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Why Bulgaria Remained Peaceful and How This Helps Us Understand Nationalist Conflict in Post-Communist Eastern Europe
Alexander Kolev


In this paper I will offer an explanation of why after the collapse of Communism Bulgaria remained peaceful, despite its unpromising history of ethnic conflict over the 1980s, and will argue that the Bulgarian case can help us understand better the reasons for either the accommodation or the escalation (possibly leading to violence) of nationalist conflicts in the different countries of post-Communist Eastern Europe.  The preservation of ethnic peace in Bulgaria presents an intriguing question by itself.  During the 1980s, the country’s large Turkish minority was subjected to a forced assimilation process that led to instances of violence and strained interethnic relations in Bulgaria (along with a confrontation with neighboring Turkey).  The fall of the Bulgarian Communist regime in 1989, however, did not result in a further escalation of the conflict but, on the contrary, in its accommodation (despite the hypothesized link between democratization and nationalist conflict (Snyder 2000)).  This outcome presents a sharp and rather surprising contrast to the descent into ethnic wars that characterized the post-Communist democratization process in Bulgaria’s neighbor to the West, the former Yugoslavia.  I will argue that what explains the resolution of the ethnic conflict in Bulgaria and presents a clear contrast to Yugoslavia is the fact that the Bulgarian anti-Communist opposition was anti-nationalist.  This makes Bulgaria a revealing case, as it questions the currently popular explanations of post-Communist nationalist conflict in terms of manipulation by the former Communist elite trying to preserve power (Gagnon 1994-95, Snyder 2000) and suggests that it could be the position towards nationalism of the anti-Communist forces that offers a better explanation.  

To support this hypothesis I will use the example of the former Yugoslavia as a contrast case and will suggest that developments in other East European countries are also consistent with the proposed explanation.  The paper therefore combines the case study of Bulgaria with a comparative-historical argument about its larger significance for explaining post-Communist nationalist conflict.  In terms of sources and evidence, I have relied mostly on the already existing literature on ethnic politics in Bulgaria and Eastern Europe, as well as on a number of extensive interviews conducted in August 2000 with Bulgarian specialists (scholars and politicians) on ethnic problems.
  At the end of the paper I provide also a list of newspaper sources covering ethnic politics in Bulgaria during the first half of the 1990s, the reading of which has helped me a lot to develop the present argument.

The Argument in Relation to Other Explanations for Nationalist Violence in Post-Communist Eastern Europe


Although after 1989 countries like Bulgaria and Romania went through periods of heightened nationalist tensions, the only place in post-Communist Eastern Europe, outside the boundaries of the former Soviet Union, that has experienced large-scale nationalist violence was the former Yugoslavia and its successor states (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Macedonia).
  Explanations for post-Communist nationalist violence therefore have focused mostly on the tragic Yugoslav case.
  A recurrent theme in much of this literature is that the violence in the former Yugoslavia was not caused by any deep-rooted sentiments of ethnic hatred among the ordinary people but by a variety of other factors, having to do mostly with concerns of and manipulation by the elite.  In a case study of Serbia, Gagnon (1994-1995) offers a theoretical model (of presumably comparativist value) that explains violent ethnic conflict as provoked by threatened ruling elites trying to create “a domestic political context where ethnicity is the only relevant political identity” (p. 132) and thus fend off rivals who challenge the regime on issues of political and economic reform.  Gagnon argues therefore that the conflict in the former Yugoslavia was caused neither by culturally-transmitted myths of ethnic antagonism (Denich (1993) and Cohen (1993) could be interpreted as offering support to such a “culturalist” view) nor by external security concerns and military imbalances on the part of Serbia and Croatia (as Posen (1993) argues on the basis of the notion of “the security dilemma” from “realist” international-relations theory) but was a deliberate provocation by the Serbian ruling elite—designed to make nationalist concerns the focus of domestic politics, delegitimize the regime’s opponents, and thus help the former Communists preserve their grip on power.  If this strategy worked internally, allowing Milosevic’s party to stay in power for another ten years, it paved also the way to the conflicts in Croatia, Bosnia, and the Serbian province of Kosovo.

While Gagnon’s model captures a process that has indeed contributed to the rise of nationalism in Serbia and the escalation of the Yugoslav conflicts, it leaves some important questions unanswered.
  Above all, it is not clear why the Communists in Serbia managed so easily to define ethnicity as the focus of domestic politics (even before the Yugoslav war broke out), while their colleagues in neighboring Bulgaria, who were equally embattled by domestic opposition, did not or could not do so.  Gagnon (1994-1995:134-140) argues that the likelihood of threatened elites resorting successfully to the provocation of ethnic conflict depends on a number of factors, such as how threatened the elite feel, how politically relevant ethnicity has been in the past, whether the elite could be seen as credible defenders of the ethnic interest, and whether they enjoy sufficient control over the mass media.  In the case of Bulgaria in 1989-1991, the still ruling Communists felt strongly threatened by the anti-Communist opposition, the conflict in the late 1980s between the former Communist regime and the Turkish minority had made ethnicity politically highly relevant, the Communists had a credible claim of defending the Bulgarian national interests and enjoyed (especially initially) a high degree of control over the media.  Yet, despite the fact that part of the Bulgarian Communist elite did try to preserve their power by provoking a dangerous confrontation with the Muslim Turkish minority and ethnic tensions reached their peak in early 1990, the conflict did not escalate into violence.  On the contrary, it was quickly defused and channeled into the path of negotiations and accommodation, and in 1991 the former Communists lost power to the anti-Communists without destabilizing the already calm ethnic situation in the country.  Similarly, after 1989 the Romanian former-Communists elite did use moderate Romanian nationalism in order to preserve their power against anti-Communist reformers (Verdery 1993), but after an initial escalation of the ethnic tensions between Romanians and the Hungarian minority (and even a bit of violence in 1990) tensions subsided and in 1996 the former Communists lost power to the pro-Western opposition without causing ethnic trouble.  Thus, even though the factors credited by Gagnon with explaining ethnic violence in Yugoslavia were present in both Bulgaria and Romania, the last two remained peaceful.  Especially striking is the case of Bulgaria, where both the pre-1989 ethnic tensions and the threat facing the Communist elite in 1990 were much more acute than in Romania and even Yugoslavia.  Therefore, the contrast between Bulgaria and Romania, on the one hand, and Yugoslavia, on the other, cannot be explained by Gagnon’s model and requires attention to other factors.  

One such factor is obviously the fact that the former Yugoslavia, like the Soviet Union but unlike Bulgaria and Romania, was a federation of ethnically-defined constituent republics—a type of state structure which could be managed under Communist dictatorship but which under the conditions of democratization provides a ready-made institutional framework for centrifugal political tendencies and (if ethnic boundaries do not coincide with those of the federal republics, as was the case for Serbs and Croats in Yugoslavia) could suddenly give rise to the problem of ethnic minorities stranded in secessionist constituent republics.
  All that makes for a particularly aggravated “stateness problem” (Linz and Stepan 1996:16-37; 366-434) of conflicting claims over what are the legitimate successor states and who are their legitimate citizens, and if there are also historical myths antagonizing the different ethnic groups and waiting to be revived and reinterpreted in the new situation (as Denich (1993) has shown with regard to Serbs and Croats) the likelihood of a violent conflict seems indeed higher.  This has been noted in the more detailed accounts of the disintegration of Yugoslavia (Ramet 1992, Cohen 1993, and Woodward 1995), which show that a federalist structure developed under Communism and facing democratization while reconciling the divergent interests of the constituent republics was a major component in the combination of factors leading to the Yugoslav demise.  However, these accounts would not argue that the federalist structure and the democratization process have predetermined the Yugoslav collapse into violence but emphasize their interplay with other key factors and combinations of factors.  For example, Woodward (1995) explores the combined consequences of economic reform, the crisis of federal government, and the destabilizing policies of Western powers, while Cohen (1993) stresses the failure of the leaders of the Yugoslav republics to reach a compromise and the concurrent resurgence of ethnic nationalism.  Thus, although Yugoslavia’s multinational character and federalist structure had made it more conflict-prone, they are not sufficient in explaining the contrast with Bulgaria and Romania, where in the absence of any federalist or autonomy structures inter-ethnic confrontations almost reached the boiling point in 1990.

In general, an existing ethno-federalist structure, even in a time of democratization, does not necessarily give rise to ethnic conflict.  Czechoslovakia did split into its constituent republics (as did the Soviet Union) but this was not the result of any legitimacy (or “stateness”) crisis (rather of elite quarrels over the course of economic reform) and did not lead to any ethnic conflict and violence.  Similarly, the disintegration of the Soviet Union was by no means inevitable or necessarily resulting in conflict, and some Soviet republics (for instance, Belarus and even Ukraine) became independent by default, in the absence of nationalist conflict and almost against their own will.  Within the Russian Federation, if some ethnic republics (like Chechnya) have become involved in independence wars, other ethnic republics in a similar situation (like Kabardino-Balkaria, North Ossetia, and Tuva) have been content to remain parts of the federation.
  Thus, ethno-federalism cannot explain the outbreak of violent ethnic conflict, nor does the absence of ethno-federal structures provide any guarantee against such conflict, as shown recently by the violence in Macedonia.
  

An argument could be made though that not just the existence of ethno-federal structures but the lack of congruence between these and the actual patterns of ethnic dispersal is what is really conducive of ethnic conflict in a time of democratization (hence, the contrast between Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia).  And, in general, demographic factors like the relative size of ethnic minorities and whether they live in compact masses close to the borders (possibly of their external homelands) could be credited with the explanation of how realistic an option irredentism is and thus whether an ethnic minority would be inclined to compromise or not.  While these factors do play a role, Snyder (2000:194) has convincingly argued that one and the same demographic patterns—i.e. Hungarians in Romania and Armenians in Azerbaijan, or Russians in Kazakhstan and Russians in Latvia and Estonia—could coincide with very different stances and strategies for resolving minority problems (accommodation in Kazakhstan and discrimination in Estonia and Latvia) and different outcomes (peace in Romania and war in Azerbaijan). 
   With regard to the contrast between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, demography is not a convincing explanation either.  The Muslims in Bulgaria live in two big enclaves in the Northeast and the Southeast of the country, with the latter of these adjacent to the border with Turkey, and (similarly to the cases of Albanians in Kosovo and Northwestern Macedonia) the higher birthrates of the Muslims and the migration of ethnic Bulgarians to the larger cities have made those enclaves increasingly homogeneous ethnically.
  Thus, although the percentage of Muslims in Bulgaria’s population (about 15%) may have been indeed too low to justify a challenge to the constitutional character of the nation state (of the type posed by the Albanians in Macedonia), autonomy demands in the Northeast and secessionism in the Southeast of Bulgaria were not that unrealistic.
  Moreover, the percentage of Muslims in Bulgaria’s population was largely the same in the 1980s, when the country did experience an acute ethnic conflict, and in the 1990s, when the conflict was resolved.  Thus, the accommodation of the ethnic conflict in Bulgaria in contrast to Yugoslavia and generally the development of post-Communist nationalist conflicts cannot be explained with demographic factors.


