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ties, there are elements of the traditional system that can —in combination with
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pean Union, there is, on the other hand, a

“/ "ter the end of the confrontation of systems ... disintegration of multiethnic countries, a “re-
crethnic conflicts appear to become again a surgence of cultural identities based on ethnic-
ominant pattern of social antagonism,” wrote ity, language, race, tradition, religion, and re-
iedrich Heckmann almost prophetically in gion” (Emminghaus 1998: 126) which has gen-
291! This view was not only shared by other erated a disturbing increase of tensions, con-
authors such as Huntington (1993, 1996), Axt flicts, and violence between these groups.

(1993) or Weiner (1998), but was confirmed The reasons for tbis siml{ltaneous drwe for
dramatically by the realities of the 1990s, both integration and dlsmtegrat.lon, for unity and
in Europe and elsewhere. Dozens of conflicts diversity i1‘1 Europ_e are mgpﬁ?old and cannot be
haveflared up since then, most of them between discussed in detail (cf. Kiirti 1997). We must
ethnic minorities and majorities or between assume, though3 that most conflicts are aresult
religious groups, and many of them have pro- of the gener.?ll “1T1tole‘5r.an’(,:e of the nation-state
duced intense primal violence (cf. Emminghaus toward ethm_c minorities (Heckmann 199'1], a
1998) and devastation. After the collapse of the  reaction against the impact of Eu}‘opean inte-
multiethnic Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, Eu- gration and of economic globalization (cf. I:md-
rope experiences two opposite developments: ner 1994, }'997), and a consequence of t%le end
while, on the one hand, strong efforts are being of systen-ls .(Axt 199?‘, Heckmann 1991); for the
made to integrate more and more nations into post-soc:a_hst countries we havg to a_dd, though,
such supra-national organisations as the Euro- that the rise of ethno-nationalism is one of the
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many social, economic, and cultural consequen-
ces of the breakdown of the socialist system (cf.
Niedermiiller 1996), of economic backwardness,
and of the frustrated hopes for an instant fulfil-
ment of “the Central European version of the
American dream” of affluence (Kohak 1992:
214).

The legacy of socialism will probably haunt
the Balkans for a longer period of time, the
nation-state will continue to exert its influence,
and the dynamic of globalization will certainly
grow even further. It is very likely, then, that
interethnic, interreligious or intercultural dif-
ferences, be they real or imagined, be they
genuine or & COVEr for social or economic an-
tagonisms (cf. Kaschuba 1995), will increase
rather than decrease in the future. Given this
situation, the question is if there are ways and
means to manage these differences more ad-
equately and efficiently or, in other words, to
reduce the conflict potential of interethnic re-
lations. Tt goes without saying that the rela-
tions between groups or peoples who live close
together, either in the same or in adjacent
regions or countries, are of the greatest con-
cern.

Interethnic coexistence is a problem that
concerns not only politicians, educators, politi-
cal scientists, psychologists or sociologists. Itis,
or should be, of particular concern for ethnolog-
ists and, in Europe, European ethnologists,
who are experts in cultures and ethnicity, but
whose voice is seldom heard in the discourse on
interethnic coexistence.” The premise of this
paperis thatinstead of criticizing such necessa-
ry concepts as culture and ethnicity, ethnolo-
gists should actively contribute to this dis-
course both theoretically (through the clari-
fication of concepts) and empirically (through
their direct approach to everyday reality).

Ethnology, and particularly European Eth-
no.logy', can make important contributions to
this _dlscourse which other disciplines do not
prow.de. In view of the fact that present ethnic
;?:ﬁ::cfs usually have a long history, European

% ogy’s t‘yplcal combination of synchronic
and diachronic approaches is particularly valu-
i:}:é‘;;gh:;;glplg.hensive study of interethnic
e th;): icts. Another contribution is

groups and cultures are not
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static isolates, but are dynamic and open sys-
tems. From this follows, as Miithlmann insisteq
in 1972, that the study of interethnic infly-
ences, exchanges, and relations is at the very
heart of the discipline (Miithlmann 1972: 272f),

Such studies should focus :
aspects but more specific:
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and Annemie Schenk (1973, 1987, 1994) to

lce the actual relations between ethnic groups
:ct of their ethnographic investigations.
10 coincidence, that they chose southeast
as their field of interethnic studies, as
thi= subcontinent is certainly the most diverse

part of Europe with regard to ethnicity, lan-
guace, religion, and culture. Their studies at
the micro-level of ethnically mixed Romanian
cormmunities focussed on societal processes of
culiural exchange between ethnic groups, of
co-=tence and segregation, of ethnic sym-
bol -, assimilation, and “dissimilation”, i.e.,
eriooasis on difference with the other ethnic
grovps (cf, Schenk 1973, 1994). They also in-
cluced the historical, political, economic, and
relizious conditions under which the ethnic
griups coexisted. Research by southeast Euro-

