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Introduction: Beyond the Spectrum  
of Partisan and Socialist Yugoslavia

[…] after having overthrown totalitarian rule the societies of former 
Eastern Europe don’t enter directly into the world of developed cap-
italism and Western democracy, but rather must undergo first the 
process of transition to this final condition, which poses as normality, 
that is as the universal norm of historical development in general. 
The process of transition is accordingly understood as the process 
of normalization. So everything that happens during this process 
automatically gains the teleological meaning intrinsically tied to the 
transitional narrative. This also includes the logic that before things 
get better – normal, capitalist, democratic, etc – they must first get 
worse in comparison to the former situation, concretely to the state 
of actual socialism. But the problem is that the transition process can 
turn into a real disaster. This is precisely what happened in former 
Yugoslavia: the collapse of the state, civil wars with horrible destruc-
tion, ethnic cleansing, atrocities, human losses, economic breakdown, 
political chaos.

Boris Buden, ‘The Post-Yugoslavian  
Condition of Institutional Critique’ (2007)

To look back at Yugoslavia, socialism, and the People’s Liberation Struggle 
during World War II in the mid-2000s, and to see in these experiences 
something that was worth revisiting politically or theoretically, was seen 
as a pure intellectual exercise, an academic curiosity, or even a nostalgic 
return to an irretrievable and long buried past. Post-socialism was 
presented as the transitional phase en route to the final stage of history 
– neoliberal capitalism – so why would anyone need to look backwards 
upon the failed projects and catastrophes of the twentieth century? This 
brings me to a clear starting premise linked to a research object that has 
not only undergone a physical death, but has also been diagnosed as a 
symbolically dead project. History had truly ended, for Yugoslavia and 
socialism. This did not mean merely that socialist Yugoslavia no longer 
existed, but also that the utopian promise and major political principles 
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on which the new Yugoslavia was based – antifascist solidarity, abolition 
of class society through social ownership and workers’ self-management, 
the equality of nations – were absent from the theoretical and political 
imagination of the post-socialist transition. Symbolic death carries a 
much more tragic dimension than physical death, since it claims that this 
object can never again be recuperated or resurrected. In other words, 
the symbolic death of socialist Yugoslavia means that her emancipatory 
ideas and experiences have been relegated to the dustbin of history for 
eternity. On the one hand, post-socialist ideology forces us to abandon 
the history and politics of socialism and self-management, as the general 
frame and system that achieved and guaranteed long-term and relative 
prosperity for large segments of the population, while on the other hand, 
post-socialism also forces us to bid farewell to Yugoslavia, the political 
entity that was organised as a federation in which various collectives, 
peoples, nations, nationalities, and (non)religions that underwent brutal 
civil wars in World War II could live together in peace. The historical 
death of socialist Yugoslavia was followed by the emergence of seven new 
nation-states and one ethnical state within a federative state: Slovenia, 
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina (and within it, Republika Srpska), 
Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo, and North Macedonia. Authoritarian cap-
italism within mono-ethnical and mono-religious communities became 
the indisputable horizon of their future. 

Such a constellation pre-emptively strikes against any emancipatory 
thoughts or actions, which is the reasoning behind the interventionist 
nature of this book. The book will tackle a theoretical-political problem: 
firstly, it will attempt to unravel a (research) object thoroughly infused 
with negative connotations (a totalitarian state, communist crimes, 
dictator Tito, ethnic hatred, Balkanisation), while secondly it will 
approach this object by applying a theoretical means – a Marxist/histori-
cal materialist analysis – that were, within the post-Yugoslav context, not 
only taken out of the university curricula, but were also burnt and sent 
to a recycling plant in the papermills of the 1990s (Lešaja 2012).1 The 
‘unbearable lightness’ of the post-socialist eradication of its own recent 
past should not be challenged by the blind embrace of anything related 
to the socialist past, whether a part of the Yugoslav political or Marxist 
legacy. Instead, the following chapters present both failures and errors in 
the political and theoretical legacy, as well as detailing inspiring political 
ruptures and fascinating passages in the history of legal communism 
and self-management. In short, the main goal of this book is to present 
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a critical and dialectical journey through partisan ruptures and their 
exhaustion in socialist Yugoslavia. 