The most ambitious and recent attempt to account for nationalist violence or its absence in the different countries of the post-Communist world (and generally for the link between democratization and nationalist conflict), Snyder’s (2000) From Voting to Violence, also does not provide much help for understanding why Bulgaria and Romania remained peaceful in contrast to Yugoslavia.  After considering some popular explanations for post-Communist nationalist violence—such as, the reemergence of historical animosities, demographic proportions and dispersal patterns, and strategic insecurities after the collapse of imperial order—and finding them inadequate, Snyder (2000:189-264) proposes his own explanation.
  Similarly to Gagnon’s (1994-95) argument on Serbia, Snyder (2000) contends that in parts of the post-Communist world threatened elites used nationalism as “an attractive instrument to mobilize popular support and to demobilize support for opponents” (p. 198).  This could happen, according to Snyder, particularly in those democratizing post-Communist countries that he classifies, in terms of their social and economic development, as “late” developers—the former Yugoslavia (except Slovenia), Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Russia, Ukraine, and Slovakia.  The “early” developers of Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Estonia, Latvia, and Slovenia experienced very little nationalist conflict, according to Snyder (2000:195-197), because of their highly educated and “relatively sophisticated” societies that allowed them to quickly create “consolidated” democracies, while the “extremely late” developers of Central Asia could not sustain mass nationalist movements (because of their still underdeveloped societies), experienced little democratization for the well-entrenched and coercive ruling elites in these countries to feel threatened, and therefore produced no nationalist mobilization and conflict.  In some of the “late” developers, however, the elites faced strong popular opposition during the democratization process, and this created a compelling incentive to exploit nationalism in the struggle to retain power—a strategy facilitated by the historical relevance of nationalist themes and by the absence of stable democratic institutions (of the type quickly created by the “early” developers).  In combination with other factors such as ethnofederalist structures with a stronger core state (like in Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union) or clannish networks (like in the Caucasus), the nationalist mobilization could, and sometimes did, lead to ethnic violence.  In other “late” developers though (Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine), the former Communist elites did not face strong opposition and therefore employed only moderate nationalist mobilization to enhance their legitimacy and keep the opposition weak (pp. 252-259).  


There are some major problems with Snyder’s (2000) explanation.  First, his classification of the former Communist countries of Eastern Europe into “early” and “late” developers is unconvincing by itself but especially in accounting for the presence or absence of nationalist violence in those countries.
  Even if we grant Snyder that the beginning of the Yugoslav wars in Slovenia was an exception, there are a number of other facts that question the explanation of a lack of nationalist conflict with higher levels of development.  For instance, the other relatively well-developed republic of the former Yugoslavia, Croatia, experienced a lot of appalling ethnic violence while the “late” developer Bulgaria had none, the “early” developers of Latvia and Estonia had no violence but experienced an upsurge in anti-Russian ethnic nationalism (Linz and Stepan 1995:401-433) much stronger than in the “late” developer of Ukraine, and “early” developers like the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland could not have experienced ethnic conflict simply because there were virtually no ethnic minorities (except for the politically unproblematic Gypsies) within their present borders.
  Therefore, the level of social and economic development and the stability of democratic institutions (incidentally, these two did not always go hand in hand, as is again shown by the case of Croatia under Tudjman and by Latvia and Estonia’s post-independence attempts to introduce discriminatory citizenship laws) cannot adequately explain who was eligible for nationalist mobilization and possibly violence and who was not.  


Nor can Snyder’s proposed mechanism of nationalist mobilization—very similar to Gagnon’s (1994-95), manipulation by threatened elites, plus some facilitating factors—adequately explain which of the so-called “late developers” actually underwent such mobilization and why, and why in some cases it escalated into violence while in others it did not.  As noted above, the former Communists in Bulgaria had every reason to fear for their power and incite nationalism (as they did) but the conflict was resolved and the country remained peaceful.  Part of the problem with Snyder’s explanation is that it focuses on the phenomenon of ethnic violence (something which is easy to define and use for argumentative purposes) instead of exploring why and how ethnic conflicts escalated or got accommodated in the different countries of the region.  This has allowed Snyder to ignore the periods of heightened tensions in Bulgaria, Romania, Latvia and Estonia, simply because they did not lead to actual violence, and to erroneously attribute this lack of violence to either the stability of democratic institutions (Latvia and Estonia) or the weakness of anti-Communist opposition and lack of enough threat to the Communist elite (Bulgaria and Romania).  Yet, as attention to the case of Bulgaria will demonstrate—a case which, although characteristic in showing how ethnic conflict could be avoided against improbable odds, has been significantly left out of Snyder’s discussion of “transitions from Communism without nationalist conflict” (pp. 252-259)—it was not the weakness but the strength and specific ideological orientation of the Bulgarian anti-Communist opposition that prevented further escalation of the country’s dangerous ethnic conflict.  

The ethnic conflict in Bulgaria began in the early 1980s as a result of the Communist regime’s attempt to forcibly assimilate the Muslim Turkish minority and had led to widespread police brutality, some acts of terrorism, and clashes between the Bulgarian military and the Turks (Stoyanov 1998:148-166).  It was suppressed—with difficulty and far from completely—by the totalitarian state’s formidable repressive apparatus, but after the collapse of Communism in late 1989 there was a danger of resurgence of the conflict.  At that point, part of the embattled (by the increasingly popular anti-Communist opposition) Communist elite did try to use anti-Turkish nationalism (precisely as Gagnon’s model predicts) in order to redefine the focus of domestic politics along the lines of nationalist concerns, divert attention from mounting pressures for political and economic reform, and thus preserve their power.  This led to a dangerous escalation of ethnic tensions in January 1990, but the decidedly anti-nationalist stance of the anti-Communist opposition and its strength in the capital Sofia frustrated the attempts to make nationalism the focus of domestic politics, and together with the moderate approach adopted by the leadership of the Turkish minority ensured that a pattern of cooperation across ethnic lines would be established.  Thus, the ideological prevailed over the ethnic, and the defining political conflict in post-Communist Bulgaria remained the one between the former Communists and the anti-Communists, instead of the one between Bulgarians and Turks.  As a result, ethnic tensions subsided and the political and human-rights grievances of the Turkish minority were successfully accommodated over the next few years.  In Romania too, the core of the anti-Communist opposition was also anti-nationalist (as far as policies towards the Hungarian minority were concerned) and this ensured that there would be an opportunity—as well as a need resulting from the strength of the former Communists, who did play with nationalism—for political cooperation across ethnic lines.  

In Yugoslavia, however, the ideologies of anti-Communism and nationalism were reinforcing instead of contradicting each other.  As all of the above-mentioned texts on Yugoslavia’s disintegration point out in one way or another, in Serbia the major forces of the anti-Communist opposition were even more nationalist than the Milosevic-led Communists, and in Croatia the wave of oppositional anti-Communist nationalism (or nationalist anti-Communism) brought to power a leader like Tudjman.  While this synergy between anti-Communism and nationalism is not sufficient by itself to explain the Yugoslav wars, it does constitute a key factor for the rapid escalation of ethnic tensions during the democratization process and the lack of inter-ethnic political cooperation in Yugoslavia.  Interestingly, the mutually reinforcing character of nationalist and anti-Communist tendencies (although well-understood by the observers of the Yugoslav case) has not, to my knowledge, been conceptualized as a factor that should be explored in the context of other post-Communist countries.  Nor has been thus conceptualized the conflict between nationalism and anti-Communism in Bulgaria, which in addition has remained largely unnoticed as something that might account for the Bulgarian outcome.

I believe though that if we are looking for a factor explaining the presence or absence of nationalist conflict (and possibly, as a result of it, violence) in the different countries of post-Communist Eastern Europe, it is not how threatened the Communist elite was and how easy it could manipulate society, but rather whether the anti-Communists were nationalist or not, and thus whether they tended to define political conflict in non-ethnic terms and to cooperate with the ethnic minorities or not.  The stances of minorities’ leaderships were also highly important, but they were often conditioned, in addition to influences coming from the minorities’ external homelands, by the openness of the anti-Communist parties towards cooperation across ethnic lines, which had an effect on the policies of the external homelands too.
  Needless to say, a variety of other factors were also at play in determining what will happen in any given country, and some of these factors (like past histories, international influences, factionalism, and how everything combined together) are context-specific and difficult to compare across the region.  Still, my argument is that if we are looking for something that can be compared across the different countries of post-Communist Eastern Europe and that (in combination with country-specific factors) has played a crucial role in nationalist conflicts across the region, it was whether anti-Communism reinforced or tempered nationalism.  This explanation is much simpler than the one proposed by Snyder (2000), and, as I will try to show, it also fits better the facts.  

In short, it was not Communist manipulators concerned with the preservation of their power (as Snyder and Gagnon contend) that most strongly influenced which way a post-Communist country would go with regard to nationalism (and thus what its relations with ethnic minorities and foreign neighbors would be) but the character of its anti-Communist opposition.  This in turn was influenced by the specificities of each country’s history but above all by the character of the preceding Communist regime and the dominant type of intellectual concerns over the course of the late Communist period.  Now let us illustrate that with the case of Bulgaria.

The Ethnic Conflict in Bulgaria and Its Resolution

In the winter of 1984-85, the Communist regime in Bulgaria, led by the aging dictator Todor Zhivkov, launched a massive assimilatory campaign against the country’s Turkish minority (about 850,000 people, or ten percent of Bulgaria’s population).
  The Turks were forced to change their Turkish names with Bulgarian ones, and other measures suppressing the expression of Turkish identity (including restrictions on religious practices and the use of Turkish language) were introduced.  The campaign was executed with the help of the police and the army but encountered unprecedented resistance and led to widespread police brutality, a few terrorist acts (something by then unheard of in Communist Bulgaria), and clashes between the armed forces and the civilian Turkish population, with an unidentified number of casualties among the latter.  The renaming campaign thus achieved precisely the opposite of its assimilatory goals and provoked much resentment and a general nationalist mobilization among the Turks in Bulgaria.  Relations with Turkey, where public opinion was outraged by the renaming, were also severely strained.


During the campaign and over the next years, many of the Turks’ informal leaders and those deemed more nationalistic were arrested, interned and imprisoned but this failed to stop the resistance, and, in a climate of increasing attention to human rights issues (as a result of Western policies and the perestroika in the Soviet Union), Bulgaria was facing growing international isolation because of its treatment of the Turks.  In May 1989, after the eruption of a series of Turkish protest demonstrations and clashes with police in Eastern Bulgaria, Zhivkov decided to solve the problem by allowing emigration to Turkey.  This resulted in the mass exodus of more than 300,000 Bulgarian Turks to Turkey (many of these later returned), which was forced to close the border in late August because of inability to cope with the refugee influx.  The exodus was accompanied by profiteering on the part of some Bulgarians (buying cheaply the property of the departing Turks) and by hysterical anti-Turkish propaganda in the Communist media (blaming Turkey for inciting Turkish nationalism in Bulgaria and presenting the emigrants as manipulated fanatics), and all that led to heightened tensions in Eastern Bulgaria, where inter-ethnic relations had already been strained since the renaming.
  