pecn ethnologists and folklorists (cf. Klusch
10°7, Pimpireva 1997) as well as studies of the
relotions between migrant workers and the
indigenous population (for Germany cf.
reverns 1988) added the focus on mutual
pe--eption and stereotyping, on ethnic bounda-
i (of. Keményfi 1998), and on the formation
a2 loss of ethnic identity.
here is no doubt that these approaches
we e a great step forward; they viewed ethnic
groups not as static, but as changing and open
erities. With the exception of a few recent
st dies in Bulgaria (Georgieva 1995, Tepavi-
cbrov 1995), they paid less attention, though,
to - uestions of group interaction, of conflict and
co-vistence, and to the pertinent practices and
itegies of boundary maintenance, media-
., and conflict resolution between ethnic
groups. More important, the personal interac-
tions and the actual everyday communication
between individual members of different ethnic
or cultural groups are treated only in passing
(¢f. Kiirti 1997: 41) or they are not discussed at
all. Therefore we know little about the com-
municative and social skills and practices that
are necessary for interethnic coexistence, or
about its mechanisms. The extant studies seem
to have taken the ability to live together and
understand each other across ethnic or linguis-
tic boundaries more or less for granted. In
addition, their goal was the description and
analysis of societal processes, not the appli-

cation of empirical findings to social practice.

Both the European historical experience with
ethno-nationalism and the ongoing processes of
integration and globalization suggest that there
is a need for “cultural politics of European
coexistence”.? For European Ethnology, this
means not only the necessity to study pertinent
cultural policies, but also to discuss the disci-
pline’s part in them and its future contribution
to translating ethnological knowledge into so-
cial and political practice. Departing from my
own experience with southeast Europe and
with Intercultural Communication, I will dis-
cuss how this knowledge can be obtained, and
will argue that it can be of use for the goal of
interethnic coexistence and cooperation in Eu-
rope.

IT.

During the war in Bosnia, many people in
Western Europe, mostly intellectuals, voiced
their admiration for the former “peaceful co-
existence in multiethnic Bosnia” that had now
been destroyed by the war, and expressed nos-
talgia for the “old multicultural Sarajevo” (cf.
Di7aja 1998) and for the vanished multiethnic
empires in southeast Europe. What they de-
plored was probably the vanishing of what they
considered a model for their ideal of multicultu-
ralism in contemporary Western societies. This
gives rise to the question whether — and what —
the European countries can learn from the
historical experience of the multiethnic em-
pires. In order to avoid false conclusions and
feeding vain hopes, ethnology (and historical
anthropology) must take a sober look at history
and study — without idealization — the mecha-
nisms of interethnic relations and coexistence.
Only on the basis of such historical studies can
we determine what social and individual prac-
tices people once had and which ones might be
useful under the conditions of modernity and
civil society.

Southeast Europe, the subcontinent “at the
crossroads of Orient and Occident”, has for
more than a century experienced many inter-
ethnic conflicts (cf. Seewann 1995). Labelled
the “powder keg of Europe”, it belongs, in Gell-
ner’s terms (1996: 115f.),in the third of the “four
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time zones of Europe”. Five centuries of foreign
rule turned it into a peripheral region that
gradually faded from the consciousness of the
European public and that since the 19th cen-
tury has even become Western Europe’s “signi-
ficant other” (Todorova 1997).

The Experience of the M ultiethnic Empires
The historical experience of the Balkans is
largely one of domination by outside powers.
Since the downfall of the medieval Byzantine
Empire, it was the Ottoman Empire in the
larger part of the peninsula and the Habsburg
Empirein thenorth, that ruled the subcontinent
for many centuries and had the greatest impact
on it. Both empires were multiethnic states
with large numbers of peoples and ethnicgroups.
As a consequence, the political elites as well as
the populations of these empires developed ways
and means to handle this diversity and to cope
with it in politics and administration as well as
in everyday life. In the following I will focus
more on the Ottoman Empire because it cover-
ed the larger part of the Balkans and its legacy
is still felt to be very relevant (Roth 1988,
Todorova 1997).

a. Structures and Strategies of the Multiethnic
States
Like every other imperial power, the Ottoman
rulers covered the lands which they conquered
with a fairly homogeneous and homogenizing
super-structure, a hegemonic framework that
was relatively irrespective of local differences
in ethnicity, religion, language or culture. In
the highly centralized and autocratic empire
without a clear division between state, society,
and religion (or church) the unifying factor for
the diverse population was being a subject to
the Sultan. In this ancient régime, the state was
interested in taxes, soldiers, and social order
and showed a remarkable indifference toward
the demographic composition of its population.
People thought of themselves as Muslims,
Christians or Jews, as speakers of a language,
as members of a village community and family,
and as Albanians, Bulgarians, Greeks, Gypsies
Karakachans, Serbs, Wallachians, etc. — ofter;
in that order.

