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Summary

Nationalism and Identity Policies of the Second Generation of Migrants from Former Yugoslav
States

Doctoral dissertation Nationalism and Identity Policies of the Second Generation of
Migrants from Former Yugoslav States explores the connection between nationalism and
identity policies in Slovenia between two ethnically different groups, namely, ethnic Slovenes
and descendants of migrants of FYR.

Based on a constructivist interpretation of nationalism, the dissertation follows Michael Billig’s
(1995) theory of banal nationalism, while focusing on everyday aspects of nationalism,
respectively, how nationalism is reproduced and represented in everyday life and in (popular)
culture in Slovenia, regarding the second generation of migrants from former Yugoslav
countries. The research examines the relationship between the cultural and political
Europeanization of Slovenia after 1991 and nationalism regarding migrants from FYR. The main
hypothesis is that Slovenia, in order to detach from “Balkan” and “post-Yugoslav” connotations,
and to integrate as easily as possible into European society, needed to rediscover its “European
cultural identity”. The key research question of the dissertation is the following: to what extent
do territory, culture, myths, and national symbols play a role in creating national identity and in
the consequent discrimination against other ethnic groups living in the same area?

The theoretical part of the dissertation follows Michael Skey’s (2011) five dimensions of
everyday nationalism: spatial, temporal, cultural, political and self/other. The spatial and
temporal dimension are primarily observed through the lens of migrations to Slovenia, while the
political dimension of Slovenian domestic and foreign policy regarding the migrants from FYR
is mostly observed through the minority issues and the case of Erased people’. In the cultural
dimension, the relationship between Slovenian / European culture and the “non-Slovenian /
Balkan” culture is demarcated, as well as how FYR migrants are treated in Slovenian popular
culture and media. The last dimension focuses on everyday situations and discrimination
encountered by members of the second generation of migrants. The emphasis is put on ‘name
and surname’ issues, the ‘Cefur’ subculture in Slovenia and further negative stereotypes about
members of other former Yugoslav nations.

The theoretical part of the dissertation has additionally focused on the primary elements of the
concept of everyday nationalism, such as the role of national and political myths, symbols,
celebrations and holidays, and analyzed them in the Slovenian context. On the other hand, the
empirical part of the dissertation, through the answers received from the respondents, tried to see
to what extent their answers coincide or differ from the theoretical part of the dissertation.

! Erased is the name for the inhabitants of Slovenia, who were illegally deleted from the register of permanent
residents on 26 February 1992 by the Ministry of the Interior. Most of Erased people came from some other former
Yugoslav state.



The results of the research obtained show that the concept of everyday nationalism can certainly
be applied to the case of Slovenia. With critical analysis of discourse used in the empirical part
of the dissertation, through semi-structured interviews on a sample of 16 persons, it is evident
that everyday nationalism in Slovenia exists, and is primarily created by the state and media with
the use of national myths, symbols, and by emphasizing their own culture in comparison with
other neighboring states. Also, by creating interviews with two ethnically diverse groups (ethnic
Slovenes and descendants of migrants from former Yugoslav states), it seems that the concept of
everyday nationalism also affects the self-identification of certain groups, and that identification
with national myths, symbols and cultural space is much stronger in group consisted of members
of ethnic Slovenes.

Keywords: nationalism, national identity, Slovenia, Yugoslavia, migrants, Others
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1. Foreword

Give me peace with these lies of yours,

I’'m fed up with these lies of yours.

Don’t tell me everything’s fine,

As long as her old man drives me away from home
Because I'm not like him!

I don’t know, who does he think he is?

1 really don’t know, who does he think he is?
I know you'd rather stay home

Than come with me.

You will never know what life is like!

And so what if I am not like him,

The pigs are also on the other side of the river,
So what if I am not Slovene?

I don’t know, who does he think he is?

I really don’t know, who does he think he is?
So | said to myself:

Vahid Vahid, where are you going?

Vahid Vahid, you know you can’t go there!
Vahid Vahid, just go home.

Just go home, forget her address!

(Kuzle, Vahid Vahid?)

2Original in Slovenian. Translated by author.



Although an excerpt from a poem may ordinarily be extraneous to academic literature, the cited
passage is vital to this doctoral dissertation, as it perfectly depicts the discourse of nationalism
through the prism of discrimination and xenophobia in everyday life. The lyrics encapsulate
precisely all the primary elements and dimensions of everyday nationalism and the Slovenian
nationalist discourse itself: the territorial endangerment of Slovenes, the attitude towards others,
as well as their feeling of superiority to other peoples of former Yugoslavia. While these lyrics in
themselves do not have an excessively negative meaning, when combined with these attitudes,
they take on a different connotation and become a signifier of mundane, banal nationalism — a
nationalism that is so invisible that it is not actually perceived as nationalism. Involving borders
and language, ranging from letters that are pronounced differently to last names ending in a
different suffix, from coins and postcards to TV shows and graffiti, nationalism spreads invisibly
in everyday life. Disguised in routine and everyday happenings, people accept this nationalism
unconsciously. Unlike previous notions of nationalism, which firmly highlighted the role of
ethnicity, together with the Blut und Boden concept, this nationalism is different, perfidiously
establishing itself in every pore of society, without society being aware that in fact, it plays a
significant role in its spread.

Motivation to write a doctoral dissertation on this topic has existed for years. Nationalism as a
direction has strongly characterized all the states of the former Yugoslavia. In some, it stood out
through military power and the revived ideology of the ‘heavenly nation’, while in others it was
carried out through the purification of language as the primary element of segregation. But in
Slovenia, nationalism somehow perfidiously slipped through the loop, not causing violence and
remaining relatively unnoticed. Some will agree that Slovenia has always been a democratic,
pro-European country, so there has been no rise in nationalism. If we compare it with other FYR

countries, this thesis is probably correct, but was everything that democratic?

Where are you from? - They asked me during my studies in Slovenia.
Croatia. - | answered.

You know, my dad is from Serbia and my mother from Bosnia. You are one of us. 3

¥ Author’s memories of studying in Slovenia.



As a young girl, who came from Croatia — a country where, because of the war in the 1990s,
there was and still is a big intolerance between Croats and some other ethnic groups — hearing
that in Slovenia we all form one particular group, was probably a cultural shock. In 2007, after
finishing high school in Croatia, | enrolled at the University of Ljubljana. The motivation for this
choice was to master a new foreign language, and to have a European university degree, because

at that point Croatia was still not a member of European Union.

You are not part of that group. Croatians are not perceived as cefurs. We say this more for Serbs
and Bosnians living here. Especially if you are loud and aggressive, wear shiny clothes and
tracksuits, and listen to that Serbian turbo-folk music. You Croatians are somewhere in the
middle. You are not completely cefurs, but you are still not like us or Austrians. But you don’t
have to worry about it, because your last name doesn’t end in -IC. Just learn how to pronounce
the letter “I” and you are safe. - explained my Slovenian friends and colleagues from university

later.

Even though it was meant light-heartedly, the question arose in my young head. How can people
with different ethnic backgrounds, with different religions, and different native languages be
treated as one group? How come something such as ethnicity or religion, which violently
separates them in their homelands, makes them closer to each other in some other land? How
come [ had professors who allowed me to write exams in Croatian, because: “we were all a part
of the same country and there is no need for me to struggle with Slovenian language”, while I
also had professors who told me it is unnecessary to explain where | am from, because in
Slovenia, the countries of Croatia, Serbia, and Bosnia are the same. And why were my
colleagues convinced they got lower grades because their last name ends in —IC?

These were the personal reasons, which encouraged me to do research in everyday nationalism
and identity policies in Slovenia. This section is freely written, to better present the motivation
for this research. It is about the banality and everydayness of nationalism that imperceptibly
extends through all spheres of social life. Without the use of violence, which is very typical of
nationalism, this nationalism acts in everyday life through those Others. While most states

defend their territory and nation from the intrusion of unwanted ethnic groups with weapons or



wire fences, some states have done this in a more perfidious way. And this is where everyday

nationalism as a direction comes to the fore.

Although much academic literature deals with nationalism in the territory of the states of the
former Yugoslavia and thus Slovenia, none has so far dealt with this topic through the prism of
everyday nationalism. Thus this dissertation offers insight into an entirely fresh approach to the
observation of nationalism, which is also gaining importance in the academic literature. This is
more than apparent from the growing number of researchers dealing with this approach (see
Skey 2009, 2011; Hear and Antonsich, 2018; Knott, 2015; Bonikowski 2016; Edensor, 2002; and
more). Many academic papers also deal with certain elements of everyday nationalism and how
they are presented in certain countries, such as “Hot, banal and everyday nationalism - Bilingual
road signs in Wales” (Jones and Merriman, 2009), “Greek dance and everyday nationalism in
contemporary Greece” (Kalogeropoulou, 2013), “The ‘everyday’ of banal nationalism - ordinary
people’s views on Italy and Italian” (Antonsich, 2015), and many more. However, research on
former Yugoslav states using the everyday nationalism approach is lacking. Most papers study
this area primarily through a top-down approach, i.e., primarily looking at the role of the state
and its institutions in creating nationalism, neglecting the role of citizens and how nationalism is
represented in everyday life.

For this reason, the study of Slovenia and the Slovenian national identity through the prism of
everyday nationalism offers something new and opens space for further research using this

approach — not only in Slovenia, but also in neighboring countries.

Slovenia, as the most developed and thus the richest country in the former federation, has been
an immigration country for decades for many people from less developed parts of former
Yugoslavia. The largest immigration flows occurred especially during the 1960s and 1970s when
many members of different nations of former Yugoslavia came to Slovenia in search of a better
life. Immigrants mostly settled in the capital of Ljubljana and in smaller towns such as Velenje
and Jesenice, where there were mines or large iron factories. Although the nature of their
migrations was primarily economic and should have been short-lived, because of the better living
standard and developed economy of Slovenia, many migrants stayed. In addition, the war in

former Yugoslavia, and especially in Bosnia and Herzegovina, also led to large-scale



immigration, which changed the demographic picture of Slovenia. Currently, citizens from
former Yugoslavia form the numerically largest ethnic groups in Slovenia, but based on the

criteria of autochthony, they cannot obtain the status of national minorities.