In the meantime, however, the changes in the Soviet Union had started to affect Bulgaria, and the intelligentsia, long disgruntled by Zhivkov’s regime, had produced the first dissident groups in the country.  Inspired by the Soviet perestroika, Western influences, and their own experience with the Communist regime, these groups stressed human rights concerns as their reason for existence and core ideology.  With the regime a formidable common enemy and both Turks and Bulgarian dissidents victims of its human rights abuses, there was a clear common ground and need for cooperation across ethnic lines, and in their interviews and declarations on the waves of Western radio stations, the dissidents declared support for the Turks and appealed for an end to the anti-Turkish policies.
  

Over the course of 1989, the influence of the dissidents on the political situation was increasing while the regime faced growing isolation abroad and economic problems at home (both exacerbated by the Turkish exodus) and finally some figures of the higher Communist nomenklatura organized the deposition of Zhivkov on 10 November 1989.  In the atmosphere of a collapse of Communism in Eastern Europe, the new party leadership embarked on a process of political and economic reform—dismantling the totalitarian state but at the same time trying to preserve as much power and control as possible.  The former dissident groups on their part formed an oppositional anti-Communist alliance (the Union of Democratic Forces, or UDF), enjoying an upsurge of popularity and supported by the majority of people in the capital (especially the intelligentsia and the young), pressing vocally for faster reforms, and eager to use mass demonstrations, strikes and street protests to back its demands.  With regard to the Turkish question, the opposition—in line with its stance from the dissident period and the ideological commitment to human rights and democracy (and in anticipation of getting the Muslim vote, which together with the votes from the capital and the bigger cities could have been enough for winning the future multi-party elections)—demanded an end to the assimilatory policies and allowing the Turks to restore their names.

The new Communist leadership was in agreement with the opposition that the assimilatory policies (which the new leaders tried to blame solely on Zhivkov and his inner circle) had to be revoked as obviously failed and damaging the country, and at the end of December it was proclaimed that the Turks are free to officially restore their names.  The announcement was perceived as a victory and cause for celebrations among the Turks, but these were interpreted as threatening by many Bulgarians in the mixed regions in Eastern Bulgaria, and there were forces quick to exploit the situation.  These were all those regional bureaucrats, local party nomenklatura, and officials of the police and security services who had been in the forefront of the implementation of the forced assimilatory policies (and who had also done most of the profiteering during the Turkish exodus).  Scared for their privileged positions and seizing on the fears of the Bulgarians in the mixed regions, in early January 1990 these people created a so-called All-National Committee for the Defense of the National Interest, staged a number of vocally nationalistic demonstrations in the major cities of Eastern Bulgaria (demanding among other things that the Turkish names should not be restored), and then called for demonstrations in the capital and moved with their supporters there.
  In opposition-dominated Sofia, however, anti-Turkish nationalism had been largely discredited through its association with the policies of the hated Zhivkov regime, and the nationalist outbreak was judged as diverting attention from the UDF’s urgent anti-Communist agenda and helping the Communists to preserve power. 
  This interpretation was actively promoted by the UDF leadership, eager to keep the momentum of anti-Communist mobilization and scared of the possibility of a Communist revival on the wings of nationalism.
  The nationalists demonstrators therefore met little popular support in Sofia and (after receiving some reassurances from the government) had to return back east—where the restrained reaction of the Turks (under the leadership of the newly released from prison, Ahmed Dogan, a hero from the resistance against the assimilatory campaign) to the nationalist outbreak ensured that ethnic tensions would soon subside.  

The embattled leadership of the Communist party (soon to be renamed Bulgarian Socialist Party, or BSP), however, sensed that nationalist feelings in Eastern Bulgaria could be used against the archrival UDF, and started courting anti-Turkish nationalism again, although without advocating a return to Zhivkov’s discredited policies, and the All-National Committee (soon to be transformed into the so-called Fatherland Party of Labor) was gradually incorporated into a BSP-led coalition.
  At the same time, in a desire to split the anti-Communist vote instead of giving it all to the UDF, the BSP allowed the registration of the newly organized political party of the Turkish minority (the Movement for Rights and Freedom, or MRF) headed by Dogan.  All that—but above all the socialists’ stress on social security along with their still strong positions in the media and local government—helped the BSP win (with a narrow absolute majority) the first post-Communist elections in June 1990 with the votes of the elderly and the conservative countryside.  The UDF, running on a platform of radical anti-Communism was a close second with the votes of Sofia and the bigger cities, while the MRF got the votes of the Muslims and 8% of parliamentary seats.  The socialists’ rule, however, was marked by a high degree of instability, worsening economic crisis and constant UDF protests that eventually led to the resignation of the Socialist government in November 1990 and the formation of an expert coalition government with key UDF representatives in it.  In the next parliamentary elections in October 1991, the UDF won a relative majority and formed a ruling coalition with the MRF.
  

In general, it was not nationalism but the struggle between the former Communists of the BSP and the anti-Communists of the UDF that defined political life in post-Communist Bulgaria.  While several small but vocally nationalistic (and at the same time anti-Communist) Bulgarian parties were formed in late 1989 and early 1990—in particular, the Bulgarian National Radical Party and the Bulgarian National Democratic Party—they never made a significant impact.  The June 1990 elections were dominated by the BSP-UDF divide and, with the nationalist votes from the mixed regions going to the BSP and the anti-Communist vote going to the UDF, the nationalistic parties got too few votes to pass the 4% electoral threshold for entering parliament.  This failure to establish parliamentary presence during the formative stage of post-Communist transition (when nationalist fears could still be exploited) and the UDF’s consistent refusals to accept nationalistic parties in the alliance meant effectively that the anti-Communist nationalists would remain outside mainstream politics (along with a dozen or so of small parties known chiefly for the eccentricities of their leaders) and, due to the declining relevance of nationalism in Bulgarian political life, would gradually fall into obscurity.  The BSP (and their minor coalition partners of the Fatherland Labor Party, soon to completely dissolve among the socialists) therefore remained the only mainstream Bulgarian political parties associated with anti-Turkish nationalism, and that fact put off from this type of nationalist ideology many people with nationalist leanings who at the same time were strongly anti-Communist.
  

All that set the political landscape of Bulgaria in the shape it has remained throughout the 1990s.  The BSP and the UDF alternated in power, with the MRF the third largest party and a stable parliamentary presence.
  The struggle between the BSP and the UDF was heavily loaded with emotions and conflicting interpretations of the past, intensified with every worsening of the economic situation, and led to a number of violent confrontations and incidents—in particular, the burning of the BSP Sofia headquarters by UDF protesters in August 1990 and the storming of parliament (again by UDF supporters) during the 1997 economic crisis.  (Essentially, this was a struggle between two power elites, the pro-Western anti-Communists, advocating more radical economic reforms and the purge of those associated with the former regime, and the former Communists, advocating slower reforms and trying to transform their declining political influence into economic power.)  Of these two archrivals, the UDF had already committed itself to anti-nationalism and cooperation with the MRF, and the BSP too came soon to understand that the significance of nationalism as an ideological resource in the power struggle was steadily decreasing in comparison to the advantages of having the MRF as a potential ally against the UDF.  Thus, in 1991-1994 the MRF held the balance of power between the UDF and the BSP (neither of which had an absolute majority) and was initially allied with the UDF but later—taking the side of the country’s president, a prominent dissident and former UDF leader, in his disagreements with the UDF’s parliamentary group—withdrew its support and voted with the BSP to form a new government with the MRF’s mandate.
  This episode illustrates the characteristic fact that through the 1990s the two big Bulgarian parties never cooperated against the MRF, while routinely cooperating with the MRF against each other.  The MRF used that in pressing its minority rights agenda, on which it cooperated with the UDF, while supporting the BSP on some social and economic laws from which the Muslims were likely to benefit.  As a result, the MRF secured a broad range of cultural rights for the Muslims in Bulgaria (including state-sponsored education and mass media in Turkish) together with a strong position in local government in the mixed regions.
  Among other things, this fortified Ahmed Dogan’s reputation as the indisputable leader of the MRF, and ensured that the latter would remain monolithic.
  

Turkey was happy with the MRF policies and the emerging ethnic arrangement in Bulgaria, and towards the end of the 1990s, with the UDF in power, relations between the two countries reached their best period ever.
  The West too was happy with the fact that after a turbulent history in the 1980s Bulgaria had managed to become an example of ethnic stability in the troubled Balkans, and tried to use its influence over the main players to keep it that way.
  That influence was substantial, since the UDF, the BSP and the MRF all agreed that integration in the European Union was the foremost strategic priority for Bulgaria, as did public opinion among the general population, and the ruling elite in Turkey was also hopeful of the latter’s eventual European integration.  Thus, once set on the right track in the early 1990s, ethnic politics in Bulgaria assumed a positive dynamics of their own, with all the major players satisfied with the emerging settlement and not interested in any kind of escalation.  As a result at the end of the decade Bulgaria emerged as a model of inter-ethnic political cooperation and successfully resolved minority problems in the Balkans.

Why Was the Ethnic Conflict In Bulgaria Resolved?


Obviously, the resolution of the ethnic conflict in Bulgaria was a result of a combination of factors working together.  Some long-term stabilizing influences such as the policies of Turkey (with its possible effects on the MRF) and the West (with its effects on the main political parties in Bulgaria and possibly on Turkey) have certainly played an important role—as well as perhaps some other factors, such as the lack of arms among the civilian population and the sobering example of the Yugoslav wars.  However, in January 1990 the Yugoslav wars were in the future, the lack of arms had not prevented the Turks from confronting police with clubs and stones during the May 1989 clashes (Stoyanov 1998:202-204), and had the confrontation escalated further (especially if the nationalists succeeded in imposing their demands against name restoration) a radicalization of the Bulgarian Turks together with a change in Turkey’s policy (similar to the one provoked by the renaming campaign in the mid-1980s) were very probable.  Yet, as I have argued above, due to the firm anti-nationalist stance of the anti-Communist opposition, the January 1990 nationalist mobilization failed.  This failure of nationalism in the formative stage of the post-Communist transition and the continued anti-nationalist policy of the UDF prevented the former Communists from redefining the political debate in Bulgaria along the lines of nationalist concerns and ethnic confrontation, set the pattern for political cooperation across ethnic lines, and thus in the long-run ensured the successful accommodation of the Turkish minority’s human rights problems.  Of particular importance was the fact that the UDF commanded the support of the intelligentsia (which gave the anti-Communists a more authoritative voice and helped secure soon good positions in the media) and the young in the hub of Bulgarian political life (i.e. university students in Sofia) and that it also had a near monopoly on political extremism and street violence.  (Had the UDF been nationalistic under these circumstances, the prospects for a violent ethnic conflict in Bulgaria would have been much higher.)  As for the role of the former Communists, it evolved from the central leadership trying to differentiate themselves from the failed Zhivkov’s policies, to the nationalist revolt of the local nomenklatura and the ensuing opportunistic embrace of nationalist rhetoric, to (having lost power in the meantime) the eventual effective abandonment of anti-Turkish nationalism (by-then largely useless) in an atmosphere of normal parliamentary cooperation with the MRF.  Thus, instead of the former Communist elite manipulating nationalist feeling to the degree that it found fit, it was the UDF that managed to impose its non-nationalist terms of political debate on the former 

Communists.
 

