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Abstract
The representing socialist Yugoslavia through discursive practices of othering falls into a common rubric of how we understand the self
vis-à-vis the other. Edward Said and Maria Todorova have effectively deconstructed the Western discourses of the other by
demonstrating the constitutive nature of the self and the other and by destabilizing the nexus between the empirical and the imaginative
in creating geographical designations. While Orientalist and Balkanist discourses respectively construct the Western other almost as an
entity without identity, and imply that the exteriority of representations is ought to be understood in terms of its negation, the Orientalist
and Balkanist representations should not be given a status of axiom, for a discourse is by its very nature variable, and thus our
subjectivity is in essence heterogeneous. This paper seeks to thematize this observation by exploring the discursive interaction between
Anglo-American and Yugoslav intellectuals and politicians, arguing that their reciprocal construction of Yugoslavia as the in-between
does not necessarily resonate with the Orientalist and Balkanist representations of the other, which are typically based on dominance and
subordination, as well as on the center-periphery relationship. The initial attitude of the West towards the socialist development of
Yugoslavia, which can be characterized as being indifferent, created a condition for possibility for the Yugoslavs to articulate the dialectic
of nation, nationalism, and internationalism, and to develop an alternative claim to the universal. However, in so much as the Yugoslav
dialectic constituted a challenge to the Western mode of the political, the later Anglo-American discourses of Yugoslavia exhibited
degradation of the Yugoslav ideology in order to reinstate the centrality of the West as a zone of symbols, values and beliefs vis-à-vis
reinforcing the familiar label and libel of the other.
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Comment peut-on être ce que l’on est?:Theoretical thoughts on ‘othering’, identity and the
political
Anglo-American intellectuals and politicians’ representations of socialist Yugoslavia fall into a common rubric of how we
understand the self vis-à-vis the other. Othering is often explained by unveiling political, economic, and cultural relationships between
states, societies, or (groups of) individuals. It is a process of establishing a dichotomy between the self (the subject, the observer, the
representing) and the other (the object, the observed, the represented). It is, thus, a mode of self-designation. Put otherwise, our identity is
in juxtaposition with the representation of the other, both of which are constructed as a result of discursive practices. A discourse is an
organized system of meanings – some may call it ‘social imagery’1, while others ‘episteme’2 – which ultimately governs absolute
presuppositions of self-designation and othering. Meanings within such a system do not exist outside the system, insofar as a meaning is
articulated only through its relation to the other meanings within the system. No meaning has a special independent status.
Simultaneously, a discourse is embedded within and determined by a broader context, including the political and contingencies.3The
embeddedness of discourse entails that any representation of the other constructed through discursive practices of othering is always in a
state of flux, and that, insofar as the other is constitutive of the self, our identity is neither fixed nor given a priori. The embeddedness also
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means that we are not disengaged agent, which understanding negates a “view from nowhere”4: there is no realm of extradiscursive, nor
the “faculty whereby we think properly” without “distortion” and “parochial perspectives.”5Any intellectual, whose works are often
considered objective, having little to do with subjective intuitions and political passion of nation, race, or class, are of their time and
context. Hence, the political, within which Anglo-American intellectuals and politicians are embedded, determines the mode of
representing Yugoslavia.
Regarding the relationship between the West and the East, othering is typically understood in terms of dominance and
subordination. Edward Said’s magnum opus Orientalism (1978)6 is written exactly in this vein. His concern is primarily organized
around what he calls a ‘corporate institution’ of a ‘style of thought’, developed in the West, thereby the abstractions such ‘Oriental’ and
‘European’, and the historical designation of the past greatness of ‘Oriental’ (Orientalism’s higher valuation) and the present degradation
(Orientalism’s lower valuation) came to be in an active service for the Western colonial policies and the asymmetrical distribution of
power. For Said, Orientalist’s representations of the East are equal to the act of colonization. Hence, othering is seemingly a commodity
exclusive to the West.7 Insofar as negativity is always ascribed to the self-serving Orientalist representations, it is almost as if to claim
that the exteriority of such representations also have to be understood in terms of its negation, whereby all the Orientalist scholars are
reduced to the agents of colonial power. While Said effectively deconstructs the Western Orientalist thought, by demonstrating the
constitutive nature of the self and the other and by destabilizing the nexus between the empirical and the imaginative in creating
geographical designations, there still remains the pitfall of essentialism and ahistoricism. Although he emphasizes the fact that, “neither
the term Orient nor the concept of the West has any ontological stability,”8 his treatment of, for instance, the earlier Western Orientalist
literature presumes the existence of generic Orient; a presumption thereby the West is in turn essentiliazed as the opposition. The
imagery of generic Orient presumes a historical continuity of the division between these geographical locations and the perpetually
asymmetrical balance of power, whereby power is assumed as if it is a “commodity form which some posses and many other lack.”9
What has emerged is a representation of Orient with no subversive power, nor the capacity for self-designation: an entity without
identity.
