National Tolerance in the Former Yugoslavia

Randy Hodson, Dusko Sckulic, Garth Massey

American Journal of Sociology, Volume 99, Issue 6 (May, 1994), 1534-1558.

Stable URL:
http://links jstor.org/sici?sici=0002-9602%28199405%2999%3 A6%3C1534%3ANTITFY %3E2.0.CO%3B2-1

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of JSTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use, available at
http://uk jstor.org/about/terms.html. JSTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless you have
obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and you
may use content in the JSTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.

Each copy of any part of a JSTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or
printed page of such transmission.

American Journal of Sociology is published by The University of Chicago Press. Please contact the publisher for
further permissions regarding the use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at
http:/fuk.jstor.org/journals/ucpress.html.

American Journal of Sociology
©1994 The University of Chicago Press

JSTOR and the JSTOR logo are trademarks of JSTOR, and are Registered in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office.
For more information on JSTOR contact jstor @mimas.ac.uk.

©2002 JSTOR

http:/fuk.jstor.org/
Tue Sep 10 12:07:21 2002



National Tolerance in the Former Yugoslavia!l

Randy Hodson
Indiana University

Dusko Sekuli¢
George Mason University

Garth Massey
University of Wyoming

This article analyzes patterns of tolerance among nationalities in
the former Yugoslavia. Greater tolerance among urban residents,
those from nationally diverse republics, and those with nationally
mixed parentage and less tolerance among religious people strongly
support the modernization theory of ethnic relations. The associa-
tion of unemployment with intolerance and outbreaks of violence
in areas with greater national diversity support theories of ethnic
competition. Factors associated with modernism produce greater
tolerance but increase the possibility of ethnic conflict. Humanity’s
dilemma is how to preserve the benefits of modernism for increased
intergroup contact and tolerance while avoiding its potentially
tragic implications.

The demise of Communist party hegemony in Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union has been followed by the recrudescence of ethnic and na-
tionalist political activity (Dobbs 1991; Pfaff 1992). While ethnic and
national identities are providing a basis for political solidarity, they are
at the same time underpinning conflict among nationalities in several
parts of the region (Voirst 1991). This conflict has been particularly visi-
ble in the former republics of Yugoslavia, particularly Slovenia, Croatia,
and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Over 200,000 casualties and the creation of
more than two million refugees have resulted from fighting between rival
groups identifying themselves along nationalist lines in these republics.
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The popular press typically attributes these conflicts to long-standing
but politically suppressed ethnic hostilities. British Foreign Secretary
Douglas Hurd was quoted in a July 20, 1992, Associated Press story as
saying, “One of the things one learns from actually being here [ Yugosla-
via] is that the fears and hatreds which have been unleashed are abso-
lutely formidable.” Similarly, Elizabeth Drew (1992, p. 70) has written
that “the disappearance of the Iron Curtain allowed long-suppressed—
but no less bitter—ethnic hatreds to break out once more.”

It is not surprising that, once armed conflict begins, many people de-
velop feelings of fear, and in some cases hatred, toward other nationali-
ties (Smith 1981). But it is not at all certain that ethnic hatred is the key
operational factor in explaining current conflicts in the former Yugosla-
via. Nor is it clear that such animus has been fully present but unex-
pressed for several decades or centuries as is often implied in the popular
press. The concept of “long-suppressed hatreds” carries with it assump-
tions about Communist party rule and recent political mobilization that
may distort rather than illuminate the reasons for the ongoing conflict
(see Glenny 1992; Maga$ 1989; Suny 1990). The undocumented nature
of the assumption that these hatreds were both widely held and a leading
cause of current conflicts should encourage skepticism among social scien-
tists. Arguments based on primordial hatreds should not be accepted
without an examination of the possible structural underpinnings of cur-
rent animosities. Sociological theories of modernization and ethnic com-
petition suggest structural explanations for ethnic antagonisms without
recourse to theories of primordial hatreds (Deutsch 1961; Hechter 1978).

The analysis presented below examines the factors contributing to vari-
ations in national tolerance immediately prior to the outbreak of civil
and military hostilities in the former Yugoslavia. It explores structural
explanations for tolerance that are derived from modernization and eth-
nic-competition perspectives on ethnicity and ethnic relations. The find-
ings provide substantial support for the modernization theory of ethnic
relations. Theories of ethnic competition also receive some support. It
appears, however, that theories of ethnic competition are better suited
to predicting the subsequent outbreak of violence than to predicting levels
of intergroup tolerance. These findings suggest a dilemma for the modern
world: Modernization leads to greater intergroup tolerance but also cre-
ates the preconditions for subsequent competition and conflict.

THE STRUCTURAL BASIS FOR TOLERANCE
Modernization Theories

Modernization theories see industrialization and its increasingly complex
division of labor, enhanced communication and transportation, urbaniza-
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tion, and rationalization of social institutions as leading to more univer-
salistic principles and more cosmopolitan identities and allegiances
(Schermerhorn 1970; Tudjman 1981). This perspective, derived from the
American functionalist tradition of the 1950s, was developed against the
backdrop of Third World modernization and development in the 1960s
and 1970s.

Modernization theory treats ethnic identification as premodern, pro-
vincial, traditional, and particularistic. According to this theory, ethnic
identification’s structural basis is the village; its structural support is the
persistence of a cultural, political, and economic way of life that rein-
forces ethnicity as part of a value system lending coherence and consensus
to the community (Isaacs 1975; Seton-Watson 1977, chap. 4). In the
course of modernization the village ceases to be the focal point of social
life, while more inclusive cultural, political, and economic systems come
to dominate the social landscape. This vision is also consistent with
Marxist views that see class as superseding ethnic relations in the process
of industrialization. Where ethnic mobilization and ethnic nationalism
occur with development, it is a prelude to class-based social organiza-
tions.

Increased national diversity and mixing result from industrial develop-
ment, urbanism, and population movements, and these are seen as im-
portant causes of increased tolerance in modernization theory. Tradi-
tional ethnic boundaries are more easily maintained when there is little
contact between groups (Allport 1958; Belanger and Pinard 1991); the
greatest intolerance is expected where there is the least contact between
persons of different nationalities (see Lipset and Rokkan 1967). Young
urban residents, those people with greater occupational status and higher
educational attainment, should express greater tolerance. Persons in-
volved in nontraditional organizations and associations should also be
more tolerant, as should those most exposed to the wider world (e.g.,
consumers of printed and electronic media). Strong religious and tradi-
tional values are seen as providing support for intolerance and nationalist
political agendas (Hannan 1979, p. 255; Ragin 1979).