The crucial factor therefore explaining the resolution of the ethnic conflict in Bulgaria was the fact that the anti-Commnuists were also anti-nationalists, and this in turn was largely a product of the history of Bulgaria under Communism.  Nationalist feelings and anti-Turkish historical mythology have always been an integral part of Bulgarian culture, but the trauma of the totalitarian period changed all that and gave rise to different intellectual concerns and priorities.  The Bulgarian variant of Communism had been one of the more tyrannical in Eastern Europe, and by the mid-1980s the suppression of freedom and the deterioration of living standards (particularly in the larger cities) had sufficiently estranged the intelligentsia, while the Soviet perestroika and Western ideological influences brought human rights concerns to the fore of intellectual debate.  And when Zhivkov’s regime precisely at that time (when most hated) embraced anti-Turkish nationalism, this, instead of enhancing the regime’s legitimacy, only served to discredit nationalism among those who were to play a critical role in post-Communist Bulgaria’s politics.

The Contrast between Bulgaria and the Former Yugoslavia


Can the Bulgarian case help us understand better the reasons for either the accommodation or escalation of ethnic conflicts in other post-Communist East European countries?  To answer this question, a comparison between Bulgaria and the former Yugoslavia is particularly revealing.  As noted above, apart from local conflicts on territories of the former Soviet Union, the former Yugoslavia and its successor states are the only places in post-Communist Eastern Europe that have experienced large-scale nationalist violence (of often appalling nature).  Surprisingly though, just before the fall of Communism in 1989, it was Bulgaria that experienced the most acute form of nationalist conflict in Eastern Europe.  Thus, it seems that while the transition to democracy helped defuse the conflict in Bulgaria, it produced precisely the opposite effect in Yugoslavia, and the question is why.  

Bulgaria and the former Yugoslavia shared a number of common characteristics in terms of both civilizational character and political experience.  The two Southern-Slavic states were extremely close culturally, especially with regard to the eastern Yugoslav republics of Serbia, Macedonia, Montenegro, and Bosnia, the Slavic populations of which share with Bulgaria a common religion (Orthodox Christianity, except for the Muslims and Croats in Bosnia) and the history of a 500-year Ottoman domination, followed in Serbia and Bulgaria by the establishment in the nineteenth century of ethnically defined nation states with distinctly anti-Muslim historical mythologies.  After the First World War, Yugoslavia emerged as a multiethnic state, but one politically dominated by the Serbs (as was Bulgaria by the Bulgarians) and incorporating (again like Bulgaria) a large Muslim population.  In the inter-war years, both countries were politically authoritarian (with nationalism the dominant political ideology, challenged only by the anti-nationalist Communists) and economically backward (with peasant majorities of predominantly small-to-medium independent farmers).  Both countries became Communist dictatorships as a result of the Second World War and subsequently underwent similar processes of Communist industrialization and urbanization.  Finally, in the late 1980s, after 45-year periods of Communist rule, both countries embarked on the path of democratization, leading to disintegration and a series of ethnic wars in Yugoslavia and to accommodation of the pre-existing ethnic conflict in Bulgaria.

The contrast could be extended further in light of Huntington’s (1997) theory of the “clash of civilizations”—arguing that the ideological confrontation of the Cold War has been replaced by ethno-religious conflicts, particularly difficult to accommodate if involving Muslims—and with regard to the successor states of the former Yugoslavia.  The specific types of state structure, nationalist ideology and ethno-religious composition characteristic of Bulgaria (centralized nation state, traditional ethnic nationalism with a distinct anti-Muslim flavor, a dominant Slavic Orthodox Christian majority and a large Muslim minority) characterized also Serbia and Macedonia after the 1991 disintegration of Yugoslavia, and violent conflicts between the dominant Orthodox Christian majorities and the Muslim minorities in Serbia and Macedonia did break out in 1998-99 and 2001 respectively.  In multiethnic Bosnia too, despite the enduring cultural significance of the murderous conflict between Serbs and (Catholic) Croats during the Second World War, the main traditional ethno-religious divide has been the one between the Orthodox Christian Serbs and the Muslims, and the heaviest fighting and worst atrocities in the 1992-1995 Bosnian War involved those two groups.  Thus, the cases of the former Yugoslavia and its successor states seem to support Huntington’s (1997) theory and to suggest a strong potential for violent conflicts between Orthodox Christians and Muslims in the Balkans (similar to the ones that took place in the Caucasus (Chechnya, Nogorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia) and Cyprus).  Yet, even though during the 1980s Bulgaria experienced a more acute form of an ethnic conflict involving Muslims than any other place in the Balkans, after 1989 it remained peaceful contrary to Huntington’s predictions.  All that adds to the significance of Bulgaria as a revealing case and makes the more intriguing an explanation of the contrast with the former Yugoslavia.  

There are of course a number of differences between Bulgaria and the former Yugoslavia that may provide an explanation for the divergent outcomes of post-Communist democratization in the two countries, and the question is which of these differences are the crucial ones.  One important difference is that Bulgaria (despite the presence of a large Muslim minority) has always been a unitary nation state while Communist Yugoslavia (like the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia) was a federation of ethnically defined constituent republics.  As discussed earlier though, while ethno-federalist structures could make a democratizing state more conflict prone by providing an ethnic framework for political action, they do not necessarily entail a drive towards secessionism or a conflict escalation leading to ethnic violence.  One intermediary mechanism that at a time of democratization could lead from ethno-federalism to violent conflict is the change of control over the means of violence (the police and the army).  Such a change of control indeed contributed to the outbreaks of violence in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia (see for instance Cohen 1995:223-228;236-243) but not to the conflicts in Serbia and Macedonia.
  Above all, one has also to ask the question what made the change of control over the means of violence necessary in Yugoslavia, and the answer is that political parties intent on asserting greater independence from the federal center won the elections in Slovenia and Croatia.  This was part of the general trend of nationalist parties winning the first multiparty elections in democratizing Yugoslavia, a trend that could be explained with the fact that, unlike in Bulgaria, in Yugoslavia dissent against the ruling Communists had been fused with ethnic nationalism.  This in turn was a combined product of the history, institutional structure and some specific characteristics of the Communist regime in the former Yugoslavia.  

Nationalism and Anti-Communism in the Former Yugoslavia


After the Second World War, the combination of a Communist dictatorship that suppressed ethnic nationalism while promoting “Yugoslavism” and the creation of a complex federal state extending special rights to its constituent ethnic groups and minorities, and perhaps the unifying effect of the Soviet threat (following the Tito-Stalin split) in the late 1940s and early 1950s, resulted in a period of ethnic stability in Yugoslavia (Crampton 1997:276).  When after Stalin’s death the Soviet threat waned, Yugoslavia remained on its own as a non-aligned Communist state, relatively open to the West and embracing some policies that were surprisingly liberal by Communist standards—such as, free travel abroad, self-management on a number of levels, economic decentralization, allowing foreign investment, and banning the simultaneous holding of state and party office (Crampton 1997:308-311).  In sharp contrast to the uncompromisingly tyrannical regimes in Bulgaria and Romania, Yugoslavia was characterized by a “relatively relaxed and unobtrusive form of single party rule” with “considerable room…for the expression of divergent opinions and critical views” and “major defects of the regime…candidly discussed by the country’s lively media and scholarly community” (Cohen 1993:37).  The problem of totalitarianism therefore (defining for Bulgaria and Romania) was largely absent from the former Yugoslavia, where, in contrast to the sudden changes radically transforming Bulgaria and Romania in a matter of weeks, there was no anti-totalitarian revolution and the transition to political pluralism at the end of the 1980s proceeded gradually.  


At the same time, there was a clear tendency in Yugoslavia over the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s for political and economic discontent to become closely intertwined with nationalist concerns (Cohen 1993:43).  This tendency was a result of the combination of a variety of factors.  Enduring memories and mythologies about the ethnic massacres accompanying the Second World War in Bosnia and Croatia provided a cultural reservoir of nationalist interpretations that, while suppressed by the Communists, could be revived and exploited by oppositional forces.  As Denich (1994:371) has put it, “opposition tended to focus on the forbidden fruit of nationalism, which could be readily found beneath the surface, in literature, history and national traditions that may have been suppressed in public but were readily available in private”.  At the same time, the ethno-federal character of the Yugoslav state, while designed in the first place with the intention of making nationalism irrelevant, in fact provided the institutional framework for ethnic politics.  There existed also some power and institutional asymmetries among the constituent ethnic groups that could be interpreted as possible reasons for discontent.
  And, finally, there were the economic disparities between the republics that also tended to provoke nationalist resentment within the federal framework
  

While it is difficult to determine the relative weight of each of these factors, the result from their combined influence was that demands for economic reform and democratization became coupled with the expression of nationalist sentiment.  A good example of that is the Croatian crisis of 1967-72, which, while fueled also by economic grievances regarding the republic’s contributions to the federal budget, led to a revival of Croatian nationalism, followed by purges targeting both “liberals” and “nationalists” (Ramet 1992:98-135).  Dissent against the regime and ethnic nationalism became parts of one and the same ideological package, and prominent dissenters like Franjo Tudjman and Dobrica Cosic (later to become presidents of Croatia and the Serbian-dominated smaller Yugoslavia respectively) were characterized above all by their nationalist views.


As a combined result of the absence of a pressing “totalitarianism” problem and the fusion of dissent and nationalism, intellectual debate in Yugoslavia during the 1980s was mostly concerned not with human rights issues but with nationalist problems (made the more relevant by the escalation of tensions in Kosovo (Ramet 1992:187-201)).  A good illustration of that atmosphere is provided by the well-known 1986 Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences, a document that at the time was considered to be something of both a dissident manifesto and a reassertion of Serbian nationalism (Vujacic 1995:27-28).  One could draw the conclusion therefore that while in Bulgaria dissident anti-nationalist intellectuals opposed a highly oppressive and increasingly nationalist Communist regime, in Yugoslavia dissident nationalist intellectuals opposed an anti-nationalist and relatively relaxed Communist regime.  As a result, if the Bulgarian anti-Communist opposition emerged as anti-nationalist, in Yugoslavia the anti-Communist oppositions in both Serbia and Croatia were above all nationalist.  