Maria Todorova goes beyond this limitation of Orientalism in her outstanding work on Balkanism.10Imagining the Balkans
(1997) grapples with Paul Valéry’s rhetorical question “Comment peut-on être ce que l’on est?”11 by endorsing Edward Shils’
conception of center-periphery relationship12, and offers us a Foucauldian and Saidian reading of Western discursive construction of the
Balkans and the Balkan’s self-designation.13While identity of the center is articulated vis-à-vis questioning ‘how can one be what one is’,
self-designation of peripheries is dependent on their distance from the center and likely to evoke “feelings of envy, insecurity,
inferiority… [reinforcing] a mode of self-abuse… [and provoking] resentment that could… be transmuted, by way of compensation,
into a superiority complex.”14Balkanist discourses15, European repertoire of making the other, constructed the abstract of the Balkans as
irredeemably oriental (compared to European political, economic, social and cultural standards) but simultaneously indisputably
European (geographically and to a extent religiously): as an European periphery, a provincial part, or even a quasi-colony16: as the
in-between existing between the West and the East, Christianity and Islam, modern and pre-modern, and civilization and barbarism:
hence, as the embodiment of the incomplete self, a phantasm of the West in its foregone past. And as the opposition, the West became
“not merely a spatial location but a central zone of symbols, values, and beliefs that govern society.”17 It is because of this peripheral
status that the Balkans’ self-designation was based on the reciprocation of the Western imageries, creating a sense of perpetually being
the in-between. “The Balkan people,” argues Todorova, “have not been the passive recipients of label and libel”; instead, the Balkanist
imageries have been “internalized in the region itself.”18
However, as discussed earlier, no subjectivity singularly exists; it is rather a multiple and fluid conception. The heterogeneity of
how we understand the self vis-à-vis the other and the variability of discourse constitute a condition of possibility for articulating a
counter-discourse. The abusing mode of self-designation based on the center-periphery relationship is perhaps one way of
understanding the self. However, it should not be given a status of axiom, insofar as it is merely one discourse among many of the
Balkan’s self-designation. By the same token, we ought not to assume that the Balkans is an entity without identity, and othering is
propriety of the West.19 The division between the representing and the represented is not as clear-cut as we might think otherwise. Just as
the West gazes at the Balkans, the Balkans gazes back at the West. For blurring boundaries between the self and the other, Sanjay Seth
writes, “one cannot assume… that all human past consist of subjects who endow the world with meanings, the objectified forms of
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which allow us to recreate their world… One must remain alert to the possibility of its inadequacy to its object.”20 Even representations
of the other is not entirely comprehensible in terms of “a relation between a knowing subject and an object known; we are not even all
subjects; the world is not disenchanted.”21If our understanding of the self vis-à-vis the other is heterogeneous and if the subject-object
relation is characterized by ambiguity and inadequacy, the center-periphery relationship both as a means and a result of othering is
neither static nor a priori. Paul Valéry’s question “Comment peut-on être ce que l’on est?” is thus a rhetorical one: no one can be what
one is without the other. That being said, the following sections explore discourses of the Balkans, more specifically Socialist Yugoslavia,
articulated by Anglo-American intellectuals and politicians and counter-discourses of the Yugoslav self-designation, and examines the
extent to which Yugoslavia as the Western other was constitutive of the West and its identity.