2. Introduction

In my doctoral dissertation, | will explore the connection between the concept of everyday
nationalism and the identity policies of ethnically different groups of people living in Slovenia®,
namely the ethnic Slovenes, and members of the second generation of migrants from former
Yugoslav countries. Through the five dimensions of everyday nationalism (see Skey 2011), I
will try to explore how much territory, myths, and symbols, as well as culture, language, and
political institutions, play a role in creating a national identity. Also, through the self / other
dimension, the dissertation will check whether, in a discursive form, the stereotyping of members
of the peoples of the former Yugoslavia has influenced the identities of persons belonging to the
second generation of migrants. Unlike their parents, who came to Slovenia on purpose, their
descendants were born here, attended school in the Slovenian language, and were culturally
integrated into the Slovenian environment. Precisely for this reason, | am interested in the self-
identification process of members of the second generation of migrants and how much the

Slovenian nationalist discourse influenced their self-perception.

The dissertation starts with the initial hypothesis that in order to move away from the
connotation and discourse of the backwardness of Yugoslavia and the Balkans, post-1991
Slovene politics (through political and media discourse) had to present Slovenes as a people of
Central Europe. State politics did that strictly through highlighting the insurmountable difference
between Slovenia and other nations of the former Yugoslavia.

The key research question is the following: to what extent do territory, culture, myths, and
national symbols play a role in creating national identity and in the consequent discrimination

against other ethnic groups living in the same area?

With a theoretical analysis of the dimensions of everyday nationalism, I will additionally try to

give answers to the following sub-questions:

* Because nations of the former Yugoslavia are, despite different ethnic backgrounds and nationalities, percived as
one group in Slovenia, the research will also use this perception in theoretical and empirical part.



1) To what extent did state institutions and politics itself influence the creation of the Slovenian
national discourse after 1991 and consequently the perception of the peoples of the former
Yugoslavia living in Slovenia?

2) What are the main anchors on which the national discourse is based?

3) To what extent did national symbols and mythology influence the notion of Slovene national
identity among Slovenes themselves, as well as members of the second generation of
immigrants?

4) How important are culture, national history, and territory in creating the Slovenian national

discourse?

In the empirical part of the dissertation, | will look for answers to the following questions:

5) How did the political and media discourse affect the personal identities of Slovenes versus the
personal identities of members of the second generation of immigrants from the FYR?

6) What are the self-perceptions of members of the second generation of immigrants?

7) Is there general discrimination in Slovenian society towards these people and have they ever
felt discriminated against because of their ethnic background?

8) How is discrimination perceived in everyday life, and what are the fundamental elements for
discrimination?

9) How important are national symbols and myths in creating national identity?

10) How do informants perceive Slovene culture with respect to other cultures?

In order to get answers to the above questions more easily and clearly, besides the original
hypothesis, | set additional hypotheses which are closely connected with five dimensions of

everyday nationalism, namely:

H1: To move away from the connotation and discourse of backwardness of Yugoslavia and
the Balkans, post-1991 Slovene politics had to present Slovenes as a people of Central
Europe.

H2: Slovene national identity is primarly defined through ethnicity and territory.



H3: Slovene myths and symbols are important in the self-identification of the respondents
from the group of ethnic Slovenes, but not important to the group of second generation of
migrants from FYR.

H4: The state and state institutions are the prime culprits for the Erasure.

H5.1.: Slovenia is seen as belonging to (Central) European culture, due to similar traditions
and customs.

H5.2.: Music is the primary element of self-identification of the respondents.

H6: Members of the second generation of immigrants from the FYR are discriminated
against because of their ethnicity.

H7: Identification with the Slovene (cultural) space is much stronger in the group of ethnic

Slovenes, but in the group of second generation of nations from FYR.

The hypotheses listed above are closely connected with the theory of everyday nationalism,
which highlights the role of myths, symbols, territory, state and elements such as culture and

music, as will be shown in the theoretical part.

By carrying out semi-structured interviews with both groups of respondents, | have sought to
capture a picture of the general climate in Slovenia towards immigrants from the FYR, and the
processes of integration and assimilation of members of the second generation of migrants in

Slovenia.

Using following research questions and hypothesis, the main goal of the research is to explore
the perceptions of perceived differences between and different treatment of Slovens and Non-
Slovenes, as well as to explore the perceived differentiation between the two groups and their

perception of each other.

The doctoral dissertation is divided into two parts: one theoretical, and one empirical. The
theoretical part comprises five main content streams. The first chapter serves as an introduction,
while the second one contains a concise overview of Slovene history from 1945 until 1991. In
this chapter, the migration flows to Slovenia and the reasons for it will be explained, as well as

the public opinion towards migrants who came to Slovenia. This reveals the position of Slovenes



regarding migrants from the countries of the former Yugoslavia in the past, and how much it has

influenced today’s attitudes on the matter.

In the subsequent chapter, the dissertation explains the theory of nationalism, constructivism, and
the creation of national identity. In later subchapters, dissertation describes banal and everyday
nationalism as directions through which the issues will be studied. This clarifies what everyday
nationalism is, how it originated, its principal representatives, and why | used this approach for
my research. Furthermore, five main dimensions of everyday nationalism, which are applied to

the Slovenian situation, will be presented and explained.

The next subchapter refers to the political dimension of everyday nationalism, where the role of
the state and political institutions in creating Slovenian national identity, in particular through the
media and various laws and acts passed by the state apparatus, will be explained. It is the state
that can legitimize the national discourse through the system of education, language, culture,
territoriality, and finance, and thus the nation becomes a political community with deeply held
beliefs and dominant narratives embedded in national institutions (Kymlicka 1995, Billig 1995,
Bonikowksi 2016). In later chapters, this dimension will be viewed through the prism of political
myths and national minorities in Slovenia, as well as with the Erasure that happened in Slovenia
in 1992. In addition, regarding the examples of minorities and the Erased people, the research
probes the dichotomization of “us” and “them”, considering the construction of national identity.
Based on these examples, an evaluation of the role that the state played not only in creating

national identity but also in the potential segregation of certain ethnic groups is carried out.

The next subchapter (4.2.2) examines the cultural dimension of Slovenian nationalism and its
application in everyday life. To begin, the primary theories of cultural nationalism will be
explained, while in chapter 7, it will be studied how these theories work on the example of
Slovenian culture. Chapter 8 looks into the relationship between “European” and “Balkan®”
culture in the case of Slovenia. | will try to determine and explain the discourses of European and

Balkan culture and how they are applied in the everyday life of Slovenes. It is in this example

> These words are in quotation marks, because there is no single definition of European or Balkan culture. Instead,
both are falling into the category of stereotypes.



that 1 will research the interconnection between cultural and political dimensions of everyday
nationalism in Slovenia and the meaning of central European identity for Slovenes. The research
will be interested in the extent to which and in what ways post-1991 Slovene politics accepted
independence and revived its Central European identity, and how this reflected on the notion of
the Balkans in Slovene society. For this dissertation, the cultural dimension is important because
the Slovenian national identity has survived for the last thousand years precisely through its
culture, and not through political, military, or economic power (Juzni¢ 1993, 21). This ties back
into chapter 5, with the distinction between ethnic and civic citizenship questioned as a
“Western” or “Eastern” idea, as each of the two constructs a different relationship between state
and nation. (Hansen 1996, 475). The opinions of different scholars about Slovenia are gathered
and critically compared, ranging from the idea of Slovenia as a more “Western-civic” nation or
more inclined to Eastern-style cultural citizenship, and the reasons for this. (see Hafner- Fink
1997, Velikonja 2002c, Bajt 2015)

The ninth chapter takes up the elements presented in the subchapter 4.2.3., studying the Self and
Other dimension of everyday nationalism, respectively, the critical role that people, and the
different traits and values they are seen to embody, have in realizing and concretizing the image
of a nation in a world of nations (Wodak 2006, 105). The relationship of the majority, dominant
group with respect to minority groups and how the discourse of domination is presented in
everyday life will be examined, with emphasis on the study of “Internal positive and Internal
negative Others” (Petersoo, 2007). Having elucidated these mechanisms, the construction of the
Other on the example of Non-Slovenes (immigrants from the former Yugoslav states) living in
Slovenia will be described. This primary framework shapes the study of the construction of the
other through the prism of language, media, and subcultures throughout the text. The focus
remains on the primary elements of the construction of the Other through the last names,

pronunciations of certain words, types of music, and other elements of everyday nationalism.

The subchapter 4.2.4. connects the two dimensions of everyday nationalism: the spatial and
temporal dimensions. These dimensions are important because the relationship between space
and national identity can produce complex geography that is constituted by borders, symbolic

areas and sites, constellations, pathways, dwelling places, and everyday fixtures (Edensor 2002,



37). In additional chapters, the emphasis will be on the role of territories, borders, and symbols in
the creation and understanding of national identity. Since the Slovenian national identity relies
primarily on its history and culture, I will focus on the role of Slovenian national heroes, poets,
and historical myths as symbols of Slovenian nationality. Also, because the territory is described
as the fundamental element on which the state is formed, the focus will be on the role of the
small Slovenian territorial area, as well as the Triglav mountain as the primary geographical
symbol for the creation of national identity. The next subchapter will dive into Slovenian history
and will try to explain the reasons and motives that led to Slovenian independence.