Ethnic-Competition Theories

The ethnic-competition perspective emphasizes the elements of industri-
alization that foster and intensify ethnic identification and mobilization
and encourage ethnic intolerance. As Hannan argues, “The primordial
identity view suggests that ethnic distinctions will disappear as processes
of modernization increase in scope and intensity. The reactive identity
view suggests that this will not be the case as long as power and other
institutional differences persist” (Hannan 1979, pp. 254—55). The predic-
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tion that modernization will intensify ethnic identification and mobiliza-
tion clearly differentiates the ethnic-competition model from the modern-
ization perspective. Far from being an aberration, ethnic conflict is seen
in the competition model as stimulated by the process of industrialization
when diverse groups are thrown into conflict over scarce resources (Ah-
mad 1991; Barth 1969).

The ethnic-competition perspective has spawned several notions about
how increased ethnic competition takes place, notions that highlight both
labor-market and political processes (Belanger and Pinard 1991). A vari-
ety of mechanisms may facilitate the development of ethnic competition
alongside modernization: racially split labor markets (Bonacich 1972),
employment segregation (Bonacich and Modell 1980), the cultural divi-
sion of labor (Hechter 1978), center-periphery conflicts (Hechter 1976),
the replacement of local control with more inclusive domains of control
and sovereignty (Hannan 1979), and the expansion of state systems (Na-
gel 1986; Nielsen 1985). All of these developments hold the possibility
that ethnic competition for jobs, housing, and political power will inten-
sify with modernization (Kposowa and Jenkins 1993).

In the ethnic-competition perspective, there is an underlying theme
that heightened ethnic identity in ethnically diverse states is a reaction
to the economic disruptions and political opportunities of industrializa-
tion and modernization (Meadwell 1989; Rogowski 1985). The ethnic-
competition model is supported by studies of ethnic mobilization that
show that conflict between ethnically distinct peoples may be impelled
less by sentiments of intolerance rooted in ethnic or national culture than
by the persuasive power of elites pursuing economic and political interests
for themselves and their constituents (Ragin 1979). The state’s role in
promoting nationality as a basis for political mobilization is highlighted
in Nagel’s (1986, p. 102) proposition that “ethnic mobilization is most
likely when political policies are implemented that recognize and institu-
tionalize ethnic differences.” Finally, Belanger and Pinard (1991, p. 450;
see also Smith 1979) argue that the maintenance of ethnic identities pro-
vides an important basis for political action. Olzak (1983, p. 363) argues
that “competition theories explain the causal link between modernization
and ethnic mobilization,” a link unanticipated in the modernization per-
spective.

The ethnic-competition perspective suggests several specific factors
that may influence national tolerance. Olzak (1983, p. 358) specifies a
rough equality of size among ethnic or national populations as important
for fostering ethnic mobilization. Where there are multiple competing
groups, intolerance should be greater and may be especially high among
members of the dominant group because of the power base provided by
numeric dominance (Barth 1969, p. 19; Belanger and Pinard 1991, p.
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448; Korpi 1974; Kposowa and Jenkins 1993). This proposition directly
contradicts the “contact hypothesis” of Allport (1958), which argues that
tolerance will be fostered when different groups have contact under con-
ditions of proximate equality and interdependent goals—an argument
that has been at the core of the modernization perspective.

The ethnic-competition model also suggests that population mobility
and economic contraction will increase ethnic competition (Olzak 1992,
p. 37). Those most affected by economic contraction, such as the unem-
ployed, should exhibit the least tolerance toward other nationalities. In-
creasing urbanization is also expected to exacerbate nationalist senti-
ments (Olzak 1983, pp. 367-68). In contrast, modernization theory
suggests that urbanization will increase tolerance.

To summarize, modernization theory predicts that national diversity
and urbanism will lead to greater tolerance. Additional factors modern-
ization theory identifies as contributing to increased tolerance include
nationally mixed family structures, participation in nontraditional social
and political organizations, contact with the institutions of mass media,
higher education, white-collar occupational positions, and youth. Mod-
ernization theory predicts that religion will foster intolerance toward
other groups. In contrast to modernization theory, ethnic-competition
theory predicts that national diversity and urbanism will foster competi-
tion and intolerance rather than greater tolerance. Unemployment is also
expected to contribute significantly to competition and intolerance. Eth-
nic-competition theory also suggests that a numerically dominant group
may develop intolerance toward other groups as part of a rationale for
its aspirations for dominance (Brass 1985; Jackman 1978; Jenkins and
Kposowa 1990).

FOUNDATIONS OF NATIONALISM IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA

The strategy of the League of Yugoslav Communists (LYC) was neither
to abolish national identities nor to discourage participation in political
life based on nationality (Ramet 1982, 1984a; Rusinow 1985). The LYC
did, however, seek to elevate the Yugoslav state to a political status
exceeding that of any nationality and sought to relegate national and
cultural differences to the area of lifestyle rather than political economy
(Denitch 1976, chap. 6; McKay and Verdoodt 1975). Among the various
ways the party and state leaders countered claims of nationalities over the
state were the 1971 suppression of the Croatian nationalist movement,
chastisement for expressions of national superiority (e.g., Slovenia’s ra-
tionale for opposing the poorer-region-development plans), and efforts to
allay fears by some nationalities that they would be subsumed within a
Greater Serbia (Ramet 1984a; Rusinow 1977; Stanovcié 1988).
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Many in the Yugoslav regime, including Slovenian Edvard Kardelj
(1960), were convinced that modernization and the growing importance
of institutions of a more rational character would weaken the hold of
nationalist identities. In this vision, an effective educational system, geo-
graphic mobility, and increased communication and commerce would
undermine the particularistic sentiments of nationalism (see also Connor
1984; Shoup 1968). These political actors implicitly held a modernization
view of the eventual demise of ethnic conflict in Yugoslavia.

