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INTRODUCTION 

   In Yugoslavia, the official language policy as expressed in the constitution is a 

reflection of the political realities of the country. The constitution describes Yugo-

slavia as "a federal state of voluntarily united and epual peoples." It is a "self-

managing socialist community based on the rule of the working people" and on the 

principles of equality among the various ethnic groups. (Yugoslavia in Brief, p. 1) 
The constitution not only recognizes the equality of the ethnic groups, but also 

provides a great deal of regional autonomy to them. In accordance with this respect 

for ethnic diversity, the constitution guarantees the right of each ethnic group to 

use its own language and script. In theory, then, language equality exists. In practice, 

however, contradictions are prevalent. "Any multi-ethnic system that takes its 

regional autonomy seriously, as the Yugoslays obviously do, must also contend with 

a certain amount of risk and uncertainty concerning country-wide integration and 

stability." (Bertsch, p. 99) In Yugoslavia, the threat to integration and stability was 

manifested in the 1970-1971 Croatian upheavals. The Croatians, sensing a contradiction 

between language policy and its implementation, turned language into a political issue. 

The aim of this paper, then, is to focus on the use of language in domestic politics. 

ETHNIC BACKGROUND 

The ethno-cultural complexity of Yugoslavia is best illustrated by the old cliché: 
"Yugoslavia is a country with six republics , five nations,' four languages, three reli-

gions, two alphabets, and one Yugoslav—Tito." (Bertsch, p. 92) (see chart next page) 

The six republics of Yugoslavia are: Serbia Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 

Montenegro and Macedonia. Two autonomous provinces, Vojvodina and Kosovo, are 

found within Serbia. The major dimension of differentiation among the Yugoslav 

population, however, is not according to their residence in a particular republic, but 
rather according to their nationality, i. e. their ethnicity. At the end of 1977, 

Yugoslavia had a total population of about twenty-two million. (Yugoslavia in Brief, 

p. 1) The five major ethnic groups are as follows: Serbs (40%), Croats (22%), 

Slovenes (8%), Montenegrins (2%) and Macedonians (6%). Recently, the Bosnian 

Moslems (8%) have been considered as a separate ethnic group. The ethnic groups 

tend to concentrate in their respective republics, e. g. 73% of the Serbs live in Serbia; 

*Department of Liberal Arts and Scie nces—Foreign Languages 
1Nation here means nation group, i. e. ethnic group. These terms and their derivatives, e. g. nationality and 
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78％of the Croats Iive in Croatia．（1971census figures from Tomasevic，P．9）The

most numerous nationa1minorities1iving in Yugos1avia are：A1banians（6％）and

Hmgarians（2％）fo11owed by Turks，S1ovaks，Romanies，Bu1garians，Czechs，Rumanians，

Ruthenians，Wa11achians，and Ita1ians．（γmgo∫Zmづα肋Bγ砂，p．1）

   In Yugos1avia，the prime indexes of ethnicity are1anguage and re1igion．The

Croats and S1ovenes in the North are both predominant1y Roman Catho1ic．The

popu1ation of both ethnic groups is genera11y modem and Westemized，i．e．adopti㎎

traits characteristic of thθEuro－American urban industria1cu1ture．In addition，there

exists㎝一1tura1inf1uence from the Austro－Hungarian Empire，which ru1ed the area

for centuries，The two ethnic groups are primari1y distinguished by1anguage．Both
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groups use the Latin a1phabet；however，the S1ovenes speak S1ovenian，whereas the

Croats speak Serbo－Croatian（a1temate1y ca11ed Croato－Serbian）．According to Bertsch，

“the spoken and written word of S1ovenian and Croatian are c1ear1y distinct and

require considerab1e training before proficiency is deve1oped－in the other’s1anguage．”

（P．93）

   In ths South，in contrast，the popu1ation is more Easternized，due to the inf1uence

of the Eastem Orthodox church and inc1usion in the Turkish empire for many

centuries．The Serbs，though speaking the same1anguage as the Croats，use the

Cyri11ic a1phabet and are predominant1y Eastern Orthodox．The Montenegrins share

the same re1igi6n and1anguage as the Serbs．2The Macedonians are a1so Eastem

Orthodox but are divide卓from the Serbs and Montenegrins because they speak a

separate1anguage，Macedlonian，andl are cIose1y re1ated，historica11y and cu1tura11y，to

the Bu1garians．The Bosnians，a mixture of Serbian，Croatian，and Turkish e1ements，

were inf1uenced by the Turkish re1igious affi1iation and are predominant1y Mos1em．