In the empirical part of the dissertation, starting from chapter 12, I will use a combination of
methods. | opted for semi-structured interviews because they seek to understand complex
patterns of society members (Fontana and Frey, 2000). These methods and the choice of
participants are harmonized with the concept of everyday nationalism. By dividing participants
into two groups, namely the group of ethnic Slovenes and the group of descendants of migrants
from the countries of the former Yugoslavia, | will see the differentiation, i.e. in what way and
through which elements each group understands the Slovenian national identity, eliciting
answers to the questions of potential discrimination and self-perception of members of the
second generation in Slovenia. The aim is to try to find out how important elements of the
Slovenian national discourse are for those who have been living in Slovenia for years and have
Slovenian citizenship. The research will be interested in how they interpret nationality and
belonging to certain cultures, and whether they consider politics and state institutions as primary
artifacts in creating a general national consciousness. Through the theory discussed in the
previous chapters, | will take the research as a starting point and then illuminate it with the help
of critical discourse analysis.

Unlike other schools of nationalism, which primarily focus on the study of nationality through
the prism of ethnicity, theory and top-down approach, i.e., the role of the state and its institutions
in creating and spreading nationalism, everyday nationalism offers a more modern and
comprehensive approach to studying nationalism. Since it studies both the top-down and bottom-
up approaches, it does not neglect the role of the masses or ordinary people, who are themselves

unconscious creators of nationalism on a daily basis.



In order to get to the core of the very notion of national identification and the notion of everyday
nationalism in Slovenia, | deliberately opted for semi-structured interviews with a smaller
number of people. Since national identification and self-perception are very complex, by doing
interviews with 16 people, I got the opportunity to dive deeper into this topic, asking respondents
additional follow-up questions and giving them enough time to express and clarify their views.
Also, following the literature on everyday nationalism (see Skey 2011, Antonsich, 2015, and
more), most studies and tests were carried out with a smaller sample of people and thus
supporting this approach. As Skey (2011, 117) explains, “everyday nationalism must be studied

‘more systematically’, and more directly, ‘to better understand why nationhood matters.”



3. Historical Background

3.1. Slovenia in the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

Unlike the first Yugoslavia, in which Slovenia did not play an overly important political role, the
changes after the Second World War, i.e. in 1945, greatly improved its political status, first and
foremost, as well as its economic position. Although Slovenia has always been the most
developed part of the former state, the economic situation in Slovenia after the Second World
War quickly improved, and it can be said that Slovenia was up to several times more developed
than other parts of Yugoslavia. However, since the Yugoslav politics and economy were based
on socialism and the principle of self-government and the ideology of brotherhood and unity of
all peoples of the former federation, Slovenia found itself in a very unenviable position, where,
as the most developed country, it had to give much of its income to less developed parts of the
federation. Likewise, it was precisely this development that led to the great internal migrations
that took place in the 1950s.

As in almost every other country, the migration flows in the Yugoslav area are almost
inseparable from its history. Over time, these migrations have changed the ethnic composition of
the population in Yugoslavia (R. Petrovi¢ 1987, 9). As the basic type of migration in Yugoslavia
(until 1991), the economic factors of migration are most easily seen indirectly, most often by
comparing the economic development of the territory of emigration and the territory of
immigration, with a known direction from a less developed environment to a more developed
one. Another important factor is urbanization, i.e. relocation from rural to urban settlements,
where, besides economic, there are other factors of social and psychological nature at play (ibid,
15). It is also important to consider that the population of Yugoslavia was very heterogeneous in
its ethnic composition and Yugoslavia did not have an officially defined state language and state

nationality. Yugoslavia was inhabited by Yugoslav peoples: Montenegrins, Croats,



Macedonians, Muslims, Slovenes and Serbs. It contained a range of ethnic groups: Albanians,
Hungarians, Italians, Bulgarians, Ruthenians and Slovaks, as well as members of certain ethnic
groups, Vlachs and Roma, and members of some other European groups. The significant number

of residents who chose to be Yugoslavs must not be ignored (R. Petrovi¢ 1987, 29).

While the initial migrations of the Yugoslav population to Slovenia were very modest, in the
1950s there was an increase in the amount of immigration, primarily as a result of the Second
World War. Following the census in 1953, Slovenia had the largest share of the foreign
immigrant population: 2.6% of the total population. Furthermore, there was a very strong
population exchange between Slovenia and Croatia, such that Slovenia became a more important
immigration target for Croats, while other peoples of the former Yugoslavia only later settled in
the area. For example, compared to Bosnia and Herzegovina, the share of immigrants from
Croatia (63.5%) was as much as six times higher than the share of immigrants from Bosnia and
Herzegovina (Josipovi¢ 2006, 232-233).

In the following two decades, namely in the 1960s and 1970s, there was an increase in the
number of migrants from other parts of Yugoslavia, mostly because of work or education. First,
among the temporary residents for the purpose of seasonal or regular work, most of the
inhabitants were from other republics of the former Yugoslavia; for various reasons they could
not or did not want to register as permanent residents of Slovenia, or they simply did not identify
as such. Second among the temporary presences can be traced to schooling, with mostly
secondary school students and university students studying in Slovenia. It is important to
highlight that in this period, Slovenia experienced a significant emigration of educated
individuals. Over the period 1961-1970, Slovenia lost over 40,000 inhabitants through departure,
while at least part of the emigration was compensated by the immigration of a Non-Slovenian
population from other republics. According to the census data, over a ten-year period, the
population increased by a flow of 43,000 individuals from other republics of the former
Yugoslavia, and 4,000 from other parts of the world immigrating to Slovenia. Almost half of the
immigrants were from other Yugoslav countries (Dolenec quoted in Komac 2007, 77-78).
However, immigration to Slovenia experienced its greatest boom in 1974, primarily because of
the closure of the foreign labor markets into which the Yugoslav peoples had traditionally

migrated. This was not surprising; keeping in mind that Slovenia was economically the most



developed part of Yugoslavia with good opportunities for employment, this brought about
immigration from less developed parts of Yugoslavia. The target points were primarily industrial
areas and cities with developed production centers. However, because of the poorly regulated
migration policy, not only did it strongly influence migration flows, which also had an effect on
the ethnic composition of Slovenia, but it also led to large regional differences in development
(Borak 2002, 119-121). According to the census from 1981, the total number of immigrants in
Slovenia was 143,082 or 7.56% of the total population. The largest, one-third, came from
Slovenes born abroad or in other republics, followed by Croats (a quarter), and then Serbs and
Muslims. Only 1% was composed of Montenegrins, Macedonians, Hungarians, and Albanians
(Josipovi¢ 2006, 241-242).

Mass immigration in the 1970s was a phenomenon that the Slovenian environment encountered
for the first time in history. Immigrants were foreigners to this environment, often a stranger in
the national body. This may be best characterized by the statement of the famous Slovenian poet
Ivan Cankar when trying to explain Yugoslavism, saying: “We are brothers by blood, by
language at least cousins, and according to the culture that is the fruit of centuries of separate
upbringing, we are much more foreign to each other than our Gorenjska farmer is to a Tyrolean,

or a Gorizia winemaker to a Friulian.” (Komac 2007, 49)
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Figure 1 - Immigrants in Slovenia by area of emigration within the Yugoslavia , in 1981.

B Croatia B Montenegro MSerbia M Bosnia MVojvodina M Macedonia M Kosovo and Metohia

3%
4% 3% 7

Source: 1981 census, SURS®

After the quite peaceful migration flows in the 1980s, mostly because of the constant
employment growth and low unemployment rates in Slovenia, from 1988 the situation drastically
changed. With the big political changes and the collapse of the single Yugoslav market, as well
as with the strong ethnic homogenization of the population in individual republics, the rise of
nationalisms of all kinds and the first inter-ethnic clashes (Kosovo), the whole Yugoslav picture
together with migration flows gained a different meaning and sense. At the end of the 1980s,
various laws were passed that enabled entrepreneurship and the possibility to dismiss workers
due to bankruptcy or as a technological surplus. During this time, many immigrants from the
former Yugoslavia emigrated from Slovenia, as recorded by official data on evictions in the then
still single state (Dolenc quoted in Komac 2007, 85). For this period there is a highly notable
phenomenon of emigration of economic migrants from the countries of the former Yugoslavia to

Slovenia and the return of Slovenes from these countries to Slovenia (Dolenc, 2003).

The 1991 census was the last Yugoslav census; the republics carried them out independently and
also published the results separately. Compared to the 1981 census, the total number of

immigrants from the former Yugoslavia (153,586) increased by 41,674 over ten years, which

® In Josipovi¢, D. (2006) The effects of immigration in Slovenia after the Second World War, p. 243.
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means about 4,200 immigrants per year. The relations between immigrants in terms of ethnicity
remained roughly the same as in 1981. The shares of the three largest ethnic groups (Croats,
Slovenes, and Serbs) decreased slightly, while the share of Muslims and Albanians increased.
Compared to the 1981 census, the 1991 census shows changes in the structure of immigrants in
relation to the original republic of the FYR. Croatia was pushed out of the first place by Bosnia
and Herzegovina, while both shares are very similar (close to two-fifths), so that migrations from
these two republics represent almost 80% of all migrations to Slovenia by 1991. The share of
immigrants from Croatia, Serbia and Vojvodina decreased, doubled from Kosovo and Metohia,
and the share of immigrants from Macedonia increased slightly, while the share of immigrants

from Montenegro remained stable (Josipovi¢ 2006, 247-248).
According to Dolenc (2003), this period was characterized by the following migration flows:

1. immigrants from less developed areas (Kosovo and Macedonia)

2. refugees from war-torn areas on the territory of the former Yugoslavia (mainly from
Bosnia and Herzegovina)

3. Undocented economic migrants from Turkey, the Middle East and Asia.

4. Albanians from Kosovo and Macedonia dominated the flows from the area of the
former Yugoslavia, as they tried to reach Western European countries through

Slovenia.

Especially refugees and forced immigrants were the ones who drastically changed the
demographic picture of Slovenia in this period. Because of the war struggles in their homeland,
already in 1991, approximately 30,000 Croats fled to Slovenia (later most of them returned to
Croatia); with the war spreading to Bosnia and Herzegovina, many Bosniaks followed the

Croatian example (Vrecer, 2007).
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Figure 2 - Immigrants in Slovenia by area of emigration within the FYR, in 1991.