In the former Yugoslavia, economic development and per capita gross
domestic product roughly followed a north—south trajectory, with Slo-
venia in the north being the most affluent republic, and Kosovo and
Macedonia in the south the most impoverished (Schrenk, Ardalan, and
el Tatawy 1979). The policies of decentralized planning and development
(Bicani¢ 1988; Burg 1983, 1988) make it difficult, however, to apply a
core-periphery scheme to the former Yugoslavia. An internal colonial
model is equally inappropriate (Burkett 1983; Tyson 1980), especially in
light of Yugoslavia’s federal policy on underdeveloped regions, which
since 1945 sought to shift resources from the wealthier areas (esp. Slo-
venia and Croatia) to the poorer areas of the country (Burg 1983; Ramet
19844). High levels of intolerance in both Slovenia and Kosovo, revealed
by the analysis below, indicate that economic disparities and relations
between poorer and more prosperous regions by themselves are not an
adequate explanation of national tolerance.

The Communist party implemented the principle of federation in Yu-
goslavia after taking power in 1945. At the beginning, the federal model
was largely a subterfuge for real power concentrated in the Central Com-
mittee. Gradually, however, the central power within the party and the
government structures was decentralized. More and more influence went
not from the center to the republics but from the republican Communist
parties to the center. The best example of this important change was the
fact that in 1968 the congresses of the republican Communist parties
were held for the first time before the federal congress. This step was
important in reversing the tendency of the republican congresses to sim-
ply ratify and adopt the policies decided by the federal congress. Sub-
sequent to 1968, the decisions of the federal congress increasingly
came to be simply the negotiated sum of the decisions and platforms of
the various republican congresses, taking into account, of course, the
possibility of Tito exercising veto power over decisions at the federal
level.

Changes similar to those taking place in the Communist party were
also introduced in government structures. In 1953 the Chamber of Na-
tionalities was abandoned as a separate parliamentary body and it be-
came an almost indistinguishable part of the Federal Chamber (Savezno
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Vijece). With Amendment 8 of the constitution (April 18, 1967), however,
the Chamber of Nationalities was reestablished as a visible structure of
the federal congress with even greater power. In the same year, the
principle of “national parity” in representation was introduced in leading
party organs. This principle was extended to all organs of the federal
government in 1971. With these amendments and changes, the presi-
dency of Yugoslavia was constituted as a body reflecting the “multina-
tional structure” of the Yugoslav federation.

The most significant element of dispersed republican power, intro-
duced in 1971, was de facto veto power of every federal unit (including
autonomous provinces) on any decision made on the federal level. From
the mid-1960s forward, the national principle became deeply institution-
alized. The process of institutionalization was finalized in the 1974 consti-
tution, where the national principle became the primary dimension on
which the political system was organized (Bilandzi¢ 1985). The goal of
the federal Communist party from the mid-1960s forward was to foster
genuine decentralization (federalism in the government and in party
structures) but without the mobilization of national groups. The fulfill-
ment of national rights was to be satisfied by giving increased rights to
the republican Communist parties to represent their respective nations.

In socialist Yugoslavia the economic and political policies of the
League of Yugoslav Communists explicitly sought to diminish the cul-
tural division of labor between nationalities (Denitch 1990, chap. 7; Mas-
sey, Hodson, and Sekuli¢ 1992). The dynamics generated by state policies
supporting a multinational state were quite complex and contained many
contradictory elements. The expression of nationalist sentiments was al-
lowed and even facilitated by these policies. Old national slogans and
traditional national sentiments became openly expressed by intellectuals
and other groups outside the Communist party. Traditional national
goals also quickly became parts of republican Communist party ideolo-
gies and strategies. But the political center, dominated by Tito, was
careful in distinguishing between decentralization under Communist
party control and spontaneous national mobilization not controlled by the
party. Federalism under party control was meant to satisfy aspirations for
national autonomy and expressions of national identity. However, it was
unacceptable for the republican Communist parties to seek alliances with
traditional nationalist groups in pursuit of national goals (Warwick and
Cohen 1985).

A good example of this unwillingness to allow traditional nationalist
groups to enter the political arena was the strong federal reaction to the
popular nationalist movement in Croatia in 1971. When Tito concluded
that the Communist party of Croatia was making too many concessions
to Croatian nationalists, he purged the higher ranks of the party in
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Croatia. The party elite in the republics were always in danger of being
pressured by the center if they made movements to “democratize” and
allowed nationalist movements to play an independent role in the political
sphere. Similarly, Tito’s policies of independence for the newly desig-
nated nations was always within the framework of the Communist party.
The decision to allow Muslims a separate official national identification
was a decision negotiated within the federal party, not in Bosnia, where
most Muslims lived. Similarly, increased autonomy for Kosovo was
based on a close collaboration of a new party elite of Albanians in Kosovo
with the federal party.

The central contradiction generated by the policies of the federal Com-
munist party leadership was that decentralization through federalism
produced a fragmented political structure with eight Communist parties,
each having monopoly over its own territory and veto power over federal
decisions. Each republican party quickly came to rely on traditional na-
tional goals to articulate and legitimate its bargaining position relative
to other republican Communist parties (Kourvetaris 1993, p. 5). This
tendency was checked during Tito’s life, because the center was still in
a position to suppress such “nationalist deviations.” With Tito’s death,
the political center lost the power to effectively check these centrifugal
forces. In addition, starting in the 1970s and accelerating in the 1980s,
an economic crisis was eroding peoples’ standard of living, unemploy-
ment was increasing, and many people doubted the prospects for a rever-
sal of economic fortunes (Lydall 1989). These political and economic
forces combined to set the stage for the dissolution of the Yugoslav state
in the 1990s (Sekuli¢, Massey, and Hodson 1994).2

National Groups in Yugoslavia

Most of the people of the former Yugoslavia are ethnic Slavs. While
writers in the West often refer to them as if they were members of differ-
ent ethnic groups, in fact most people have a common ancestry, speak
the same language, and share in dress, food, and lifestyle a similar cul-
ture. There are religious differences to be sure, but there is little evidence
that religious differences per se provide a sufficient basis for differing
nationalist claims (Ramet 1984b). In addition to Slavic peoples, there are
non-Slavic peoples (e.g., Gypsies and Jews) and other national groups
within what were the borders of Yugoslavia. These include Albanian
Muslims in Kosovo and Macedonia, Hungarians, Slovaks, and Romani-

? Failed federalist strategies and economic crisis have similarly been identified as key
precipitating factors in the eventual dissolution of the former Soviet Union (d’En-
causse 1993).
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ans in the Vojvodina, as well as several thousand Turks, Italians, Poles,
Russians, Germans, and Ukrainians spread throughout the country (Pe-
trovi¢ 1983).