Even though critical reservations are necessary in relation to the 
(socialist) past, one should be even more critical towards the current 
situation of the triumphalism of the (neo)liberal and nationalist doxa. 
Repeating Marx’s gesture, Walter Benjamin was aware that any (histor-
ical) materialist analysis needs to take an ‘un-royal’ road to truth and 
depart from the dominant ideology: 

For the materialist method the division of the true from the false is not 
the point of departure but the goal. That is, in other words, it takes the 
subject matter shot through with error, doxa, as its starting point. The 
divisions with which it begins – it is a dividing method right from the 
start – are divisions within this extremely mixed object itself; and the 
realization of this object can never be mixed and uncritical enough. 
Starting with the claim of presenting the object truthfully, it would 
minimize its chances; and it increases them significantly the more it 
drops this claim in its pursuit and prepares itself to realize that ‘the 
object in itself ’ is not [the object] ‘in truth’. (1974: 1160–61)

Thus, intervening in a specific theoretical-political context necessitates a 
critical evaluation of the current ideological panorama of ‘post-socialism’. 
The initial question is how can one – in a materialist way – return and 
rethink a Yugoslavia that is marked by numerous posts: post-socialist, 
post-Yugoslav, and post-Marxist? Ozren Pupovac critically examined 
the central problematic, under the name ‘post-socialism’, that encom-
passes the situation and final horizon of all former socialist countries: 

How does post-socialism begin? The troubles of the post-socialist 
beginning begin already at the level of nomination … The beginning 
of post-socialism, its historical inception, immediately presents itself 
as an end, a beginning in and through an end: the end of socialism, 
the end of communism. This end is an exhilarating one: the end of a 
perceived disaster, the liberation from the torments and horrors of a 
‘deadly illusion’ to which Cold War ideology attributed the criminal-
ising name of “totalitarianism”. But is this projection of an end, this 
negativity, all there is? Is post-socialism simply an announcement of 
something that has ended, something that has passed? Because, one 
might as well also ask: What is it that begins, properly speaking, after 
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the end? Is there something that post-socialism can claim as its own 
beyond the simple fact of the negation of its anteriority? (2010: 107).

Post-socialism has become the mainstream doxa, but I suggest we call 
it by its real name: ‘national-liberalism’. The latter has not only held 
the keys to the interpretation of recent history but has also become the 
hegemonic ideological backbone for the implementation of authoritar-
ian capitalism. Its major coordinates were based on an openly negative 
modality, which entails a substitution of the prefix ‘post-’ with the prefix 
‘anti-’. The real negative starting point for the dominant doxa is based 
on anti-Yugoslav(ism), anti-Marxism, and anti-socialism/-communism. 
Needless to say, the transitional discourse, or the ‘transitology’ (Kirn 
2017), has taken an openly apologetic stance towards the transition 
to capitalism with a nationalist face. If one takes Benjamin’s warning 
seriously, one needs to point out the most symptomatic blind spots of 
the dominant ideological formation. Only then can one fully understand 
how all critical thinking and emancipatory actions have come to be seen 
as youthful naivety, nostalgia, or even a claim for a totalitarian future. 