B Croatia M Montenegro M Serbia M Bosnia MVojvodina M Macedonia M Kosovo and Metohia

3% 3%
4%

Source: 1991 census, SURS’

The 2002 census marked a turning point in the history of Slovenia’s censuses for several reasons:
« it was the first independent census after the independence of Slovenia, with a one-year delay;

« a new definition of population was used, which made comparisons retrospectively difficult (the
statuses of the permanent and present population and the population with or without Slovenian
citizenship changed);

« the regime of displaying and collecting census data had changed,

» immigration was shown only at the state level, which made it impossible to make a more

detailed comparison for the area of the former FRY

* because of the sensitivity of data on ethnicity, religion and language, direct monitoring of
changes in the ethnic structure of immigrants according to the emigration area was prevented
(Josipovi¢ 2006, 248-249)

An increased share of Bosniaks is noticeable (compared to the 1991 data, they represent a two-

thirds increase). The share of Albanians also increased (by half), and as well as immigrant

7 In Josipovi¢, D. (2006) The effects of immigration in Slovenia after the Second World War, p. 248.
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Slovenes. The share of Croats decreased by more than a third, the share of Serbs by about a fifth
and the share of Montenegrins by as much as half. The largest absolute decline is represented by
Croats, and the largest number of immigrants is Slovenes, followed by Croats, Bosniaks, and
Serbs. These four groups represent over three quarters of the 151,432 immigrants to Slovenia

from the countries of the former Yugoslavia (ibid, 249-250).

Josipovi€ contends that it is clear from the census that Slovenia had a more or less stable ethnic
composition since 1981 and that later changes were because of different ethnic definitions of the
population. Although the number of migrations has continued to increase in recent decades, this
does not particularly affect the ethnic structure. It is an intertwining of several processes:
immigration, more or less covert assimilation, a crisis of ethnic identification and non-
determination in the 2002 census, and also in stereotypical performances in the Slovenian public
(ibid, 251).

Table 1 - Nationalities in Slovenia

Nationality - in percentage

Year 1953 1961 1971 1981 1991

Slovene 1415448 96.52 1552248 95.65 1624029 94.03 1712445 90.52 1727018 87.84
Croatian 17978 1.23 31429 1.97 42657 2.47 55625 2.94 54212 2.76
Bosnian/Muslim 1617 0.11 465 0.03 3231 0.19 13425 0.71 26842 1.36
Serbian 11225 0.77 13609 0.86 20521 1.19 42182 2.23 47911 2.44
Macedonian 640 0.04 1009 0.06 1613 0.09 13425 0.71 26842 1.36
Albanian 169 0.01 282 0.02 128 0.07 1935 0.1 3629 0.18
Montenegrin 1356 0.09 1384 0.09 1978 0.11 3217 0.17 4396 0.22

Total 2.24 3.03 3.92 6.86 8.32

Source: Kobolt, 2002
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Table 2 - Population census: Ethnic composition in % for 2002

Bosna and Monte Macedonia

Ethnicity | Slovenes Croats Serbs Herzegovina negrins ns Albanians Hungarians | Italians Roma
Bosniaks 1.10

% 83.06 1.81 1.98 Muslims 0.53 0.14 0.20 0.31 0.32 0.11 0.17
Bosnians 0.41

Source: Josipovic, 2007

As Bucar Ru¢man (2014) explains, migrations bring a certain dose of dynamics to the current
proportions of ethnic identities. The space in which an established identity already exists is
suddenly entered by individuals who are often not allowed by members of the majority to be
included in the so-called “we” group or who openly attribute to them the affiliation of other less
valuable collective identities. It is this Otherness that can later lead to xenophobia, discrimination
and perceived inferiority of certain ethnic groups. The next subchapter will show us the public
opinion held by of the majority population, i.e. Slovenes, with regards to immigration processes

and migrants themselves.

3.2. Attitudes of the Slovenian population towards immigration processes

Somehow it is a normal occurrence that there are always those who are dearer to us, compared to
those we do not like so much. The same can apply to the level of the state and its inhabitants. It
could be said that in every country there are ethnic groups and migrants who are preferred by the
domestic group and those who are not; those migrants who are desirable and those who are not
as much. Somehow, it is a common opinion that migrants from economically more developed
countries will always be better accepted in the country of immigration than those who come from
less developed areas. In the example of Slovenia, according to the results of the research

(Zavratnik et al., 2008), it turns out that in Slovenia the general opinion is that those migrants
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who are considered part of the highly skilled labor force, i.e. who can contribute to greater
economic development and competitiveness of Slovenia in foreign markets, are the desirable
ones. It is also noteworthy that Slovenian public opinion is mainly negative towards refugees,
asylum seekers, and migrants from former Yugoslavia (Zavratnik, 2011). Let us briefly see what
Slovenian public opinion was like about these migrants in the past. In the analysis, | will
primarily use the results of Slovenian public opinion and similar analyzes conducted in past
decades, referring to the book Immigrants: Studies on immigration and integration into
Slovenian society (Komac 2007b). These analyses, and the results obtained will help further
discussion, because they provide insight into the general Slovenian public opinion about
immigrants from other republics of former Yugoslavia before independence. With these
interpretations, | can compare the results and answers given in the empirical part of the
dissertation.

As Komac (2007b, 47) explains, members of other nations were treated as newcomers who
should adapt to life in Slovenia as soon as possible, learn Slovene, and use it in public. Different
performance and behavior in public were seen as “Southern” macho performance, perhaps even
as provocation. In a certain period, there was an opinion that immigrants endangered the
Slovenian nation. The results of empirical research conducted in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s
demonstrate the negative attitude of Slovenes towards the immigration of workers from other
republics. As Komac further explains (ibid), in the survey of Slovenian public opinion conducted
in 1970/71, i.e. before the start of the great immigration wave, Slovenes were asked whether
immigration from other republics to Slovenia was good, and the following answers were
obtained. The original question was: “In recent years, more and more people from other

republics work in Slovenia. Do you think this is mostly good or bad?”
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Table 3 — Attitudes towards migrations (1970/71)

Number % %
Mostly good 600 28.6 28.7
Depends on situation 411 19.6 19.7
Mostly bad 892 42 42.7
Unknown 188 9 9
Total 2.091 99.6 100
Without answer 9 0.4
Total 2.100 100

Source: (Omerzu quoted in Komac 2007b, 47) 8

Only a third of respondents thought that immigration is mainly good from an economic point of
view because these migrants did jobs that Slovenes did not want to do, while the rest of the

respondents stated that migrants take jobs away from Slovenes, that they are lazy, and that

Slovenes always have problems with them. The next question asked why respondents thought

immigration is good.

® Novodobne narodnostne skupnosti. Pregled vprasanj, ki so bila postavljena v raziskavi SIM v letih 1970—1998.
(Modern ethnic communities. An overview of the questions raised in the SIM survey in 1970-1998.) Editor: M.
Omerzu, Arhiv druzboslovnih podatkov. Ljubljana: FDV (2001, 1)
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Table 4 — Why is immigration good? (1970/71)

Number % %
There is a shortage of unskilled 260 12.4 474
workers
They do everything 92 4.4 16.8
It is good for our development 21 10 38
They learn from us 38 1.8 6.9
They do not have work at home 30 1.4 5.5
Better here than abroad 7 0.3 13
Nations are getting closer 40 1.9 7.3
We must not be reserved 8 0.4 1.5
Other 52 2.5 9.5
Total 548 26.1 100
No answer 52 2.5
In Table 1 he replied it was bad 892 42.5
In Table 1 he answered it
depends; | don’t know, no 608 28.9
answer.
Total 1,552 73.9
Total 2,100 100

Source: (ibid, 48)

Likewise, the following question sought reasons Slovenes think immigration was bad for their

country.
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Table 5 — Why is immigration bad? (1970/71)

Number % %
There are enough Slovenes 418 19.9 48.7
It’s at our expense 191 9.1 22.3
They are not skilled 23 1.1 2.7
They do not like to work and are lazy 49 2.3 5.7
There are annoyances with them 57 2.7 6.6
Bad for Slovenes 61 2.9 7.1
They have work at home 34 1.6 4.0
It is difficult for them to live here 6 0.3 0.7
Each republic should employ its own 19 0.9 22
workers

Total 858 40.9 100

Does not want to say why 34 1.6

In Table 1 he replied it was good 600 28.6

. e
Total 1,242 59.1
Total 2,100 100

Source: (ibid, 48)

The results show that, besides jobs, some elements of national identity are also endangered -
primarily the Slovene language. Still, Komac stresses that the threat to language depends on the
consistency of its use in private and public life, and also in communication with immigrant
populations. “If members of the majority nation have adapted themselves to the language of the
incoming population, this cannot be blamed on immigrant communities. However, the
newcomers learned the language of the environment only slowly, many with a great deal of

repulsion, which the Slovenes especially resented.” (Komac 2007b, 50)
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Table 6 — Attitudes towards migrations from FYR (1972)

5 -
1-severely 2- 3- 4- does not Middle
does not know, does not
threatens threatens . threaten at value
undecided threaten all
Slovenians always N 517 830 187 444 55
talk to members of
other Yugoslav 2.36
nations in their % 25.4 40.8 92 21.8 2.7
language.
Slovenians do too N 222 689 587 457 78
little to make
Slovenian
books translated 2.74
into the languages % 10.9 33.9 28.9 22 3.8
of other Yugoslav
nations.
Slovenes in federal N 482 821 319 373 38
bodies (Assembly) 2.34
do not use Slovene. % 23.7 40.4 15.7 18.3 1.9
Slovenes learn other N 555 889 218 330 a1
Yugoslav languages
but 2.22
others do not learn % 27.3 43.7 10.7 16.2 2.0
Slovene.
Only Serbo_—Croatian N 380 73 309 53 74
is used in the 26
ek el % 18.7 36.2 15.2 26.3 36
Army
Workers from other N 562 909 244 288 30
republics and
regions in Slovenia 2.17
do not learn % 27.6 44.7 12.0 14.2 1.5
Slovenian.
Slovenians do not N 806 931 167 112 17
care enough about
their language, 1.82
we use foreign and % 39.6 45.8 8.2 5.5 0.8

distorted terms.