   The two ethnic minorities that constitute6％and2％of the tota1Yugos1av

popu1ation respective1y，are the A1banians and the Hungarians．The former group

resides in the autonomous province of Kosovo；the1atter in Vojvodina．Both groups

are defined as distinct from the other So口th S1avs by sharing the1anguage，i．e．

A1banian（non－S1avic）and Hungarian，of the neighboring countries．

工λMGσλG亙POZ∫Cγ

   No officia11anguage is designated in the constitution of Yugos1avia．Instead，

the constitution recognizes the mu1ti－1ingua1nature of the comtry．Artic1e41of the

1963constitution decIares that“Citizens are guaranteed the freedom to express their

natona1ity and cu1ture，and the freedom to use their own1anguage．”（Durovi6，p．47）

Artic1e42goes on to say that“the1anguages of the peop1es of Yugos1avia and their

scripts sha11be equa1．” （Du．rovi6，p．47） The princip1es of1anguage equa1ity are

further guaranteed in Artic1es43，131，and157，in Amendment19（D㏄ember1968），

and in a Reso1ution of the Federa1Assemb1y （Apri11969）which provides the

framework for po1icy imp1ementation，Even though no officia11anguage is designated

in the constitution，three S1avic1anguage are recognized for officia1govemment use：

Serbo－Croatian，S1ovenian，and Macedonian．（McDona1d，p．89） As a resu1t of the

above mentioned constitutiona1and governmenta1po1icies，the three major1anguages

and－fourteen other S1avic and non－S1avic 1anguages are in regu1ar use， i．e． for

business purposes，state and1ega1affairs，education，se1f－management work organi－

zations，and for the media．In education，for examp1e，in addition to Serbo－Croatian，

S1ovenian，and Macedonian，nine other1anguages3are used as the medium of inst一

2“rince the second wor1d war，the Yugos1av govemment has a1so recogni2ed a Montenegrin nationa1ity，comprising

Serbo－Croatian speakers1iving in the territory of Montenegro・ However，the Montenegrins differ neither in
1anguage nor in reIigion from the Serbs，and it wou1d seem that there is no cogent reason to regard the Monte－

negrins as a major ethnic group separate from the Serbs・Most Montenegrins I have known have regarded
themse1ves as Serbs．”（Bidwe11，p．218）

3AIbanian，Bu1garian，Czech，Hungarian，Ita1ian，Rumanian，Ruthenian，S1ovak and Turkish．

                                    （3）
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ruction in primary，secondary，and vocationa1schoo1s．（Farmerie，p．145）

Mλ∫0R工λMGσλG亙∫：D∫∫τ児∫8στ∫0jVλ」VD C亙λRλCτβR∫∫τ∫C

   The thrθe major South SIav1anguages：Serbo－Croatian，S1ovenian，and Macedonian，

are distinct in their standard written form；however，the strict separation between

the1anguages is b1urred when one examines the dia1ects，i．e．the spoken forms．

Thus，in respect to the distribution of the spoken variety，there are no strong1y

defined1anguage boundaries．A㏄ording to Bidwe11，the South S1avic sett1ement area，

which he defines as a semi－circu1ar sweep from the Upper Adriatic and S1ovenian

A1ps to the Bu1garian coast of the B1ack Sea，forms a“continuum of mutua11y

inte11igib1e dia1ects．” （p．219） The五mα∬αm肋。o尾∫oγ σmgo∫Zmクαmentions thin as

we11，saying that S1ovenian and Serbo－Croatian，which are considered separate1ang－

uaget，have on1y s1ight variation between，for examp1e，Southem S1ovenia and

Northem Croatia．（McDona1d，p．92）The domain of the standard written forms are，

therefore，betermined1arger1y by po1itica1boundaries．

   S1ovenian is spoken by nine percent of the popu1ation of Yugos1avia primari1y in

the Socia1ist Repub1ic of S1ovenia，where it is the officia11anguage．As mentioned

previous1y，Serbo－Croatian and S1ovenian bo危阜use the Latin a1phabet and“are c1ose1y

re1ated but sufficient1y different，however，to be mutua11y inte11igib1e on1y with

difficu1ty to persons without some know1edge of both．”（McDona1d，p．91）Theルeα

∬αm肋。o尾∫oγrmgo∫Zmゴαstates that few Serbs or Croats know S1ovenian whereas

most S1ovenians know Serbo－Croatian as a second1anguage．S1ovenian has seven

major dia1ects a11mutua1Iy inte11igib1e．

   Macedonian is spoken by five percent of the popu1ation of Yugos1aviE predomi－

nant1y in the Socia1ist Requb1ic of Macedonia．Most Macedonian speakers know

Serbo－croatian as we11．The1anguage was standardized and officia11y recognized as a