There are at least three major symptomatic facts that the ruling 
ideology silenced during the transition process: firstly, through its 
socialist industrialisation, social infrastructure, and social ownership 
Yugoslav self-management brought major material improvements to 
the everyday life of the majority of people; secondly, in the name of 
the nation and its ‘liberation’ from socialism and Yugoslavia, the social 
wealth and social ownership was at first nationalised and then privatised 
(a dispossession of the productive means and social infrastructure); and 
thirdly – and more awkwardly for transitologists – the transition to cap-
italism and liberal democracy was conducted after democratic elections 
in which the victorious political parties promoted and led the ethnic 
wars. The initial quote by Boris Buden (2007) lucidly argues that the 
post-Yugoslavian case demonstrates where the transition process went 
terribly wrong and turned into a disaster. The apologists attributed the 
failure of the transition to a variety of causes: from the backward rural 
environment and the prolonged economic crisis to the lack of demo-
cratic culture and remnants of a totalitarian past. Those who spoke of 
‘Yugoslav totalitarianism’ (see Dyker and Vejvoda 1994) actually made 
it ‘responsible for repressing ethnic issues’. The same people also came 
up with the conspiracy theory stating that ‘post-Yugoslav national-
ism’ was merely a ‘continuation of Yugoslav socialism by other means, 
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conducted essentially by the same agencies and actors’. (Jovanović 2012: 
151). The process of converting the old communists into new political 
elites was accompanied by this bizarre confusion as regards the causes 
and effects and on a deeper level it functioned as a sort of redemption for 
the guilt that the transitional elites felt for the wars. In juxtaposition to 
the apologetic, (self)orientalising, and ethno-methodologist standpoint 
of transitional ideology Nikola Dedić articulated the intimate nexus 
between capitalist transition and nationalism within the post-Yugoslav 
context:

Nationalism is not a phenomenon that is separate from the ‘logic of 
transition’. On the contrary, nationalism made room for the establish-
ment of neoliberalism, and genocide is a radical consequence of the 
privatization that began in the 1990s. Afterwards, with the empower-
ment of ‘democratic’ transitional governments and privatization laws 
(which most of the former Yugoslav states adopted in the late 1990s 
and early 2000s), genocide was finally legalized. Genocide, ethnic 
cleansing, and nationalism, therefore, served as the basis for the accu-
mulation of surplus value, and paved the way for the integration of the 
former Yugoslav societies into the system of global capitalism. (2016: 
184, emphasis mine).

Even if Dedić concluded with the instrumental relation between nation-
alism and the ‘accumulation of surplus value’, this rich passage directs us 
to the concept that is relevant for a concise understanding of the tran-
sition from socialism to capitalism, namely to Karl Marx’s ‘primitive/
original accumulation of capital’.

Primitive Accumulation of Memory:  
Historical Revisionism and National Liberalism

Marx used the concept of ‘primitive accumulation of capital’ towards the 
end of Capital (vol. I) in his historical-political analysis of the begin-
nings of capitalism. The latter is marked by an encounter between capital 
and labour that has a very different rationality to Robinson Crusoe’s 
bourgeois myth. Marx critically addressed the bourgeois narrative of the 
mythical origins of capitalism that divides society into diligent, creative, 
and deserving capitalists (embodied by the figure of Robinson) and the 
lazy, poor, racialised workers, whose only contribution can be found in 
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the sale of their labour power which only takes place if the workers are 
necessitated by capital. Thus, the myth of Robinson as an early capital-
ist figure lacks a set of historical preconditions that had to take place 
for capitalism to occur. According to Marx the emergence of capital-
ism was not linked to economic skills, but to non-economic constraints 
that combined expropriations and enclosures, as well as disciplining the 
potential labour force through state violence, wars, and colonialism. The 
concept of primitive accumulation of capital is not useful merely for 
the historical evaluation of the origins of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion that points to an impure start of the hegemony of capitalism over 
other modes of production, for it also shows in what way the economic 
instance was over-determined by other instances (ideological, political, 
legal). Furthermore, Marx’s concept does not merely trace a long-gone 
‘primitive’ mode of capitalism, but points to its structural features. One 
is able to detect the repetitive ‘primitive’ patterns of capital accumulation 
within each cycle of systemic crisis and further enclosures. An extremely 
violent process can be expected by anything and anyone who finds them-
selves in the way of capital expansion.