Thus, as Vujacic (1995) has argued, Milosevic was in a large measure responding to the demands of the time and the dominant intellectual climate when in the late 1980s he unexpectedly embraced Serbian nationalism and successfully exploited it to consolidate his power.  In doing so, Milosevic was simply better positioned (through control of the media and other state resources) and more skillful than his divided opponents of the major anti-Communits parties, who were nevertheless more extreme in their nationalistic outlook than Milosevic’s Communists.
  Similarly, in Croatia it was not the former Communists but the anti-Communist challengers from Tudjman’s Croatian Democratic Alliance who championed Croatian nationalism, won decisively the first multiparty elections (Cohen 1995:94-102), and whose policies were instrumental in provoking the bloody conflict with the Serb minority (Glenny 1992:10-31).  In Macedonia too, it was the anti-Communists of the VMRO-DPMNE (Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization-Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity) who were the most nationalist and won a plurality in the first multi-party elections, running on a platform of both democratization and anti-Albanian nationalism (Bugajski 1994:111-113).  And in Slovenia, the Democratic Opposition of Slovenia (DEMOS) anti-Communist alliance that came to power after the 1990 elections (although less radical in its nationalist rhetoric than the Croatian Democratic Alliance) competed in the elections with the promise of independence and once in office worked single-mindedly to achieve this goal, in the process initiating the chain of events that led to Yugoslavia’s disintegration.
  In multi-ethnic Bosnia, the nationalist parties representing each of the three major ethnic groups (the Muslims’ Party of Democratic Action (led by Izetbegovic), the Serbian Democratic Party, and the Croatian Democratic Alliance) triumphed in the first multi-party elections, the results of which mimicked the republic’s ethnic composition, while the “pan-ethnic” reformed Communists won less than 8% of the vote (Cohen 1994:139-147).
  

Therefore, despite the virtuosity of Slobodan Milosevic in exploiting Serbian nationalist concerns, it does not seem justified to blame the rise of nationalism in the former Yugoslavia on Communist manipulators trying to preserve their power.  The dominance of nationalism was rather a product of an intellectual atmosphere in which dissent against the Communist regime and nationalist concerns were closely intertwined, while the problem of totalitarianism was absent, and which therefore under the conditions of democratization gave birth to distinctly nationalist political forces.  The fact that these political forces were both formed on a nationalist basis and intent on exploiting nationalist issues prevented the redefinition of political debate in Yugoslavia and its constituent republics along the lines of non-nationalist ideological struggle, and affected negatively the prospects for cooperation with ethnic minorities (of the type that was taking place between the UDF and the MRF in Bulgaria).  For instance, the nationalists from the Croatian Democratic Alliance, and especially Tudjman as president, did everything possible to radicalize the Serbs in Croatia (who in turn received support not only by Milosevic but also by anti-Communist Serbian ultra-nationalists like Seselj (Glenny 1992:11-14; Cohen 1995:126-136)).  In Serbia proper, the nationalism of the Serbia Renewal Movement precluded the possibility of cooperation with the Kosovo Albanians, something that could have helped the opposition to topple Milosevic.
  And in Macedonia, the November 1991 constitution adopted by the nationalist dominated parliament in that republic arguably planted the seeds of future conflict with the Albanian minority.
  

Nationalistic politics does not necessarily result in violence (as shown by the case of the Baltic republics) and in turning things violent in Yugoslavia a variety of other factors were instrumental too (as the narratives of Glenny 1992, Cohen 1995, and Woodward 1995 show).  The behavior of the Yugoslav army and Milosevic’s policies (Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia), intransigence (Croatia and Kosovo) and factionalism (Macedonia) on part of the minorities, arms supplies (Kosovo) and the export of militants (Croatia, Bosnia and Macedonia) have all contributed in various degrees to the outbreaks and escalation of violence in the different republics of the former Yugoslavia.  However, most of these factors were either consequences of or had their destructive effects because of an already existing atmosphere of ethnic confrontation.  This atmosphere was a product of the political ascendance of the nationalist forces, and this ascendance in turn was a result of the fusion between anti-Communist dissent and ethnic nationalism.
Conclusions—Nationalism and Anti-Communism in Post-Communist Eastern Europe


The examination of the case of Bulgaria shows that the early adoption of an anti-nationalist stance by the Bulgarian anti-Communists was crucial in the successful resolution of the country’s ethnic conflict.  Despite a number of factors that increased the danger of nationalist violence in Bulgaria—above all, the intensity of the pre-existing ethnic conflict and the willingness of the former Communists to exploit nationalism in power struggles—Bulgaria remained peaceful after 1989, the human rights grievances of the previously suppressed Muslims were accommodated, and a pattern of democratic inter-ethnic political cooperation was established.  At the same time, attention to the relationship between nationalism and anti-Communism in Bulgaria’s neighbor Yugoslavia shows that the nationalism of the anti-Communist forces there has been instrumental in precipitating the country’s disintegration and ethnic wars.  In terms of what had determined the anti-nationalist and nationalist positions of the Bulgarian and Yugoslav anti-Communists respectively, the degree of totalitarian repression and the related prominence of human rights concerns over the late Communist period have been highly important, although in Yugoslavia the ethno-federal structure of the country and some elements of its history have certainly played a role too.  

While there is no guarantee that what has been the most important in one case will be the most important in others, the central role of the relationship between nationalism and anti-Communism in both Bulgaria and Yugoslavia suggests that this relationship is worth examining in the context of other East European countries—and some of these indeed provide additional support for the argument linking the accommodation or escalation of post-Communist nationalist conflict with the ideological affinities of anti-Communist challengers.  A parallel with Bulgaria is offered by the case of Romania, where Ceausescu’s Communist regime came close to the totalitarian ideal-type, strongly emphasized Romanian nationalism, and adopted increasingly assimilatory policies against the country’s large Hungarian minority.
  After the 1989 revolution, the ruling former Communists (the National Salvation Front) used selectively Romanian nationalism, while the core of the anti-Communist opposition (the Democratic Convention) was non-nationalist and cooperated with the Hungarian minority’s party (the Democratic Union of Hungarians in Romania, DUHR) against the former Communists.
  And despite the initial escalations of ethnic tensions and violent incidents between Romanians and Hungarians in March 1990 (Rady 1992), the defining political conflict in post-Communist Romania remained the one between the former Communists and the anti-Communists, while ethnic tensions have decreased since the early 1990s.
  

In the Baltic republics, however, the relationship between nationalism and anti-Communism was similar to that in Yugoslavia.  Despite the fact that the problem of totalitarianism was as pressing in the Soviet Union as anywhere else, in the Baltic republics (because of historical factors such as their tradition of independent statehood in the inter-war years, their mode of incorporation into the Soviet Union, and the association of the Russian-speaking minorities there with support for the Soviet system) anti-Communism and ethnic nationalism were closely intertwined.
  As a result, when in the course of Gorbachov’s perestroika the problem of totalitarianism waned and until-then prohibited historical discussions became the focus of public attention, nationalism came to the fore of political life as the ideology of the so-called popular front movements that challenged the Party rule and led the national independence struggle.  This, and the presence (except in Lithuania) of large Russian-speaking minorities, led to the framing of post-independence politics in Estonia and Latvia in ethnic terms, escalation of ethnic tensions, and the adoption of citizenship laws that blatantly discriminated against the Russian-speaking minorities.  However, pressure from the West (on which Estonia and Latvia depended heavily for economic cooperation, political recognition and protection, and future entry into the European Union and NATO) helped change the situation in the direction of the settlement of minority problems.
  

In general, contrary to the models and explanations proposed by Gagnon (1994-95) and Snyder (2000) and focused largely on the special case of Serbia and Milosevic, in some typical cases of successful post-Communist nationalist mobilizations (like Croatia and the Baltic republics) it was the anti-Communists who used nationalism against non-nationalist former Communists.  In fact, it was only in Serbia (with the major oppositional parties there also highly nationalist) that nationalism came to dominate post-Communist political life under the leadership of a former Communist party, and this was largely a result of the successful adoption of previously dissident nationalist themes by the previously non-nationalist Communists (led by as skillful a manipulator as Slobodan Milosevic).  Successful nationalist mobilizations and the framing of domestic politics in nationalist terms did not necessarily lead to violence (as Estonia and Latvia show) but they resulted in more intransigent stances and policies adopted by the dominant majorities, made inter-ethnic political cooperation (needed for the successful resolution of minority problems) more difficult, antagonized and sometimes radicalized ethnic minorities, and in this way often provoked uncontrollable escalations of ethnic tensions that (in combination with additional factors) could lead to violence.  Therefore, it seems that what most strongly influenced the likelihood of nationalist conflict and possibly violence in post-Communist Eastern Europe was not how threatened or how secure the former Communist elite felt, how easily they could manipulate society or how strong the democratic institutions preventing them from doing so were but whether the anti-Communists were nationalists or not.  

This is hardly surprising.  The anti-Communist challengers tried to utilize in their campaigns (apart from the usual anti-Communist rhetoric of political freedom, democracy and free market reforms) previously suppressed themes of high emotional potential.  This does not mean that the rise of nationalism was a result of the resurfacing of “ancient hatreds” but that highly emotive, yet divisive, issues were likely to be revived and exploited for political purposes if the country’s history and culture allowed for that.  If ethnic nationalism was such an issue, the anti-Communists were often in a much better position to exploit it, particularly if the Communists were associated with anti-nationalism.
  Moreover, the former Communists were also the conservative forces, compromised by the ideological and economic failure of Communism, and relying for political support mostly on those who wanted security and feared radical changes, the elderly and the countryside, while the anti-Communists were as a rule representatives of the (disgruntled) intelligentsia (a group that has traditionally been instrumental in the spread of nationalism) and commanded the support of the young (so often associated with political extremism in a time of change).  

In short, it was not the power elite of defensive former Communists but the intellectual elite of aspiring for power anti-Communists who led the nationalist mobilizations in post-Communist Eastern Europe, or who sometimes prevented those mobilizations from taking place.  When the latter happened, as in Bulgaria, that was not necessarily the result of a lack of traditional cultural predisposition towards aggressive ethnic nationalism.  It could be also the result of a recent cultural shift over the course of the late Communist period, a shift that (contrary to the expectations of many Western scholars) did not recreate traditional cultural identities but produced new ideological ones.  

REFERENCES

English Language References

Brubaker, Rogers (1996).  Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe.  Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

Brubaker, Rogers and David Laitin (1998).  Ethnic and Nationalist Violence.  Annual Review of Sociology 24:423-52.

Bugajski, Janusz  (1994).  Ethnic Politics in Eastern Europe: A Guide to Nationality Policies, Organizations and Parties.  New York and London: M. E. Sharpe.

Cohen, Lenard (1995).  Broken Bonds: The Disintegration of Yugoslavia and Balkan Politics in Transition (2nd ed.).  Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Crampton, Richard (1997).  Eastern Europe in the Twentieth Century—and After (second edition).  London and New York: Routledge.  