Making Yugoslavia ‘the In-between’: Anglo-American discourses of othering
The mode of perceiving socialist Yugoslavia within the Anglo-American intellectual and political domains was initially
determined by the political necessity in the immediate aftermath of the Second World War, wherein the politics of ideology came to be
constitutive of the international political life. Ideology emerged as an important signifier for translating domestic politico-social /
-economic orders, and patterns and the rationale of foreign policies of political entities. The Soviet expansion towards Eastern Europe
was not merely in accordance with its military cordon sanitaire and economic aspiration, but also, and apparently, with its communist
ideology and desire to expand its sphere of influence. “The political personality of Soviet power as we know it today,” wrote George
Kennan, “is product of ideology and circumstances.”22 While the West, particularly the USA, did not have much at stake in Eastern
Europe, a widespread feeling of insecurity was that if Eastern European states were integrated into the Soviet orbit, the communist
pressure would be channeled to the next layer of countries in Central Europe, and subsequently in Western Europe, and a confrontation,
whether violent or otherwise, seemed inevitable. And yet, the Soviet’s actual political intention, its foreign policies, as well as its internal
political climate were, for the most part, obscure to the West.
Such was the context that the layer-by-layer theory constituted apparent paranoia within Anglo-American intellectual and political
circles. However, the initial reaction of American and British intellectuals and politicians to the Yugoslav ideological move towards
socialism was not monolithic. American politicians sought a plausible “proposal to save the Balkans from communism,”23 which was,
however, confronted by Churchill’s sympathetic view toward communist ideology in general and Tito’s leadership in particular.
Following an advice from a communist historian James Klugmann, Churchill offered the diplomatic and economic provision to Tito
and his partisan movement especially during their struggle for achieving self-determination and the Yugoslav national
independence.24While some British diplomats warmed Churchill that “ultimate aim [of Tito] would undoubtedly be to establish in
Yugoslavia a Communist regime closely linked to Moscow,” Churchill nevertheless asserted that “so long… as the whole of Western
civilization was threatened by the Nazi menace, we could not afford to let our attention be diverted from the immediate issue by
consideration of long-term policy… Politics must be a secondary consideration.”25 Churchill asked Fitzroy Maclean, a diplomat who
were concerned with British provision to Tito, a rhetorical question. “Do you intend… to make Yugoslavia your home after the war?,” to
which Maclean answered with negation.26Churchill then dismissed Maclean’s concern, saying, “neither do I… And, that being so, the
less you and I worry about the form of government they set up.”27 This arbitrary indifference inheres two opposing principles of
international politics: liberal internationalism, more precisely Wilsonian doctrine, which advocates self-determination and national
independence28; and, realist doctrine of foreign policy, whereby the landscape of international politics is set out as “an independent
sphere of action and understanding apart from other spheres,”29 and as being organized on the basis of the Westphalian statist principles,
namely the mutual respect of sovereignty and the rule of non-intervention into domestic affairs. Of course, both doctrines are not at all
politically innocent. The claim to the universal embedded in Wilsonian ideals is criticized as neither absolute nor universal “but the
unconscious reflexions of national policy based on a particular interpretation of national interest at a particular time.”30Wilsonian
doctrine is thus utopian at best and the embodiment of a new Western civilizing mission at worst. Realist doctrine is criticized as being
inherently good only for “problem-solving” but not for systemic changes of how we organize international relations.31 Realism is for
changes within but not of the system. And yet, materialization of liberal principles and solving a problem were exactly the political
objectives of the West: the problem of Germany was so perturbing that, albeit socialist in its nature, the Yugoslav partisan was seen to

4

have done much to immobilize the Nazi, but to have little to do with the political of the West, which perception was primarily a
reflection of the Anglo-American strategic political calculation.
The indifference attitude of Churchill towards the Yugoslav socialist development, in turn, constituted a condition of possibility for
the Yugoslavs to reinforce a narrative that was rhetorically interlinking the concept of self-determination, national independence, and
socialist revolution. The Yugoslav leaders had little intention of concealing their ideological principles from the West. In any case,
ideological propagandas aiming at the outsiders became the central strategy for the Yugoslav communists in establishing their own
milieu in the midst of various socialist models in Eastern European states and elsewhere, all of which were under the significant
influence of the Soviet. Accordingly, in the early years of Socialist Yugoslavia, some of the cardinal texts on the Yugoslav socialist
ideology and socialist governing, written by the Yugoslav intellectuals, were translated into English and became available for those
outside. The fundamental rhetoric of these texts was, in fact, based on the reproduction of Balkanist imagery of the Balkans (including
Yugoslavia) as a European periphery, a province, a quasi-colony, which had been subordinated to the external powers, from Ottoman
Empire to Russian Empire, and from Austro-Hungary to Nazi Germany, and to the internal domination by bourgeoisie.32In order to
legitimize the partisan movement as a struggle for national independence from the hegemonic external powers and simultaneously from
bourgeois domination, it was prerequisite to reproduce the peripheral and quasi-colonial status of Yugoslavia. The creation of a socialist
nation, by means of materializing the Leninist mode of a definite political, cultural, and social community, was thought to be constitutive
of achieving national independence, full sovereignty, freedom from any type of subjugation, and equal relationship with the Soviet and
other socialist countries. Such a discourse effectively reduced socialism to a mere apparatus for more substantial and supposedly
universal political ends.