This concept could be, with a few alterations, also used to understand 
the post-socialist transition.2 Evidently, the entire range of extra- 
economic policies and pressures, from market reform and denationalisa-
tion laws to austerity politics and foreign credits, were needed in order to 
execute the transition, however, I would like to add another twist. 
Numerous critical approaches to the post-socialist transition reveal a 
division between the theorists of the ideological critique (critique of his-
torical revisionism and liberalism as the dominant ideology)3 and those 
who criticise political economy (neoliberal capitalism). If the ideology 
critique tends to overwrite the analysis with its critique of nationalism 
(and wars) and focuses on the analysis of the state agency, then the cri-
tique of political economy observes nationalism as a secondary 
phenomenon, something that was practically absent in times of social-
ism, and focuses on the agency of capital. Instead of settling for a 
mutually exclusive alternative, the concept of ‘primitive accumulation of 
capital’ evaluates both poles of the transition process at the same time 
and makes it possible for us to fully understand the temporality and 
structural causality of the early transition process. If post-socialism is a 
transitory social formation dominated by capitalist elements, one should 
acknowledge that during the wars, it was the state and ideology (the 
politico-ideological instance) that guided the historical processes and 
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determined reality, and with this, the economic transition. Furthermore, 
due to the state of the exception process it was easier to conduct the eco-
nomic transition to capitalism. War can be seen as the ultimate ‘spending’ 
(waste and ruination) of the resources, infrastructure, wealth, and people 
accumulated and born in socialism. War and the transition to capitalism 
entailed great amounts of violence that were necessary to dismantle 
socialist forms of management and belief, full and stable employment 
(private labour power market), the sell-out of the accumulated and 
socialised means of (re)production and infrastructure (privatisation).4 
This process resulted in the deaths of approximately 140,000 people, the 
marginalisation of entire social groups and minorities, class stratifica-
tion, increasing pauperisation, and intensive migration that has not 
stopped ever since. The post-socialist transition was structured as a 
‘modernisation’ campaign and conducted in compliance with foreign 
investment agencies and European Union prerogatives (Živković 2015). 
However, one should not forget that the post-socialist transition was 
effectively organised from within, and was a consequence of the internal 
fractures of self-management that I explain in greater detail in the last 
chapters of this book.

In order to return to the ‘primitive accumulation of capital’ I will add 
that this process unfolded with a long-term counter-revolutionary trans-
formation of the ideological apparatuses that targeted the memory of 
socialism and the events surrounding World War II. This is a process that 
I call the ‘primitive accumulation of memory’ by the state. As previously 
pointed out, some right-wing historical revisionists have argued that 
Yugoslavia was totalitarian and, in that way, the Yugoslav people expe-
rienced a ‘double occupation’: at first by fascism/Nazism (e.g. Germans, 
Italians) and then by Titoism/communism (Soviets, Yugoslavs). This 
situation was resolved by the final hero: the nation, which was affirmed 
during the ethnic wars of the 1990s. Prior to the 1990s nations were 
victims subjugated to the cruelty of external forces – be it communism, 
fascism, Tito, Stalin, Europe, big powers, neighbouring states – however, 
since the 1990s the nations live in freedom and independence. 

In this constellation the historical memory of socialism and World 
War II had to undergo major changes and everything socialist Yugosla-
via stood for had to be ideologically dismantled. Historical and political 
revisionism thus organised ideological campaigns that ‘reinvented 
traditions’, which defined nations as eternal, together with the presup-
posed pre-modern substance and religion (Salecl 1994). The new–old 
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double bind materialised into the following: Croat–Catholic, Serbian–
Orthodox, Bosnian–Muslim, Slovenian–Catholic, and ‘reinvented’ the 
specific traditions (Hobsbawm and Ranger, 1983: 1).