Denich, Bette (1994).  Dismembering Yugoslavia: nationalist ideologies and the symbolic revival of genocide.  American Ethnologist 21(2):367-390.

Denitch, Bogdan (1996).  Ethnic Nationalism: The Tragic Death of Yugoslavia (revised edition).  London and Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Djilas, Milovan (1966).  The New Class: an Analysis of the Communist System.  London: Unvin.

Gagnon, V. P. (1994-1995).  Ethnic Nationalism and International Conflict: The Case of Serbia.  International Security 19(3):130-66.

Glenny, Misha (1992).  The Fall of Yugoslavia: The Third Balkan War.  London: Penguin.

Huntington, Samuel (1997).  The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order.  New York: Simon & Schuster.

Judt, Tony (2001).  Romania: Bottom of the Heap.  The New York Review of Books, November 1, 2001.

Linz, Juan and Alfred Stepan (1996).  Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: Southern Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe.  Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Posen, Barry R. (1993).  The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict.  Survival, vol. 5, no.1.  Spring 1993, pp. 27-47.

Rady, Martyn (1992).  Romania in Turmoil: a Contemporary History.  London: Tauris

Ramet, Sabrina (1992).  Nationalism and Federalism in Yugoslavia, 1962-1991 (2nd ed.).  Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University press

Snyder, Jack (2000).  From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict.  New York and London: W. W. Norton and Company.

Stamatov (manuscript).  The Making of a “Bad” Public: Ethnonational Mobilization in Post-Communist Bulgaria. 

Stepanov (2000).  Ethnic Tensions and Separatism in Russia.  Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 26(2):305-332.

Verdery, Katherine (1993).  Nationalism and National Sentiment in Post-socialist Romania.  Slavic Review 52(2):179-203.

Vujacic, Veljko (1995).  Serbian Nationalism, Slobodan Milosevic and the Origins of the Yugoslav War.  The Harriman Review 8(2):25-34. 

Woodward, Susan  (1995).  Balkan Tragedy: Chaos and Dissolution After the Cold War.  Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Bulgarian Language References

Bakalova, Maria (1997).  Problemut “prava” v konteksta na maltsinstvenata problematika i normativnoto mu regulirane v Bulgaria [The Problem of “Rights” in the Context of Minority Issues and Its Normative Regulation in Bulgaria].  In: Dainov, Evgeni and Deyan Kuyranov (eds.) Za promenite [On the changes].  Sofia: Tsentur za liberalni strategii (pp. 177-227).

Crampton, Richard (1994).  Kratka istoriya na Bulgaria [A Short History of Bulgaria] (Bulgarian translation by Alexander Shurbanov).  Sofia: Open Society Foundation.

Dainov, Evgenii (2000).  Politicheskiyat debat i prehodut v Bulgaria [The Political Debate and the Transition in Bulgaria].  Sofia: Fondatsiya “Bulgarska nauka i kultura”.

Fotev, Georgi (1994).  Drugiyat etnos [The Other Ethnos].  Sofia: Marin Drinov Publishing House of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences.

Ivanov, Mihail (2000).  “Etnicheskata tolerantnost i democratichniyat prehod v Bulgaria [Interethnic Tolerance and the Democratic Transition in Bulgaria].  In: Levi (ed.) Problemi na tolerantnostta [Problems of Tolerance].  Sofia: Institut za liberalni izsledvaniya.  

Kalinova, Evgeniya and Iskra Baeva (2000).  Bulgarskite prehodi 1944-1999 [The Bulgarian Transitions 1944-1999].  Sofia: Tilia.

Karamihova, Margarita (1997) T. nar. “Vuzroditelni processi”—politika i rezultati 1987-1997 [The So-called “Rebirth process”—Policies and Results 1987-1997].  In: Dainov, Evgeni and Deyan Kuyranov (eds.) Za promenite [On the changes].  Sofia: Tsentur za liberalni strategii (pp 371-402).

Kuyranov, Deyan (1997).  Bulgarskite neformali do Deseti noeemvri 1989 [Bulgarian Dissident Organizations until 10 November 1989].  In: Dainov, Evgeni and Deyan Kuyranov (eds.) Za promenite [On the changes].  Sofia: Tsentur za liberalni strategii (pp 351-352).

Musakov, Anton (1991).  Shesto [State Security’s Sixth Department].  Sofia: Sibia

Palchev, Ivan (2001).  Ahmed Dogan: opit za politicheski portret [Ahmed Dogan: an attempt for a political portrait].  Sofia RIK Slavyani.  

Purvata vulna: 24 intervyuta s 19 polititsi-itelektualtsi, vodeni v perioda 1991-1996 godina ot Koprinka Chervenkova, Andrei Ivanov, Georgi Lozanov, Hristo Butsev [The First Wave: 24 interviews with 19 politicians and intellectuals, taken in the period 1991-1996 by Koprinka Chervenkova, Andrei Ivanov, Georgi Lozanov, Hristo Butsev] (1997).  Sofia: Izdatelstvo Spektur.

Republika Bulgaria, prebroyavane na naselenieto i zhilishtniya fond kum 4 dekemvri 1992.  Resultati ot prebroyavaneto na naselenieto, tom I, demografski harakteristiki [Republic of Bulgaria, December 1992 Census.  Cenus results, volume 1, demographic indicators] (1994).  Sofia: National Institute of Statistics. 

Shesto upravlenie sreshtu neformalnite organizatsii v Bulgaria, 1988-1989: Dokumentalen sbornik [State Security’s Sixth Section against the Dissident Organizations in Bulgaria, 1988-1989: A Collection of Documents]  (1999).  Sofia: Skorpion.

Simeonov, Petko (1996).  Golyamata promyana 10.XI.1989-10.VI.1990 [The Big Change 10 Nov 1989-10 April 1990].  Sofia: Izdatelstvo Otechestvo.

Stoyanov, Valeri (1998).  Turskoto naselenie v Bulgaria mezhdu polyusite na ethicheskata politika [The Turkish Population in Bulgaria between the Poles of Ethnic Policies].  Sofia: Lik.

Tsvetkova, Maria (2000).  Bulgarskata politika kum vuzroditelniya protses sled 1944 [Bulgarian Policies with regard to the “Rebirth Process” after 1944].  Mezhdunarodni otnosheniya 2000 (2).

Newspaper Sources

Demokratsiya (daily newspaper of the Union of Democratic Forces).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

Duma (daily newspaper of the Bulgarian Socialist Party).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

Prava i svobodi (weekly newspaper of the Movement for Rights and Freedom).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

Trud (daily newspaper).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

24 chasa (daily newspaper).  Sofia, Bulgaria

168 chasa (weekly newspaper).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

Kontinent (daily newspaper).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

Standart (daily newspaper).  Sofia, Bulgaria.

�  Interviews were conducted with Mihail Ivanov (former advisor (1990-96) on ethnic problems to president Zhelev); Deyan Kyuranov (before 1989 one of the leaders of the Ekoglasnost dissident movement, after 1989 one of the founders of the main anti-Communist opposition alliance in Bulgaria (the Union of Democratic Forces) and one of the key participants in the Committee for National Reconciliation (established in January 1990 to help defuse the then acute ethnic conflict in Bulgaria), and currently a fellow of the Center for Liberal Strategies in Sofia); Antonina Zhelyazkova (a historian with expertise on Muslim minorities in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, another key participant in the National Reconciliation Committee, and currently the head of the Institute for Minority and Intercultural Problems in Sofia); Lyutvi Mestan (current speaker of the parliamentary group of the Movement for Rights and Freedom, the political party of the Muslims in Bulgaria); Ivan Ivanov (deputy speaker of the parliamentary group of the Union of Democratic Forces in the period 1997-2001, when it was the ruling party); and Yulian Konstantinov (chair of the Bulgarian Society for Regional Cultural Studies and professor of anthropology at the New Bulgarian University in Sofia). 


�  In the former Soviet Union, the countries of the Caucasus (Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia), the adjacent regions of Russia (Chechnya), and to a lesser extent Moldavia have been involved in such violence, while Latvia and Estonia experienced periods of strong nationalist tensions without violence.  Since most former Soviet republics share some characteristics (for instance, either extremely brief or no periods of independent statehood before the formative seventy-year Soviet period) that differentiate them from the other former Communist countries of Eastern Europe, I will limit my argument in this paper to the countries of Eastern Europe outside the boundaries of the former Soviet Union plus the Baltic republics (of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania), which were independent in the interwar years—although I will selectively use examples of other former Soviet republics too.  In taking this approach, I follow Richard Crampton’s (1997) example in Eastern Europe in the Twentieth Century—and After. 


�  To mention a few, Glenny (1992), Ramet (1992), Cohen (1995), Woodward (1995), and Denitch (1997) have produced book-size case studies of Yugoslavia’s disintegration; Denich (1994), Gagnon (1994-95), and Vujacic (1995) have explored different aspects of the nationalist escalation there; and the otherwise comparativist studies of Posen (1993) and Snyder (2000) also focus heavily on the Yugoslav case. 


�  One line of criticism is suggested by Brubaker and Laitin (1998:433-434), who, while acknowledging Gagnon’s (1994-95) theoretical contribution in explicating the in-group causes of inter-group conflict, consider his article one-sided in that it ignores the role of Croatian (and not only Serbian) in-group politics for the escalation of the Yugoslav conflict (i.e. through their effects on the behavior of the Serbs in Croatia, whom Gagnon views as manipulated by Belgrade). 


�  For a theoretical formulation of this problem and a discussion of it with regard to the Soviet Union and its successor states, see Brubaker (1996:13-54). 


�  See Stepanov (2000). 


�  The violent conflicts in Bosnia and Moldavia did not take place along the lines of any pre-existing ethno-federal units either, but at the same time they were partly a result of the highly contested character and lack of legitimacy on the part of newly independent former federal republics (that is, the presence of a “stateness” problem).  After ten years of independence though, this was not the case with Macedonia in 2001. 


�  The lack of nationalist conflict (despite initial tensions around Crimea) and violence in the split between Russia and Ukraine, with the large Russian minority compactly settled along the Russian border and in Crimea, also questions the explanatory significance of demographic factors. 


�  According to the 1992 Census (Republika Bulgaria…(1994)), there are 1,110,295 Muslims in Bulgaria (out of a total population of 8,487,317), who tend to be younger than the Bulgarians and are concentrated in certain rural areas in the Northeast and the South-Southeast of the country.  Most of the Muslims (800,052) identify themselves as Turks, and since the latter are also the most prestigious group of Muslims in Bulgaria, there is an ongoing process of assimilation of other Muslim groups (Gypsies, Pomaks and Tatars) among the Turks. 


�  In general, how realistic an option secessionism is depends on the concentration of minority members in proximity to borders but not so much on the relative size of ethnic minorities.  For instance, the Chechens constitute a negligible percent of Russia’s population but this did not prevent them from opting for secessionism and waging independence wars (Stepanov 2000). 