The Yugoslav rhetoric of necessitating the construction of a socialist nation was further reinforced by the subsequent publications
of the texts on constitutional debates, the Yugoslav democracy, and the role of socialists in materializing socialist ideals of the political.
What was central to the debates was ideological justification of the socialist state building, which reflected the meticulous effort of the
Yugoslav leaders in rationalizing what served them right and just, vis-à-vis portraying themselves as liberators and guarantors of
independence. This logic of legitimation defined the goal of the Yugoslav socialists as to establish a state that was in line neither with the
capitalist West nor with the authoritarian Soviet. In a metaphysical sense, the Yugoslav nation was imagined in the nexus between the
particular and the universal: on one hand, the national differentiation, or else particularization of the Yugoslav socialism, was perceived
as the method of struggle of the anti-capitalism and the anti-Stalinism par excellence; on the other, the dialectic relationship between
socialist internationalism and the right of self-determination was understood as the latter being a prerequisite universal criterion for the
former.33The metaphysical legitimation was of importance for transcending the internal ethnic differences and forming an imaginative
community of fate34. If a nation is “cultural creations” or “imagined community,”35 then “the subjective dimension of national identity,
the imaginary reconstruction of the past, the ever-new reinterpretation of history” are constitutive of “a community of fate just as much
as ‘objective historical events are.”36The Yugoslav community of fate was imagined as an entity that surpassed ethnic divisions. The
history of the Balkan people was reinterpreted as a history of struggle for self-determination and national independence. And the ideal of
the political was articulated as the ‘Yugoslav third way’, which combined Marxist theories of dialectical stages of development with
Leninist practices of gradualist line of socialism. Tito reflected this development of the Yugoslav third way, stating, “Yugoslavia was not
belonging to any bloc. If not attacked, she will not participate in any war,” and the Yugoslav people “are nationalists only to the exact
degree necessary to develop a healthy socialist patriotism among our people, and socialist patriotism is in its essence internationalism.”37
The earlier works of Anglo-American intellectuals were typically in line with the Anglo-American political discourse, being
indifferent to, or even willingly praising the socialist development in Yugoslavia. For instance, G.E.R. Gedye wrote, nowhere else could
we observe “a genuine revolt of a Communist proletariat or a natural revolution of any kind as there unquestionably was in
Yugoslavia.”38 Such an observation further expanded the repository of Western imagination. For the partisan struggle and subsequent
independence of Yugoslavia, Frank Gervasi stated, “[Yugoslavia was] emerging from wilderness,” vis-à-vis achieving territorial
integrity and emancipation of the people who had “never known freedom.”39 This generally optimistic tone of intellectuals was further
reinforced by detailed evaluations of the Yugoslav political, legal, social, and economic governing mechanisms. F.W. Neil, for instance,
praised the Yugoslav leaders as having developed their own unique “road to socialism,” particularly since their breakup from Stalin in
1948.40 For the Yugoslav attempt of paving its road to the third way, Neil later wrote,
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By 1961… the first and most important stage of industrialization had been completed. Production showed the sharpest increases of any country
in the world… Politically, Yugoslavia was not a democracy as American knew the term, but it was no longer a police state either. A new
Communist system, permitting significance areas of free expression and widespread popular participation in public affairs, made even
41

anti-Communist Yugoslav glad that they lived under Titoism rather than under any other regime in Eastern Europe.

By the same token, The Time Magazine wrote, Yugoslav “notion of democracy is genuine, even if not of the Westminster variety,” for it
“stands for social and economic equality among the peoples of Yugoslavia.”42 In effect, the West was witnessing “the rebirth of
Yugoslavia,” which “might provide a permanent solution to the problems of one third of the people of [European] continent,” that is the
problems of chronicle poverty and underdevelopment, which had often the cause as well as the result of instability of the region.43
In a nutshell, the initial Anglo-American perception reflected the geopolitical concern of the time, wherein the West saw the
importance of Yugoslav independence from the Soviet hegemony for the stability of the region and for the Western containment policy.