The census in Yugoslavia asked persons to identify themselves with a
particular nationality or group of national origin. The conventions fol-
lowed by the census reflected the social consciousness of people in the
former Yugoslavia. The vision of Yugoslavia as a multinational nation
recognized foremost the historical experiences of groups of people who
possessed distinct identities based only loosely on religious and other
visible cultural manifestations but who saw themselves as having unique
historical experiences that distinguished them from one another (Banac
1984; Cohen 1982; Warwick and Cohen 1985).

In the census, persons who indicated that they were “Yugoslavs” were
described as having no nationality. The Communist party rejected the
idea of the creation of a new Yugoslav nationality that would replace
the historically formed nations of Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs. The idea
that these nations were just tribes that would provide the foundation of
a new unified nationality had been preeminent during the period of the
first Yugoslav state. During that period, however, such a vision was
strongly discredited among non-Serbs as a cover for the formation of a
Greater Serbia. The Communist party wanted to avoid repeating the
instability of the first Yugoslavia, which was characterized by political
conflict principally between Croats and Serbs. Tito and the communists
were hoping that industrialization and modernization would erode old
national divisions, but they had concrete historic evidence that any at-
tempt to force Yugoslavism could provoke even greater instability. Their
formula for the transition period was federalism, equal rights for all
nations, and a vision that in the future, with the final ascension of com-
munism and economic development, national affiliations would be
eclipsed in importance.

In adopting a policy of legitimating national identifications, the Yugo-
slav communists were adopting a policy toward nationalities analogous
to Stalin’s famous slogan that in the first phase of socialism the class
struggle should intensify in order to wither away later. The Yugoslav
Communist party promoted the ideology that the national feelings should
be allowed to develop to their full potential so that they would provide
the foundation for later communist internationalism. The results of this
policy were that Macedonians got full recognition of their nationhood
only in communist Yugoslavia and that the national feelings of Bosnian
Muslims were recognized for the first time in communist Yugoslavia.

The reluctance to recognize a Yugoslav national identification on an
equal footing with other national identifications was reflected in the fact
that in the census the Yugoslav national identification was subscripted
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with the explanation, “having no identifiable nationality.” In addition,
an elaborate official vocabulary was introduced to describe nationality.
Narod meant Slav nations having only Yugoslavia as their mother state:
Slovenes, Croats, Muslims, Serbs, Macedonians, and Montenegrins were
such nations. Narodnrost meant national minority: Albanians, Hungari-
ans, Turks, Italians, and others living in Yugoslavia but having some
other mother state. Gypsies were included in this latter category. Com-
mitment to the Yugoslav nation-state was identified through the concept
of citizenship (drzavljanstvo). Thus, Croats, Serbs, other nations, and
other national minorities were all Yugoslav citizens having separate na-
tional identities or belonging to some minority nationality but all having
a commitment to the Yugoslav state.

Serbs made up 36.3% of the nearly 23 million people in Yugoslavia in
1981. The majority (59.8%) lived in Serbia proper, 16.2% lived in Bos-
nia, 6.5% lived in Croatia, and 16.2% lived in autonomous provinces
that are now under Serbia’s control: the Vojvodina (13.6%) and Kosovo
(2.6%). Of the 1.3 million Muslims in Yugoslavia, 81.5% lived in Bosnia.
Another 7.6% lived in Serbia proper. Slovenes were heavily concentrated
in Slovenia: 97.7% of Yugoslavia’s 1.7 million Slovenes lived in Slovenia
in 1981. Of 4.5 million Croats, nearly four out of five (78%) lived in
Croatia, 17.1% lived in Bosnia, and 3.4% lived in Serbia. Among the 1.3
million Albanians, 70.9% lived in Kosovo and 21.8% lived in Macedonia.
Concentrated similarly to Slovenes in Slovenia, 95.5% of all Macedonians
(1.2 million total) lived in Macedonia.

The Vojvodina and Bosnia were the most nationally heterogeneous
regions of Yugoslavia, with no single nationality making up more than
54.4% (Serbs in the Vojvodina) and 39.5% (Muslims in Bosnia) of their
populations, respectively. The most homogeneous regions were Slovenia,
with Slovenes constituting more than 90% of the population, and Ko-
sovo, where 90% of the population was estimated to be Albanian. Be-
tween these extremes were Montenegro, with 68.5% of the population
identifying themselves as Montenegrin, Croatia, with three-fourths of the
population being Croats, Macedonia, with two-thirds of the population
being Macedonian, and Serbia proper, where 85% of the population
identified themselves as Serbs (Statisticki Godisnjak Jugoslavije 1987, p.
449).

The analysis below focuses on the structural factors that contributed
to different levels of tolerance and intolerance among the many nationali-
ties in the former Yugoslavia—many of which reflect the dramatic eco-
nomic, social, and political transformations of socialist Yugoslavia in the
post—World War II period. That people were willing and able to identify
themselves in terms of nationality and the widespread belief that national
intolerance was a significant factor precipitating the ongoing conflicts in
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the former Yugoslavia makes an understanding of these factors doubly
important.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND MEASUREMENT

In late 1989 and early 1990 the Consortium of Social Research Institutes
of Yugoslavia conducted door-to-door interviews in all the republics of
Yugoslavia, utilizing a random sample of households. The completed
sample was composed of 13,422 adults above the age of 18 and was
distributed across republics in accord with their populations. The sam-
pling design resulted in a disproportionate number of male respondents.
The occupational, educational, and age distributions of the sample, how-
ever, closely approximate those reported in the 1981 census. To adjust
the sample to be representative of the gender distribution of Yugoslavs
above the age of 18, male respondents were weighted by a factor of
.769133 and female respondents were weighted by a factor of 1.400747.
This weighting is derived from the 1981 census of Yugoslavia and repro-
duces in the analysis sample the gender distribution reported in the cen-
sus. The questionnaire asked over three hundred items, resulting in a
wealth of data and allowing the construction of indices of national toler-
ance and religiosity.