Source: (ibid, 49)

In the early 1980s, a severe economic crisis knocked on Yugoslavia’s door. The problem of

difficult employment was also reflected in the attitudes of respondents towards immigration and

immigrants in Slovenia (ibid, 50). The question respondants were asked was: “Should

employment be provided in Slovenia in the future for the workers from other republics or not?”

20




Table 7 — Attitudes about employment of workers from FYR in Slovenia (1980/81)

Number %
No 99 48.6
Yes 592 28.9
Do not know,
undecided, 462 22.5
without answer
Total 2,049 100
Source: (ibid, 51)

Respondants were also asked how workers from other republics and provinces that have been in
Slovenia for a long time, should act in the future. °

Table 8: How should workers from FYR in Slovenia act in the future (1983)

Number %

Let them learn the Slovene language and habits 177 8.6

Let them keep their language and habits and live for themselves 37 1.8
Let them maintain their language and habits while adapting 1467 71.0

Let them work here only for a short time, and then let them return home 20 9.9
Other 15 0.7

Do not know, undecided, do not care 166 8.0

Total 2,067 100

Source: (ibid, 52)

A similar question was asked three years later, in 1986, and then again in 1988, asking

respondents to explain how workers from other republics who have been living for a long time in
Slovenia should behave. *°

° Slovenian public opinion, 1983
1% Slovenian public opinion, 1986
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Table 9: How should workers from FYR in Slovenia act in the future (1986)

Number %
Let them learn the Slovene language and habits 157 7.7
Let them keep their language and habits and live for themselves 56 2.7
After the period of stay in Slovenia, they should return home 80 3.9
They should learn the Slovenian language and adapt to each other 1,288 63.1
They need to be able to go to school in their own language 288 14.1
Do not know, undecided 173 8.5
Total 2,042 100
Source: (ibid, 52)
Table 10: How should workers from FYR in Slovenia act in the future (1988)
Number %
Let them abandon their culture and language and accept Slovene 174 8.4
Let them preserve their culture and language and live for themselves 41 2.0
After the period of stay in Slovenia, they should return home 174 8.4
They should learn the Slovenian language and adapt to each other 126 61
They must be able to attend school in their own language 27 133
Do not know, undecided 146 7.0
Total 207 100

Source: (ibid, 53)

It is more than clear from all the research in the 1980s that the answers of the respondents are
negative towards immigrants from other countries of Yugoslavia. This perception is in line with
the vision of ownership of the Slovene state described in the introductory pages of this text:
Slovenia is a state of the Slovene nation (“ethnic” Slovenes) and two traditional minorities,
Italian and Hungarian, to which an appropriate set of “compensatory” rights is given. Other
“Non-Slovenes” should adapt to life in the Slovene environment, learn the Slovene language,

and use it in everyday life in public (Komac 2007b, 52).

Also interesting is a survey from 1990, in which respondents were asked which rights the

constitution should recognize for indigenous national minorities in Slovenia, and which for
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ethnic groups who immigrated to Slovenia (Croats, Serbs, Albanians, Muslims...). From the
obtained results, the Slovenian environment strictly distinguishes between the set of “special”
rights that members of individual minority categories are supposed to enjoy, while the set of
special minority rights for members of “classical” minorities does not seem questionable, they
are highly selective in “granting” rights to immigrant communities. They reject anything that

goes beyond the realm of the private and creation within their own ethnic group (ibid, 53-54).

Tos (1999) concludes that “there is an increasingly pronounced distinction between the different,
the other and the foreign. This takes on a negative connotation in the expression of national
intolerance, in the denial of equal human rights in the environment and in individual cases even

in aggressive nationalism” (To$ 1999, 59).

Likewise, following the results from Slovene public opinion from 1992, when asked who
threatened Slovenian security the most, most of the respondents felt that immigrants from the

FYR were the biggest threat, and among nationalities, Croatians took the first place.
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Figure 3 - Who threatens Slovenian security?

B Croatia M Serbia = Workers from FYR

Source: Tos, 1999 quoted in Kobolt 2002, 30-31

In the same years, respondents were also asked how they would describe the relations between
members of different nations living in Slovenia. Most of the respondents felt relations were
neither good nor bad (47%), while 26% of them agreed that relations were good. Only 2%
thought that the relations were really bad, while 13% of the respondents felt that relations

between different nations living in Slovenia were bad.
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Figure 4 - How are the relations between members of different nationalities living in Slovenia?

M Really good B Good m Neutral mBad ™ Reallybad m Undecided

1%

Source: Tos, 1999 quoted in Kobolt 2002, 30-31

When asked about their willingness to connect with members of other nationalities, even though
in the survey above they were represented as the biggest threat, most of the Slovenes would still

rather have Croatians for work colleagues or friends, than for example Serbs or Muslims.

Table 11 - Willingness to connect with members of other nationalities (in %, data for 1992/1993)

Nationality Marriage Friendship N(i:lgc::?r:‘::;: t/i:::d As Iitl;l:;z::s:ible /
Croatian 4.7 21.8 32.0/18.5 19.9/15.0
Serbian 2.7 13.1 18.4/18.5 19.9/15.0
Muslim 3.1 14.9 21.0/22.5 16.0/7.8

Source: Tos 1999, 202

In defining the attitudes of Slovenes towards immigrants in the period from 1991 to 1994, in
1991 most of the respondents had neutral attitudes towards the migrants (45%), while the

negative attitudes towards them were 29.7%. Already in the next year, there was a decline in
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neutral and positive attitudes, while the percentage of negative attitudes increased to 42.5%.

the next two years, the increase in negative attitudes towards the migrants was even higher.

Table 12 - Defining the attitudes of Slovenes towards immigrants (in %) (1994)

Year Negative Positive Neutral
1991 29.7 22.5 45.6
1992 42.5 14.2 43.2
1993 43.4 13.2 334
1994 52.8 9.4 37.8

Source: Mlinar 1994, 817

When asked what groups of people Slovenes did not want for their neighbors, the attitudes were

quite different. While most of the respondents (23%) did not want drug addicts to be their

neighbors, 20% of them did not want to live next to Roma, while 19% did not want to have

people from former Yugoslavia in their neighborhood. Some respondents did not want to see

Muslims as their neighbors (17%), and 21% did not want to live next to people with HIV.
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Figure 5 - What groups of people do you not want as neighbors?

What groups of people do you not want as
neighbors?

B Muslims  ® People from FYR Roma mPeople with HIV  m Drug addicts

Source: To§ 1999, 2721

Kobolt (2002, 33), who compared the above results with other countries, concludes that the
results show the (in)tolerance of Slovenes and a high index of ethnocentrism and xenophobia
compared to other countries. She points out that it is a matter of discrimination against Others'?
(according to gender, race, language, statehood, etc.) and discrimination against Otherness (way
of life, religious beliefs, sexual orientation, etc).

If we look at recent Slovenian history, it turns out that public opinion has changed little. As part
of the research “Migration, integration and multiculturalism - contextualizations of contemporary
migration through public opinion” (Zavratnik et al., 2008), on a representative sample of 838
respondents, it is concluded that integrating migrants into the labor market elicits at least partial
discomfort and a sense of threat, and that, given the geographical location of migrants,
respondents wish to restrict migration. Only immigration from the old EU Member States should
be maintained at the same level. While on the one hand they believe that the immigration of

Slovenes from abroad, as well as ethnically and culturally equal should be encouraged, they

! Data for 1992.
2 In Slovene: ,,drugi““ and ,,druga¢ni*
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believe that the immigration policy for asylum seekers or migrants from third countries should be
stricter and more restrictive. However, it is interesting that the respondents supported the claim
that Slovenia should strive for an open, tolerant and multicultural society and that migrants

contribute to the co-creation of a multicultural environment.
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4. What is nationalism?

As an introduction to the theory of everyday nationalism, this chapter will briefly explain the
origin of nationalism and characterize it. It is believed that the starting point of the emergence
and development of nationalism was the French Revolution of 1789, with the idea that
legitimizes the will of the nation as a form of government. Already in the next century,
nationalism gained in importance and spread to other parts of Europe and later the world. It is
important to emphasize that the ideas and movements that took place in parallel with the
breakthrough of nationalism were fundamentally different from the original ideas of the French
and American™ revolutions (Gellner 1998, 8). Nationalism can be described as a penetrating
ideology that captures large numbers of people and determines their political behavior. It can be
seen as a kind of “loyalty” that includes the individual in the community, as a political resource
for the use of mobilizing individuals and pursuing common interests, or as an ideological myth,
aimed at indecisive individuals seeking simple solutions to more complex situations (Brown
2000, 1-2). Furthermore, Brown concludes that the only authentic nationalism or the right one, is
ethnic nationalism, because ethnic groups represent a commune composed of common ancestors
connected by the same origin: language, religion, appearance or the same origin of residence
(ibid, 6). It is a community or a nation, which is recognized based on certain collective
characteristics. Still, it is important to emphasize that nationalism cannot exist without the nation.
Smith concludes that “nationalism is an ideology that puts the nation at the center of its interest
and seeks to contribute to the nation’s well-being” (Smith 2005, 19). The goals in the name of
which nationalism seeks to contribute to national prosperity are national autonomy, national

identity, and national unity (ibid).

The concept of “nation” has undergone many changes in its history. The original approaches

described a nation based on a natural community made up of individuals who feel attached and

Y When it comes to nationalism, the American Revolution is actually considered a precursor to the French
Revolution.
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belonging to that community (Brown 2000, 6). When it comes to the study of nationalism,
however, it is important to highlight the difference between ethnic group and nation, because
ethnic group does not have political labels and does not include public culture and its own
territory. A nation, in contrast, must inhabit its own homeland, develop a public culture and have,
or desire, a certain degree of self-determination (Smith, 2005). For a particular ethnic group to be
considered a nation, it must also be politically aware and culturally grounded. For this reason it
can be concluded that nationalism is at the same time both a cultural and political term, as well
as a social movement (In der Maur 1991, 11; Wehler 2005, 53). To put it succinctly, nationalism
is “an ideological movement to achieve and maintain the independence, unity and identity of the

population, which some of its members consider being a potential or actual nation” (Smith 2005,

19).

