic centralism’, which aspired towards the appreciation of own role in autonomy;,
i.e., in republic authorities. That is how “autonomous aspirations... ended up in a sort of
quasi- Yugoslav centralism” (Stamboli¢, 1995). The increasingly evident divergence of the
leaders went towards the utter tension in mutual relations — “the road to nowhere’, as it
was vividly described (Stamboli¢, 1995). Numerous debates, such as the one in Cortanovci
in 1986, were a failure. “Soon the disputes over Vojvodina autonomy moved from the
assembly and committee halls to the streets of Novi Sad and other places in Vojvodina”
(Bjelica, 2021, p. 13). The consequence of “anti-bureaucratic” and “yoghurt” revolutions
was that the entire provincial leadership resigned under the intense pressure of the media
campaign, as well as the pronounced political will of the population. The amendments to
the Constitution of 28% March 1989 abolished the state authorities of the provinces. It was
the final stage of the populist struggle for the accomplishment of national interests of the
Serbian people. Its success depended on the political support of the population. Based on
the suggestive propaganda campaign, as well as actual national threats, it was undoubtedly
present. It may reduce its democratic character, but it is much more difficult to dispute its
national potential as it has been done by ideological Yugoslav unity developed in line with
the motto “weak Serbdom, strong Yugoslavia”

IDEOLOGICAL (NO) WAY OUT,
OR INSTEAD OF A CONCLUSION

Insisting on mass support, unsuccessfully controlled exaltation of the national sen-
timent, institutional reductio in decision-making, contradictory reforms and reduction of
interests to the preservation of political power in the atmosphere of communist nostalgia
and the absence of understanding of international geopolitical changes, have affected the
ambivalent character of the recovery of the Serbian national idea, as well as its appearance
and content. In the gap of its divided expression and due to the absence of the intention of
rejecting its predominantly superficial content, blurred and simultaneously enriched by
pamphlets and banality, and of filling it with valuable contents relying on the forbidden
civil and internal-national pluralism of attitudes and ideas, the idea persisted about un-
just suppression of the Vojvodina identity, the statist one, which had been defeated in the
“event of the nations”. Both ideas were simulacrums that complemented each other and
mutually owed their persistence over political realism. In that manner, they contributed
to the anti-historical approach to Vojvodina, and not only this concept, but also the pres-
ervation of ideological platitudes, in particular those ignoring everything else, except for
its exclusively national character, defined at the modern and rather impassioned moment
and transferred to historical events, both those that criticized the nationalist contents and
rejected the democratic character of the Serbian national idea and its threshold of national
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tolerance, which was crucial in the realization of its national and historical character in
Vojvodina. Between “national revolutionaries” and “social revolutionaries’, Vojvodina Serbs
most frequently chose national responsibility and social safety for all inhabitants.
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