National Tolerance

Respondents were asked their level of agreement on a five-point scale
with six propositions concerning tolerance toward other nationalities: na-
tionality should be a central factor in choosing a marriage partner; nation-
ally mixed marriages are more unstable than other marriages; every na-
tion should have its own state; people can feel completely safe only when
the majority belong to their nation; among nations it is possible to create
cooperation but not full trust; without leaders every nation is like a man
without a head. All items had item-total correlations above .4 except the
last item, which scaled badly (61.5% of respondents were grouped in the
“strongly agree” category). Accordingly, this item was dropped from the
scale. The remaining items were reverse scored so that high scores indi-
cate greater tolerance. The resulting five-item scale has a reliability index
of .72.

Explanatory Variables

Two ecological variables are utilized in the analysis: national diversity
in each republic and percentage representation of national groups within
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republics. Modernization theory leads to the expectation that greater na-
tional diversity and national mixing in a republic will be associated with
greater tolerance toward other groups. National diversity is measured
with the Index of Qualitative Variation (Bohrnstedt and Knoke 1988, p.

76-17):
k
(-3

Index of Qualitative Variation = K= 1)K

where K = the number of categories and p = the proportion of cases in
the ith category. The index ranges from “1,” indicating that the cases
are spread evenly over the categories, to “0,” indicating that all cases
are in a single category. The percentage representation of groups within
republics taps the potential power base of each national group in a repub-
lic. Group power is seen in the ethnic-competition model as a basis of
group mobilization. Each national group’s power base in a republic is
measured by the percentage representation of the group in the republic
(Petrovié¢ 1983).

Four additional sets of characteristics are also expected to influence
tolerance toward other nationalities: demographic factors, social status,
social participation, and religiosity. Demographic factors include age,
birth residence, current residence, and nationally mixed parentage and
marriage. Modernization theories of ethnic tolerance suggest that older
people and rural residents are less tolerant, because young people and
urban residents will be the ones most exposed to the forces of modernism.
(For a contrasting view based on the ethnic-competition model, see Olzak
[1983], pp. 367—68.)

Respondents were asked if they had been born in a village, village
center, town, town center, city, or regional center and were also asked
a similar question about their current residence. The modal birth resi-
dence was village with the median being between village center and
town. The modal current residence was also a village, but the percentage
living in towns increased and the percentage living in cities increased
dramatically, rivaling village as the modal category.

Nationally mixed family structures are expected under modernization
theory to lead to greater tolerance (Bonacich and Modell 1980). Nation-
ally mixed parentage was ascertained by comparing the nationalities of
respondents’ parents. Nationally mixed marriage was ascertained by
comparing the nationality of a respondent with the nationality of his
or her spouse. Approximately 8% of respondents were the offspring of
nationally mixed parentage and 8% were in nationally mixed marriages.
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Gender and marital status are included as controls; these are coded as
binary variables (male = 1; married = 1).> Approximately 71% of re-
spondents were classified as married.

Two aspects of social stratification, education and occupation, are cen-
tral to modernization theory. More educated people and people in white-
collar occupations are expected to be more tolerant under the moderniza-
tion model. Education is coded as years of schooling completed and
averages just over 10 years. Occupational position is coded as nine binary
variables specifying the categories of professionals, managers, clerical
workers, police, retail workers, industrial and construction workers,
peasants, unemployed people, and retired people. According to ethnic-
competition theory, people who are unemployed can be expected to have
increased feelings of intolerance toward other national groups because of
intensified competition for jobs: “Economic contraction in combination
with high immigration flows raises levels of ethnic competition, which
in turn increases rates of ethnic collective action” (Olzak 1992,
p. 37).

Participation in political organizations and involvement in the broader
society through reading the news are expected by modernization theory
to increase the level of national tolerance and dilute allegiances built
narrowly on ethnic solidarity. We use three sources of data on political
involvement: membership in the League of Yugoslav Communists
(LYC), office holding in workplace organizations, and office holding in
community organizations. Membership in the LYC was a widely dis-
persed status. Individuals who were members of the LYC did not neces-
sarily hold elite positions and did not necessarily disproportionally enjoy
the privileges such power might provide. Nevertheless, membership in
the LYC can be expected to imply a greater commitment to explicitly
articulated national goals, among which was tolerance for different na-
tionalities and support for a pluralist, multinational state. The binary
party membership variable is coded “yes = 1” for those who either
report currently being members of the LYC or having been members in
the past. About 34% of respondents reported either being in the LYC
currently or having been members in the past.

The other two measures of political involvement are participation in
political organizations in either the workplace or the community. Respon-
dents were asked if they occupied an elected position at their workplace
(yes = 1). Respondents were also asked if they held any elected positions
in community organizations or if they were active in community organi-

3 Unmarried people currently cohabitating were also coded as married, under the
assumption that their living arrangements would be more consequential for their
attitudes of tolerance than the legal distinction between marriage and cohabitation.
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zations (yes = 1). About 18% and 20% of respondents, respectively,
reported active participation in work or community organizations.

Literacy and newspaper reading provide greater contact with the world
and are expected to increase national tolerance under the modernization
theory of ethnic relations. In addition, newspapers and television were
directly under LYC control prior to 1989, and the explicit agenda of the
party was to encourage tolerance among nationalities. Other media such
as radio and magazines were only slightly less controlled. Regularly read-
ing the news can thus be expected to increase national tolerance. Respon-
dents were asked whether they read the newspaper daily, weekly,
monthly, or never (coded 4, 3, 2, or 1, respectively). Later in the question-
naire, respondents were asked to identify their three most common leisure
activities. Respondents could identify “reading news” as their most im-
portant leisure activity, their second most important, their third most
important, or not at all important (coded 4, 3, 2, or 1, respectively).
Responses to these two questions were summed to create a seven-point
scale of reading the news with scores ranging from two to eight.

Level of religiosity is seen as an important negative influence on toler-
ance by modernization theorists. Five questions were asked about religi-
osity. Respondents were asked to identify, on a three-point scale, their
level of belief in God, in life after death, and in the idea that God created
people. Also, they were asked how often they attended religious services
(never, monthly, weekly, or daily) and if their children attended religious
schools. All items scaled positively with item-total correlations above .4.
The resulting five-item standardized scale has a reliability index of .86.