Relying on the works of Miroslav Hroch, Wehler concludes that there are three typical stages in
the development of nationalism and nation-building. The first phase is characterized as a
historical, literary and artistic expression of intellectuals, who emphasize the importance of
language, art and culture with the highlight on the subject “national.” In the second phase the
original intellectuals or elites develop nationalism ensured by sympathizers of civic descent;
while in the third phase the notions of nationalism grow gradually and continuously, thus finally
mobilizing mass movements (Wehler, 2005). Among Slovenian scholars, both Mandelc (2011,
76) and Korosec (1999, 24-25) agree that roughly all authors could be divided into those who
understand nationalism as: - progressive - positive social phenomenon; as well as regressive - a
negative social phenomenon, and with this division they can create some kind of “dichotomy”.
For nations that have lived or are still living under the colonial yoke or in a state of national
oppression at all, nationalism can be a progressive social phenomenon, which is hardly to be
separated from the useful national interest, after having set itself to aim for political, and in many
senses also social liberation. Of course, even in such societies, the content of nationalism
changes, so that at a certain stage of its development it can turn into a regressive social
phenomenon, which is essentially a special form of manipulating nationality. Here, it is a so-
called negative nationalism, by which the term denotes collective longing and aggression,
excessive intolerance of the interests of one nation (usually one’s own) over the interests of
another nation. In the literature and political practice, the negative notion of nationalism refers to

any overemphasized exposure to the rights and values of one’s own nation, at the expense of the

30



rights and even the existences of other nations or peoples. Repressive nationalism is alien to the
idea that equality and freedom of nations can be one of the important conditions for the

unhindered creation of one’s own nation (Korosec 1999, 24-25).

In short, nationalism can be reduced to two primary phenomena: the emergence of nations and
nation-states, and to the ideological apparatus that supports these phenomena and thus makes
them existing. It is based on elements such as culture, language, ethnography and various
customs, as well as on symbolism and national myths. Nationalism functions as an ideology by
which we can experience ourselves as part of a particular group or nation and thus feel a sense of
belonging. By recognizing certain similarities, or differences with someone, the process of
identification occurs. Belonging to a certain community will further confirm and construct this
process, but, it is important to emphasize that this process is never final. Giddens (1991, 365)
concludes that concepts such as people, nation, and nationalism are too equated, and that
defining them is therefore very problematic and even contradictory. For this reason, he stresses
that a nation must be defined as a state with a single administrative authority over its
sovereignty, while nationalism is a psychological phenomenon, such as belonging to a set of
symbols and beliefs with pronounced community ties between members of the political order.
From all this it can be concluded that nationalism is a discursive force that is primarily based on
peoples and through it is identified and established, and that it is closely linked to political actors
and elites, who use it in forming and maintaining a certain community of people. Nationalism is
an ideological movement that was formed in the past, is maintained in the present, and there is a
great assumption that it will exist in the future as well.

There are many types of nationalism, which are dealt with by different authors, but without
delving too far into this issue, the focus will be on newer theories of nationalism, i.e. the theory
of banal and everyday nationalism and their connection with the constructivist approach to the

study of nationalism.
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4.1. Constructivism, nationalism and national identity

After a brief description of nations and nationalism itself, for the purposes of this research, a
constructivist approach to understanding nationalism will be adopted. The constructivist
approach to the study of nations emerges in response to the primordial, which was, until the 19th
century, the dominant approach in researching nationalism. While primordialists primarily
advocate the concept of nation through the prism of ethnicity and belonging to a particular
geographical area, where there is a certain historically connected community of people who
speak the same language, constructivists consider nations and nationalism to be the product of
the modern state, secularism, capitalism, bureaucracy, and political elites. “According to
primordialism, one is born into a certain religious community, speaks a certain language or even
a certain dialect and follows certain social practices.” (Bandov 2009, 28) As he further explains,
according to primordialism, ,,human beings do not come into the world as pure individuals, but

are born into a community and thus receive their unchangeable ethnic identity*. (ibid, 29)

So, where does the national identity fit in here? According to Smith (2005), national identity is
the constant reproduction of certain myths, symbols and traditions associated with the heritage of
a particular people, and the individual’s identification with them. For example, Edvard Shills
believed that kinship relationship is the base of nation, advocating the role of so-called
Gemeinschaft (community), which emphasizes the role of the family. (Shills, 1957). For Van
Den Berghe, who was using social biological approach, the root of the national and ethnic
identity is ,,ethnicity, which is exclusively biologically conditioned and results from the genetic
predisposition to selection by kinship. Other characteristics of ethnic groups are of secondary
importance®. (Bandov 2009, 30)

On the other hand, constructivists consider national identity to be a modern and artificial
phenomenon, while neglecting the role of ethnicity, common ancestors or language. They
believe that nations and nationalism are a construct of modernity and emerged as such in the

second half of the nineteenth century, as a result of social construction produced by political

32



elites. It is important to emphasize that already before there have been theorists of nationalism,
such as Hegel and Rousseau, who observed national states as a form of political organization
rather than a cultural one. (H. Birch, 1989) For example, “Hegel believed Napoleonic Empire as
just one more stage in human progress, to be replaced in turn by another and presumably more
advanced stage” (H. Birch 1989, 21-22). Rousseau also suggested that political societies should
have their own institutions of government, and that invention of an ideal political society is not a
matter of natural evolution or spontaneous combination; rather it should be united by some

common bonds of origin, interest or convention. (ibid, 14-15).

The literature on national identity distinguishes between a political and a cultural
conceptualization of the nation, or between a “Western” and “Eastern” idea, and each of them

constructs a different relationship between state and nation (Hansen 1996, 475).

The German historian and nationalism specialist, Peter Alter, divides them into the “cultural
nation” (Kulturnation) and “political nation” (Staatsnation), whereby the political nation clings
to the idea of collective and individual self-determination and proceeds from the free will of the
individual and his personal belonging to the nation, while cultural nationalism is based on the
ethno-cultural principle, which emphasizes the importance of the language and traditions of
one’s own culture. It highlights the “spirit of community contained in the cultural nation which is
based on a seemingly objective criterion of common heritage and language, a territory in which it
resides, religion, customs and history” (Alter quoted in Rizman 1991, 230).

A similar division can be seen in Hans Kohn’s (1944) theory of ethnic and civic citizenship,
where civic citizenship represents a rational and liberal way of thinking founded on respect for
human rights and personal freedoms, and ethnic nationalism, as a mystical, religious, and
ethnocentric mindset predicated on tribal feelings. For both Kohn and Alter, civic
citizenship/political nation is characteristic of liberal Western states, while the ethnic
citizenship/cultural nation is typical of Eastern states focused on folk culture, language, and
ethnicity, and therefore primitive, emotional, and motivated by blood and belonging. Bieber
(2015, 877) concludes that in most of Central and Eastern Europe one can observe centripetal
identity dynamics, which he describes as ,,identity packages, where language and/or religion are

closely linked to a particular nation, often used as proxies for national identity*. (ibid)

33



Hrotch (1996) calls this the “new nationalism” that characterized the post-communist countries
of Central and Eastern Europe in the 1980s and 1990s, and described the state of the collective
mentality, which, analogous to classical national movements, favored exclusively the interests
and the values of one’s own nation above all others. On the other hand, civic nationalism is
characterized as an expression of the more advanced political and moral development (Kohn,
1944).

Nielsen (1996, 47) explains that the civic nationalism is in particular not only political but also a
cultural nationalism, as well as an ethnic one is, because national identity is defined also through

a cultural component.

Ethnic nationalism, as all nationalisms, is cultural, but not all cultural nationalism are ethnic. Cultural
nationalism defines the nation in terms of a common encompassing culture. But the culture can be, and
typically is in the West, a liberal democratic culture. The aim of the nationalist movement is to protect, and
to ensure the flourishing of the culture of the nation that nationalist movement represents. Where the nation
has a state, that state will in certain respect privilege that culture, though, if it is a liberal democracy, it will
only do so in ways that protect the rights of its minorities and indeed protect rights across the board.
(Nielsen 1996, 48)

If we go back to the theories of primordialism and constructivism, it should be taken into account
that constructivists look primarily at the role of the state in nation-building, that is, the role of
political elites and political institutions in constructing nations and national identities but on the
other hand, they neglect the influence of the masses in creating national identities. For, as much
as constructivism emphasizes the social construction of reality and thus the nation, it primarily
emphasizes the role of the state and state institutions, neglecting the role of the people, the so-
called bottom-up approach. National identity cannot be created only by political institutions, as it
largely depends on those ‘Others’, who exist precisely to emphasize differences and establish
‘our’ national identity. Only in this way can one see himself as a part of a national group. As
Goode (2020) stresses, constructivist approach can only partially explain the success or failure of
state-led nationalisms as forms of legitimation, as it needs to understand not only the institutional

approach but also citizens ’informal, everyday practices.

Although everyday nationalism is a relatively new approach to the study of nationalism, so there

is not too much literature available, some scholars (Goode & Stroup 2015, Vucetic & Hopf 2020,

34



Goode 2020,) argue that precisely the ‘everyday nationalism' approach is both useful and

necessary for improving existing constructivist approaches in the comparative study of

nationalism, national identities and ethnic politics. “Everyday nationalism promises to address

the gap between constructivist theory and the methodological individualism of existing studies.