� This is not to say, however, that such factors have not played a role in some cases—for instance, in explaining the contrast between the absence of a nationalist conflict in Lithuania (with its small Russian minority) and the acute (although non-violent) conflicts in Estonia and Latvia (with their large Russian-speaking populations) (Linz and Stepan 1996:366-434). 


�  Snyder’s (2000) explanation for post-Communist nationalist violence includes in its scope the former Soviet republics, with longer discussions of those states that have experienced violent nationalist conflict (Yugoslavia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Russia (Moldavia is discussed briefly as an unusual case and the conflict in Tadjikistan is not considered to be a nationalist one)) and shorter ones of those that have not.  His general argument on the link between democratization and nationalism is based also on historical examinations of Germany, Britain, France, and Serbia and a chapter on the Developing World. 


�  With regard to the classification itself, from the statistics that Snyder (2000:200) offers to support it (using indicators like rates of literacy, child mortality and urbanization over the last half a century), it remains unclear, for instance, why Bulgaria should be classified as a “late” developer in comparison to Poland.  Lithuania, which is also difficult to classify, has been omitted, and Croatia has been lumped together with the other Yugoslav republics (except Slovenia) into the “late developer” group, despite the well-known fact that Slovenia, Croatia, and Northern Serbia were substantially more developed economically than the rest of the federation. 


�  Thus, it looks like that not the stability of their democracies accounts for the lack of ethnic conflict, but that the lack of ethnic minorities may have contributed for the quick consolidation of their democracies.


� Here, as later in the paper, I utilize Rogers Brubaker’s (1996:55-76) model for conceptualizing nationalist conflict in Eastern Europe in terms of a dynamic relationship among “nationalizing states”, “national minorities” and the “external homelands” of these minorities.  Brubaker (1996:67-69) emphasizes that the elements of this triad should not be taken as unitary actors but as “fields”, each composed of a variety of (often competing) stances and interests, and that how a given nationalist conflict would play itself out depends both on relationships among the fields and on relationships within each field. 


�  The best historical account so far on the Bulgarian policies towards the Turkish minority in Bulgaria is provided by Stoyanov (1998).  As for the reasons for the renaming campaign, it was not an attempt to distract attention from economic problems (as Richard Crampton (1996:383) has suggested among other things) but rather a logical conclusion of the two decades of assimilatory policies towards the country’s Muslims (the smaller Islamic groups had already been renamed in a similar fashion).  Apprehensions that a growth of nationalism among the Bulgarian Turks and that their increasing share (due to higher birth rates) in the country’s population may encourage Turkey to interfere in Bulgaria’s internal affairs have also played a role in deciding to launch the campaign at that particular moment.  (For a detailed treatment of the problem see Stoyanov (1998:148-159).)  Before the renaming campaign, relations between the Bulgarian majority and the Turkish minority had been relatively unproblematic, at least from the Bulgarian point of view, despite the fact that since the emergence of the modern Bulgarian state (as a result of the 1877-78 Russo-Turkish War) on lands formerly dominated by the Ottoman Empire, ethnic nationalism with a strong anti-Turkish streak had traditionally been a part of Bulgarian popular culture, historical mythology, and the symbolism of the nation state.  The Turks in the country therefore had lived as a closed ethnic and religious community (Bulgarians are Orthodox Christians and the Turks are Sunni Muslims) concentrated mostly in the rural areas of Eastern Bulgaria, excluded from political decision-making but free to practice their religion and culture.  The Communist takeover in 1944 brought some improvements in the socio-economic and educational level of the Turkish minority, together with the official granting of minority cultural rights, but by the mid-1960s the Communist regime’s policies shifted from promoting the Turks’ status as a national minority towards suppressing it with the long-term goal of their eventual full assimilation in a homogeneous, “socialist” Bulgarian nation.  This policy culminated (after a gradual reduction of cultural rights in the 1960s and 1970s) in the massive renaming campaign of 1984-85.  See Stoyanov (1998:57-145) and Tsvetkova (2000). 


�  For a detailed account of the renaming and its implications for Bulgaria’s international relations see Stoyanov (1998:163-201).  On the terrorist acts see Musakov (1991:80-105)—a rather biased but the only available account. 


�  See Stoyanov (1998:201-214), Tsvetkova (2000), and Karamihova (1997:382-389). 


�  See Kuyranov (1997:339-348), Fotev (1994:139), and Shesto upravlenie sreshtu…(1999:190-194;242-245).  Meanwhile, the regime’s propagandist attempt to brand the dissidents (because of their support for the Turks) as “traitors”  turned out a complete failure (Dainov 2000:337). 


�  See Fotev (1994:139-141).  Two additional factors that also played a role for the opposition to take this decidedly pro-Turkish position are, first, that (with the former Communists deliberately slow in providing any funds or infrastructural necessities to their rivals) the opposition was to rely on Western support in order to establish itself and compete in the future elections; and, second, that the forced renaming campaign (which had been so obviously counterproductive in its assimilatory goals, had caused much unnecessary ethnic turmoil, and had led to the country’s international isolation) was one more example of the harm the former Communists had caused and therefore one more issue on which to pound them during the coming election campaign (Interviews with Deyan Kyuranov and Antonina Zhelyazkova). 


�  See Stoyanov (1998:218-224). 


�  For a more detailed treatment of the problem (and somewhat alternative view) see Stamatov (manuscript). 


�  The UDF, for instance, organized a number of counter-rallies in January 1990, the main theme of which was that “nationalism is the last disguise of Communism” and that the nationalist outburst was a revanchist ploy organized by and serving the interests of the former nomenklatura (see Fotev 1994:140-141).  These claims were somewhat exaggerated—as the nationalist mobilization was also an expression of genuine nationalist feelings and fears among the ordinary Bulgarians in the East (interview with Deyan Kyuranov, see also Stamatov (manuscript))—but the fact that the UDF resorted to this radically anti-nationalist interpretation (which is believed to have cost the anti-Communist alliance many nationalist votes in Eastern Bulgaria and thus possibly even the June 1990 elections) instead of trying to join in the nationalist wave is highly characteristic of UDF’s ideological priorities and its firm stance against anti-Turkish nationalism (interview with Antonina Zhelyazkova). 


�  For a relatively informative (despite some major mistakes) discussion of ethnic politics in Bulgaria during the 1989-93 period along with profiles of the main nationalistic parties, see Bugajski (1994), who correctly indicates (without emphasizing strongly enough though) the close links of the Committee for the Defence of National Interest (and its successor, the Fatherland Labor Party) with the BSP (pp. 244-249).  The general perception among most Bulgarians at the time was that the Fatherland Labor Party was simply a stooge of the BSP that allowed the latter to utilize nationalist leanings in Eastern Bulgaria without fully identifying itself with nationalism.  The validity of this interpretation was confirmed by Deyan Kyuranov (a leading expert on ethnic politics in Bulgaria and an active participant in the political negotiations on ethnic problems among the major parties in 1989-91) in my interview with him in August 2000, as well by the fact that later the Fatherland Labor Party effectively dissolved into the BSP. 


�  See Crampton (1994:322-334). 


�  I remember a characteristic episode during the anti-Communist street demonstrations (demanding the resignation of the government) in Sofia in late 1990, when a university student from the mixed regions (studying in Sofia) told me that he had been a fervent anti-Turkish nationalist and for a time torn between his hatred for both Turks and Communists.  “But by now, “ he said, “I’m convinced that I would rather shake hands and become a friend with a Turk rather than with a Communist”.  This episode illustrates well the key importance of UDF’s anti-nationalist position—the fact that the young, better educated and politically active people were drawn disproportionately to the anti-nationalistic UDF deprived extreme nationalism from its most promising (and potentially most dangerous) recruits.   


�  This pattern was broken only in 2001, with the unexpected rise of a third major Bulgarian party, newly created and headed by the former king of Bulgaria (ousted by the Communists in 1947 at the age of eleven).  The king’s party won the June 2001 election (one vote short of an absolute majority) and formed a ruling coalition with the MRF, while both the UDF and the BSP remained in opposition.  The MRF got several ministries in the coalition government and for the first time in the history of the Bulgarian state ethnic Turks became government ministers (there had been MRF ministers in previous coalition governments but they had been ethnic Bulgarians)—a fact that was accepted as absolutely normal and uncontroversial in the already settled ethnic situation in the country.  In a surprising follow-up that provides further evidence for the non-nationalist character of today’s Bulgarian politics, Dogan and the MRF supported (and ensured the victory of) the BSP candidate, Georgi Purvanov, in the November 2001 presidential elections. 


�  Nationalism was not an issue in these turns and switches, motivated mostly by personal alliances and power struggles rather than by actual policy disagreements.  Significantly, even when the MRF switched sides the UDF remained decidedly anti-nationalistic and refused to exploit anti-Turkish nationalism while retaining the focus on anti-Communism.  For instance, the UDF blamed the Turkish parliamentarians not for any designs against the unity of the Bulgarian state (as the BSP had done before) but for allying themselves with the former Communists and profiting from economic interests connected with the latter.  (Interview with Ivan Ivanov.) 


�  On the problem of minority rights in Bulgaria, see Bakalova (1997). See also Bugajski (1994:249-252, 259-262). 


�  This was well illustrated by the case of Adem Kenan.  Like Ahmed Dogan, Adem Kenan was one of those imprisoned Turkish resistance leaders who was released after Zhivkov’s fall and elected to parliament with the MRF ballot.  At some point in his parliamentary career, he accused Dogan of betraying the Turkish cause and started making inflammatory speeches demanding political autonomy for the mixed regions.  Dogan expelled him from the MRF and Kenan was never elected to parliament again but with some other former MRF members he organized the so-called Democratic Party of the Turks in Bulgaria (see Bugajski 1994:249-252) and continued with excessive and openly provocative demands for Turkish autonomous regions (where Turkish would be the official language and which were to have their own flag and police force).  Characteristically, in 1993, in the middle of the Bosnian war, Kenan also announced that his party is recruiting volunteers among the Bulgarian Muslims to fight on the side of the Muslim Bosnian government.  The most impressive thing in the whole affair, however, was the complete lack of support for Kenan among the Turks in Bulgaria.  The latter continued to view Dogan and the MRF as their indisputable leaders, and Kenan’s supporters remained a handful of people with no popular influence.  In Turkey, where Kenan went to complain about Dogan’s betrayal and ask for support, he was given the cold shoulder.  (By that time Dogan’s authority was enormous in Turkey, where everybody considered him the right leader for the Bulgarian Turks.)  As a result, Kenan with all his inflammatory rhetoric soon got forgotten, just like the Bulgarian nationalists.  (Interviews with Mihail Ivanov and Lyutvi Mestan.) 