RESULTS

Average tolerance levels are strongly differentiated between republics,
ranging between 1.71 and 3.88 on a 5.00-point scale. Republics and
autonomous regions are listed in table 1 by descending order of tolerance.
People in Bosnia and the Vojvodina had the highest levels of tolerance.
The average level of tolerance in Serbia, the largest republic, was identi-
cal to the average for the country as a whole. Croatians were more
tolerant than Serbians but less tolerant than those who live in the most
tolerant republics of Bosnia and the Vojvodina. Kosovo had the lowest
average level of tolerance and is a true negative outlier in this regard.
Average tolerance levels in the republics closely parallel the level of
national diversity in each republic. Bosnia and the Vojvodina, which
have the highest average tolerance, also have the greatest national diver-
sity. Tolerance levels descend monotonically with declining diversity
through the six most diverse republics. Only Macedonia and Kosovo, the
two least tolerant republics, deviate from this pattern. In Macedonia
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TABLE 1

TOLERANCE AND NATIONAL DIVERSITY BY REPUBLIC:
YUuGOsLAVIA, 1989

Diversity
Republic Tolerance Index N

Bosnia .........ccociiii 3.88%** .64 2,020
Vojvodina 3.83%*x* .61 1,315
Croatia ............... 3.63%** .45 2,597
Montenegro 3.45%** .45 909
Serbia ................. 3.28 .27 3,321
Slovenia .............cceeennn. 2.67%%* .19 1,299
Macedonia ..................... 2.53%** .41 973
Kosovo .....ooviiiiiiiiiiiinn, 1.71%*% .39 988

Total .....cooveiiiiiiinnn, 13,422

Average ........cc.oooeen.. 3.28 42

NoTE.—Statistical significance is measured by two-tailed t-tests; statistical
tests for tolerance are based on contrasting the mean for each republic with the
mean for all other republics.

* P < .05.
** P < .01.
*kk P < 001.

and Kosovo diversity levels are only slightly below the average across
republics. The strong association of diversity and tolerance supports a
central tenet of modernization theory that argues that diversity and in-
creased intergroup contact lead to greater tolerance.

Regression coefficients indicating the effects of the various structural
variables on national tolerance are presented in table 2. Examination of
these coefficients allows us to see which other structural variables beyond
national diversity also have consequences for tolerance and the direction
of their effects.

The two ecological variables measuring the national diversity of repub-
lics and the majority status of groups within republics are both significant
determinants of tolerance. As noted above, national diversity leads to
greater tolerance; this is the second largest standardized effect in the
model. Majority status in a republic leads to less tolerance and this is
the third largest standardized effect in the model. The finding that major-
ity status increases intolerance provides support for the competition the-
ory, which proposes that dominant groups may express more ethnic or
national intolerance in order to legitimate their aspirations for domi-
nance.

Age has a significant positive effect on tolerance: Older people are
more tolerant than younger people. This finding is inconsistent with the
view that the young are the carriers of the forces of modernization leading
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TABLE 2

REGRESSION OF TOLERANCE ON NATIONAL COMPOSITION, DEMOGRAPHIC, SOCIAL
STATUS, PARTICIPATION, AND RELIGIOSITY VARIABLES: YUGOSLAVIA, 1989

Independent Variable Mean SD b SE B
National composition:
Diversity index .........ccooeeveniineneanee. .48 .19 1.051%%% 050 .19
Majority status .........cocoeeeeiiiiniiennnn 57.67 30.48  —.382*%** 034 —.11
Demographic variables:
Age i ... 40.63 14.56 L376%Fk 085 .05
Married . 71 45 —.074%F* 020 —.03
Male ....ocovviiniiiniinnnns .49 .50 —.156*** 018 —.07
Urbanism (origins) 2.30 1.62 —.004 .006 —.01
Urbanism (current) ... 3.30 1.81 .030***% 006 .05
Mixed parentage ......... .08 .28 .102%%* 031 .03
Mixed marriage ..........ccocooceeeiinennnn. .08 .28 L349%*F% 033 .09
Social status:
Education ............cociiiiiiiii 10.07 3.96 .008* .003 .03
Professional 12 .32 —.066 .035 —-.02
Manager ........oooeeiiiiiiiiiieeees .06 .24 —.114%* .043 —-.03
Clerical ....oovvvieviniiieiieiieniieiaienes .09 .29 .019 .033 .01
Police ...ooviiiiiiii .01 .11 .076 .073 .01
Retail worker ...........cccoeiviiiiiiiinint .10 .29 .108*** 031 .03
Industrial or construction worker ...... .22 42 .000 cee -
Peasant ...........cococeiiiiiiiiiiiiiins .15 .36 .097%%* .031 .03
Unemployed ........ccovvviiiiiiniinininnes 12 .32 —.285%* 031 —.09
Retired .....oovviiiiiiiii .13 .34 —.035 .036 —.01
Social participation:
Communist party ............ccoceeenennee. .34 .45 .025 .022 .01
Work organization ......................... .20 .40 L095*%** 024 .04
Civic organization ......................... .18 .38 .058% .025 .02
Reads news ........ccocoevviieiinniiinnnne. 4.56 1.30  —.027%*%* 007 —.03
Religiosity:
Religiosity scale ............cocoevivininnnns .00 1.00  —.309%%* 009 -.29
Constant .........coeeveiiiiiiiiieiieiii 2.865%**
R (24 1%

NoTE.—Statistical significance is measured by two-tailed ¢-tests; industrial or construction worker
serves as the reference category for estimating the regression coefficients for occupation; the regression
coefficients and SEs for age and majority status have been multiplied by 100 for ease of presentation;
N = 13,422.

* P = .05.
** P < .01.
kP =< 001,



American Journal of Sociology

to greater tolerance. Urban residents, however, are more tolerant than
residents of villages and rural areas. There is no independent effect of
rural or urban origins (as distinct from current residence). Nationally
mixed parentage and marriages both tend to increase tolerance. Married
people are less tolerant than unmarried people, and men are less tolerant
than women.

The social status variables have fewer and weaker effects on tolerance
than the national composition, demographic, social participation, or reli-
giosity factors. Education increases tolerance, but it is significant at only
the .05 level, which is not a strong finding in a sample of 13,422 cases.
Industrial and construction workers serve as the baseline for evaluating
occupational differences in tolerance, and many of the other occupations
and positions cannot be statistically distinguished from industrial and
construction workers. Retail workers and peasants are somewhat more
tolerant than industrial and construction workers, but managers are less
tolerant. The strongest contrast in average tolerance levels across social
positions is for unemployed persons, who evidence high levels of intoler-
ance for other national groups. The average tolerance level of unem-
ployed persons is more than a quarter of a point lower than that of
employed industrial and construction workers. This finding provides ad-
ditional support for the ethnic-competition model.