An important element of the imperial super-
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structure were anumber of un ified institutions,
The administrative structure was determined
by the millet system that was based on religious
affiliation. It divided the population of the whole
empireintofive administrative units or millets,
the Muslim one being the largest and most
important of them. In this structure, which
determined the collective rights and the posi-
tion not only of each religious group, but also of
ethnic and tribal groups, the Muslims were the
privileged millet and stood in )sition to the
raya, the Christian and Jewi: <-paying sub-
jects. Equally important for baunn i

pire were the efficient milita | tax systems
and the highly developed leg: tem (with its
fairly non-partisan kadis). | nan Turkish
was the unifying imperial lan; . while mod-

ern Greek was the lingua fr: n southeast

Europe. The Habsburg Em; as based on
somewhat different but ana ; systems of
hegemony, with German or | arian as the

translators
icant role, as

imperial languages. Transl
and interpreters played a si

Petioky (1998) has stressed 1e Habsburg
Empire.
The hegemonic systems ted a frame-

gToups with
Jligations, but
cial mobility
onversion to
nified by be-
nan Turkish,
(ef. Jelavich
s of the vast
olitan centre

work in which there were s
clearly defined privileges an
also a remarkable degree
which was, however, based
Islam. The Ottoman elites w
ing Muslims and speaking
and by their Ottoman way o
1977, Faroghi 1995); for all
empire, Istanbul was the m:

and model of civilized life f where many
unifying influences particul n the every-
day culture spread out; in the e way, Vienna
was the centre of the Habsb Fmpire. One
may sum up by saying that the pre-modern

multiethnic states had fairly homogeneous St°
per-structures and were based on a strictly
regulated hierarchical structure (Majer 1997)
with clearly established social i \equalities. But
it was this homogeneity and social inequality
that permitted, on the other hand, 2 high de-
gree of ethnic and religious diversity.




b. Evervday Practices of Interethnic Coexistence
Even if we allow for the fact that the majority of
the population of both empires was rural and
lived in relatively isolated village communities,
that there were ethnically homogeneous re-
gions, and that there was a solid layer of shared
everviay culture, diversity of language, reli-
gion, othnos, and culture was the prevailing
feati = of the Balkan peninsula. Cultural ex-
chan ¢ between the groups, interethnic rela-
tion= =nd societal strategies of an interethnic
moc = vivendi were thus a vital necessity. The
diver-ity had to be managed in everyday life,

bot!: Ly the social groups and by the individ-
uals which required a specific culturally fash-
ione ! knowledge and attitudes, social and com-
muicative skills and practices as well as long-
terr strategies, in other words: a system and a
habitus of coexistence.

fore taking a look at this system, we must
firzt establish what kinds of interethnic re-
lations existed in the Balkans. The most com-
mo ones were resident-resident-relations, i.e.,
rel~tions between groups who lived together in
the same region, town or village permanently or
for 'ong periods of time (J. Roth 1997: 97); there
were also resident-immigrant-relations, e.g. as
a result of the numerous resettlement cam-
pe =ns in both empires, but they were less
rel-vant because immigrants soon became res-
idents. Apart from these, there were, of course,
m- v resident-stranger-relations such as, for
ine ance, those between residential populations
and state officials, excisemen, clergymen, mer-
ts, soldiers, nomadic shepherds or sea-
| workers; and finally there were stranger-
stranger-relations such as those among trav-
lling merchants or craftsmen. Each of these
relations required somewhat different social
and communicative skills. In the following I
will concentrate on the resident-resident-rela-
tions as they were (and continue to be) the most
common, but also the most complicated ones
that require long-term strategies. ,
For their everyday life most groups and indi-
viduals of the pre-modern Balkan societies n(::ed-
ed a certain degree of social competence which,
in modern terminology, could be called inter-
cultural competence. This competence dt_evel-
oped over a long period of time and was inte-

e

grated into the systems of interethnic coexist-
ence; when conditions changed, new practices
had to be developed and incorporated into the
cultural tradition. What did this competence
consist of, and what was the socio-cultural
knowledge that enabled people to cope with
diversity? A definite and reliable answer to this
question would require the joint research ef-
forts of many historians and ethnologists. What
I can offer here are only some observations and
reflections on the basis of the extant research.

Letus first look at the subjectivations, at the
socio-cultural knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, and
concepts. What was the mind-set of people who
lived in closed societies with traditional values,
attitudes and world views? Was there a specific
“mentality” or “habitus” that facilitated the
coexistence of different ethnic and religious
groups? We can assume that the general frag-
mentation of the population into villages and
neighbourhoods, clans and families, and the
resulting parochialism, particularism, and fa-
milism offered social and mental conditions
that were probably conducive to interethnic
coexistence.

Another helpful precondition was certainly
the fact that most Balkan peoples never had
strong religious beliefs or adhered to ideologies.
Unlike most West Europeans who favour uni-
versalist religious, ideological or moral sys-
tems, they rather adhere to a particularistic
world-view and ethic based on the interests of
their kin or some other ingroup. This basic
orientation produced a mentality of tolerance
or rather indifference towards the beliefs and
convictions of others. In addition, it was not
dogmatic Christianity or Islam that prevailed
in the Balkans but a folk Christianity and folk
Islam with strong common pagan elements
that provided a basis of shared folk beliefs
(Georgieva 1995:126). All this contributed toan
extremely high degree of religious and ideologi-
cal syncretism (Filipovi¢ 1954, 1960) which
included not only the veneration of the same
saint or the use of the same temple by Chris-
tians and Muslims; it also made different value
systems appear compatible and allowed the
individual or the family to convert to another
religion or to belong to two religions or ideol-
ogies at the same time, to one of them in the
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open, to the other one clandestinely (such as the
crypto-Christians). There is an abundance of
syncretistic phenomena in the Balkans, not
only in the sphere of religion and folk belief.
Syncretism is to be observed in many sectors of
the cultural system, making the coexistence of
different forms and the adoption, adaptation,
fusion, or assimilation of cultural influences a
pervasive and continuous dynamic process. Ele-
ments of foreign material culture were assimi-
lated into the own cultural systemjust as easily
ashbehaviours, as the examples of the Romanian
Banat and of Bulgaria show: only certain token
objects were exempted from this interethnic
cultural exchange because they functioned as
ethnic markers; usually it was the costume or a
part of it that served as a symbol of ethnic
identification (cf. Schenk 1973, 1994: 346-348;
Georgieva 1995: 119£.).