1anguage in1943；the first grammar was pub1ished in1948．Macedonian uses the

Cyri11ic a1phabet．It is simi1ar to Serbo－Croatian in the pronunciation of vowe1s，but

emp1oys specia1ru1es of a㏄entuation．Its grammar is c1oser to Bu1garian that to

Serbo－Croatian．（McDona1d，p．91）This simi1arity to Bu1garian is important on the

po1itica1scene as evidenced in the fo11owing passage：“Bu1garia did not favor the

deve1opment of a Macedonian1anguage，since it had based a c1aim to the eastern

section of Macedonia，in part，on the simi1arity between the1oca1dia1ect and the

Bu1garian1anguage．”（McDona1d，p．91）

    Serbo－Croatian is spoken by three quarters of the popu1ation primari1y in the

Socia1ist Repub1ics of Serbia，Croatia，Bosnia－Herzegovina and Montenegro；in these

repub1ics it is the officia11anguage． Serbo－Croatian serves as the 1ingua franca of

Yugos1avia．（McDona1d，p．89）A㏄ording to Stavrou，“its know1edge is essentia1for

any socia1or po1itica1advancement．”（p．76） Further evidence of Serbo－Croatian’s

inportant ro1e is given in Artic1e42of the constitution，where immediate1y after

saying that a111anguages are equa1，the fo11owing exception is given：“In the Yugos1av

Peop1e’s Army，commands，mi1itary dri11，and administration sha11be in the Serbo－

Croatian1angua室e．”（Durovi6，p．47）

                                    （4）            Memoirs of Chubu
                                                          Institute of Techno1ogy
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   In regards to the term“Serbo－Croatian”，the〃eα∬αm励。o后。∫γmgo∫Zωゴα

exp1ains that it was created in the nineteenth century by Westem scho1ars to

designate the1anguage that South S1av scho1ars ca11ed either Serbian or Croatian．

It was adopted by the Yugos1avian government inユ918to“emphasize unity of

1anguage as a factor in ama1gamating the Serbs and the Croats in the new state．”

（McDona1d，p．89）Unity，of course，is easier in theory than in practice．A1though the

1anguages are simi1ar in grammatica1str㏄ture，there are differences between Serbian

and Croatian regarding pronunciation，vocabu1ary，and orthography．

   First，in respect to pronunciation，three major Serbo－Croatian dia1ect are recog一
                  〉              V

nized：Kajkavian，Cakavian，Stokavian，c1assified according to which interrogativ6
pronoun is used：“kaj”，“6a”，or“きto”．Theきtokavian form is used by the majority

of the Serbo－Croatian speakers and is the basis for the standard．The Kajkavian

dia1ect，on the other hand，is used in the area surrounding and north of Zagreb，in

Croatia．The Cakavian variety is used－a1ong the Adriatic coast1ine of Croatia． In

addition，there are three subdia1ects：Ekavian，Ijekavian，Ikavian，distingu－ished by the

a11ophonic variation of the phonene“さ”：“e”，“ije”，or“i”． Thus，the Serbo－Croatian

word for“mi1k”can be either“m1eko”，“m1ijeko”，or“m1iko”．Most Roman Catho1ics

（i．e．Croatians）and Mus1ims use the Ijekavian variety，whereas the Eastem Orthodox

speakers use the Ikavian or Ekavian variety．Another difference in promnciation is

that as part of1inguistic change，the accent on sy11ab1es shifted－forward．Genera11y

speaking，those speaking Kajkavian or CakavianI一（i．e．Croatians）show the unshifted

a㏄ent or partia1shift；those speaking Stokavian show partia1or comp1ete shift．
                                                  〉                  〉

Standard Serbo－Croatian was estab1ished using the Sto－ije and Sto－e forms with

comp1ete a㏄ent shift．The Croats use the Sto－ije variety；the Serbs use the Sto－e

Variety．

   Second，in respect to vocabu1ary，the d－ifferen－ce between Croatian and Serbian1ies

main1y in borrowed wrods，a1though some words of S1avic origin are d－ifferent，e．g．