Within the post-socialist context, the invisible hand of the nation was 
presented as the eternal ether of a distant past, specific for each indi-
vidual nation. The sequence of the late 1980s and 1990s worked on the 
‘structure of feeling’ (Williams 1961) that imposed memorial continuity, 
and largely succeeded in re-interpreting the recent and distant history in 
light of methodological unity of the nation. Nationalist ‘modernisation’ 
took place despite being a theoretically outdated and sublated epistemo-
logical project, which was deconstructed and criticised by various critical 
feminists, post-colonialists and Marxist theorists since the 1970s.5

The process of ‘inventing tradition’ is not understood merely through 
the capacity to adapt and substitute the ‘real’ tradition as suggested by 
Hobsbawm but can be placed in correlation with Marx’s concept of the 
‘primitive accumulation of capital’. This is the connection that I call the 
‘primitive accumulation of memory’ by the state which can be seen in the 
saturation of nationalist memory and invented traditions. This addition-
ally explains the creation of the strong nexus between the nation-state 
and capital in the former republics of Yugoslavia. The primitive accumu-
lation of capital was executed in the name of the nation and expropriated 
people of their means of social ownership; as such it can be seen as 
internally linked to the memorial accumulation of the state. The violent 
beginning of the new states did not have to be shrouded in silence and 
concealed (cf. Žižek 2008a), as violence became the dominant language 
and practice within the post-Yugoslav context.

The ‘accumulation of memory’ by the state was deployed through 
symbolic violence with respect to the past and was tied to the physical 
destruction of partisan monuments and books, renaming streets and 
schools and erasing ideas that evoked the non-aligned, modernist, 
partisan, and socialist figures and times. This intensified through ethnic 
and legal cleansing of people who failed to comply with the ideas and the 
newly imagined borders of the great new nation-states. The easiest way 
of getting rid of partisan-socialist Yugoslavia was to consider it ‘totalitar-
ian’, which drew a parallel between fascism and communism (Traverso 
2017). This tale fulfilled the fantasies of both liberal and nationalist critics 
of Yugoslavia. However, already at first glance the totalitarian lenses 
presented a major misfit with the reality: firstly, the partisan struggle in 
Yugoslavia waged a successful struggle against fascism in World War II 
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(defeated Hitler), and secondly, as a socialist state it was able to achieve 
a considerable degree of political autonomy and ‘defeat’ Stalin in 1948. 
If we apply the totalitarian paradigm to the Yugoslav context, then we 
have to conclude that it was partisan Tito and statesman Tito who – in 
real historical terms – defeated both totalitarianisms. This may seem a 
banal historical fact, but as the Yugoslavian legacy has been portrayed in 
an extremely black and white fashion during the last two decades, one 
needs to repeat both banal historical facts and point out the specificity of 
the Yugoslav path through various everyday practices, as well as explain-
ing political and cultural critiques of the workers’ self-management 
model with extremely complex political and economic logic (Kirn 
2015).6 Instead of the image of totalitarianism, partisan/socialist Yugo-
slavia was the name given to a transnational and federal idea, which 
was constituted through a revolution that started in multinational and 
antifascist solidarity. One could even claim that it was precisely because 
of the uniqueness of the partisan event, its relative autonomy, and the 
economic prosperity of socialist Yugoslavia that the recent regressive 
recourse to post-Yugoslavian revisionism, wars, and iconoclasm towards 
the recent past was so dramatic. 