An important and vital part of this mind-set
was that the individuals and groups had a
heightened awareness of differences and in-
compatibilities and that they “knew each oth-
er”. This knowledge was accumulated in the
course of time and consisted, on the one hand, of
factual information about the other groups’
ways, their customs, behaviours, tastes, and
their material culture, particularly the ethnic
and religious markers; everybody had a knowl-
edge of, and respected, the basic rules and
practices of the other religion, e.g. the holidays
and food taboos (Georgieva 1995: 122). A sound
knowledge of the other groups’ ways and tastes
was essential for professionals, traders, and
craftsmen who wanted to cater to the needs of
several ethnic groups (Klusch 1987, Schenk
1994: 350). On the other hand, all groups had
precise ideas and stable stereotypical per-
ceptions of the other groups and ascribed them
clear-cut ethnic characters (cf. Kiirti 1997: 42,
Danova 1995, J. Roth 1996, Hopken 1998, Sup-
pan 1998). These stereotypes, which found ex-
pressionin everydaylanguage and in many oral
genres, were mostly prejudices and could, in
case of conflict, stir hatred, but they also provid-
ed the individuals with reliable categories for
everyday interactions and with unquestioned
identities (cf. Roth 1998). On the basis of this
everyday knowledge, difference and alienness
were transformed into familiar otherness, an
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otherness that could be handled in everydaylife
with the help of formalised rules of social con-
duct (Georgieva 1995: 120f).

Trom these basic attitudes and orientations
derived a number of practices and skills, some
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ularly not in matters of religion where a high
degree of incompatibility was taken for granted
and accepted.

1= tolerance and mutual acceptance was,

as Georgieva (1995: 127) has stressed, imposed
by history — and it was always in jeopardy.
Ethnic. religious and cultural differences al-
ways oroduced misunderstandings and con-
flictz=. The question was not if such conflicts
could ~ver be eliminated once and for all, but if
thers »ere adequate ways and accepted institu-
tions o conflict resolution and mediation. The

datz -how that conflict management never
aime at eliminating differences but at estab-

lish'+ = mechanisms and enforcing measures of
con o reduction. Conscious efforts were made
on - sides to prevent the disruption of the
frag: e interethnic balance: hotspurs and
trou - emakers were usually disciplined by their
own zroup, and conflicts were taken out of the
cont-ct zone and resolved within the group

(Tepavicharov 1995: 134).
.= zuccess ofinterethnic coexistence rested
not only on general structures and practices,

but ‘o a large extent on individuals who func-
tior 1 as brokers or mediators between the
gro s, a class of bilingual men in higher posi-

tior : such as group leaders, aldermen (kehaja,
cf. " mpireva 1997: 183f), judges (cf. Majer

1907 127), priests, teachers, but also mer-
cha o <, eraftsmen or migrant workers who had
accaulated enough knowledge, experience,
anc authority to function as mediators. Local

lead =rs in mixed communities were required to
have. in addition to the “normal” prerequisites
of 1igh social status, wealth, integrity, and
ty, outstanding qualities as social arbi-
ters: they must have the ability to reconcile the
groups, not to stress differences, to be role
models, and to use their power prudently (Tepa-
vicharov 1995: 136f.). Under such circumstanc-
es it was almost irrelevant what ethnic group
the leader of the community belonged to.
Contrary to the romanticideas of some trav-
ellers or modern multiculturalists, there was
no colourful medley or intermingling of ethnies
and religions. Evidence from all Balkan coun-
tries indicates that there were solid barriers or
“class walls” between the ethnic and religious
groups which stayed largely to themselves. The

R,

maintenaﬂceUfStTOHgingroup—outgroupbuund-
aries and particularistic thinking in favour of
one’s own group were and are the rule. For the
Ottoman period, Majer noted that “in essential
areas the Muslims, Christians, and Jews stayed
to themselves, conducted their religious servic-
es, celebrated their holidays, sang their songs,
wore their costumes, ... and married among
themselves”.* This is, for instance, still true for
present day Bulgaria, where the “Muslims are
separated from the Christians” (Georgieva 1995:
118) because, in the words of an informant, “it
is better for everybody to be in command of
himself and to stay with his own people” (Tepa-
vicharov 1995: 134). Intermarriage was the
rare exception and was in most countries
considered as “unnatural” and a threat to the
fragile balance between the ethnic and reli-
gious groups because of its high potential for
intergroup conflict (ibid.: 138); some groups
such as the Karakachans prohibited inter-
marriage (Pimpireva 1997: 188). Ritual kin-
ship, however, could extend across ethnic or
religious boundaries, usually for practical, eco-
nomic or “political” reasons of establishing
friendly relation with families of another ethnic
group.