“bread”is“kru－h”in Croatian and“h1eb”in Serbian．Brief1y，the Croats borrowed

main1y from Romantic speech（now extinct），Ita1ian，and Hungarian．The Serbs，on

the other hand，borrowed from Greek and Turkish．There are a1so certain differences

in“1earned－and－technica1vocabu1ary，particu1ar1y in abstract termino1ogy．” Bidwe11

points out that：

     The Croats have tended to be more zea1ous in the rep1acement of foreign

     words with native coinages，usua11y1oan trans1ations from German or

     Latin，whereas the Serbs，1ess threatened with absorption by German
     cu1ture，have been very to1erant of1oans in this sphere．（P．222）

   Last1y，there is the difference in orthography between Croatian and Serbian．As

aIready mentioned，the Croats use the Latin a1phabet and the Serbs use the Cyri11ic．

Due to the efforts of two1inguistic reformers in the nineteenth century，Vuk

Karad三ic（Serb）and Ljudevit Gaj（Croat），the grthography was reformed so that

there is a one－to－one correspondence between the1etters of each a1phabet，i．e．they

can be easiIy transcribed by mechanica1substitution．

                                     C5）
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   The reso1ution of differences between Serbian and Croatian and toward further

standardization of Serbo－Croatian is an ongoing Process conducted by 1inguists and

grammarians of both ethnic groups．In1960an officia1orthography was issued；it

functions as the otticia1standard for education and pub1ishing．

工λMGσλG亙λMD P0工7T∫C∫

   During the post－war period，Yugos1avia was divided into six repub1ics and two

autonomous provinces．The basis of this division was made primari1y on the concen－

tration of the ethnic groups in those areas． Thus，the Serbs，Croats，S1ovenes，

Macedonians and Montenegrins were each granted a repub1ic．Bosnia－Herzgovina was

estab1ished for the“measy mixture”of Serbs，Croats，and MusIims in the mountainous

region．Fina1Iy，Vojvodina was created for the Hungarians；Kosovo for the A1banians．

A1ong with the acknow1edgment and respect of each nationa1ity went a guarantee

that the groups cou1d use their own1anguage and script．This1ast guarantee was

motivated by po1itics．It was an incentive offered each group to gain their support

in bui1ding a unified Socia1ist Yugos1avia．Each repub1ic，and their representative

ethnit group，wou1d have regiona1power；the Communist Party wou1d be the unifying

force．

   But how couId the party ca11for unity among its peop1es and－sti11recognize their

ethnicity？ How cou1d they so1ve this inherent dia1ectic P It wou1d seen that one

must be dominant and the other subordinate．This was the prob1em Yugos1avia

faced，and the answer came in the form of promoting“Yugos1avism”，which was a

rather artificia1‘higher’nationalism，and urging the ethnic groups to abandon their

authentic ethnicity．“Yugos1avism．．．was the on1y ethnic ideo1ogy not in contradiction

with the princip1es of unity and brotherhood or Marxism－Leninism．”（Stavrou，p．76）

Herein1ies the contradiction in the1anguage po1icy．On the one hand，the Communist

Party（renamed the Yugos1av League of Communists in1953）was saying a111anguages

and scripts are equaI，and on the other hand，they were saying that ethnicity shou1d

be abandoned fρr“Yugos1avism”，which，in rea1ity，meant abandoning ethnic1anguages

for the1anguage of the dominant cu1ture，i．e．Serbo－Croatian．The Yugos1avian party

1eaders and eIites viewed1anguage on the instrumenta11eve1－as a means of communi－

cation．They ignored the function of1anguage on the symbo1ic1eve1－as an index of

a person’s identity with an ethnic group．

   The emphasis on“Yugos1avism”bothered the Croats in particu1ar．As metioned

previous1y，when the Croats and Serbians united to form a state in1918，their

1anguages were dec1ared as one，Serbo－Croatian，as a show of unity．From that time，

however，the Croats fe1t that unity（that is，“Yugos1avism”）was just a s1ogan for

Serbian hegemony；therefore，the term acquired a negative comotation．When the

po1icy of Yugos1avism was promoted again after Wor1d War II，the Croats，and other

ethnic groups as we11，were unc1eaT as to what this higher form of nationa1ism

actua11y meant．A meeting was ca11ed at Novi Sad，and the o1d issue of whether

Serbian and Croatian cou1d be considered as one1anguage was again discussed．Fears