This approach proceeds from ethnographic observation and utilizes reliant methods on observing

societal interaction or relational meaning making for verification ”’(Goode & Stroup 2015, 1). As

they further explain, ,,while the constructivist turn produced useful insights about the nature of

ethnicity, it remains vulnerable to blind spots and shortcomings often associated with the study

of nationalism and ethnic politics” (ibid, 3). “Precisely the growing literature on ‘everyday

nationalism’ promises to add value to the social constructivist study of nationalism and ethno-

nationalism by foregrounding practices and interpretivist methodologies.” (Vucetic and Hopf

2020, 1) Goode and Stroup argue that, in order to put the masses back into the picture, that

constructivist approaches would benefit from further development of the ‘everyday nationalism’
approach. (Goode & Stroup 2015, 2)

Vucetic and Hopf (2020, 2), following Goode's and Stroup's (2015) research on everyday

nationalism, conclude that this approach is important because:

1)

6)

it allows constructivists to steer clear of the twin pitfalls of essentialism and
reification and stay true to their intersubjectivist ontology;

it enables new accounts of “how the vast majority of people conceive of, and interact
with, ethnic or national identities”;

it links the above to “large-scale social and political processes, such as the sources of
authoritarian legitimacy or the ethnicization of economic development”;

it provides new insight into “the repertoires available to elites” and also “why
citizens respond to certain varieties of ethnic cues rather than others (religious,
educational)”;

it facilitates novel cross-case comparisons since it helps us observe gaps and overlaps
in ethnic vs nonethnic, market vs nonmarket or domestic vs transnational practices (to
use but three binaries circulating in the literature on nationhood and ethnicity); and

it enables new accounts of how identities change.
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For this reason it can be concluded that everyday nationalism is an excellent upgrade to
constructivism because “it explores not only how the masses respond to elite manipulation and
cues but also how the masses elaborate, (re) produce, or challenge national identity categories
and nations themselves* (Vucetic and Hopf 2020, 2). Following Brubaker and Billig, they
conclude that everyday nationalism “focuses on routine, taken-for-granted habits and symbols of
social life that lie beyond the authority, attention, or culture of politicians, government

mandarins, and other establishment figures” (ibid).

Also, scholars dealing with the theory of everyday nationalism (see Skey 2009; 2011, Antonsich
2015) believe that everyday nationalism developed in response to an earlier modernist approach
to the study of nationalism, that is, banal nationalism. Let us see in the following subchapter

what banal nationalism is, how it developed and what its primary characteristics are.
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4.2. Banal nationalism

Amongst the more prominent theories of nationalism is Michael Billig’s definition of banal
nationalism, which presumes that nationalism cannot be regarded as something that comes and
goes but explains that the nation is preached daily in the lives of its adherents (1995, 8).
According to Ozkirimli, “Billig’s influential Banal nationalism can be considered as the first
study that provides a systematic analysis of the reproduction of nationalism.” (Ozkirimli 2000,
199) In his work, Billig shows that in every country there is continual “flagging”, or reminding
of nationhood, meaning that the established nations can only be those states that have confidence
in their own continuity. Hence, he states that it is precisely the nationhood which is the provider
of “a continual background for political discourses, for cultural products, and even for the
structuring of newspapers” (Billig 1995, 8), further clarifying different ways in which the
citizenry is daily reminded where their place is in a world full of different nations (ibid).
However, this reminding is so familiar and so continual, that it is not consciously to be seen or
registered as reminding or, as he further explains it: “The metonymic image of banal nationalism
is not aflag which is being consciously waved with fervent passion; it is the flag hanging
unnoticed on the public building” (Billig 1995, 8). As Ozkirimli interprets it, the symbols of
nationhood, such as coins, banknotes, and stamps become a part of our daily lives, turning the
background space into a national space (Ozkirimli 2000, 200). Billig points out that nationalism
does not disappear when the nation gains a political roof: instead, it becomes absorbed into the
environment of the established homeland (Billig 1995, 41). According to this view, nationalism
is the property of “others”, the peripheral states which have yet to complete their nation-building
processes, and not “ours”, the established “nation-states” of the West. If we personify this thesis
on the territory of the former Yugoslavia, it is more than evident that nationalism is becoming a
primary feature of those “Eastern” neighbors, who can in no way match “us Westerners”. The
very notion of the hypothetical West as a circle of civilization to which all countries aspire, can
in fact be characterized with banality, because every country, including those ‘“established
Western” ones, have their own state nationalism. But what is important to emphasize is that in
“our” eyes, the nationalism of our state and people becomes personified with patriotism or love
for one’s homeland and thus positive, while nationalism is always understood in a negative

context.
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In his work on banal nationalism, Billig follows Ernest Gellner, one of the representatives of the
constructivist school, who defines nationalism as “the political principle according to which
political and national units must be matched” (Gellner 1998, 20). According to Gellner,
nationalism seems to come to light only in a social environment, where the existence of the state
has already been emphatically accepted as something self-evident. Even though, with
nationalism, their opinions slightly differ, following Billig’s explanation that only the developing
nations need nationalism, while Gellner argues that nationalism only exist in the environment,
where the nation’s existence was already accepted, Gellner still explains that the existence
of politically centralized units and the moral and political climate in which such centralized
units are held to be self-explanatory and considered norms is a necessary, but not sufficient
condition for nationalism (Gellner 1998, 24-25). As he further highlights, there are two criteria

for becoming a part of a nation:

a) Two people belong to the same nation only if they share the same culture, where culture

denotes a system of ideas, signs, connections, and ways of behaving and communicating;

b) Two people belong to the same nation only if they recognize each other as a member of
the same nation. Man creates nations, while nations are the artifacts of human beliefs,
loyalty, and solidarity. (Gellner 1998, 24-25)

A mere group of people (residents of a particular territory or a member of a particular speaking
area) becomes a nation if and only if members of a group firmly recognize one another’s
common rights and duties based on their shared affiliation. They are transformed into a nation by
their mutual recognition for the like-minded people who share similar characteristic and views,
and not by the other commonalities that separate this category from non-members, whatever their
characteristics are (Gellner 1998, 27). A similar explanation is given by Michael Hetcher,
describing nationalism as a “collective action designed to render the boundaries of the nation, a
territorially concentrated and culturally distinctive solidary group, congruent with those of its
governance unit, the agency responsible for providing the bulk of public goods within the
nation’s territory” (Hetcher 2000, 7). According to Eric Hobsbawm, nationalism or a national
question “is a social phenomenon that anchored in the collective consciousness at a time of

transformation and modernization of political structures in nineteenth-century Europe. At its
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origin, it is so closely linked to the social phenomena of modernization that it is most marked
by the industrialization of labor.” (Hobsbawm 2000, 15) Hobsbawm notes that nationalism
emerged during a period of rapid change in social relations when old traditions fail to respond to
new challenges. Nationalism manages to offer its replacement. As he further explains, “new
traditions emerged simply because the old ones could not be adapted” (Hobsbawm 1989, 5). For
this reason, he introduces the concept of invented traditions, pointing out that, with the
emergence of the national state, one needed to invent not only national symbols as flags,
anthems, and emblems but also to invent a historical continuity (Hobsbawm, 1989). Resulting
from this, invented traditions are “a process of formalization and ritualization characterized by
reference to the past, though only through the imposition of repetition” (ibid, 4). They can be
formulated ““as answers to some new situation, that takes the form of referring to old situations or
introducing their own past through quasi-obligatory repetition” (ibid, 2). In this sense, invented
traditions originate from a sense of identification with the community and/or institutions that
represent, express, or symbolize it as a nation, and in most situations where people are aware of
their citizenship as such remain and are associated with symbols and semi-ritual and ritualized
practices (such as elections), most of which are historically new and invented like flags, images,
ceremonies, and music (Hobsbawm and Ranger 2003, 11-12). Similarly, Benedict Anderson
describes nations as “imagined political communities, conceived of as inherently limited and
sovereign. It is conceived because members of even the smallest nation will never get to know or
even hear about the majority of other members of their own nation, but still in the minds of each
one lives the image of their community” (Anderson 1990, 17). According to this view,
nationalism can be understood if we associate it, not with conscious political ideologies, but with
the great cultural systems that preceded it, from which it originated, and against which it
originated (Anderson 1990, 20). If nationalism is characterized as an imagined political
community in which are members, although they do not know each other, connected by certain
cultural particles and symbols needed to form a nation, the question remains what their role is.
Are they just passive consumers of nationalism imposed on them by the state and the state
apparatus tacitly offered by banal symbols such as hanging flags on the facades of buildings,
postcards with pictures of national beauties, or coins with engraved characters of national
heroes? Do people as a nation actually have any role in creating nationalism and consequently

national identity? And that is where banal nationalism as a direction fails. Many theorists of
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everyday nationalism approach agree that Billig’s nationalism is focused primarily on the
influence of the state, i.e. on the top-down approach, while ignoring the influence of bottom-up
approval, i.e. the influence of people (see Skey 2009, Antonsich 2015, and more). For this
reason, the focus of this doctoral dissertation is on the everyday nationalism concept, because
through it, one can gain an insight into both the top-down and bottom-up approach, that is, to see

how both states and people create nationhood on a daily basis.

4.3. Everyday Nationalism

It was from Billig’s theory of banal nationalism that a new direction developed, called everyday
nationalism. Everyday nationalism, as a derivate of banal nationalism, day by day gains in
importance. In the last twenty years, there are more and more authors using this concept in their
research (see Skey 2011, Edensor 2002, Fox and Miller-Idriss 2008, Knott 2015, and more)
focusing especially on the term “everyday” and its interconnection with nationalism. In
these studies, “everyday’ is described as “a place, not spatially or temporally circumscribed, but
imperfectly delineated by the individuals who people it” (Fox & Jones 2013, 396). Most people
have daily experiences and routines that are so similar that they actually become common. From
Billig’s reading of a nation’s newspaper in a common language, which results in an imaginary
sense of community, to everyday mundane praxis from displaying national symbols such as coats
of arms in school buildings, flags on building facades, to chanting, national territory, and
national beauties in popular culture. And it is here that the very core and difference of everyday
nationalism versus the banal is seen. In everyday nationalism, people themselves play a major
role, creating and transmitting the discourse of nationality from generation to generation in
everyday life. But just living that day-to-day life, we do not realize how much the banality of

everyday life can actually play a significant role in creating a national identity.