In parts of the Habsburg Empire, one of the
institutions explicitly geared at facilitating in-
terethnic coexistence was the tradition of “ex-
change children” (Tauschkinder). In Hungary
and Slovakia, for instance, it was common prac-
tice to send children to live with a partner
family from another ethnic group for one year:
they learned not only the other group’s lan-
guage, but also “their ways” (Liszka 1996). It is
here that we have to mention that the knowl-
edge, the attitudes, the skills and techniques of
interethnic coexistence were usually acquired
in the process of enculturation and socialization
in childhood, usually a process of unsystematic,
unreflected and intuitive learning-by-doing or,
in the terminology of Edward Hall (1959), infor-
mal and formal learning. This knowledge about
the other groups and how to deal with them
gradually became part of the cultural memory
and of tradition.

Interethnic coexistence was a necessity that
resulted from the fact that ethnic or religious
groups occupied more or less the same territory.

43

_4—




The necessity of mastering and utilising this
common space for production and subsistence
and the dependence on each other put perma-
nent pressure on all groups to cooperate and to
make compromises. As for their dwellings, eth-
nic or religious groups were often spatially
separated, mostly in separate neighbourhoods.
Towns and cities were more heterogeneous, but
again the ethnic groups usually had their own
quarters in which each group had its own social
structures of kinship and neighbourhood rela-
tions (cf. Schenk 1987), its own power struc-
ture, and its separate institutions such as
churches, schools, and (in the 19th century)
clubs and associations. This segregation was,
however, mitigated by networks of friendship
and neighbourhood contacts stretching across
ethnic or religious boundaries. Interethnic con-
tacts in the immediate neighbourhood were of
special significance, as families would invite
each other regularly on the others’ religious or
life-cycle holidays, and all of them would ob-
serve the traditional norms and customs that
were mandatory in everyday life (Georgieva
1995: 122f), among them the strict rules of
hospitality (cf. Stoilov 1995).

Finally it has to be mentioned that in the
Ottoman period ethnicity was often related to
specific professions, trades or crafts; up to the
present day, such divisions can still be observed
insoutheast Europe with regard to the Gypsies.

While these structures and strategies helped
to reduce or even eliminate areas of group
interference and conflict inside the community,
they were of little avail when the system of
interethnic coexistence was disturbed by inter-
ference from the outside, for instance by wars,
marauding soldiers or resettlement campaigns
in the Ottoman Empire (cf. Majer 1997, Ivano-
va 1993). The outside influences increased dra-
matically in quantity and quality after the end
of the multiethnic empires and the establish-
ment of nation-states.

Interethnic Coexistence in the Balkan Nation-
States

It is one of the paradoxes of modernity that the
nation-state, in order to safeguard the legal
equality and social well-being of its citizens

needs outside borders and a clear definition 0%'
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who has access toits resources and who hasnot
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taught in a unified educational system and
became the standard of the national media and
communications systems. Likewise, the social,
legal. snd political institutions became strong
nation-building factors. New indigenous elites
forme+ the unified and unifying backbone of the
nation-states.

young

Urlike their multiethnic predecessors, the
new nation-states were constitutional parlia-
ment:y democracies with modern civil socie-

ties oranting equal individual rights to every-
one. " heir administration was based on region,

not o religion. In the course of several decades,
mos Salkan nations indeed managed to create
a rel:tive uniformity of material and symbolic
cultiire, of values and norms, attitudes and
ide='=. a national culture which set them in-

crez-ingly apart from their neighbour coun-
trie= The individuals, at least those belonging
to the majority populations, began to identify
themselves primarily as citizens of their na-
tion-states.

" he assimilation of minority groups into the
me ority population, their exchange, expulsion,
or ‘¢ ~ansing’ since the end of Ottoman rule had
ma v consequences. One of them was a general
proc-ss of forgetting the traditional skills and
str='=gies of interethnic coexistence, a process
of - -learning of intercultural competence. In
mo- ¢ countries, ethnic or religious groups were
dratically reduced in number or confined to
-inal areas, so that these gualities were
d no longer needed. In addition, they were
not politically desired; instead, school educa-
tior was geared at instilling national pride and
celing of uniqueness of the own national
history and culture (cf. Niedermiiller 1998,
Hoplken 1997). The findings of Georgieva (1995)
and others show, however, that in areas with
larger minority populations the traditional sys-
tem of coexistence survived until the middle of
the 20th century.

In the period of national liberation and na-
tion building, folklore and ethnography thrived
because they were instrumental in the creation
of homogeneous populations and national cul-
tures. The interest of folklorists and ethnogra-
phers lay in the description, collection, study,
preservation, and often exaltation of their na-
tional (peasant) cultures. Thisholds true partic-
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ularly for the countries of the “third time zone”
of Europe, “which presented the greatest prob-
lems from the viewpoint of the implementation
of the nationalist principle of one culture, one
state ... Many of the peasant cultures were not
clearly endowed with a normative High Culture
at all” (Gellner 1996: 115). As a consequence,
“nationalism began with ethnography, half de-
seriptive, half normative, a kind of salvage
operation and cultural engineering combined.
If the eventual units were to be compact and
reasonably homogeneous, ... many people had
to be either assimilated, or expelled or killed”
(ibid.: 116).