In the comparative perspective one should note that, despite resulting 
in wars, post-Yugoslav revisionism was not so different in its discursive 
and commemorative forms from the revisionist process in the European 
context. The first ‘heroic’ steps towards memorial regression could be 
traced to the (West) German revisionist historian Ernst Nolte and the 
nouveaux philosophes that dominated the French debates. The rise of 
neoliberalism can be understood as a double attack on the welfare state, 
and a neoconservative assault on the emancipatory narratives of the 
past (Buden 2009). Dominico Losurdo (2015) traced the ways in which 
the right-wing revisionists, from Furet to Nolte, demonised the legacy 
of the European and non-European revolutionary and Enlightenment 
past. In political events, the commemorative shift that most openly reha-
bilitated fascism dates to 1985 when the West German prime minister 
Helmut Kohl organised a visit and remembrance gathering at the Bitburg 
cemetery with the US president Ronald Reagan. While commemorat-
ing the Normandy invasion, they decided to also pay respect to 2000 
German soldiers at Bitburg, which is also the final resting place of 50 SS 
soldiers. It did not matter that Nolte and co., were academically defeated 
in the Historikstreik of the late 1980s, as – with the German reunification 
and the fall of socialism – this revisionist historiography was soon trans-
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lated into one of the most potent narratives of new nation-states in the 
former East and the recent musealisations of the socialist European past. 
Historical revisionism materialised in a range of cultural and academic 
institutions: museums, research centres, and magazines, as well as 
monument parks, documentary films, and commissions, all of which 
attempted to evidence the history of totalitarian – this time communist 
and partisan – violence.7 In the post-Yugoslav transition, right-wing his-
torical revisionism was translated into ethnic wars and cleansing of the 
revolutionary and antifascist past. Even though separated by their ethnic 
communities, the new agents of the post-Yugoslav transition collectively 
embarked on a clear course of historical regression: in moving from the 
federalism, multiethnicity, and transnationality of Yugoslavia to the eth-
nically exclusive concept of the new states, they also moved from the 
somewhat just redistribution of surplus value and the legal empower-
ment of workers to more brutal forms of extraction and hierarchical 
social organisation that imposed stark class divisions, pauperisation, and 
a peripheral position within the European economy.

The memorial accumulation of the new state and its new historians 
negated the established historical tenets (Hobsbawm 1992, Deutsch 
1996, Anderson 2010) that modern nations did not exist before the nine-
teenth century ‘spring of nations’ (1848). Moreover, primitive memorial 
accumulation dug deep into the past in order to retrieve its ‘symbolic 
capital’. Thus, the new historians and political elites helped to cultivate 
national myths and personal fortunes by speculating on history instead of 
the future. In more concrete terms, this memorial speculation operated 
across a diverse range of phantasmatic events: the Serbian nationalist 
ideology was launched on the 600th anniversary of the battle on the field 
of Kosovo with all its traumas (1389); the great Croatia appropriated the 
Middle Age Kingdom of Croatia; while Bosnia operated according to 
the legacy of the Middle Age Kingdom and the Ottoman empire. The 
Slovenian nationalist ideology plunged even further into the past, to the 
early medieval Carinthian Kingdom and realised the millennial dream 
of the first independent state. It was only through such speculative forces 
that one could draw continuity with the present times. The climax of 
memorial speculation was achieved in North Macedonia, which set off 
on the course of reviving the glory and the lineage of Alexander the Great. 
It did not matter that Alexander the Great was born in the Greek part of 
Macedonia, nor did it matter that he did not speak any Macedonian, 
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what mattered was that the national origins were speculated far into the 
past in the midst of its precarious and unsecure present and future.

Musing on the absurdities of the primitive memorial accumulation of 
the new nation-state can easily become an ironic as well as an arrogant 
exercise that displays merely the ‘spirit’ of the ruling classes of the new 
nation-states. However, rather than bitterly dwelling on this distraction 
of the distant origins one should detect a more tragic reversal played by 
the resurrected ghosts of twentieth century history. All new national-
ist ideologies had particular stakes on the World War II period and as 
Walter Benjamin warned us: ‘even the dead will not be safe from the 
enemy if he wins. And this enemy has not ceased to be victorious.’ (1968: 
255, emphasis mine). Benjamin spoke of the ruling class and the threat 
of fascism in the 1930s, which was realised through the horrors of World 
War II, and was in the post-festum of Auschwitz concluded with a warning 
of ‘never again’. This moral norm, which was also an official ideology 
of socialist Yugoslavia, was completely discarded within the context of 
the 1990s. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the post-Yugoslav context 
rehabilitated the defeated fascists from World War II who, in some 
places, even got baptised as the true patriots of the respective nations. 
These defeated ghosts were the local fascist collaborators: the Chetniks, 
Ustashe, Home Guards, and others. The slogans of these true ‘patriots’ 
and the ideas of great nations were openly displayed on the pedestal of 
new wars; moreover, the politics of ethnically cleansed and internation-
ally recognised areas reigned victorious also in the Dayton peace treaty. 
The true ‘patriots’ were recognised as the real victims of the totalitarian/
partisan past, and some were even publicly or privately commemorated 
with memorial inscriptions, monuments, revised textbooks, TV series, 
Wikipedia inscriptions, and museum exhibitions. In short, right-wing 
historical revisionism succeeded in imagining new ‘sites of memory’ 
(victims of totalitarian crimes, rehabilitation of fascist collaborators) that 
in turn produced a new set of practices which strengthened the ideolog-
ical cohesion of the new nation-states (Kirn 2019). 