The perception also reflected the presumption that Tito and his communist party would successfully consolidate not only the ethnic
tensions but also the internal disparities in Yugoslavia. In effect, the Anglo-American construction of Yugoslavia as an abstract entity
seems to have little to do with the claims to the universal, nor with morality; rather it was a result of spatio-temporal strategic political
considerations.

The dialectic of nation, nationalism, and internationalism
There is reasonable concordance between Anglo-American politicians and intellectuals, and the Yugoslav communist leaders, in
constructing Yugoslavia as an abstraction that occupies a milieu between the West and the East, between liberalism and totalitarianism,
and between homo westernicus and home sovieticus. The repercussion of such a reciprocal representation, however, goes much beyond
the politics of the Cold War. The rhetoric of Yugoslav self-designation and its claim to the universal vis-à-vis socialist development are
fundamentally based on the dialectic of nation, nationalism, and internationalism in a socialist context, which challenges, if not negates
completely, the Westphalian mode of the political and in effect the Western political modernity.
Our necessity of some forms of institutionalized organization is seemingly universal. Historical examples of a political, social and
economic organization include both infra-national (or pre-national) and supranational (or trans-national) forms. The modern nation state
emerged as a new category of political life in the 15th century Europe “with the rise of capitalism and the formation of the national
market.”44The new form of political life is distinguished from other forms precisely by its monopoly over legitimate use of violence as
“the immediate bearer of political power,” by which rhetoric the private and sectional violence become illegitimate.45 However, the
nation-state does not embed automatism; rather, “it is an imagined political community – and imagined as both inherently limited and
sovereign.”46What makes an imagined community imaginable is a set of apparatuses, an exquisite combination of the horizontal line of
inclusion (citizenship, rights et cetera) and the vertical line of exclusion (territoriality, borders et cetera). In this context, nationalism is
defined as a political ideology, which is demarcate the inside from the outside, and which is founded up the idea of nation-state “as the
primary, fundamental and most important social and political value, to which all others are… subordinated.”47 At the same time,
nationalism is by its nature irrational, for the nation-state as the primary category of political life is often dependent upon an appeal to, for
example, the divinity and superiority of the nation and its people, ahistoricized rights and claims to geographical locations, and invented
cultural and social traditions.48
The Yugoslav socialist’s attempt of dialectically linking nationalism and internationalism is based on two premises. The first is a
particular understanding of how international relations is organized: the economic unification of the world on the basis of the capitalist
system, which is fostered by the capitalist nation-states, but which is not the sum of national economies. The world capitalism is, as
Marx understands it, organic, and thus the category of totality.49 The Yugoslav ideology even goes beyond this Marxist conception,
claiming that the world capitalism is not essentially a homogenizing force simply because even after the economic unification of the
world national differences still persist, and national particularities are important features in making the working class as a historical agent
in a given nation-state. The rhetoric is that, for transcending the totality of the capitalist system, articulating the dialectic relationship
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between socialist national struggles and international socialist transformation, hence another kind of totality, is of importance. The
second premise is that, although Marxists generally negate nationalism, the Yugoslav leaders acknowledge two different kinds of
nationalism: nationalism of the oppressor and that of the oppressed. While refusing the former for it reinforces the idea of the nation as
the final form of the modern political life, they considers the latter as the prerequisite for emancipation of the proletariat and for a new
social relations based on freedom and on the revolutionary unity of the proletariat.50Here, the claim to self-determination and national
independence becomes central for the overall socialist movement that is assumed as “an internationalist movement by virtue of the
universalist and humanist character of its values and aims.”51
In constituting Yugoslavia as an embodiment of such a dialectic relationship between nation, nationalism, and internationalism, it
was central for the Yugoslav leaders to define the status of Yugoslav people as the subject of oppression and subordination. Therefore,
they consciously articulated the logic of justification not only for the internal political coherence but also more importantly for regulating
the outsiders’ perception. The logic was often in line with, in one way or another, Edvard Kardelj’s pathological diagnosis of the problem
of Yugoslav socialist struggle: “under-development of the country, with all the material, social and political consequences thus
engendered, and the hegemonist pressure of Soviet ideology, under whose influence we were to a great extent.”52As discussed,
Anglo-American attitude towards Yugoslavia was a mere reflection of the strategic geopolitical calculation. But, nevertheless, the
Yugoslav leaders arbitrarily regarded the Anglo-American tolerance towards the Yugoslav socialist development as the external
justification for the attempt to pave their own way to achieve internationalism vis-à-vis national socialist struggle.