Three of the four social participation variables have significant effects
on tolerance. Participation in a civic or workplace organization increases
tolerance, as suggested by modernization theory. Being in the Communist
party, however, has no effect, either positive or negative, on tolerance.
This finding contrasts strongly with official party rhetoric at the federal
level and highlights the importance of nationalist sentiments and leaders
in republic-level party politics in the period immediately prior to the
dissolution of Yugoslavia. Reading the news regularly has a negative
effect on tolerance. This effect again suggests the extent to which the
control of key institutions at the republican level was held by those sym-
pathetic to nationalist sentiments prior to the dissolution of Yugo-
slavia.

Religiosity has the largest standardized effect on tolerance. Every stan-
dard deviation increase on the religiosity scale is associated with a decline
of almost one-third of a point in tolerance. The powerful negative effect
of religiosity on tolerance provides strong support for the modernization
hypothesis that traditional religious beliefs provide a supportive ideologi-
cal base for national and ethnic intolerance.

The patterns of tolerance between the major nationalities within re-
publics are reported in table 3. These coefficients allow us to examine
the patterns of tolerance and intolerance for the major national groups
within each republic. The tolerance levels reported in table 3 are stan-
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TABLE 3

ADJUSTED TOLERANCE LEVELS BY MAJORITY/MINORITY STATUS WITHIN REPUBLICS:
YuGosLAvia, 1989

Republic Majority Group Principal Minority Group
Bosnia .........ocooiiiiiiii 3.88 (Muslims) 3.82 (Serbs)
Vojvodina .........ccceevviiiiiininininn. 3.65%* (Serbs) 3.86 (Hungarians)
Croatia .........oovvvviiiiiiiiieiiiin, 3.60%** (Croats) 3.93 (Serbs)
MoONntenegro .........ccoeeeeuininirinannnns 3.32 (Montenegrins) 3.40 (Muslims)
Serbia ..o 3.24 (Serbs) 3.39 (Muslims)
Slovenia .........cccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiinnn. 2.71%** (Slovenes) 3.33 (Croats)
Macedonia 2.61*** (Macedonians) 1.84 (Albanians)
KOSOVO ..voviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiea 1.79%* (Albanians) 1.99 (Serbs)

NoTE.—Statistical significance is measured by two-tailed ¢-tests; tolerance levels are adjusted for the
demographic, social status, social participation, and religiosity characteristics analyzed in table 2; tests
for majority vs. minority differences in tolerance contrast these groups within each republic; N =
13,422.

* P < .05.
** P < 01,
*** P < .001.

dardized on the variables presented in table 2 with the exception of the
two national composition variables. In other words, the adjusted toler-
ance levels reported in table 3 represent the differences that would exist
if respondents of different nationality from each republic were identical
in terms of demographics, social status characteristics, level of political
participation, and religiosity. Remaining republic-level differences in tol-
erance are manifest in table 3 as differences between rows. Differences
in tolerance between the majority group and the principal minority group
in a republic that remain after standardization are revealed by differences
between the two columns. Republics are listed in the same order as in
table 1, from highest to lowest based on unadjusted mean levels of toler-
ance. Tests of statistical significance reported in table 3 evaluate the
differences in average tolerance level between the majority group and
the principal minority group in each republic.

The pattern of tolerance levels in table 3 indicates that the majority
group in a republic is generally less tolerant than the principal minority
group even after standardizing on population characteristics. This pat-
tern is significant for the Vojvodina, Croatia, Slovenia, and Kosovo. The
minority group is significantly more intolerant than the majority national
group only in Macedonia, where the principal minority group is Alba-
nian. Albanians, whether in Kosovo, where they are the majority, or in
Macedonia, where they are the principal minority, have the greatest
intolerance toward other groups of any national group in the former
Yugoslavia.
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Consistent with the overall pattern, Serbs are more tolerant as a minor-
ity group in Bosnia and Croatia than they are in Serbia, where they are
a strong majority. In Kosovo, however, the Serb minority is less tolerant
than Serbs living as the majority group in Serbia. In Kosovo, it appears
that the extremely high level of intolerance pulls all groups toward greater
intolerance and overrides the general pattern of national groups being
less tolerant as majorities than as minorities. In this highly volatile repub-
lic, the average tolerance level of Serbs, the largest minority group, drops
more than a point below its level in Serbia and almost two points below
its level in Croatia. A pattern similar to that in Kosovo exists for Croats
in Croatia and Slovenia. Minority Croats in Slovenia are more tolerant
than majority Slovenians, but less tolerant than Croats in their home
republic of Croatia, which is more nationally diverse and tolerant. The
most tolerant groups are Muslims in nationally diverse Bosnia and the
Serb and Hungarian minorities in the ethnically diverse republics of Bos-
nia, the Vojvodina, and Croatia. Slovenia, Macedonia, and Kosovo, in
which a single nationality composes more than 90% of the population,
evidence the highest levels of intolerance even after standardization on
population characteristics.

Tolerance is affected by the characteristics of individuals, as we have
seen in table 2, but not to such an extent that the patterns of differences
between republics or between majority and minority national groups in
republics are erased. These patterns reaffirm the findings from table 2
that the national diversity of republics and the majority or minority status
of national groups within republics are powerful influences on tolerance
toward other nationalities. Even adjusted patterns of tolerance continue
to be strongly differentiated by republic of residence and by nationality
within republics, with average levels of tolerance sometimes differing by
a point or more between republics or nationalities. Tolerance is greater
in nationally diverse republics than in more homogeneous republics. The
contrasts between majority and minority groups within republics are also
substantial though not generally as large at those between republics.

Beyond the differences in tolerance levels evidenced in table 3 that are
driven by republic-level differences in national diversity and majority or
minority status differences, there are some notable differences between
nationalities and republics that can only be explained by historical and
cultural factors. High levels of intolerance in Kosovo are most notable
in this regard and reflect a long history of unresolved rivalries between
nationalities. Chronic low-level conflict between Serbs and Albanians has
been the rule in Kosovo for decades, exacerbated by the emigration of
several thousand Serbs in the 1980s and by Serbia’s suspension of autono-
mous-region status in both Kosovo and the Vojvodina in 1989. The pat-
terns in table 3 thus illustrate not only the powerful effects of national
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diversity and majority or minority status in republics but also unique
historical and cultural factors.