�  There were several reasons for Turkey’s favourable policies with regard to Bulgaria.  First, the traditionally pro-Western Turkey was entertaining hopes for an eventual European integration, but at the same time its image was severely tarnished by the human rights abuses accompanying the suppression of the Kurds.  Turkey therefore was eager to present a more favourable face to its Western critics, and after Zhivkov’s fall it was important for Turkey to be consistent and show that human rights and not Turkish nationalism was the priority by continuing its advocacy for human rights in Bulgaria but in cooperation with the new Bulgarian authorities and without trying to instigate or exploit nationalistic troubles in its neighbour.  (Pressing aggressively for human rights in Bulgaria was also certain to highlight the contrast with Turkey’s own harsh policies against the Kurds.)  There was little to gain from such troubles anyway.  In case of ethnic turmoil in Bulgaria, Turkey would have had to cope with another costly immigrant wave and while the Turkish government would have been pressed by public opinion to provide some kind of support (possibly military) to the Turks in Bulgaria, the Russian reaction to any Turkish military interference in Bulgaria was difficult to predict.  A much better scenario was for the Turkish minority to stay in Bulgaria and enjoy human rights improvements there in a climate of political and economic cooperation between the two countries.  With the UDF vocally anti-nationalistic, allied with the MRF, and committed to granting minority rights (with the exception of any form of political or territorial autonomy—something that the MRF did not demand) things in Bulgaria seemed set on the right track and this vindicated Turkey’s policy against possible domestic critics.  Finally, especially over the second half of the 1990s, the Turkish secular (and military-dominated) elite was preoccupied not only with the Kurdish uprising but also with the rise of the Islamic fundamentalists of the Welfare Party, and ethnic troubles in Bulgaria could have played in the hands of the fundamentalist challengers.  Thus, the Turkish elite had every incentive to avoid any actions provoking ethnic troubles in Bulgaria, since such a development would have jeopardized all of its strategic priorities—coping with the Kurdish rebellion and Islamic fundamentalism at home and promoting the chances for a future European integration of Turkey.  (Interview with Mihail Ivanov.) 


�  For instance, in March 1992, on the basis of recommendations from the Council of Europe Bulgaria agreed to revise the ban on ethnic parties (Bugajski 1994:262) and later also ratified the European Convention on Minority Rights (mainly with the votes of the UDF and the MRF, but also with support from individual BSP parliamentarians).  (Interviews with Antonina Zhelyazkova and Deyan Kyuranov).


�  For an alternative English-language view on the transition in Bulgaria see Linz and Stepan (1996:33-343).  Their account, however, strikes me as grossly overestimating the influence of the former Communists while misrepresenting the role of the UDF’s more militant wing (the so-called “Dark Blues”).  The “Dark Blues” were indeed prone to street politics and extreme anti-Communism, but what is relevant here is that at the same time they were uncompromisingly anti-nationalist.  In trying to prove their general point about the Bulgarian transition as “regime-controlled”, Linz and Stepan (1996) ignore the fact that the UDF successfully toppled the Socilalist government in late 1990 (assuming control of key ministries in the next coalition government) and only mention the fact that the UDF’s more militant wing (the “Dark Blues”, who by then completely dominated the alliance and enjoyed the overwhelming support of UDF sympathizers) won the 1991 elections.  Most significantly, Linz and Stepan (1996) do not discuss the January 1990 nationalist mobilization and the UDF’s role in coping with it, nor do they try to explain (apart from mentioning the UDF-MRF coalition) the eventual accommodation of the Turkish minority’s demands—with both developments presenting clear examples of the UDF prevailing over the BSP, and thus contradicting Linz and Stepan’s general argument.  A much fairer and more detailed review of Bulgarian politics during the transition period is provided by Richard Crampton (1994) and by some more recent Bulgarian accounts, Kalinova and Baeva (2000) and especially Dainov (2000). 


�  See Crampton (1997), a work that provides a good comparative history of Bulgaria and Yugoslavia (and its successor states) in the twentieth century. 


�  Serbia and Macedonia had for all practical purposes functioned as non-federal nation states (although Serbia was part of a federation with Montenegro) for seven to ten years before violent conflicts with their Albanian minorities broke out in 1998-99 (Serbia) and 2001 (Macedonia).  And as noted above, as nation states during the 1990s Serbia and Macedonia were very similar in state structure and ethno-religious composition to Bulgaria.  Consequently, neither ethno-federalism nor changing control over the means of violence was a factor in the cases of Serbia and Macedonia and can explain the difference between them and Bulgaria. 


�  For instance, the Serbs, while dispersed in Bosnia and Croatia in addition to their own republic of Serbia (and Montenegro) performed the role of “people of the state”—or a dominant group identifying themselves with the federation as a whole, like the Russians in the former Soviet Union (Vujacic 1995:25-26).  This situation had the potential to provoke resentment both from the non-Serbs (because of the Serbs dominant position in the federation) and from the Serbs themselves.  The reason for the latter was that despite being the most numerous ethnic group in the federation and in control of the capital, the Serbs were institutionally weakened by the federation’s design (being one (or at most three with Montenegro and Vojvodina) of the six constituent republics and two autonomous provinces) and thus “reduced to one player in an eight-sided political game” (Cohen 1995:52).  (For statistics on the national composition of Yugoslavia by republic and province see Woodward (1995:32-35).)


�  In particular, the richer republics of Slovenia and Croatia (which were also better integrated with the economies of the West) were bigger contributors to the federal budget and therefore had arguably an incentive to pursue decentralization.  All these economic contentions were additionally complicated with growing economic problems in the late 1970s and the 1980s, and the resulting austerity measures and strains among the republics further increased the potential for nationalist resentment (see Woodward 1995:47-88). 


�  See Cohen (1995:94-98), Denich (1994:376-377) and Vujacic (1995:26-28).  In the words of Cohen (p. 95), Tudjman’s “impressive credentials as an opposition leader included having spent several years in jail for nationalist activities during the 1960s and 1970s” and “historical analyses, which maintained that the communists had deliberately exaggerated the wartime atrocities (against Serbs, Jews, and others)”.  In Serbia, apart from the nationalist writer Cosic, another prominent dissident intellectual and later one of Serbia’s main opposition leaders, Vuk Draskovic, was characterized too above all by his nationalist views (Glenny 1992:39-40).  And the future president of Muslim Bosnia, Alija Izetbegovic, “had spent eight years in jail under the communists for his Islamic fundamentalist beliefs” (Cohen 1995:144).  In an instructive contrast to this tendency to mingle dissent and nationalism, earlier, in the late 1950, the famous dissident Milovan Djilas was defined above all by his ideological anti-Communism (see Djilas 1966). 


�  Initially, the major Serbian anti-Communist parties were the Serbia Movement for Renewal and the Democratic Party, and Cohen (1995:153) presents some statistical evidence showing that nationalist feelings were stronger among their members than among Milosevic’s socialists.  This was especially true of the Serbia Movement for Renewal headed by Vuk Draskovic, the political force that emerged as the main challenger to Milosevic’s rule in the early 1990s.  According to Glenny (1992:39-40), Draskovic initially “appeared to be an even more frightening manifestation of Serbian nationalism than Milosevic”.  Later Draskovic changed his position in the direction of more anti-Communism and less nationalism (as noted by Glenny) but this happened after Milosevic had already consolidated his power (see also Bugaiski 1994:151-152).  And of course there was the ultra-nationalist Serbian Radical Part led by Vojislav Seselj, “a former nationalist dissident who spent time in prison for his anti-Communist views”, which although initially marginal emerged as the second-largest party (after Milosevic’s socialists) in the December 1992 elections and for a time was a coalition partner of the Socialists (Bugaiski 1994:149-150).  Later, however, Seselj accused Milosevic of betraying the Serbian national interest in Bosnia and switched to opposition again (Crampton 1997:457-458).


�  See Cohen (1994:89-94;118-121) and Bugajski (1995:75-95).  Interestingly, the DEMOS alliance was stressing human rights issues as well (there were no significant ethnic minorities in Slovenia who could have made such concerns problematic) although the clear priority was the achievement of independence (Cohen 1994:90-91)


� This triumph of nationalism in the Bosnian elections, however, was in a large measure a result of contamination from the conflict in Croatia—the Croatian Democratic Alliance and the Serbian Democratic Party were basically offshoots of Tudjman’s party and the party of the Serbs in Croatia (Cohen 1995:143).


�  For instance, Vuk Draskovic initially “spoke of expelling all Albanians of Serbian territory” (quoted in Glenny 1992:39).  The Albanians on their part boycotted all Serbian elections (Bugajski 1994:153-156) and thus helped Milosevic to stay in power. 


�  See Bugajski (1994:102-117).  Although undoubtedly the 2001 Macedonian violence was to a large extent a product of a “demonstration effect” and export of militants from Kosovo (after the 1999 US military intervention), while ethnic tensions in Macedonia seemed less acute by the beginning of the 2000s amid growing inter-ethnic political cooperation (including a coalition between the VMRO and one of the Albanian parties).  Still, when Albanian militants started an insurgency in February 2001 the official reason was that the Albanian minority had been treated as second-class citizens as a result of the Macedonians’ nationalism, enshrined in the republic’s constitution, and one of the main Albanian demands for ending the conflict was revision of the constitutional (something that they eventually got in November 2001).  (See for instance BBC reports on Macedonia at news.bbc.co.uk for the period February-November 2001).  


� See Linz and Stepan (1995:344-365). 


� For instance, the DUHR and the Democratic Convention ran on joint lists in the 1992 local elections and later that year the DUHR supported the presidential candidate of the Democratic Convention against the former Communist Iliescu (Bugajski 1994:219), a patter of cooperation similar to the one between the UDF and the MRF in Bulgaria.  As Verdery (1993) and Linz and Stepan (1995:363-364) point out, however, there were some divisions within the Democratic Convention alliance with regard to nationalism and cooperation with the Hungarian minority’s party. 


�  However, as Gail Kligman and Rogers Brubaker have pointed out to me, ethnic conflict between the Romanian majority and the Hungarian minority continues to exist in Romania, along with a number of nationalist parties.  One sign of that has been the strong showing of the extreme nationalist candidate Corneliu Vadim Tudor in the 2000 presidential elections (see for instance Judt 2001).  While this cautions against easy parallels, a certain similarity between both the stances of the major players and the general trajectories of the ethnic conflicts in Bulgaria and Romania nevertheless seems to exist—a sudden turn to democratization with the unpromising pre-history of a totalitarian, nationalist and assimilatory Communist regime; some degree of nationalist manipulation by ruling former Communists and heightened ethnic tensions during the early stages of the democratization process; an anti-Communist opposition cooperating with a historically problematic ethnic minority; and a gradual decline of ethnic tensions. 


�  For a good account and analysis of the developments in the Baltic republics, see Linz and Stepan (1995:401-433). See also Crampton (1997:424-429). 


�  In particular by insisting that Estonia and Latvia should revise the discriminatory citizenship laws, as they did (ibid.).  In an interesting contrast, in Ukraine, where for historical and cultural reasons anti-Russian nationalism has been much less significant, post-independence politics was not defined in ethnic terms and the country has avoided nationalist conflict.


�  Serbia provides an exception to that, but, again, this was largely due to the mastery of Milosevic in adopting and perfecting themes from his opponents’ arsenal.