Unlike banal nationalism, which has a tendency to overlook a lot of other components of
nationalism, and “tends to treat people as being passively and unconsciously exposed to banal
national ‘flagging’ orchestrated from above, often failing to discuss how individuals daily,

actively, and often deliberately ‘make’ nationhood” (Roseetto quoted in Antonisch 2015, 2),
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everyday nationalism mostly focuses on the “agency of ordinary people, as opposed to elites, as
the co-constituents, participants, and consumers of national symbols, rituals, and identities”
(Knott 2015a, 1). Most scholars agree that the problem of banal nationalism is that the focus is
primarily on the top-down approach, i.e. the role of the state, while neglecting the influence of
people and individuals on the spread of nationalism in everyday life (Miller-1driss & Rothenberg,
2012; Bonikowski, 2016). Still, there is no doubt that in every form of nationalism, including

everyday nationalism, the state has a substantial role to play.

As Fox and Miller-Idriss explain, to make a nation, the people first need to become national.
One can achieve that “through the promotion of standardized languages, national (and
nationalist) educational curricula, military conscription and taxation—and the more nefarious
methods of war, forced assimilation, expulsion, and extermination-the nation, or people, are
made one with their state” (Fox and Miller-ldriss 2008, 536-537). Precisely for this reason when
researching the concept of everyday nationalism, it is still essential to mention the role that the
state has in creating and spreading nationalism. Here we do not mean only the institutional laws
and acts that the state uses in making people national, but also other factors, which are part of
everyday life. For example, radio stations or television programs must have a certain percentage
of shows dedicated to national topics. The bottom-up approach revolves around ordinary people
and the everyday situations they encounter. This approach recognizes people as important
because, as a “neglected political arena”, our understanding is based on un-tested assumptions of
actors’ preferences and identities constructed from above (Kostovicova et al. quoted in Knott
2015b, 3). Through this approach, one can investigate the processes from using a bottom-up
approach through the views of ordinary people (Rose 2009). Research employing the everyday
nationalism concept is important because the simultaneous combination of a top-down and
bottom-up approach reveals both formal nationalism, which is connected with nation-state, and
informal nationalism, which is mostly associated with civil society, different collective events,

and ritual celebrations, allowing these to be observed (Eriksen 1993a).

As Malesevic (2013) shows, the top-down and bottom-up approaches are mutually constitutive
or, as he further explains it, “mundane, everyday nationalism could not exist without the
elaborate institutions and organizations of ‘official’ nationalism” (MaleSevi¢ 2013, 131). Skey

also discusses this, stating that “institutions continue to have a key role to play in underpinning
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and disseminating forms of the knowledge that largely (re) create the idea/l of the nation as a
bounded, coherent and knowable entity. Even in an era of increasing global flows, the state
remains paramount in regulating and managing many aspects of everyday life, often justifying
policies and actions in terms of national priorities and sensibilities”. (Skey 2011, 19)

Still, according to some studies on the “everyday nationalism” approach, citizens should have an
active role in the construction of a nation, if not otherwise, then through the lens of their self-
identification, or through the way they perceive others and the world around them
(Duchnese 2018; Brubaker 2002). It is this self-identification and differentiation from others that
one can find primarily through cultural diversity thatis produced precisely through myths,
symbols, celebrations, languages, and various rituals.

Bonikowksi explains that the key thesis of banal nationalism is that the cultural and institutional
dominance of the nation is reproduced through the same cognitive and symbolic processes
regardless of national context. Research on everyday nationalism accepts that claim, but further
suggests that these universal processes result in heterogeneous cognitive representations of the

nation across (and possibly within) countries (Bonikowski 2007, 148-149).

A similar view is shared by Jones and Merriman, stressing that the terms “everyday” and “banal”
are not synonymous, because everyday life is both a “place of banal and mundane processes but
may also incorporate a variety of hotter differences and conflicts that affect people’s
lives habitually” (Jones & Merriman 2009, 166). Antonsich offers a fresh look at this topic,
pointing out that by adding the term “everyday” to banal nationalism, it is possible to overcome
this problematic distinction between banal and hot nationalism, “and it can also better serve the

purpose of exploring how the nationhood can be activated from below” (Antonsich 2015, 2).

Michael Skey highlights that “by exploring the everyday (re) production of national identity
through banal signifiers, our attention is focused on the fact that it is the daily forms of life, lived
in and understood in relation toa world of nations, that underpins the more visible (and
sometimes virulent) aspects of nationalism” (Skey 2009, 334). Following Fox and Ginderachter,
everyday nationalism can be characterized as an approach through which we can observe how

ethnicity and nationhood are manipulated as categories of social practice and reproduced “by
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ordinary  people doing ordinary things” (Fox and Ginderachter 2018, 547).

As Bonikowski stresses,

the goal is to investigate the range of meanings with which people imbue the nation, examine the
relationship between national and other forms of identification, uncover the mechanisms that reproduce the
unquestioned cultural and political dominance of the nation-state and observe the manner in which the
nation is evoked. The central unit of analysis in this tradition is not ideologies but collective narratives,

political claims, symbolic representations, and cultural schemas. (Bonikowski 2016, 431)

It is precisely through the study of everyday behaviors — ranging from ways of speaking, to
clothing choices, to certain customs and rituals — that one can see the real core of the “everyday

nationalism” principle, and thus, “to understand how and why identities are lived and made
meaningful” (Skey 2009, 334).

While national identity is explained as a “form of life which is daily lived in a world of nation-
states” (Billig 1995, 68), the concept of national identity comprises two elements: (1) self-
categorization as a member of the nation and identifying with this nation; and (2) identification
with an “imagined community”, including a sense of belonging, unity, loyalty, and solidarity
(Bar-Tal 2002). It is precisely these shared goals, ideas, narratives, collective memories, societal
beliefs, holidays, commemorations, rituals, and myths which give meaning tothe notion
of national identity (ibid). Nationalism, and especially everyday nationalism, is particularly
interesting and is most pronounced in periods of national and political change or during
protracted conflicts in the public sphere (Bonikowski 2016), where stronger national self-

awareness comes to the fore.

Fox and Miller-1driss in their paper “Everyday nationhood” (2008) divide the everyday
nationalism approach into four parts, where the focus is on the individuals in societies: (1)
talking about/with the nation, both to see what people say about it, but also when and in what
contexts; (2) choosing the nation and understanding the circumstances in which a preference for
a nation is enacted, or not; (3) performing the nation (in the sense of spectacle, staging), all the
instances in which people are led to take on national symbols themselves; and (4) consuming the

nation, which reflects the expression of taste.
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For the present research, Skey’s (2011, 11-12) five-dimensional analysis of national discourse
(spatial, temporal, cultural, political, and self/other) will be applied. Connecting spatial and
temporal dimensions, he shows that both routine and events as ongoing activities are situated in
particular places, where spatial figures and places form “a solid visible and ongoing presence and
help individuals orientate themselves in relation to other people and the moral orders that define
what is seen to be appropriate at a given place and time” (Skey 2011, 16). Combining and
reproducing deixes (see Billig ~ 1995)  “here” and  “now”  through daily  social
practices, individuals can mutually recognize each other as a part of a community living on the
same territory in a particular time period (ibid). For this reason, they
can consequently also identify themselves as a group by distancing themselves from the so-
called Others. Similarly, through a political dimension of everyday nationalism and the role that
the state has in creating it, one can understand the importance of different political organizations
and state institutions in creating and defining the nations, which is mostly represented through
the cultural dimension of everyday nationalism. Precisely this interconnection of all of the above
dimensions makes nationalism work on the everyday level. In the subsequent chapters I will dive
deeper into each of these dimensions and personify it in the example of Slovenia.

4.3.1. The Political Dimension and the Role of the State

The political dimension emphasizes the importance of political organizations in mobilizing and
then sustaining national movements. That everyday nationhood is closely connected with the
political dimension of everyday nationalism can be seen from the later examples. For the
nation to be understood as more than just an ethnic group, it should have an aspiration to be or to
become a political community, in the sense that it should be institutionally complete, to have its
own self-government, as well as a territory, language, and culture which can be controlled
(Kymlicka 1995, 11). From this it becomes clear that the nation is not a static cultural object with
a single shared meaning but a site of active political contestation between cultural communities

with strikingly different belief systems (Bonikowski 2016, 428). In this sense, the nation is not
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just a political entity but also a cognitive frame through which people apprehend social reality
and construct  routinized strategies of action, and research on nationalism
must incorporate insights from cultural sociology and social psychology about how meanings
structured by institutions shape social interaction and group relations (ibid,
429). As Billig argues, the state has become the primary institutional apparatus for legitimizing
national discourse, through systems of education, law, finance, territorial control. However, as he
further shows, there is rarely, if ever, a simple fit between nation and state. For this reason,
various political authors and organizations appear on the national scene, struggling
to provide their own definition of what national is and should be — in the cultural, historical, and
physical sense (Billig, 1995, 63). Therefore, the first thing one should question here is the
relationship between the nation and the state, which is crucial. The state is neither the only nor
primary factor in creating the nation, but it can be an utterly important component in terms of so-
called “nation-building”. Bonikowski has shown that the “relevance and political implications of
nationhood depend not only on situational context and sociopolitical conditions but also on the
relationship between deeply held beliefs and dominant narratives embedded in national
institutions” (Bonikowski 2016, 433) .

According to Walzer, states are “the political expression of a common life and (most often) of a
national ‘family’ ” (Walzer quoted in Tamir 2019, 421). The emergence of democratic states
therefore depends on the ability of individuals to get together to join a community, and then on
processes that turn the community into a political entity that wishes to govern and express itself
in the public sphere (ibid, 428). For instance, with invented traditions, such as national holidays,
and representative emblems of the country, states seek to both evoke a national identity and
secure the loyalty of the newly-minted citizens. Meanwhile, supporting institutions — museums,
exhibitions, pageants, statuary — reinforce the supposed 