                                    （6）           Memoirs of Chubu
                                                         Institute of Techno1ogy
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of Serbian hegemony were“bmshed aside”and‘‘under existing po1iticaI centra1ization

and the sti11prevai1ing Sta1inism”，the conference produced the fo11owing resu1ts：

     The Serbian，Croatian，and Montenegrin1anguages were dec1ared one and

     the sa me，and a commission was formed to produce a dictionary，which

     was put into use in1960．（Stavrou，p．77）

The resu1ts of the Novi Sad conference had a direct impact on the nationa1minorities

within the repub1ics of Serbia，Croatia and Montenegro．Minority schoo1s were

merged with schoo1s whose medium of instruction was the majority1anguage；Serbs

in Croatia studied Serbo－Croatian using the Latin a1phabet，and Croats in Serbia

studied the1anguage using the Cyri11ic a1phabet．

   The obvious contradiction between the1anguage po1icy and its imp1ementation

might not have been so dramatic if the Yugos1avian government had been uniform

in its enforcement．Another contradiction arose in the form of practicing ethnic

repression in some areas of Yugos1avia whi1e promoting ethnic diversity in S1ovenia

and Macedonia．Once again，the motives were po1itica1．

   When S1ovenia became a Yugos1av state at the end of Wor1d War I，400，000

S1ovenes remained in Ita1y and90，000in Austria．（Tomaきevi6，p．125） Despite the

separation，a significant number of S1ove昨s，particu1ar1y in Austria，have maintained

their cu1ture．In1919and again in1945，寸ugos1avia tried unsu㏄essfu11y to c1aim the

area of Carinthia where the S1ovenes reside．By a11owing the S1ovenes in Yugos1avia

to maintain their cu1ture and1anguage，despite the emphasis on Yugos1avism，the

govemment was keeping a1ive the spirit of kinship with the Austrian S1ovenes．

Recent1y，the Austrian S1ovenes have had to form their own S1ovene Civi1Rights

Movement due to pressure to assimi1ate the Austro－German㎝1ture．The movement

has received support from Yugos1avs，and some Austrians be1ieve“that Yugos1av

agitators want to‘S1ovenize’the region so that Yugos1avia can again1ay c1aim to it．”

（Famsworth，p．ユ6） This expectation is considered unrea1istic，however，because the

treaty defining Austria’s boundaries was signed by the United States，the U－S．S．R．，

Britain，and France．（Famsworth，p．16）

   The Macedonians，1ike the S1ovenes，were divided with neighboring countries：

Greece and Bu1garia． Once again，as pointed out by StavrOu，“Ianguage，then，is a

confirmation of their kinship and of their desire to unite with their kinsmen．”（P．77）

Ethnic diversity was to1erated to the point that two districts of Macedonia，Dimi－

trovgrad and Bosi1jgrad，even recognized Bu1garian as the officia11anguage．

   As can be seen in the above discussion，the imp1ementation of the po1icy of

YugosIavism by the govemment was not uniform．From1945－1964Yugos1avism was

the dominant po1icy．Around1959，Yugos1av authorities began to enphasize decen－

tra1ization in po1itica1and economic affairs．By the time of the8th Congress of the

League of Yugos1av Communists，Yugos1avism was being heavi1y criticized，and in

1966at the Brioni P1emm：

     “unity and brotherhood”became a susp㏄t s1ogan and unitarianism was

     defined as a harmfu1form of nationaIism．The Serbians，the major

                                    （7）
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     proponents of unity，were accused of misusing its meaning to their own

     advantage．Arising immediate1y after the decision by Tito and his co1－
     1eagues to federa1ize the party and to introduce market1aws in the

     economy，anti－unitarianism became a new faith among the academic e1ites．

     Afavoritetopicafter1966was1inguistics，cu1ture，ethnicity，andthenew
     Yugos1av rea1ity．（Stavrou，p．77）

   After years of cu1turaI and1inguistic repression，the Brioni P1enu－m triggered a

res｛rgence of nationa1identity in Yugos1avia．In Kosovo，the A1banian dominated

autonomous province，this meant use of the A1banian1anguage．A1banian1eaders，

such as Mahmut Baka11，made demands for more autonomy，more books in A1banian，

more jobs for A1banians，more courses in A1banian at the university et cetera．The

u1timate demand was for Kosovo to be recognized as repub1ic due to its unique

1inguistic make－up．（Stavrou，p．78）In Bosnia－Herzegovina，the Bosnian Mus1ims，1ed

by Professor Muhamed Fi1ipovic，demanded㎝1tura1autonomy from the Serbs and

Croatians．This demand was based on the above mentioned two primary indexes of

ethnicity in Yugos1avia：re1igion（Mus1im）and1anguage（using scripts of Arabic）．

（Stavrou，P．78）

   The biggest controversy，however，a干♀se in Croatia．On March27．1967the

magazine TeZegmm pub1ished a“dec1aration signed by nineteen Croat associations

ca11ing for officia1recognition of the Croat 1anguage as a separate 1anguage having