This explains why in all Balkan countries
the focus on the national culture was pre-
dominant, and why folklore and ethnography
were linked to national politics. They had to
contribute to the legitimisation and identity
formation of the young nations by supplying the
evidence of the folk cultural heritage, by nation-
alising this folk culture (Lofgren 1989, Hofer
1991), and by inventing traditions (Hobsbawm
1983) and national mythologies. Most scholars
took their mission very seriously and concen-
trated on the unifying cultural elements of their
nation-states and widely ignored ethnic and
other minorities. With regard to the neighbour-
ing countries, they emphasized heterogeneity
and even constructed differences and other-
ness. There were scholars with an international
outlook, to be sure, but the paradigm was ro-
manticism with a national perspective (Nau-
movic 1998), the lack of comparative research,
and the disregard of common Balkan features.
It was only logical that cultural diversity, inter-
ethnic relations, and the coexistence of ethnic
groups and nations remained marginal topics
of ethnological research.

Socialism and Ethnic Diversity: a Sad Inter-
lude

The 45 years of socialist rule in most Balkan
countries and its handling of ethnic diversity is
a problem of its own which cannot be discussed
in detail. Communism or socialism as a uni-
versalistic and internationalistic ideology is, in
principle, indifferent to ethnicor cultural diver-
sity, as its political goals are the creation of a
«ynified socialist way of life” and a “unified




developed socialist personality” which inte-
grates the “finest elements” of national or re-
gional folk cultures. But as in most other fields,
there was a large gap between ideological goals
and political realities. Particularly since the
late 1960s, the policies of the southeast Euro-
pean socialist countries became increasingly
nationalistic, stressing the mainstream culture
of their majority populations at the expense of
internal differences and ethnic or other minori-
ties. Minority groups were assimilated or, in
some countries such as Bulgaria and Romania,
disadvantaged, suppressed or even expelled.’
The traditional system of interethnic coexist-
ence disintegrated under the impact of the
totalitarian system.

The socialist countries thus remained fully
in the paradigm of the homogeneous nation-
state and kept ethnic groups under a closed lid.
It was only alogical consequence, that the study
of ethnic groups, of interethnic relations and of
interethnic coexistence was inopportune or out-
right prohibited in this period. The upsurge of
ethnic self-awareness and interethnic tensions
after the end of socialist rule can partly be
attributed to this policy.

Post-Socialist Nationalism and Interethnic Re-
lations

With the exception of former Yugoslavia, the
borders of the Balkan countries are at present
guaranteed and thenationalidentities are large-
ly established. Yet in spite of this, and of the
collapse of the hated totalitarian system, most
countries are plagued with nationalism, cultu-
ral fundamentalism, minorities problems, inter-
ethnic tensions, and conflicts. All this may be a
belated “outburst of 19th century nationalism”,
as some historians hold, but it is more likely
that these are the dire consequences of the
collapse of the socialist system, the economic
chaos and the spiritual void it left behind, and
of its policy regarding ethnicity and minority
groups. At the same time confronted with rad-
ical processes of political, economie, and social
transformation and with the impact of Western
influences and globalization, most people suffer
notonly from the hardships ofeveryday life, but
also from a deep crisis of values and identities:
for many of them, a regression to their ethnicz
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religious or cultural roots appears to offer a
solution to their problems (cf. Niedermiiller
1996, Roth 1995).

It is very obvious, though, that nationalism
fundamentalism, and ethnic hatred will onh;
deepen the crisis, as the examples of the warin
Bosnia and the Kosovo crisis demonstrate. There
is general agreement that these are inadequate
reactions to the demands of modernity and civil
society. Not the models of natio isolation and
suppression of minorities, buf models and
strategies are needed to mak nic diversity
tolerable or even productive. their multi-
ethnic past, the Balkan peoj re again re-
quested to “live with differenc: ot only with-

in their countries, but also on itire Balkan
peninsula and beyond it. It is inly a hope-
ful sign that in recent years ‘e and more
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: countries; a
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III.

The question put forward at eginning was
whether the European count can possibly
learn from the historical expe ¢ of the mul-
tiethnic empires. After all, b \ese empires
and the European Union : multinational
entities in need of “politics of rethnic coex-
istence”. Given the Balkans’ record of a century

idea of learn-
-t absurd. We

have to keep in mind, though, that ethnic con-
flicts began to flare up in that region with the
decline of Ottoman and Habsburg rule: The
largely successful imperial politics of inter-
ethnic coexistence had to fail, when the West-
ern concept of the nation-state, national libera-
tion movements, and modernisation destroyed
their foundations.

Of course there is no reason to mourn the end
of the old multiethnic empires, and the dif
ferences between then and now are essential
and only too obvious. By way of summary, Twill

of ethnic tensions and strife,
ing from the Balkans seems al
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attempt to juxtapose the two systems and their
attitudes to ethnic diversity.