However, post-socialism did not know only right-wing historical revi-
sionism. A positive narrative on the socialist past appeared as resistance 
to nationalism and ethnic wars. Many researchers called it ‘Yugonos-
talgia’: a discourse that ideologically rejected the contours of the small 
nation-states and promoted the (after)life of Yugoslavia. Nostalgia is 
typically defined as the yearning for the past that had never existed and is 
as such marked by the obsessive fixation on the past as a way of resisting 



12 . partisan ruptures

the present. Yugonostalgia is a narrative that idealises everything 
connected to the partisan times and socialist Yugoslavia, which is often 
united under the grand personality of Tito.8 The constant reference to 
the great leadership of Tito is a positive appropriation of the ‘totalitarian’ 
notion of the ‘cult of personality’ and in many ways contributes to the 
commodification of the past through memorabilia, networks of bars, pil-
grimage spaces, and dates to celebrate. Broadly speaking, Yugonostalgia 
can be measured along the effects of passivising individuals, however 
Tanja Petrović (2013) contributed a solid historical-anthropological 
study that found emancipatory dimensions within the nostalgic 
practices. Nostalgic individuals emerged with a critique of nationalism 
that can be seen in the post-conflict areas as something that provides 
a cohesive point amongst the youth, the history of the older gener-
ation, and the various ways of confronting the present. Despite the 
certain validity of this argumentation – nostalgia can be progressive 
– a more general strand of Yugonostalgia has already been reconciled 
with the new national present. The most visible Yugo-nostalgic rituals 
are connected to the official commemorations of heroic partisan battles 
during World War II. The discourse surrounding the commemorations 
perceives the partisan struggle merely as evidence of sovereignty of a 
specific nation. The revolutionary dimensions of the People’s Liberation 
Struggle are forgotten and remain a mere sentimental Goodbye to Tito. 
The more the cultural discourses idealise the good old times, the more 
they confirm the Goodbye to Tito, which drives the final nail into the 
coffin of communism. 

Despite its critique of nationalist excesses, Yugonostalgia – in a more 
structural sense – functions as the other side of the anti-totalitarian 
ideology. It is a reaction to the anti-totalitarian ideology, but it also 
succumbs to nurturing a very atemporal image of Yugoslavia that 
reduces the complexity of the Yugoslav past, and perhaps even contrib-
utes to the passivation. Yugonostalgia and the anti-totalitarian ideology 
share a discursive set of rules of what can be visible and said about the 
Yugoslav past. These two narratives ascribe a certain presupposed origin, 
goal, and subject to the historical process: there is a well-defined ideal-
ised ‘origin’ (Nation or Yugoslavia), ‘goal’ (Nation or Yugoslavia), and 
‘subject’ (Nation or Tito).9 If the first narrative deals with the legitimi-
sation of the present by demonising or forgetting the partisan/Yugoslav 
past (and glorifying the nationalist past/present), the Yugo-nostalgic 
account remains stranded in its partisan and ‘glorious’ Yugoslav past. 