equa1status with the Serbian．”（Stavrou，p．78）The editor of the magazine，a1so a

member of the Centra1Com－mittee of the Croat League of Communists，was removed

from both posts．According to Stavrou，“Tito ca11ed－the dec1aration a‘stab in the

back’and ordered an investigation to discover the source．” （p．78） The Croats，

though，were not to be quieted．Their comp1aints went beyond1anguage po1icy．As

Mestrovic points out，the Croats were：

     disi11usioned－with the s1ogans tha亡were b1atant1y negated－by the rea1ity

     of Titoism：the end1ess ta1k about the rights of workers in a comtry

     where most of them eam bare1y subsistence wages；the s1ogan of
     “brotherhood and unity”in a country where a11the nationa1ities are
     exp1oited in the interest of a swoIIen and main1y parasitic federa1bureau－

     cracy in Be1grade．A11of this1ed the inte11ectua1s to c1amor for the

     imp1ementation on the nationa11eve1of the Marxist princip1e of，“to each

     a㏄ording to his1abor．”But Tito regards these demands as“reactionary”

     and”counter－revo1utionary”and a threat to Yugos1av unity． （P．318）

   Croatian students became invo1ved in the protesting in the ear1y seventies with

the fo11owing resu1ts：

     In fohr nights of fierce rioting in the Croatian capita1of Zagreb three

     students were ki11ed by po1ice and severa1hundred more demonstrators

     were injured or arrested．The vio1ence was sparked by Tito’s dismissa1

     of the popu1ar and－progressive Croatian 1eadership headed by Mika
     Tripa1o and Savka Dabcevic－Kucar on charges that they had not proceeded

     with sufficient vigor to cmsh the counter－revo1utionary and nationa1ist

     activities of Croatian inte11ectua1s and university students．

                                                       （Mestrovic，p．317）

                                    （8）           Memoirs of Chubu
                                                          Institute of Techno1ogy
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   Among the Croatians，there was ta1k of separtism，a right guaranteed them by

the constitution．In the end，Tito had to ca11in the army to que11the so－ca11ed

“comter－revo1utionaries．”In1ight of Tito’s action，peop1e have compared Croatia to

Czechos1ovakia and the experiments of Dubcek in1968which a1so ended in mi1itary

occupation．

   Though the prob1ems of Croatia are sti11not sett1ed，focus has recent1y shifted

from Croatia to the A1banian speaking province of Kosovo．As mentioned ear1ier，

the Brioni P1enum in1966sparked a resurgence of nationa1identity in Yugos1avia；

Kosovo was a prime examp1e．In1981，Kosovo is again an examp1e．Just1ast month，

what some have ca11ed the worst ethnic c1ash in Yugos1avia since Wor1d War II

occured－in Kosovo．It began with student protests over poor food and housing in

Pristina，the capita1of the province，but1ed to vio1ent rioting throughout the city．

Again，banners were seen ca11ing for Kosovo to be recognized as an autonomous

repub1ic．Again，Kosovo’s unique1inguistic make－up is fue1for those in favor of the

estab1ishment of autonomy．As in the Croatian crisis，the Yugos1avian army was

caI1ed in．In the end，e1even peop1e were ki11ed；fifty－seven were wounded．Once

again，government1eaders，in this case Stane Do1anc，a1eading member of the

party’s presidium，described the rioting as“a nationa1istic，irredentist，and comter－

revo1utionary act．”（Webb and Behr，ユ981）

    As seen by the recent events in Kosovo，despite mi1itary and po1ice repression，

the1inguistic issue is sti11centra1in domestic po1itics in Yugos1avia．The prob1em

is extreme1y comp1ex，and it wi11remain in the fore as1ong as the po1itica1conf1icts

persist．As evid－enced in the above d－iscussion，1inguistic issues are intimate1y tied to

the current economic，socia1，and po1itica1一．Prob1ems in Yugos1avia．At this moment

the Communist party1eadership is facing Perhaps the greatest cha11enges it has had

since the death of Tito．
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