DISCUSSION

Both the modernization and ethnic-competition models of ethnic relations
receive support from the above analysis. Support for the role of modern-
ization in generating greater national tolerance is provided by the power-
ful effects of national diversity, urbanism, nationally mixed family struc-
tures, and participation in formal organizations at the civic and
workplace levels. The strong association of religiosity with intolerance
also supports a key tenet of modernization theory that identifies religious
traditionalism with ethnic intolerance.

The effects of social status characteristics provide less support for ei-
ther modernization theory or ethnic-competition theory. Education has
only a modest dampening effect on intolerance. And occupational differ-
ences in tolerance are remarkably flat. Intermarriage, urbanism, social
participation, and the decline of religiosity are all more important for
generating greater tolerance than the effects of industrialization on the
mix of occupational positions. The prediction from modernization theory
is that industrialization and its associated occupational transformations
imparts greater universalism and acceptance of ethnic and national dif-
ferences. It appears that the general effects of modernization on intermar-
riage and social participation are more important in generating increased
tolerance than the effects of industrialization on education and the occu-
pational structure. Investigators within the ethnic-competition perspec-
tive have also suggested that industrialization impels individuals into
more rationally governed institutional contexts, which can enhance and
generalize competition and, thus, increase intolerance (Dutch and Gibson
1992; Nielsen 1980; Olzak 1983, p. 362; 1992; Pinard and Hamilton
1978). The limited nature of occupational and educational effects thus
fails to support either the modernization or ethnic-competition theories
insofar as they envision a strong role of industrial transformation in de-
termining levels of intergroup tolerance.

Two factors in our model of national tolerance have effects inconsistent
with the modernization theory of ethnic relations: Young people and
those who read the news more frequently are less tolerant toward other
nationalities. These effects may be unique to Yugoslavia, where rela-
tively autonomous Communist parties controlled the mass media in each
republic and where the older generations carried the dream of a unified
Yugoslav state.

The strong association of unemployment with intolerance provides
support for that aspect of the ethnic-competition model that rests on a
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vision of competition over scarce economic resources. The ethnic-
competition theory of ethnic relations is also supported by the negative
effect of majority status in a republic. The base of support provided by
numeric dominance in a republic appears to have encouraged the growth
of intolerance toward minority national groups (Enloe 1973; Roosens
1989; Young 1976). Numeric dominance may have been especially impor-
tant in Yugoslavia, where political power was the chief resource over
which groups struggled (Stanov¢i¢ 1988; Tudjman 1981). The association
of newspaper reading with intolerance also supports the idea that intoler-
ance toward other groups was fueled by local and regional political elites
who controlled information and sought to cultivate and exploit senti-
ments of intolerance. These results raise questions about Belanger and
Pinard’s (1991, p. 447) conclusion that the accumulated “evidence for
the presumed modernization/ethnic movement link is not strong.”

CONCLUSIONS

Developments in Yugoslavia subsequent to the winter of 1989—-90, when
the survey data for our analysis were collected, allow some important
questions to be asked about intolerance and the eventual outbreak of
armed conflict. The implicit hypothesis underlying popular views of the
fighting in the former Yugoslavia is that where nationalist intolerance is
greatest conflict will be highest. This view would be supported if there
was a close correspondence between these two phenomena. Such a corre-
spondence would provide support for the theory that the resurgence of
suppressed nationalist hatreds lies behind current conflicts. The above
findings suggest, however, that there is little such correspondence. Intol-
erance was high in relatively homogeneous Slovenia, which seceded from
Yugoslavia with a minimum of conflict. Ironically, in Croatia, where
tolerance was greater, conflict was much more intense. And conflict has
been most brutal and prolonged in Bosnia, where tolerance was at its
highest level.

Tolerance and armed conflict appear to be quite distinct phenomena,
and they appear to have distinct patterns of causation. What then is their
relationship and what have we learned from the above analysis about
their causes? One possible explanation for observed patterns of tolerance
and conflict that is consistent with the data is that heterogeneity leads to
both tolerance and conflict (cf. Hechter 1987; Olzak and Nagel 1986).
Heterogeneity provides the conditions fostering increased tolerance
among individuals of diverse nationality through increased contact, but
it also creates the conditions under which different national groups en-
gage in competition over scarce resources. In heterogeneous settings na-
tional groupings can provide an organizational basis for mobilization.
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Elites may find such situations conducive to mobilizing efforts in pursuit
of ends that come to be defined in national terms (Kposowa and Jenkins
1993; Ragin 1979). These mobilized national groups may pursue these
ends through armed conflict, attacking even those against whom they
initially bear only limited animosities. Conversely, homogeneity appears
to lead to greater intolerance but a lower likelihood of open conflict.
Minorities may suffer prejudice and discrimination in such settings—as
is suggested by the high levels of intolerance observed in the more homo-
geneous republics of the former Yugoslavia. But the preconditions for
armed conflict are less present in more homogeneous settings—one group
is clearly dominant and armed conflict to adjudicate this situation is
unlikely. It is a great irony that some of the factors that most foster
tolerance—such as the national diversity of regions and national inter-
marriage—are objects of attack under policies of ethnic cleansing.

Yugoslavian state policies of modernization and controlled nationalism
may have led to greater tolerance, but they also set the stage for the
mobilization of groups around nationality, especially within nationally
diverse and highly autonomous republics. The policy of multinationalism
promoted by the LYC gave salience to national identities. The economic
crisis of the 1980s and the decline of federal Communist party influence
gave new life to political appeals based on nationality. In the absence of
other forms of political cohesion, nationalism appears to be the most
readily available unifying doctrine in much of Eastern Europe at the end
of socialist formations.

The dilemma facing the citizens and leaders of the former socialist
nations, as well as significant other parts of the world, is how to realize
the benefits that modernization provides for increasing intergroup toler-
ance while avoiding the potential it creates for heightened ethnic and
national conflict. Many of the changes associated with modernization
lead to greater tolerance. Other aspects of modernism, however, create
the potential for heightened intergroup competition and conflict over
scarce economic and political resources. These contradictory conse-
quences of modernism, rather than primordial hatreds, appear to be at
the root of current conflicts in the former Yugoslavia and elsewhere in
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Bosnia enjoyed the highest
level of tolerance of any Yugoslav republic, but this increased tolerance
proved insufficient to outweigh the political forces emanating from its
extremely diverse social fabric.
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