The Yugoslav dialectic of nation, nationalism, and internationalism, and the reciprocal construction of Yugoslavia as the
in-between incur some implications. First, the reciprocal representation of Yugoslavia as the in-between transcends the Orienatlist
patterns of domination and the Balkanist imperialism of imagination. The West is no longer the absolute subject in constructing a
particular representation of the object, whose power of othering is thus not infrangible and whose hierarchical relationship to its other is
no longer axiomatic. Second, the Yugoslav socialist dialectic constitutes a challenge to the Westphalian mode of international relations,
wherein the nation-state is given a status of axiom as the final form of the modern political life. Third, the dialectic also implies that the
path to the universal including freedom and emancipation does not necessary have to follow the Western model of progress. This means
that the criteria to evaluate one’s progress do not have to be complied with the standards of the Western political life. In any case, the
dialectic constitutes a challenge to a particular historical consciousness that proclaims “first in Europe, then elsewhere structure of global
historical time.”53 In essence, the Yugoslav dialectic, together with the reciprocal representation of Yugoslavia as the in-between,
challenges the Western self-designation as the central zone of symbols, values, and beliefs, thus problematizes the seemingly static
center-periphery relationship.

Politics of othering
Then, how did Anglo-American politicians and intellectuals respond to the challenge? From 1950s onwards, Anglo-American
intellectual works on Yugoslavia began to be increasingly critical, reflecting skepticism towards the Yugoslav socialist development.
There was paradox: the more texts written by the Yugoslavs became accessible outside Yugoslavia, the more apparent it became that
“the theoretical innovation for which Yugoslav communism was renowned, workers’ self-management, became one of its hollowest
jokes and its greatest contradictions.”54 The Yugoslav theoretical invention did not correspond to the practices and people’s lived
experiences. Those intellectuals, who were originally from Yugoslavia but later emigrated to UK or USA and who experienced both the
Yugoslav socialist democracy and the Western liberal democracy, were particularly critical and seemingly disillusioned by the Yugoslav
ideology. For example, Ante Kadic examined the extent to which the socialist ideology penetrated into social and cultural realms in
Yugoslavia, arguing that, while the Yugoslav people were, unlike those in the Soviet and other socialist states, well acquainted with the
Western social standards and Western culture, the socialist ideology nevertheless penetrated so deep into not merely the political but also
the social and cultural life of Yugoslav people that the Westerners ought not to assume that the Yugoslav democracy was synonymous to
the Western democracy.55 Garvesi’s work similarly embedded an element of skepticism, while his earlier observation suggested that
Yugoslav democracy, albeit not yet perfect, was a sign of vitality of the new-born nation and that Yugoslav ideology was an embodiment
of viability to achieve relatively humane, alternative mode of socialism. Now in the opposite manner, the Yugoslav socialist democracy
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was regarded merely as a result of Tito’s careful balancing between “ideology, expediency, self-interest, and maintaining peaceful
relations within and without.” 56 That is, the Yugoslav socialist development was libeled as autarchic, having little to do with
emancipation and revolutionary unity of the proletariat. Branko M. Peselj examined the Yugoslav constitutional and legal system. On
one hand, he acknowledged that the basic characteristics of the Yugoslav socialist constitutionalism formed a part of the uniqueness of
the Yugoslav third way, and the Yugoslav constitution exemplified the Yugoslav communists’ effort to differentiate Yugoslavia from
other socialist states and to establish its own road to socialism by utilizing the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of the organization of a
proletarian state.57And yet, the terms of constitutions were nevertheless “conflicting, and in several instances legally superfluous or
incomprehensible,” which Peselj criticized as a deliberate inconsistencies in order to invent new techniques of socialist legality and
socialist governmentality. 58 Theoretically speaking, the socialist constitutionalism was supposed to be an apparatus for
institutionalization of the state, and for the later process of ‘withering away of the state’. And decentralization was understood as “a
pre-condition for self-management to work, since self-management was the only real democracy… [and] decentralization was a
precondition for democratization too.”59For successful decentralization, the leadership of the communist party as the true representative
of the solidarity of the proletariat was assumed to be indispensable. To this end, the constitution was a legal apparatus to link the
Yugoslav self-management and the withering away of the state with the political and ideological authority of the party. And yet, for
Anglo-American intellectuals, the Yugoslav rhetoric of legitimation was dogmatic, and the dogmatism was essentialized vis-à-vis
reproducing the criticisms of Yugoslav socialism.