The pre-modern feudal autocratic empires
were based on hegemonic and administrative
super-structures with a few overriding institu-
tions and systems that concerned the elites far

more than the ordinary people. In fact, the state
hardiv ever interfered in local politics and was
indiferent to what religion its subjects had,
what language they spoke, and how they lived,
as ooz as they paid their taxes. This high
tole snce for ethnice, religious, and cultural di-
vers: v corresponded with a high tolerance for
soci ! inequality. The societies of the empires
were pre-modern and closed, and people lived
mo: v inrural communities with a high degree
of local autonomy, mutual help and control;
their =ocial relations were almost exclusively

informal and personal. Ethnic and religious
differences were highly visible (e.g. through
trec tional markers such as costumes); identi-

ties were clearly ascribed, and there was a
he::htened awareness and acceptance of differ-
ences. The relatively static societies with a low
degree of mobility made long-term resident-
resi ent-relations the dominant and typical
paitern ofinterethnic relations, so that a “habi-

tus of coexistence” could gradually evolve and
be integrated into the cultural system.

I e nation-state, on the other hand, is close-
Iy 11+ ked to modernity. It is based, in principle,
on | beral constitutional parliamentary democ-
racy and an open plural civil society. Modern
ition-states are highly complex and are or-
garized by means of numerous nation-wide
institutions and systems (executive, adminis-
trative, legal, military, infra-structural, medi-
cal, commercial, financial, medial, educational,
cultural, ete.) which exert a high degree of
direct or indirect control and interference —and
which put strong demands on every citizen to
comply with the rules of the state. In order to
safeguard equal individual rights and access to
resources, the nation-state has a low tolerance
for social inequality, but also for cultural, eth-
nic, and religious diversity. Modern societies
are predominantly urban and anonymous, and
are largely based on formalized and functionr?\l
social relations. As a result of its universalistic
and individualistic foundations, the modern
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state considers ethnic and religious differences
as “private business”, so that such differences
arenot or rarely displayed in public. The visible
markers of ethnicity have disappeared or been
replaced by invisible ones,” and (voluntary)
self-identification has become more important
than ascription of identity. The resulting low
awareness of ethnic and religious difference
corresponds with their low acceptance; Schif-
fauer (1996) noted a “dread of the difference”
even among cultural anthropologists. People in
modern societies have, and are required to
have, a high degree of mobility which has led to
a great variety and permanent change of in-
terethnic and intercultural relations: while resi-
dent-resident-relations are still important,
international migrations, expulsions, world-
wide tourism and travel as well as the effects of
economic globalization have dramatically in-
creased the number and intensity of resident-
stranger and stranger-stranger encounters and
relations. It is obvious that this ever increasing
mobility and flexibility makes the formation of
a “habitus of coexistence” extremely difficult.

In view of these fundamental differences and
the complexity of modern societies it seems
easy to dismiss the historical experience of
interethnic coexistence as totally irrelevant.
However, more recent findings of Intercultural
Communication research indicate that some of
the elements of the traditional system of inter-
othnic coexistence are not outdated and can,
with due adaptation to modernity, be applied to
modern societies; indeed, some elements even
have their equivalentin contemporary societies
(cf. Weiner 1998, Giordano 1998). Let me finish
by outlining a few aspects.

1. The transformation of threatening alien-
ness into familiar otherness is a very funda-
mental aspect. It was achieved both on the
cognitive and the affective level, on the cogni-
tive one by means of passing on knowledge
(including stereotypical knowledge, cf. Roth
1998) about the relevant ethnic and religious
groups or neighbouring peoples. This also in-
cluded the learning of the languages of ethnic
groups and neighbour countries, so that there
was a class of bilingual and bi-cultural persons.
On the affective level, interethnic coexistence
was facilitated through a heightened sensitivi-
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ty for other groups and for their signs and
signals. Both aspects of the traditional system
are very well applicable to the present situa-
tion. Having more knowledge about, and sensi-
tivity for, neighbour peoples and ethnic groups
and thus turning their alienness into familiar
and manageable otherness is good advice also
today; but today, the sensitivity should not only
concern other cultures (cultural awareness),
but also, and very importantly, the own culture
(cultural self-awareness). Intercultural Com-
munication aims precisely at raising these sen-
sitivities.

2. The increased awareness of difference
created a greater acceptance of (familiar) other-
ness, of heterogeneity and cultural diversity.
For modern democratic nations and particu-
larly for the European Union, this acceptance of
otherness is, as we have seen, a structural
problem, but it seems to be an important pre-
requisite for interethnic coexistence in Europe.
It has to be accompanied, though, by the aware-
ness that the degree of accepted difference is
clearly limited by the basic norms and values
and by the legal codes of the individual nation-
states as well as by the political and legal
framework of the European Union.

3. The question of social and spatial segrega-
tion and of group autonomy is certainly one of
the thorniest problems for modern open socie-
ties. It is noteworthy that in this respect the
reality of modern states corresponds to some
extent with that of the bygone empires, but
while segregation was then the normal case, it
is now considered abnormal and undesirable.
Group segregation and the development of par-
allel societies contradict basic premises of mod-
ern societies, but nevertheless ethnic neigh-
bourhoods or ghettos have long become a reality
in many West European countries and in North
America; in some countries informal parallel
power structures of minority groups have al-
ready been accepted and integrated into the
larger political systems.