A criticism of the Yugoslav self-management often began with a generic statement that Yugoslavia was moving “from crisis to
crisis,”60 or Yugoslavia was constantly “in a state of flux,”61 which observations were typically based on quantitative economic
measures including GDP, economic performance, unemployment rate, and trade deficit. For the problem of the self-management,
Noam Chomsky and Robert S. Cohen wrote,
While preserving a political system far more elitist and utilitarian than a developed system of participatory democracy could tolerate, the
political leadership introduced an economic reform that was to fail: returning to a 19th century model of laissez-faire economy, leaving
Yugoslav economy at the mercy of big foreign firms in the ‘free competition’ at the International Market, causing mass unemployment and
huge foreign debts, allowing speculation in real estate and a rapid increase of social differences, encouraging the growth of autarchic tendencies
62

in the existing six republics of the Yugoslav federation – which later constituted a material basis for strong nationalist movements.

The general tendency of Anglo-American intellectuals was to problematize the contradictions between the concept and practices of
participatory framework of the self-management. The fundamental line of argument was that, while the self-management had
imbedded the concept of workers’ participation and “participative structure,” the system failed “to generate participative behavior,”63due
to the discrepancy between what the ideology of self-management promised to do and what it actually did in practice. “The basic factor
leading to high levels of individual and mass frustration in Yugoslavia lay in the discrepancy between what Yugoslav individuals and
groups thought they deserved and what they felt capable of attaining within the context of Yugoslav federation,” and the “frustration
resulted from the discrepancy between, first, expectations related to key values and, secondly capabilities for fulfilling these
expectations.”64 The discrepancy, the consequent relative deprivation, and the low work satisfaction65, were understood as the inherent
problems of the “oligarchic structure of power-distribution.”66
It was precisely this essentialization of the oligarchic character of the Yugoslavia that the boundary between the West and
Yugoslavia was redrawn, by comparing the Western European concept of participation to the Yugoslav equivalent concept, or the lack
thereof. Insofar as the oligarchic character was ‘the essence’ of Yugoslav politico-economic / -social system, or else “the particular
problems of Yugoslav society,”67 the self-management system was seen as serving merely as “a useful function for the dominant
political elites,” 68 and creating further “problems” and “obstacles” for an appropriate resource allocations, a healthy economic
development, and a democratic social relationship.69Whatever the nomenclature, the essentialization and subsequent degradation of
Yugoslav governing mechanism formed a basis for Anglo-American intellectuals to predicate that such an oligarchic nature was a
perceptible indication of Yugoslavia still being ‘a developing country’, with its political life intrinsically incommensurable with the
Western equivalent, and with its ‘inherent inability’ of achieving what its ideology promised to achieve.70Of course, the Yugoslav leaders
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were aware of such a criticism, and thus attempted to justify the one party system vis-à-vis reiterating the rhetoric of ‘leading’. That is to
say, as Jovan Djordjevic argued, the politics could be truly socialist and democratic only when the Yugoslav workers were ‘led’, but not
‘ruled’, by the vanguard, because a collective scientific thought of socialist society, a prerequisite for effective socialist transformation,
ought to be articulated by those ‘leaders’ but not ‘rulers’, and because politics would not be collective if it was not founded on ‘a
leadership’.71Nevertheless, the efficacy of the essentialization of Yugoslav character is worth considering here. The seeming failure of
Yugoslav socialism was understood as the exemplification of the inconsistency of the socialist dialectic. The negation of the socialist
dialectic allowed Anglo-American intellectuals to reinstate the familiar label (‘Yugoslavia as being a developing country’) and libel
(‘inherently incapable of achieving its ideals’), which reconstituted hierarchy between the spatial designations, while ahistoricizing the
division between the abstractions such as the West and Yugoslavia. It is precisely this reinstatement of the hierarchy that constituted a
condition for possibility for the West to rearticulate the center-periphery relations between the West and Yugoslavia, and to universalize
the idea, on the basis of a particular linear historical consciousness, that the Western mode of political life, its conception of the
nation-state, and its Westphalian configuration of international relations, as the most advanced form of the political.
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