4. Interethnic exchange and encounter oc-
curred most intensely and frequently at the
grass-roots level of village or neighbourhood
contacts, i.e., in small and well-defined con-
texts, and under the pressure of economic or
other necessities. In our open, anonymous ur-
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ban societies, such contexts can be found in
small communities and urban neighbourhoods,
but more frequently and typically ininstitutions,
be they government institutions (schools, hos-
pitals, administrative offices, etc.) or be they

non-government institutions (associations,
clubs, ete.), and at the work-place (cf. Kartari
1997, Moosmiiller 1998) where cooperation is
vital. Efforts at creating interethnic coexist-
ence and cooperation must therefore start from,
or possibly even be confined t uch small
contexts (cf. Kriesberg 1998).

5. Interethnic relations are fi ¢ and the
equilibrium can easily be disturbod. Conflict
reduction and resolution was therefore a cen-
tral point in the traditional systcm of inter-
ethnic coexistence, for which there were specif-
ic rules and mechanisms. It apj 5, that the
above mentioned modern contex re also in
need of such rules and mechan .- keeping
conflicts out of the contact zone hnie, reli-
gious or national groups is a ru certainly
applies not only to Balkan vill: ut also to
contemporary schools, courts of joint ven-
tures or multinational teams (cf. sch 1998).
Likewise, leaders with a heighf intercul-
tural knowledge and sensitivity ith social
skills as brokers and arbiters : ceded not
only in traditional village con ities, but
also in urban neighbourhoods, i titutional
contexts and at the work-place Idition to
competent individuals, there is 1 need for
institutions of mediation and co between
the groups.

IV.

It has become clear that under the conditions of
modernity and particularly of the -eatly in-
creased variety and fluidity of interethnic and
intercultural contacts, the repertory of the tradi-

tional systems of interethnic coexistence is use-
ful for the solution of present problems only in
a limited and more general way. This reduces
the possible contribution of historical and eth-
nological studies, but it is here that Inter-
cultural Communication can help. This new
discipline can add the expertise which it has
gained through the study of face-to-face com
municative interactions between individuals




and groups belonging to different cultures (ef.
Roth 1996). The disciplineis application-orient-
ed insofar as it aims at teaching individuals the
competence to act adequately in such situa-
tions. The focus of Intercultural Communica-
tion on the synchronic micro-level study of
prescnt communicative acts is a great asset,
but il is also a limitation, because it largely
igncres the macro-level processes, the political
ant “ocio-economic contexts, and the historical
dimionsions of such interactions on which eth-
nol:zical interethnic studies usually focus. It is
evicdent that the two approaches complement
ear other almost ideally and that their combi-
nz on offers the deepest understanding of in-
ter-thnic relations and intercultural inter-
aciions. Both disciplines, European Ethnology
an . ntercultural Communication, should there-
fore join forces to contribute to politics of in-
ter« thnic coexistence within and between the
Evropean nations.

“ut it is precisely the awareness of the his-
torcal, the macro-political, and the socio-eco-
no e conditions that cautions the ethnologist.
To = very large extent the success of interethnic
co - stence depends on the conditions laid out
by national policies, but these policies are lim-

iter! by the principles on which the nation-state
re- = Modernnations cannot copy the multieth-
ni mpires’ policy, but they can move toward a

gre - ler acceptance of diversity — provided they
ha - ostablished a proper frame and adequate
conitions for it. The unbiased analysis of his-
tor -zl and ethnographic data in conjunction
with Intercultural Communication research can
con vibute to this end. The findings presented
in t/1is article may disappoint those who hoped
2in a blueprint for a harmonious multicul-
tural world, but they may prove helpful for
those who look out for structures and elements
listic “cultural politics of European coex-

istence”.

1. Heckmann 1991: 51: ,Nach dem Ende der Syst_em-
konfrontation mit ihrer Ausstrahlung in fast jede
Konfliktstruktur auf der Welt scheinen intelz-eth-
nische Konflikte global wieder zu einem dominan-
ten Muster gese]lschaf‘tIicherAusei_nandersetzung
zu werden.”

2. For ex?mpie, among the 40 authors of the repre-
sentative ,Handbook of Interethnic Coexistence®
(Weiner 1998) there is not a single cultural an-
thropologist or ethnologist.

3. This was the title of one of the sessions of the
conference of Ethnologia Europaea in Berlin on
Sept. 26-28, 1998.

4. Majer 1997: 128: ,In wesentlichen Bereichen blie-
ben also die Muslime, Christen und Juden unter
sich, begingen ihre Gottesdienste, feierten ihre
Feste, sangen ihre Lieder, trugen ihre Tracht,
studierten ihre frommen Biicher und heirateten
untereinander.“

5. For Bulgaria’s ethnic policy towards the Turks,
Pomaks and Karakachans, cf. Hipken 1986, Sil-
verman 1992, Ivanova 1993, Pimpireva 1997.

6. Apart from the works cited above see the report
volume edited by Zhelyazkova (1994) and the first
three volumes of the journal Ethnologia Balka-
nica (1997, 1998, 1999).

7. Ethnicand religious affiliation is usually internal-
ized (in the form of convictions and ideologies), or
it is played out in voluntary associations or in
private religious education, etc.; at the most it is
publicly displayed in a folkloristic fashion at festi-
vals and other performances. This invisibility of
ethnic and religious affiliation in modern every-
day life partly explains the uproar in many Euro-
pean countries about the ,demonstrative® head-
scarves of Muslim women.
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